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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999

MONDAY, MARCH 16, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Birmingham, AL.
The subcommittee met at 9:33 a.m. at “Great Hall”, Hill Univer-
sity Center, University of Alabama at Birmingham, Birmingham,
AL, Hon. Richard C. Shelby (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senator Shelby.

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL CORRIDORS
PANEL 1

CONGRESSIONAL WITNESSES

STATEMENTS OF:
HON. ROBERT ADERHOLT, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM ALABAMA
HON. SPENCER BACHUS, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM ALABAMA

NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES

STATEMENTS OF:
JESSE L. WHITE, JR., FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN, APPALACHIAN RE-
GIONAL COMMISSION
DON VAUGHN, ASSISTANT TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR, ALA-
BAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OPENING REMARKS

Senator SHELBY. The subcommittee will come to order.

At this time, 1 would like to recognize Dr. William Deal the dean
of the School of Medicine at the University of Alabama in Bir-
mingham, for any remarks that he might care to make.

Thank you, Doctor Deal.

Dr. DEaL. Thank you, Senator.

On behalf of the University of Alabama at Birmingham and its
30,000 students, faculty, and staff members, | would like to wel-
come you, Senator, and this subcommittee to this campus. Senator
Shelby has been very instrumental and supportive of the develop-
ment of this campus since he was elected to Congress in 1979 and
we are very grateful for that. He, along with Congressmen Bachus
and Aderholt, have helped us and are fully supportive of the School
of Medicine and our human genetics initiative which is well under-
way.

@)
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Senator Shelby is also the first Alabama Senator to serve on the
Senate Appropriations Committee since the legendary Senate List-
er Hill who had so much to do with the development of the medical
center. We are grateful for your leadership, Senator, and again,
welcome all of you to this campus. Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Dean.

I want to thank each of you for being here today as we examine
the cost and the benefits associated with the completion of the Ap-
palachian development highway system, and specifically Corridor
X.

Last year, as part of the Transportation appropriations bill, this
subcommittee provided $300 million of Federal funds to the Appa-
lachian highway system. About $40 million of that went to the
State of Alabama to advance the progress of Corridor X. This $40
million was over and above the money the State of Alabama re-
ceived through the Federal-Aid Highway Program.

The reason this money is necessary is to compensate for the Fed-
eral Government's poor track record in living up to its promise to
finish this crucial highway system. The Appalachian development
highway system was created in 1965 with the intent of linking the
underdeveloped Appalachian region to the National Interstate Sys-
tem. Today, 33 years later, we still have large segments of the Ap-
palachian highway system which are incomplete. One of the largest
unfinished sections of the system in America is Corridor X here in
Alabama.

When completed, Corridor X will be a 97-mile highway from the
Mississippi State line to 1-65 here in Birmingham. In conjunction
with other routes in Mississippi, it will provide a freeway-type
route from Birmingham to Memphis and will facilitate trade and
economic development in northwest Alabama. Not only will it make
the movement of goods and people between Memphis and Bir-
mingham more efficient, but this highway project will also bring
much-needed jobs to the region. According to the road information
program, each $1 billion in new Federal highway investment na-
tionwide generates an estimated 1,018 jobs in Alabama.

Completing Corridor X will also provide critical highway safety
improvements in this area. Anyone who has driven much in north-
west Alabama knows how dangerous the roads can be, and this
new highway will do more to improve highway safety than any
other project in recent memory. Highway fatalities in Alabama in-
creased by 11 percent from 1992 to 1996. Nationwide, 77 percent
of all fatal crashes occur on two-lane roads while only 14 percent
of fatal crashes occur on roads with four or more lanes. In Ala-
bama, 53 percent of the roads on the National Highway System, ex-
cluding the Interstate System, are two lanes.

Automobile accidents not only cost lives but they have economic
costs as well. Motor vehicle crashes cost Alabama citizens about $2
billion per year or $471 for every resident of the State for emer-
gency services, medical costs, property damages, and lost market
productivity. Driving on roads in need of repair costs Alabama $394
million a year or $126 per motorist in extra vehicle repairs and op-
erating costs. Increasing the investment in our Nation's highways
will help change this and improve the lives of all of our citizens.
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The purpose of this hearing today in Birmingham is to gain a
better understanding of how completing Corridor X and the Appa-
lachian highway system as a whole will benefit the people of Ala-
bama and other people in Appalachia. Our first witness today will
be Congressman Robert Aderholt who represents the 4th District
in which most of Corridor X lies.

Congressman Aderholt is a member of the House Appropriations
Committee and also is a member of the Transportation Subcommit-
tee as well. He worked with me on last year’'s appropriations bill
to ensure that the funds for Corridor X became a reality, and has
effectively used his seat on the Appropriations Committee to rep-
resent his district.

Congressman Spencer Bachus who represents most of the Bir-
mingham area is our next witness and has also been a staunch ad-
vocate in Washington for Corridor X. He sits on the House Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Committee and will continue to have
a strong voice in the final Federal Highway reauthorization bill.

We will also hear from the Honorable Jesse White, the Federal
Cochairman of the Appalachian Regional Commission. The ARC is
responsible for administering the Appalachian development high-
way system, and we are pleased to have Mr. White with us here
today in Birmingham.

The last witness on the first panel is Mr. Don Vaughn, Assistant
Transportation Director of the Alabama Department of Transpor-
tation. Mr. Vaughn, along with Director Jimmy Butts, is respon-
sible for running the Department of Transportation of the State on
a daily basis and for setting the State of Alabama’s priorities for
highway construction.

The second panel today will focus on the economic and safety
benefits of Corridor X. We will have Mr. William Buechner, direc-
tor of economics and research at the American Road & Transpor-
tation Builders Association; Mr. Barry Copeland, vice president of
government affairs at the Birmingham Area Chamber of Com-
merce. He is also the regional director of BellSouth Communica-
tions. Mr. Frank Filgo, president and CEO of Alabama Trucking
Association, and Mr. Al Gibbs, director of corporate affairs of the
Alabama Chapter of the American Automobile Association.

Congressman Aderholt, Congressman Bachus, we welcome you
here today to join me in this hearing. Your written statements will
be made part of the record in its entirety.

Congressman Aderholt, you may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ADERHOLT

Mr. ApeErRHOLT. Thank you, Senator, for having us here today
and allowing us to speak on the importance of Corridor X. A tre-
mendous amount of progress has been made toward the eventual
completion——

Senator SHELBY. Pull that microphone up closer to you, if you
would.

Mr. ADERHOLT. A tremendous amount of progress has been made
toward the eventual completion of this project in the past year in
Washington, and | look forward to the first day when Corridor X
is open.
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When | was first elected to Congress back in 1996, Corridor X
was my No. 1 priority. Working with the Alabama congressional
delegation, the State Department of Transportation, local elected
officials, and interested citizens in north Alabama, we were able to
secure the largest general fund appropriation in history, $45 mil-
lion for the current fiscal year, before the State match. Working to-
gether, we were able to get this done and it is something we can
certainly all be proud of. However, this is just the first step toward
the completion of Corridor X.

This year will prove to be the crucial year when a sense of fair-
ness is restored to Alabama for transportation funding and the nec-
essary resources for the completion of Corridor X are secured.
Along with the annual preparations process, this year Congress, as
you know, will reauthorize the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act, also known as ISTEA.

Congress last authorized ISTEA legislation back in 1991. Unfor-
tunately, Alabama did not fare well in that legislation. Alabama is
a donor State, meaning we pay more in gasoline taxes in transpor-
tation trust fund than we receive in return for transportation infra-
structure project. In fact, Alabama has only got approximately 78
cents on the dollar since 1991.

The lack of a sound surface transportation infrastructure is
harming our ability to compete with other areas in the Southeast.
Congress has already responded with the largest funding for sur-
face transportation in history last year with $23.3 billion which is
up from $20.9 billion the previous year and more than $1 billion
over the President’'s request. And | pledge to continue to build on
this progress this year.

Certainly the Alabama congressional delegation has been work-
ing together to ensure that this does not happen again with the re-
authorization. Thankfully we are in a much better position this
time around with members of the Alabama delegation being on key
committees.

The No. 1 concern of the delegation is to ensure that Alabama
does not receive the short end of the stick on the overall amount
of funding that comes from the Federal Government. Certainly as
you're well aware, the Senate, last week, passed a 6-year reauthor-
ization of ISTEA and the House will shortly do the same. What is
important to know is that all competing long-term reauthorizations
are better for Alabama than the current law.

A central issue to ISTEA debate is specific funding category for
the Appalachian development highway system. Historically, the
main problem for the Appalachian development highway system,
which includes Corridor X, has been a stable, dedicated source of
funding.

Since the Appalachian development highway system is not part
of the Interstate Highway System, it is hard to rely on an annual
appropriations process. This is why, in some years, Alabama has
had significant levels of funding and other years it received very
small amounts. This makes it very difficult for long-term planning
and it is part of the reason that the Appalachian development high-
way system is only 78 percent completed while the Interstate High-
way System is 99 percent completed.
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The House, the Senate, and the President have all decided to in-
clude a specific funding category for the Appalachian development
highway system. The real battle seems to be what level of funding
will be secured in the final version of the bill. The President’s pro-
posal includes $2.1 billion over 6 years for the Appalachian devel-
opment highway system, the House proposal includes $2.5 billion
and the Senate’s proposal has $2.2 billion for the Appalachian de-
velopment highway system.

The funds for the Appalachian development highway system are
disbursed by a funding formula based solely on the costs to com-
plete the entire system of which Corridor X is one part. Alabama'’s
share is 11 percent so under the competing bills, we will receive
over $200 million before the State match from the highway trust
fund. This figure does not take into account the appropriations
process, and as | mentioned earlier, and has been mentioned, we
worked together last year to secure $45 million in the Transpor-
tation appropriation bill last year. Each year we will be in a posi-
tion to steer additional funds to Corridor X on top of the authorized
funding from the highway trust fund.

I have discussed the process to complete Corridor X up in Wash-
ington because | know everyone here understands what is impor-
tant to complete this project. There are two very consequential rea-
sons why the highway must be completed now. The first is eco-
nomic development for northwest Alabama, and certainly, the sec-
ond, which is certainly just as important and, in my opinion, more
important, is safety.

It is unacceptable omission that there is no Interstate Highway
from Memphis to Birmingham. This makes it more costly for busi-
nesses in Birmingham but also has slowed economic growth in
northwest Alabama. If you look at a map of Alabama, the counties
that are experiencing surging economic activity are generally those
with an Interstate Highway running through them. Many of the
counties in northwest Alabama will be able to create more jobs
when Corridor X is completed.

In addition, more businesses will be willing to locate along Cor-
ridor X in northwest Alabama because the transportation infra-
structure is sound.

An equally compelling reason to complete Corridor X is safety
concerns. The current two-lane route on U.S. 78 is one of the most
dangerous highways in the Nation. In Marion and Walker Coun-
ties, we have averaged one death per month over the past 50
months. This simply must change and it will do so when Corridor
X is completed. U.S. 78 was designed and built more than 50 years
ago when traffic patterns were significantly lower.

In addition, the decades of wear and tear have taken their toll
that have resulted in hundreds of traffic fatalities. Completion of
Corridor X will be a win-win situation for commuters and busi-
nesses. And I'm pleased that the people in Birmingham have linked
hands with the people of northwest Alabama to see Corridor X
come to fruition. Working together, | believe that we can ensure
our transportation infrastructure is ready to take us into the 21st
century.
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PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Congressman Aderholt. We will in-
sert your complete statement in the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT

Thank you for having me here today and allowing me to speak on the importance
of Corridor X. A tremendous amount of progress has been made toward the eventual
completion of this project in the past year in Washington and | look forward to the
first day when Corridor X is opened.

When | was elected to Congress in 1996, Corridor X was my number one priority.
Working with the Alabama Congressional Delegation, the State Department of
Transportation, local elected officials and interested citizens in North Alabama, we
were able to secure the largest general fund appropriation in history—$45 million
for the current fiscal year before the state match. Working together we were able
to get this done and it is something we can all be proud of. However, that was just
a good first step toward the completion of Corridor X.

This year will prove to be the crucial year when a sense of fairness was restored
to Alabama for transportation funding and the necessary resources to complete Cor-
ridor X were secured. Along with the annual appropriations process, this year Con-
gress will reauthorize the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA).

Congress last reauthorized the ISTEA legislation in 1991. Unfortunately, Ala-
bama did not fare well in that legislation. Alabama is a “donor state” meaning we
pay more in gasoline taxes to the transportation trust funds than we receive in re-
turn for transportation infrastructure projects. In fact, Alabama has only gotten 78
cents on the dollar since 1991.

The lack of a sound surface transportation infrastructure is harming our ability
to compete with other areas in the Southeast. Congress has already responded with
the largest funding for surface transportation in history last year, $23.3 billion
which is up from $20.9 billion the previous year and more than $1 billion over the
President’s request. | pledge to continue to build on this progress this year.

The Alabama Congressional Delegation has been working together to ensure this
does not happen again with the reauthorization. Thankfully, we are in a much bet-
ter position this time around, with Members on the key committees.

For example, in the Senate, Senator Shelby is the Chairman of the Transportation
Appropriations Subcommittee which actually appropriates funding for the various
transportation projects. Senator Sessions is on the Environment and Public Works
Committee which has prime jurisdiction over the reauthorization of ISTEA.

In the House, Congressman Bachus is a member of the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee and the Subcommittee on Surface Transportation which has
prime jurisdiction over the reauthorization of ISTEA. Congressman Callahan, Con-
gressman Cramer and | are members of the House Transportation Appropriations
Subcommittee which appropriates funding for the transportation projects.

The number one concern of the delegation is to ensure Alabama does not receive
the short end of the stick on the overall amount of funding that comes from the Fed-
eral government.

Last week the Senate passed a six-year reauthorization of ISTEA and the House
will shortly do the same. What is important to note is that all competing long term
reauthorizations are better for Alabama than current law.

The debate for us is moving in the right direction. The central question has been
answered. The State of Alabama will receive far more favorable treatment this time
around. The real issue is how much more will Alabama receive as compared with
current law.

A central issue in the ISTEA debate is a specific funding category for the Appa-
lachian Development Highway System. Historically, the main problem for the Appa-
lachian Development Highway System which includes Corridor X has been a stable
dedicated source of funding. Since the Appalachian Development Highway System
is not part of the Interstate Highway System, it has had to rely on the annual ap-
propriations process. This is why in some years Alabama has seen significant levels
of funding and other years it received very small amounts. This is why in some
years Alabama has seen significant levels of funding and other years it received
very small amounts. This makes it very difficult for long term planning and is part
of the reason that the Appalachian Development Highway System is only 78 percent
completed and the Interstate Highway System is 99 percent completed.
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The House, the Senate and the President have all decided to include a specific
funding category for the Appalachian Development Highway System. The real battle
seems to be what level of funding will be secured in the final version of the bill.
The President’s proposal (NEXTEA) includes $2.1 billion over six years for the
ADHS, the House’s proposal (BESTEA) includes $2.5 billion for the ADHS, and the
Senate’s proposal has $2.2 billion for the ADHS.

The funds for the Appalachian Development Highway System are disbursed by a
funding formula based solely on the cost to complete the entire system of which Cor-
ridor X is one part. Alabama’s share is 11 percent so under the competing bills we
will receive over $200 million before the state match from the highway trust funds.

This figure does not take into account the appropriations process. As | mentioned
earlier, Senator Shelby and | were able to secure $45 million this year in the Trans-
portation Appropriations bill. Each year we will be in a position to steer additional
funds to Corridor X on top of the authorized funding from the highway trust fund.

| have discussed the process to complete Corridor X up in Washington because
I know everyone here understands why it is important to complete this project.
There are two very consequential reasons why this highway must be completed now.
The first is economic development for North West Alabama and the second is safety.

It is an unacceptable omission that there is no Interstate Highway from Memphis
to Birmingham. This makes it more costly for businesses in Birmingham but it also
has slowed economic growth in North West Alabama. If you look at a map of Ala-
bama, the counties that are experiencing surging economic activity are generally
those with an Interstate Highway running through them. Many of the counties in
North West Alabama will be able to create more jobs when Corridor X is completed.
In addition, more businesses will be willing to locate along Corridor X in North
West Alabama because the transportation infrastructure is sound.

An equally compelling reason to complete Corridor X is safety concerns. The cur-
rent two lane route on US 78 is one of the most dangerous highways in the nation.
In Marion and Walker Counties we have averaged one death per month for over
50 consecutive months. This simply must change and will do so when Corridor X
is completed. US 78 was designed and built more than fifty years ago when traffic
patterns were significantly lower. In addition, decades of wear and tear have taken
their toll and have resulted in hundreds of traffic fatalities.

Completion of Corridor X will be a win-win situation for commuters and busi-
nesses. I am pleased that the people in Birmingham have linked hands with the
people in North West Alabama to see Corridor X come to fruition. Working together
we will ensure our transportation infrastructure is ready to take us into the 21st
century.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE BACHUS

Senator SHELBY. Congressman Bachus.

Mr. BAacHus. Thank you, Senator Shelby.

First of all, I want to thank you on behalf of everyone in the Bir-
mingham area for your strong, strong emphasis on the corridor act
and for the funding that you have been able to direct toward this
project.

I have been asked to address project status and also funding
issues. First of all, 1 think there has been a growing recognition on
the part of the Birmingham community and of north Alabama for
the need for this road. | would like to commend the chamber of
commerce, | would like to commend Congressman Aderholt. He has
made this his No. 1 project. And I think anytime you get a Con-
gressman who takes on one project and concentrates on it, you see
an effect. And | think that his efforts, really daily efforts, have re-
sulted in a lot more emphasis on this project because it actually
has a voice that can be identified, and that voice is Robert Aderholt
in the House.

With you as chairman of the Transportation and Appropriations
Committee, |1 do not know that people in this room realize the sig-
nificance of that, but if you wanted to put someone on any commit-
tee that would have more ability to influence funding for this
project, it would be transportation chairman, Senate Appropria-
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tions Committee, and we just happen to have Richard Shelby as
the chairman of that subcommittee.

Senator SHELBY. | thank you.

Mr. BacHus. | will say this, | think because of, not only chamber
of commerce but a group of mayors all along the route pushing very
hard for this project, informing us about the importance for their
communities, it has grown really to where it is, in the Southeast,
one of the top priorities of the Surface Transportation Committee
on which I sit. And I think | have very good news for the commu-
nity, for north Alabama, today, as far as the status of the ISTEA
bill, the House of Representatives will increase funding, if the
House bill—the Senate and the House bill are very similar, and 1|
want to commend you and Senator——

Senator SHELBY. Congressman, | think they would be interested
in your expanding your remarks on ISTEA right here today.

Mr. BacHus. What we have is, Alabama has been receiving about
$335 million for highways from the Federal Government. Under
the new ISTEA bill, it will receive something in the neighborhood
of $555 million, so you're talking about a 65-percent increase in
funding.

In addition to that, prior to this year, there was no funding for
Appalachian highways. The Energy and Commerce Committee
funded the Appalachian Regional Commission and they have dedi-
cated about $10 million—now this is in addition to the ISTEA high-
way money, they have committed about $10 million through En-
ergy and Commerce a year, prior to this year when you and Con-
gressman Aderholt increased the funding level about fourfold.

Under the new Appalachian regional funding mechanism, and
Congressman Aderholt mentioned that our share, there is a big—
for the first time, there is a separate category for highways. It is
a several-billion-dollar category, and Alabama’s share will go from
8 to 11 percent of Appalachian regional money. And what that
means, bottom line, is that for Corridor X and Corridor Y—I think
it is Corridor Y—Corridor V across Alabama, there will be about
$40 million—and this figure could change in the next few weeks,
but will be somewhere between $40 and $44 million for those
projects alone, per year.

Senator SHELBY. In addition to everything else.

Mr. BAacHus. In addition to the—first of all, we go from $335 to
$555 million in highway money under ISTEA. In addition, we have
an earmark for Corridor X and Corridor V of over $40 million a
year.

Compare that with the present spending levels of about $10 mil-
lion a year and you see that, in Federal money, we're dedicating
four to five times as much as we have been.

The Surface Transportation Committee estimates that about 62
percent of that money ought to go to Corridor X because Corridor
V is further toward completion. Now Mr. Vaughn could speak to
this probably a little better and give you the completion ratio. But
bottom line, we will—the Senate has passed its ISTEA Bill. The
House Surface Transportation Committee, on March 24, which is
very close to today, March 24, we hope to report a bill out and have
it pass the House before April 1. It will then go to a conference.
But Alabama will get basically a bigger pie—I mean, there will be
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a bigger pie for all the States and Alabama will get a bigger slice
of the pie.

Now, as far as the impact of this project on the State of Alabama,
the Surface Transportation Committee believes that this project,
more than any other, will benefit metropolitan Birmingham—uwill
benefit north Alabama and northwest Alabama. It is one of metro-
politan Birmingham'’s two missing links; one to the Midwest, the
other to Florida and south Georgia and panhandle of Florida. The
other transportation need for the City of Birmingham is actually a
project that is not even in Birmingham but will be an upgrading
of the road between Montgomery and Dothan to tie into 1-10,
which will have an economic benefit for Birmingham.

We also—the third project for Birmingham that is basically on
a—I think a must-do basis, is the northern beltline.

Senator SHELBY. Absolutely.

Mr. BacHus. That will have probably more impact on commuters
and on the economic development here in Birmingham. That
project, because we are increasing total spending by 67 percent of
moneys given to the State, and those moneys are not dedicated to
any one project, so the State of Alabama will be free to direct as
little or as much as they want to to the northern beltline and to
Corridor X, in addition to these $40 to $50 million that both the
authorization committee and the Appropriations Committee have
targeted for these projects.

I will say that, as much as you talk about the economic benefit,
and our whole second panel is going to talk about economic benefit.
The chamber has done a lot of work there, | would simply say that
what you're doing is you're linking the Southeast and the Midwest
which have more potential for growth than any other sectors, any
other regions in the country. You're linking them with an inter-
state highway which they presently do not have.

Other than the economic benefits, and for first time, I'll read part
of my written statement because | think this probably says it best:

But even more importantly, Corridor X is needed to improve safety. It seems that
every week we lose another Alabamian on the dangerous stretch of road that is now
U.S. 78. The completion of Corridor X will mean a safer commute and community,

not only for our residents along the road, but for others traveling between Alabama
and the Midwest.

Finally, I would like to compliment you, Senator Shelby and Sen-
ator Sessions. In the House of Representatives we added a Univer-
sity of Alabama Transportation Center.

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Mr. BacHus. | was pleased last week to see that the Senate has
also added $3.6 million—and we do not know exactly how much
this will be, but approximately or potentially $3.6 million over the
next 6 years for the University of Alabama at Birmingham, Tusca-
loosa, and Huntsville to study the transportation needs of our
State.

We talk about multimillion-dollar projects, but I am as excited
about our future leaders, our present students being involved in
our universities and in planning our transportation future based on
our transportation needs. | think that any time you direct money
toward planning, you do it in a scientific, scholarly way, you save
a lot of money and you get a much better system.
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So with that, I'll close just by simply saying, Senator Shelby, I
think you having this hearing here today, one of the few hearings
nationwide, by the Appropriations Committee, shows not only—
you've already shown by the appropriations you've put behind this
project but also by being here today will make my job in the Sur-
face Transportation Committee—this hearing today is going to
make it a lot more to my advantage in gaining additional funds.

INFRASTRUCTURE IMPORTANCE TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Congressman.

I just want to make an observation or two. One, Senator Sessions
is not present, but Congressman Bachus alluded to what happened
in the Senate last week as far as ISTEA, the reauthorization bill.
Senator Sessions serves on that committee, a very important com-
mittee which is counterpart to what Congressman Bachus serves
on in the House.

Congressman Aderholt and | do not serve on the authorizing
committee, we serve on the Appropriations. So we have a good bal-
ance, | believe, for Alabama.

A lot of you are here because you realize how important infra-
structure is for economic development, for safety, and so forth. | be-
lieve that, if you look back, Corridor X should have been finished
10, 12 years, 15 years ago, and perhaps we did not have the clout,
honestly, but we've got the positions now, in Alabama. In the
House, with Congressman Bachus, Congressman Aderholt, Con-
gressman Callahan, and in the Senate, and we’re going to do it.

I see Mary Buckelew here, and there are a lot of officials, may-
ors, and councilmen from all over, but she is the chairperson of the
Jefferson County Commission. We've talked about something we're
not holding a hearing on today but Congressman Bachus brought
up, and that is the northern beltline. The northern beltline. |
would—I think after this, down the road, we should have a hearing
focusing only on the northern beltline.

Everybody here in Jefferson County that drives through Jeffer-
son County knows what 459 has meant. Can you imagine what the
extension around tying on to 459 south of Bessemer and tying on
up into northern Jefferson County will mean to the development of
Jefferson County, especially west Jefferson County. It will be like
daylight and dark. And we're going to do that. I know Spencer, you
alluded to it, and that is very important to you, but it is important
to all of us. It is important to economic development and | appre-
ciate that.

| appreciate both of you appearing here today. Congressman
Bachus is my Congressman from Tuscaloosa, in my district, and |
remind him that when | want to get his attention, you know, | say,
look, we vote for you. You know, he likes that. [Laughter.]

He says, keep voting for me.

But you understand what this hearing is about: Corridor X and
how it ties in with the system of highways in Alabama. You serve
on the committee dealing with ISTEA in the House. This is a his-
toric authorization bill that you're moving in the House.

What is the timetable, what do you think? I know you cannot say
exactly because nobody has an exact clock, an exact science in
Washington.
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Mr. BacHus. Well, we had a breakthrough in the Senate, really,
not in the House. | wish | could come here and say that the House
of Representatives had had a breakthrough last week.

Senator SHELBY. We had the breakthrough, but you all will come
back now.

Mr. BAcHus. That is right.

And what that breakthrough was, though, that the—was that the
4.3 cents which——

Senator SHELBY. Explain that to the people here if you would.

Mr. BacHus. Over the past 40 years, we've had a Congress which
I think we all realize has increased spending and gone into deficit
spending, sometimes called the tax-and-spend Congress. And what
it did is, of the gas tax which were dedicated to roads, they di-
verted 4.3 cents to the general fund for other projects.

Senator SHELBY. And by 4.3 cents, that is——

Mr. BacHus. Out of each gallon.

Senator SHELBY. You're talking about billions of dollars down the
road, aren't you?

Mr. BacHus. Talking about billions of dollars. You're basically
talking about about 45 cents in taxes, of gas taxes for every gallon
of gasoline. And they took about 10 percent of that. That is where
the figure came from and they took about 10 percent of it and di-
verted it into the general fund. You have consistently voted against
that, I've noticed, and——

Senator SHELBY. Against putting it in the general fund, but to
use it for the intended purpose, right?

Mr. BacHus. And the intended purpose is for roads. So that
makes an $80 billion difference.

So when we go from our total appropriation of about one-half the
increase, little less than one-half is just from the effort of you and
I and Congressman Aderholt, and really | think the Alabama dele-
gation, with perhaps some exception, voted to dedicate to highways.

Also Alabama is getting—as | said, they're getting a bigger share
of the pie, so the Senate was able to get the votes to redirect that
money toward highways. And so the House Surface Transportation
Committee will report out a bill, our goal is by March 24, as | said.
We hope to get it to the floor and | think will get it to the floor
before April 1. I think it will probably be a 1- or 2-day process on
the floor of the House. Then it will go into a conference. And we
ought to have a new highway bill before May 1.

What the State of Alabama needs to do, as you and | know, we
are giving them the contract authority for 555 million dollars’
worth of spending.

Senator SHELBY. That is a lot of jobs and a lot of planning.

Mr. BAcHuUS. Yes; this year they had contract authority for about
$340 million. | believe they let about $325 million of that. They will
need to be prepared to let those contracts and to start moving dirt.
I think that to a certain extent, they've—there has been a lot of
money spent on consultants. I do not think that is necessary on
this project. The design work is complete, the route has been cho-
sen. What we need is to move dirt and lay concrete.

Senator SHELBY. And fast.

Mr. BAacHus. That is right. They can direct—they will have $220
million more a year for all their projects. In addition, they will
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have $44 million, somewhere between $40 and $44 million specifi-
cally for these two projects. I would urge the State, as soon as that
bill is passed, on or before May 1, to be in a position to let con-
tracts.

Senator SHELBY. I'm not in the State legislature, |1 spent some
time as a State senator, but I—since I'm in Jefferson County, | be-
lieve that the people of Jefferson County ought to be treated equi-
tably when it comes to building and finishing their roads and their
highways because they pay in more to the highway fund in Ala-
bama than any other county. And they have not always gotten back
what they paid in, and a lot of you have raised this with me. |
think you've got to raise that with the Governor, with your State
House delegation, with your State Senate delegation. But it ought
to be that way because this area is very important. Congressman
Aderholt—

Mr. BacHus. In fact, we've got two things that have hurt us.
There has—the money has not been directed back to Jefferson
County and Commissioner Gary White, | think, was the first per-
son that actually did an extensive study on that, and | think has
done a good job on——

Senator SHELBY. He is a good commissioner, outstanding.

Mr. BacHus. He has done an outstanding job on letting people
in Jefferson County know that they have not been getting back
from the State nearly their fair share.

We also—if you look at the funding, north Alabama has not got-
ten its fair share. So it has been a combination of those two factors.
And | think we need to insist on equity. We now have equity from
the Federal level and | want to stress—you know this and I know
this, but very little of this—now Corridor X and Corridor V will
have committed funds, but this $550 million a year is
unearmarked. The Governor’s association——

Senator SHELBY. And | trust it will not be squandered, don’t you?

Mr. BacHus. Yes; and that will be—you do not come to Washing-
ton to determine what projects will be built and which will not, you
go to Montgomery to make those determinations, and that as we
think it should be.

And so | hope people realize that——

Senator SHELBY. | do, too.

Mr. BAcHuUs. That we're not earmarking——

Senator SHELBY. Well, | appreciate your remarks. We under-
stand.

Congressman Aderholt, 1 want to ask you one question. In your
opinion, what is the most important reason for Corridor X to be fin-
ished and how soon——

Mr. AberHoLT. Right. Well, first of all, | think safety has to be
the most compelling reason to complete Corridor X. Economic
growth, as you know, is normally the central reason to upgrade
transportation infrastructure and certainly that is an important as-
pect here.

But really, in looking at U.S. Highway 78, as it currently exists,
and the completion of Corridor X, the lives that have already been
lost will continue to be lost until Corridor X is completed and really
the human cost cannot be—the cost there cannot be tabulated and
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the dollar amounts pale in comparison to the lives of loved ones
that have been lost in northwest Alabama.

But that is not to downplay that the economic growth is very
central, and | think to overlook that, certainly, would be a mistake.
But | have received a number of newspaper stories and photo-
graphs from constituents to illustrate the need to complete Cor-
ridor X and, as | mentioned earlier in my opening statement, |
think for the last 50 months, there has been an average of one life
per month that has been lost on Highway 78, just in the Walker
and Marion County area.

Senator SHELBY. At this point, can we get Mr. Jesse White, who
is the Federal cochairman, Appalachian Regional Commission, Mr.
Don Vaughn, assistant transportation director, if you gentlemen
would come up, | wanted to get the Congressmen’s remarks first.

Your written statements will be made part of the record, if you
would. Mr. White, since you're a very important player in this,
since you represent the Appalachian Regional Council, the people
here in the room would be very interested in your overview: where
are we going, how soon we can get there, and where we are today.

You might want to bring that microphone up close to you, other-
wise they will not be able to hear you.

STATEMENT OF JESSE L. WHITE, JR.

Mr. WHITE. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. First of
all, let me commend you on bringing a hearing out into the Appa-
lachian region. We have started a practice of trying to take at least
one of our Commission meetings out into the region every year, |
think it is good for our people to be able to join us.

Let me thank you personally for your strong support for the ARC
and that of the two Congressmen who joined me at the table, as
well as, really, the entire Alabama delegation. Those Congressmen
from Appalachia and Alabama, and | believe the whole Alabama
delegation has consistently supported——

Senator SHELBY. Would you tell the audience, just to remind
them, where Appalachian area begins, as far as your group is con-
cerned? Just delineate it if you could.

Mr. WHITE. My first day on the job, which was a little over 4
years ago, | was meeting with the staff and looking at the map,
and | asked them, | said, is Appalachia defined by God or by Con-
gress. And they said, young man, you must be new to Washington,
there is no difference.

Senator SHELBY. Oh, there is no difference.

Mr. WHITE. So it is geologically pretty pure. It runs along the
spine of the mountain chain, and it starts in southern New York,
comes down the mountain chain and includes, you know, what we
think of as Central—

Senator SHELBY. You are referring to the map on the left now?

Mr. WHITE. Map on the left, that is the Appalachian region.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. We are 399 counties in all of West Virginia and parts
of 12 other States, and that includes New York, parts of New York,
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Maryland, then western North Carolina, west-
ern South Carolina, southwestern Virginia, parts of Tennessee,
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north Georgia, and then we swing, of course, across the South and
get north Alabama and north Mississippi.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. One thing that is very unique about the ARC, we are
unique in Washington in the sense that we are a true Federal/
State partnership. The Commission consists of a Federal represent-
ative appointed by the President, and | sit with the 13 Governors.
And the interesting thing about it is, Congress gave us each one
vote. I'm the only Federal official that does not have the final au-
thority to spend money or issue regulations, | have to get the Gov-
ernors to go along with me, the Governors have to get me to go
along with them, so it is really a joint policymaking model that is
about 30 years ahead of its time.

Our origins go back to when John Kennedy was campaigning for
President in West Virginia in 1959 and was stunned at the poverty
he saw. Said he would do something about it, if elected, and ap-
pointed, once he was elected, what was called the President's Appa-
lachian Regional Commission [PARC], the PARC Commission.

It issued its report to President Johnson after Kennedy was as-
sassinated and Johnson pushed through the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965.

It is interesting, the opening sentence of the PARC Report says,
the following, it is kind of a haunting sentence. It says, “We find
that Appalachia is a region apart, both geographically and statis-
tically.” And it went ahead to paint a picture of a region that had
really been left out of the mainstream of the American economy.

And the first and foremost reason for that was its geographical
isolation. And one of its first findings was that, right next to this
huge population corridor going up and down the east coast and
along the gulf coast, stood this area that had been left out of the
Interstate System.

Senator SHELBY. Isolated.

Mr. WHITE. Isolated. And this report said, until this region is
connected to the mainstream of the American economy, it will
never be able to participate.

And so Congress authorized what has become a 3,025-mile high-
way system designed to connect us to the interstate grid, and that
is really the heart of the work that the ARC does.

In addition, the Congress found that highways were the first and
most important condition of economic growth, but not the only one,
and so it authorized us to work in what we call our area develop-
ment program, which our local development districts worked with
us on, and that is everything in terms of industrial parks, edu-
cation and training, water and sewer, the basic elements of commu-
nity and economic development that you have to have to capitalize
on your highways.

And so we have a full gamut of economic development programs,
about two-thirds of the money that Congress has given us in the
history of the ARC has gone to building our highway system. It is
now about 79 percent complete, and | believe as Congressman
Aderholt said, the interstate is 99 percent complete, so we're a lit-
tle behind.

We have always been funded, our highways have basically al-
ways been funded out of the general fund, and what is historic this
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year, as the Congressmen have pointed out, and as have you, Sen-
ator, is that for the first time in history, the President and both
Houses of Congress are now committed to funding our roads out of
the trust fund. This is a huge development, because we've been
able to get only about $100 million a year divided by 13 States to
build our roads. And now we're looking at something like $2.2——

Senator SHELBY. We did better last year, didn't we?

Mr. WHITE. Well, I'm going to come to that.

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead.

Mr. WHITE. But now we're looking at $2.2 to $2.5 billion out of
the trust fund.

Last year, thanks a lot to you and Senator Byrd in the Senate
and our colleagues in the House, we had a banner year. In fact, the
ARC had the highest appropriations level last year in our history.
In our regular appropriations, we went into conference with $160
million from both Houses and came out with $170 million. So that
was pretty good. And then we had this special $300 million ear-
mark for our highway system.

So we want to thank you very much for your leadership. | think
the actions that the Congress took last year sort of catapulted us
to this position where we now have consensus on really making a
substantial investment in completing the system. So not only on
behalf of Alabamians, but on behalf of the 22 million people that
live in the Appalachian region, 1 would like to thank you.

The way our system works, Mr. Chairman, is Congress has au-
thorized 3,025 miles for our highway system that you see on the
map on the left. The Commission then establishes what the cor-
ridors are, and they are not numbers, they are letters. We go from
A to X. We are talking about two of the corridors here in Alabama.
X was actually one of the last ones added to our system, | think
it was added in the midseventies, if memory serves correctly.

Of our entire system, 2,259 miles now are open, 117 miles are
under construction, which is about a 79-percent completion rate as
has been mentioned. The bad news is that the last 21 percent will
cost more than the first 79 percent because we're going through
some of the toughest terrain and because, obviously, prices have es-
calated. It would have been cheaper if we had gone ahead and fin-
ished this sooner.

But now we are looking at a price tag of about $8.5 billion for
the system, the Federal share of $6.8 billion. There is already some
money in the pipeline, the remaining Federal cost is about $6.2 bil-
lion. So as you can see, this proposal and NEXTEA is really an in-
vestment to finish at least one-third of the system in the next 6
years. So that is just tremendous news.

Congress allocates this money to the Commission. | sit down
with the Governors once a year in this power-sharing arrangement
I mentioned, and we vote an allocation to the States. And that allo-
cation is based on the cost to complete. In other words, Alabama’s
part of the cost of complete as a percentage of the whole, deter-
mines what Alabama gets, and that is, as has been mentioned, that
is about 11.1 percent.

In terms of the two corridors in Alabama, X and V, there are
about 231 miles in these two corridors eligible for funding, about
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125 miles of that are open, about 40 miles are being built, 66 miles
are left remaining.

In terms of V, which is the road that runs down from Tennessee
through Huntsville, that is a 145-mile corridor.

Senator SHELBY. Does that tie on through Chattanooga?

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir; | believe it does.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. 100 miles are now open, 23 miles are under construc-
tion, so you have got about an 85 percent completion effort on V.

In terms of X, it is 95 miles authorized, 26 miles are open, 17
miles are under construction so we only have about a 45-percent
completion.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. White, | know this is not on scale—it was
done by my staff—but does this give you a rough idea of where we
are as far as, you see, starting over in Mississippi in the blue, the
deep blue, coming into Alabama where——

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir; that is——

Senator SHELBY. And then the red would be what is not finished
coming into Birmingham, is that correct?

Mr. WHITE. Right. That is largely an accurate scale.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. | myself will be driving that corridor this afternoon.
I grew up in Mississippi, | have driven it before, so | have a per-
sonal passion for seeing it completed. 1 am looking forward to the
beautiful countryside of Alabama, | am not looking forward to parts
of the road that | will have to travel this afternoon. I am going to
Ole’ Miss, my alma mater tonight, where the President's Commis-
sion on Race is meeting, and that will be quite an emotional meet-
ing for me because | was a freshman at Ole’ Miss in the Meredith
year. So that will be quite an event.

So there is no question that this corridor needs to be completed,
Mr. Chairman. The economic benefits are obvious, the safety needs
have been mentioned. We are currently undertaking a comprehen-
sive study of the economic impact of our corridors, we will be shar-
ing that with you as it is completed this year. And we are also un-
dertaking a study of the safety impacts of our corridors. We will
also be sharing that with you, and 1 look forward to working with
you and our colleagues on the Hill, the entire delegation from Ala-
bama, in finishing our work.

PREPARED STATEMENT

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

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JESSE L. WHITE, JR.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to be here in Alabama on behalf of the Clinton Ad-
ministration to talk about the importance of completing the Appalachian Develop-
ment Highway System (ADHS). Today, more than 30 years after the first spadeful
of dirt was turned on the ADHS, only 79 percent of the system is open or under
construction. This Administration believes strongly that it is in the national interest
to accelerate the day when Appalachia will be fully served by a system of modern
highways. We are pleased to join with your Subcommittee in working toward this
goal.

This Subcommittee’s strong support this past year for the Appalachian Regional
Commission and its highway program has helped give us the largest highway fund-
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ing level in the Commission’s history. Mr. Chairman, thanks to you, Senator Byrd,
and other key Members of Congress, we are now able to make substantial progress
toward completing this critical highway system—and honoring the commitment that
the nation made to our region over three decades ago that we would have a network
of modern highways that could provide the engine for economic growth in small
communities all across Appalachia. On behalf of our governors and our small towns
and communities, | say a heartfelt thanks.

There is no single item more crucial to the economic development of Appalachia
than completion of the Appalachian Development Highway System. This highway
system is the cornerstone of the Commission’s plan to develop the region, criss-
crossing Appalachia and linking the region to the national interstate highway sys-
tem. From its inception—now almost 33 years ago—the ARC highway system has
been designed to be an instrument of economic development, first, by improving
commerce and transportation within the region, and second, by opening the region
to the rest of the nation and linking it to national and international markets.

BACKGROUND

A modern system of highways is a critical response to Appalachia’s isolation—a
product of treacherous terrain, narrow winding roads, and low travel speeds. That
isolation itself accounts for much of the region’s relative economic stagnation. Be-
cause of high construction costs and low traffic counts, the interstate highway sys-
tem had largely bypassed Appalachia, leaving vast areas of the region cut off from
the mainstream of American economic life. Moreover, the poor condition of the roads
that did exist within Appalachia made driving hazardous and discouraged commerce
and economic development.

Congress expressly authorized a regional highway system based not on traffic
counts but on its development potential—its ability to open up the region, connect-
ing communities and workers to broader markets and fostering the prosperity that
flows from this expanded commerce. Corridors were chosen to close the gap between
key markets on either side of Appalachia that were not linked by the interstate sys-
tem to the region.

The old system of roads—characterized by low travel speeds, long travel distances,
poor design standards, and unsafe conditions—made the delivery of basic services
difficult, expensive, and occasionally impossible, further impeding the region’s op-
portunity for growth. Without an effective system of highways, adequate health
care, for example, would be unavailable to literally thousands of Appalachian citi-
zens, and children would have to travel hours on dangerous winding roads to school.

Thus those wise men and women who guided the creation of ARC in the 1960's
declared that highways were an essential condition for the region’s future growth.
In the intervening years, their wisdom has been vindicated. Today the economic im-
petus to complete the system has never been more compelling. In today's global
marketplace, a modern system of highways is a critical first step in fostering eco-
nomic growth and enabling Appalachia to become a net contributor to the national
economy.

STATUS

Congress has authorized 3,025 miles for the Appalachian Development Highway
System. The Commission has established 26 highway corridors, with each of the re-
gion’s 13 states being served by at least one corridor. To date 2,259 miles of the
system are open to traffic, with another 117 miles under construction. The good
news is that 79 percent of the system is open or under construction. The bad news
is that the remaining 649 miles are some of the most difficult and expensive to
build.

Last year ARC concluded a study of the cost to complete the system. The esti-
mated total cost, as of September 30, 1996, was $8.5 billion, with the federal share
of that cost estimated at $6.8 billion. After deducting federal funds that were avail-
able for use in fiscal year 1997, the federal share was estimated at $6.2 billion.

The highways are planned, designed and constructed by the individual state high-
way agencies using funds made available from several Federal sources including ap-
propriations to the ARC and funds from the 1991 ISTEA and other appropriations,
such as the special appropriation your Subcommittee provided for fiscal year 1998.
The sequencing of the building of corridors within a state is the prerogative of each
respective governor.

The Commission allocates funds among our states based essentially on each
state’s relative share of the cost to complete the entire system. At lower appropria-
tions levels, we do provide a floor and a ceiling, in order to provide a bit more equity
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among the states. According to our latest cost-to-complete study, Alabama’s share
is 11.1 percent.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The economic benefits of highway improvements are remarkable. A recent Depart-
ment of Transportation report showed that historically almost 30 percent of the na-
tion’s growth in the rate of productivity can be attributed to highway improvements.
The major performance measures of the Appalachian Development Highway System
are the travel efficiencies and the regional economic development which the ADHS
has spurred. Even though the entire system is only three-quarters complete, studies
have found that the ADHS has significantly improved travel efficiencies and meas-
urably boosted employment, income and population growth in the region, while en-
hancing safety and reducing the costs and difficulty of extending health, education,
and other critical services to the region.

A 1993 study for the National Science Foundation, which examined 27 years of
Appalachian regional development, found that economic growth in the region was
greatest in those counties with ADHS corridors. Those 110 counties with ARC high-
ways grew 69 percentage points faster in income, 6 percent faster in population
growth and 49 percentage points faster in earnings than did counties with similar
socioeconomic characteristics outside the region.

Last year ARC launched a major study of the economic impact of our highway
system. The study—which is a comprehensive analysis of segments of 12 ADHS cor-
ridors that are 75 percent or more complete—will look at safety benefits, reduced
travel times, reduced vehicle operating costs resulting from the completion of the
segments, and, most importantly, the job creation that has occurred as a con-
sequence of our highways. The study is being conducted under a contract with Wil-
bur Smith Associates, a firm nationally recognized for its feasibility studies and so-
phisticated econometric analysis. We are now reviewing the preliminary data from
the study and expect to have a full report available later in the spring. We will cer-
tainly share those results with you when they become available. I am confident that
those data will tell a compelling story of how the ADHS is transforming the eco-
nomic landscape of Appalachia.

At the request of your committee, we are also conducting a study of the impact
that the completed ADHS corridors will have on safety. Based on information pro-
vided by state highway agencies, this study, which the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration is conducting for us, will compare accident data from completed sections of
the ADHS with data from accidents on unbuilt segments of the ADHS. The analysis
of the information is expected to show a significant reduction in accidents attrib-
utable to the highway improvements on the corridors under the ADHS program.
This report is expected to be completed in May, and we will share it with you just
as soon as it becomes available.

Mr. Chairman, these studies can quantify the impact of the ADHS, but they fail
to capture the human dimension of these highways. A year and a half ago then-
Highway Administrator Rodney Slater and | spent three days traveling the ADHS
in four states—the first time in history that the ARC Federal Co-Chairman and the
Federal Highway Administrator had jointly examined our system. Along the route
of the proposed Corridor G in West Virginia, we cautiously—and nervously—navi-
gated a winding two-lane U.S. highway, coming to an abrupt stop at a railroad
crossing a couple of miles from our scheduled lunch engagement in Williamson,
West Virginia. We waited almost 15 minutes as two long coal trains passed in front
of us. For us it was only a minor inconvenience—we were just a few minutes late
for lunch. But what if there had been an ambulance rushing a pregnant mother to
the hospital? Or a farmer needing immediate medical assistance? And imagine the
competitive disadvantage these kinds of inefficient and unscheduled delays cause
local companies in this area.

ADHS IN ALABAMA

As you are aware, Alabama’s portion of the system includes two corridors, X and
V, totaling 242.7 miles. Both of these corridors will provide east-west access between
the Appalachian region of Alabama and the surrounding area while also providing
missing links to the national interstate system.

The completion of Corridor V from the Mississippi state line near Red Bay
through Decatur and Huntsville is well underway. The 145-mile corridor follows
State Route 24, Interstate 565, and U.S. 72 across the state with over 84 percent
of the corridor open to traffic or under construction at a total cost of $289.2 million.
The 1997 cost estimate showed some $183.5 million of work remained to be com-
pleted on the corridor. This includes construction on new location and added lanes



19

on Alabama Route 24 from Red Bay east to Moulton, completion of an unbuilt sec-
tion in Decatur, and upgrading the existing highway east of Interstate 565 in
Huntsville.

Corridor X linking Birmingham, Jasper, and Weston will be instrumental in pro-
viding an outlet for the traffic congestion along the U.S. 78 corridor, and it should
contribute significantly to reducing the number of serious accidents along U.S. 78.
I will myself be driving along this route this afternoon, as | travel to Oxford, Mis-
sissippi, to join a discussion of the President’s Initiative on Race, so | will get a
chance to experience first hand again—as | have in the past as a native of this
area—the congestion and safety problems along this corridor that a number of your
constituents have written me about.

Portions of the 98-mile corridor are complete or under construction from Jasper
west to Mississippi, with 44 percent of the corridor open to traffic or under construc-
tion at a total cost of $292 million. The remaining work was estimated at $716 mil-
lion in the 1997 cost estimate.

Remaining work includes construction on new location from Brilliant southeast to
Birmingham. Final design is under way from Brilliant to west of Jasper, and final
design and construction are under way on various sections around Jasper. Final de-
sign is under way on sections from Jasper to northwest of Birmingham, and an en-
vironmental study is under way on the final section, including the connection to
Interstate 65 in Birmingham.

The scope of the work, however, tells only part of the story. The real impact of
the Appalachian highway system in Alabama and throughout the region is on the
lives, and livelihoods, of the people who travel these roads. Corridor X, when com-
pleted, will offer a safer, faster, smoother alternative to the heavy traffic and haz-
ardous intersections that characterize the unimproved sections of U.S. 78 in Ala-
bama. Moreover, it will provide a non-stop freeway connection between Birmingham
and Memphis when it hooks up with the interstate-quality section of U.S. 78 at Tu-
pelo. When completed, Corridor X will save time, money, and lives—it's just that
simple and that important.

LEGISLATIVE STATUS

This fiscal year, the Commission received a record $402.5 million in appropria-
tions for the highway system, thanks in no small part to your efforts, Mr. Chair-
man, in providing a special $300 million in the Department of Transportation Ap-
propriations bill. This increase will allow expedited work in Alabama and the 12
other Appalachian states. As a result of this increase in funding, Alabama’s ARC
highway allocation for fiscal year 1998 is just over $50 million—that is roughly $40
million more than Alabama would have had available without the special $300 mil-
lion appropriation, and Senator Shelby, we thank you again for your work on this.

I am also pleased that the Clinton Administration has made an unparalleled com-
mitment to the timely completion of the Appalachian highway system by requesting
$2.19 billion for the ADHS in its six-year NEXTEA proposal. This marks the first
time that an Administration has proposed funding for our highways out of the High-
way Trust Fund. It is my understanding that this is the same figure that is in the
Senate’s version of the highway authorization. The bill that the House is expected
to consider in a few weeks also proposes funding our system out of the Highway
Trust Fund, at a six-year total of $2.25 billion. These are significant developments
that will, for the first time, provide a steady and reliable source of funding for the
system.

In summary, the completion of the 3,025-mile Appalachian Development highway
system is essential to bringing Appalachia into the national and international eco-
nomic mainstream. ARC is committed to building the entire system and welcomes
the kind of increase in funding that Congress is considering. The proposed addi-
tional authorizations would provide a multi-year source of funding which is essential
to the concentrated effort needed to complete the system as contemplated when Con-
gress established the Appalachian highway program.

Once again, Mr. Chairman, | thank you for your strong advocacy of the Appalach-
ian Regional Commission programs, and your untiring work on behalf of the people
of Alabama and Appalachia. It is because of people like you that we have made the
progress we have on the Appalachian highway system, and for the first time, can
look forward to the prospect of completing the system in the foreseeable future,
thereby redeeming the promise that the nation made to our region over three dec-
ades ago.



20

FAVORABLE OUTLOOK FOR ARC

Senator SHELBY. Mr. White, just in a nutshell, can you sum up
where we are and where do you think we will be at the rate we
are going, you know, with all of the good news, assuming that we
work it out as Congressman Bachus says, between the House and
the Senate ultimately, in a conference, a favorable conference for
ARC plus additional money that we're going to be working on every
year with ARC.

Mr. WHITE. Right.

Senator SHELBY. The best strategy for us, as far as a deadline,
I know deadlines slip but, you know, this has slipped too long.
Where are we going to be in 5 years if we really work like the devil
on this?

Mr. WHITE. Well, I think as just a rough rule of thumb——

Senator SHELBY. Yeah, | know that.

Mr. WHITE. If we get the NEXTEA enacted as——

Senator SHELBY. What Congressman Bachus was talking about.

Mr. WHITE. Within the range we are talking about, you could see
one-third of that red become blue and, of course, that is just using
the ADHS earmark. That does not count other moneys that per-
haps would be appropriated——

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Mr. WHITE [continuing]. And applied to that, either by the Con-
gress or by Alabama.

Senator SHELBY. What we can add each year as we did last year
makes that faster.

Mr. WHITE. Makes it faster, yes.

Senator SHELBY. So we are seeing the light at the end of the tun-
nel—

Mr. WHITE. | believe so.

Senator SHELBY [continuing]. Although it is not bright yet, it is
getting brighter is it not?

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. OK. Mr. Vaughn——

Mr. BAacHus. Senator Shelby, | might say this, when we talk
about the Federal match, we're talking about one-third within the
next 3 years. There also is a State match——

Mr. WHITE. Right.

Mr. BAcHus. Which—so we're talking about——

Mr. WHITE. That's another 20 percent.

Mr. BAcHus. Another 20 percent. So you are talking about—you
are talking about close to 40—closer to 40 percent funding, | be-
lieve.

Senator SHELBY. That is good. Mr. Vaughn——

Mr. VAUGHN. Thank you, Senator Shelby.

Senator SHELBY. You are the one to comment on where we are
going and how we're going to get there fast.

STATEMENT OF DON VAUGHN

Mr. VAUGHN. Well, we are going faster than we have been,
thanks to your leadership in the Senate and your ability to bring
more funds to Alabama.
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Congressman Aderholt, Congress Bachus, along with Congress-
man Callahan and Congressman Cramer, and all your interest in
transportation.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Sessions, too.

Mr. VAUGHN. And Senator Sessions, certainly. |1 did not mean to
forget Senator Sessions.

It has certainly done a lot to increase Alabama’s clout as far as
transportation is concerned, and we look forward to graduating
from the donor State status into a State that can receive additional
funding to help us meet our transportation needs.

The 4.3 cents that Congressman Bachus referred to earlier is a
major step in the right direction. That is a gasoline tax, it is a user
fee and it should go nowhere but to transportation and we were
very pleased to see that come out.

May 1, the Senate has met their goal, their deadline, and | was
real pleased to hear Congressman Bachus say that the House was
going to meet the May 1 deadline as well. May 1 is a significant
date because that is when the current extension expires and no
more Federal funding authorizations after May 1. So we are very
encouraged to hear that the House is moving and hopefully will not
allow that to happen.

Now let me address some of the merits and needs of Corridor X.
The basic route of Corridor X was included in the original inter-
state and defense highway plans developed in the mid-1930’s. Un-
fortunately, when the Interstate System was approved in the mid-
1950’s, this route was one of the final segments deleted from the
original 40,000 miles.

Public interest in the route was revived with passage of the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act of 1965 which had the stated
goal to provide a highway system to open areas with developmental
potential where commerce and communication had been inhibited
by lack of access.

Corridor X was added to the Appalachian Development Highway
Program with the passage of the Surface Transportation Act of
1978. In June 1979, the Federal Highway Administration author-
ized the Alabama Highway Department at that time to begin work
to determine the location of the 97-mile freeway project. In 1978,
Senator, | worked in the location section of the Highway Depart-
ment, was involved in making the original estimate. It was 97
miles and estimated to cost $100 million, and we were aghast it
was going to cost $1 million a mile to build this freeway system.

Senator SHELBY. We should have built it, should we not? [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. VAUGHN. To date, the Department has obligated $420 million
for both Corridors X and V. Of that amount, Corridor X has re-
ceived $228 million Federal dollars which includes $91 million of
special appropriations over and above the Appalachian develop-
mental highway funds.

This money has constructed 23 miles of freeway which are open
to traffic from the Mississippi State line to Marion County Road 45,
south of Hamilton. Additionally, there are 19 miles currently under
construction. One section extends the freeway from Marion County
45 to State Route 129 at Winfield and another constructs a new
segment from Walker County Road 11 to U.S. 78 near Seedrum. A
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third section, the Jasper bypass, extends from U.S. 78 west of Jas-
per to the Bevill Industrial Park Road east of Jasper. Currently all
remaining sections of Corridor X are in the final design and/or
right-of-way acquisition phases.

The cost to complete right-of-way acquisition and construct the
remaining portion of Corridor X is estimated at this time to be ap-
proximately $600 million. The Department has an available bal-
ance of $60 million to be spent on both Corridors X and V. This
balance consists of $9 million carried over from previous years and
$51 million allocated by Congress this year.

When Corridor X is completed, it is estimated that U.S. 78 will
see an 18- to 50-percent reduction in the amount of traffic that
would have used U.S. 78 had Corridor X not been built. Addition-
ally, some studies indicate a 39-percent decrease in traffic acci-
dents along U.S. 78 with Corridor X in place.

Currently in the Jasper area, the traffic using U.S. 78 is a mix-
ture of long-distance commercial trucks and local and commuter ve-
hicles. With the completion of Corridor X, safety will be enhanced
by the separation of these two classes of traffic. Further the pro-
posed freeway will encourage economic development and diver-
sification in an area dominated by the coal industry. A completed
Corridor X will result in easier access from the rural areas of west
Alabama to the State’'s largest metropolitan area with its cultural,
educational, and medical facilities.

At current funding levels, the Department’s plan would have all
segments of Corridor X either open to traffic or under construction
in a three-phase program over the next 12 to 15 years. The first
phase, a 19-mile segment between Marion County 45 and the Jas-
per bypass will complete the freeway from the Mississippi State
line to east of Jasper at an estimated cost of approximately $100
million.

The second phase, a 16-mile segment from U.S. 78 at Graysville
to 1-65 will address an area of heavy congestion on U.S. 78. This
portion of the route is estimated to cost nearly $300 million.

The final phase of construction, from east of Jasper to U.S. 78
at Graysville is a 20-mile segment that will cost $200 million and
complete Corridor X from the Mississippi State line to Bir-
mingham. This total 97-mile Corridor X freeway will represent a
nearly $900 million investment in transportation infrastructure.

Thank you very much.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHeLBY. Thank you, Mr. Vaughn. We will insert your
prepared statement in the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD W. VAUGHN

The basic route of Corridor X was included in the original interstate and defense
highway plans developed in the mid-1930's. Unfortunately, when the interstate sys-
tem was approved in the mid-1950's, this route was one of the final segments de-
leted from the original 40,000 miles.

Public interest in the route was revived with passage of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 which had the stated goal to “provide a highway system
to open areas with developmental potential where commerce and communication
have been inhibited by a lack of access.” Corridor X was added to the Appalachian
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Development Highway Program with the passage of the Surface Transportation Act
of 1978.

In June of 1979, the Federal Highway Administration authorized the Alabama
Department of Transportation to begin work to determine the location of the 97 mile
freeway project. To date, the department has obligated $420 million for both Cor-
ridors X and V. Of that amount, Corridor X has received $228 million, which in-
cludes $91 million of special appropriations over the APD funds.

This money has constructed 23 miles of freeway which are open to traffic from
the Mississippi State line to Marion CR-45 south of Hamilton.

Additionally, there are 19 miles currently under construction. One section extends
the freeway from Marion CR-45 to SR-129 at Winfield and another constructs a
new segment from Walker CR-11 to US-78 at Cedrum. A third section, the Jasper
Bypass, goes from US-78 west of Jasper to the Bevill Industrial Park Road east of
Jasper.

Currently, all remaining sections of Corridor X are in the final design and right-
of-way acquisition phases.

The cost to complete right-of-way acquisition and construct the remaining portions
of Corridor X is estimated to be approximately $600 million. The Department has
an available balance of $60 million to be spent on both Corridor X and V. This bal-
ance consists of $9 million carried over from previous years and $51 million allo-
cated by Congress for this year.

When Corridor X is completed, it is estimated that US-78 will see an 18 percent
to 50 percent reduction in the amount of traffic that would have used US-78 had
Corridor X not been built. Additionally, some studies indicate a 39 percent decrease
in traffic accidents on US-78.

Currently, in the Jasper area, the traffic using US-78 is a mixture of long dis-
tance commercial trucks and local and commuter vehicles. With the completion of
Corridor X, safety will be enhanced by the separation of these two classes of traffic.
Further, the proposed freeway will encourage economic development and diversifica-
tion in an area dominated by the coal industry. A completed Corridor X will result
in easier access from the rural areas of west Alabama to the state’s largest metro-
politan area with its cultural, educational, and medical facilities.

At current funding levels, the Department’s plan would have all segments of Cor-
ridor X either open to traffic or under construction in a three phase program over
the next 15 years.

The first phase, a 19 mile segment between Marion CR-45 and the Jasper By-
pass, will complete the freeway from the Mississippi State line to east of Jasper at
an estimated cost of approximately $100 million.

The second phase, a 16 mile segment from US-78 at Graysville to 1-65, will ad-
dress an area of heavy congestion on US—78. This portion of the route is estimated
to cost nearly $300 million.

The final phase of construction, from east of Jasper to US-78 at Graysville, is a
20 mile segment that will cost $200 million and complete Corridor X from the Mis-
sissippi State line to Birmingham.

The total 97 mile Corridor X freeway will represent a nearly $900 million invest-
ment in transportation infrastructure.

IMPORTANCE OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Senator SHELBY. First of all, on behalf of the committee, | want
to thank Congressman Bachus, Congressman Aderholt, Mr. White,
and Mr. Vaughn for appearing here. And we are going to keep
working this, we are going to finish it, are we not? Thank you.

This will complete the first panel. We appreciate this, and all of
your statements will be made part of this hearing record in their
entirety.

Mr. BAacHus. Senator Shelby, let me make one final comment.

Senator SHELBY. Yes, Sir.

Mr. BacHus. Working on the Surface Transportation Committee,
I have come to realize that when we talk about transportation
projects, what we are really talking about is our future.

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Mr. BacHus. Without them, there will not be any economic
growth in this area. With them, we and our children will continue
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to prosper and a strong economy is a part of that equation. And
that is not going to be—that will not happen unless we put the
money behind the transportation infrastructure.

Senator SHELBY. We are going to make it happen working to-
gether. It has got to.

Thank you, gentlemen.
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AL GIBBS, DIRECTOR, CORPORATE AFFAIRS, AAA-ALABAMA

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Senator SHELBY. Our second panel will focus on the economic
and safety benefits of Corridor X. We will have Mr. William
Buechner, director of economics and research at the American Road
and Transportation Builders Association. As | said earlier, Mr.
Barry Copeland, vice chairman of government affairs, Birmingham
Area Chamber of Commerce. Mr. Frank Filgo, president and CEO
of Alabama Trucking Association and Mr. Al Gibbs, director of cor-
porate affairs of the Alabama Chapter of the American Automobile
Association.

Gentlemen, if you would come to the hearing table.

All of your written testimony will be made part of the record in
its entirety for the purpose of this hearing and if you will sum up
briefly your testimony, you have had the benefit of what was here
today.

Mr. Buechner.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BUECHNER

Mr. BUECHNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is William
Buechner and I am the director of economics and research for the
American Road and Transportation Builders Association.

Senator SHELBY. Do you want to take that microphone closer to
you? It is not very sensitive.

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, before | begin my statement, |
would like to express the appreciation of ARTBA and our members
for your leadership in expanding Federal investment in highways,
particularly the large increase provided for fiscal year 1998 in last
year's appropriations bill. Your leadership has been instrumental
in getting us to the funding level we enjoy today, and that is widely
recognized and appreciated by our members.

ARTBA is a national association with more than 4,000 members
representing virtually every segment of the transportation con-
struction industry that has an interest in Federal investment in
transportation infrastructure programs. We have 32 State chap-
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ters, including a very strong chapter in Alabama, the Alabama
Road Builders where we have a very long-time affiliation.

During the past year and a half, ARTBA has been doing a lot of
research into economics and safety aspects of highways, and we
want to represent some of the findings here this morning.

First, highways benefit a State in two ways. First is the short-
term stimulus that the local economy gets from highway construc-
tion. The second and far more important is the long-term benefit
as the new highway facilitates new business and expands the ac-
cess of local firms to a larger market.

The transportation construction industry is a major American in-
dustry and a major source of jobs. According to the Department of
Transportation, the industry of designing, building, maintaining,
and manufacture—and managing the Nation’s transportation infra-
structure is a $140 billion industry, more than 60 percent of those
expenditures are for highways, and in fact 70 percent of construc-
tion expenditures for transportation are for highways.

And to put this in perspective, this industry is about 50 percent
larger than the output of all of the farms in the United States and
it is about the same size as the electronics industry, including the
entire computer industry. So it is a major industry in the American
economy.

It is an industry that employs over 1.6 million people, which is
about 1.3 percent of all of the payroll jobs in the United States,
some of those jobs are with the private contractors who do the con-
struction work, a number of the jobs are with the State and local
transportation departments that maintain and manage the high-
ways as well as jobs in the industries that supply materials and
services to the highway contractors.

In Alabama, the industry employs over 27,000 people. Again,
most of those are in design and construction and maintenance of
the highway system, which is about 1%z percent of all the payroll
jobs in the State. So it is an even more important industry in Ala-
bama than it is for the rest of the country. And in general, these
are very well paying jobs with average hourly earnings about 20
to 40 percent above jobs in other sectors of the economy.

You referred to a Tripp study this morning, we said that for
every $1 billion of highway expenditures, about 1,000 jobs are cre-
ated in Alabama. But that is kind of the trickle-down effect from
spending this money anywhere in the country.

When a project is done here, the job creation impact is even
much stronger and it is probably onsite, when the Corridor X
project is being built, we are probably talking well above 1,000,
plus there are the jobs in the supplier industries which add to that.
And with a major company like Vulcan Materials right here in Bir-
mingham, the impact on Alabama is going to be much bigger than
the figure that Tripp was quoting.

But even more important for a State like Alabama is the long-
term impact that a project like Corridor X can have on the State’s
economy.

Last year, ARTBA published a study on the importance of the
Federal Highway Program to the economic prosperity of the indi-
vidual States, and we have supplied a copy of that for the hearing
record. We found using data from the 1993 Commodity Flow Sur-
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vey which had just come out last year that 75 percent of all the
product shipments in the United States are carried by truck, which
means that the Nation’'s economy is overwhelmingly dependent on
highways for transportation.

In Alabama, the figures show that the State’'s economy is even
more dependent on highways than most of the rest of the Nation.
In this State, 82.6 percent——

Senator SHELBY. Why is that? Go ahead, Mr. Buechner.

Mr. BUuecHNER. Well, that is a good question. It is just—it is a
good question, and | don't know that | can answer it. It may be the
product composition and it may be the availability of alternatives,
but I expect it is the product composition.

Senator SHELBY. That lends itself to surface transportation?

Mr. BUECHNER. To truck transportation.

And there are only six other States that are more dependent on
highway transportation to ship their States’ products to market
than Alabama. And 1 will just—Arkansas, North and South Caro-
lina, Georgia, Tennessee, and Wisconsin. Those are the only six
States that depend more on highway transportation than Alabama
does.

Senator SHELBY. And what are the others? Rail and air and
water?

Mr. BUECHNER. Rail and air and ports, water shipment.

The reason why highways are so important is the effect that they
have on cost savings and productivity growth for a State’s business
firms. About one-quarter of the growth in productivity after World
War 11 is attributable to the expansion of our highway system, par-
ticularly the interstates.

What this means is that firms, having access to good roads, enjoy
a cost and productivity advantage over those that do not. High
transportation costs limit the size of a firm’'s market, which means
that it cannot take advantage of the low cost and economy of scales
that occur as a firm’s volume of output grows. It takes the ability
to produce for a national market to achieve the economies of scale
and low production costs that makes a State’s economy competitive,
which is why, when a new highway opens up, you almost always
see an explosion of economic activity.

So the completion of Corridor X should provide a strong platform
for significant economic growth and development in northwestern
Alabama.

There is another aspect of highway investment that is often over-
looked which is that highway investments are investments that
last for generations. The Commerce Department has just released
its most recent figures on the fixed reproducible tangible assets of
the United States, and they show that the economic life of a typical
highway is 67 years before it has to be replaced. There is no other
productive investment that lasts that long. Office buildings, com-
mercial buildings, factories, 30 to 40 years, equipment 10 to 15
years, even computers like 3 to 5 years before they have to be re-
placed. The only other asset in the American economy that lasts so
long is personal homes.

So it does not mean that highways do not have to be maintained
any more than it means that homes do not have to be maintained.
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What it means is that when you build a highway, you are building
a productive asset that will last for three or four generations.

Finally, I want to say some words about safety to complement
some of the comments that were made earlier.

The United States has one of the safest highway systems in the
world. ARTBA is about to publish a major study on highway safety.
We find that since the early 1950's, the fatality rate on U.S. high-
ways has declined from 7 fatalities per 100 million miles traveled
to 1.7. About a 75-percent decline.

If we had the same fatality rate today as we had in the early
1950’s, more than 165,000 people a year would be killed on the Na-
tion’s highways today rather than 42,000.

The available evidence—I mean, there are lots of reasons for
this, seatbelts, higher drinking age, improvements in automobile
design. But the available evidence suggests that much of the im-
provement in highway safety during the past 40 years has been
due to investment in building safer highways.

During the 1950's, most of our travel was on two-lane roads.
These roads are much less safe than interstate quality highways.
Even today, the fatality rate on local, rural two-lane highways is
about five times the rate on interstate highways.

The good part of the reason for the decline in the fatality rate
has been the shift in travel from unsafe roads to safe roads. The
investment in highway improvements that we have made during
the last 40 years, we calculate, has saved more than 2 million lives.

Looking at Alabama, we find some very interesting juxtaposition
here. Alabama in 1996 had a fatality rate that was one-third high-
er than the national average.

Senator SHELBY. Say that again.

Mr. BUECHNER. The fatality rate per 100,000 vehicle-miles trav-
eled in Alabama was one-third higher than the national average.
This is Federal Highway Administration data.

Senator SHELBY. Were we the highest in the Nation?

Mr. BUECHNER. Not the highest, seventh highest.

Senator SHELBY. Who was the highest? Oh, boy, seventh highest?

Mr. BUECHNER. Seventh highest.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. BUECHNER. For fatalities.

At the other side—

Senator SHELBY. If you will furnish that data for the record.

Mr. BUECHNER. Pardon?

Senator SHELBY. If you will furnish that.

Mr. BUECHNER. | will supply that, yes.

At the other end, it had a nonfatal rate about two-thirds of the
national average, which means accidents without fatalities much
lower than the rest of the country, the fifth lowest.

And so what that suggests is that Alabama’s drivers are among
the safest in the Nation, but when they get into an accident, they
are far more likely to be killed than drivers in other parts of the
country.

In our view, the main culprit is the composition of the roads that
Alabama drivers use. It is not that Alabama’s roads are worse than
anyone else’s, it is that in Alabama there is a much smaller per-
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centage of the total road mileage is interstate quality and a much
higher percentage is the two-lane, rural roads.

And as a result, Alabamians do much less of their driving on
interstate-quality roads, which have one-fifth the fatality rate as
drivers in the rest of the Nation. In Alabama, 20 percent of vehicle-
miles traveled are on interstate or interstate-quality roads, the rest
of the country is 30 percent.

So Alabamians appear to have a higher fatality rate because they
do more of their travel on roads that are not as safe and are not
as forgiving when an accident occurs than drivers in the rest of the
country.

So expanding the system of interstate-quality roads in Alabama
by completing projects like Corridor X should not only have a bene-
ficial impact on the economic growth and development of the north-
western part of the State, it should also have a big impact on high-
way safety and help save the lives of many Alabamians in the
years to come.

PREPARED STATEMENT

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

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM R. BUECHNER

My name is William Buechner and | am the director of economics and research
for the American Road and Transportation Builders Association.

Mr. Chairman, before | begin my statement, | would like express the appreciation
of ARTBA and our members for your leadership in expanding federal investment in
highways, particularly the large increase provided for fiscal year 1998 in last year's
appropriations bill. Your leadership has been instrumental in getting us where we
are today, and that is widely recognized and appreciated by our members.

ARTBA is a national association with more than 4,000 members from every seg-
ment of the transportation construction industry with an interest in federal invest-
ment in transportation infrastructure programs. We have 32 state chapters, includ-
ing a long-time affiliation with the Alabama Road Builders, one of our strongest
state chapters. | have a Ph.D. in Economics from Harvard University and | served
for 22 years as a senior economist with the Joint Economic Committee of Congress
before joining ARTBA, where | helped Committee members set up more than 300
hearings. This, however, is my first opportunity to appear as a witness before a Con-
gressional committee and | am honored that it is before your committee and on such
an important subject.

I want to thank you very much for this opportunity to testify on the economic ben-
efits of highway investment, and | hope my comments will be useful as you evaluate
the potential benefits of the Corridor X project.

During the past year and a half, ARTBA has been conducting research into the
economic impact of transportation investment, particularly investment in highways,
and we want to present some of the findings here this morning.

Highways benefit a state two ways. The first is the short-term stimulus to the
local economy from highway construction. The second is the long-term benefit as the
new highway facilitates new business and expands the access of local firms to a
larger market.

The transportation construction industry is a major American industry and a
major source of jobs.

Designing, building, maintaining and managing the nation’s transportation infra-
structure is a $140 billion industry, and more than 60 percent of those expenditures
are for highways. To get a sense of the size of this industry and its economic impor-
tance, it is almost 50 percent larger than the entire farming sector, whose total out-
put in 1997, according to the national income and product accounts, was $94 billion.
The total value of the services of all the lawyers in the country was $105 billion.
The total output of the electronics industry, which includes the computer industry,
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\_/v%s about $150 billion, virtually the same size as the transportation construction
industry.

Transportation construction is an industry that employs 1.6 million people. Many
of these jobs are with the private contractors who do the actual construction, but
equally important are the jobs created in state and local transportation departments
to maintain and manage the highways, and jobs in the industries that supply mate-
rials and services to the highway contractors.

In Alabama, transportation construction employs over 27,000 people, again most
in the design, construction, maintenance and management of the state's highway
system. That is about 1.5 percent of all of the jobs on nonfarm payrolls in Alabama,
which is above the national average of 1.3 percent. In general, these are well-paid
jobs, with average hourly earnings about 20 to 40 percent higher than those in other
sectors of the economy.

And according to the Federal Highway Administration, each $1 billion of highway
investment generates a total of 42,100 jobs, including the jobs at the construction
site, the jobs in the supplier industries, and jobs that are induced by the increased
economic activity. The cost to complete Corridor X is apparently in the range of
$700 million, which means that at the peak of construction the number of new jobs
created will approximate 10,000, including the jobs in supplier industries and the
jobs generated as the new workers spend their wages in Alabama.

But even more important for a state like Alabama is the long-term impact that
a project like Corridor X can have on the state’s economy.

Last year, ARTBA published a study on the importance of the federal highway
program to the economic prosperity of the individual states. We used data from the
1993 commodity flow survey, which had just been released by the Department of
Transportation, to determine how much each state’s economy depended on highway
transportation to ship their products. This survey covered all shipments of products
at both the factory and wholesale level, except for raw agricultural products.

We found that 75.1 percent of all product shipments in the United States are car-
ried by truck, when measured by value of shipment. This means the nation’s econ-
omy is overwhelmingly dependent on highways to transport freight from producer
to destination. For years, advocates of highway investment have been saying that
a strong economy depends on a first-class highway system. These data show just
how important highways are, and | would like to submit a copy of the study for the
hearing record.

For Alabama, the figures show that the state’s economy is even more dependent
on highways than most of the rest of the nation. 82.6 percent of the state’s products
are shipped by truck. In 1993, total product shipments by the Alabama economy
came to $88.8 billion (with the strong growth in the economy since then, that figure
would be above $100 billion today). Of that total, $73.4 billion was transported by
truck. Only six other states are more dependent on highway transportation to get
their products to market than Alabama—Arkansas, North and South Carolina,
Georgia, Tennessee and Wisconsin—which indicates the potential importance of a
project like Corridor X to the state’'s economy.

Economists have known for more than a decade and a half that investment in
highways, particularly the core Interstate and National Highway System, has been
an important source of cost savings and productivity growth for the nation’s private
business firms. A recent study by New York University for the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration attributes about one-quarter of the growth of productivity after World
War 11 to the expansion of our highway system.

What this means is that firms having access to good roads enjoy a cost and pro-
ductivity advantage over those that don't. High transportation costs limit the size
of a firm's market, which means it can't take advantage of the low costs and econo-
mies of scale that occur as a firm's volume of output grows. It takes the ability to
produce for a national market to achieve the economies of scale and low production
costs that make a state’'s economy competitive. When a new highway opens, there
is almost always an explosion of economic activity as firms previously limited by in-
adequate roads now have access to a much larger market and can take advantage
of economies of scale that simply weren't possible in a small local market.

The Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965 recognized this even without
the recent studies when it authorized construction of a new highway network that
would connect the isolated and underdeveloped parts of Appalachia with the rest
of the nation’s economy. The act recognized that these highways “will open up an
area or areas with a developmental potential where commerce and communication
have been inhibited by lack of adequate access.”

More recently, studies by the Appalachian Regional Commission, referred to in a
recent floor statement by Senator Byrd, have found that “it is almost impossible for
communities still awaiting completion of their segments of these highways to attract
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businesses and investment opportunities to their areas, largely due to an inadequate
transportation system inhibiting their access to the national markets.”

Completion of the Corridor X project should provide a strong platform for signifi-
cant economic growth and development in northwestern Alabama.

There is another aspect of highway investment that is often overlooked, which is
that highways are investments that last for generations. Late last year, the Com-
merce Department released its most recent figures on the fixed reproducible tan-
gible assets of the United States. The data showed that the useful economic life of
a typical highway is 67 years before it has to be torn up and replaced. No other
productive investment lasts as long. Office buildings and factories, for example, have
an average useful life of 41 years and 32 years respectively. The only asset that
lasts longer is personal homes. This doesn't mean a highway won't require any
maintenance during those 67 years, any more than it means a home won't need
maintenance. What it does mean is that a highway once built will benefit the econ-
omy for three or four generations before it has to be rebuilt.

I would also like to say a few words about the contribution of highway investment
to safety.

The United States has one of the safest highway systems in the world. Since the
early 1950's, the fatality rate on U.S. highways has declined from 7.0 fatalities per
100 million vehicle miles traveled to 1.7 in 1996. If we had the same fatality rate
today as we had then, more than 165,000 people would be dying in highway acci-
dents each year, rather than 42,000. The injury rate has also declined significantly,
by more than half.

Some of the decline in highway fatalities has been due to the increased use of
seatbelts and air bags, the higher drinking age and reduced drunk driving, and im-
provements in automobile design. But the available evidence suggests that much of
the improvement in highway safety during the past 40 years has been due to invest-
ment in safer highways.

During the 1950's, virtually all travel in the United States was on 2-lane roads.
These roads are much less safe than Interstate quality highways. For example, the
fatality rate on rural local roads in 1996 was 3.67 per 100 million vehicle miles trav-
eled, compared to 0.76 on the Interstate Highway System—almost five times as dan-
gerous. The interstates and similar highways have much wider lanes, better visi-
bility, wide shoulders, directional dividers, and a variety of other safety features
that make them far more forgiving even at high speeds than 2-lane and unimproved
four-lane roads.

Today, over thirty percent of all vehicle miles traveled are on the Interstate High-
ways and Interstate-quality roads. This shift in travel from relatively unsafe to rel-
atively safe roads has been a major contributor to the reduction in the highway fa-
tality rate since the early 1950's. Our nation’s investment in highway improvements
during the past 40 years has saved more than 2 million lives.

Looking at Alabama, Alabama in 1996 had a fatality rate that was one-third high-
er than the national average but, at the same time, it had a non-fatal accident rate
that was less than two-thirds of the national average. Alabama, in fact, had the sev-
enth-highest fatality rate among the states, but the fifth-lowest accident rate. These
figures suggest that Alabama’s drivers are among the safest in the country, but
when they get into an accident they are far more likely to be killed than in other
parts of the country.

I think the main culprit is the composition of Alabama’s roads. The number of
miles of Interstate and Interstate-quality highways in Alabama is a much smaller
fraction of total highway mileage than in the rest of the nation—less than one per-
cent in Alabama compared to almost one-and-one-half percent in the rest of the
country—and, as a result, Alabamans do much less of their driving on Interstate
quality roads than drivers in the rest of the nation—20 percent versus 30 percent.

Alabamans thus appear to have a higher fatality rate because they do more of
their travel on roads that are not as safe and are less forgiving when an accident
occurs than drivers in the rest of the country. ARTBA's research indicates that
every $9,000 invested by the federal government in highway construction and im-
provements during the post-war period eliminated one non-fatal injury and every
$320,000 saved a life.

Expanding the system of Interstate-quality roads in Alabama by completing
projects like Corridor X should not only have a beneficial impact on the economic
growth and development of the northwestern part of the state, it should also have
a big impact on highway safety and help save the lives of many Alabamans in the
years to come.

Mr. Chairman, | hope this information is useful to you and | will be happy to an-
swer any questions.
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THE RoAD TO PROSPERITY: THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM
TO THE ECONOMIC PROSPERITY OF INDIVIDUAL STATES

(A study prepared by the Economics and Research Division of the American Road and Transportation Builders
Association)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the past decade, numerous studies have demonstrated that public invest-
ment in highways has contributed significantly to the nation’s economic growth by
lowering transportation costs and increasing private sector productivity. Although
creation of the Federal-aid highway program by Congress preceded this research by
some decades, this important federal program is clearly built on the recognition that
a good highway system is a critical component of a healthy economy.

State governments are also well aware that highways make an important con-
tribution to a healthy state economy by lowering transportation costs within the
state and providing efficient transportation for state residents. But the federal-aid
highway program is under attack, despite its proven contribution to the nation’s eco-
nomic growth and prosperity. Serious proposals have been made that would with-
draw our government's long-standing commitment to build and maintain a high
quality national highway system. The ultimate example of the threat is a bill intro-
duced by Senator Connie Mack (R-FL) and Congressman John Kasich (R-OH) to dis-
mantle most of the federal-aid highway program and turn most highway responsibil-
ities over to the states.

One factor contributing to this attack on the federal highway program is that lit-
tle information exists on how much each state’s economy depends on the transpor-
tation services provided by highways, particularly highways located in other states.
What fraction of each state’s products is shipped by truck over highways? How
much is shipped only on its own highways and how much is shipped over the high-
ways of other states? How vulnerable is each state’'s economy to highway decisions
made by policymakers in other states?

The purpose of this study is to determine how much the economy of each state
depends on out-of-state highways, i.e., our national system of highways. The impor-
tance of highways to state economies can be measured by the percent of the state’s
products shipped by truck. Products shipped entirely within a state use only the
state’'s own highway system. Products shipped to destinations in other states by
truck depend on out-of-state highways and thus benefit from a national system.
Based on data from the 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, this study uses the percent
of a state’s products shipped to out-of-state markets by truck to measure the state’s
economic benefit from a national highway system.

Figure 1 illustrates that state economies depend heavily on highways, and out-
of-state highways in particular, to ship their products. The study findings include:

—Nationwide, 75.1 percent of the value of products are shipped by truck, while
24.9 percent use some other mode such as rail or air or a multi-modal combina-
tion.t

—One third of products by value are shipped by truck entirely within the origi-
nating state and thus depend only on the state’s own highway system for trans-
portation.

—Almost 42 percent of the total value of products are shipped out-of-state by
truck and thus depend on the highways of other states. This means the econo-
mies of the individual states, on average, rely even more heavily on out-of-state
highways, or the “national” highway system, to ship products to their ultimate
markets than on their own highways.

—Some states are more dependent than others on highway transportation to move
their products. The attached table summarizes the importance of highways to
the economies of the individual states. In the table, the states are ranked ac-
cording to their dependence on the national highway system, as measured by
the percent of the state’s products that are shipped out-of-state by truck.

1When measured by tons or ton-miles, the truck share is smaller, largely because other modes
like rail carry more high-weight but low-value products.



33

Fig. 1 State Economic Dependence on Highways
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STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS
Percent of all State products shipped by truck ranked
State by percent shipped out-of-State
Out-of-State In-State Total

Arkansas .. 63.1 24.5 87.6
Tennessee ... 62.5 214 84.0
South Carolina 59.0 217 86.7
Mississippi 58.0 24.2 82.2
Delaware 56.4 13.9 70.3
Nevada ... 56.2 24.4 80.5
Kentucky 56.0 21.2 71.2
Rhode Island 55.8 16.9 72.8
Connecticut 54.9 18.1 73.0
Georgia ... 539 30.8 84.7
Kansas ... 53.6 215 75.0
Indiana 535 23.8 71.3
Maryland 53.4 274 80.8
Nebraska ..... 533 27.0 80.3
North Carolina . 52.7 34.3 87.1
New Jersey 52.7 255 78.2
Wisconsin 52.6 31.2 83.8
Alabama ...... 524 30.3 82.6
Pennsylvania 50.0 30.6 80.6
Missouri 49.6 229 725
lowa 48.9 314 80.3
Virginia ... 48.1 33.1 81.3
West Virginia ... 47.3 17.6 64.9
New Hampshire 47.2 19.6 66.8
lllinois 46.6 28.0 74.6
Ohi0 ..o 453 31.6 76.9
South Dakota 4.7 355 80.1
Maine 44.1 30.5 74.6
MaSSACHUSELES ....vuvververiscirrisersesssesssss s ssenseseens 43.6 28.4 72.0
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STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS—Continued

Percent of all State products shipped by truck ranked
by percent shipped out-of-State

State
Out-of-State In-State Total

Idaho 43.0 275 70.5
Vermont ... 425 324 75.0
New York 414 34.6 76.0
Utah 40.5 29.2 69.7
Oklahoma 39.4 28.8 68.2
Minnesota . 37.8 329 70.7
Colorado 37.3 37.2 74.6
Michigan 35.1 419 76.9
Arizona 34.8 374 722
North Dakota ... 311 322 63.2
Oregon .......... 30.8 334 64.3
Washington 25.7 39.0 64.7
New Mexico 25.7 39.8 65.5
Texas 24.6 43.7 68.3
Louisiana 22.0 26.5 485
Florida ...... 21.8 55.9 71.6
California .. 212 46.3 67.5
Montana ... 19.6 42.1 61.7
Wyoming 12.9 16.9 29.8
Alaska 0.6 441 44.7
HAWAIT v enens sresnsesssnsnsnes 61.4 61.4

U.S. QVEIAJE ..o 41.6 334 75.1

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, Tables 1 and 8.

—Arkansas is the most highway-dependent state, shipping more than 87 percent
of its products by truck. Another 14 states—led by North and South Carolina,
Tennessee and Georgia—ship 80 percent of their products by highway, while
only three states—Wyoming, Alaska, and Louisiana—ship less than half of their
products by highway.

—Arkansas is also the state most dependent on national highways, shipping 63
percent of its products by truck out of state, followed by Tennessee, South Caro-
lina, and Mississippi. Altogether, 19 states ship more than 50 percent of their
products by truck on out-of-state highways.

The core strategy for reauthorization of the Federal highway program should be
to preserve and strengthen the national highway system, since the economic pros-
perity of the vast majority of states depends even more on out-of-state highways
than on in-state highways. Devolving the highway program to the states would be
self-defeating in the long run even for states whose own resources for highways
might exceed their share of federal highway funds, if higher transportation costs
and limited access to markets for the state’'s products resulted from a deterioration
in the quality of the nation’s highway system. Ultimately, the state's output and in-
come would fall below the potential that could be attained with an excellent na-
tional highway system.

In economic terms, the goal of federal highway funding should be to allocate re-
sources in such a way as to maximize the national benefit from the highway system.
This means looking at our national highways as a single unit and allocating federal
resources wherever they are needed to yield the best possible national system. What
each state should do is ask what kind of highway system is necessary for maximiz-
ing the state’s economic prosperity—by minimizing the transportation cost and
maximizing the market penetration of the products made in the state, to both in-
state and out-of-state markets. Each state should then work toward a distribution
of federal highway funds that achieves this goal.
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INTRODUCTION—THE THREAT TO THE NATION'S HIGHWAY SYSTEM

During the past decade, numerous studies have demonstrated that public invest-
ment in highways has contributed significantly to the nation’s economic growth by
lowering transportation costs and increasing private sector productivity. Although
creation of the Federal-aid highway program by Congress preceded this research by
some decades, this important federal program is clearly built on the recognition that
a good hlghway system is a critical component of a healthy economy.

State governments are also well aware that highways make an important con-
tribution to a healthy state economy. Good highways attract businesses to a state
by reducing the cost of transporting raw materials and products. Highways will be-
come even more critical to state economic performance as companies increase their
use of just-in-time and other cost-cutting logistics. The quality of a state’s highway
system also has a significant impact on workers and consumers, particularly as it
affects the economic cost of delays and congestion and the safety of highway users.
In addition, a good highway system can help improve the environment, since cars
are at their least efficient burning fuel when idling in traffic jams. From almost
every perspective, highways are the catalyst that make a state’s economy go.

Building and maintaining highways costs money. A significant part of this comes
from the federal government—financed by the federal gasoline tax and other high-
way user fees. Each time the motorist pulls up to the gasoline pump, twelve cents
per gallon of the price goes into the Highway Trust Fund.3 This is distributed back
to the states according to a complex formula for investment in highways. Currently,
the funding level for the federal highway program is almost $20 billion a year. The
only federal program distributing more money to the states is Medicaid. Although
the President’s budget for fiscal year 1998 calls for keeping Federal outlays for high-
ways just under $20 billion per year through fiscal year 2002, ARTBA and its allies
in the transportation construction industry—as well as many influential members
of Congress—are urging a substantial increase.

The federal-aid highway program, however, is under attack, despite its proven
contribution to the nation’s economic growth and prosperity. The current law au-
thorizing the federal-aid program—the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA)—expires on September 30, 1997. A new law must be enacted in order
for the program to continue into fiscal year 1998 and beyond.

While most Members of Congress support reauthorization of the federal program,
serious proposals have been made that would withdraw our government’s long-
standing commitment to build and maintain a high quality national highway sys-
tem. The ultimate example of the threat is a bill introduced by Senator Connie
Mack (R-FL) and Congressman John Kasich (R-OH) to dismantle most of the fed-
eral-aid highway program and turn most highway responsibilities over to the states.
Most of the federal highway gasoline tax would be repealed, leaving highway fund-
ing decisions up to individual states. Less radical approaches that have also gained
advocates would turn large parts of the federal highway program into a block grant
that states could use for highway needs as they wish.

ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF HIGHWAYS TO STATE PROSPERITY

What such proposals overlook is the economic importance of a nation-wide high-
way system and how much each state’s economic prosperity depends on the trans-
portation services provided by highways, especially those that lay beyond its own
boundaries. While a top-quality highway system is essential to a state’s economic
prosperity, no state economy could survive without access to markets throughout
the rest of the country. Not only are top-quality highways in other states an essen-
tial element of state economic prosperity, for some states, in fact, data suggest that
out-of-state highways may be even more important for the state's economic prosper-
ity than the state’s own highways. In this case, a state may find that the benefits

2Mr. Felix Ammah-Tagoe of the Bureau of Transportation Statistics provided valuable com-
ments. Any remaining errors are my own.

3 Although the federal gasoline tax is 18.3 cents per gallon, 2 cents per gallon goes into the
Highway Trust Fund to be used for mass transit and 4.3 cents per gallon is diverted into the
Treasury’s general fund.
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of higher investment in the national highway system could greatly exceed the bene-
fits of a “better” distribution formula for federal highway funds. But no state could
be expected to recognize the importance of investment in a national highway system
without information about the contribution of highway transportation to the state’s
economy.

The purpose of this study is to determine how much the economy of each state
depends on out-of-state highways, i.e., our national system of highways. The study
addresses a number of questions that bear on this issue: What fraction of each
state’s products is shipped by truck? How much is shipped only on its own highways
and how much is shipped over the highways of other states? How vulnerable is each
state’s economy to highway decisions made by policymakers in other states?

There are numerous ways products can be shipped—by rail, air, barge, truck or
some combination. The basic indicator used by this study to measure the contribu-
tion of highways to state prosperity is the percent of the state’s products by value
that are shipped by truck.# This overall measure of the importance of highways is
then allocated into two parts—the percent of shipments carried by trucks that begin
and end entirely within the same state and the percent that begin in one state and
end in another. This division makes it possible to measure the importance of out-
of-state highways to each state’s economy. Products shipped by truck entirely within
a state are carried only on the state’s own highways and don't use out-of-state high-
ways. Products shipped by truck to destinations in other states, by contrast, require
the use of out-of-state highways and thus benefit from a national system. For this
study, the percent of a state’s total shipments that are carried to out-of-state mar-
kets by truck serves to measure the state’s benefits from the existence of a national
highway system.

The data for this study were drawn from the 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, which
the Bureau of Transportation Statistics and the Bureau of the Census conducts
every five years as part of the Economic Census program. For each state, the Com-
modity Flow Survey provides detailed information on total shipments by establish-
ments in mining, manufacturing, wholesale, and selected retail and service indus-
tries by mode of transportation and by destination.5> These data were used to com-
pute for each state the percent of all products shipped by truck, both to in-state des-
tinations and to out-of-state destinations. These results were used to measure the
contribution of highway transportation to each state’'s economic prosperity.

STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON TRUCK TRANSPORTATION

Table 1 shows that the vast majority of states are heavily dependent on highway
truck transportation for product shipments. For each state, Table 1 reports (1) the
total value of product shipments originating in the state, (2) the total value of prod-
ucts shipped by truck, and (3) the percent of products shipped by truck. Table 1 lists
states in descending order according to the percent of products shipped by truck.

Table 1 shows that, but for three states, more than 60 percent of each state's
products by value are shipped by truck and thus depend on highways as the mode
of transportation. This ranges from a low of 29.8 percent for Wyoming to a high of
87.6 percent for Arkansas. For the nation as a whole, 75.1 percent of products by
value are shipped over highways. This means that only one-quarter of products by
value in this country are shipped by a mode of transportation other than truck, such
as rail or air.

Table 1 does not include products shipped by truck-based multi-modal systems,
such as truck-rail or truck-air, or the truck share of parcel post and courier services,
because the truck share of these forms of shipments is not split out. In addition,
shipments by governments are not covered by the Commodity Flow Survey. The ta-
bles in this study thus present the minimal or most conservative measure of the
contribution of highway-based transportation to state economies.

4While value of shipments by truck provides the best measure of the contribution of highways
to state economic prosperity, ton-miles shipped by truck would provide a better indicator of high-
way needs, including both initial pavement requirements and subsequent maintenance expendi-
tures.

5The Commodity Flow Survey does not cover shipments of raw agricultural products from
farm to processing plants like grain elevators, but does cover shipments of food and kindred
products from processing plants through the manufacturing, wholesale and retail levels.



37

TABLE 1.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS

[Percent of State’s products shipped by truck]

State

Ranked by percent shipped by truck

Total value of
product ship-

Value shipped by truck

ments (millions) (Miltion) (Percent)
ATKANSAS ..vvvvverirrieeisrisesississsss st sssssenens $66,954 $58,661 87.6
North Carolina 209,398 182,302 87.1
South Carolina 83,621 72,531 86.7
Georgia ........... 210,143 177,921 84.7
Tennessee ... 170,056 142,788 84.0
Wisconsin ... 143,318 120,103 83.8
Alabama ...... 88,845 73,412 82.6
Mississippi 56,268 46,263 82.2
Virginia 114,590 93,116 81.3
Maryland ...... 98,508 79,553 80.8
Pennsylvania 248,758 200,525 80.6
Nevada 19,597 15,785 80.5
Nebraska 42,534 34,168 80.3
lowa ...coevenes 79,900 64,169 80.3
South Dakota 9,585 7,682 80.1
New Jersey ... 252,790 197,627 78.2
Florida ..... 172,045 133,567 716
Indiana ... 178,704 138,203 71.3
Kentucky 112,047 86,546 71.2
Michigan 256,289 197,153 76.9
Ohio ..vvee. 325,626 250,395 76.9
New York . 261,894 199,006 76.0
Kansas 70,519 52,923 75.0
Vermont 8,599 6,445 75.0
lllinois ...... 346,604 258,562 74.6
Colorado .. 58,765 43,816 74.6
Maine 20,233 15,085 74.6
Connecticut 71,357 52,075 73.0
Rhode Island ... 19,475 14,174 72.8
Missouri ....... 136,929 99,285 725
Arizona ..... 68,569 49,497 72.2
Massachusetts 111,722 80,467 72.0
Minnesota ........ 110,180 77,928 70.7
Idaho ... 16,518 11,645 70.5
Delaware .. 16,140 11,340 70.3
Utah ..... 35,599 24,818 69.7
Texas ... 451,847 308,561 68.3
Oklahoma 48,702 33,214 68.2
California 638,523 430,764 67.5
New Hampshire 16,465 11,002 66.8
New Mexico ...... 11,794 7,721 65.5
West Virginia 34,924 22,673 64.9
Washington 123,245 79,757 64.7
Oregon ......... 81,939 52,661 64.3
North Dakota 10,528 6,657 63.2
Montana 10,167 6,272 61.7
Hawaii 11,462 7,033 61.4
Louisiana . 96,194 46,621 485
Alaska ...... 8,120 3,631 44.7
WYoming ....c.ocevevnn 9,012 2,690 29.8
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TABLE 1.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped by truck]

Ranked by percent shipped by truck

State Total value of Value shipped by truck
product ship-
ments (millions) (Million) (Percent)
US. 10181 s 5,845,601 4,388,793 75.1

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey. Table 1.

The fact that 75 percent of products by value are shipped to their destination by
truck does not mean these products require highway transportation. Most could
probably be shipped by some other mode if the appropriate highways did not exist
or were too costly. But for-profit companies generally choose the least-costly mode
of transportation to move their products to market. The current evidence indicates
that for 75 percent of products the least-cost mode of transportation is by truck over
the nation’s highways. While other modes could ultimately deliver these products
to their destinations, the transportation costs would be higher and our national
standard of living would thus be lower.6

STATE DEPENDENCE ON IN-STATE VERSUS OUT-OF-STATE HIGHWAYS

The next question is how much each state makes use of the national highway sys-
tem to ship products to markets beyond the state’s own borders. To estimate the
dependence of state economies on a national highway system, this study break each
state’s total highway use into two categories according to the final destination of the
product—(1) products shipped entirely within the originating state and (2) products
shipped to other states.

This study assumes that products shipped entirely within the originating state
make use only of highways lying within the state’s boundaries. If we assume that
each state has a goal of maximizing state output and income by providing the least
costly system for transporting products within the state, the states alone could be
responsible for highways since each state would develop a highway system that is
optimal for the needs of its own state economy. There is no apparent role for the
federal government in building or funding highways to facilitate product movements
that occur entirely within individual states. The final result—fifty separate state
highway systems—would be optimal for the nation, however, only if each state were
a closed economy, that is with no shipments of products to or from other states.

Table 2 shows how much of each state’s economy consists of products that are
shipped entirely within the state. In addition to data on the total value of all ship-
ments from the first column of Table 1, Table 2 presents data for each state on (2)
the value of products shipped entirely within-state, (3) the value of products shipped
within-state by truck and (4) the percent of all products shipped within-state by
truck.

The final column in Table 2 thus provides an estimate of the fraction of each
state’'s economy that operates using just the state’s own highway system. For most
states, this amounts to only a fraction of the state’s current value of product ship-
ments.

TABLE 2.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON INSTATE HIGHWAYS
[Percent of State’s products shipped in-State by truck]

Value of products shipped In-State ship-

Total value of in-State ments by
State product truck as per-
shipments Total By truck cent of total
illi s a hi
(millions) (millions) (millions) s(plgrrgeer?tt)s
Hawaii ... $11,462 $10,616 $7,033 61.4

6This would not be the case if highway transportation were subsidized more heavily than
other modes of transportation. But highways are generally financed by user fees such as taxes
on gasoline and diesel fuels, tolls, etc. If subsidies for highways exist, they would be relevant
only in comparison with subsidies for other modes.
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TABLE 2.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON INSTATE HIGHWAYS—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped in-State by truck]

Value of products shipped In-State ship-
Total value of in-State ments by
gl ———————— e
b ota trucl :
(millions) (millions) (ilions) 5{;‘5@;?55

FIOMAA ©vovvvievereersree e 172,045 108,737 96,105 55.9
California 638,523 390,988 295,410 46.3
Alaska .. 8,120 6,558 3,584 441
Texas ... 451,847 271,287 197,271 437
Montana 10,167 5,389 4,276 421
Michigan 256,289 122,712 107,265 419
New Mexico .. 11,794 5,700 4,694 39.8
Washington .. 123,245 68,745 48,125 39.0
Arizona ..... 68,569 29,272 25,627 374
Colorado ....... 58,765 24,898 21,873 37.2
South Dakota 9,585 3,839 3,402 355
New York 261,894 107,813 90,685 34.6
North Carolina 209,398 79,789 71,847 34.3
Oregon .......... 81,939 33,992 27,395 334
Virginia ... 114,590 41,861 37,963 331
Minnesota ... 110,180 44,081 36,245 329
Vermont ........ 8,599 2,940 2,787 324
North Dakota 10,528 3,948 3,388 322
Ohio 325,626 121,973 102,954 31.6
lowa 79,900 28,082 25,108 314
Wisconsin . 143,318 50,305 44,735 31.2
Georgia ......... 210,143 69,671 64,621 30.8
Pennsylvania 248,758 87,707 76,031 30.6
Maine 20,233 6,972 6,165 305
Alabama 88,845 30,050 26,878 30.3
Utah ......... 35,599 12,900 10,408 29.2
Oklahoma ..... 48,702 16,783 14,016 28.8
Massachusetts . 111,722 37,469 31,708 284
iN0IS ..vovvvveee 346,604 117,910 97,218 28.0
South Carolina 83,621 25,512 23,168 21.7
Idaho 16,518 5,256 4,550 275
Maryland .. 98,508 30,521 26,984 274
Nebraska .. 42,534 12,357 11,477 27.0
Louisiana ..... 96,194 47,385 25,500 26.5
New Jersey ... 252,790 79,196 64,413 255
Arkansas .. 66,954 17,584 16,434 24.5
Nevada 19,597 5,081 4,776 24.4
Mississippi 56,268 16,174 13,644 24.2
Indiana 178,704 50,699 42,545 23.8
Missouri ... 136,929 36,318 31,356 229
Kansas 70,519 17,839 15,128 215
Tennessee 170,056 43,550 36,450 214
Kentucky ....... 112,047 27,314 23,748 212
New Hampshire 16,465 3,651 3,233 19.6
Connecticut 71,357 14,820 12,896 18.1
West Virginia 34,924 8,874 6,163 17.6
Rhode Island ... 19,475 4,062 3,298 16.9
Wyoming ....... . 9,012 2,630 1,524 16.9
DEIAWATE ..vvvveveririerierererssees s 16,140 2,388 2,240 13.9
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TABLE 2.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON INSTATE HIGHWAYS—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped in-State by truck]

Value of products shipped In-State ship-

Total value of in-State ments by
State product truck as per-
shipments Total By truck cent of total
(millions) (millions) (millions) S(*,‘)'grr;‘;?tt)s
U.S. total 5,845,601 2,394,198 1,954,344 334

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, Tables 1 and 8.

Table 2 shows that, nationwide, just one-third of all products by value are shipped
entirely within the originating state by truck. This ranges from a low of 13.6 percent
for Delaware to a high of 61.4 percent for Hawaii. Among mainland states, only
Florida ships more than half of its products entirely within the state by truck. These
shipments, since they originate and end entirely within a single state, do not make
use of out-of-state highways. The highway systems of individual states would suf-
fice.

Product shipments by truck to other states, by contrast, require the use of out-
of-state highways to reach their destination. Theoretically, it would be possible for
the states acting together to develop highway systems to move products across state
lines. This would be easiest, but still not easy, for states that share a common bor-
der, since they share a common interest in minimizing the transportation costs of
shipping goods from producers to consumers.? But it would be immensely difficult
for the states to coordinate the development of a multi-state highway system which
facilitates shipments among non-adjacent states, since states have no economic in-
terest in minimizing the transportation cost for shipments that neither originate nor
end within their borders. In a federal system like ours, a strong case can be made
that only the federal government has an interest in developing a national highway
system that minimizes the cost of transporting goods among non-adjacent states.8

Table 3 presents data for each state on total out-of-state shipments by truck, in-
cluding shipments to both adjacent and non-adjacent states, with states listed in de-
scending order of dependence on out-of-state highways. This table shows how much
of the economic activity in each state depends on the national highway system for
access to markets in other states.

71n theory, a highway system to accommodate flows between adjacent states could be devel-
oped entirely at the state level without federal participation. The only requirement is that both
shipping and receiving states recognize the benefits of minimizing transportation costs. The
shipping state would benefit from expanded markets for its products, thus increasing the real
incomes of producers, while the receiving state would benefit from expanded sources of supply
for purchasers, thus reducing prices and raising real incomes for its households. The same
would hold true for shipments in the opposite direction. The results would be a mini version
of the benefits from trade, with both producers and households in both states better off. The
main bargaining issue between adjacent states would be the distribution of the costs of an inte-
grated highway system, since that would affect the distribution of the net benefits between the
two states.

This process becomes more complex, however, when it is recognized that most states border
more than one other state. A state highway system that minimizes transportation costs with
one adjacent state may not minimize transportation costs with another adjacent state. Florida
is a simple case, since it borders only two states. An integrated system that minimizes shipping
costs between Florida and Georgia might be less than optimal between Florida and Alabama
or Alabama and Georgia. Beyond that, Georgia would have an interest in also accommodating
trade with North and South Carolina, while Alabama would also want to take into account its
own economic interests in trade with Mississippi and Tennessee. Tennessee would face the most
complex task, since it is bordered by eight other states, each of which is bordered by numerous
other states. To the extent that development of integrated highways between adjacent states
were hampered by complex relationships between multiple border states, their economies would
be negatively affected.

8The most complex problems involve shipments between non-adjacent states. While states
have an economic interest in developing highways to transport goods to and from adjacent
states, they have no inherent interest in shipments that neither originate or end within the
state. Why, for example, would taxpayers in Georgia spend any of their own money on highways
that would minimize the cost of shipping products from Florida producers to South Carolina
markets? Why would any state spend its own money to facilitate trans-state shipments? States
would augment their own state highway systems to accommodate trans-shipments only if they
were paid to do so. But the potential costs and risks of leaving this up to the states indicate
the need for federal involvement in developing a national highway system.
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Overall, about 42 percent of all products by value are shipped out of state by
truck. This means that states on average are significantly more dependent on out-
of-state highways to transport products to their ultimate markets than on their own
state highway systems. Dependence on highways to transport products out of state
varies from a low of 13 percent of shipments by value for Wyoming to 63 percent
for Arkansas.

The following map, based on Table 3, suggests how much each state’s economy
could suffer if the federal government’s responsibility for developing and maintain-
ing a national highway system were to be dismantled and replaced by a system
where the states were responsible for funding and managing their own highway sys-
tems. For 19 states, half or more of the state’s products by value are shipped to out-
of-state destinations by truck. The economies of these states are thus more depend-
ent on the national highway system than on all other forms of transportation com-
bined, including their own state highways and non-highway-based modes such as
air or rail. Any change in policy that could result in a deterioration of the national
highway system will reverberate throughout their state economies, increasing the
transportation costs for their producers and reducing their access to out-of-state
markets. Another 19 states depend on the national highway system to ship a third
or more of their products to out-of-state markets. The economies of these states
would also be seriously affected by a deterioration of the national highway system.

AN INDEX OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY DEPENDENCE

As a final step in measuring the contribution of our national highway system to
the economy of each state, Table 4 presents an index of national highway depend-
ence. The index number for each state is the ratio of the percent of products shipped
out-of-state by truck to the percent of products shipped within-state by truck. An
index number greater than 1 indicates that more of the state’s economy depends on
the national highway system than on the state’s own highway system for transpor-
tation. The higher the index number, the greater is the state’s dependence on the
national highway system. The economy of Delaware, for example, is four times as
dependent on national highways to transport its products than on Delaware’s own
highways. Rhode Island, Connecticut and Tennessee are about three times as de-
pendent on the national highway system as on their own highways. The Colorado
economy, by contrast, is equally dependent on in-state and out-of-state highways,
while only 12 states are more dependent on their own highways than on the na-
tional highway system. On average, state economies are 25 percent more dependent
on the national highway system than on their own highway systems to ship their
products.
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Products Shipped Out of State by Truck

-

Fraction of All Products |

il More than Half (19)
l @ One Third to One Half (19)
| [ ] Less than One Third  (12)

TABLE 3.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM
[Percent of State’s products shipped out-of-State by truck]

Total value of
product

Value of out-of-State shipments by truck

Out-of-State
ship. by truck
as percent of

State hinmen To adjacent To nonadja- Total tal ship-

S(rnpinign;s Sta‘ﬁgngm"‘ Ce(rr‘rf”?igan‘)es (miUIItia(lm) ntw%r?tss(psr-
Arkansas $66,954 $20,111 $22,116 $42,227 63.1
Tennessee .... 170,056 37,367 68,971 106,338 62.5
South Carolina 83,621 16,662 32,701 49,363 59.0
Mississippi 56,268 10,472 22,147 32,619 58.0
Delaware 16,140 3,778 5,322 9,100 56.4
Nevada ... 19,597 7,315 3,694 11,009 56.2
Kentucky ... 112,047 26,941 35,857 62,798 56.0
Rhode Island 19,475 4,196 6,680 10,876 55.8
Connecticut . 71,357 13,596 25,583 39,179 54.9
Georgia ... 210,143 61,697 51,603 113,300 53.9
Kansas ... 70,519 11,538 26,257 37,795 53.6
Indiana ... 178,704 46,388 49,270 95,658 53.5
Maryland 98,508 19,312 33,257 52,569 53.4
Nebraska 42,534 6,184 16,507 22,691 53.3
North Carolina . 209,398 36,890 73,565 110,455 52.7
New Jersey ... 252,790 49,300 83,914 133,214 52.7
Wisconsin .... 143,318 29,803 45,565 75,368 52.6
Alabama ...... 88,845 17,615 28,919 46,534 52.4
Pennsylvania 248,758 58,136 66,358 124,494 50.0
Missouri ... 136,929 26,094 41,835 67,929 49.6
lowa ........ 79,900 17,309 21,752 39,061 48.9
Virginia 114,590 17,795 37,358 55,153 48.1
West Virgin 34,924 7116 9,394 16,510 47.3
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TABLE 3.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped out-of-State by truck]

Value of out-of-State shipments by truck

Total value of

Out-of-State
ship. by truck

roduct . : as percent of

State sl?ipments gga?edsja(crﬁm Tcgnntogfggs' Total to?al ship-

(million) lion) (million) (million) mer;t:nt()per-

New Hampshire ... 16,465 2,517 5,252 7,769 47.2
lllinois ......... 346,604 48,834 112,517 161,351 46.6
Ohio ......... 325,626 58,972 88,469 147,441 453
South Dakota 9,585 2,078 2,202 4,280 447
Maine ......... 20,233 822 8,098 8,920 44.1
Massachusetts 111,722 16,894 31,865 48,759 43.6
Idaho 16,518 2,426 4,669 7,095 43.0
Vermont ... 8,599 1,271 2,387 3,658 425
New York . 261,894 47,668 60,653 108,321 41.4
Utah ....... 35.599 3,585 10,825 14,410 40.5
Oklahoma 48,702 8,777 10,421 19,198 394
Minnesota 110,180 11,834 29,849 41,683 37.8
Colorado .. 58,765 6,311 15,632 21,943 373
Michigan . 256,289 28,734 61,154 89,888 35.1
Arizona 68,569 12,537 11,333 23,870 34.8
North Dakota ... 10,528 1,783 1,486 3,269 311
Oregon ........ 81,939 16,641 8,625 25,266 30.8
Washington . 123,245 6,868 24,764 31,632 25.7
New Mexico . 11,794 1,804 1,223 3,027 25.7
Texas ....... 451,847 26,050 85,240 111,290 24.6
Louisiana . 96,194 8,308 12,813 21,121 22.0
Florida ..... 172,045 7,071 30,391 37,462 21.8
California 638,523 23,893 111,461 135,354 21.2
Montana 10,167 771 1,225 1,996 19.6
Wyoming 9,012 663 503 1,166 12.9
Alaska 8,120 0 47 47 .6
Hawaii L1462 oot e e
U.S. total 5,845,601 892,727 1,541,729 2,434,456 41.6

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, Tables 1 and 8.

TABLE 4.—INDEX OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY DEPENDENCE

Percent of State products shipped

by truck Index of national

State highway
Out-of-State In-State dependence
Delaware ...... 56.4 13.9 4.06
Rhode Island ... 55.8 16.9 3.30
Connecticut ..... 54.9 18.1 3.04
Tennessee ... 62.5 21.4 2.92
West Virginia ... 473 17.6 2.68
Kentucky ...... 56.0 21.2 2.64
Arkansas .. 63.1 24.5 2,57
Kansas ............. 53.6 215 2.50
New Hampshire 47.2 19.6 2.40
Mississippi 58.0 24.2 2.39
Nevada ... 56.2 24.4 231
Indiana ... 535 238 2.25
Missouri 49.6 22.9 2.17
SOULh Carolina .....ucveeeeevceereeesssee s nes 59.0 21.7 213
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TABLE 4.—INDEX OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY DEPENDENCE—Continued

Percent of State products shipped

by truck Index of national

State highway
Out-of-State In-State dependence

New Jersey ... 52.7 25.5 2.07
Nebraska .. 53.3 27.0 1.98
Maryland 53.4 27.4 1.95
Georgia 539 30.8 1.75
Alabama ... 52.4 30.3 173
Wisconsin . 52.6 31.2 1.68
lllinois 46.6 28.0 1.66
Pennsylvania ... 50.0 30.6 1.64
Idaho ........ 43.0 275 1.56
lowa ......... 48.9 314 1.56
Massachusetts . 43.6 28.4 154
North Carolina .. 52.7 34.3 1.54
Virginia ..... 48.1 331 1.45
Maine .... 44.1 305 1.45
Ohio .. 453 316 1.43
Utah ...... 40.5 29.2 1.38
Oklahoma . 39.4 28.8 1.37
Vermont 425 324 131
South Dakota .... 447 35.5 1.26
New York .. 41.4 34.6 1.19
Minnesota . 378 329 1.15
Colorado 373 37.2 1.00
North Dakota ... 311 322 0.96
Arizona ...... 34.8 374 .93
Oregon .. 30.8 334 .92
Michigan ... 35.1 419 .84
Louisiana .. 22.0 26.5 .83
Wyoming ... 12.9 16.9 a7
Washington 25.7 39.0 .66
New Mexico 25.7 39.8 .64
Texas ... 24.6 43.7 .56
Montana 19.6 421 A1
California .. 21.2 46.3 46
Florida .. 218 55.9 39
Alaska ... 6 44.1 01
HAWAIT ©.vvovvvieiiees e sesee sbesesese s nsees 614 s

U.S. QVEIAJE ..o 41.6 334 125

Source: ARTBA from 1993 Commodity Flow Survey data.
CONCLUSION—PRESERVING THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Although some policymakers would dismantle the federal highway program, the
central importance of the nation’s highway system to the economic prosperity of the
nation and of the individual states dictates, for most states, a different approach.

The core strategy for reauthorization of the Federal highway program should be
to preserve and strengthen the national highway system, since the economic pros-
perity of the vast majority of states depends more on out-of-state highways than on
in-state highways.® Devolving the highway program to the states would be self-de-
feating in the long run even for states whose own resources for highways might ex-

9As a corollary, the U.S. Department of Transportation has recently released data, based on
the 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, showing how much of the truck traffic within each state con-
sists of through-state shipments compared to shipments that either originate or end within the
state. The large volume of through-state shipments also supports the need for a federal highway
program. See Bureau of Transportation Statistics. “Truck Movements in America: Shipments
From, To, Within, and Through States.” BTS/97-TS/1, May 1997.



45

ceed their share of federal highway funds, if higher transportation costs and limited
access to markets for the state’s products resulted from a deterioration in the qual-
ity of the nation’s highway system. Ultimately, the state’s output and income would
fall below the potential that could be attained with an excellent national highway
system.

In economic terms, the goal of federal highway funding should be to allocate re-
sources in such a way as to maximize the national benefit from the highway system.
This means looking at our national highways as a single unit and allocating federal
resources wherever they are needed to yield the best possible national system. What
each state should do is ask what kind of highway system is necessary for maximiz-
ing the state’s economic prosperity—by minimizing the transportation cost and
maximizing the market penetration of the products made in the state, to both in-
state and out-of-state markets. Each state should then work toward a distribution
of federal highway funds that achieves this goal.

STATEMENT OF BARRY COPELAND

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Copeland.

Mr. CoPeELAND. Senator, thank you for allowing me the oppor-
tunity to testify at today’'s hearing.

Senator SHELBY. Do you want to use that microphone? You prob-
ably do not need it.

Mr. CoPELAND. | am sorry. | am sure | do.

My name is Barry Copeland, | serve as volunteer chairman of
the Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce, Governmental Af-
fairs Division. The chamber would, first of all, like to wish Mr.
White a safe trip this afternoon. We need his leadership in Wash-
ington and we hope he’s all right on Corridor X as he travels today.

The Birmingham Area Chamber salutes you, Senator Shelby,
along with Congressmen Bachus and Aderholt for your outstanding
leadership on this critical matter of completing Corridor X. This
has emerged as the No. 1, most important objective of our chamber
of commerce and we represent 4,000 business members in this five-
county area of metropolitan Birmingham.

Just as an aside, those 4,000 members of the chamber employ
more than 280,000 people in this five-county area.

Senator SHELBY. Two hundred and how many?

Mr. CoPELAND. More than 280,000 people employed by our mem-
bers.

Determining that this highway project would be our top priority
was not a decision arrived at easily, nor is it considered lightly by
the chamber. To reach this decision, the chamber went through an
exhaustive process of first surveying the 4,000 members, then hold-
ing intensive planning sessions and finally having recommenda-
tions reviewed, debated, and then voted upon by our board of direc-
tors and trustees. The Corridor X completion emerged as the No.
1 priority.

Midway last year, the chamber board voted to add work and
completion on the northern beltline as a coequal priority.

Additionally, we have worked very hard at the chamber to
achieve the full cooperation of a number of other chambers of com-
merce, county commissions, mayors, and other publicly elected offi-
cials all the way from Birmingham up through Hamilton and we
call this regional entity the Corridor X task force. It is truly bipar-
tisan in nature, many of the people on the task force are here with
us today demonstrating a broad-based regional bipartisan support
for the Corridor X project throughout most of north Alabama.
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The Birmingham area chamber and the Corridor X task force be-
lieve this highway is critical because of two factors, and you have
heard discussion on this today: Highway safety and economic devel-
opment. We have initiated our own research as to the number of
accidents along the unfinished stretch of Corridor X and have
found some interesting numbers. Alarming would be a better word.

Between 1993 and 1996, there were 5,353 accidents on Highway
78, and those numbers are substantially higher than those reported
by the Alabama Department of Transportation and Public Safety
Department. The reason is, just as an aside, when the Public Safe-
ty Department counts a traffic accident, if that traffic accident oc-
curred at an intersection on Corridor X and was assigned to an
intersecting road, the Public Safety Department in Alabama might
not have tally-stroked that as an accident on the highway.

So we surveyed local municipalities up and down the highway
and the counties involved for Marion, Walker, and Jefferson Coun-
ties and came up with a number that is roughly one-third higher
than those reported in the State but we feel a more accurate——

Senator SHELBY. One-third higher than the other parts of the
State?

Mr. CorPeLAND. No; one-third higher than those reported on the
same highway by the State simply because the local municipalities
keep records of those traffic accidents at intersections.

Senator SHELBY. Did you compare the rate of accidents on other
roads in Alabama compared to 78——

Mr. CoPeLAND. No, sir.

Senator SHELBY. And see if that was higher?

Mr. CoPeLAND. We did not.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. CoPELAND. We were trying to gauge, Senator, as accurate as
possible a picture of the traffic accident rate. If you have traveled
the corridor, you know the high presence of white crosses up and
down that highway indicating fatalities, and you have heard testi-
mony this morning about that.

But the traffic accident rate itself we felt was significantly higher
than what we had access to and the surveys indicated that.

Senator SHELBY. All right.

Mr. CoPeELAND. Without a doubt, having a two-lane highway han-
dle this huge volume of passenger and freight traffic between cities
such as Birmingham and Memphis is just a recipe for disaster.

The completion of Corridor X will also mean tremendous eco-
nomic impact in this area of Alabama. In fact, it already has. As
jobs are being talked about now, as this new money becomes avail-
able in that corridor, you are seeing communities like Jasper adver-
tise themselves aggressively as a great place to live, the first time
in many, many years.

We have strong expressions of interest from companies such as
Federal Express with headquarters in Memphis for the completion
of this highway. | think it is safe to say it will effectively link Ala-
bama’'s markets with a huge basin of markets in the Midwestern
United States; however, common sense would dictate that Corridor
X be completed before any other competing corridors to Memphis
from Atlanta because you already have rights of way in place, you
have a major interstate link of 1-20 which already links Atlanta to
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Birmingham. And so we look at Corridor X as a de facto interstate
that is just waiting to happen and we hope that it will.

As an additional and equally important priority that the chamber
has established is the northern beltline, around the northern part
of Birmingham, which would relieve some very serious traffic con-
gestion. It is our hope that the last leg of Corridor X will be the
first leg of the northern beltline because they will intersect.

We know that funding pledges have been made at the State level
to complete Corridor X or to have construction under way from the
Mississippi line into Jasper by 1999 and we have heard today pro-
jections even beyond that. Now we urgently need the Senate Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Transportation to continue the very
pressing funding needs for Corridor X, tying it into the Bir-
mingham metropolitan highway system and again, ideally, linking
Corridor X with the northern beltline.

In sum, much has been accomplished, and again we are grateful
to you and to the Congressmen who are here today for your leader-
ship. We urge your committee to continue accelerating the funding
timetable for this highway so that it will be completed in a timely
fashion for economic development reasons and for the saving of
lives and the damage to property that we have heard about before.

Thank you again for your outstanding leadership and your per-
sonal interest in this, and at the Birmingham area chamber, we
stand ready to do whatever we need to do to support you in this.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Copeland. Your written state-
ment will be made part of the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BARRY COPELAND

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me the opportunity to testify at today’s
hearing.

The Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce wishes to salute you, Congressmen
Bachus and Aderholt for your collective leadership on the critical matter of complet-
ing Corridor X, the long awaited controlled access highway between Birmingham
and Memphis. This has emerged as the number one objective of the Birmingham
Area Chamber of Commerce, our 4,000 business members and the 280,000-plus em-
ployees represented by these member businesses.

Determining this highway project to be our Chamber’s top priority was not a deci-
sion that was arrived at easily—nor is it considered lightly. To reach this decision,
our Chamber went through an exhaustive process of first surveying our 4,000 mem-
bers, then holding intensive planning sessions and finally having the recommenda-
tions reviewed and deliberated upon by our Board of Directors and Trustees.

Additionally, we have worked very hard to achieve the full cooperation of multiple
chambers of commerce, county commissions and mayors all the way from Bir-
mingham to Hamilton. We call this regional entity the “Corridor X Task Force.”
Many of them are here this morning, proving what broad based, regional support
there is for Corridor X throughout Alabama.

The Birmingham Area Chamber and the Corridor X Task Force believes that this
highway is critically needed because of two factors: Highway safety and economic
development. We have initiated our own research as to the number of accidents
along the unfinished stretch of Corridor X and have found that between 1993-1996
there were 5,353 accidents on Highway 78—numbers substantially higher than
those reported by the Alabama Highway Department.

Without a doubt, having a two lane highway handle the huge volume of passenger
and freight traffic between two major cities such as Birmingham and Memphis is
a recipe for disaster. We urge you to continue your efforts to identify funding quick-
ly—otherwise, highway accidents and fatalities will continue to mount.
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Completion of Corridor X will also mean a tremendous economic impact to all of
Alabama. It will effectively link Alabama markets with huge mid-western markets
that are currently very difficult to access using ground transportation. Furthermore,
much talk has been made about the need for a separate interstate highway link be-
tween Memphis and Atlanta. However, common sense would dictate that Corridor
X be completed first so that a de facto interstate highway could then exist between
Memphis and Atlanta, running through Birmingham.

An additional highway priority for our Chamber of Commerce is the Northern
Beltline around Birmingham to relieve serious traffic congestion. It is our sincere
hope that the last leg of Corridor X will serve as the first leg of the Northern Belt-
line. Funding pledges have been made to complete Corridor X (or have construction
underway) from the Mississippi state line to Industrial Drive in Jasper by 1999.

Now we urgently need the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation to consider the very pressing need of finalizing Corridor X by tying it into
the Birmingham highway system, ideally linking Corridor X into the Northern Belt-
line.

It is our understanding that approximately $54 million has been designated for
Corridor X in 1998. That still leaves an additional $546 million necessary to com-
plete this long overdue roadway. We urge this committee to continue to accelerate
the funding timetable for this highway so that it will be completed in time to save
lives and promote vitally needed economic development in Alabama.

Thank you again for your outstanding leadership on this. Our Chamber will con-
tinue to press as hard as possible on this issue. Please keep up the good work and
let us know whenever we may be of assistance to you.

STATEMENT OF J. FRANK FILGO

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Filgo.

Mr. FiLco. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The trucking industry is a significant catalyst to the economy of
the State of Alabama. Trucking's job is to deliver the goods, cost
effectively and safely. This not only benefits our customers but the
economic prosperity of the State of Alabama and its communities
as well.

Over 80 percent of Alabama’s manufactured goods, some 237 mil-
lion tons annually, are hauled by truck. Projections are, by the year
2000, trucks will be asked to haul over 269 million tons of Ala-
bama’s products to market. Furthermore, three-quarters of Ala-
bama’s communities depend exclusively on trucks where there are
no rail or water routes.

In order for our industry to do its job efficiently, we require a
well-built transportation infrastructure which links our commu-
nities with one another and to the markets outside our State. Well-
planned and maintained roads and bridges enable trucks to deliver
the goods to market at a reasonable cost on time and with less in-
stances of highway fatalities or accidents.

Corridor X is a major truck route. Based on truck classification
counts, approximately 7.5 percent of the traffic present on U.S.
Highway 78 during the morning peak hour, and approximately 7.2
percent of the traffic present during the afternoon peak hour is me-
dium or large truck traffic. Simply put, the existing conditions are
unsafe for all that share the road. Our professional truckdrivers
have families, too, and we want our workplace to be a safe place
for all.

As you know, Corridor X runs through or adjacent to Fayette,
Jefferson, Lamar, Marion, Walker, and Winston Counties. The
area’s largest employers are manufacturers of mobile homes, auto
parts and trucks, textiles, among other industries. Until Corridor
X is completed, these six Alabama counties will not be in a position
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to experience economic growth. That, as | understand is the pur-
pose of ADHS.

It has been said that Alabama is open for business, but until
Corridor X is completed, the six-county region which includes the
greater Birmingham area and impacts the entire State of Alabama
will never realize its true economic potential. Alabama’s economy
cannot prosper off a north and southbound truck route. Trucks
need to travel east and west, too, but cannot unless our roads head
in that direction.

We in the trucking industry realize that good roads and bridges
are sound investments with the benefits far outweighing the initial
cost. Each typical five-axle semi-trailer pays over $10,000 annually
in State and Federal taxes. We would like to see more of our high-
way user fees dedicated to the purpose for which they were paid.

The trucking industry wishes to thank the Alabama U.S. con-
gressional delegation for support of Corridor X and the overall need
for better roads to move Alabama’s economy. Senate bill 1173, allo-
cating more than a $26 billion increase for highway funding re-
cently passed U.S. Senate. Much of that increase will be allocated
to the States.

Now the U.S. House of Representatives must address the high-
way funding issue. We urge all Alabama highway users to join with
the trucking industry in supporting the increased funding for our
Nation’s roadways of which Corridor X is an essential component.

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF AL GIBBS

Senator SHELBY. Thank you. Mr. Gibbs.

Mr. GieBs. Thank you, Senator Shelby. | am Al Gibbs, director
of corporate affairs for AAA-Alabama.

Senator SHELBY. Take that microphone closer to you, please.
Thank you.

Mr. GieBs. We are the State affiliate of the 40-million-member
American Automobile Association, and it is a pleasure to be here
this morning to address you on behalf of AAA-Alabama’s 225,000
members and all Alabama motorists.

Anyone who has ever driven on Highway 78 between Bir-
mingham and Memphis will attest that completion of Corridor X
should be a priority item on our State’s transportation improve-
ment plan. But we favor its completion not just for the economic
benefits it will have for the State or for the additional tourism that
Alabama will gain or for the congestion relief and air quality im-
provement that will be derived, we advocate its completion for the
purpose of reducing injuries and needless deaths.

The simple fact is that the Highway 78 route is inadequate to
handle the volumes of cars and trucks that travel it, and too many
crashes and deaths occur that probably would not occur if the route
were a controlled-access interstate-quality highway.

We automobile owners and drivers realize that we are not the
only users of our roads. By sharing our roads with big trucks load-
ed with coal or timber or gasoline or large mobile homes is just a
part of everyday driving. We depend on them to deliver the goods
and services we need to live our lives and we have become accus-
tomed to their presence on the road, but we are deathly afraid of
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their size and weight, especially on noninterstate highways such as
Highway 78 where drivers face more driving variables and distrac-
tions.

Road conditions are a factor in an estimated 30 percent of traffic
fatalities. Highway improvements such as wider lanes and shoul-
ders, adding or improving medians and upgrading roads from two
lanes to four lanes can reduce traffic fatalities and crashes.

You mentioned earlier that the Tripp information—the road in-
formation program, Tripp, noted that 77 percent of all fatal crashes
occur on two-lane roads while only 14 percent occur on roads with
four or more lanes.

A study by the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety, this report
right here which you have, outlines the safety benefits we can
achieve if we invest our transportation resources wisely. For exam-
ple, by increasing lane width 1 foot, we can reduce crashes by 12
percent. Removing hazards within 10 feet of a road would reduce
these types of crashes by 25 percent. Removing hazards that are
within 20 feet would reduce crashes by 44 percent.

Every dollar we spend making these improvements on lower
grade roads actually produces a savings of nearly $3. In our view,
that's a wise investment. Allowing Federal gas tax dollars to accu-
mulate in the highway trust fund is not a wise investment. It may
look like a savings on paper but in reality it merely shifts expenses
to other areas of the economy. It pushes up the cost of insurance,
it pushes up the cost of health care. It pushes up the cost of doing
business and it delays the inevitable time when road and bridge
work not done today will have to be done anyway, but at that point
the work will not only be more urgent, it will be much more costly.

Fortunately, there are obvious solutions. First, Congress must
pass the ISTEA legislation quickly, and we are pleased to see the
Senate and we see that the House has a sense of urgency as well.
Second, we should invest every penny in the highway trust fund
the way American motorists intended when they passed the gaso-
line tax, to keep our transportation system running safely and effi-
ciently.

AAA’s goal is to ensure safety and freedom of mobility for this
generation and generations to come. In addition to improving roads
and saving lives, spending the trust fund as it was intended will
produce two beneficial side effects: American motorists will get
what they are paying for. That is all they want, and Congress and
the administration will protect one of their greatest assets, and I'm
not referring to the transportation infrastructure, I'm referring to
the trust of the American people.

The money has been collected for transportation, it should not be
hijacked. Returning highway tax dollars to the State held hostage
in the highway trust fund could go a long way toward completing
Corridor X.

We sincerely thank you for the work that you are you doing on
this important project and AAA-Alabama supports your efforts.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Gibbs. Your written statement
will be made part of the record.
[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF AL GIBBS

It is a pleasure to be here this morning to address you on behalf of AAA-Ala-
bama’s 225,000 members and all Alabama motorists.

Anyone that has ever driven on Highway 78 between Birmingham and Memphis
will attest that completion of Corridor X should be a priority item on our State's
transportation improvement plan.

We favor its completion not just for the economic benefits that it will have for the
State, or for the additional tourism that Alabama will gain, or for the congestion
relief and air quality improvement that will be derived * * * we advocate its com-
pletion for the purpose of reducing injuries and needless deaths.

The simple fact is that the Highway 78 route is inadequate to handle the volumes
of cars and trucks that travel it, and too many crashes and deaths occur that prob-
ably would not occur if the route were a controlled access interstate quality high-
way.

We automobile owners and drivers realize that we are not the only users of our
roads. Sharing our roads with big trucks, loaded with coal or timber, or gasoline,
or large mobile homes is just a part of everyday driving. We depend on them to de-
liver the goods and services we need to live our lives, and we've become accustomed
to their presence on the road. But we are also deathly afraid of their size and
weight, especially on non-interstate highways such as Highway 78 where drivers
face more driving variables and distractions.

Road conditions are a factor in an estimated 30 percent of traffic fatalities. High-
way improvements such as wider lanes and shoulders, adding or improving median,
and upgrading roads from two lanes to four lanes can reduce traffic fatalities and
crashes.

According to information gathered and analyzed by the road information program
(TRIP), 77 percent of all fatal crashes occur on two lane roads while only 14 percent
occur on roads with four or more lanes.

A study by the AAA foundation for traffic safety a copy of which you should have
in front of you outlines the safety benefits we can achieve if we invest our transpor-
tation resources wisely.

For example:

—By increasing lane width one foot, we can reduce crashes by 12 percent.

—Removing hazards within 10 feet of a road would reduce these types of crashes
by 25 percent.

—Removing hazards that are within 20 feet would reduce crashes by 44 percent.

Every dollar we spend making these improvements on lower-grade roads actually
produces a savings of nearly $3. In our view, that's a wise investment.

Allowing Federal gas tax dollars to accumulate in the highway trust fund is not
a wise investment. It may look like a savings on paper but, in reality, it merely
shifts expenses to other areas of the economy:

—It pushes up the cost of insurance.

—It pushes up the cost of health care.

—It pushes up the cost of doing business.

—And it delays the inevitable time when road and bridge work not done today
will have to be done anyway. But at that point, the work will not only be more
urgent, it will be much more costly.

Fortunately, there are obvious solutions.

First, Congress must pass the ISTEA legislation quickly and, fortunately, the

House and Senate now seem to have that sense of urgency.

And second, we should invest every penny in the highway trust fund the way
American motorists intended when they passed the gasoline tax to keep our trans-
portation system running safely and efficiently.

AAA’s goal is to ensure safety and freedom of mobility for this generation and
generations to come.

In addition to improving roads and saving lives * * * spending the trust fund as
it was intended will produce two beneficial side effects.

1. American motorists will get what they're paying for. That's all they want. And
* * %

2. Congress and the administration will protect one of their greatest assets. I'm
not referring to the transportation infrastructure. I'm referring to the trust of the
American people.

—The money has been collected for transportation.

—It shouldn’t be highjacked.

Returning highway tax dollars to the State, held hostage in the highway trust
fund, could go a long way toward completing Corridor X.
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We sincerely thank you for the work you are doing on this important project and
AAA-Alabama supports your efforts.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The study referred to in Mr. Gibbs’' statement
does not appear in the hearing record, but is available for review
in the subcommittee’s files.]

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator SHELBY. Gentlemen, | am going to have some questions
for the record, but other than that, we want to thank you, all of
you, for appearing here today. We think this field hearing is impor-
tant. You heard the testimony earlier of the two Congressmen and
others. | think it defines where we want to go and | believe we
must, must finish this and we will.

Thank you very much, and let's keep working until this is fin-
ished and, as Congressman Bachus brought up, let's then work
on—or perhaps before then, the northern beltline. It is so impor-
tant to the people of Alabama and to the American people.

Thank you. This hearing is recessed.

[Whereupon, at 11 a.m., Monday, March 16, the subcommittee
was recessed, to reconvene at 10:06 a.m., Thursday, March 19.]



MATERIAL SUBMITTED SUBSEQUENT TO
CONCLUSION OF HEARING

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The following material was not presented at the
hearing, but was submitted to the subcommittee for inclusion in
the record subsequent to the hearing:]

CORRIDOR X: BACKGROUND, MARCH 16, 1998

Project Description.—Corridor X is a 96.9 mile controlled access facility from the
Mississippi state line to 1-65 that is part of the Appalachian Development Highway
System administered by the Appalachian Regional Commission. Upon its comple-
tion, and in conjunction with other routes in Mississippi, it will provide a freeway-
type route from Birmingham to Memphis. This road will greatly increase accessibil-
ity into northwest Alabama which should significantly increase economic develop-
ment in the region.

Project Status.—For the corridor, approximately 23 miles have been opened to
traffic and 21 miles are currently under construction. The environmental docu-
mentation has been completed on the entire corridor and all of the Right-of-Way has
been authorized, except for a 1.8 mile segment at 1-65 and U.S. 31 in Jefferson
County.

Funding Status.—The total project cost is estimated to be $570 million (80 per-
cent federal, 20 percent state), but the state of Alabama is only seeking about $258
million in ISTEA and state funds over the next five years. These funds will be used
to complete two portions of the Corridor: (1) the segment from SR 129 in Marion
County to U.S. 78 west of Jasper in Walker County and (2) an 11.9 mile segment
from U.S. 78 in Graysville in Jefferson County to 1-65 in Birmingham. These two
segments should be finished by 2002. The rest of the Corridor will not be completed
until after 2002.

Economic and Safety Benefits.—The major economic benefits result from the open-
ing up of the northwest region of the State by providing the transportation connec-
tion that will promote growth and development in the region. The primary safety
benefits will be the removal of current U.S. 78 traffic from a rural two-lane highway
to a freeway type facility and eliminating U.S. 78 traffic conflicts through several
small towns.

Additional information:

—In fiscal years 1996 and 1997, Corridor X was eligible for an average of $9 mil-

lion in Appalachian Highway Funds.

—In fiscal year 1998, that figure increased more than 500 percent—to about $50
million. $40 million of this amount were contained in the Transportation Appro-
priations Bill.

—This additional money will allow the state to make significant progress on Cor-
ridor X.

—~Corridor X is critical to the state’s economy. It will provide a more direct link
between Memphis and Birmingham, and will foster job creation.

—Senator Shelby is committed to securing as much funding as possible for the
Appalachian Highway System, so that the state of Alabama will have the ability
to finish this important highway.

STATUS OF CORRIDOR X SEGMENTS
[March 16, 1998]

Length

(miles) Status

Segment

AL/MS State Line to County Road 45 (south of Hamilton)
County Road 45 (south of Hamilton) to SR 129 (Marion County)

(53)

23 Completed.
7 Under construction.
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STATUS OF CORRIDOR X SEGMENTS—Continued
[March 16, 1998]

Length

(miles) Status

Segment

SR 129 (Marion County) to County Road 11 (Walker County) ..
County Road 11 to U.S. 78 (west of Jasper in Walker County)
West of U.S. 78 to Burton Creek 3 Design phase.
Burton Creek to Jasper Industrial Park Road ... 11 Under construction.
Jasper Industrial Park Road to 1-65 Birmingham ............cccccoeneinnrernenenn. 31 Design phase.

16  Design phase.
4 Under construction.

REsoLuUTION OF THE CITY OF CORDOVA, ALABAMA, REGARDING CORRIDOR X
DEVELOPMENT

Whereas, the development of the Appalachian Regional Highway known as Corridor
X connecting Memphis, Tennessee to Birmingham, Alabama and points between;
and

Whereas, construction on this important artery for trade and tourism has lagged in
its funding and development; and

Whereas, Appalachian Highway dollars will soon be appropriated that far exceed
amounts appropriated in recent years, resulting in a major increase of Federal
funding for the two Appalachian corridors in Alabama; and

Whereas, lives are being lost at an alarming rate because of unacceptable conditions
along the over-traveled roadway; and

Whereas, the Governor of Alabama has pledged to match with appropriate funding
all Federal money coming to the state for Appalachian highway development; and

Whereas, the economic potential of northwest Alabama is largely at bay until sig-
nificant headway is made on Corridor X: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the officials of Cordova, Alabama, who below sign in witness to this
document, fully support and encourage the speedy completion of Corridor X; and
be it further

Resolved, That the Governor of Alabama, in full understanding of the y and emer-
gency nature of this important highway project, be urged to appropriate additional
funding to Corridor X until the citizens of north Alabama are convinced the
project is proceeding with haste and appropriateness
Attest:

ELAINE STOVER, City Clerk.
SHELLY DRUMMOND, Mayor.

LETTER FROM BARRY COPELAND, VICE CHAIRMAN, GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, THE
BIRMINGHAM AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

MARCH 11, 1998.

Hon. RICHARD SHELBY,
U.S. Senator, Alabama, Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Trans-
portation, 110 Hart Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHELBY: The Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce wishes to
salute you for your outstanding leadership on the critical matter of completing Cor-
ridor X, the long awaited controlled access highway between Birmingham and Mem-
phis. This has emerged as the number one objective of the Birmingham Area Cham-
ber of Commerce, its 4,000 business members and the 280,000-plus employees rep-
resented by these member businesses.

Determining this highway project to be our Chamber’s top priority was not a deci-
sion that was arrived at easily—nor is it considered lightly. To reach this decision
our Chamber went through an exhaustive process of first surveying our 4,000 mem-
bers, then holding intensive planning sessions and finally having the recommenda-
tions reviewed and deliberated upon by our Board of Directors and Trustees.

The Birmingham Area Chamber believes that this highway is critically needed be-
cause of two factors: Highway safety and economic development. We have initiated
our own research as to the number of accidents along the unfinished stretch of Cor-
ridor X and have found 5,353 accidents on Highway 78 between 1993-1996—num-
bers substantially higher than those reported by the Alabama Highway Department.
Without a doubt, this highway that is currently two lane for much of its route is
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direly needed to be upgraded to interstate status to handle the volume of passenger
and freight traffic between the major cities of Birmingham and Memphis. Other-
wise, highway accidents and fatalities will continue to mount.

Completion of Corridor X will mean a tremendous economic impact to all of Ala-
bama. It will effectively link Alabama markets with huge mid-western markets that
are currently very difficult to access using ground transportation. Furthermore,
much talk has been made about the need for a separate interstate highway link be-
tween Memphis and Atlanta. However, common sense would dictate that Corridor
X be completed first so that a de facto interstate highway could then exist between
Memphis and Atlanta running through Birmingham.

An additional highway priority for our Chamber is the Northern Beltline around
Birmingham to relieve serious traffic congestion. It is our sincere hope that the last
leg of Corridor X will serve as the first leg of the Northern Beltline. Funding pledges
have been made to complete Corridor X (or have construction underway) from the
Mississippi state line to Industrial Drive in Jasper by 1999. Now we urgently need
the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation to consider the very
pressing need of finalizing Corridor X by tying it into the Birmingham highway sys-
tem, ideally linking Corridor X into the Northern Beltline.

Thank you again for your outstanding leadership on this. Our records show that
over $50 million will be spent on Corridor X in 1998. That is a step in the right
direction but, as you know, the total price tag to complete it is $600 million. Please
keep up the good work and let us know whenever we may be of assistance to you.

Sincerely,
BARRY COPELAND,
Vice Chairman, Governmental Affairs.

RESOLUTION OF THE WALKER COUNTY COMMISSION

Whereas, redevelopment of the area parallel to U.S. Highway 78 from Memphis to
Birmingham is a highway project originally planned to connect the last two major
Southern cities not already connected by a controlled access highway; and

Whereas, work on this project, begun 30 years ago, is presently lagging, almost to
a stop; and

Whereas, citizens of Walker County, Alabama, and other passengers and drivers
along the way continue to lose their lives at a rate of almost one per month over
the last four years; and

Whereas, trade and tourism are suffering because of the inability to travel safely
and with expediency along the present U.S. Highway 78: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Walker County Commission pledges its full support to the efforts
of the Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce and the Corridor X Task Force;
and be it further

Resolved, That the Walker County Commission urges the full support and assist-
ance of The Honorable Jeff Sessions, The Honorable Richard Shelby, The Honor-
able Robert Aderholt, The Honorable Spencer Bachus, and The Honorable Bud
Cramer, in efforts to complete this valuable roadway with full expediency and
with the knowledge that it is according to the good pleasure and will of this body
and of the populace of our great County.

This the 1st day of April, 1997.
BrRuce HamRick, Chairman.

REsoLuTION OF THE CITY OF JASPER, AL

Whereas, accelerated funding for the completion of Corridor X has been a top prior-
ity for the City of Jasper, Alabama, all this year and in the past year; and
Whereas, we have received increased funding from the federal government through
the Appalachian Regional Commission; however funding from the State, other
than matching federal funds, have not come forth: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the City Council of the City of Jasper, Alabama, That the Honorable Fob
James, Governor of the State of Alabama, be asked to commit a minimum of Forty
Million Dollars in State Department of Transportation funds, exclusive of match-
ing funds, for Corridor X in the proposed Highway Bond Issue.
This the 2nd day of September, 1997.
Approved.
DoN GOEeTz, Mayor.
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ResoLuTION No. 96-97-16, CiTY OF SUMITON, CORRIDOR X DEVELOPMENT

Whereas, the development of the Appalachian Regional Highway known as Corridor
X connecting Memphis, Tennessee to Birmingham, Alabama and points between;
and

Whereas, construction on this important artery for trade and tourism has lagged in
its funding and development; and

Whereas, Appalachian Highway dollars will soon be appropriated that far exceed
amounts appropriated in recent years, resulting in a major increase of Federal
funding for the two Appalachian corridors in Alabama; and

Whereas, lives are being lost at an alarming rate because of unacceptable conditions
along the over-traveled roadway; and

Whereas, the Governor of Alabama has pledged to match with appropriate funding
all Federal money coming to the state for Appalachian highway development; and

Whereas, the economic potential of northwest Alabama is largely at bay until sig-
nificant headway is made on Corridor X: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the officials of Sumiton, Alabama, fully support and encourage the
speedy completion of Corridor X; and be it further

Resolved, That the Governor of Alabama, in full understanding of the urgency and
emergency nature of this important highway project, be urged to appropriate addi-
tional funding to Corridor X until the citizens of North Alabama are convinced
the project is proceeding with haste and appropriateness.

Approved.
PeTE ELLEN, Mayor.



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999

THURSDAY, MARCH 19, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10:06 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard C. Shelby (chairman) presid-
ing.

Present: Senators Shelby, Domenici, Gorton, Bennett, Faircloth,
Lautenberg, Byrd, Reid, and Kohl.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION MAJOR FUNDING
ISSUES

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

STATEMENT OF HON. RODNEY E. SLATER, SECRETARY OF TRANSPOR-
TATION

OPENING REMARKS

Senator SHELBY. The subcommittee will come to order.

We will focus on a few specifics of the President’s budget request
later in the hearing, Mr. Secretary, but first | wanted to say that
it has been a pleasure working with you for the past year. | ven-
ture to say that both you and | have learned a great deal, though
you probably knew a lot more than | did, about our Nation’s trans-
portation systems. That was your first as Secretary of Transpor-
tation and it was my first as chairman of the Transportation Ap-
propriations Subcommittee. But | have enjoyed working with you
and your staff.

FUNDING PRIORITIES

Last year, we discussed some of the criteria by which we should
evaluate the cost effectiveness of transportation programs. In put-
ting together last year’'s Appropriations Act, | tried to focus our
limited Federal resources on programs and projects that create
jobs, create opportunities, create economic activity, and improve
mobility in America, while, at the same time, reflecting the prior-
ities articulated in the President’s budget request and in the pro-
grams highlighted by members of the committee and the Senate.

(57)
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I think that 1998 has been a good year for transportation. How-
ever, in the budget constrained environment in which we all must
operate, the task of this subcommittee has been a balancing act of
allocating resources among a host of worthwhile priorities. This
year will be no exception.

The Senate-passed ISTEA reauthorization legislation envisions
highway obligation limitation levels significantly higher than the
record level we appropriated last year. | support those increased
levels. But I am also fully cognizant of the pressure these levels
will place on the other accounts in this bill.

The first dollar in this bill will be a highway dollar. The last dol-
lar in this bill will be a highway dollar. And in between, we will
focus on safety programs.

We will have to wait and see what happens with the ISTEA
funding levels as the budget process moves forward and as the
House takes up consideration of the reauthorization bill. I look for-
ward to the completion of both these efforts because this is one
Senator who believes that investment in our highway infrastruc-
ture is an investment in our future economic growth, opportunity,
and an improved quality of life for all Americans.

Last year, the administration’s budget request effectively called
for a freeze on the obligation limitation for highways, and | note
that this year’s request does effectively the same thing.

So it seems that where goes the Congress on highway investment
the administration gets to within a year or so. | applaud you for
that conclusion.

Although your request is not at a level that | think is realistic
in light of where the authorization process seems to be headed, it
is only 12 to 18 months behind where Congress is, and | think that
is a major improvement over what we have had in the past.

I will not comment at this time on the failure of the President’s
budget to live within the discretionary budget caps, but | am sure
that the chairman of the Budget Committee, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico, who is also a member of this subcommittee,
may have a few words for you on that score.

FUNDING CHALLENGES

Meeting the high level of highway funding needs will be made
more challenging this year by two factors: an increase in the first
year outlay scoring for Federal-aid highways, from 17 to 27 per-
cent, and the need to fill some holes in the budget where the ad-
ministration has assumed they will reap receipts from user fees in
a number of programs, many of which are not in place or even au-
thorized.

So every dollar we put in highways will cost us more in the first
year of obligation. And, as we begin our attempt to meet the au-
thorized highway obligation level, we must also backfill over $200
million in user fee holes.

I would also like to make the observation that the subcommittee
will be well served by moving a bill early this year. If we move
early, we maximize our ability to focus on the issues related to
transportation. If our bill is not completed and sent to the Presi-
dent for signature by the August recess, | am concerned that the
highway number will come under pressure from the administra-
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tion, where highway investment clearly is not the priority that it
is in the Congress.

Today we are honored to have the Secretary of Transportation,
Hon. Rodney Slater, to testify. He will be followed by a panel of two
administrators, from the Federal Aviation Administration, Jane
Garvey, and the Commandant of the Coast Guard, Adm. Bob
Kramek.

Senator Lautenberg.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LAUTENBERG

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

You have learned fast, Mr. Chairman, and though I would gladly
change places with you, I have great respect for the work you have
done and the leadership you have provided. We have worked well
together.

I am Kkind of getting used to second place. | am the ranking Dem-
ocrat on the subcommittee. I am also the ranking Democrat on the
Budget Committee. | heard your admonition, Mr. Chairman. Last
night, we passed the budget through the committee and, hopefully,
we will see it on the floor in the next week or so. We have taken
care of, in that budget, the ISTEA proposal that passed the Senate.
It will require, as you have suggested, Mr. Chairman, quite a bit
of juggling or balancing to get the funding that we would like to
see.

Mr. Chairman, | note the appearance here of Senator Byrd, who
brings a level of experience that none of us in the room has in
terms of matters of transportation. | get the feeling, Mr. Chairman,
that this is a particularly important subcommittee meeting when
Admiral Byrd—I mean, of course, Senator Byrd—can find time on
his schedule to be here with us. So we will pay attention, Mr.
Chairman, | am sure.

Also, 1 am glad to see our good friend and very successful Sec-
retary, Rodney Slater, here with us.

I want to take 1 minute, if I might, Mr. Chairman, to note the
fact that Adm. Robert Kramek is going to have his last appearance
before this subcommittee. He is finishing his tour of duty, which
he has done with distinction.

I want to thank you, Admiral, for your advocacy and your dili-
gence in making sure that the Coast Guard has the resources it
needs to function and that it does its tasks so admirably, as it has
in its long history.

I am very proud of the Coast Guard. | see all of the responsibil-
ities that they have and those that we continue to give them, and
they carry them out exceptionally. We wish Admiral Loy well in his
upcoming opportunity.

INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

Over these past few months, critical events have shaped our
paths in terms of transportation investment. The Senate passed its
ISTEA reauthorization bill with historic levels for highway and
transit and with healthy investments for safety programs. The Am-
trak reauthorization bill was signed into law, spelling out very
clearly appropriate funding levels for Amtrak.
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Now Congress and the public have spoken in favor of increased
investment in our infrastructure.

Mr. Chairman, so often we ignore the opportunity or the obliga-
tion to make the long-term investments in infrastructure. You can
never quite make it up when you fail to put in sufficient funds at
the moment. The highways are, indeed, in need of repair, upgrad-
ing, and so forth. But we need to make investments in all modes
of transportation service.

Congress and the public support that. Congress and the public
have also strongly endorsed the balanced budget agreement that
we adopted last year.

These three events—ISTEA and increased levels for mass transit
and highways, Amtrak reauthorization, and the balanced budget—
present enough challenges to our subcommittee than we ever could
have hoped for.

INVESTMENT BALANCE

Our goals should be to ensure that funding for our national
transportation system reflects the balance in a transportation net-
work that fills the needs and the special requirements of regions
or sectors or population centers in the country.

We need not punish one mode of transportation for the benefit
of another. The Senate just endorsed a balanced surface transpor-
tation plan for the next 6 years. And a few months ago, a funding
plan for Amtrak to reach operating self-sufficiency was put in
place.

This subcommittee has been charged with meeting these goals.
We have met such commitments for years and we should continue
to do so this year.

We should not forget that spending Federal dollars on our na-
tional passenger rail service is a wise investment in this age of
traffic-clogged highways, airport congestion, and increased pollu-
tion controls. Also, to mention a very important thing that we see
happening around us, there is the continuous rise in the importa-
tion of oil from abroad. This is not a position | like to see us in
and | am sure others share that point of view.

While hundreds of billions of dollars are spent every decade on
highway and airport improvements, a mere fraction on a relative
basis is spent on the country’'s rail system. If we underfund Am-
trak, we must be ready to find somewhere else the hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars that will be needed to build more airports and high-
ways to deal with the resulting congestion.

Just look at our aviation system today. It is so crowded that it
is almost impossible to maintain timely schedules. You see people
sleeping in airports, having their meals while sitting on the floor.
All of these things need investment.

The congestion also causes health problems. We know that. Air
pollution is a very serious problem in the country.

We also have to remember how important mass transit is to our
national economy—our national economy, | point out—and our
quality of life.

Right now, U.S. businesses lose an estimated $40 billion a year
in economic costs due to traffic congestion, and if all transit com-
muters drove to work, instead of taking transit, the annual cost of
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congestion on our highways would climb, it is estimated, by at least
another $15 billion.

Transit has always played a key role in linking Americans with
jobs, education, health care, and other services, and will increas-
ingly do so in the future.

Unfortunately, our challenges do not stop with mass transit, Am-
trak, and highways. As | noted, we are confronted with serious
needs for FAA activities that affect the safety in our skies—and |
am pleased to see the administrator here—the security in our air-
ports, and the upgrading of equipment, the accommodation of cur-
rent and expected growth in commercial and general aviation.

As the year 2000 looms ahead, the FAA is working its “war
room” to fix computers that may not recognize this simple change
of date. Our air traffic control mainframe computers and equip-
ment are so antiquated that the original manufacturers can no
longer provide support, and | can attest to that—having come out
of the computer business and having long ago discarded equipment
in my company that we still use in FAA.

Our air traffic controllers are stretched thin. But armed with the
ambitious plan proposed 1 year ago by the White House Commis-
sion on Aviation Safety and Security, and educated by the National
Civil Aviation Review Commission report entitled “Avoiding Avia-
tion Gridlock and Reducing the Accident Rate,” | call attention to
the fact that they forecast that, unless we invest in the aviation
system worldwide, by the year 2010, we can expect a major crash
somewhere in the globe every 7 to 10 days. We cannot permit that
condition to exist.

So we have to have some ideas as to where we will go.

Mr. Chairman, | do not mean to place a heavier load on you than
the one you already have, but you know what we have to do and
I know that you support these investments in infrastructure.

Our collaborative working relationship during the last appropria-
tions process produced a balanced bill. I look forward to getting the
same result working with you, Mr. Chairman, this year.

Thank you very much.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Byrd.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRD

Senator ByYrD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the
leadership that you are demonstrating as chairman of this sub-
committee in promoting additional investments in our transpor-
tation infrastructure.

I thank you also, Senator Lautenberg, for the continued dem-
onstration of efforts that you have put forth in the same regard.

INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

I wonder when the administration is going to catch on. | don’'t
see any indication that beefing up infrastructure is one of the ad-
ministration’s top priorities. It should be.

When Mr. Clinton ran the first time for Presidential office, he
emphasized infrastructure. I have not heard much about that late-
ly. But the American people, and | think the Congress, support in-
creased funding for infrastructure.
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So we are ahead of the administration. | hope the administration
will rush to catch up.

Darius the Great, who was King of Persia by virtue of the neigh
of a horse, ruled from 522 B.C. to 485 B.C. He was defeated by the
Greeks at the Battle of Marathon in 490 B.C. But he recognized
the importance of highways and the Persians built great highways,
linking the leading cities of Persia—Susa, Ecbatana, Nineveh, Sar-
dis, Smyrna, and all the way down to Egypt. Reaching the Black
Sea and the Mediterranean, the Persians knew the importance, as
I say, of highways.

Sir Francis Bacon recognized the importance of highways. He
said there are three things that make a Nation great and pros-
perous—a fertile soil, busy workshops, and easy conveyance for
men and goods from place to place.

H]e was later sent to the Tower, but not for that belief. [Laugh-
ter.

He was sent to the Tower because he was impeached. We got im-
peachment from our English brethren, the first impeachment oc-
curring in 1376, during the reign of Edward Ill, when Richard
Lyons and some other high officers were impeached.

Bacon was impeached for accepting bribes, and he admitted it.
But | remember him for what he said about transportation modes.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BILL

Now, recently, we passed a very important bill, and I am sure
you are aware, because | have discussed it with you, Mr. Secretary,
you are aware of the effort that Senator Gramm, Senator Warner,
Senate Baucus, and | put forth to add $26 billion to the ISTEA I,
bringing the figure up from $147 billion to $173 billion.

Do you support that continued amount? Do you support that?

Secretary SLATER. Clearly, Senator Byrd, you and Senator
Gramm, Senator Chafee, Senator Baucus, and all of the other
Members are to be commended for the strong voice that you have
given to increased investment in infrastructure. We support record
level investment. We want to do it, though, in a way that is con-
sistent with the balanced budget agreement. But that is something
we will work out over time.

Senator ByrDp. Well, do you support that level?

Secretary SLATER. This was a very strong statement. | com-
mended the bill on the day of passage and said that the Senate had
done a great job. I feel very good about that level of investment.

APPALACHIAN HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Senator ByrD. Included in that level was $2.19 billion for the Ap-
palachian Highway System, which is 32 years past due. That
amount of money was recommended by the President in his pro-
posed ISTEA legislation.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. That will be a great step forward toward comple-
tion of those Appalachian highways, which are important to the 13
States that are involved.

Do you support that $2.19 billion for Appalachian highways?

Secretary SLATER. Most definitely, sir.

Senator Byrp. And the administration supports it?
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Secretary SLATER. Oh, yes.

As you noted, it was a part of the administration’s proposed
budget for fiscal year 1999.

Senator BYrp. | can’'t understand why the President has rec-
ommended a freeze in highway funding at the 1998 level over the
next 5 or 6 years.

Secretary SLATER. That freeze, though, Senator, is at a record
level. 1 can tell you that the President, as you've noted and as
many others have noted, said early-on in his administration that
he was committed to rebuilding America. We have seen an increase
in investment by about 42 percent over the period 1990 to 1993.
But, again, we need to deal with these issues in the context of put-
ting our fiscal house in order, ensuring that we have a balanced
system, and we are definitely poised to do just that, working in
partnership with this committee and with this Congress.

Senator Byrp. Well, | think it is important to repair and to
maintain and to further build the transportation infrastructure in
this country.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator BYyrp. We have sworn fealty at the altar of a balanced
budget. But | think we have to also think of America’s competitive
position in world markets. |1 think we have to remember our own
people who are engaged in business ventures. They will benefit by
public investments in infrastructure.

I have not heard the administration express support for the
$2.19 billion for the Appalachian Highway System recently. | hope
you will express support for it.

Secretary SLATER. | do today, sir, and | do so with the full com-
mitment of the President in that regard.

Senator Byrp. Very well.

Now Henry Clay was a great advocate, as you will remember, of
the American system, which included Federal spending for internal
improvements. He helped to lead the way in building the Old Cum-
berland Road. The Old Cumberland Road is sometimes referred to,
and was then, as the Old National Road. It extended from Cum-
berland, MD, to Wheeling, WV, and on to Vandalia, IL. It was
begun in 1811, and by 1818, the Congress had invested the huge
amount of $3 million in that highway.

Henry Clay, who was a great leader, a great American leader, a
great U.S. Senator, and who was Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives early on in his political career, was an advocate of that
highway and assisted in getting congressional appropriations for it.
So | feel that we are working in pretty big shoes when we support
Clay’s American system, at least that part of it, improved infra-
structure.

Well, Mr. Chairman, | thank you for giving me this opportunity
to speak of infrastructure and | thank the Secretary for his appear-
ance here today and for his support of the Appalachian Highway
System.

We are going to dedicate a link of that highway system this year,
and | am going to see to it that our Republican Governor, who is
a friend of mine from our first years in the legislature, 52 years
ago, together—he later became the youngest Governor in the State
of West Virginia and now he has become the oldest Governor in the
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State of West Virginia, though he is still about 5 years behind
me—he is a great friend of mine and | am going to ask him to be
sure that Secretary Slater is invited to that meeting and that he
is on the program.

I look forward to hearing Secretary Slater there.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Chairman, before we go on, whenever
I am with Senator Byrd, | always learn something new. | just have
a problem remembering the dates, the names, and all those things.
But, other than that, | conclude with “I wish | had said that.”

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. | think we all wish we had said it if we had
known about it, learned it, and remembered it. [Laughter.]

Senator Byrd could be a full professor of classics and | think we
would all benefit from it. Perhaps he is.

Senator ReIp. Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Reid.

Senator ReID. The lectures that Senator Byrd gave on the Roman
Empire are the subject matter of a course that is now in its third
year of being taught at the University of Las Vegas. The text for
that is the lectures of Senator Byrd.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Faircloth.

Senator FAIrRcLOTH. | was really excited in that one time | had
thought he had said pork chops, but he had said workshops.
[Laughter.]

Senator LAUTENBERG. Is that from the hog farmer? [Laughter.]

Senator SHELBY. | want now to recognize Senator Faircloth. We
are now talking about infrastructure and highways. In a previous
life, in his State of North Carolina, he knew something about high-
ways, infrastructure, and transportation because he was the man
in charge of all of that.

Senator Faircloth, we are glad to have you as a member of this
committee and we recognize you now.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR FAIRCLOTH

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for all
you are doing. | will be very brief.

The budget overall was very good. | found some things in it that
were disturbing, but we are going to need to find ways to strength-
en the highway budget. We are falling behind. But the new ISTEA
bill reflects this.

One thing that concerned me was the Amtrak budget when,
clearly, we appropriate money for capital expenditures, rails, and
cars, and then come right under it and say but if you don't want
to spend it for this, you can spend it for operating expenses—sala-
ries, people, whatever.

Why even budget it if we are going to leave all that flexibility
in there? | think it is a ridiculous way to be committing money.

I am very much pleased at the increased commitment to avia-
tion. | think the Airport Improvement Program is critical for the
safety of this country. | am confident that Ms. Garvey is going to
do a good job to bring it about.
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I had asked for a report from the inspector general on the com-
puter fiasco. | have not gotten it yet. But | would still like to know
anything Ms. Garvey can enlighten me with as to what went on
there and what is going on.

I cannot think of anything more frightening than flying in air-
planes in fogs, clouds, and rain with an antiquated control system
about which we are totally helpless. When you sit down in the seat
of that plane, you cannot do anything.

So | would even put that ahead of anything.

Senator Byrd, | can dodge a pothole, but there is not a thing |
can do if that pilot drives that plane in the ground.

In the proposed Coast Guard budget, the administration proposes
a new user fee as a source of funding. A user fee is nothing but
a tax increase, and | don't think we need any tax increases.

I will not be voting for a user fee.

I have several questions of Mr. Slater and Ms. Garvey. But
thank you, Mr. Chairman for letting me be here.

Senator Byrp. Mr. Chairman, might | just answer my friend
from North Carolina——

Senator SHELBY. Yes, Senator Byrd.

Senator ByrRD. A State whose motto is “To be rather than to
seem.”

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Absolutely that is the motto.

Senator ByYRD. It is a motto of which one can be justly proud.

As to dodging potholes——

Senator FaircLoTH. Well, you understand the context of what |
am saying.

Senator BYrp. | do.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. The driver has a little control over that.

Senator ByrD. | was just going to point out, as | recall—and per-
haps Mr. Slater can correct me—I believe 42,000 people lose their
lives on highways every year.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator ByrbD. If that is a correct figure——

Secretary SLATER. It is.

Senator BYRD. It seems to me it would break down to about 110,
perhaps, a day.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator ByrRD. Can you imagine an airliner crashing every day
and Killing 110 people? That is the equivalent.

If that happened, the administration would be out there every
day saying more money for highways, more money for highways. |
think when we reduce it to those terms, we realize the significance
of the importance of safety on our highways.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Reid.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR REID

Senator ReIb. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Slater, 1 saw you and your colleagues in the gallery
when ISTEA passed last week. | noted the pleasure in all of your
demeanor last week and | am sure it was because the vote was so
resounding in favor of ISTEA.
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So | think that answers the question as to whether or not you
favor our additional funding. 1 was happy to join with Senator Byrd
and others in adding that additional money which makes the bill
a better bill than it was before.

1-15

The State of Nevada is growing so rapidly. | have spoken to you
personally about the tremendously difficult problems that we have.
In Las Vegas, we have about 300 people moving there each day.
That has created real problems in trying to maintain our infra-
structure.

We have come to realize the importance of, and we have a joint
venture now with California, trying to do something about 1-15—
the connecting highway between southern California and southern
Nevada. It used to be just a Nevada problem because people looked
at that as a way of moving people to and from the resorts in Ne-
vada. But we have now come to a partnership with the State of
California because they now realize that it is also a way to move
commerce between California and the rest of the country. When
that road is clogged up, people stand and wait, causing their em-
ployers tremendously increased costs for moving the produce and
other products that they have around the country.

So moving people and goods quickly and efficiently through the
Nation is one of the most important things that ISTEA will allow
us to do.

The original ISTEA, as you know, Mr. Secretary, was one of the
most far reaching and innovative pieces of legislation ever pro-
duced by Congress. We decided to no longer look at completing the
Interstate System but, rather, at focusing on connecting different
modes of transportation to meet the needs of the future. That was
the right thing to do.

ISTEA Il will continue along those lines.

LAKE TAHOE

I want to say, as part of that, how grateful 1 am to you and the
administration for your attention to Lake Tahoe, this gem that the
State of Nevada shares with the State of California, which Mark
Twain said was the fairest place on all the Earth.

Now Mark Twain had not been to many other places. But the
fact is he, | think, in his mind’s eye, like those of us who visit Lake
Tahoe, recognized that if there is a fairer place on the Earth, it
would take something to be.

You and the administration have stepped in and been very re-
sponsive to the issues that are facing that very struggling lake. |
appreciate that.

DRUNK DRIVING

I am glad to see that we have some requests for almost $40 mil-
lion for alcohol incentive grants. These grants are designed to en-
courage States to pass strong anti-drunk driving legislation.

A couple of weeks ago, | had a very tough decision. | had to vote
against an amendment offered by my friend and colleague, Senator
Lautenberg, lowering the drunk driving level from 0.1 to 0.08. It
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was difficult because | had stated publicly before and have also
since that | favor lowering that rate. The problem is, in the State
of Nevada, three successive legislatures have turned that down. So
I had to vote against my friend and that was difficult to do.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY

I see that you are asking for a 17-percent increase in motor car-
rier safety grants. That is another program | support.

I don't want to make a big deal out of it here today. But, again,
the ranking member of this subcommittee and | have been very
concerned about triple trailer trucks, those large, combination
trucks.

I have tried over the last 4 months to work something out with
the trucking industry, and | think we had a real good program
worked out, a study program worked out. Some people from the
safety industry did not agree with what we were trying to do. So,
sadly, we are not going to be able to do anything in this bill to pro-
vide more information on these combination vehicles, especially in
unresolved issues like length, weight, infrastructure damage, envi-
ronmental concerns, and, most importantly, safety.

Therefore, | would hope, Mr. Secretary, that your office would do
what you can to get us more information about triple trailer trucks.
The information is simply not there. There is a lot of information
put out by various special interest groups about how safe these ve-
hicles are.

Well, anyone driving down the highway next to one of these
knows that that is a stretch. We badly need information and we
were going to put something in this bill to mandate that. But that
is not going to be the case now.

So | would hope that you and your agency, generally, would take
a close look at that.

Secretary SLATER. OK.

Senator ReID. | have just a couple of more things, Mr. Chairman.

PASSENGER RAIL

I am a fan of Amtrak. We spend so much time here talking about
our airports, which are very important. | agree with Senator Fair-
cloth that we need to do everything we can to assure the safety of
our airports.

We spend huge amounts of money on our highways. But when
we spend a few dollars on a rail transportation system, people be-
come very concerned.

You know, it really is planes, trains, and automobiles. It takes
all three, and we need to devote more time to passenger travel by
rail. That is why Senator Moynihan and I, as a member of this
committee, have spent a great deal of time working on magnetic
levitation. There is some money in this ISTEA bill that, hopefully,
will allow that to proceed further than it has.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

I have another concern and that is with the new Surface Trans-
portation Board. | think they need a lot of work done. On two al-
most identical programs dealing with railroads, they came up with
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totally different answers. In Reno, NV, where we have a Union Pa-
cific-Southern Pacific merger, the Surface Transportation Board re-
fused to do an environmental impact statement. That is too bad.
They really should have done that.

The only thing | will say publicly here about the Surface Trans-
portation Board is that | am going to watch very closely their fund-
ing level. I think, from what | have seen today, we may have been
better off keeping the Interstate Commerce Commission than in
coming up with this Surface Transportation Board, which | think
at this point has been a total failure.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the work that you have done on this
subcommittee. | also appreciate the work of the ranking member.
You have both been a pleasure to work with and I look forward to
our doing some good things this year as we complete the conference
on the surface transportation bill and doing some good things with
you, Senator Lautenberg, on the Appropriations Transportation
Subcommittee.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you very much.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bennett.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I won't attempt in any way to try to duplicate the memory and
history lesson from the Senator from West Virginia, but I will com-
ment in the spirit of the comments that have been going around
here that | do have a sudden flash of deja vu.

I remember sitting at exactly that same table where you are sit-
ting, Mr. Secretary, when | worked for the Department of Trans-
portation, and being questioned by the Senator from Nevada, Alan
Bible. | find that kind of an interesting flash that | had not
thought of again. It was in this room with the same State being
represented by a distinguished Senator on this panel. I remember
how hard I prepared for that particular appearance.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. How did you come out? [Laughter.]

Senator BENNETT. We did all right. We got all the money we
wanted. Yes; we got all the money we wanted. [Laughter.]

Senator ReID. Bible was much more generous than Shelby.
[Laughter.]

INFRASTRUCTURE FOR OLYMPICS

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Secretary, | was in Nagano, Japan,
through the closing ceremonies of the Olympics and the closing
event of the Olympics over there. | did not spend all of my time
going to Olympic events, however. | went to see the transportation
officials there to ask them questions about their challenges relating
to putting on the Winter Olympics because we are going to be faced
with similar challenges in the United States.

Their principal problem, of course, was the weather, and you can-
not control that. But they put in an enormous amount of money
and effort in creating an infrastructure that would make it possible
for the Olympic guests to get to and from the various venues.

I came away with a more humble opinion of just how daunting
that challenge is—I guess | should say a more exalted opinion and
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a more humble attitude. That would be the proper way of describ-
ing that.

The folks in Japan did a tremendous job and required a tremen-
dous amount of preparation and infrastructure.

I want publicly to commend you for the way you, personally, and
Mr. Jack Basso, your Budget Director, institutionally have re-
sponded to the challenges that we have had in Salt Lake City as
we have started to get ready for these Olympic games.

I note that your predecessor, Secretary Pefia, was quoted as say-
ing that he wished he could have done more to help alleviate the
transportation snafus in Atlanta, but that he was proscribed by the
legislative and regulatory situation with which he was faced.

We have worked with you and the Mayor of Salt Lake has
worked with you to try to make sure you don't feel those kind of
proscriptions or that your successor does not if you are not Sec-
retary in 2002 when it comes to the Salt Lake games.

I would just ask this question. Do you now feel comfortable that
you have all of the discretion you need in order to assist Salt Lake
City in putting on those games?

Secretary SLATER. Senator, | do feel comfortable and | can say,
without reservation, that you and the citizens of Utah will have the
full support of this administration as we work with the Congress
to respond to your transportation needs and challenges.

Senator BENNETT. | sincerely thank you for that and for, again,
repeating your attitude and that of the members of your staff in
helping us work that out.

As a Republican, | am hoping there will be a different adminis-
tration when the games come along, of course, but | recognize that
these are America’s games and they rise above any kind of par-
tisanship.

We are grateful to you and your staff members for your willing-
ness to work with us.

Senator REID. Senator Bennett, there will be another administra-
tion. It will be President Gore.

Senator SHELBY. Well, I think that is debatable.

Senator BENNETT. Yes; that is the subject for another time.
[Laughter.]

I do have some questions for Administrator Garvey with respect
to the air traffic control pattern around Salt Lake International
Airport, and | will save those questions for when we hear from the
administration.

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Before | recognize Senator Domenici, and | am
sure he has some statements and questions, Senator Bond wanted
me to say to you, Mr. Secretary, that he is now chairing a VA-
HUD Subcommittee on Appropriations and could not be here. But
he told me to express to you his appreciation for the call. He is,
of course, a member of this subcommittee. He cannot be at two
places at once.

Senator Domenici.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOMENICI

Senator DomENICI. Contrary to your thoughts, | don't have a lot
to say today, but | do have something to say.
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Senator SHELBY. All right.
SUPPORT FOR ISTEA REAUTHORIZATION

Senator DomMENICI. First, Mr. Secretary, | believe it is imperative
as the ISTEA bill works its way through the other body and into
conference that the administration, as soon as possible—and maybe
it is already too late—come out in open support for it. We need the
open support. Clearly, we cannot be magicians.

If we are going to spend what is prescribed in that bill, then we
don’'t have enough money for everything else that the President
asked for. | personally hope that, because we cannot support a few
things that he wants—and | am not now talking about the tobacco
tax, Senator Lautenberg—if we cannot support other things, | hope
he will not remain silent on the fact that we have had to spend
substantial money to build the roadways of America which are in
disrepair, and the mass transportation system. While it was slow
getting started in America, mass transit is a very desirable com-
modity across this land. It is not just parochial. It is everywhere.
It is as important as highways in many places, and in many re-
spects it is a very big step up ahead of highways in terms of envi-
ronmental contributions and the like.

Now this is not a little bit of money. Again, we are not magi-
cians. If we are going to fund this bill, then we have to find offsets
to pay for it, and those normally will be restraints in spending
someplace else. We are choosing to use the President’s offsets,
things that he found were not needed, but, obviously, he has spent
them elsewhere.

That creates a very serious problem.

You worked with us during that debate and during our negotia-
tions. We thank you for that. | do believe there are some in the ad-
ministration—I do not say it is you, and | do not say it is the Presi-
dent at this point—but there are some who have expressed great
concern about how much we are spending on highways versus
other priorities that the President had sought in his budget.

Let me assure you that | do not believe this is a Republican ini-
tiative. | don't think we have to run around saying we have ISTEA
in our budget, and we are proud of it. |1 think we are going to say
everybody wants ISTEA in our budget. |1 believe Congress will be
there on that issue with over 90 percent of the votes in this U.S.
Senate.

If I am reading the House right, it might get everybody in the
House by the time they figure it out how to dole the funding out.
I don’'t know whether they know how to do that yet. [Laughter.]

In any event, excuse me. | should be a little more cautious.
[Laughter.]

I don’'t know that | can say it any stronger than that. | hope that
in due course my good friend, Senator Byrd, when we proceed
through this process, will assist us in trying to get this done in
terms of White House support for it.

We don’t need it, and the Senator might remind me that it is our
prerogative to spend money and authorize programs. | understand
that. However, we still do have the President around who has a
bully pulpit, and we need him supporting highway construction in
the United States.
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I am not going to be able to stay for questions, so | am going to
submit them through the chairman.

USER FEES

I do want to mention to the committee one very serious thing,
and that is that part of the President’s ability to pay for transpor-
tation programs comes from three user fees, one big and two small.
The aviation user fee is $6-plus billion. I think it is interesting that
at this late date, you have not submitted the language for that pro-
posal to any committee. It is very important that that be done be-
cause if you write the legislation one way, it goes to the Finance
Committee. If you write it another way, there is a chance the ap-
propriators could do it if they wanted to.

Frankly, we need to see how you are imposing that fee. You have
two smaller fees, and there is no doubt about those. If the commit-
tee chooses to do them, they can do them under the leadership of
our chairman.

I would also say to all the Senators and to you, Mr. Secretary,
there is a very strong movement abreast not to let the Appropria-
tions Committee put on user fees, even if they had been within the
jurisdiction of those committees heretofore. That will be something
to watch.

I don't know how we will meet some of these spending targets
without some of these proposals. That will be an issue hovering
around, and you will be confronted with it, Mr. Secretary, in terms
of whether we get the right amount of money to spend or not.

Thank you very much and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Senator Kohl.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR KOHL

Senator KoHL. Thank you very much, Senator Shelby.

Like the other Senators, Mr. Slater, | am very pleased to have
you here along with Ms. Garvey and Admiral Kramek. We are talk-
ing about a tremendous expenditure over the next several years for
transportation in our society. It is fully justified and | think fully
necessary.

A country is judged by the condition of its roads, its highways,
its bridges, and its air transportation, and a country’s ability to
compete in this world, | think, is directly correlated with the condi-
tion of its transportation system. That is one of the most important
things we do here, to appropriate money to see to it that the trans-
portation system in our country is as modern and up to date as
that in any other country in the world.

So | recognize how important this authorization is and how nec-
essary it is.

My State is like most other States. The condition of our roads,
our bridges, and our transit systems is not nearly what it should
be and the requirements, the financial requirements, over the next
several years are overwhelming. That money has to come from
somewhere and a good deal of it comes from those of us here at
the Federal level.

So, again, | am pleased that we are making that initiative.
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Like Senator Domenici, I am concerned that we pay for it in a
way that is responsible and in a way that is bipartisan. It is easy
to say we are going to spend an awful lot of money before you de-
cide where it is going to come from. But that is the hard part, de-
ciding where it is going to come from.

I trust that we, in our wisdom, will do it in a balanced and in
a fair way. If we can do that, then I think we will have made some
very important decisions with respect to the future of our country
here, this morning and this year.

So | am pleased to have you with us this morning.

Thank you, Senator Shelby.

Senator ReID. Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Reid.

Senator ReID. | would ask if | could submit some questions in
writing.

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, we will submit your ques-
tions for the record and also those of Senator Domenici.

Secretary Slater, your written statement will be made part of the
record in its entirety. You may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF RODNEY E. SLATER

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee.

Let me thank you for the opportunity to come before you today
to testify in support of President Clinton’s fiscal year 1999 trans-
portation budget proposal. | will submit my written statement for
the record.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Secretary SLATER. Let me say at the outset that a number of
questions have been asked by you. We had the occasion to answer
some of them as they came forward and | am sure that others will
be asked as you have the opportunity to individually ask questions.
But for those that were asked, such as the request for information
related to triple trailers, clearly understand that we will be respon-
sive to those kinds of requests.

Let me also say that | really thank the members for the edu-
cation in transportation that this audience has been afforded as all
of you have made your statements, dealing with its importance to
the economy, focusing on the importance of it as it relates to safety,
even dealing with the importance of it as it relates to national se-
curity and the positive impact that it can have on our environment.

I would like to address some of those issues as well, as | come
before you and talk about the President’'s $43.3 billion transpor-
tation budget for fiscal year 1999.

This is a part of the first balanced budget to be submitted by a
President in more than 30 years, and yet it still provides for a
record level of investment in transportation.

It continues the President’s commitment to creating—as many of
you have called for—a balanced, integrated transportation system
that is clearly international in its reach, intermodal in its form, in-
telligent in its character, and inclusive in its service.

In this regard, 1 am very pleased today to have the Commandant
of the Coast Guard, Admiral Kramek, who will talk about the work
we do in managing our waterways; and also Administrator Garvey,
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who will talk about the importance of aviation when it comes to
working with maritime and giving our transportation system an
international reach.

TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT

When | took office a year ago, | reflected on what the transpor-
tation needs were today and what they are in the context of the
21st century and the new millennium. Clearly, safety was recog-
nized as our top priority, but also there was the issue of wise in-
vestment.

Mr. Chairman, you reminded us that last year we talked about
cost effectiveness as it relates to infrastructure investment.

We also have the question of integrating our transportation sys-
tems so that they become one national, balanced, integrated trans-
portation system. And there is the need to bring a commonsense
approach to the way we work together and the way we work with
our partners in the private sector and the American people.

We are working with the Congress to enact legislation that, | be-
lieve, adopts and responds to the principles that I have just re-
ferred to in an innovative and commonsense way. For example, the
Congress recently passed Amtrak reform legislation that will allow
Amtrak management, working with labor, to plan for the long-term
future of this most important part of our transportation system.

As we look at ISTEA reauthorization we are concerned about the
issue of record-level investment, and we all want that. But if we
look carefully at this piece of legislation, as all of you have noted
in your comments, we see that we have the chance not only to
strengthen the highway program and the transit program to deal
with potholes and the like, but we also have the opportunity to en-
hance the environment, to give access to jobs for those moving from
welfare to work, and to harness technology so as to enhance the
quality of our transportation system.

I commend the Senate for taking a major step forward just last
week in passing ISTEA legislation that addresses all of these con-
cerns that are priorities of this administration. | also note the fact
that on that day, March 12, a year to the day after the President
unveiled our National Economic Crossroads Transportation Effi-
ciency Act [NEXTEA] proposal, many of the principles that were
talked about a year ago were reflected in this Senate legislation.
So, clearly, you have the strong support of this administration to
work with you to figure out how we make the necessary tradeoffs—
to provide for record level investment in a bill that is also visionary
in its focus.

DOT STRATEGIC PLAN

Quickly, let me just talk about our strategic plan. 1 know that
you have interests in that. This is a plan that will help us to put
in place the kind of vision for a transportation future that all of
you have mentioned, one that will allow us to enhance safety, to
improve mobility, to promote economic growth and trade, to protect
the environment, and to support national security.

If you look at our bill, we provide $3.1 billion for safety pro-
grams, an 11-percent increase and a record 7.3 percent of our total
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budget. We will do much on the aviation front and we will do much
across the board for transportation.

Record level investment for infrastructure investment is at $30
billion, 42 percent higher than that of the previous administration.
There is $1.1 billion for technology, $250 million for ITS invest-
ment, $90 million for Flight 2000 investment, and on and on.

Let me close by saying that we also believe that, as transpor-
tation officials, we can enhance the environment. So we provide
$1.9 billion in that regard, with $1.3 billion going for the Conges-
tion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement [CMAQ] Program.
Also, 1 would be remiss if | did not mention the quality effort of
the Coast Guard and all of the others who work with our transpor-
tation programs as we deal with the issue of national security.

But the Coast Guard, because of its drug interdiction efforts—so
vital to America’s future and its security—is to be commended.
That is why we have in our budget an increase to an amount of
$437 million for their efforts.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, | look for-
ward to the questions that you have already thought of and will
offer forthwith. But, more importantly, | look forward to working
with you and ensuring that our Nation has the best transportation
system in the world and a transportation system that can meet the
challenges of a new century and a new millennium.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to come before you,
and members of the committee, thank you as well.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Secretary Slater. We will insert
your prepared statement in the hearing 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 1999 budget proposals for the Department of
Transportation.

OVERVIEW

President Clinton’s historic budget for fiscal year 1999, the first balanced budget
in 30 years, ends the deficit three years ahead of schedule while continuing to invest
in America and preparing us for the 21st century.

As the President said in his State of the Union Address: “Americans have pursued
a new strategy for prosperity: fiscal discipline to cut interest rates and spur growth

. investments in education and skills, in science, technology and transportation,
to prepare our people for the new economy.”

A budget of $43.3 billion is proposed for critical Department of Transportation
(DOT) programs. This budget level is evidence of the Administration’s continuing
commitment to building an integrated transportation system that is intermodal in
form, international in reach, intelligent in character and inclusive in service. The
fiscal year 1999 budget request provides the resources to ensure a safe, efficient, ac-
cessible and convenient transportation system that meets our vital national inter-
ests and enhances the quality of life of the American people.

When | took office one year ago, | reflected on what we need to address transpor-
tation programs now and into the 21st century. In looking to the future, we can
learn from the past. Today our transportation system is the best in the world. Why?
Because of: technological innovation; infrastructure innovation; and institutional in-
novation.

In the intervening period, we have developed a Strategic Plan that has been
called the best in government.
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STRATEGIC GOALS

Philip Guedalla said in his book “The Hundred Years” that “the true history of
the United States is the history of transportation.” Helping us to give form to our
vision for a transportation system that will address the needs of the coming century
are the Department’s strategic goals to meet America’s transportation needs by: en-
hancing safety; improving mobility; promoting economic growth and trade; protect-
ing our environment; and supporting national security.

Our vision of transportation for the new millennium is of an integrated transpor-
tation system that serves the United States by being fast, safe, efficient, accessible
and convenient. It is a transportation system that is not just about concrete, asphalt
and steel—but rather is about providing opportunity for all Americans. This vision
for America’s transportation system is supported by the goals and programs funded
in the fiscal year 1999 budget.

MEASURING PERFORMANCE

It is important not only to make transportation investments but also to determine
their effectiveness. Fiscal year 1999 is the first year that we will formally submit
performance measures. We have in fact developed aggressive measures, and | look
forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and this committee, to examine the
performance of our investments and thus ensure the best possible management of
our resources.

SAFETY

After taking office a little more than a year ago, | stated that safety must be the
Department’s number one priority. To give life to that concept, the Department’s
programs promote public health and safety by working toward elimination of trans-
portation-related deaths, injuries and property damage.

The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes a total of $3.1 billion in new appropriations
for safety programs. This is an 11 percent increase over the fiscal year 1998 level
and a record 7.3 percent of total DOT resources.

Highway crashes in particular are a significant burden to our society, not to men-
tion the impact on families and communities. In the 21st century, we at DOT would
like the news of someone being killed in a car crash to become a thing of the past.
We have much work to do to make this happen.

Our goal for fiscal year 1999 is to reduce the number of transportation-related
deaths to fewer than those that occurred in 1995, which was at a level of 44,407,
despite a projected increase in miles traveled. It will not be easy to achieve these
goals, but it is essential that we commit ourselves to do so.

The fiscal year 1999 budget includes a 22 percent increase in funding for the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), to $406 million, to advance
highway safety. These resources will help encourage states to pass strong anti-
drunk driving legislation and to strengthen occupant protection laws. They will also
help states fight their highway problems directly through increased enforcement
and education programs designed to meet local conditions. Funding will support the
President’s Initiative to Increase Seat-Belt Use Nationwide; increased research to
improve our safety techniques; and expansion of the Safe Communities program, a
community-based approach to improving highway safety. Such community-based
programs have already shown results. For example, in Massachusetts, a community-
based program has reduced fatal crashes by 18 percent, and alcohol-related crashes
by 42 percent.

The Motor Carrier Safety Program is proposed to increase by 18 percent to $100
million, including funding for initiatives to improve safety by targeting unsafe car-
riers while reducing regulatory burdens on the safe ones. These programs work, and
in fact we have seen a reduction in fatalities from large truck crashes from 1986
to 1996.

Aviation safety funding is proposed to increase by 18 percent to $975 million to
fund additional safety personnel and continue ongoing emphasis on assuring the
safety of new entrant airlines. We plan to add 45 new safety inspectors and certifi-
cation personnel.

Railroad safety funding is proposed to increase by over eight percent to $62 mil-
lion to fund 32 new safety personnel and to strengthen the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration’s new results-oriented approach to safety. In fiscal year 1999, we aim to
reduce (from 1995 baselines): the fatality rate from 1.71 to 1.57 or less per million
train-miles, the number of rail-related crashes from 3.91 to 3.44 or less per million
train-miles, the rate of crashes at highway-rail crossings from 2.85 to 2.40 or less
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per million train-miles, and the rate of rail-related trespasser fatalities from 2.81
to 2.58 or less per million train-miles.

The Coast Guard’'s maritime safety funding is proposed to increase by nine per-
cent to $808 million, to fund critical search and rescue, boating safety and marine
safety programs. With these programs, we aim to reduce the number of recreational
boating fatalities by ten percent from 1993 levels, and reduce the worker fatality
rate on board commercial vessels from 52 per 100,000 workers in 1993 to 42 or
fewer per 100,000 in 1999. This is only the beginning and we will continue to strive
for even better results in the future.

Overall, much of the increase proposed in the fiscal year 1999 budget over the
fiscal year 1998 appropriated levels is for safety programs. We propose this because
it is our top priority and it is necessary to enhance the safety record even further
in the coming years. Last year, this Subcommittee supported the increases in safety
funding that we proposed for NHTSA and other programs. | appreciate that support
and hope that we can work together to provide the additional safety funding in-
creases proposed in this budget.

I would now like to discuss the Department's cooperative working relationship
with the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB). Under this Administration,
the Department’s record of responsiveness to NTSB recommendations has substan-
tially improved. We are proud of having achieved an 82 percent acceptance rate of
recommendations since 1993, compared to a 70 percent rate from 1967 to 1992.
Since 1993, we have closed nearly 800 recommendations issued prior to that time,
in addition to the 495 we have closed that were issued since 1993.

The Department takes seriously the safety issues presented on the NTSB'’s “Most
Wanted” list. Over 75 percent of the 45 recommendations on the list issued to the
Department are in the “open acceptable” category, meaning that the NTSB concurs
with actions the Department is taking to address the recommendations. We believe
our record and performance will continue to be high and we look forward to working
closely with the NTSB to address current and future recommendations.

MOBILITY

Mobility means helping Americans get to where they need to go through an inte-
grated transportation system.

Infrastructure Investment

President Clinton’s commitment to “rebuild America,” signaled his understanding
that improvements needed to be made to the nation’s transportation system. Work-
ing with both House and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees, we have increased
transportation infrastructure investment to record levels—for the first five years of
this Administration, 25 percent above the 1990-1993 average levels. Our fiscal year
1999 proposed level is a record 42 percent above the 1990-1993 average levels.

We are now beginning to see the results of these actions. Conditions of the Na-
tional Highway System have improved by reducing the percentage of miles classified
in “fair” condition or worse. Transit capacity has increased by 3.5 percent in just
two years. Improvements have been made in nationally important roads and bridges
and work has been undertaken on a number of airport capacity expansion projects.

Our goals for fiscal year 1999 are to continue these improvements. We plan to:
increase the percentage of miles on the NHS that meet pavement performance
standards for acceptable ride quality; increase capacity and reduce delays in the na-
tional airspace system; and increase the number of intercity and commuter trains
scheduled along the most congested segments of the Washington/Boston Corridor by
2005.

The Federal Government cannot fund every project that is envisioned. However,
we can continue to leverage the transportation dollar so it goes the furthest it can
and meets the needs of all of the American people.

The record $30 billion in Federal infrastructure investment that we propose for
fiscal year 1999 does just that. The Federal-aid highway obligation limitation is pro-
posed at $21.5 billion, equal to last year's record level. Included in this amount is
a new $90 million program to improve the flow of goods and people across the bor-
ders. In addition, $100 million is proposed for a new infrastructure credit program
and $150 million for State Infrastructure Banks. These two programs will help le-
verage other investments and bring projects to completion sooner.

A total of $4.6 billion is proposed for transit capital funding. This includes $3.6
billion for Formula Programs, $100 million for Access to Jobs and Training and
$876 million for Major Capital Investments. In that regard, transit capital invest-
ment is estimated to have averted $15 billion a year in congestion costs. Turning
to people’s needs, our Access to Jobs proposal supports the kind of programs which
enabled Elaine Kinslow, whom President Clinton introduced during his State of the
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Union Address, to move from welfare to work. Again, by funding these programs
we need to recognize that transportation is to serve the people. And what better way
than to provide the opportunity for meaningful work and the means to get to and
from that workplace.

As part of NEXTEA, President Clinton proposed a record $175 billion over six
years for surface transportation. Since then, the President's 1993 deficit reduction
plan and the strong economy have combined to cut the deficit faster than expected.
Because of this progress, the President is willing to consider additional transpor-
tation funding within the context of the Balanced Budget Agreement.

Surface transportation is but one part of our intermodal transportation system.
The budget will provide the means for our aviation system to handle the growing
number of flights. We propose to fund the airport grants program at last year's ap-
propriated level of $1.7 billion. Some examples of the type of projects that may be
financed are: new runways that increase capacity and allow airports to handle more
traffic; new taxiways and operating areas to reduce ground delays; and various safe-
ty and security improvements.

Passenger rail is another critical component of our nation's inclusive transpor-
tation system. The fiscal year 1999 budget includes historic funding levels for Am-
trak—$621 million in capital in addition to the $2.2 billion available in fiscal year
1998 and fiscal year 1999 from the Taxpayer Relief Act. This funding will give Am-
trak the ability to upgrade its system, and to replace aging rail cars in preparation
for the demands of the 21st century.

Critical Operations

Improvement in transportation operations for which the Department is respon-
sible, most notably Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Coast Guard, will
also contribute to our mobility goals.

Funding for FAA operations is proposed to increase by 5.5 percent to $5.6 billion.
This will fund 185 additional air traffic controllers and 150 additional maintenance
technicians. Additional funding is also proposed to make operational the air traffic
control and aeronautical navigation equipment now being delivered as part of the
air traffic control system modernization. This new equipment will further reduce the
number of outages, reduce delays, and allow optimum use of capacity to accommo-
date growth in operations. To keep that modernization on track, $2.1 billion, 14 per-
cent above last year, is proposed for FAA's facilities and equipment budget.

We also are making every effort possible to ensure that critical air traffic control
and other systems are compliant with proper fixes to the year 2000 date problem.
FAA has completed assessment of all mission critical systems and 125 out of 209
such systems are already certified as year 2000 compliant. FAA plans to have all
renovation of software and hardware that is needed for these remaining systems in
pflace by September of 1998, and all testing and validation completed by January
of 1999.

Coast Guard's operating expenses budget is proposed to be funded at $2.8 billion,
about two percent above last year's level. Its capital budget is proposed at $443 mil-
lion, 11 percent above last year's level. It includes $28 million for a deepwater re-
placement capability analysis, so that we will be in a position to field the lowest
cost, best systems to meet our deepwater fleet needs. To offset some of Coast
Guard's capital investment, we are proposing fees to recover a portion of the Coast
Guard’s costs for its navigational services to commercial users.

ECONOMIC GROWTH AND TRADE

America’s economy is in the best shape in a generation, with steady growth, high
employment, low inflation, and low interest rates. Part of this success is due to in-
vestments which make transportation efficient and flexible, keeping costs low. Eco-
nomic growth and trade represents an ultimate outcome for virtually all of our
transportation programs.

In addition to infrastructure investment and innovative financing, we also are
looking to new technologies to help keep America competitive. We're proposing a
total of $1.1 billion for research and development.

—This includes $250 million for intelligent transportation systems, which can cut

by a third the cost of the new highway capacity we need.

—Also included is $90 million for Flight 2000, a demonstration of technologies
and operational procedures which will exploit new capabilities such as GPS and
aeronautical data link and will lead to earlier introduction of free flight in the
national airspace system.

—The Nationwide Differential Global Positioning System, proposed to be funded
at $8.5 million in fiscal year 1999, will provide positioning, navigation, and tim-
ing accuracy for the nation’s surface transportation network. This system will
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help provide for the safe and efficient movement of trains and other modes of
transportation throughout the nation.

To further support economic growth, we at the Department must ensure that we
are good stewards of tax dollars and that the management of our programs is the
best that it can possibly be. To that end, the Department, and specifically the Fed-
eral Highway Administration, have taken very seriously an effort to consolidate field
offices. We have made some progress, but much more is proposed for this year and
beyond.

—We are implementing field office co-location via sensible space sharing to im-
prove customer service, reduce costs and increase efficiency. To date, NHTSA
and FHWA have co-located in Baltimore and work is underway to co-locate all
DOT offices in Kansas City. In addition, workgroups in Fort Worth and Denver
are developing plans on how to best serve the public through co-location.

—In order to provide one-stop shopping closer to major customers, FHWA and
FTA are setting up jointly-staffed metropolitan offices in Los Angeles, Philadel-
phia, Chicago and New York City.

—FHWA, based on a task force review during 1997, plans to reduce the number
of its regional level offices. By the spring of 1998, FHWA will complete a de-
tailed implementation plan for this reduction, including estimated costs and
budgetI allocations. A report to you on the review and the plans was delivered
recently.

Our ultimate goal of economic growth can be hindered, however, when programs
are held up and projects are delayed due to lack of authorization. Our Federal avia-
tion and surface transportation programs need to be reauthorized this year.

We are currently developing our proposal for aviation reauthorization, keeping in
mind the recommendations made by the National Civil Aviation Review Commis-
sion. Our proposed surface transportation reauthorization, the National Economic
Crossroads Transportation Efficiency Act, is pending before Congress and the Sen-
ate has just passed the ISTEA Il bill. I applaud the Senate for helping advance this
important legislation.

As we work with Congress toward consensus on these two major bills, the Presi-
dent’s proposal to establish a Transportation Fund for America will help us over-
come some of the obstacles that have cropped up in past efforts. This fund high-
lights the importance of transportation and will assure users that, should Congress
reduce mandatory spending or provide newly enacted revenues, these funds can be
targeted for transportation spending.

HUMAN AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The fiscal year 1999 budget includes several programs and initiatives aimed at
reducing air and water pollution, preserving wetlands and open space, and making
transportation facilities more compatible with the environment. No matter how
much is done to improve the capacity and efficiency of our transportation system,
we can not call our approach “intelligent” unless we tend to its effects on our envi-
ronment, and ultimately our health.

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) program, our
largest environmental program, is pending reauthorization with ISTEA. It helps
communities meet national standards for healthy air by funding innovative projects
that promote transit ridership, clean fuel use, and emissions-reducing inspection
and maintenance programs. A record level of $1.26 billion is proposed for CMAQ in
fiscal year 1999.

Both Coast Guard and FAA play vital roles in protecting the quality of the envi-
ronment. For fiscal year 1999, the Department requests $309 million for the Coast
Guard to prevent pollution, conduct pollution investigations, and supervise feder-
ally-funded cleanups. We also request a total of $39 million to ensure that all DOT
facilities are environmentally safe.

Prolonged exposure to high-levels of noise is a critical environmental concern. To
continue addressing this problem, the fiscal year 1999 budget includes funds in
FAA's Airport Grant program to help families and businesses relocate away from
airports where noise exceeds healthy levels, and to pay for sound insulation in exist-
ing property.

To help improve transportation’s energy efficiency, $10 million is proposed to pro-
mote the development and demonstration of Advanced Vehicles, Components and
Infrastructure in cooperation with the Department of Energy. This research effort
will be geared to demonstrate technologies for reducing emissions, enhancing energy
efficiency and reducing dependence on foreign oil.

The Department’s environmental goals for fiscal year 1999 include reducing trans-
portation-related emissions by one percent annually over ten years, and reducing
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the number of residents exposed to significant aircraft noise (65 decibels or greater)
by 60 percent from 1995 levels.

NATIONAL SECURITY

DOT plays a critical role in ensuring that the transportation system is secure,
that borders are safe from illegal intrusion, and that the transportation system can
meet national defense needs in time of emergency.

—To remain vigilant in our efforts to prevent terrorism, the fiscal year 1999 budg-
et includes $100 million for the FAA to continue to purchase explosives detec-
tion equipment to be deployed at our nation’s airports.

—Even though not in this Subcommittee’s jurisdiction, | would like to mention the
$98 million included in DOT's budget for the Maritime Security Program. The
47 vessels supported by this program are committed to carry military cargo dur-
ing war or national emergencies.

—Last year, the Coast Guard intercepted and confiscated a record 103,617 pounds
of cocaine and 102,538 pounds of marijuana. The fiscal year 1999 budget in-
cludes $437 million for the Coast Guard's drug interdiction program.

Our goals in the national security area for fiscal year 1999 are to increase the

detection rate for simulated explosive devices and to reduce the flow of illegal drugs
and migrants via maritime channels.

CONCLUSION

We in the Department of Transportation must set high goals and with our part-
ners we must be architects of change. We must ensure our success in the 21st cen-
tury 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, and environmentally sound transportation system for
our children.

The budget that we have proposed for fiscal year 1999 takes a major step in that
direction. I look forward to working with this Subcommittee and the entire Senate
and House to pass a forward-looking transportation appropriations bill and to en-
sure that critical programs are provided long-term reauthorization.

EXPIRATION OF STEA AUTHORIZATION

Senator SHELBY. Last year a short-term funding bill, with which
we are very familiar, the Surface Transportation Extension Act
[STEA] of 1997, was enacted to fill the gap left by ISTEA's expira-
tion on September 30. To get the money flowing to highway
projects again, the extension legislation provided $5.5 billion in
new funding authority for the major Federal-aid programs and
gave States the flexibility to transfer, among other programs, unob-
ligated balances left over from the first 6 years of ISTEA, which
was about $10 billion nationally.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator SHELBY. However, an obligation ceiling of approximately
$9.8 billion was also in force. Most significantly, the States are not
allowed to obligate any Federal-aid highway funds after May 1 of
this year unless a new multiyear authorization bill was passed,
which has been referred to.

If reauthorization is not completed by May 1, will the States be
able to continue their highway programs?

Secretary SLATER. Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, they will not.
This bill is important.

Senator SHELBY. It's imperative, isn't it?

Secretary SLATER. It is imperative in terms of the long-term se-
curity of our transportation system, and also in giving those trans-
portation officials at the State and local levels the assurance of
knowing that there will be a smooth flow of needed infrastructure
investment.
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I do commend the Congress for providing the extension. But,
clearly, the Congress recognized the importance of reauthorization
legislation by providing some limits to our ability to allocate and
make resources available after a given date—May 1.

Again, | commend the Senate for stepping up to the plate and
moving their legislation expeditiously. Also, the House has ex-
pressed its commitment to do so as well.

So | believe that the Congress is ready to act. Clearly, the admin-
istration is ready to work in partnership with you to act.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, sir.

ENFORCEMENT OF NHTSA SUBPOENAS

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, more people are killed on our
Nation’'s highways each year than are killed in other modes of
transportation combined. We have talked about this.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct. Senator Byrd mentioned it.

Senator SHELBY. The National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration is charged with promoting highway safety in our country.
One of the primary responsibilities is to investigate product defects
within the auto industry to help ensure that the cars we all drive
are safe. My question is this, Mr. Secretary.

When this agency conducts an investigation of a particular auto-
mobile and issues a subpoena to an automaker to provide informa-
tion on that particular vehicle, and the automaker does not fully
comply with the subpoena—either by providing false information or
by simply withholding pertinent information—can the agency im-
pose a fine or penalty of any sort on the company for failure to
comply with the subpoena, or should it?

Secretary SLATER. Mr. Chairman, the agency can levy a fine for
failure to comply with a subpoena. We can also carry the matter
to court, and we have actually done both.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

EMERGENCY RELIEF HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Over the past 7 years, the Emergency Relief Highway Program
has been funded at an average of $582 million per year, $100 mil-
lion of that coming from the annual ISTEA contract authority and
the rest usually coming from a supplemental appropriation.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator SHELBY. In your budget, you have only requested $100
million for fiscal year 1999. It is almost guaranteed that this will
not be enough money and that the Department will be sending an-
other supplemental request for emergency highway repairs to the
Congress later this year.

Would it make more sense for you to request a realistic number
for the Emergency Relief Program instead of relying on supple-
mental appropriations for the program each year?

Secretary SLATER. Well, let me just say, Mr. Chairman, it is true
that we have a record upon which to reflect. And if you were to
look at what has happened, say, annually——

Senator SHELBY. They are not the only one who does that, now,
to be fair.
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Secretary SLATER. That's right. | understand. But if you look at
what has happened annually over the last 5 years, you can see that
the needs almost always have outstripped the $100 million that we
have requested.

But | will say that in all of those instances, we have been able
to come to the Congress when we have clear indication of what is
needed in the form of a supplemental appropriation and to get
those resources. In that regard, | would want to commend this com-
mittee and also the Congress for the effort that is currently under-
way to respond to the President’s request for a $259 million supple-
mental to deal with this very issue.

There are many categories where we probably would like to
make a request for additional resources. But what we have tried
to do is to offer a budget that is balanced, that reflects some appre-
ciation for the history that we have—where we have provided fund-
ing for these purposes—with the knowledge that we can and have
come to the Congress for supplementals once the need has become
clearer.

That is the way we chose to approach this matter on this occa-
sion as well.

USER FEES

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, the administration’s budget re-
quest, as | mentioned in my opening statement, envisions over
$200 million from user fee proposals that have either not been en-
acted by Congress or have had troubled implementation periods.

I just want to set the record straight and say that this Senator
is not interested in enacting any new user fees—taxes—on the
transportation community. | expect that no action will be taken
this year on any of the user fee/tax proposals in the administra-
tion’s budget. Accordingly, there will be substantial holes in the
FAA budget, the Coast Guard budget, the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration budget, and the Surface Transportation Board's budget.
And, to complicate matters, the Senate just passed an ISTEA reau-
thorization bill that envisions a substantially higher highway obli-
gation limitation than the record level we appropriated for 1998,
which will constrain our ability to find the resources to fill the user
fee/tax budget holes.

So we foresee the very real possibility of transportation budget
shortfalls given the dual constraints of higher ISTEA driven expec-
tations for highway spending and user fee/tax holes that are built
into your budget request.

Mr. Secretary, for the record, do you anticipate submitting any
budget amendments that might address these shortfalls, and what
potential cuts in the modal administrations can we take to offset
the user fee holes? Have you thought that out?

Secretary SLATER. Clearly we have thought about it. It is our
hope that, while some Members of the Congress have expressed
their lack of support for user fees, as you have, Mr. Chairman, we
will still have a good shot at making our case. The Congress has
responded to some requests. The one example is, clearly, the FAA
overflight fee issue.

Now | say that, also willing to acknowledge that the U.S. District
Court here in the District did recently find that to some degree we
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went a little far in implementing those fees. But they did not deter-
mine that overflight fees—user fees—are unconstitutional.

So there may be some way for us to address that issue over time.

But the big areas where we have requested user fees are clearly
FAA and rail safety, and we just ask that we have the opportunity
to work with you and members of the committee and Members of
Congress as we work to address the question.

We, too, were dealing with constraints, the desire to have a
strong transportation bill but also to do it within the context of
being able to submit the first balanced budget in over 30 years.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Senator Lautenberg.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, so far so good, | think. | want to ask a couple of
questions, some that may have a different slant than those of my
friend and colleague, the chairman of the subcommittee, which is
exactly where we would like to place you, right in the middle. You
don't have to pick sides, but you have to come up with the right
answer to satisfy both of us. It is not easy.

Secretary SLATER. It's not easy, sir, but we'll try.

Senator SHELBY. If you do that, you are going to be a great Sec-
retary. [Laughter.]

Senator LAUTENBERG. Last August, the Federal Highway Admin-
istration released its 1997 Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study.
It showed that the heaviest vehicles pay considerably less in taxes
than the costs they impose on our Nation’s highway system.

Now, clearly, the user fees these heavier trucks pay are not set
high enough to compensate for the increased wear and tear that
they cause to our roads and bridges.

Are you reevaluating the current user fee system—and again,
this is the first time you have to jump in the hole—to remedy this
deficiency in the amount of user fees paid by the heavier trucks?

Secretary SLATER. Let me just say, Senator, that we are looking
at user fees across a broad spectrum of the transportation industry.
The ones that we have made a decision on are reflected in our
budget.

We continue to look at the question as it relates to other compo-
nents of the industry, but no decision has been made at this time
in those additional areas. The places where we have made a deci-
sion are reflected in our budget.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Yes; because the cost allocation study, for
instance, suggests eliminating the $550 cap on heavy vehicle use
tax that applies to all vehicles registered that are above 75,000
pounds. Is that a change that you could support?

Secretary SLATER. Well, it is clearly a change that is worthy of
consideration. But, again, | think the best approach is to keep an
open mind on these kinds of issues and to look at all ways for ad-
dressing these kinds of concerns. That is the approach that we are
taking as a Department.

INCREASED SPEED LIMITS

Senator LAUTENBERG. The Department of Transportation report
on the impact of increased speed limits on the Interstate System
discloses that fatalities and injuries increased nationally on inter-



83

state roads in 1996 while decreasing on all other roads, even
though the interstate roads are considered the safest.

This report also shows that the States that increased speed lim-
its in 1996 experienced about 350 more interstate fatalities than
otherwise would have been expected with the previous speeds.

How many lives more do we have to lose before action is war-
ranted?

Secretary SLATER. Well, Senator, as you know, the administra-
tion worked with you and others to retain a national speed limit.
We were unsuccessful in that effort in 1995 and, as a part of the
National Highway System [NHS] bill, the national speed limit was
removed.

We have been involved in a study and we have completed 1 year
of that effort. As you have noted, these changes have been discov-
ered.

I will say, though, that this is but 1 year, and what we want to
do is to continue to assess this situation as we go forward. But that
said, 1 want to make the clear point that this administration joins
all of you who understand that safety has to be our top priority in
pressing forward and aggressively on a number of fronts.

I mentioned the President’s national initiative to increase seat-
belt use from 68 percent to 85 percent by the year 2000, and to 90
percent by the year 2005.

We have already seen an increase in the seatbelt use rate to now
approximately 70 percent, a historic level.

We have also worked with you and others to deal with the issue
of drunk driving, and we do have the success in the Senate of the
0.08 initiative and will work hard in the House.

We have requested a 22-percent increase in NHTSA's budget, an
18-percent increase in the aviation budget, and an increase in the
safety component of every modal budget of the Department of
Transportation.

| say that to just make the point that, while we have seen the
issue of speeding increase the incidence of crashes and fatalities,
we are working on a broad front to be aggressive when it comes
to the issue of safety and its promotion, and working with our part-
ners to ensure stronger laws and greater implementation.

HIGHWAYS AND TRANSIT BALANCE

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Secretary, with the passage of the
ISTEA reauthorization bill recently in the Senate, it kind of follows
in the tradition of the first ISTEA bill. They recognize the impor-
tance of mass transit as a critical link in our surface transportation
network and establish a balanced approach to funding highways
and transit, an approach that on many occasions you, Mr. Sec-
retary, on behalf of the President, have applauded and highly rec-
ommended. You have heard people here talk on behalf of expanded
transit funding.

But on March 3, 1998, in a letter to Congress you talk about the
emphasis on investment in transit and highways in order to re-
build America. You say transit should receive an equitable share
of all the increases within the aggregate budgetary framework.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.
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Senator LAUTENBERG. Do you agree that any increases in fund-
ing for highways and transit should maintain the historic 80/20
balanced approach and provide funding for transit as well as high-
ways in both budget authority and outlays?

Secretary SLATER. | do, without reservation.

Senator LAUTENBERG. What can we do in the future to ensure
such an intermodal and balanced approach to surface transpor-
tation? And that answer has to be short, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary SLATER. | think you can continue to do as the Senate
has done. A couple of weeks ago, it dealt with the highway issue
and made a lot of people happy by raising that amount by $26 bil-
lion. But then, in response to concerns raised by you and by the
administration and others, it responded by raising the transit in-
vestmrt]ant by $5 billion. 1 think that that sort of balanced ap-
proach——

Senator LAUTENBERG. Would that get us to 80/20?

Secretary SLATER. It's about 80/20 when you look at those num-
bers added to what was currently being provided because we have
actually seen a significant increase in transit funding over the last
5 years.

Senator LAUTENBERG. | may have some questions about that
ratio, Mr. Secretary.

May | have just another minute of time, with the chairman’s per-
mission?

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead.

PUBLIC INFORMATION ON HIGHWAY SAFETY

Senator LAUTENBERG. | would ask that whatever you find in that
study on highway speeds and fatalities, please get that information
out fully across the country. People have to realize that it is nice
to be able to get there sooner and quicker and it is boring to sit
at 55 miles an hour on an open highway. But the carnage that re-
sults is something that we have to understand. There is a price to
pay for it.

I want the American public to make their decision based on the
price that their neighbor, their own families, or that others in their
community may pay.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary SLATER. Senator Lautenberg, we will disseminate that
information.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Faircloth.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you,
Mr. Secretary.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, Senator.

LANDING SLOTS AT GATWICK AIRPORT

Senator FAIRCLOTH. This is a longer question and | am going to
try to cut it down because you are familiar with it. It involves the
Charlotte to Gatwick airports route.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir; that is a very important issue.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Your Department granted authority for U.S.
Air to fly the route from Charlotte to Gatwick and they have sim-
ply refused to grant a landing slot to U.S. Air. | mean, they could
fly over there very nicely, but they can’t land.
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Secretary SLATER. Which is a problem and we have to address
it.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Yes.

Now the British Airways are trying to get, and have an applica-
tion for, Denver service.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Are you going to block the Denver service
until they grant landing rights for us at Gatwick?

Secretary SLATER. Let me just say, Senator, that we have made
it clear to our counterpart in the United Kingdom and with the slot
coordinator at Gatwick that we intend to see the agreement that
we have reached pertaining to U.S. Airways honored and that we
clearly are reflective on those kinds of issues as we are asked to
make decisions related to the use of our airports.

Senator FAaIrRcLOTH. That is an absolutely elegant statement. But
are you going to tell them “no Denver till Gatwick”?

Secretary SLATER. We are going to tell them that we intend to
have Gatwick and that we are going to make a strong case for the
benefit of our airline.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. That is good enough. Thank you.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

INSPECTION STICKERS FOR TRUCKS

Senator FaircLOTH. Chairman Shelby and | talked to you, rather
wrote you a letter, about a very dangerous and fatal truck crash
in western North Carolina. The truck was way, way beyond any in-
spection and had problems with brakes as well as many, many
other problems.

I think every State in the Nation requires an inspection sticker
on an automobile, and for most States it is clearly on the wind-
shield, where you can see it—the date the vehicle was inspected,
all of that.

Why don’'t we have that with the trucking industry? And | say
that I am part of the trucking industry. We are still running 30
or 40 trucks and we have them inspected. But why not have it
clearly visible so that any time an officer stops a truck, he can just
glance at it and tell whether there is an inspection sticker on it
every time the truck crosses a way station?

Secretary SLATER. Senator, let me just say that | have gotten the
letter and, clearly, you have raised a very important issue here.

We should look into the issue of whether there should be a decal
or something that is visible that indicates that a truck has been
inspected, and we will do that.

The other thing that we have done that | think speaks to the
issue is that we have requested an additional $15 million, which
brings our total to $100 million, the amount of money that we will
provide in grants to State governments for motor carrier enforce-
ment and the hiring of personnel for their inspection programs.

Also, as a result of our streamlining effort, we have designed a
program that will allow us to focus on troubled carriers or carriers
that have a history of violating our regulations. We plan to imple-
ment that program as a result of this new initiative as well.

I do believe that those decisions and approaches speak to the
concern that both you and Chairman Shelby have raised.



86

Senator FAIRCLOTH. It just seems to me to be such a simple solu-
tion to a major problem. Again, | make clear that the trucking in-
dustry is a great one and their motto, “If you got it, a truck
brought it,” is the truth.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. | have been a part of that industry and
strongly supportive of it in every way. But the very idea of allowing
trucks to whip back and forth, some scab operator with no inspec-
tion, no brakes, and you would have to have a search warrant and
a week to find out whether it had been inspected or not is—I mean,
if he stopped at a way station, how long would it take them to find
out if it had ever been inspected? They couldn't do it.

I think this is a very simple answer to a problem that needs ad-
dressing.

Secretary SLATER. It is. Let me just say that the Senate has re-
sponded to our request for stronger laws in that regard, for a
stronger program, and the ability to levy stronger penalties. We ap-
preciate that. It is a part of our ISTEA reauthorization proposal.

Senator FAIRcLOTH. All right.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bennett.

YEAR 2000 PROBLEMS

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As my colleagues are discovering about me, | am becoming abso-
lutely obsessed with a particular topic. It is not going to go away.
It is going to get worse—that is, my obsession, at least.

The topic is the year 2000 problems. As chairman of the Sub-
committee on Technology and Financial Services in the Banking
Committee, | have pushed this to the limit that I can in terms of
our problems facing banking. | will have some rather pointed ques-
tions for Administrator Garvey with respect to the FAA. But |
would like to raise with you, Mr. Secretary, your responsibility for
the entire Department.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator BENNETT. The FAA obviously has the highest visibility
here. There are airlines which have already announced they will
not have airplanes in the air on New Year's Eve 1999. | tell people
the three places you do not want to be on New Year’'s Eve are on
an airplane, in an elevator, or in a hospital as those are the areas
where the processors are most likely to cause you serious problems.

But | have visited with the President’s czar on Y2K problems,
Mr. Koskinen—newly appointed as assistant to the President—and
assured him of my absolute support in everything he is doing, and
I was heartened by having him tell me that they are not going to
try to solve all the problems. Instead, they are putting the respon-
sibility for solving the problems on the heads of each Cabinet offi-
cer and each administrative agency head.

The possibility of the Coast Guard not functioning properly be-
cause of computer breakdowns connected with Y2K, the possibility
of your communications system worldwide not functioning, aside
from the FAA, the possibility of the computers you have built into
highways not functioning, the chaos that can come if our transpor-
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tation system shuts down can be extremely severe and must be, |
think, your highest priority.

So this is just a reminder of what you are going to hear and are
hearing, | am sure, from the President. | understand from Mr.
Koskinen that the President himself raised this issue at a Cabinet
meeting.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, he did.

Senator BENNETT. | have talked to the leader about it here in the
Senate, about the necessity of our beefing up our oversight activity
on behalf of the Senate. Something may be moving forward on that
fairly shortly.

I cannot think of anything more devastating than to have us get
to a year from now or a year and a half from now, in late 1999,
be faced with these kinds of breakdowns that are clearly coming,
and say, “Gee, why didn’t we think about this before?”

So at the risk of being the boy who cries wolf, in this case, there
are real wolves and they are all computer driven. We have to be
as serious as we possibly can.

So as | have said, |1 will reserve my questions on Y2K problems
with the FAA for Administrator Garvey and | know that she is in
the forefront of the most visible challenge you face in this area.

But | could not let the opportunity go by and not stress to you
the obvious concern that the Senate must have of your duties over
and above the FAA to see to it that the entire Department of
Transportation gets on a triage approach as quickly as possible.

Now triage | had explained to me by Maj. Charles Emerson Win-
chester on a late night rerun of “MASH.” | didn’t understand what
the medical term meant until one of those reruns. But it is this:
You do what is necessary to see that the patient survives and then
put him or her into a convalescent situation later and turn your at-
tention to the next patient that is in danger of dying, instead of
staying with this one patient all the way through. You do triage
to do what is necessary for survival.

The best estimates | have seen show that at least 15 percent of
the computers in America will not be Y2K-compliant by the year
2000 and at least 25 percent of the computers worldwide will not
be.

As Alan Greenspan told the Banking Committee, it is not an
issue of having a big problem. It is an issue of having a small prob-
lem that is interconnected to everything else and, therefore, turns
into a big problem very quickly.

Fifteen percent of our computers not working is a really scary
number to me. | would hope you would be prepared to respond to
questions on this later on, in writing, as we do our best to work
together.

This is not a partisan issue. This is not a legislative branch/exec-
utive branch issue. This, frankly, is a national/international issue
which, if we don't get a handle on it in terms of setting priorities,
will trigger a worldwide recession and in some parts of the world
a serious depression.

It is too late to solve the problem. We have to move into the
triage mode and say what are the mission-critical systems and
what do we do to keep those mission-critical systems up, and we'll
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worry about solving the whole problem after we have survived the
turn of the millennium and do the convalescence later on.

So | appreciate your being here and just wanted to underscore
that and give you an opportunity to respond.

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary SLATER. Senator, clearly, as you have noted, you will
have the opportunity to visit with Administrator Garvey about the
FAA, in particular, when she comes before you. But let me say that
she is in the forefront of helping us to deal with this issue in the
FAA.

I would also note that the Coast Guard has done a significant job
in this area as well and is working, along with others in the De-
partment, to actually reach out to our stakeholders, those with
\t/)vhorél we work in the private sector. This is occurring across the

oard.

So | use the two of them—Admiral Kramek, the Commandant,
?nd also Administrator Garvey—because they are here and will fol-
oW me.

Let me also say that just this week we had a DOT-wide discus-
sion on this very issue. We used our Monday morning staff meeting
to talk about it in great detail.

I can assure you that everyone within the Department who un-
derstands the issue understands that we have to redouble our ef-
fort and that we have to be vigilant in dealing with this concern.
It is a top priority.

The final point that | want to make is that it is interesting how
we talk about transportation, and we go into the discussion that it
is more than concrete, asphalt, and steel. It is more than cars,
planes, and trains.

In the past, it was only that, but now it is also the communica-
tion system—technology being added to this—that we have recog-
nized as transportation beyond the traditional sense. And that
gives us an understanding of how it is evolving as a system for the
future.

Your point is well taken. This Y2K issue really forces us to con-
centrate on how dependent our transportation system has become
as it relates to technology and communications.

I can assure you that this Department will shoulder its respon-
sibility in ensuring that we deal with the Y2K challenge and that
we deal with it effectively. And we look forward to working with
you and the Congress in doing that.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you.

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, we all have some written ques-
tions—Senator Domenici and | do, Senator Lautenberg, and others.
Does anybody else have any written questions for the record?

If n