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(1) 

IMPLEMENTING MAP–21: 
THE STATE AND LOCAL PERSPECTIVE 

THURSDAY, APRIL 25, 2013 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHWAYS AND TRANSIT, 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, 
Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Thomas E. Petri 
(Chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. PETRI. The subcommittee will come to order. Today’s hearing 
is the second in a series of oversight hearings on the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation’s implementation of the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act, better known as MAP–21. 

Signed into law by the President last July, MAP–21 authorizes 
the Federal highway, transit and highway safety programs through 
September 30, 2014. These programs are administered by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, in partnership with States, local-
ities, and public transit agencies. And while the Department of 
Transportation provides financial and technical assistance, these 
partners are responsible for carrying out these programs on a day- 
to-day basis. So today we will hear their perspective on Depart-
ment of Transportation’s implementation effort. 

Before we begin, let me briefly highlight some of the reforms that 
were included in MAP–21. We consolidated or eliminated more 
than 70 Federal programs. These changes allow for a greater focus 
on national transportation goals and priorities, while giving our 
partners greater flexibility to meet their transportation needs. 
States, localities, and transit agencies are now required to establish 
performance targets and incorporate them into their transportation 
plans and project selection. These performance targets will help 
focus limited Federal resources on projects that have the greatest 
benefits. It will also help ensure that American taxpayers get the 
most bang for their buck. 

Currently, it can take almost 14 years for a transportation 
project to be completed if Federal funding is involved. This is sim-
ply unacceptable. MAP–21 made major reforms and improvements 
to the project delivery process. Some of the reforms include allow-
ing Federal agencies to review projects concurrently, penalties for 
agencies that don’t meet project review deadlines, and expanded 
categorical exclusions for projects in the existing right-of-way or 
with limited Federal investment. By cutting the bureaucratic red- 
tape, we will realize the economic and safety benefits of these 
projects much sooner. 
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MAP–21 increased funding for the Transportation Infrastructure 
Finance and Innovation Act programs, or TIFIA, from $122 million 
a year to approximately $1 billion a year. This increase in funding, 
combined with a change in law to allow a TIFIA loan to account 
for 49 percent of a project’s cost, will allow the U.S. Department 
of Transportation to issue about $35 billion in loans over the next 
2 years. State governments, local governments, toll authorities, 
public transit agencies, and public-private partnerships are eligible 
to apply for these loans. 

Previously, transit agencies had to work through FEMA to re-
place equipment or rebuild their systems after a disaster. After 
Hurricane Katrina, transit agencies sought an emergency program 
similar to the Emergency Relief program run by the Federal High-
way Administration. MAP–21 created a new program that provides 
relief for public transportation systems that are affected by a nat-
ural disaster or a catastrophic failure. This program is already 
being utilized by the States and transit agencies impacted by Hur-
ricane Sandy. 

Congress also recognized that new highway safety challenges 
have emerged. MAP–21 requires the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration to implement a national priority safety pro-
gram that incentivizes States to pass and enforce laws that address 
important safety issues. The program focuses on impaired driving 
countermeasures, occupant protection, motorcycle safety, distracted 
driving, and graduated drivers licensing. These reforms are only 
part of the sweeping policy and programmatic changes made in 
MAP–21. 

Today’s hearing will allow representatives from State depart-
ments of transportation, State legislatures, transit operators, trans-
portation planning agencies, and local governments to provide their 
views on how MAP–21 is being implemented. And I look forward 
to hearing from our witnesses. 

But before that, I would turn the podium over to our senior lead-
er on the Democratic side, Mr. DeFazio, for any statement he 
might like to make. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I look 
forward to hearing the perspective of local and State jurisdictions 
regarding the Federal transportation policy. 

And though MAP–21, of course, is not fully implemented yet, we 
want to hear what is working, what isn’t working, what they are 
anticipating, but this is also part of an evolution during my entire 
tenure during the committee, as we have given more discretion to 
the States, we have attempted to streamline the environmental re-
strictions on projects, and I want to hear about all those things. 

But I am also going to be asking specifically for the witnesses to 
tell us what the impact of a 98-percent reduction in Federal aid to 
transit and highways will mean in fiscal year 2015. The Ryan 
budget assumes that we will go from $50 billion of expenditures to 
$100 million of expenditures. And I am going to ask each of you 
to discuss what a 98-percent reduction in Federal funding would 
mean to your jurisdiction. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. And I would ask unanimous consent that 
our witnesses’ full statements be included in the record. 

[No response.] 
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Mr. PETRI. And without objection, so ordered. And, as you know, 
when you do make remarks, we would invite you to do your best 
to summarize them in approximately 5 minutes. The full state-
ments are a part of the record. 

I now turn to our colleague, Jimmy Duncan, from Knoxville, Ten-
nessee, to introduce one of the witnesses. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I will follow 
the rules about limiting the opening statements to the chairman 
and ranking member. But, of course, I am very much interested in 
this subject, because I did chair this subcommittee during the last 
Congress, when MAP–21 was written, and so this is a very impor-
tant hearing. 

But I wanted to welcome one of my bosses, one of my constitu-
ents, and a neighbor, and a friend, Mr. Terry Bobrowski, who has 
been the executive director of the East Tennessee Development 
District since 2002. And he has had a lot of challenges that he has 
had to deal with because our little part of east Tennessee is one 
of the fastest-growing places in the country. And so I want to wel-
come him. And I look forward to hearing his testimony. He is one 
of the most respected citizens in our area, and I am pleased that 
you have allowed him to be on the panel here today representing 
his national association. Thank you very much. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. And he is joined by Mr. Michael P. Lewis, 
who is the director of the Rhode Island Department of Transpor-
tation, who is appearing on behalf of the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials; by the Honorable 
Bruce Starr, a State senator from Oregon on behalf of the National 
Conference of State Legislatures; Mr. Peter Varga, chief executive 
officer, Interurban Transit Partnership, which is known as The 
Rapid, on behalf of the American Public Transportation Associa-
tion; Mr. Richard Perrin, executive director of the Genesee Trans-
portation Council on behalf of the Association of Metropolitan Plan-
ning Organizations; Mr. Terry Bobrowski, executive director, East 
Tennessee Development District, on behalf of the National Associa-
tion of Development Organizations; and Mr. Edward D. Reiskin, 
who is the director of transportation, San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency. 

Welcome to all of you, and we—I guess I would like to invite Mr. 
Lewis to open things up. 
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TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL P. LEWIS, DIRECTOR, RHODE IS-
LAND DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, ON BEHALF OF 
THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY AND 
TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS; HON. BRUCE STARR, STATE 
SENATOR, OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, ON BEHALF OF 
THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES; 
PETER VARGA, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, INTERURBAN 
TRANSIT PARTNERSHIP (THE RAPID), ON BEHALF OF THE 
AMERICAN PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION; RICH-
ARD PERRIN, AICP, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, GENESEE 
TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL, ON BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIA-
TION OF METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS; 
TERRY BOBROWSKI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, EAST TEN-
NESSEE DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, ON BEHALF OF THE NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS; 
AND EDWARD D. REISKIN, DIRECTOR OF TRANSPORTATION, 
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

Mr. LEWIS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Chairman Petri, Rank-
ing Member DeFazio, and distinguished members of the sub-
committee, I am Mike Lewis, director of the Rhode Island Depart-
ment of Transportation, and president of the American Association 
of State Highway and Transportation Officials. Thank you for the 
opportunity on behalf of AASHTO and the State DOTs to share our 
views on MAP–21’s implementation. 

Before I start I must express our gratitude to all of you on the 
T&I committee for the role—your role last year in enacting a bipar-
tisan surface transportation bill with its transformative policy and 
program reforms. 

With regard to MAP–21 implementation, I will summarize three 
points for you. First, full implementation of MAP–21’s significant 
reforms will require sufficient time to be completed in a way that 
accurately reflects the direction envisioned by Congress. Therefore, 
we urge you to allow this implementation to take its course before 
contemplating major changes. In short, we need time to put the re-
forms in place and have them work as envisioned. 

Second, while it is early in MAP–21’s implementation, at this 
point we are pleased with the collaboration with the U.S. DOT. 
States, transit agencies, and local governments own, construct, 
maintain, operate, and manage the Nation’s highway and transit 
systems. Our unique collaboration with U.S. DOT as partners is 
absolutely essential in delivering a safe, economic, and environ-
mentally sound surface transportation system. 

Third, we are pleased with the progress being made in imple-
menting MAP–21, and are optimistic that the flexibilities delegated 
to the States, and the reforms envisioned by the drafters of MAP– 
21 will be appropriately reflected in future regulations and guid-
ance. As we support and applaud these reforms, we urge you to 
maintain these reforms in the next surface transportation reau-
thorization bill. 

And now we would like to elaborate on three of the key reforms 
of MAP–21: accelerated project delivery, performance measure-
ment, and freight. 

Obstacles in the environmental review and contracting processes 
have been a major contributor to project delay. We made progress 
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in accelerating project delivery with provisions in SAFETEA–LU. 
And much more progress will be made as a result of MAP–21’s re-
forms. These reforms will shave months off the simplest routine 
projects, and years off of major projects, without compromising en-
vironmental protection or opportunities for public participation. 
This will translate into real savings, savings in project costs, pro-
ductivity, and lives saved, while still preserving and enhancing the 
environment. 

We urge you to encourage U.S. DOT to give priority to imple-
menting MAP–21’s streamlining provisions in order to expedite the 
economic, social, and environmental benefits that will come from 
improving our transportation system. 

Performance measurement is another cornerstone of MAP–21’s 
policy reforms, which we fully support. State DOTs have a strong 
history of developing and using performance measures to report to 
the public, improve operations, and plan better projects. For the 
last decade, many State DOTs have implemented comprehensive 
and robust performance management systems to balance invest-
ment decisions against resource limitations. State leaders in per-
formance management, including Michigan, Missouri, and Wash-
ington State, have well-known performance management programs 
that have been producing proven results for many years, and have 
become role models for other States, like Rhode Island. 

As responsible owners, managers, and operators of the highway 
and transit system, State DOTs, with their transit agency and 
MPO partners, are ready, willing, and able to bring greater ac-
countability and transparency to the surface transportation pro-
grams. AASHTO urges U.S. DOT to focus on a set of meaningful 
and credible national performance measures to be implemented 
through an iterative process that allows time for experimentation 
and innovation without the unintended consequences of penalties. 

MAP–21’s focus on freight is significant. Transportation is an es-
sential link to the economy, and the fundamental role of the Fed-
eral Government is no clearer than in the need for efficient and ef-
fective freight movement that improves interstate commerce. We 
applaud your recognition of that fact, and further commend Chair-
man Shuster for establishing the special Panel on 21st-Century 
Freight Transportation to examine the current state of our freight 
system and how freight transportation can strengthen our Nation’s 
economy. 

MAP–21’s freight provisions begin to put in place the central 
components to more systematically and effectively address freight 
transportation needs. As owners and operators of the highway sys-
tem over which 70 percent of the domestic freight tonnage travels, 
State DOTs understand the economic imperative of addressing 
freight transportation. AASHTO urges the U.S. DOT to extend this 
collaboration to include State DOT representation on the National 
Freight Advisory Committee. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I must end by commending this com-
mittee for its leadership and commitment to consider the long-term 
sustainability of the Highway Trust Fund. The reforms to the Fed-
eral Surface Transportation Program provided in MAP–21 will take 
years to implement, and they will be for naught if Congress does 
not address the long-term stability of the Federal surface transpor-
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tation program. We stand ready to support you in your efforts to 
address this fundamental challenge. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for this 
opportunity to testify. I look forward to answering any questions 
you may have. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. 
Senator Starr? 
Mr. STARR. Chairman Petri, Ranking Member DeFazio, and dis-

tinguished members of the subcommittee, I am Bruce Starr, presi-
dent-elect of the National Conference of State Legislatures, and a 
member of the Oregon Senate. I am here today on behalf of NCSL, 
a bipartisan organization representing the 50 State legislatures, 
and the legislatures of our Nation’s commonwealths, territories, 
possessions, and the District of Columbia. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify on the implementation of MAP–21, and thank you, 
Mr. Chairman, for your leadership on this issue. 

I would also like to applaud Congress for its approval of MAP– 
21, which put an end to the numerous short-term extensions and 
uncertainty regarding the availability of funding for surface trans-
portation. Let me begin by saying that NCSL supports the continu-
ation and preservation of the Federal aid surface transportation 
program that directs spending to national priorities while allowing 
for State and insular area flexibility in local and regional vari-
ations. NCSL maintains its strong support for infrastructure pro-
grams and will continue to work to ensure that all funding and fi-
nancial options remain available to States to continue to economic 
benefits that infrastructure programs provide. 

To illustrate how State legislatures currently view the implemen-
tation of MAP–21, my testimony today will focus on a few key 
areas including the development of Federal performance measures, 
program consolidation, and the expansion of the Transportation In-
frastructure Financing and Innovation Act, commonly referred to 
as TIFIA. 

In addition to my written testimony—in addition, my written tes-
timony addresses project streamlining, the new safety incentive 
grants, and the NCSL’s engaging with U.S. DOT as it relates to the 
implementation of MAP–21. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request 
that the copy of the NCSL’s ‘‘Surface Transportation Federalism 
Policy Directive’’ and NCSL’s ‘‘State-Federal Priorities for the 
113th Congress’’ be submitted for the record to accompany my tes-
timony. 

Mr. PETRI. Without objection, it is included as part of the record. 
[These documents immediately follow Mr. Starr’s prepared state-

ment.] 
Mr. STARR. Thank you. One of the largest transformations within 

MAP–21 was the shift to a more performance-based program to en-
sure that investments are correctly targeted, as well as to increase 
the accountability and transparency of these investments. NCSL 
encourages the Federal Government to establish a cooperative proc-
ess through which performance measures can be crafted. 

NCSL also urges the U.S. DOT to both recognize and build on 
the extensive work States have done in the area to avoid creating 
additional reporting mandates or implementing lowest common de-
nominator performance measures that run counter to good asset 
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management practices. I am proud to report that Oregon was rec-
ognized by the Pew Center as one of five States with a performance 
management system that received top marks in six areas. 

MAP–21 also featured a significant restructuring of the transpor-
tation programs into a smaller set of core programs with the inten-
tion that the new structure would provide States and other grant-
ees additional flexibility to deliver projects more efficiently. NCSL 
supports this enhanced flexibility in order to meet national goals, 
and urges its continuation in any reauthorization. Again, in my 
home State of Oregon we are mirroring these consolidations made 
in MAP–21 using the flexibility it provides to break down the pro-
grammatic silos and consolidate programs. These changes allow us 
to work with stakeholders, make it easier for users to acquire fund-
ing without having to submit multiple grant applications. 

One program in particular for MAP–21 that I would like to dis-
cuss is the TIFIA program. With the expansion of the TIFIA, 
States will be able to finance and complete major projects of na-
tional and regional significance. NCSL is very supportive of this 
kind of expansion of credit-based loan guarantee programs to 
incentivize private-sector investment. 

In Oregon, we are working with Washington State to seek a 
TIFIA loan of approximately $1 billion to construct the I–5 Colum-
bia River crossing project, a bi-state, multimodal megaproject that 
will address one of the worst bottlenecks in the Nation’s highway 
system. The favorable financing terms provided by TIFIA are ex-
pected to provide about $200 million more than if the State were 
to bond toll revenues, making the project more financially feasible. 

Finally, I would like to address—quickly address—what I believe 
to be the largest issue facing the States and our Nation: How 
MAP–21, which expires in less than a year-and-a-half, can help lay 
the foundation for the next long-term surface transportation bill. 
NCSL believes that the next reauthorization should provide for a 
more sustainable, long-term funding mechanism for surface trans-
portation. As State legislatures have the responsibility for State 
budgets, policy planning, and oversight activities, we stand ready 
to work with Congress and this subcommittee as it develops the 
successor to MAP–21. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this opportunity to testify before 
the subcommittee. I look forward to the questions from members 
of the committee. Thank you. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. 
Mr. Varga? 
Mr. VARGA. Thank you. Chairman Petri, Ranking Member 

DeFazio, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the op-
portunity to testify today on implementation of MAP–21. I am 
Peter Varga, chief executive officer of The Rapid, the public trans-
portation agency that serves riders in and around Grand Rapids, 
Michigan. 

Today I testify on behalf of public transportation systems across 
the country, as I am also the vice chair of the American Public 
Transportation Association, or APTA. It is an honor to testify be-
fore this committee, and I commend you for soliciting industry 
input on how the new law is being implemented. 
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While we recognize the enormous task facing the Department of 
Transportation in implementing the major changes made in this 2- 
year bill, we ask the FTA to resist a one-size-fits-all approach, and 
to ensure that new requirements on transit agencies are scalable 
on agency size, resources, and operational complexity. 

There is much to laud in the Department’s MAP–21 outreach 
and implementation efforts to date. The FTA wisely included exten-
sive early guidance in its fiscal year 2013 apportionment notice. 
FTA staff have held webinars and listening sessions, and conducted 
several online national dialogues on major MAP–21 provisions. The 
FTA has actively participated in many of APTA’s recent meetings 
to share information and solicit input from the industry. 

Moving forward, we strongly urge DOT to follow all public notice 
and comment procedures for rulemakings and guidance, so all 
stakeholders have an opportunity to be heard. 

Federal Safety Authority. MAP–21 grants the FTA significant 
new safety authority, directing the agency to create a national safe-
ty plan and minimum safety performance standards for public 
transportation systems. The Department has established the 
TRACS committee to advise in this effort. APTA members remain 
concerned that industry engagement in this expansive new over-
sight program beyond the participants in TRACS has been limited. 

APTA, through an historic partnership with the FTA, has led ef-
forts to develop consensus-based industry operating and equipment 
safety standards, and has administered both rail and bus safety 
management audits for many years. FTA should not abandon this 
partnership or the progress made in this effort, and should make 
full use of APTA’s expertise. 

Transit asset management, state of good repair. Increasing the 
reliability and performance of our transit systems is one of APTA’s 
most fundamental goals. FTA must encourage common asset man-
agement principles, flexible enough to accommodate a broad range 
of transit asset management plans, from sophisticated practices al-
ready functioning well at some agencies, to more general ap-
proaches suitable for smaller systems just forming their plans. 

Underpinning any asset management plan is the ultimate goal of 
bringing assets into a state of good repair. We commend FTA for 
recognizing that transit systems continue to be safe, while working 
to bring their assets into a state of good repair. We are encouraged 
by FTA outreach via informal listening sessions and online na-
tional dialogues on these topics. Yet we still await critical 
rulemakings and guidance on transit asset management plans, the 
definition of state of good repair and performance-based planning. 

Capital investment grant program—New Starts. Building on a 
rulemaking underway when MAP–21 was enacted, the FTA has al-
ready revised the New Starts program to reflect some of the law’s 
changes, including simplifying the project development process and 
revising rating and evaluation criteria. While moving quickly on 
these revisions, the FTA sought significant public input, including 
hosting a New Starts listening session at APTA’s annual meeting 
last October. 

We strongly support FTA’s move toward simplified measures. 
However, we are concerned that some of the approaches for evalu-
ating projects did not adequately account for the substantial dif-
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ferences among the wide breadth of projects seeking grants, par-
ticularly the difference between Small Starts and larger projects. 

Environmental streamlining. We applaud FTA’s continuing ef-
forts to reform the NEPA process for transit and highway projects. 
Streamlining project approval and delivery will accelerate projects, 
reduce regulatory burdens and costs, all without compromising nec-
essary environmental safeguards. 

In conclusion, we commend the FTA for revamping its triennial 
review program. The agency has developed a more targeted review 
strategy, focused on preventing problems before they occur. We are 
encouraged by this new streamlined approach. MAP–21 includes 
numerous important reforms long sought by the transit industry 
and we are eager to see them fully implemented. 

A healthy opportunity for public involvement in implementing 
these changes will produce stronger rules that could be imple-
mented more effectively. These changes take place in an environ-
ment of constrained funding, so we ask that the FTA provide dis-
cretion to transit agencies as they work to expand service to meet 
ever-growing ridership demands to modernize our aging systems 
and to sustain public transportation’s enviable safety record. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I would be 
pleased to answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. 
Mr. Perrin? 
Mr. PERRIN. Chairman Petri, Ranking Member DeFazio, and dis-

tinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to provide input on the implementation of MAP–21 on behalf 
of the Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations, AMPO. 
My name is Richard Perrin, I am the executive director of the Gen-
esee Transportation Council, the MPO for the Genesee Finger 
Lakes region, which includes Rochester, New York. And I currently 
serve as the vice president of AMPO. 

AMPO serves the needs and interests of the approximately 400 
MPOs that currently exist, nationwide. More than 85 percent of 
Americans live in metropolitan areas, and these regions drive the 
Nation’s economy and compete head-to-head with economies across 
the globe. 

While the implementation of many of the elements contained in 
MAP–21 is being advanced through the required rulemaking proc-
esses, one of the primary reforms has already taken place: the re-
structuring of core highway formula programs. As you are aware, 
MAP–21 places an increased emphasis on the National Highway 
System. The fiscal year 2013 Federal Aid Highway Program appor-
tionments, the first to be made under MAP–21, increased the 
amount of required Federal investment on the National Highway 
System by 50 percent from the previous year. National Highway 
System facilities carry approximately 50 percent of vehicle miles 
traveled. Clearly, their importance is recognized by the agencies 
that own, maintain, and operate them. 

In 2011, only 5 percent of bridges on the National Highway Sys-
tem were classified as structurally deficient, compared to 13 per-
cent of bridges carrying non-National Highway System facilities. 
Given that the level of funding to the Federal Aid Highway Pro-
gram has remained flat, there should be a mechanism for metro-
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politan areas to be able to make a direct request to FHWA for a 
streamlined transfer of National Highway Performance Program 
funds to other programs, namely the Surface Transportation Pro-
gram, provided that the requirements for the interstate system and 
National Highway System bridges have been met and can be main-
tained in the metropolitan area of the MPO making the request. 

While there is a clear national interest in a well-maintained, 
highly functional National Highway System, there is also a clear 
national interest in ensuring that limited Federal transportation 
funds can be invested where needed, regardless of mode or owner-
ship of infrastructure. Even a flawless National Highway System 
can only see its benefit maximized if persons and freight can make 
their way to it via the roads and bridges that connect to it, many 
of which are owned by local governments. 

The transition to performance and outcome-based planning and 
programming is probably the single most needed change that 
MAP–21 delivers. The increase in accountability and transparency 
provided by the reporting of system performance, coupled with re-
quirements to make progress towards associated goals, should im-
prove the level of trust among the public and businesses that the 
revenue they provide is being put to the highest and best use. 

Further, effectively communicating both achievements and addi-
tional needs may allow for a more constructive public discourse on 
additional funding for transportation. 

Most importantly, meeting the performance management re-
quirements of MAP–21 will be dependent on MPOs and other agen-
cies being able to conduct these processes in a cost-effective man-
ner. With that said, a Federal approach to setting performance tar-
gets must not be prescriptive. AMPO recommends that the meas-
ures and targets not be overly rigid, but instead allow for selection 
in a manner that is responsive to statewide and regional priorities. 
Certain measures and targets are not in the purview of MPOs. The 
final rule on this matter should clearly define how agencies, meas-
ures, and targets should be integrated into the metropolitan plan-
ning process. 

In terms of freight, the competitiveness of American manufactur-
ers, including agricultural operations, is dependent on a safe, reli-
able, and efficient network for moving goods at all stages of produc-
tion. AMPO supports the designation of a national freight network 
and the associated goals Congress included in MAP–21. This will 
facilitate a national investment strategy in multimodal facilities 
critical to transnational and interregional movement of freight. 

AMPO appreciates the transit community’s concerns on the need 
for greater coordination between all modes, and AMPO agrees that 
MPOs should take into account the views of public transportation 
providers in planning and project selection decisions. 

The relevant provisions of MAP–21 were written broadly to allow 
for maximum flexibility and implementation. We request that U.S. 
DOT maintain the same intent when promulgating regulations or 
guidance. This is crucial to ensuring that unintended consequences 
which could reduce the quality of transit representation that exists 
today are avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 

In conclusion, we are all in this together. The impacts, positive 
and negative, of transportation do not begin nor end at the bound-
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aries of metropolitan and rural areas or States. MPOs, Federal 
agencies, State departments of transportation, public transpor-
tation operators, regional transportation planning organizations, 
and private freight-related interests have a shared responsibility to 
the public and each other to work cooperatively in the interests of 
this great Nation under the direction provided by Congress. MPOs 
stand ready to go above and beyond to ensure the continued eco-
nomic and social vitality of all areas. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on the 
vital work undertaken by this subcommittee. Thank you. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. 
Mr. Bobrowski? 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. Thank you, Chairman Petri, Ranking Member 

DeFazio, and members of the subcommittee, for the opportunity to 
comment on the implementation of Moving Ahead for Progress in 
the 21st Century, or MAP–21. I would also like to recognize Con-
gressman Duncan, from my home State of Tennessee, and thank 
him for his kind words. My name is Terry Bobrowski, I am the ex-
ecutive director of the East Tennessee Development District, 
headquartered in Aloca, Tennessee. The East Tennessee Develop-
ment District is a voluntary association of municipal and county 
governments that are located in the Mideast region of Tennessee. 

I also serve as the treasurer of the National Association of Devel-
opment Organizations, NADO. NADO’s 520 public-based regional 
development organizations promote regional strategies, partner-
ships, and solutions to strengthen the economic competitiveness 
and quality of life across America’s local communities. NADO mem-
bers worked closely with this committee during the formulation of 
MAP–21. As the subcommittee continues to monitor the implemen-
tation of MAP–21, NADO would like to highlight the following 
three issues. 

First, Mr. Chairman, NADO is very pleased that MAP–21, for 
the first time, provides Federal recognition of rural transportation 
planning organizations for areas outside the boundaries of metro-
politan planning organizations. Under MAP–21, States may estab-
lish and designate RTPOs to participate in the development and 
implementation of statewide, long-range transportation plans, 
along with the State transportation improvement program. Cur-
rently, 30 States have established some type of RTPO. 

As MAP–21 is implemented, NADO recommends that U.S. DOT 
not prescribe a single approach regarding the structure and duties 
of RTPOs, and instead provide flexibility so that the existing na-
tional network of regional transportation planning agencies does 
not have to undergo a complicated restructuring process. 

The formal involvement of rural and nonmetropolitan local offi-
cials in the transportation process provides a vital link to local eco-
nomic and land-development planning. MAP–21 requires States to 
develop a consultative process with nonmetropolitan local officials 
that is separate and discreet from the public involvement process. 
MAP–21 also allows the secretary to comment on the nonmetropoli-
tan local official consultation process developed by the States. 
NADO members look forward to working with our State DOT part-
ners to implement these provisions and recommend the U.S. DOT 
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ensure the consultation process is both collaborative and meaning-
ful. 

A second issue NADO is closely watching during the implementa-
tion of MAP–21 relates to the use of performance measures, the 
changes in MAP–21 related to the development of national per-
formance measures goals and targets will transform the way in 
which transportation investment decisions are made in the future. 

While there are no specific roles for RTPOs and the performance 
measurement process established in MAP–21, RTPOs could be val-
uable partners with State DOTs in the development of statewide 
performance targets. In many States, rural and nonmetropolitan 
planning organizations already have been a part of this process. 

NADO is monitoring the new performance measurement process 
established through MAP–21, and the extent to which RTPOs are 
called upon to assist with the development of statewide perform-
ance targets. 

And finally, a third issue we would like to highlight relates to 
the implementation of the freight provisions of MAP–21. MAP–21 
requires the Secretary to consult with State DOTs and other public 
and private stakeholders in the development of the National 
Freight Strategic Plan. NADO recommends U.S. DOT ensure the 
participation and input of rural and nonmetropolitan local officials 
when developing the National Freight Strategic Plan. 

In addition, MAP–21 requires the Secretary to identify a primary 
freight network and critical rural freight corridors. MAP–21 limits 
the national freight network to no more than 30,000 center-line 
miles. It is possible that this mileage limitation may prevent the 
inclusion of important urban and rural roads as part of the net-
work. Therefore, NADO would ask the committee to examine the 
limitation of 30,000 center-line miles in order to determine if the 
number of network miles should be expanded to adequately ad-
dress all of the critical metropolitan and nonmetropolitan freight 
routes. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we support efforts to strengthen the 
coordination of Federal surface transportation investments and 
plans more closely, with regional, local community, and economic 
development strategies, with a special emphasis on the utilization 
of the RTPO model. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, for the opportunity to appear before you today. I would 
be pleased to answer any questions. 

Mr. PETRI. And thank you. 
Mr. Reiskin? 
Mr. REISKIN. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member 

DeFazio, members of the subcommittee. Thank you again for the 
opportunity to provide the local perspective on MAP–21. There are 
goals that MAP–21 embodies, in terms of enhanced safety, 
strengthening infrastructure, and streamlining programs that we 
share at the local level. My name is Ed Reiskin, I am the director 
of transportation in San Francisco. I also serve as the vice presi-
dent of the National Association of City Transportation Officials, 
which is a coalition of cities working together to strengthen trans-
portation in our cities and metropolitan areas. 
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The cities and metropolitan areas of this country are a big part 
of what drives the national economy. And, therefore, it is important 
for us to be able to have people access jobs and have mobility, and, 
therefore, have strong transportation systems. 

My agency, the San Francisco MTA, is a somewhat unique, inte-
grated transportation agency. We serve as the city’s transportation 
department, the main transit provider, and the regulator of the 
taxi system. So that integration of functions, of transportation 
functions, allows us to serve what is the most densely populated 
city west of the Mississippi, or in the western part of the United 
States, in ways that allow people to get around the city on transit, 
on bikes, on their feet, in taxis, and car-share vehicles, and other 
alternative forms of transportation to keep our streets relatively 
free of congestion and our air relatively free of pollution. 

We operate MUNI, which is the seventh largest transit system 
in the country, with—carrying more than 200 million people each 
year, and we maintain all the other transportation assets in the 
city, which include more than 1,000 transit vehicles, more than 
1,200 traffic signals, 28,000 parking meters, 40 off-street parking 
facilities. And I make the point of listing these assets to give a 
sense of what it takes to manage transportation in our cities. It 
takes a lot of assets, transportation assets, to keep a city moving. 
Keeping a city moving is core to driving the economy of our cities 
and our metropolitan areas. And it takes investments to keep these 
systems strong and healthy. 

The local governments have stepped up in investing in these 
transportation assets. A number of California counties, including 
San Francisco, have enacted sales taxes dedicated to transpor-
tation. There are other dedicated revenues the local governments 
and local residents are providing, which not only support transpor-
tation in our cities, but help match the Federal funds that come 
through programs funded by MAP–21. So it is a good local partner-
ship, local and Federal partnership. 

We applaud the leadership of Congress and the administration in 
bringing forward the bipartisan MAP–21. The focuses on state of 
good repair, performance management, and safety are, we think, 
very important to the Nation’s transportation system. State of good 
repair is a significant challenge nationally and in San Francisco. At 
a national level, the mass transit account funds a level of state of 
good repair that is significantly less than the need requires. 

Down at the local level we have a similar situation. We need 
about $500 million a year in San Francisco to bring all of our as-
sets into a state of good repair and maintain them as such. We 
have less than half of that in our capital budget, less than $250 
million. And it is about $75 million that we get annually from the 
Federal formulas. 

We are—as I mentioned, we have a sales tax. We are issuing rev-
enue bonds and securing other grants to help fill the gap. But what 
we can do at the local level will not be adequate to meet all of the 
needs. 

MAP–21 does provide, I think, a great framework for us, going 
forward, over the next number of years. The capital investment 
program, New Starts, the fact that it has been streamlined is excel-
lent. We have recently received a full-funding grant agreement so 
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we participated under the old process, so I can speak for the fact 
that a streamlined process will be much welcomed. But the funding 
for New Starts and the core capacity, with their general fund 
source and the impacts of things such as sequestration, make it 
challenging to plan for and deliver capital projects. 

I will end by saying that investing in infrastructure, transpor-
tation infrastructure, has dual benefits. Immediately it creates jobs 
that will help bring the country out of the economic recession and, 
in the long term, the transportation infrastructure is really key to 
the economy of the Nation. So the city and county of San Francisco, 
NACTO cities, and transit agencies across the country look forward 
to working with this subcommittee and Congress and the adminis-
tration to bring forward adequate and sustainable funding for 
transportation. And I thank you very much for the opportunity, 
and look forward to answering any questions. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Thank you all. And thank the folks at 
your associations, those who worked on your statements, and we 
appreciate the specificity, in many cases, of your remarks and help-
ful nature of the comments you have made. 

I have a question for the entire panel, and I think, as you are 
quite familiar with the program and how it is structured and all, 
you know that we need to do a major long-term reauthorization, 
which is certainly our goal and is what we need, as a country, to 
have an efficient, adequate framework for marshaling resources for 
investment and maintaining our transportation infrastructure, and 
currently the trust fund is projected to only cover roughly 60 per-
cent of the program, if it were maintained at the current level. 

Do you or your organizations have any suggestions as to how we 
address that problem? The chairman said all options are on the 
table. We have been getting advice from trucking organizations and 
from National Chamber of Commerce, and other user-fee States are 
beginning to wrestle with this because it is a problem, it is a Fed-
eral-State partnership. And I don’t think we can avoid this issue 
if we are really going to deal with a serious reauthorization. 

Have any of your organizations taken any positions, or do you or 
your organizations have any suggestions as to where we should 
look or what we should do about solving this problem? 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, Mike Lewis from AASHTO. 
I think that is the issue of the day, and I think we at AASHTO 

and across the States want to work with the committee and our 
partners in transportation to come up with possible solutions to 
this challenge. We know it is not easy, we know there are a lot of 
other demands placed on you and on the country. 

We do feel, however—and I think all of us feel—how important 
the transportation infrastructure is to the economic health of the 
country. And there are a finite number of options for addressing 
the revenue needs. 

We also all recognize that we continue to need to be as efficient 
as we can with the resources that we have. And we recognize it is 
not just a Federal issue, it is a State and local issue, as well. And 
I think the solution is going to come from a combination of all of 
those factors. But we stand ready to work with you, work with the 
committee on developing options for the future. 
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Mr. STARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Happy to address that 
question. In previous policy, we had supported an increase in the 
Federal fuel tax. In our existing policy today, we don’t specifically 
identify a funding source. It is clear, though, that the options avail-
able are limited. And your partners at the State level, State legisla-
tive level, will partner with you and work with you to address 
these issues. 

I would just comment that State legislatures across the country 
are addressing this issue, head on. We have legislators that are in-
creasing their State fuel tax to address the issue. We have legisla-
tors that are going toward a sales tax on fuel as a source of fund-
ing. 

And I would also just like to highlight some of the things that 
we are doing in Oregon to address this in the long term. We have 
undertaken two pilot programs studying the road user tax, or road 
user charge, to charge folks based on how many miles they would 
drive, as opposed to how much gasoline they might buy. I believe 
that, potentially, that is an option that other States might pursue. 
It might be an option that this committee might consider studying. 

I would ask, as well, that the Congress work with the States in 
providing dollars so that States can investigate and contest some 
of these new options. You have State legislators who are willing to 
take risks, who are responsible for the infrastructure in their 
States, and I think stand ready to work together cooperatively to 
address this issue. It is the number one issue that we need to ad-
dress in transportation, long-term funding. 

Mr. VARGA. Chairman Petri, you know it is really all about mo-
bility. All transportation modes are about mobility, moving people, 
goods, everywhere. So we are concerned that the funds are dimin-
ishing. 

I am from Michigan. The State legislature is debating various 
issues on how to move their agenda forward because of the short-
fall of funds in the State. I think it is going to be comparable at 
the Federal level. There are many items that are going to be put 
on the table. And what I would encourage is that all of our part-
ners in transportation work with the committee to investigate all 
possible options so we come up with the best possible solution. Al-
though we don’t have any significant main priorities right now, the 
issue is to have a short-term and a long-term view as to how we 
will raise the money. 

We know what the short-term possibilities are, you know, with 
gas tax and all that. But I think long term, we are going to have 
to look at all kinds of different options in terms of dealing with the 
mobility solution. We stand ready to work on all of the transpor-
tation problems to solve all of the mobility needs that we are en-
gaged in. 

Mr. PERRIN. Mr. Chairman, I think I would echo some of the 
other individuals at the table in saying that this is obviously the 
single largest issue that we need to address. But I think there is 
a bit more to this than just going out and saying, ‘‘We need more 
funds.’’ 

When I give presentations, I show a picture of a Starbucks cup 
of coffee, and I say—you know, it’s the largest one, and I say, ‘‘This 
is—this costs about $2.35. This is the average motorist’s weekly 
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contribution to the Highway Trust Fund.’’ I then take that picture 
and turn it into an iPad, and I say, ‘‘Nobody needed iPads until 
Apple told them they did.’’ We have needed roads and bridges for 
hundreds of years, centuries. Our problem is that we don’t sell our 
product well enough. We have a great product. We move people 
and goods to jobs, to day care, to education. It is absolutely impera-
tive and critical, what we do. This is the largest issue that we have 
to address. 

Both of the commissions that came out of SAFETEA–LU said the 
same thing. In the immediate term, an increase in the gas tax is 
something that has got to be fully considered. We agree with Chair-
man Shuster; all options have to be on the table. 

But ultimately, we are not going to have a complementary en-
ergy and transportation policy if we are saying, ‘‘Drive more fuel- 
efficient vehicles, reduce our dependence on foreign oil,’’ yet that is 
going to be our primary source for funding Federal transportation 
investments. So it is not a simple question, it is a difficult task that 
this committee and Congress are charged with. It is times like 
these I am glad I am on this side of the table. 

But, ultimately, AMPO is here, we are ready to discuss these 
issues, provide our input. It is not just about what is happening in 
50 States and the District and some territories. It is about indi-
vidual metropolitan areas. It will only work if people see a result 
and see a positive benefit for what their funds, their hard-earned 
funds, are going to. And at the same time that they are tightening 
their belts, we have to tighten ours. And I think that is why these 
performance management requirements of MAP–21 are so abso-
lutely critical. 

Again, as I said, we can discuss achievements, but we can also 
discuss additional needs on what we could be able to effectively 
purchase with their dollars if we invest them as wisely as possible 
and had some additional funds to work with. 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I can tell you in the State of 
Tennessee, we have a backlog of about $10 billion worth of trans-
portation projects. And our effective annual budget to deal with 
those problems is about $500 million. So everybody can do the 
math. Obviously, there is just not enough money to really deal with 
the projects that we have got, not to mention that we cannot add 
any new projects to that list because it is simply ridiculous to add 
a new project to a list that is already vastly underfunded. 

As vehicle miles traveled goes down in our State, and we are de-
pendent on the gas tax for our primary source of revenue, the situ-
ation is going to be exacerbated over time. 

So, we are doing all that we can, and I am speaking for our Ten-
nessee Department of Transportation. We don’t, at the develop-
ment district, have anything to do with fiscal policy. But we have 
inside knowledge about what is going on down there. So it really 
is getting to a critical point in Tennessee, as it is in other areas. 

Mr. REISKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would concur with the other panel-
ists. I think if we are going to have a strong transportation system 
that is suitable to the needs of the American economy, we need to 
resource it adequately. 

I concur also that we really need all options to be on the table. 
The Bay Area’s metropolitan planning organization, the MTC, re-
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cently made a recommendation for a percentage-based fuel tax. 
And I believe they included a recommendation for floors and caps, 
such that when revenues were strong, excess revenues would flow 
to the general fund. And when they were below the floor, that the 
general fund would subsidize. So more of a two-way street between 
the trust fund and the general fund. 

I also think that the usage-based fees, such as Oregon is looking 
at, has a much stronger policy basis to support it. And I concur 
with the idea of supporting States and metropolitan areas and local 
jurisdictions and experimenting with different ways to better tie 
usage to the funding of the transportation system. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. DeFazio. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Perrin, actually, 

you know, one point you made was very good, which is not only 
haven’t we increased the gas tax, but as cars become more efficient, 
and vehicle miles traveled can actually go up, impact on the system 
goes up, but revenues go down. That is why I propose that we 
should index the existing gas tax to both fleet fuel economy average 
and a construction cost inflation, and then project those revenues, 
issue bonds, and backfill the trust fund. 

I mean the bottom line is if we adopted the Chamber of Com-
merce position, and raised the gas tax a nickel, that wouldn’t solve 
the problem in 2015. That would mean that instead of going to 
$100 million Federal investment in our highways and bridges, we 
would be somewhere around $8 million or $9 million. But that is 
still dramatic—so we need something more immediate to heal the 
trust fund. 

I would just like—I mean I think the Ryan budget reflects re-
ality, which is the fact that if we don’t do something, if Congress 
doesn’t do something, in 2015 Federal investment in highways, 
roads, bridges, goes from $40.3 billion to $100 million. That is a na-
tional number, $100 million. 

Senator Starr, if we shared that under the formula in Oregon, we 
would get $1.23 million from the Federal Government. This year 
we are getting $483 million. What kind of impact would that have 
on our programs, a reduction of $481 or $482 million? Think you 
could make that up real easily? 

Mr. STARR. Yes. Mr. Chair, Congressman DeFazio, as you know, 
that would put a huge dent in our construction process. There is 
no doubt—— 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Or maybe a giant hole. 
Mr. STARR. Yes, exactly. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Right. And then transit, you know, on the transit 

side, we are looking at going to only a reduction from $9.6 billion 
to $1 billion. So that would only be, you know, about 90 percent, 
80-some-odd percent reduction. How would that impact transit op-
erators? 

Mr. VARGA. Chairman DeFazio, I mean, it would cripple us slow-
ly over the future. Our transit system is in a state of extremely 
good repair. We will be in total disrepair. We won’t be able to meet 
the objectives of the folks that support us with property tax reve-
nues and other revenues. And it is unconscionable because we will 
have the funds to operate services, but we are not going to be able 
to provide them. And I think that has—you know, you have to look 
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at how you are going to address all these mobility needs over time 
without crippling the agencies who are trying to make it work. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. And San Francisco? 
Mr. REISKIN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. In San Francisco, more than 30 

percent of the trips taken each day are on transit. And a significant 
portion of the capital support for transit comes from the Federal 
Government. So with cuts at the levels that you had suggested we 
would not be able to maintain our systems in a state of good repair. 
We would not be able to safely operate them. And, therefore, we 
wouldn’t be able to move those 30-plus percent of the people. 

So it would really have a crippling effect on our economy, and 
would really significantly change the quality of life in our city and 
in our region. We are very transit-dependent, we are very densely 
populated. And there is no way that we could safely operate our 
systems and attract people to them with funding levels such as 
those you suggested. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. All right. And, Mr. Lewis, I have an estimate from 
an outside group, we haven’t had a chance to vet it yet, but it said 
if Rhode Island wanted to make up the deficit of loss of Federal 
funds, they would have to raise both the gas and diesel tax by $.25 
a gallon. Do you think that is a viable option for you? 

Mr. LEWIS. The other alternative might be to join Massachusetts 
or Connecticut and, you know, eliminate the State borders. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. LEWIS. For a small State like Rhode Island, and some of the 

rural Western States, the economy is such that it just doesn’t have 
the economic base to produce enough funding to replace the reli-
ance on the Federal program. And, we are taking steps locally to 
prepare for change, and to bring more to the table locally, but we 
could never fill the loss that would come from the Federal program. 

Our construction program would virtually screech to a halt. And, 
in the Northeast we have some of the worst bridge condition in the 
country, due to its age, due to the climate, and due to investment. 

So, it would be devastating. And I think that is true at different 
levels all across the country. Forty percent, on average, of the high-
way programs is dependent upon the Federal Highway Trust Fund 
across the country. So this would be, as you said, an enormous hole 
in the program. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. OK, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
I would just ask that each of you who represent organizations 

take back my idea, look at it—if you got other ideas—but you 
know, looking at the indexation and bonding approach to take care 
of both immediate and some longer term problems. Wouldn’t solve 
everything, and I agree with those who say at some point we are 
going to have to move toward vehicle miles traveled. 

But Oregon is now doing a more representative sample or experi-
ment or pilot. The first one, as I say to people—people say, ‘‘Well, 
it worked pretty well, didn’t it?’’ 

I say, ‘‘Well, that was Earl Blumenauer’s district, and the people 
who live there are happy to have the Government know where they 
are every moment of the day at all times. And a lot of people in 
my district, not so much.’’ So we have some issues to work out yet 
on vehicle miles traveled. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Duncan. 
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Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Yesterday, at the tail— 
at the end of a hearing that I chaired, I said I think that our three 
biggest challenges on transportation projects overall are—number 
one, of course, is funding that most of you have mentioned. 

Number two is this great need to speed up the projects. Two of 
the most recent Federal highway studies have said that the aver-
age highway projects take—one study said 13 years, one said 15 
years from conception to completion. Obviously, if we could cut that 
in half, we could do a lot more with less, or double the number of 
projects. 

And, number three, how do we balance our limited resources? 
Because you have got many big cities that—especially in the North-
east and Midwest that are losing population. You have to—have 
aging infrastructures, and they need help. You have got fast-grow-
ing areas like my home area and a lot of places in the Southeast 
that, because of their rapid growth, they need a lot of help. And 
also the—a lot of the small towns and rural areas can’t be left out 
because they—some of them are economically depressed and need 
help and have a lot of needs also. 

But I am—Mr. Lewis, this is my 25th year on this committee, 
and we have been talking about environmental streamlining all 
through those years. I think we went further in MAP–21 than we 
have ever done before by saying that a lot of these Federal agencies 
had to do studies concurrently, and we put limits with fines and 
so forth. Do you see progress being made from these Federal agen-
cies? And do you have hope that we will see more progress than 
we have seen in the past? 

Mr. LEWIS. Congressman, I absolutely do see progress, and I ab-
solutely do have hope that we will be able to streamline the project 
delivery process and timelines. I think working very closely with 
Administrator Victor Mendez of the Federal Highway Administra-
tion and his program of Every Day Counts really speaks to the em-
phasis that U.S. DOT, and the Federal Highway Administration, in 
particular, are putting on streamlining the project delivery process. 

We in Rhode Island just went through a recent environmental re- 
evaluation. And the responsiveness of the Federal Highway Admin-
istration to the time commitment was exemplary. Just this week 
we have got a revised record decision on a process that, in my past 
life, might have taken years to produce. So I think we, at the State 
level, at AASHTO, absolutely see this as a critical step forward. We 
see that the U.S. DOT is committed to helping us with that. And 
I have a very positive outlook that we are going to make real 
progress. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Well, good. I remember when I chaired the Avia-
tion Subcommittee, the Atlanta Airport testified that their newest 
runway, which is several years old now, took 14 years from concep-
tion to completion for a runway, and took 99 construction days that 
they did in thirty-three 24-hour days, they were so relieved to get 
all the approvals. 

Senator Starr, you mentioned your vehicle miles traveled. And I 
am very interested in that. Specifically, what have you done? How 
far along? Is it just being done in a few places, or—Congressman 
DeFazio mentioned the opposition from people in his district and 
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the supporting Congressman Blumenauer’s district. I would like to 
hear a little bit more about that. 

Mr. STARR. Very good. Thank you, Mr. Chair. The Road User Fee 
Task Force was created in 2001 through a bill that I introduced. 
I chaired that task force. That task force then put together our first 
pilot program, which Mr. DeFazio referenced, that mandated a par-
ticular device in vehicles. It was a test, it was a pilot. And ulti-
mately, it proved effective. 

We have gone since then to a different system, what we call an 
open system, where we—we have just accomplished another pilot 
that concluded at the end of January. And it was actually the—our 
second pilot included individuals from the State of Washington and 
individuals from the State of Nevada. And folks could choose from 
a menu of options of how they wanted to have their miles recorded. 
And from a very high-tech device that basically did identify where 
folks were driving and at what times to a very low-tech opportunity 
of paying a flat fee, where they didn’t have any technology nec-
essarily at all. That program is the one that ultimately, I think, is 
the future. 

We partnered with the private sector, rather than having Gov-
ernment mandate, or the State of Oregon mandate a particular 
technology. Ultimately, I believe that—— 

Mr. DUNCAN. You mean the low-tech one is the future? Is that 
the one most people chose? 

Mr. STARR. No, actually—— 
Mr. DUNCAN. Or they—— 
Mr. STARR. Actually, folks chose all across the board. 
Mr. DUNCAN. Oh. 
Mr. STARR. But the opportunity for us to partner with the private 

sector to divide—to develop the technology, where it is not Govern-
ment that is mandating a particular device. I see a future where, 
in the time of vehicles that have a significant amount of technology 
already included in the vehicle, you have individuals that are driv-
ing with smartphones in their car that is linked to the vehicle, 
where there is an opportunity for the private sector to collect the 
data that is necessary and actually collect and remit the fee, rather 
than creating a huge bureaucracy in Government, which is one of 
the challenges that we would face in this type of situation. 

Mr. DUNCAN. I am sorry, my time is up. Thank you. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Representative Johnson. 
Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. Thank you very much, and let me ex-

press my appreciation for the hearing and for the witnesses. I have 
been listening for the information we can use to fund these many 
infrastructure needs that we have. We hear a lot about the prob-
lems and not a lot about where we get the money. 

Also recently have seen the ads not to increase gas tax. So I 
would like each of you to comment more specifically on what you 
would suggest we do to find the funds to deal with the Nation’s in-
frastructure problems. 

Mr. LEWIS. Congressman Johnson, I think, as many of us men-
tioned, there is a finite list of options that have been raised by na-
tional commissions, State commissions, and blue-ribbon panels that 
have looked into the challenge of raising revenue sufficient to meet 
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the Nation’s needs in transportation. And the options range from 
the existing system, the gas and the diesel fuel tax—are there 
modifications to that, or are there increases to that that are viable? 

Long term, many of us have mentioned the potential of a true 
user-based fee that may be a vehicle miles traveled tax. There are 
other methods that I think that can be explored that could raise 
the necessary revenues. And it is a combination of revenues at the 
Federal, State, and local levels. I don’t think there is a one-size- 
fits-all solution. But we stand ready to work with you, work with 
the committee, and work with all of our partners to come up with 
a menu of options that is achievable and meets the objectives of 
raising the revenues that are needed. 

Mr. STARR. Thank you for the question, Congressman Johnson. 
In the short term, I don’t know how you get away from addressing 
the shortfall outside of the fuel tax. But in the long term you have 
to move—transition away from a tax that is based on the use of 
fuel to something else. And I believe it is a road user charge situa-
tion where folks that use the system pay for it. The user fee prin-
ciple, I think, is an important one. 

In the midterm, I would ask for a partnership between the Fed-
eral Government and the States to help support States’ testing 
pilot programs. 

Mr. VARGA. Representative Johnson, you know, I would like to 
start by saying that the public, the people, really understand the 
issues. Last year, 80 percent of transit tax measures locally in the 
United States were passed under difficult circumstances. So the 
question is, how do you bring something forward to the people so 
they understand that the problem has to be solved, and that you 
have worked out a solution? 

And I agree with Mr. Starr, you know, you have to start some-
where, but you eventually are going to have to figure out different 
options for paying for what is needed out there in the communities. 

But I will emphasize, I think the voters know the problem, I 
think you have to bring something to them that solves what they 
need in life, which is mobility for everybody. 

Mr. PERRIN. Representative Johnson, I mean I think we have 
heard—and I would say maybe in a little disagreement with my 
colleague to my right—that I am not sure people understand the 
issue. They may see it—if there is needed cuts, they may see it 
when a bridge closes. But right now I don’t think people under-
stand the impending crisis that is coming. Transportation is not on 
the top of their list. Any Pew Center poll you see, it is not up there. 

So, the question is, should it be up there? I mean we all know 
that these things need to be done. But ultimately, it is those voters 
who decide, and they decide with—where they decide to live and 
what they decide to do. So, I think it is a very challenging issue. 

I think ultimately, though, the vehicle miles traveled tax or fee 
charged, whatever you want to call it, still has some things to be 
worked out. Oregon is clearly far, far ahead of most places. One of 
the issues that has to be considered is how easily is it basically got-
ten around. I mean that is one of the beauties of the fuel tax. It 
is paid for at the pump—actually, pre-paid for by the time you fill 
up. 
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As one of my colleagues says, my peer in Little Rock, Arkansas, 
the implementability of the vehicle miles traveled tax will be there 
when Hell’s Angels and other motorcycle gangs let you put those 
on their bikes. Until then, there is going to be people looking to get 
around this, and they are going to be able to find a way to do it, 
even as the technology advances. 

So, I think it is what everybody—what I would like to think ev-
erybody up here is saying, which is let’s start with the immediate 
options that we have available. Ranking Member DeFazio put one 
in there where, you know, as far as balancing it out, you know, 
make hay when the sun shines. When it is working, let’s go with 
it, and let’s have it backfilled for when things are in a more dif-
ficult place. But eventually, we have to get to something that, 
along with being able to be implemented, is also a fair and equi-
table way to charge for uses of our roads and our transit systems. 
And that is ultimately going to depend on how much you drive, 
what type of vehicle you have that does what type of wear and tear 
on the roads, and how far you want to go when you use a par-
ticular public transportation system. Thank you. 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. Thank you. Representative Johnson, I work for 
exclusively local governments. So my area of knowledge and exper-
tise as it relates to your question is very limited. So I am just going 
to pass. 

Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. That is not an excuse; I don’t accept 
that. 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. Pardon me? 
Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. I don’t accept your response. If you are 

with the local government, you know exactly where money comes 
from and how it is used. 

Mr. REISKIN. Congresswoman Johnson, I also believe that, in the 
short term, something based on the current system, whether it is 
indexing the current fuel tax or switching to a percentage, a sales 
tax approach, I think is probably the most practical. In the longer 
term, I think shifting towards more of a user-based system would 
make more sense, from a policy perspective. But as people have 
said, there are issues to be worked out there. 

I don’t presume to understand voter sentiment that well. But as 
Mr. Varga said, there have been a number of transportation rev-
enue measures at the State and local level in the last few years 
that have done very well, including in California, where generally 
we have a two-thirds threshold for voter approval. 

And while I know that the gas tax, or increases in the gas tax, 
whether a one-time or through indexing, tend to be thought of as 
not popular, I would just note that when you look around our cities 
and towns, from gas station to gas station and from day to day, 
prices vary quite considerably. And the demand doesn’t respond 
very much to some of these price swings. So I think with the right 
kind of education, understanding of the state of our Nation’s infra-
structure, its importance to the economy, I think it would be pos-
sible to build support for a more rational short-term basis for fund-
ing the trust fund. 

Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. Thank you very much. I know my time 
has expired, but let me just say that we know that whatever we 
can come up with, we will need all of you, your input and your sup-
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port, to help us educate the public and educate us here, so that we 
can take some tough stands, as well. Thank you. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. Bucshon. 
Dr. BUCSHON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to make 

a couple of comments first. And I agree with Mr. Perrin, that we 
have not sold our product well. When I talk to people in my dis-
trict, there is a, I feel, a general lack of understanding even about 
where the gas tax money goes and what it is used for. And there 
is also, really, I think an uncertainty about whether the Federal 
Government is actually using it for what we say we are supposed 
to be using it for. And historically, there is some—unfortunately, 
some truth to that. So, we have some public relations work to do 
in convincing the American people that we need more money, and 
where that should come from to fund our highways. 

Mr. Reiskin just commented on the unpopularity, and there is a 
recent polling that shows that over two-thirds of the American peo-
ple say, ‘‘Don’t raise the Federal gas tax, even if it means that it 
goes to infrastructure.’’ And I think that relates to their lack of 
confidence in the Federal Government’s ability to actually use it for 
infrastructure. I really do. 

So, in my district, at least, I tell people exactly what the deficits 
are and what we need to do to fix that. That is my first comment. 

Also, as everyone knows, recently and historically we have used 
the—you know, the user fee, the gas tax, as well as some general 
fund money to keep the level of funding where we had it, basically, 
in the last 4 or 5 years. But as Congress continues to fail to ad-
dress, really, the long-term drivers of our Federal debt and def-
icit—you know, the 60 percent of the pie chart that is mandatory 
spending—discretionary spending programs across the board, in-
cluding transportation, are going to continue to feel the pinch. 

So—and with $17 trillion in debt, imagine what will happen to 
our spending, mandatory spending, if the interest rates go up. And 
this will continue to crowd out all other spending that is discre-
tionary, including transportation. So I think we have a bigger—a 
smaller picture that is focused on funding transportation, but a big-
ger picture on how we fund everything that we need in our country, 
as it relates to all of these problems. 

So, my first question, Mr. Reiskin, does your bus system use nat-
ural—are you going to natural gas or electric power, I mean, in 
your city? 

Mr. REISKIN. Yes. So we have about 800 buses. About 300 of 
them are purely electric. They run from a overhead wire system 
that is powered by hydroelectric power, so it is very—— 

Dr. BUCSHON. And I have ridden on those. Those are fun to ride 
on. 

Mr. REISKIN. Very, very clean energy. All of our rail system, 
about 150 light rail vehicles, about 60 or 70 historic street cars and 
cable cars, all running on clean electric power. The balance of the 
buses, about 500 of them, we are shifting to B20 biodiesel hybrids. 
So they are hybrids that are running like a Prius or anything else, 
runs on electricity when it can, and then it shifts over to B20 bio-
diesel when it needs gasoline. 

Dr. BUCSHON. And that is where, when we talk about where the 
funding comes from, as you see, when large cities convert over from 
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gasoline powered engines or even diesel engines, you know, we are 
going to lose even more revenue, not to mention the fact that they 
are more fuel efficient. 

Mr. Lewis, I—when I talk to Indiana—I am from Indiana—the 
Indiana Department of Transportation, they have expressed some 
frustration with how long it is taking Federal DOT to implement 
these—some of the regulatory changes in MAP–21. Is AASHTO 
hearing that from DOTs around the country? 

Mr. LEWIS. I think there is, Congressman, some frustration. I 
was with Mike Cline, my counterpart in Indiana, just a week or so 
ago and we had a good discussion on some of the challenges. And 
I think there is progress to be made. I think that we still have a 
challenge. But I do believe that the U.S. DOT is working with the 
States on improving the flow, so we can do more review concur-
rently. 

I think there is more work to be done on the Federal resource 
agencies so that not just within the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation, but within the other Federal permitting agencies, that we 
can work more collaboratively. But that is true on the State level, 
as well. And so, it is a challenge, but I do believe the hearts and 
minds are in the right place, and we are moving forward. 

Dr. BUCSHON. That is good to know. This question will be for Mr. 
Perrin and Mr. Bobrowski. When it comes to MPOs or the RTPOs, 
in my State we have had some—you know, there is a Federal high-
way project that goes multistate, multicountry. And there were 
some issues relating to local MPOs and that type of thing, and 
their ability to include or not include this project in their TIP. And 
how do you see—you know, I agree with local control. 

I think local people have to have some say in this process. But 
when you have a disagreement between a local organization maybe 
and the Federal Government, how do you see that interaction—how 
do you see us solving that dispute? 

Mr. PERRIN. I am familiar with the project that you are referring 
to, and I believe that got resolved by Governor Daniels standing— 
stepping in and deciding he will just do it with State money, or 
something along those lines, to—— 

Dr. BUCSHON. Actually, it subsequently got reapproved by the 
MPO, so—— 

Mr. PERRIN. Yes. I have 24 voting board members representing 
local, regional, and State interests. In an era of limited funding like 
this, I generally know I am doing a good job if everybody is equally 
upset with me. I mean that is just a function of what we are deal-
ing—— 

Dr. BUCSHON. We have got that same issue here. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. PERRIN. So that is the issue we are dealing with. I think, 

though, that the example you have given is few and far between. 
I think generally, you know, MPOs are not solely to represent local 
governments. They are there as a cooperative body, and that is 
their function. It is important to note that when it comes to Fed-
eral funding, the largest owners, maintainers, and operators of 
highway infrastructure are State departments of transportation. I 
view our State DOT as just as important a customer as anybody 
else, and it is about finding that balance. 
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I don’t have a short answer to your question. The best I can say 
is we haven’t had an instance like that, and I haven’t heard of an-
other one outside of Indiana. But I don’t imagine that it will be in 
any way, shape, or form unique going forward, as communities look 
at reinventing and re-purposing the transportation system. And 
where there are interstates and they go through neighborhoods, 
you are going to have discussions. We saw those years ago in New 
York with Robert Moses and Jane Jacobs, as he sought to build an 
empire. So—thank you. 

Dr. BUCSHON. Thank you. 
Mr. PETRI. Thank you. I just—— 
Dr. BUCSHON. My time has expired, so—— 
Mr. PETRI. Yes. 
Mr. PERRIN. Thank you. 
Dr. BUCSHON [continuing]. I yield back. 
Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. Michaud? 
Mr. MICHAUD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. This one is 

for Mr. Varga. 
You know, I appreciate your testimony on the well-established 

precedent of using CMAQ funds for transit projects. I was particu-
larly interested in your concern regarding FTA’s lack of guidance 
and refusal to release funds for approved grants. Have you commu-
nicated these concerns with—well, to FTA? And, if so, what was 
their response? 

Mr. VARGA. We have communicated the concerns about CMAQ 
funding. We are not entirely sure where this is going. But what we 
are concerned about is the funds that were under CMAQ under the 
old authorization bill, that they should be moving forward as of the 
old bill, because that was what was intended at the time. And so 
the new guidance may change things, but funds that were actually 
allocated under the old authorization bill should move forward so 
that those entities can make those projects work. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Yes. Have you gotten any response from FTA? 
Mr. VARGA. I am sure at some point we will. I don’t have it on 

hand yet, but when I do we will be able to communicate that to 
you, sir. 

Mr. MICHAUD. OK, thank you. As you know, in Maine the Am-
trak Downeaster has relied on the CMAQ funds for operating as-
sistance since 2001. And, as you know, under Section 1113 of 
MAP–21 included language that stated CMAQ funds could be used 
for operating assistance. Now I understand that FTA may interpret 
the law differently and restrict States’ ability to continue to use the 
CMAQ funds for facilities such as Downeaster. 

In your opinion, looking at the language, is there anything in the 
new law that would justify an FTA interpretation to restrict the 
use of CMAQ funds for the Downeaster or similar projects? 

Mr. VARGA. From my reading I don’t see that, sir. But I think 
that that is information that we can get back to you. What our con-
cern really is is the funds that were appropriated under the old au-
thorization bill clearly expressed that that could be done, and that 
is what we would like to see happen then. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Great, thank you. No further questions, Mr. 
Chairman, so I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. Farenthold? 
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Mr. FARENTHOLD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Starr, I would like to start with you. The Texas Legisla-

ture is currently hearing a bill that will give the Texas Department 
of Transportation authority to oversee the NEPA process. Is your 
State or any other States you are aware of seeking NEPA delega-
tion? And can you tell me any thoughts you have on that? 

Mr. STARR. I don’t know. Thank you for the question. I don’t 
know of any other State that is pursuing that similar legislation, 
and I don’t believe that NCSL, as a conference, has a policy that 
particularly addresses that issue. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Lewis, do you have any other information 
on that? 

Mr. LEWIS. I am aware that California currently has NEPA re-
sponsibility—I don’t know exactly how long that has been in effect, 
but California has been working under a delegation of NEPA. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Well, hopefully Texas can do it better than the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Perrin, let’s talk a little bit about the metropolitan planning 
organizations. MAP–21 carries the distribution percentages each 
State received in 2009. And these numbers were based on the 2000 
census. As a result, fast-growing States like Texas, Arizona, and 
North Carolina end up big losers, while States with more stagnant 
population growth like New York, Michigan, and Illinois were the 
big winners, as well as the minimum allocation States like 
Vermont, Montana, and Wyoming. 

For example, one MPO, Burlington, Vermont, has an urbanized 
population of 108,740. For fiscal year 2013, Vermont gets just over 
$2 million. And now CAMPO, which is the Austin, Texas planning 
organization, has an urbanized population of 1,362,416 people. 
That is 12.5 times the population of Vermont. And the metro plan-
ning funds that they received in Austin for fiscal year 2013 was 
$1,906,022, which is $100,000 less than Vermont. You think there 
needs to be a fix there? 

Mr. PERRIN. I don’t know that AMPO has looked at specifically 
what the distribution is at the Federal level. 

Now, it is important to note that the States distribute those met-
ropolitan planning funds, both the FHWA metropolitan planning 
and the FTA Section 5303 metropolitan planning funds, based on 
formulas that are more or less decided at the State level. Clearly, 
though, I think anything you—I mean I am a planner. I don’t want 
to use 2000 census data, I want to use 2010 census data. To the 
degree that it is even more reliable, I want to use the American 
Community Survey estimates from up to 2009, 2010. So I think 
that is really a function of how does it get distributed to the States, 
and that is something that Congress does. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. All right. And let’s talk a little bit about per-
formance data. One of the things we are kicking off in Texas now 
is TEXDOT, our department of transportation, is working with the 
State association of MPOs to coordinate and share information re-
garding the national performance management process. 

Rather than waiting for rulemaking, we are getting a go on that. 
What is your organization doing to prepare to get that information? 
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Mr. PERRIN. I think AMPO has obviously been very clear about 
what they want to see, and that is not prescriptive Federal regula-
tion from U.S. DOT about how this needs to happen. 

But I think you are absolutely right. In New York we have a 
New York State association of MPOs. We have an integrated plan-
ning initiative. And we have jumped right into this and said, 
‘‘What is the data we are going to need?’’ Regardless of what comes 
down from Washington, when it gets to us and our 13 MPOs, what 
is the data we are going to need? How do we get that most cost- 
effectively? Does it really make sense for the 13 of us to be pur-
chasing employment projections separately, or is this something we 
can do through the New York State DOT? 

So that is really the critical part, is how do we do this to save 
money. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. All right. Mr. Lewis, I want to get to TIFIA 
for a second. You know, MAP–21 substantially expanded the TIFIA 
program. And I was wondering if you all could—Mr. Lewis or any-
body—could give me some information particularly on how this is 
working with respect to rural areas. Are we seeing TIFIA help 
rural areas as much as we are urban areas? 

Mr. LEWIS. I don’t have the specifics on that, Congressman. But 
we see it from the States’ perspective as a very important tool in 
the toolbox for advancing our goals in transportation. It is not a so-
lution. 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. And, you know, Texas now has, I think, four 
TIFIA letters of interest, but we are really finding that it is pretty 
slow-going. Is that consistent with the rest of your organization of 
not getting fast-enough response on that? 

Mr. LEWIS. Congressman, I will work with the staff and get you 
an answer on that, poll the States to determine what their experi-
ences are in terms of TIFIA—— 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. I would appreciate it. We have got these alter-
natives out there that I think the—never forget the time value of 
money. The sooner we can get these things going, the better we 
are. 

I see my time has expired now. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Ms. Hahn? 
Ms. HAHN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I represent Los Angeles. 

And we, as I think most counties and cities in this country, are be-
ginning to realize that we can’t totally depend on the Federal Gov-
ernment for investment in our transportation infrastructure, al-
though I do think the Federal Government has a role to play in in-
vesting in this Nation’s infrastructure. I think it absolutely makes 
for a more seamless system in this country, as well as leading to 
jobs in the economy. 

But—so we in Los Angeles passed, with a two-thirds vote re-
quirement, Measure R in L.A. County, which was a half-cent sales 
tax, and raised $40 billion. Originally it was $40 billion that would 
be used over the course of 30 years. But Mayor Villaraigosa came 
up with the idea of 30/10, and asking the Federal Government if 
they would consider front-loading that money in the first 10 years 
of the tax measure, and then we would pay back the Federal Gov-
ernment over the course of 30 years. It seems like it would make 
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a great—it made great sense. Front-load the projects, get the econ-
omy going, build the system. 

And so, that sort of morphed into America Fast Forward, where, 
you know, cities and counties across this country could leverage 
local dollars with the Federal Government’s ability to front-load 
those initiatives with tax—with bonds and tax credits. 

So, now, one of the new ideas the advocates of America Fast For-
ward want to push for qualified transportation improvement bonds, 
QTIB—not to be confused with Q-Tip—which would have the Fed-
eral Government subsidize most or all of the long-term borrowing 
cost for investors in large-scale transportation projects. 

So, I am just going to ask those of you on the panel. How helpful 
would a new class of tax credit bonds for transportation similar to 
these Build America bonds be for local and State governments? Is 
that something we should pursue? 

Mr. REISKIN. Congresswoman, from our perspective I think it 
would be extremely helpful. As I mentioned, we have a half-cent 
sales tax in San Francisco. We are about 10 years into a 30-year 
authorization. But we have ourselves advanced a lot of that value 
at a much higher cost than we would be able to under, say, a QTIB 
kind of process. So we are now looking at—in addition to going to 
the voters next year for a possible general obligation bond, going 
in the next few years for a reauthorization and possible expansion 
of the sales tax. The ability to capitalize those revenues with credit 
support or other kind of low-interest financing from the Federal 
Government would certainly help invest dollars now that would 
save us costs down the road. 

With—before I was in this job I was the public works director in 
San Francisco. And what I learned there is that as you delay ex-
penditures over time, the cost of bringing things back into a state 
of good repair get exponentially more expensive. So being able to 
borrow forward with low-interest money to invest now cannot only 
improve today’s infrastructure, but can save money in the long 
term. So I think it would be extremely helpful. 

Mr. LEWIS. Congressman, I think, as I mentioned earlier, it is a 
potential tool in the toolbox. From the States’ perspective, as you 
may know, the GARVEE bonds are a program that the States can 
borrow to advance work to get it done more quickly, and Rhode Is-
land has taken advantage of that. But we are pledging our future 
Federal revenues to pay off those bonds. And with the uncertainty 
in future Federal revenues, that makes this a more risky propo-
sition. 

And so, I think that any opportunity that we can add to the tool-
box is helpful. But it can’t replace the funding needs that we have 
at a national level. 

Mr. STARR. And State legislatures as well, I think, look at the 
wide variety of opportunities to address these issues. And bonding 
borrowing is one of those tools. And in a way I think we have posi-
tions supporting bonding in our policy statements. So we would 
support this, as well. 

Mr. VARGA. You know, in Grand Rapids right now we don’t see 
it as a tool that we could use, but I could see how, in the future, 
it might be. And I agree with Mr. Reiskin’s statement, that this is 
something that they find useful, and I think the opportunities for 
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leveraging funds that way do save money. And so I would encour-
age any institutions that really want to pursue it to have that 
available. 

Mr. PERRIN. I would just agree with, basically, Mr. Lewis’s com-
ment and Senator Starr’s, which is it is something else that is 
available to us. And the wider range of options, the more diversi-
fied portfolio we can have to tap into, is always going to be a ben-
efit. 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. I would agree with the rest of the panel. I mean 
that is—you know, in Tennessee, again, we need all the help that 
we can get, in terms of funding. 

Ms. HAHN. Thanks. Well, my time is up, but again, I think some 
of the comments that transportation is not on the front burner for 
the general public, we have not found that to be true. Of course, 
I think Los Angeles was just named the worst city for traffic in the 
country. 

But I think my history in Los Angeles has been the voters will 
continue to tax themselves if they know that the money is going 
directly to projects which will benefit their daily commutes on the 
freeways, the highways. And we understand in Los Angeles the 
idea of goods movement, so we get the idea of good bridges and 
overpasses and roads and truck expressways. So—but we found 
that over and over. If the voters understand the purpose for which 
the tax is going, they will, again and again, be willing to cough up 
the money to pay for a better transportation system. Thank you. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. Rice. 
Mr. RICE. Thank you. Thank you, members of the committee, for 

allowing me to participate. Thank you, witnesses, for coming all 
this way to educate us. And I certainly learned a lot. I appreciate 
your perspective. 

I agree that funding is the biggest issue that we face. And we 
have a real need—I think that infrastructure drives American com-
petitiveness, worldwide. Our competitors for jobs across the world 
are advancing, I believe, at a much faster pace than we are. I think 
that a lot of that is due to regulation, and these MAP–21 restric-
tions are certainly going to help. 

But in terms of funding, I think—Mr. Perrin, you said earlier 
that people are tightening their belts, and they want to see us 
tighten ours, too. And the unfortunate truth is that the Federal 
Government’s budget has grown by about 29 percent in the last 5 
years. 

Mr. Starr, in Oregon has your budget grown by 29 percent in the 
last 5 years? 

Mr. STARR. No, sir, it has not. 
Mr. RICE. No, it hasn’t. In fact, a lot of States are static. In fact, 

a lot have actually gone down. You know, we are spending at a 
massive level, running record deficit after record deficit. 

And unfortunately, also, at the same time, we have had a—we 
had a huge tax increase at the very end of the last year to satisfy 
the fiscal cliff deal. And with the implementation of the largest ex-
pansion of entitlements since the sixties, with Obamacare, we have 
got another massive tax increase scheduled to hit January 1st of 
next year. It was delayed. When they passed it they delayed it for 
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a few years so they didn’t have to feel the impact. So we got two 
massive tax increases coming. 

I very much agree with what Ms. Hahn said, that across the 
country—in fact, in my county, back at Horry County, South Caro-
lina, we adopted a local option sales tax to pay for roads. I think 
voters don’t mind doing that, as she said, if they see that it will 
go directly to projects that benefit them. But the truth is that the 
Federal fuel tax doesn’t all go to highways. We have robbed that. 
We have got a ports fund supposed to go to maintain ports, but it 
doesn’t. We have robbed that. So I am not sure that, in the Federal 
Government’s case, that the voters actually believe that the money 
goes directly to highway funding. 

You know, we have got a massive problem with infrastructure. 
I think it would be my absolutely top priority. But it is a matter 
of priorities. And we can’t expand on every front and expect the 
voters to step up and pay for that. We got the biggest, as I said, 
expansion of entitlements with Obamacare hitting next year, and 
we got to decide what we are going to pursue. Are we going to pur-
sue entitlements? Or—and have more people dependent on the 
Government, and increase their dependence on the Government? 
Or are we going to explore economic expansion through infrastruc-
ture, maintenance, and growth, and try to growth the economy. 

So, I think we have a choice that we are faced with. Right now, 
we are, unfortunately, on the path of expanding entitlements. I 
don’t know that it is realistic to ask the people to stand for three 
big tax increases in 1 year. That may be just a little bit unrealistic. 

The MAP–21 restrictions, you know, we are working on a Fed-
eral highway project, trying to get permits. We have been working 
for 6 years now to try to get permits to build I–73. Still don’t have 
a permit. I appreciate very much the restrictions that MAP–21 
puts in place with a 4-year limit. My personal opinion is a 4-year 
limit is about three times as long as it should be. We have to bal-
ance environmental requirements, obviously, with the need for eco-
nomic growth. But I think the tail is wagging the dog. When it 
takes 14 years to get a permit to dredge the port in Miami so that 
we can get Panama Canal ships in there. And if we started digging 
today it wouldn’t happen. 

I think our priorities may be a little bit skewed and we need to 
do—we have got to do a better job. I think we live in the greatest 
country on earth, I don’t think anybody can beat us. But I think 
we can sure beat ourselves, and we are doing a great job of it. We 
got the regulatory noose around our own neck and we are stran-
gling ourselves. 

So, particularly when you got limited dollars, as we have here, 
all the money we spend on studies, all the time we waste, all the 
delays and the increased cost that we could be using to lay asphalt 
and dredge our ports and make this country more competitive, I 
think we really, really need to rethink that. 

So, I know I didn’t give you any questions, it was more observa-
tions. I appreciate you being here. Thank you very much. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. Barletta. 
Mr. BARLETTA. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Mr. Lewis, one of the im-

portant provisions in MAP–21 was Jason’s Law, which makes truck 
parking improvements a regular expense for State DOTs and 
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MPOs. I am interested in your opinion. Do you agree that, first of 
all, that adequate truck parking facilities are a critical safety and 
infrastructure investment? 

Mr. LEWIS. Yes. Congressman, in different areas of the country 
it is a bigger problem than in other areas, in certain localities. But 
safety is our principal objective at the State transportation depart-
ments, and also within the U.S. DOT. So we want to look very 
closely at provisions that would promote safe travel on the high-
ways, and that certainly includes the movement of heavy trucks. I 
can ask staff to review policies with regard to truck parking, and 
we would be glad to get back to you, Congressman, with a specific 
response to that question. 

Mr. BARLETTA. You know, obviously, you know, regulations re-
quire truckers to park their trucks after so many hours of driving. 
And Jason’s Law was named after a trucker who was fatally shot 
in an abandoned gas station. So how do we encourage local trans-
portation officials to ensure that this investment is made? When 
they have a buffet of what they can choose from, how do we com-
municate that to local? 

Mr. LEWIS. I think that communication is key. A number of your 
colleagues have mentioned that we need to improve our efforts in 
communicating on all fronts with regard to the investment in 
transportation. And the point you raise is a critical issue that prob-
ably many, many people don’t know is an issue. I think that we 
have an obligation to better educate so that it is on the table when 
prioritization is evaluated. At the local level, at the MPO level, and 
on the State level, we think that this is an important issue, and 
it is one that we need to better educate the populace. 

Mr. BARLETTA. I agree. Mr. Bobrowski, a driver is two-and-a-half 
times more likely to die on a rural road than on an urban road. 
As local entities, how can we increase roadway safety infrastruc-
ture on locally owned roads to reduce fatalities and serious inju-
ries? 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. I would go back, Congressman, to the local con-
sultation process. I think there really needs to be a close relation-
ship between State DOTs and the local folks in those communities. 
They know best where their problems are. 

And, you know, the communication of those problems to the 
State DOT is just a critical, critical process. And it needs to be 
something that is stable, that is supported by documented statis-
tics. And, you know, I think, just given the nature of rural roads, 
that that statistic might be a little bit skewed. But many times we 
look at making large-scale expensive improvements four-laning a 
road, when really only a truck-passing lane might do the trick to 
really help safety concerns. 

And so, I think the local consultation process is a key to kind of 
improving what is going on on rural roads. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Do you see opportunities in MAP–21 to address 
safety and effective incident management issues at both the State 
and local level for corridors that cross multiple State lines? I know 
Interstate 81, for example, goes through Pennsylvania, and is a—— 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. Right. 
Mr. BARLETTA. And the I–81 corridor, obviously, is an issue. 
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Mr. BOBROWSKI. Well, certainly, you know, I–81 is an interstate 
that passes through seven States, I believe. And I think there is 
an effort afoot to get an I–81 corridor planning authority estab-
lished, and Tennessee is involved with Virginia and Pennsylvania 
and New York and Maryland and the rest of the States that are 
involved, or through which I–81 passes. 

So, yes, I think there are great opportunities. But, you know, 
funding is really a key issue because these are typically grass roots 
kind of organizations. They are managed at the local level. And I 
know we have a very, very sophisticated and effective I–95 corridor 
management agency. So I think where, you know, efforts are afoot 
to do that kind of thing in other areas of the country, I think they 
really need to be supported, at least partially, by Federal transpor-
tation dollars. 

Mr. BARLETTA. Yes. Safety, obviously, you know, if you asked ev-
eryone, they would say that is such an important issue. But when 
it comes to funding, sometimes we bypass it for other things. 

My family was in the road-building business and I was a pave-
ment-marking contractor. We did the line painting, only the 
straight lines. But one thing that I always took pride in is that we 
never read the names in the paper of the people’s lives we saved. 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. Right. 
Mr. BARLETTA. And I think that is something we should all re-

member when we are looking at projects and funding. Thank you. 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. Thank you. 
Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. Mullin. 
Mr. MULLIN. Thank you, Chairman, and thank you, panel, for 

taking the time. I know you guys probably enjoy this as much as 
I do, which isn’t very much, but it is a necessity for us to make 
sure that we are doing the job that is put in front of us. And it 
is an honor to do so, and it is an honor to sit in front of you. And 
so, please, as I have said before in some panels, don’t think you are 
wasting your time. I think you will find out that in T&I we have 
an interest, and we can usually agree that we truly want to get the 
problems fixed. It is just things don’t move very fast up here. And 
common sense, sometimes you can spend time butting your head 
against the wall, and it is frustrating. 

I come from a construction background, I still own a construction 
company. Have about 120-plus employees back in Oklahoma. And 
I am sitting in front of you because of the frustration. So I share 
it with you. But we still got a job to do. And I have a few questions 
I want to throw out, and I hopefully won’t take all of our time. 

But MAP–21 included category exclusions for projects and right- 
of-ways and projects receiving less than $5 million in Federal 
funds. And that is good. But what has happened is the Department 
has yet to complete the regulations that is needed, and now we are 
past the deadline to start some of this. 

In Oklahoma, Mr. Lewis, in Oklahoma I have heard from our de-
partment of transportation that this delay in rulemaking is causing 
a delay in the project’s implementation, has affected what we do. 
And how has it affected your State? 

Mr. LEWIS. Congressman, we agree. We would like to see that 
provision move forward as quickly as possible. There is a rule-
making pending right now, and AASHTO is in the process of com-
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menting on that, as we speak. We think this is an important and 
relatively easy change that can move projects forward more quickly 
and more expeditiously. 

Mr. MULLIN. Well, for some reason it seems like we are dragging 
our feet. Are you experiencing cost delays? Are you experiencing— 
where you are having situations that the project should already be 
completed, and now it is holding up and putting you in a backlog? 

Mr. LEWIS. Speaking from Rhode Island’s perspective, we have 
had that issue in the past, but we don’t have that issue currently 
affecting any of our projects right now. But I am aware that other 
States across the country are experiencing a greater frustration 
with this. I think we do need to up our game, and are working with 
the U.S. DOT, to get this matter moved forward. 

Mr. MULLIN. Thank you. Mr. Starr, I appreciate your testimony 
on the Indian roads program. And I want to point out that in Okla-
homa we have a very strong working relationship between the 
Oklahoma Department of Transportation and the tribes in my 
State. Because of Oklahoma’s unique situation where we don’t ac-
tually have reservations, it is important that the departments and 
the tribes have synergy on this issue. 

In your opinion, what can things—what things can be done to 
help facilitate these kinds of cooperative interactions across the 
country? 

Mr. STARR. In Oregon we have a very cooperative relationship 
with the tribes. And it is a relationship that is based in honoring 
each other as independent nations and fostering strong communica-
tion between our State governments and the tribal governments. I 
believe that is the crux to having a solid relationship with the 
tribes, whether it is dealing with transportation issues or any other 
issues that you have to deal with on a cross-government basis. 

Mr. MULLIN. Right. And in my county, which is a very big coun-
ty, I have a town of 1,200 people where I live. And we had a major 
flood 3 years ago on Easter. I mean literally moved the banks of 
some of our creeks over 100 feet, washed out all of our bridges, our 
low-water bridges. There wasn’t a bridge around. In fact, we had 
to cancel school for several days, just because the bus routes 
couldn’t run on some of these country roads. And the county just 
didn’t have the money. The State didn’t have the money. I mean 
these bridges were built by my granddad in the war program. 

And the tribes stepped up and started knocking these out in a 
very fast pace, faster than we could have ever got it done. But also, 
the State had the opportunity to waive a lot of the environmental 
studies and the fish and wildlife studies and all these NEPA pro-
grams that are out there that I know you guys love dealing with. 
But it showed that the projects can be completed. And people are 
willing to do it, but it seems like we keep hitting our head against 
the wall, because we are our worst enemy. 

So, we look forward, with MAP–21, working to help get this prob-
lem figured out, and working with you all, too. So thank you so 
much, and I appreciate your time. 

Mr. STARR. Thank you. 
Mr. PETRI. Thank you. Mr. Davis. 
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Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to all the gen-
tlemen who came in today. And the good news is when you get to 
me it is almost over. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. DAVIS. You are almost done. There is no more nameplates. 

But it is—and I won’t keep you long, I promise. But I appreciate 
what you do. I think, as you have seen here today, the T&I Com-
mittee is the epitome of bipartisanship. There are no Republican 
bridges, Democrat bridges. We are going to work together. It is im-
portant. It is important to get beyond the party politics and talk 
about rebuilding this crumbling infrastructure that all of you have 
addressed so eloquently today and sat patiently answering all of 
our colleagues’ questions. 

I have one question related to the transit issue. So everybody but 
Mr. Varga, it is over. You don’t have any more. Mr. Varga, I am 
sorry. But I just want your opinion. And actually, Mr. Lewis, feel 
free to jump in on behalf of the departments of transportation. And 
our department of transportation, in particular in Illinois, does an 
excellent job of working together with the delegation. And I got to 
commend Ann Schneider and those that have served before her in 
doing so. And I look forward to working with her now, as a new 
Member of Congress, to move more projects forward. 

But, Mr. Varga, I want to—and if you were asked this earlier, 
I apologize. But I know the formula grant program, when you talk 
about transit for bus and bus facilities, is newer. Whereas before, 
in previous transportation reauthorizations like SAFETEA–LU and 
TEA–21, et cetera, it was earmarked. A lot of earmarked funding 
mechanisms. 

Tell me. Is the formula grant working, the process working? Is 
it easier for the decision to be made at the State level? And is that 
being—is that easier for your organizations that make up your as-
sociation to deal with? Or was it easier when the Federal Govern-
ment picked and choose? 

Mr. VARGA. This is a very important question. I am hearing from 
a lot of different members in the association that for many of them 
it is not working because they don’t know how to plan long term 
for getting the funds, because less funds are available than had 
been before MAP–21. So, for them it is how do you plan long term, 
and how do we address this issue? You know, we are looking for-
ward to working with the FTA and with you to find a solution to 
that issue, because that is what I am hearing from my members. 

From my own perspective, in Grand Rapids we are in a state of 
very good repair. But eventually we will need to replace buses that 
we have purchased over time under the old method. And I think 
that that issue will be coming forward for us, as well. 

So, how to balance off multiyear needs for capital equipment, for 
transit system in the bus category, is something that we are going 
to have to look at carefully. Because I a hearing that from a lot of 
the members and we are going to have to work together to find 
some solution. 

Mr. DAVIS. OK. Mr. Lewis? 
Mr. LEWIS. As an organization, AASHTO has supported for-

mularization. But with that, some places are getting less than they 
have previously, and I think that that is a difficult place to be. 
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Many transit projects—and I come from the Northeast area, the 
Boston area—are very heavily capital-intensive. And then the oper-
ating cost of those programs is, as you know so well from Chicago, 
also very intensive. 

So, I think that from our perspective at AASHTO, we really need 
to recognize it is a balanced system of transportation. It is not one 
mode winning out over another mode, but that providing flexibility 
to the States to make those decisions is really where the answer 
is. Each locality, each State, each region needs to make those deci-
sions within an overall national transportation system. 

Mr. DAVIS. Excellent. Well, again, thank you very much to all of 
you for being here today. Thanks for working with us. And I look 
forward to working with you in the future as this term goes along. 
I yield back. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. And do you have another—Mr. DeFazio. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Just one last question. Mr. Lewis, you referenced 

the operational right-of-way issue as a relatively simple—I am 
afraid it isn’t, because I advocated for what I defined—and we had 
this discussion—but the final draft came out with a different defi-
nition—that we couldn’t possibly know what right-of-way around 
this country has been acquired. How much of the NAFTA highway 
did Texas acquire for their 20-lane road? And how much of it do 
they still have? And suddenly we are going to exempt it from any 
environmental review? 

So, the intent was actual operational—you know, basically within 
the existing footprint, not any property that was acquired. And 
that is, I think, part of the problem at DOT is that someone, some-
where, somehow—you know, the Senate not being very good at 
drafting legislation, you know, slipped that in there. And so I think 
it is problematic. Because, I mean, I can’t even envision—you 
know, we had a famous fight over the Mount Hood Freeway in 
Portland many years ago, and, I don’t know, maybe we still got 
some leftover right-of-way there that would be exempt from any en-
vironmental review for a greenfields project. 

The intent—and I really push this hard—was when you are lay-
ing down a streetcar track in the middle of an asphalt, you 
shouldn’t have to go to a—you know, through a NEPA process. I 
mean there is a net benefit. But to expand a two-lane road to an 
eight-lane road, well, I am afraid that probably needs some scru-
tiny. So I don’t think it is simple. 

Mr. LEWIS. No, and I am sure I could feel my—the staff behind 
me cringing when I said anything was simple. So I apologize for 
that. 

I think in certain cases it is relatively simple. But I think you 
have raised a very good point, that it is not universally true. And 
I think that the State and local reviews will also come into play, 
so by simplifying the Federal rules, it doesn’t give carte blanche. 
And I think there is some local decisionmaking that can protect 
those resources. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. OK. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I ap-
preciate this hearing. Thanks very much. 

Mr. PETRI. Thank you. And I am informed by our staff that there 
is, in fact, strong disagreement as to what congressional intent 
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was. And so there are several positions on it. And I just would note 
that for the—— 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I was noting my intent. 
Mr. PETRI. Yes. We would like to thank you all for your partici-

pation and that of the organizations that you represent. 
And before we adjourn, I would ask unanimous consent that the 

record of today’s hearing remain open until such time as our wit-
nesses have provided answers to any questions that may be sub-
mitted to them in writing, and unanimous consent that the record 
remain open for 15 days for additional comments and information 
submitted by Members or witnesses to be included in the record of 
today’s hearing. 

[No response.] 
Mr. PETRI. Without objection, so ordered. And this hearing is ad-

journed. 
[Whereupon, at 11:59 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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