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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, October 23, 1991 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
October 22, 1991. 

I hereby designate the Honorable RICHARD 
A. GEPHARDT to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on Wednesday, October 23, 1991. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
Rabbi Paul David Kerbel, Nevey Sha

lom Congregation, Bowie, MD, offered 
the fallowing prayer: 

I consider it a great honor to offer 
the opening prayer in the House of 
Representatives. I would like to share 
with you a prayer that was written in 
1927 by the late rabbi, Prof. Louis 
Ginzberg (1873-1953) of the Jewish 
Theological Seminary of America, con
sidered to be one of the greatest au
thorities on the Talmud and Codes of 
Jewish Law in this century. This pray
er was one of the first prayers for gov
ernment and state to be found in a 
Jewish prayer book in America: 

"A PRAYER FOR OUR COUNTRY 
"Our God and God of our ancestors: 

We ask Your blessings for our country, 
for its Government, for its leaders and 
advisors, and for all who exercise just 
and rightful authority. Teach them in
sights of Your law, that they may ad
minister all affairs of state fairly, that 
peace and security, happiness and pros
perity, justice and freedom may for
ever abide in our midst. 

"Creator of all flesh, bless all of the 
inhabitants of our country with Your 
spirit. May citizens of all races and 
creeds forge a common bond in true 
harmony to banish all hatred and big
otry and to safeguard the ideals and 
free institutions which are the pride 
and glory of our country. 

"May we see the day when war and 
bloodshed cease; when a great peace 
will embrace the whole world. 

"Then nation shall not threaten na
tion and humankind will not again 
know war. 

"For all who live on this Earth shall 
realize that we have not come into 
being to hate or to destroy. 

"We have come into being to praise, 
to labor and to love. 

"May this land under Your provi
dence be an influence for good through-

out the world, uniting all people in 
peace and freedom and helping them to 
fulfill the vision of Your prophet: 'Let 
love and justice flow like a mighty 
stream, let peace fill the earth as the 
waters fill the sea. Nation shall not lift 
up sword against nation, neither shall 
they experience war any more. For all 
human beings, both great and small 
shall know the Lord. Amen.'' 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will ask the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] if he would kindly 
come forward and lead the membership 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. SCffiFF led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit
ed States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 340. Joint resolution to designate 
October 19 through 27, 1991 as "National Red 
Ribbon Week for a Drug-Free America." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 811. An act to require the Secretary of 
Transportation to lead and coordinate Fed
eral efforts in the development of magnetic 
levitation transportation technology and 
foster implementation of magnetic levita
tion and other high-speed rail transportation 
systems, and for other purposes. 

WELCOME TO RABBI PAUL D. 
KERBEL 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
honor and pleasure to welcome today 
Rabbi Paul D. Kerbel of Nevey Shalom 

Congregation in Bowie, MD, who deliv
ered today's opening prayer. 

Rabbi Kerbel is a well-known Jewish 
leader in my congressional district in 
Prince Georges County, and the entire 
Washington, DC, area. He is currently 
vice president of the Washington Board 
of Rabbis, representing more than 100 
rabbis in the area, and will chair the 
annual convention of the Rabbinical 
Assembly in May 1992. He is the sec
retary of the Rabbinical Assembly of 
America, the professional organization 
of over 1,100 conservative rabbis in 
North America. 

Rabbi Kerbel is the youngest member 
of the board of directors of the United 
Jewish Appeal Federation of Greater 
Washington and serves on the execu
tive committee of the Jewish Campus 
Activities Board of Greater Washing
ton. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, Rabbi Kerbel is 
cochairman of the Prince Georges Jew
ish Alliance and chairman of the Bowie 
Clergy Association. 

He has been with Nevey Shalom Con
gregation for 7 years. He is a graduate 
of Columbia University and the Jewish 
Theological Seminary of America. 

As you can see, Rabbi Kerbel is a 
leader in his religious community and 
in his local community. I am proud to 
have a religious leader such as Rabbi 
Kerbel from my district lead us in 
prayer today. 

PRESS CONFERENCES ON UNEM
PLOYED DO NOT PROVIDE JOBS 
(Mr. WELDON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Democratic shovel brigade is at it 
again, and it is beginning to stink 
around here. 

Our Nation's unemployed have heard 
a lot of speechmaking these past few 
days and months about what the Demo
crats will do for them. Unfortunately, 
Mr. Speaker, the speeches continue 
while millions of Americans remain 
jobless. 

Remember, not one unemployed 
worker gets one nickel from a Demo
cratic leadership press conference. Not 
a single job is created by a Democratic 
congressional committee attack ad. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats are more 
interested in helping their candidates 
in the fall of 1992 than in helping the 
unemployed in the fall of 1991. 

Extending the unemployment bene
fits is a good political issue, so do not 
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send the President a bill he can sign. 
Let us play the veto game and hold up 
the benefits to score political points. 
This may be good politics, but it is 
criminally cruel to those out of work. 

As a Republican who voted three 
times for the unemployment bill, I am 
outraged. As long as the rhetoric con
tinues to flow from the Democratic 
shovel brigade, we have only one 
choice, Mr. Speaker: We had better roll 
up our pant legs. It is too late to save 
our shoes. 

FORMATION OF CONGRESSIONAL 
COMMITTEE TO DRAFT CUOMO 
FOR PRESIDENT 
(Mr. DOWNEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, last year 
I had the great privilege and honor of 
traveling to Albany to nominate Mario 
Cuomo as the Democratic candidate for 
Governor of New York. 

On that occasion, I talked about Gov
ernor Cuomo as the embodiment of the 
American dream. As the son of immi
grants, he understands that America is 
not just a piece of real estate. As a 
public official, he recognizes that this 
dream embraces the guiding principles 
of fairness, decency, and justice. 

Mario Cuomo has also boldly dem
onstrated during his tenure as Gov
ernor that the realization of the Amer
ican dream is only possible with strong 
leadership, leadership with the courage 
to make difficult choices, leadership 
prepared to act decisively. 

What I asked that crowd in Albany 
was: Where is this leader? Where is the 
public official ready to tackle the 
tough problems? Where is the individ
ual who can make the American dream 
come true? The answer then and the 
answer now is: He is in New York; he is 
Mario Cuomo. 

Mr. Speaker, I may not get the 
chance to nominate Governor Cuomo 
for President at a national convention. 
But I can urge him, with all my heart, 
to declare his candidacy for President. 
That is why today I am announcing the 
formation of a Draft Cuomo for Presi
dent Committee here in the Congress. I 
am asking my colleagues who share my 
admiration and support for Governor 
Cuomo to join me in this effort. The 
Democratic Party and America needs 
Mario Cuomo, now more than ever. 

DOMESTIC ISSUES HELD HOSTAGE 
FOR POLITICAL GAIN 

(Mr. GRANDY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GRANDY. Mr. Speaker, what 
have we been doing for the last 8 
months? Why did it take 200 days for 
the Democratic leadership to finally 

bring a crime bill to the floor for a 
vote, and when it got here, we had to 
offer an amendment on every single 
plank of criminal justice reform just to 
justify the name "crime bill"? 

It seems to me that my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have had 
plenty to say about President Bush and 
his lack of domestic agenda, but in re
ality the leadership has held these is
sues hostage in the basement of com
mittees and delayed action on them. 

This week another Democratic dog
and-pony show on unemployment com
pensation, round 4: "We want to help 
you," they say, "but it is the President 
who does not care." 

But again, it is the President who has 
offered a bill that does something that 
America wants, one providing unem
ployment compensation, but does not 
do what America does not want; that 
is, increase the deficit or raise taxes. 

These checks could have been cashed. 
The money could be flowing. The needs 
of the unemployed could have been 
met, but our proposals to allow unem
ployment benefits and a growth pack
age will be denied, and justice will be 
delayed. 

The leadership is too scared to even 
allow these to be voted on the floor. 
Mr. Speaker, it is time to stop holding 
the domestic agenda hostage. 
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TIME TO DRAFT MARIO CUOMO 
FOR PRESIDENT 

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, why 
has the draft Mario Cuomo for Presi
dent movement gathered a head of 
steam in recent days? The answer is 
obvious. For the first time, Democrats 
smell in the air the chance for victory 
in November and we want our best can
didate, Mario Cuomo, to provide that 
challenge to President Bush. 

Mr. Speaker, Governor Cuomo is the 
only Democratic candidate who can cut 
through the Republican smoke ma
chine to show voters how George Bush 
has neglected the greatest challenge to 
America's future: our domestic agenda. 
We need Mario Cuomo, whose powerful 
words can show voters how Repub
licans have forsaken American jobs, 
American's health care, and our chil
dren's education; how they turned 
their back on the S&L scandal and 
BCCI, and how they cynically run 
against crime in the streets while the 
streets they have run for the last 12 
years have only gotten meaner. 

Mr. Speaker, beating George Bush 
will be no easy task. The President is a 
heavyweight when it comes to negative 
campaigning and the politics of diver
sion. The Democrats need a prize
fighter in the ring. Mario Cuomo is 

that champion. I am asking my fellow 
Democrats to join me and my colleague 
from New York to urge Gov. Mario 
Cuomo to declare his candidacy for 
President of the United States. 

CONGRESS NEEDS COURAGE, NOT 
THE PRESIDENT 

(Mr. GUNDERSON asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to hear that my Democratic 
colleagues from New York like their 
Governor. I will be interested to hear if 
any Democratic colleagues outside of 
New York also like their New York 
government. 

Second, however, I have to tell you 
that I am pleased as well that they rec
ognize the difficulty of running against 
President George Bush. 

My friend, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOWNEY], said what we need 
in this country is leadership, with the 
courage to make difficult choices. I 
would point out that the President 
sent us a domestic agenda with a whole 
series of difficult choices. He sent us a 
highway bill without a gas tax in
crease. He sent us a crime bill with real 
penalties for criminals. He sent us an 
unemployment compensation bill that 
could be passed and he sent us a growth 
package, not only this year, but in 1989, 
1990, and 1991, 3 years in a row, that has 
not been passed by this Democratic 
Congress. 

In addition, there was education re
form and there was campaign reform, 
et cetera. 

We are now 231 days after the Presi
dent in victory came to this Congress 
and talked to us about the success of 
Desert Storm. He asked us to pass a 
crime bill and a highway bill within 100 
days. Now, 231 days later we still have 
not done that. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress needs 
courage, not the President. 

THE ECONOMY IS A BUST BE
CAUSE DEMOCRATS ARE BUSTED 

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, we just saw 
the majority leader outline the bank
rupt economic philosophy of the Demo
crat Party. 

Now, the majority leader is talking 
about capital gains as a cut for the 
rich, a tax cut for the rich. We know 
that the Democrats will not allow in
centives to have capital start flowing 
in this country again, thereby creating 
jobs. We know that the best way to af
fect middle income and the poor is by 
creating jobs, creating jobs, not new 
programs and more spending. New pro
grams and more spending is what we 
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hear from the Democrats, and now all 
of a sudden they want to adopt a mini
Republican plan by talking about tax 
cuts, when all along they have been 
against it. 

The majority leader, Mr. Speaker, 
was saying, ''Oh, goodness gracious, 
the President has gone back on his 
promises." Yet it was the same major
ity leader who was on the floor prais
ing the President for going back on his 
promises because they led us into the 
most destructive budget agreement 
that has ever hit this country, passing 
luxury taxes that cost us millions of 
jobs, raising taxes in the face of reces
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason the economy 
is in a bust is because the Democrats 
are busted. 

NATIONAL TEXTILE WEEK 
(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, October 
20 through 27 is "National Textile 
Week." 

We should stop and remember that 
the textile industry is a symptom of 
what is wrong with unemployment in 
this country. We have passed in this 
House over the last decade three tex
tile bills, every one of which has been 
vetoed by Republican administrations. 
During that time, we have lost 40,000 
textile jobs in South Carolina. We have 
lost hundreds of thousands of textile 
jobs throughout the United States; yet 
we are continually told by the adminis
tration that the value of the dollar was 
too high. 

Well, the value of the dollar is as low 
as it has ever been today and we are 
still losing jobs in my district. 
Throughout South Carolina and 
throughout this Nation textile plants 
are closing day after day, week after 
week, month after month, and people 
are out of work. 

Mr. Speaker, the textile people, to
gether with other unemployed people 
in this country, must have the exten
sion of their unemployment benefits. 

ELECTION AS MEMBER OF COM
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 
LABOR 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

privileged resolution (H. Res. 254) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 254 
Resolved, That Representative Cunningham 

of California be and is hereby elected to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ALL TALK AND NO ACTION 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, for 
10 months now we have heard speech 
after speech from the Democrats about 
the lack of a domestic agenda from the 
White House. 

Those who make the speeches are 
given cover by their leadership because 
the President's domestic initiatives are 
being held hostage in committee. 

Some are even talking about delay
ing adjournment of this session of Con
gress so that they can continue to 
make speeches for C-SP AN viewers. 

Politics is a very big part of what we 
do in Congress. But it is unfortunate 
when the real needs of Americans are 
held hostage to political brinkmanship. 

We are 10 months into this session 
and only this week is the House voting 
on the crime control and highway bills. 

Does it really take 10 months to hold 
hearings, draft legislation, and allow 
the committee process to work its will? 
I do not think so. 

Now the Democrats have found an
other group of hostages for their politi
cal games-they are our Nation's un
employed. 

The Democrats continue to play 
games by sending the President legisla
tion they know will be vetoed. Who is 
hurt by this? The unemployed. The 
same group the Democrats claim they 
want to help. 

Let us put an end to political postur
ing and get on with the Nation's busi
ness. 

THE PRESIDENT CANNOT ESCAPE 
REALITY 

(Mr. TORRICELLI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, I 
know that it must be painful for the 
President, it certainly cannot be easy. 
A promise was made to the American 
people. By his own words in accepting 
the nomination of his party for Presi
dent, George Bush accepted a mission, 
to create in his term as President 30 
million new jobs for our people. No 
matter what the words, no matter what 
the sincerity of the promise, there is 
no escaping the reality. 

D 1020 
Factories are closing. Our people are 

in danger. Families are insecure. We 
need no excuses. 

Mr. Speaker, George Bush wanted 
this responsibility; he wanted to ad
minister the affairs of our country. 
Blaming other parties or other people 
is of no count. The reality is here, and 
now we need a new promise to turn his 
attention to the affairs of this country, 
to sign an unemployment extension 

bill, to bring back security for our fam
ilies. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for George 
Bush to come home; it is time to give 
attention to America, it is time to 
keep his promise. 

BREAST CANCER AWARENESS 
(Mr. SCHULZE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in support of breast cancer aware
ness. While October is designated as 
"Breast Cancer Awareness Month," ef
forts to make women aware of the po
tential danger they face in breast can
cer should continue every day of every 
month. The more women understand 
and learn about this dreadful disease, 
the better informed they will be to 
take precautions, to have mammogram 
screenings, and to perform self-exami
nations. 

Cancer is the leading cause of death 
for women 35 to 50 years of age. How
ever, early detection through annual or 
biannual mammogram screenings can 
increase the survival rates from breast 
cancer. Women who had tumors discov
ered in the early stages had an 82-per
cent survival rate for the first 5-year 
period. 

It is especially difficult to lose a 
loved one to a potentially curable dis
ease. I know what it is like. I lost my 
wife to breast cancer over a year ago. 

Mr. Speaker, let us make breast can
cer awareness a top priority, not just 
for the month of October, but through
out the years to come. 

JOB GROWTH SLUGGISH, UNEM
PLOYMENT FIGURES POINT UP 
WEAK ECONOMY 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, during 
the 1988 campaign, President Bush 
promised to create 30 million jobs dur
ing his Presidency. He is behind sched
ule. Job growth under President Bush 
is the slowest in half a century. There 
are now 300,000 fewer jobs than there 
were when George Bush took office. 
This administration is way behind the 
curve a:n,d is trying to play catchup. 

The President has finally discovered 
the economy. What opened his eyes? 
Maybe the 9 million unemployed Amer
icans. Or the number of businesses that 
declared bankruptcy this year. Or 
maybe the demands of middle income 
wage earners for some attention. 

The President has been dragged
kicking and screaming-into acknowl
edging that we face an economic crisis. 
His solution, however, is the same tired 
idea of a capital gains tax cut for the 
wealthiest in the hope that, as the re-
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spected economist John Kenneth Gal
braith said, "if they feed enough oats 
to the horse, some will pass through to 
feed the sparrows in the road." Well, 
Mr. Speaker, the sparrows have not 
eaten in over 10 years, and they are 
hungry. 

Our economy is in the throes of re
cession; the middle class is crying out 
for help; but the President ignores 
their cries and instead offers help to 
the richest 1 percent of Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, relief must be aimed at 
the middle class, the people who are 
feeling the sharpest bite from this re
cession. Working middle class families 
need real tax relief and they need it 
soon. 

POLITICS ASIDE, SEND AN UNEM
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION BILL 
TO THE PRESIDENT THAT HE 
CAN SIGN 
(Mr. SCHIFF asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, we again 
are hearing the charge that the Presi
dent of the United States is not con
cerned about Americans, he is only in
terested in matters overseas. 

Mr. Speaker, there are two problems 
with that charge: First, that the first 
part of it is not true; and, second, that 
the second part of it is not true. 

The President has offered to sign a 
bill immediately that would provide 
extended unemployment benefits to 
the unemployed. The problem is the 
Congress refuses to send the President 
that bill, which the President would 
sign, pref erring instead to argue the 
politics of the matter while absolutely 
no assistance gets to the long-term un
employed that the majority in Con
gress say they are really sympathetic 
to. 

Second of all, this year, as many 
times in this century, men and women 
of the American Armed Forces have 
been called upon to fight a war. To 
fight a war where? Overseas, twice in 
Europe, in the Pacific, the Middle East, 
Vietnam, Korea, and elsewhere. 

I believe that if the President of the 
United States can help bring about 
world peace and less of a chance for 
war, that that benefits Americans too. 

WHERE IS PRESIDENT BUSH ON 
THE BUDGET DEFICIT? 

(Mr. HOAGLAND asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
first Sl,500 the average taxpayer pays 
the Federal Government this year is 
going to interest on the national debt; 
$1,500 per taxpayer that could other
wise be put into private savings so it, 
in turn could be used for new plants, 

equipment, and new jobs, to create 
more wealth for America; $1,500 per 
taxpayer to bankers in the United 
States, Japan, and Germany. 

The budget the President sent us in 
January 1991 had a deficit of $281 bil
lion. With savings and loan borrowings, 
estimates are that in fact the deficit 
this fiscal year will well exceed $300 
billion. 

These figures are staggering. 
The Congressional Budget Office esti

mates that after the 5-year deficit re
duction agreement expires, the deficit 
will once again exceed $300 billion by 
the year 2001. 

These same estimates indicate na
tional debt will then grow to $5.1 tril
lion, over 50 percent of our gross na
tional product for the first time in his
tory. 

This, from over 10 years of Repub
licans running the executive branch. 

This, from a President who said, in 
February 1990, during his campaign: 

We can afford to increase spending-and 
will cut the deficit by almost 40 percent in 
one year. 

Almost 40 percent in 1 year? 
We need your personal leadership, 

Mr. President, on this critical domestic 
issue, because we have a long, long way 
to go. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The Chair will state that 
Members are reminded to address their 
remarks to the Chair. 

REPEAL THE PRESIDENTIAL 
ELECTION CAMPAIGN FUND 

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, since 
1974 the American people have con
ducted a decisive referendum on the 
taxpayer financing of Presidential 
campaigns. Every year since then they 
have been given the opportunity to 
check off one of their tax dollars for 
the Presidential election campaign 
fund. 

Every year, in increasing numbers, 
they are rejecting this raid on the 
Treasury. Participation in the checkoff 
peaked at a lowly 28.7 percent in 1980, 
and has since declined to 19.8 percent 
in 1989, the last year for which we have 
numbers. 

The declining rates have caused a 
projected shortfall in the fund early 
next year. In response, democrat cam
paign officials have attached a rider to 
the emergency supplemental appro
priation bill-maybe that is apt-aimed 
at shoring up the fund with anticipated 
checkoff receipts. Mr. Speaker, what 
they want to do is to write 
rubbercheck on the overdrawn Presi
dential checkoff account. 

Instead of using gimmicks to save 
the checkoff fund, Congress should rep
resent the wishes of the American peo
ple and repeal the Presidential election 
campaign fund. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] and I 
will give you the opportunity to do ex
actly that in the next 2 days. 

IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BE
TWEEN GEORGE BUSH AND THE 
DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES? 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, be
fore I support Mario Cuomo or any 
Democrat, I want to know their posi
tion on foreign aid, NATO handouts, la
dies and gentlemen, and trade, because 
in my opinion there is not much dif
ference between these Democratic can
didates and George Bush. 

It is common knowledge that we are 
borrowing money overseas to give 
away in foreign aid. 

Mr. Speaker, foreign trading partners 
are ripping us off with illegal trade, 
and tell me the difference between the 
Democrats and the Republicans. 

What is it going to take, one of our 
big 3 automakers having to go bank
rupt? 

Mr. Speaker, the litmus test between 
the Democrats and Republicans is not 
school prayer and abortion. Let us 
start to get down to the issues. 

Before I support Mario or any Demo
crat, I want to make sure they are 
seeking a Democratic policy for my 
district, which has been ravaged. 

CONGRESS: THE MOST 
UNPOPULAR IN TOWN 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I stood 
among hundreds of people in my dis
trict this past weekend, but one quick 
look at the picket signs told me I was 
not the most popular one in the crowd. 

Why? Because I am a Member of Con
gress, the same institution that re
cently handed the American people the 
largest single tax increase in history. 

This past weekend I visited "Rallies 
for Taxpayer Action Day," a nation
wide event focusing attention on just 
how tough things really have become 
for the American taxpayer. At one 
rally site in southwest Florida, attend
ance was up over 50 percent compared 
to last year. People believe things are 
getting worse. I cannot blame people 
for being fed up. Last year's record tax 
increase, and predictions for a $350 bil
lion deficit this fiscal year, illustrate 
just how out of control Congress' tax
and-spend tendencies are thought to be 
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in this country. I am sure many col
leagues saw in their districts similar 
picket signs to the ones in Florida
"cut the pork," "cut the waste," and 
"throw the rascals out". 

0 1030 
Mr. Speaker, our time is running out, 

and it should be if we continue to ig
nore the message of the taxpayers to 
stop the big spenders from their waste
ful ways. 

VACLAV HAVEL AWARDED THE 
RAOUL WALLENBERG HUMAN 
RIGHTS AWARD 
(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, a few 
minutes ago an historic ceremony took 
place in this House. The distinguished 
President of the Czech and Slovak Fed
eral Republic, Vaclav Havel, was 
awarded the Raoul Wallenberg Human 
Rights Award. Two years ago it was 
the Dalai Lama, that ultimate cham
pion of peace and reconciliation. Last 
year it was the young men and women 
of Tiananmen Square who put their 
lives on the line for the values we be
lieve in. 

Mr. Speaker, this year it was the dis
tinguished President of Czecho
slovakia. His best years were spent in 
prison under a Communist regime, and 
since he was elected President of his 
people, he led Czechoslovakia and 
much of Central Europe on the path to
ward democracy, freedom, and our val
ue·s. 

At a time when there is a resurgence 
of totalitarianism in Europe, at a time 
when the skin heads are running ramp
ant in Germany and elsewhere, at a 
time when extreme nationalism is de
stroying Yugoslavia and killing inno
cent thousands, the voice of Vaclav 
Havel is the voice of the conscience of 
Europe, and on behalf of all my col
leagues I salute him and welcome him 
to the Capitol. 

THE DEFICIT IS OUR PROBLEM, 
NOT THE PRESIDENT'S 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I have heard Democrats today come 
to this lectern and blame the President 
for the economic malaise of this coun
try. The fact of the matter is they led 
the charge last year during that budget 
summit agreement to raise the people's 
taxes in this country by $189 billion 
over the next 6 years. That $189-billion 
tax increase has led to the economic 
problems we have today. If the people 
of this country do not have $189 billion 
to spend, they cannot buy products. If 

we do not produce products, we start 
laying people off. Hence unemployment 
goes up, and for each 1 percent of un
employment, it costs the people of this 
country $41 billion, and that is one of 
the reasons why we are going to have a 
$400 billion deficit this year, the larg
est in U.S. history, and yet they con
tinue to blame the President for that. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is 
all spending bills, all tax bills, origi
nate here. It is our problem and not the 
President's, but I would like to just say 
one thing, if the President happens to 
be paying attention. He needs to have 
Jack Kemp take some leadership role 
in the economic pro bl ems facing this 
country. Jack Kemp has his thumb on 
the pulse of this country, and he knows 
economics, and we need some leader
ship by some men like him. 

WELCOME BACK, JESSE TURNER 
(Mr. STALLINGS asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. STALLINGS. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to take a minute this morning to 
welcome Jesse Turner home. We wel
come Jesse back with personal happi
ness for him and his family, with grati
tude that his captivity is over, with 
anger that it took so long, and with 
hope that the rest of the hostages will 
be released without delay. I am sure 
that Jesse would admonish us to not 
let our happiness at his release lessen 
our concern for those still being held. 

Jesse Turner is presently recovering 
in Germany, so I suppose, he isn't 
home yet in a technical sense. But all 
of us in Idaho-his friends and support
ers, his mother, wife, and daughter
have been waiting for this day for a 
long time. So has Jesse Turner. And I 
hope he will understand if we don't let 
technicalities stand in the way of say
ing, "Welcome back." 

FINANCING MEDICAID THROUGH 
PROVIDER TAXES 

(Mr. HOBSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, in testi
mony before Mr. WAXMAN's Sub
committee on Health, I requested that 
the Heal th Care Financing Administra
tion withdraw a new regulation that 
will eliminate Medicaid provider tax 
programs-a legitimate source of Med
icaid revenue for more than 30 States. 
As Congress works toward long-term 
solutions in health care, we must not 
sell out current programs that provide 
care for the uninsured. 

More than 33 million Americans-
mostly the working poor and chil
dren-are without any form of health
care insurance. Considering the many 
health-care programs that do not work, 

we cannot afford to abolish programs 
that do work. 

Ohio's provider-tax program works. 
Without this program, which I spon
sored in the Ohio Senate, 200,000 more 
Ohioans will be added to the list of the 
uninsured. HCF A's regulations, which 
are confusing and unclear, will elimi
nate legitimate programs in an at
tempt to abolish programs that abuse 
the system. 

That is why I encourage my col
leagues to join me in demanding that 
HCFA withdraw these regulations, and 
work with Congress to establish clear 
guidelines for States to follow as they 
continue to support our Nation's unin
sured children and working poor. 

FREEDOM FOR JESSE "JON" 
TURNER 

(Mr. LAROCCO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, over this 
past weekend the Nation heard that 
another American hostage was about 
to be freed from captivity in Beirut, 
Lebanon. As we now know, that hos
tage was Jesse Jonathan Turner, a col
lege professor from Boise, ID, who was 
kidnaped from the Beirut University 
College campus on January 24, 1987, 
and had been held prisoner ever since. 

Last Friday, word came that Jon 
Turner's kidnapers were going to allow 
his wife and the 4-year-old daughter 
whom he had never seen to visit him. 
This was soon followed by rumors of 
his release. Again the hopes of all 
Americans · were raised, as they had 
been so many times before. We waited 
and watched, hoped and prayed, and 
fortunately the rumors were true. 
Today Jon Turner is a free man and is 
at least reunited with his family. 

While this news gives all of Idaho 
great cause to celebrate, our deepest 
admiration goes out to Jon Turner, his 
wife Badr, daughter Joanne, mother 
Estelle Ronneburg, and the entire 
Turner family. Their faith and courage 
over the last several years has been re
warded, and they will now be able to 
close the book on this difficult period 
of their lives. 

We are all optimistic that the other 
Western hostages will soon be freed as 
well, and our thoughts and prayers are 
with them all. Jon Turner's freedom of
fers hope that deep-rooted Middle East 
disputes may be headed for peaceful 
resolution. Clearly lasting solutions 
must be reached on the bargaining 
table and not on the battlefield. 

Mr. Speaker, Jon Turner's near 5-
year struggle stands as a testament to 
the strength of the human character. 
He has heroically endured this crisis, 
and we anxiously await his return to 
Idaho. 
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WE SHOULD CUT TAXES AND RE

STRAIN GOVERNMENT SPENDING 

(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the 14th day until the first anni
versary of the signing of the infamous 
1990 budget agreement with its burden
some tax increases. I hear much discus
sion from the Democrats these days 
about raising taxes on the rich to bene
fit the poor. This reasoning is flawed. 
The failure of last year's budget agree
ment is just one recent example of this 
faulty thinking. The facts demonstrate 
that, if we want to make the rich pay 
more in taxes, we should cut their tax 
rates. 

Mr. Speaker, a recent Heritage Foun
dation study 1 shows that, when top 
marginal income tax rates were cut 
from 70 percent to 28 percent, the per
centage of the total income tax burden 
borne by the wealthiest 1 percent of 
Americans increased by nearly 10 per
cent. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a lesson here: 
Cut taxes and the incentive to work, 
save, and invest increases, and taxable 
income increases significantly. I say 
we should roll up our sleeves, and start 
cutting some taxes and restrain Gov
ernment spending. 

THE 30TH ANNIVERSARY OF W AMU 
(Mr. MORAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, this morn
ing, like every other morning, thou
sands of Washington-area commuters 
turned on W AMU, 88.5, to make their 
drive a little bit more bearable and 
their morning a little bit more livable. 
It was exactly 30 years ago that WAMU 
broke into the great wasteland that 
was FM radio with a new type of pro
gramming and a commitment to public 
service. From the first evening's pro
gram that featured a 15-minute show 
on Marconi and a roundtable discussion 
on Berlin with Mayor Wilie Brandt, to 
the Swedish-by-radio language classes 
of the seventies, to this morning's per
formance of Morning Edi ti on, W AMU 
has sought to raise radio to new 
heights while challenging and always 
entertaining its listeners. 

Today the Diane Rehm Show, the 
Derek McGinty Show, Good Dirt, and 
Fred Fiske Saturday have become sta
ples of Washington life while WAMU's 
bluegrass, classical, and jazz program
ming provide a refreshing break from 
commercial radio fare. 

Mr. Speaker, I say: "Thank you, 
WAMU, for a great 30 years and for 

1 "Tax Rates, Fairness and Economic Growth: Les
sons from the 1980"s," the Heritage Foundation, Oc
tober 15, 1991 

your dedication to serving the Wash
ington metropolitan area. I, and hun
dreds of thousands of your listeners, 
look forward to another 30 years of ar
tistic entertainment and intellectual 
stimulation on 88.5." 

W AMU-THE RADIO STATION WITH 
STYLE 

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, a 
Washington institution is celebrating 
30 years of community service today. 
Conceived on this day in 1961, WAMU 
88.5 FM is an invaluable asset to the 
Greater Washington, DC, area. 

Emanating from the American Uni
versity, WAMU is a very distinctive 
radio station. What other radio station 
in the Washington area can offer lis
teners the ability to enhance their lin
guistic abilities with programming 
such as "Dutch by Radio," while also 
offering 50 hours of bluegrass music, 
and carrying National Public Radio's 
"Morning Edition" and "All Things 
Considered"? WAMU has a loyal listen
ing audience of 350,000 weekly, making 
it one of the top 10 public radio sta
tions in the country, and the top public 
radio station in Washington. It is com
mitted to providing a variety of tradi
tional American music, covering blue
grass and jazz. WAMU, whose emphasis 
also has been on news, has become a 
major source for up-to-date informa
tion for the Nation's Capital. WAMU 
has also provided intellectually chal
lenging talk-show programs hosted by 
personalities such as Diane Rehm, Fred 
Fiske, and Derek McGinty. 

At a time when communication is 
such a vital part of everyday survival, 
WAMU has proven itself to be invalu
able. W AMU has demonstrated that 
service to the listener can successfully 
come above service to any other inter
est. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
tribute to the 30th anniversary of our 
radio station with style-WAMU. 

D 1040 
THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

ACT OF 1991 MAKES GOOD ECO
NOMIC SENSE 
(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, later 
today the House will take up the bill 
H.R. 2950, the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991, which I hope passes. 

That bill calls for, and let me empha
size, no new taxes. I will say it again. 
It calls for no new taxes. It simply uses 
existing taxes to pay for important 
programs for America's economic sur
vival. 

There is $151 billion authorized for 
various highway and mass transit pro
grams. This is a lot of money, Mr. 
Speaker, but it is conservatively esti
mated that it would take $500 billion, 
five times that amount of money, just 
to repair the bridges and highways al
ready deteriorating in this country. 

There are several matters of impor
tance in the bill. It provides flexibility 
to States and local government in how 
they spend their money. It limits, and 
I think this is very important, the per
mitting of the very long highway behe
moths, these double- and triple-bottom 
trucks that scare most of us to death 
when we are on the highways. 

It also contains money for the Louis
ville waterfront development highway 
improvement project, which will make 
much more accessible our beautiful, 
historic river front in Louisville and 
Jefferson County. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a good bill. I hope 
it passes. 

CAMBODIA LOOKS AHEAD TOW ARD 
PEACE 

(Mr. KOLBE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, today 
marks a historic day for Cambodia, for 
Southeast Asia and, yes, for the United 
States and its relations with the na
tions of this region. 

No country has suffered more than 
Cambodia in recent memory. It has 
been the victim of war, disruption, po
litical chaos, horrific genocide, and a 
seemingly endless civil war. No coun
try is more deserving of a secure and 
lasting peace than the gentle but trou
bled people of Cambodia. 

Today represents a milestone on the 
long road to lasting peace and real de
mocracy for Cambodia. Today, in 
Paris the permanent five members of 
the U.N. Security Council, Indonesia, 
Australia, Japan, Thailand and the 
four Cambodian political factions, 
signed a comprehensive political set
tlement. 

The agreement is a significant one 
for the United Nations. The United Na
tions will play the largest role in its 
history in peace keeping and govern
ance of a nation. Until free elections 
can be held and a democratic govern
ment installed, the United Nations will 
share governing powers with a coali
tion of the four Cambodian factions. 

But the real significance is for Cam
bodians, that they might at last enjoy 
the fruits of peace that have eluded 
them for so long. The real significance 
is for the Southeast Asian region, that 
they might begin the process of rec
onciliation with each other, and that 
we might being reconciliation with 
them. Resuming full diplomatic rela
tions with Laos, establishing normal 
diplomatic relations with Cambodia 



October 23, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 28095 
and Vietnam, lifting the embargo on 
trade with all three countries, allowing 
for the participation of international 
financial institutions in the rebuilding 
of this region-these are goals now 
closer than ever. 

Mr. Speaker, I spent a year in Viet
nam during the conflict that consumed 
that country, and ours. I traveled again 
this last August to Southeast Asia 
with the hope of seeing peace return to 
this region. Today's settlement is a 
giant step to bring hope and reality to
gether. 

AMERICA'S UNEMPLOYMENT 
PROBLEMS WORSEN 

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
bad enough that President Bush vetoed 
the unemployment compensation bill, 
but he wants to put more Americans 
out of work. He wants to send more 
jobs to China, to Mexico, to Russia, 
and I hear my Republican friends say 
that the cure for our economic ills is 
jobs. Well, of course, that makes com
mon sense, but their boss, while he 
promised 30 million new jobs, has been 
losing 9,000 jobs a month. We now have 
9 million Americans out of work, and 3 
million who have run out of benefits. 

I think President Bush had better 
take a look at the latest polls. He still 
may be approved by 57 percent of the 
American people, but that is down 
from 80 percent just a few months ago. 
In 6 months, if he does not begin pay
ing attention to the ills of the people of 
this country, they are going to be 
ready to impeach him. 

To my own colleagues here, they had 
better start listening to the people of 
this country and start giving them a 
little bit of a break, because come next 
year they are all going to be running, 
and they are going to be out to break 
you. 

CIA MOVE TO WEST VIRGINIA 
SHOULD BE RECONSIDERED 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, soon the 
body will have to vote on whether it fa
vors moving a portion of the CIA to 
West Virginia. This will be, if it takes 
place, the most expensive relocation in 
the history of the country. The cost 
will be $1.2 billion or $1.3 billion. 

One of the unfortunate things that I 
think is not very good for this body, it 
is rumored that the Senate Intelligence 
Committee has put the money for this 
project in what they call a classified 
annex. Basically, they are treating this 
as if it is a covert operation. 

Mr. Speaker, this project, if it goes 
through, will not receive any awards 

for professionalism and integrity in 
procurement. Actions like this are the 
types of actions that bring disgrace 
upon this body. This should be dealt 
with openly and fairly, whereby the 
American people and all Members of 
this Congress can look and see what 
will be done. 

I urge the Members on both sides, 
when this issue comes up, to send it 
back so the General Services Adminis
tration can look at it and do it in a 
fair, open, above-board way with pro
curement integrity. 

Vote "no" the way it is now. 

A PRESCRIPTION FOR ENDING THE 
RECESSION 

(Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, it is no 
secret now that the Nation's economy 
is in deep trouble. Every day the re
ports confirm the obvious. Yesterday 
the auto industry reported losses that 
may make this the worst year in its 
history. 

High unemployment continues. Each 
day there are thousands of new layoffs. 
And there was disturbing evidence last 
week that the recovery in industrial 
production and in housing may very 
well have ended. 

The President's response has been 
ambivalent at best. On the one hand, 
he says, "Don't worry, things are get
ting better," and then vetoes an unem
ployment compensation bill on the 
basis that recovery has already taken 
place. On the other hand, last week the 
President indicated that the economy 
is in trouble, so now what is needed is 
an economic stimulus package with 
capital gains as the centerpiece, which 
would make the rich richer and the na
tional debt bigger. 

What is needed now is leadership, 
clear leadership from the President, 
not ambivalence. What is needed now is 
long-term solutions, investment, and 
deficit reduction, not magic portions 
that will lead to a bidding war over 
taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people de
serve a better life for themselves and 
for their children. It will take more 
than a quick tax fix for the rich to get 
the job done. 

D 1050 

PASS COLA FOR VETERANS 
(Mr. MACHTLEY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to remind Members that as we 
approach adjournment, we are still 
without a 1992 veterans COLA bill. We 
all remember the travesty that took 

place last year when Congress actually 
denied our veterans, those who were 
willing to make the ultimate sacrifice 
for our country, some of the very peo
ple who served honorably and won the 
war in Desert Storm, a fair and proper 
cost-of-living adjustment. 

S. 775, which provides not only for a 
1992 veterans COLA, but also increases 
benefits for veterans exposed to radi
ation during the 1950's nuclear testing, 
is languishing in the other body. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge this body to pre
pare for immediate consideration of a 
COLA for veterans. We ought not to 
pick and choose which of our recipients 
of Federal checks are going to receive 
a cost-of-living adjustment. 

Mr. Speaker, our veterans deserve a 
cost-of-living adjustment. They are 
going to buy groceries in today's mar
ketplace. They ought to have a check 
which reflects the cost of living. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to vote 
for a COLA for our veterans. 

A JUST, LASTING, AND SECURE 
PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

(Mr. OWENS of Utah asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, we 
appear to be on the verge of an historic 
opportunity, to end the state of war 
that exists between Israel and her 
neighbors. With the convening of the 
Middle East Peace Conference, next 
week in Madrid, the entire world will 
be praying for dialog and compromise 
and tolerance, between parties which 
have been at war for over four decades. 

The U.S. Congress and the American 
people are irrevocably committed to 
safeguarding Israel's security. Secure 
and defensible borders for Israel have 
been-and will continue to be-a cor
nerstone of U.S. Middle East Policy. At 
the same time, we are committed to 
the legitimate rights of Palestinians, 
which then-Prime Minister Begin 
agreed to in the Camp David accords. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, today, 
along with my friend from New York, 
Mr. GILMAN and the gentleman from 
California, [Mr. LEVINE] I am introduc
ing a resolution commending the par
ticipants in the peace conference, and 
at this critical juncture, restating in 
clear and unequivocal terms, Congress' 
determination to seeing this process 
reach a successful conclusion. We re
state Congress' commitment to be to
tally supportive of these peace negotia
tions. The resolution again commends 
Secretary of State Baker, as we have 
before, for his diplomatic skill and 
mettle in bringing about the peace con
ference. 

It is my deepest hope that this reso
lution, with the bipartisan support of 
my colleagues, will send an important 
message of Congress and America's 
commitment to the peace process. It is 
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imperative that Arabs, Israelis and 
Palestinians know the full extent of 
Congress' interest in a just, lasting and 
secure peace. 

PRESIDENT GROWING WEARY OF 
DRAGGING THE CONGRESS 

(Mr. BAKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, after 10 
months the House finally had the op
portunity to vote on a crime package, 
and I understand within the next day 
or so we will have the opportunity to 
vote on a transportation plan. But it 
took us 10 months of legislative work 
to get to this point. Ten months. 

In that length of time, one can build 
a very large house. I understand that it 
is possible that even a candidate for 
the U.S. Supreme Court could be con
firmed in less than 10 months. 

Why 10 months, Mr. Speaker? If one 
listens carefully on a quiet morning, 
one cari hear the pounding of feet as 
the President's domestic initiatives are 
dragged up one corridor and down the 
next. We cannot get a vote on the 
President's domestic initiatives, his 
plan to help the Nation's unemployed, 
his plan to restructure the financial in
stitutions in this country. 

The President just asks one thing. 
Just like our constituents at home, 
they want us to do our work. Quit the 
petty political partisan bickering and 
finger pointing and simply do our job. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the President is 
not dragging his feet, but he is growing 
very weary of dragging the Congress. 

USE DEFENSE SAVINGS TO CUT 
RETIREMENT 

(Mr. HUCKABY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUCKABY. Mr. Speaker, as Con
gress races toward its Thanksgiving 
adjournment, the drum beat is growing 
louder and louder here in Washington 
for a tax cut, the thought being let us 
reduce defense spending and reduce 
taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, let me share some num
bers with you. In 1960, we spent $215 bil
lion on defense in 1991 dollars. In 1970, 
we spent $280 billion in defense. In 1980, 
it was back down to $215 billion. Today, 
we are spending almost $300 billion on 
defense. So I think it is clear we can 
reduce defense expenditures. 

Mr. Speaker, let me suggest some
thing to Members. A more prudent 
thing to do with those savings would be 
to reduce the deficit, the deficit that is 
more than we will expend on defense 
next year. 

STOP PLAYING POLITICS WITH 
THE UNEMPLOYED 

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, now that 
the President has vetoed the Demo
crats' budget-busting unemployment 
legislation I hope that the Democrats 
will now work with the minority to 
pass a bill which the President can 
sign. The sooner they do, the sooner 
the checks can be in the mail to the 
unemployed. 

The Republican alternative legisla
tion would provide 6 weeks of extended 
benefits in all States and 10 weeks in 
high-unemployment States. It would 
also provide much needed relief for 
pockets of high unemployment. This 
proposal is much more fair than the 
Democrats' bill, which would not have 
accounted for hard-hit areas. For ex
ample, workers in Danville, IL, would 
only get another 7 weeks of benefits 
under the Democrats' failed plan. How
ever, that city faces a 13-percent unem
ployment rate, which is much higher 
than both the State and national aver
age. 

Most importantly, the alternative 
legislation is not a budget buster, does 
not increase taxes, and will not add 
more red ink to the massive Federal 
deficit. This additional coverage is des
perately needed by workers all over 
America and the President is ready to 
sign it. 

The time has come to stop playing 
politics with the unemployed. The time 
has come to pass a responsible unem
ployment benefits extension bill. 

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM
BER AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1790 
Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to have my name 
deleted as cosponsor of H.R. 1790. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

SUPPORT H.R. 1414 TO EASE 
RECESSION AND S&L WOES 

(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R. 
1414, legislation that would help to ease 
the pain of our recession and S&L 
woes. 

While America can not afford the 
kind of deregulation we saw during the 
1980's, we must be careful not to handi
cap legitimate business practices that 
could help to strengthen our economy. 

Amending the passive loss rules 
would provide an important incentive 
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for real estate entrepreneurs to hold 
troubled rental real estate rather than 
give them back to our already over
whelmed financial institutions. 

After a decade of financial mis
management by the Reagan and Bush 
administrations, we are now reeling 
from the effects of a severely distressed 
S&L industry. 

This bill would make it easier for 
America to clean up the S&L mess
without placing taxpayers at greater 
risk. 

While these rules were a critical part 
of the 1986 Tax Reform Act, helping to 
curb the abuses of tax sheltered invest
ments, it's time to update them to 
meet the demands of our sluggish econ
omy. 

I believe that passage of H.R. 1414 
would ultimately lighten the burden on 
our constituents for bailing out the 
troubled S&L industry. I urge my col
leagues to support this measure. 

THIRD UNEMPLOYMENT BILL: 
MEANNESS TO THE THIRD POWER 

(Mr. McEWEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, we are 
now experiencing meanness to the 
third power. What we are experiencing 
is the Democrats solely committed to 
breaking the agreement which they 
made with the President last fall, and 
which many of us said they would 
never keep. 

It said this: Throughout this fiscal 
year, if you increase spending in one 
area, you must reduce it in another. 

Now, with unemployment up because 
of the tax increases of the last 3 years, 
they want to help the unemployed, as 
we all do. Our effort is to help the un
employed by doing a very simple thing: 
out of a $1.5 trillion budget, take the $6 
billion necessary to fund this bill. 

Democrats, given an option of reduc
ing spending, will pursue any other 
goal. First of all, they gave the Presi
dent a bill in which he would have to 
break the budget agreement on his own 
and borrow the money. He refused to 
do that. All during August he refused 
to do it, so they came back in Septem
ber and said we will write a bill that 
when he signs it, it immediately will 
break the budget agreement and fund 
the unemployment compensation ex
tension with increased borrowing. 

The President said I am not going to 
sign it. So he sent it back, and last 
week the Senate agreed to sustain his 
veto. 

Now the Democrats are back again 
this week only this time they want to 
increase taxes. Now, get it straight. 
Anybody understands that when you 
are short of money, you reduce spend
ing so that you will be able to make 
the expenditures elsewhere. Every per
son with a checkbook understands it. 
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The Democrats on this side are refus
ing to take that one option. They want 
to borrow it twice, they want to in
crease taxes once, but they refuse to 
cut spending to pay for it. 

It is a very simple solution. If you 
simply will figure out that when the 
American people are willing to have it 
taken out of the vast Federal budget 
and abide by the agreement that you 
made with the President last fall, and 
which some said you would never keep, 
and you are proving it, but, neverthe
less, just for entertainment purposes, 
why do you not agree to it. Fund the 
bill from current revenue, and then we 
can get this off of our desk and into the 
unemployed paychecks like we all wish 
would have been done long ago. 

D 1100 

~ETTING NEW PRIORITIES 
(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
am delighted to be following the gen
tleman from Ohio into the well. I want 
to say, absolutely, read my lips, no new 
taxes. We want no new taxes, and I 
want to make sure that Members know 
that the Democrats do not. 

But let us talk about that budget 
agreement. The world has changed 
radically, radically since that budget 
agreement was there. 

Let me tell my colleagues, if the 
coup in the Soviet Union had been suc
cessful, the administration would be 
the first one trying to break that budg
et agreement and double defense and 
double all the other things that they 
wanted in there. 

We do not want new taxes. We want 
new priorities from the administration. 
When we are spending over $300 billion 
for defense, when we are spending over, 
I cannot tell Members how much for 
the Central Intelligence Agency, and 
we do not even know who they are spy
ing on, when we are spending mega
bucks and gigabucks on foreign aid, 
and we just had 1 million more Amer
ican children fall into poverty, we are 
on the wrong track. 

We have a disaster at home and the 
disaster is we cannot get the adminis
tration to focus on the homefront and 
set new priorities so we do not have to 
raise new taxes. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF R.R. 2950, INTERMODAL SUR
F ACE TRANSPORTATION INFRA
STRUCTURE ACT OF 1991 
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 252 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 252 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 2950) to de
velop a national intermodal surface trans
portation system, to authorize funds for con
struction of highways, for highway safety 
programs, and for mass transit programs, 
and for other purposes, and the first reading 
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points 
of order against consideration of the bill are 
hereby waived. After general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and the amend
ments made in order by this resolution and 
which shall not exceed two and one-half 
hours, with two hours to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Pub
lic Works and Transportation, and with thir
ty minutes to be equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the bill shall be considered for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. In 
lieu of the amendment now printed in the 
bill, it shall be in order to consider an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
consisting of the text of the bill H.R. 3566, as 
modified by the amendment printed in part 1 
of the report of the Cammi ttee on Rules ac
companying this resolution, as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule, said substitute, as modi
fied, shall be considered as having been read, 
and all points of order against said sub
stitute, as modified, are hereby waived. No 
amendment to said substitute, as modified, 
shall be in order except those printed in part 
2 of the report of the Committee on Rules. 
Said amendments shall be considered in the 
order and manner specified in the report and 
shall be considered as having been read. Said 
amendments shall be debatable for the pe
riod specified in the report, equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and a Mem
ber opposed thereto. Said amendments shall 
not be subject to amendment except as speci
fied in the report of the Committee on Rules. 
Where the report of the Committee on Rules 
specifies consideration of amendments en 
bloc, then said amendments shall be so con
sidered, and such amendments en bloc shall 
not be subject to a demand for a division of 
the question in the House or in the Commit
tee of the Whole. It shall be in order at any 
time for the chairman of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation to offer 
amendments en bloc consisting of amend
ments, and modifications in the text of any 
amendment which are germane thereto, 
printed in part 2 of the report of the Com
mittee on Rules. Such amendments en bloc, 
except for any modifications, shall be consid
ered as having been read and shall be debat
able for not to exceed twenty minutes, equal
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 
All points of order against the amendments 
en bloc are hereby waived. The original pro
ponents of the amendments en bloc shall 
have permission to insert statements in the 
Congressional Record immediately before 
disposition of the amendments en bloc. Such 
amendments en bloc shall not be subject to 
amendment, or to a demand for a division of 
the question in the House or in the Commit
tee of the Whole. All points of order against 
the amendments in the report of the Com
mittee on Rules are hereby waived. At the 
conclusion of the consideration of the bill for 

amendment, the Cammi ttee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House, and any Member 
may demand a separate vote in the House on 
any amendment adopted in the Committee of 
the Whole to the bill or to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute made in order as 
original text by this resolution. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. WHEAT] is recognized for 1 
hour. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I raise a 
point of order against this rule because 
several amendments were put in to 
admit No. 53 that were not published 
according to the rules of the Commit-
tee on Rules. · 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT] 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
understanding that there is, under the 
rules of the House, no point of order 
that lies against the amendment for in
cluding amendments that were not 
printed in the RECORD, as long as they 
are made in order by the rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is 
no requirement under House rules that 
the Committee on Rules have amend
ments preprinted, and the point of 
order is not well taken. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
be heard on the point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania is recog
nized. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if I un
derstand the explanation of the gen
tleman from Missouri, his point is that 
the point of order should not be sus
tained because there is no rule of the 
House which requires the Committee 
on Rules to obey its own rules. It was 
the Committee on Rules itself which 
suggested that there was a time limit 
on Members' submitting amendments. 

I think that most Members in good 
conscience believed that that was a 
firm time limit. The Committee on 
Rules then evidently violated its own 
rule by accepting amendments after 
the time of the deadline. 

If in fact the Chair is not going to up
hold the gentleman from Texas in his 
point of order, then it seems to me that 
there is no enforcement mechanism for 
the Committee on Rules' announce
ments with regard to time limits, and 
it appears as though they are going to 
unfairly apply different standards to 
different Members in the accomplish
ment of their duties. 

It seems to me that the gentleman 
from Texas has raised a legitimate 
point of order here. It was in fact a re-
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quest of the Committee on Rules before 
the House. The chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules made the announce
ment before the House of this deadline. 

The deadline was then violated by 
the Committee on Rules, and amend
ments were included in this particular 
rule that were not within the deadline 
as announced by the Committee on 
Rules. 

If that is permitted, then there is no 
enforcement mechanism for any kind 
of time deadlines that come forward. 
So I would suggest that the gentleman 
from Texas has raised a legitimate 
point of order because it has to do with 
the total privileges of the House, not 
simply with the internal rules of the 
Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee on Rules has the power to 
make any amendments in order. There 
is no publication requirement under 
House rules which limit the authority 
of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I wish to be heard on the point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would just like on this point of 
order to have a little caveat. We were 
asked to give 70 copies of any proposed 
amendment that we were going to pro
pose to this piece of legislation, and it 
had to be to the Committee on Rules 
within the timeframe set out by the 
Committee on Rules. So we had to 
work our staffs. I had seven amend
ments, and we had to produce 490 cop
ies of those seven amendments for the 
Committee on Rules. 

Now we are saying that the Commit
tee on Rules does not have to abide by 
the rule that it made itself. It seems to 
me that that is grossly unfair, and I 
think that everybody in this House, ev
erybody in this Congress and every
body in the country ought to be out
raged. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any other Member wish to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Under the previous statement made 
by the Chair, the point of order is over
ruled. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McEWEN], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution all time yielded will be 
for the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 252 is 
a modified open rule providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 2950, the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991. The rule provides 
for 21/2 hours of general debate-2 hours 
to be equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 

member of the Committee on Public 
Works and 30 minutes to be equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill and 
makes in order an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the 
text of H.R. 3566, as modified by the 
amendment in part 1 of the report ac
companying the rule, to be considered 
as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment. The rule also waives all 
points of order against the substitute 
as modified. 

The resolution makes in order only 
those amendments printed in part 2 of 
the report accompanying the rule, the 
amendments are to be considered in 
the order and manner specified and for 
the time specified. All points of order 
against the amendment are waived. 

Furthermore, the rule provides that 
the chairman of the Public Works 
Committee may offer en bloc amend
ments consisting of part 2 amendments 
and germane modifications. Such en 
bloc amendments will be debatable for 
20 minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Public Works. The original proponents 
of the amendments may insert state
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at 
the appropriate place. 

None of the amendments will be sub
ject to amendment nor will en bloc 
amendments be subject to a demand for 
a division of the question. In addition, 
all points of order against the amend
ments are waived. 

Finally, the rule provides one motion 
to recommit with or without instruc
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2950 is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation to 
be considered by the Congress this ses
sion. The Public Works Committee has 
crafted a truly visionary plan for our 
Nation's surface transportation needs 
well into the next century. 

In addition to authorizing funds for 
completion of the Interstate Highway 
System, the bill dramatically increases 
the flexibility of the States to effec
tively utilize Federal transportation 
funds with respect to urban, rural, 
safety, environmental and planning 
needs within their jurisdictions. 

The measure spends down most of the 
highway trust fund over the 6-year au
thorization period, extends last year's 
additional 2lh-cent gas tax through 
1999, but does not include the addi
tional nickel gas tax. As revised the 
bill would authorize a total of $151 bil
lion over 6 years-$119 billion for high
ways and $32 billion for mass transit. 

Mr. Speaker, passage of H.R. 2950 is 
vital to our economy and to each and 
every State in the Union. Quick action 
is essential to avoid any prolonged 
interruption of the highway program. 
House Resolution 252 is a fair rule 

which will aid the House in considering 
the surface transportation bill as expe
ditiously as possible. I urge my col
leagues to support the rule and the bill. 
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Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to thank the gentleman from Missouri 
for explaining what this rule does 
allow. I also rise to explain what this 
rule does not allow and in so doing, I 
trust, Mr. Speaker, that it will become 
clear why I believe this rule should and 
needs to be defeated. 

Allow me to establish some of the 
background. There has been much ado 
in this town of late about the unfair 
process that was put on display during 
a particular confirmation hearing. The 
American people did not like that proc
ess. And I doubt that they would like 
this one either, if they were to observe 
what is going on here today. 

Mr. Speaker, after the first draft of a 
transportation bill fell under the polit
ical weight of a nickel gas tax, the 
Public Works Committee under the 
adept and capable leadership of Chair
man ROE and Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT' the 
ranking member and Mr. MINETA and 
ranking member SCHUSTER they quick
ly and very ably came up with a second 
version that was trimmed down and 
stripped of new taxes, and that new bill 
was filed with the Rules Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, on this point, and I will 
say more during the consideration of 
the legislation, it is a masterful per
formance of the responsible Members 
of this House in meeting what is indeed 
a task that we should face concerning 
our Nation's infrastructure. 

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee 
then received 53 different proposed 
amendments on how to amend this new 
piece of legislation; 28 came from Dem
ocrat Members of the Congress and 25 
from Republicans, roughly an even 
split, which is a point worth noting. 
Mr. Speaker, the minority party in this 
Chamber represents half of the people 
in America, so one might be excused 
for thinking that the amendment re
quests of the minority would be given 
fair consideration. But Mr. Speaker, of 
the 53 amendments almost evenly di
vided between both sides of the aisle, 
once they were boiled down to allow 
just 12 by the Rules Committee, only 
about one-quarter of the amendments 
were allowed at all, and of those 12 
amendments allowed, two-thirds of 
them went to one side of the aisle and 
only four of the amendments went to 
this side of the aisle. 

So while there was some duplication, 
the raw numbers of these amendments 
are making it abundantly clear that 
one side was given significantly more 
consideration. That is a process that is 
not fair, especially in a body that 
prides itself on open debate. 

Mr. Speaker, the American voters 
who might be observing the debate 
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probably do not understand how the 
deck could end up so stacked against 
one side as against the other. The an
swer is this: In the Rules Committee, 
the one that decides the conditions 
whereby bills come to the floor and de
cides who can offer amendments, the 
ratio is 9 to 4 one side against the 
other-Democrats 9 and Republicans 4. 

First, we on the minority side want
ed to bring this bill up, as we have done 
in the past for consideration of trans
portation legislation, by having an 
open rule. That is that anyone could 
offer amendments if they so choose. 

But Mr. Speaker, the Rules Commit
tee said no. Transportation is so so
phisticated that the average Member of 
the House should not be able to play a 
part, and so we will deny them the 
right to offer amendments on the floor. 

Going from that step, they then went 
to the next one, to pick and choose 
which amendments would be made in 
order. In other words, the Democrat 
majority has turned virtually a deaf 
ear to half of the country that is rep
resented by Republicans. That I submit 
is a process that needs to be reformed. 
The process is not fair, and the major
ity just does not seem to get it. 

Let me say a word or two about some 
of the amendments that were denied by 
the majority in the Rules Committee. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY] submitted amendments to re
duce funding for mass transit. The rule 
would not allow his amendments to be 
debated at all. That is especially unfor
tunate since the administration spe
cifically identified the sharp increase 
in funding for urban mass transit as 
one of the reasons why the President's 
senior advisers would recommend a 
veto of the bill in its current condition. 

In a similar vein, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] sought to offer 
seven different amendments aimed at 
lowering overall authorization levels 
for specific line items, yet none of 
those requests are going to be debated 
here today because he was denied that 
right. 

Mr. Speaker, I could go on and on 
and fill the entire 30 minutes allotted 
on our side. But the point is this: We 
believe that the Congress of the United 
States, and the House of Representa
tives and the American people should 
be given an opportunity to have full 
and free debate. This bill denies that 
right. It does so unnecessarily. 

A final point that I would make in 
this regard is that the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. SARPALIUS] has an amend
ment which says that in the individual 
States if they want to adjust the speed 
limits in their States they should have 
that right. We should certainly con
sider such a request, and yet he has 
been denied the right under this rule to 
even consider such an amendment on 
the floor of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, for that reason I rise in 
strong support of the bill and in com-

mendation of the people who have 
worked to bring it here, but in opposi
tion to the rule which unnecessarily 
prevents many people in this House 
from supporting what should be a to
tally bipartisan effort of the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include with my state
ment a statement of administration 
policy on this bill, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

The Administration steadfastly supports 
improvements and reforms to the Federal
aid highway, transit, and highway safety 
programs. However, the Administration 
strongly opposes H.R. 3566 in its current 
form. 

The President's senior advisors would rec
ommend a veto of this legislation in its cur
rent form because of serious concerns includ
ing the following: 

H.R. 3566 extends half of last year's gas tax 
increase for an additional four years. Last 
year's increase was intended to be tem
porary. Its extension would largely fund spe
cial interest projects and other programs 
that should be reduced or eliminated. 

The authorization levels in the bill are ex
cessive. The Administration proposed a 39 
percent increase in highway funding over 
five years without extension of the 21h cents 
tax. The highway and transit levels in the 
bill would be very difficult to accommodate 
in future-year appropriations bills, and, if 
they were met, funding for other important 
Federal programs would be imperiled. 

The language in section 104 that requires 
CBO estimates to be used for purposes of 
pay-as-you-go scoring violates last year's 
budget agreement. 

H.R. 3566 earmarks Sl.2 billion for 27 
projects on 20 priority corridors and $3.8 bil
lion for over 460 other highway demonstra
tion projects. These 460 projects could ulti
mately cost over $23 billion. Many of them 
are not the highest state priorities and 
would not survive the normal process of se
lection on their merits. Completing the 20 
priority corridors identified in the bill to ex
pressway standards could cost more than an 
additional $50 billion. 

The bill not only reduces, but also allows 
temporary waivers of current State and local 
matching requirements for certain highway 
and transit programs. 

These reductions and waivers would sub
stantially reduce incentives for increased 
State and local investment in transportation 
infrastructure at a time when all levels of 
government and the private sector need to 
invest more. The Administration's proposal 
to raise State and local matching require
ments for local and regional transportation 
needs permits greater use of Federal funds to 
meet national needs. 

The bill does not adequately fund the Na
tional Highway System (NHS). It provides 
$37.7 billion over six years instead of the Ad
ministration's requested $43.5 billion over 
five years. This level is below the amount 
needed to ensure that the NHS can meet 
America's growing interstate commerce and 
international competitiveness needs. 

The bill contains mandatory allocations of 
highway obligation authority to urban areas. 
These allocations deny States the necessary 
flexibility to target spending to their most 
pressing transportation needs. 

The bill increases annual mass transit op
erating subsidies from $800 million in FY 1992 
to almost $2.3 billion by FY 1997. An increas
ing share of Federal funds will be used to 

cover mass transit operating deficits rather 
than focusing Federal investment on infra
structure needs. 

More than three quarters of the mass tran
sit new start projects earmarked by the bill 
either fail to meet basic cost-effectiveness 
criteria or lack sufficient information for a 
meaningful evaluation. Furt'lermore, the 
total of the earmarks for new n·ansit starts 
exceeds the $4.9 billion provide· l in the bill 
for this purpose. 

The bill authorizes $13.7 bill on in mass 
transit funding from the Genera~ Fund rath
er than from the Highway Trust Fund. All 
mass transit funding, as well as highway 
funding, can and should be derived from the 
Trust Fund. 

The bill fails to eliminate State regulation 
of rates, routes, and services of interstate 
motor carriers, thereby retaining an unnec
essary regulatory regime for the trucking in
dustry that inhibits productivity. 

The bill continues current overly prescrip
tive levels of Federal oversight of highway 
project development and construction. The 
Administration has proposed streamlined ap
proval for certain projects to replace the cur
rent project-by-project reviews. 

The earmarking of research and develop
ment activities curtails normal program de
velopment and undercuts the competitive 
process and opportunities for public/private 
partnerships. 

The Administration will work with con
ferees on H.R. 3566 and S. 1204 to incorporate 
reforms set forth in the Administration's 
surface transportation reauthorization pro
posal (H.R. 1351). 

SCORING FOR THE PURPOSE OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO 
AND ALLOCATION OF TRUST FUND REVENUES 

As noted above, section 104 of H.R. 3566 
contains a directed scorekeeping provision 
that violates the Omnibus Budget Reconcili
ation Act of 1990. 

The bill would increase the allocation of 
revenues to the Highway Trust Fund to more 
than the level of net revenues collected by 
the Treasury. Although the allocation made 
by this provision is consistent with past 
practice, it is appropriate to consider revis
ing the allocation to make it more consist
ent with the amount actually collected. If 
the past practice is not changed in connec
tion with a simple tax extension, Congress 
should seriously consider changing the allo
c~tion method to reflect more accurately the 
actual revenue effects associated with any 
possible future increase in dedicated reve
nues for trust funds. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio for his lesson to the Amer
ican public. And I know he is sincere in 
his beliefs and in his thoughts about 
the process, and I will try to add to 
that as succinctly as I may. 

It is the responsibility of the Rules 
Committee to provide a rule that al
lows a majority of the House to work 
its will on major issues that address 
this Nation. And the gentleman is cor
rect in pointing out that a number of 
amendments were disallowed by the 
Rules Committee because we recog
nized that this process would grind to a 
halt if every Member spoke on every 
issue, just as surely as it would be an 
unfair and inequitable system if we al-
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lowed no Member to speak on any 
amendment to major issues in the 
House of Representatives. 

There are 12 amendments that are al
lowed to this bill; 8 are Democratic 
amendments, 4 are Republican amend
ments. 

But I would go further and remind 
the gentleman that the Republicans do 
enjoy a right to recommit this bill, 
with or without instructions, so any 
and all amendments that are germane 
to this bill may be included in a mo
tion to recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
indicate that I will be supporting the 
rule for a 10 percent minority business 
program for minorities and 5 percent 
for women, and why I support it. 

I testified before the Rules Commit
tee for an equal 10 percent for minori
ties and 10 percent for women, and I op
pose the present provision in the bill 
for 10 percent that forces women and 
minorities to compete for a small part 
of a pie initially meant for minorities 
alone. 

This body in 1982 allowed for a pro
gram for minorities alone that would 
set aside a goal of 10 percent of trans
portation and highway money for mi
nority business enterprises. No one 
came forward for women at that time 
and women were excluded. That needs 
to be corrected. 

The preferred approach, in my judg
ment, is 10 percent for each. There can 
be no valid argument against an equal 
apportioning. 

However, in its wisdom, the Rules 
Committee chose a 10-5 approach out of 
several amendments that were offered, 
and at least the 10-5 approach com
ports with existing experience, women 
having achieved 5 percent in actual ex
perience, minorities having achieved 10 
percent. 

The. most important part of this 
amendment recognizes that the 10 per
cent approach, which squeezed both 
groups into an apportionment for one 
group only, has caused what no Federal 
legislation can be allowed, it seems to 
me, to cause without remedy, and that 
is polarization between minorities and 
women all across this country. 

I have spent my entire life fighting 
for the rights of women and the rights 
of minorities. I have considered myself 
a peacemaker when their rights have 
seemed in conflict. The way to undo 
this conflict now is to stop a war, a war 
created by a 10 percent set-aside, a goal 
that in fact forces two large groups 
into one space. 

0 1120 
The fact is that it is unprofessional 

and not in keeping with affirmative ac
tion methodology to simply throw 
groups together without any rationale 
for attaching numbers to them. 

The 10-5 split does no harm, Mr. 
Speaker. In fact, it gives women a des
ignated place in this program for the 
first time. Leaving women and minori
ties in the same 10-percent grouping 
does considerable harm. It amounts to 
Federal legislation that promotes war 
between two groups. 

I ask for your support for the 10-5 
amendment. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON], the ranking member on the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on be
half of Republicans and Democrats, on 
that side of the aisle, I rise in opposi
tion to the rule because of the amend
ments that were not allowed. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Ohio for yielding me this time and I join with 
him in opposing this rule. 

The gentleman from Ohio and I both served 
on the Public Works Committee before coming 
to the Rules Committee. And I do not remem
ber ever bringing one of our bills to the floor 
with less than an open rule. 

And yet, here we are with a rule that makes 
in order just 12 amendments out of some 53 
that were filed with the Rules Committee. 

And even though Republican amendments 
comprised about half of those filed, only one
third of the amendments under this rule are 
Republican amendments. 

So this rule is truly unprecedented, unjusti
fied, and unfair. 

What is even more outrageous, in my opin
ion, is the Rules Committee's denial even of 
motions to strike parts of the existing bill. The 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] had 
seven amendments to strike various special 
projects, not one of which was made in order. 

And the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] 
had four amendments to strike various mass 
transit provisons-not one of which was made 
in order. 

Mr. Speaker, what is this House coming to 
when a committee's bill is treated as almost 
sacrosanct-beyond the reach of Members on 
this floor? Have we not somehow turned de
mocracy on its head around here without even 
noticing? 

And, as if it is not enough that the commit
tee's bill is protected from most amendments, 
this rule goes one step further and makes in 
order a further en bloc amendment from the 
committee. 

It contains amendments that were not prop
erly filed with the Rules Committee and were 
never explained to us. From what we can 
make out, this en bloc amendment consists of 
more special projects and sweetheart deals. 

Add to all this the fact that the rule waives 
all points of order against the bill, the commit
tee amendment in the nature of a substitute, 
and every amendment made in order by the 
rule, and we have effectively thrown our rules 
and regular parliamentary procedure out the 
window. 

I would, therefore, appeal to my colleagues 
to vote down this rule and restore your own 
rights in this house to fully debate and amend 
important legislation like this. It may not matter 
to you specifically in this instance, but you are 

only cutting your own throat in the future if you 
let this kind of unprecedented rule stand. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the ranking 
member on the Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

I wish there would have been more 
amendments made in order. I had two 
amendments which I sent up to the 
Committee on Rules which are not in 
order. 

But I support this rule, and I urge my 
colleagues to vigorously support this 
rule. It is the best we could get. 

We have a crisis in America. We have 
run out of money for our highway sys
tem. States are without money, and 
construction projects are going to stop. 
Thousands of construction workers are 
going to be put out of work. 

It is absolutely essential that we pass 
this rule and pass this bill and get to 
conference with the Senate and send 
the bill to the President and have it 
signed into law so we can keep America 
working and can continue to build our 
transportation system. 

I urge my colleagues, in spite of the 
defects in this rule which I acknowl
edge, support this rule. It is good for 
America. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for his support of the rule. We do be
lieve it is a good rule to give consider
ation to a vitally important piece of 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the rule on H.R. 
2950, the Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991. 

Our committee, along with the Rules 
Committee has provided a rule that al
lows Members to debate several issues, 
and offer several amendments. It is my 
view that this rule is fair, and consist
ent with the legislative process. 

I ask my colleagues to keep in mind 
the complexity of the bill, and the 
amount of time that has been spent 
crafting it. The committee could not 
have supported a rule that would have 
opened this bill up for massive amend
ments and changes on the House floor. 
Such a rule would jeopardize the many 
years of work that has gone into this 
bill. When members are asked to vote 
on amendments to this bill, I ask you 
to keep this in mind. 

I ask Members to join with me, and 
members of this committee in support
ing this rule and in support of this bill. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op
position to the rule. Many of us who 
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represent donor States had high hopes 
of going into this year's reauthoriza
tion of our national transportation pol
icy. After all, things could not have 
gotten much worse for donor States 
like Florida who have historically been 
shortchanged by the formula used to 
disburse Federal transportation mon
ies. 

Last year, for example, Florida re
ceived only 53 cents for every dollar 
contributed to the system, the lowest 
in the Nation, I understand. 

In other words, Floridians gave to 
the tune of $1 million every 24 hours to 
pay for transportation projects in 
other States. Now, Florida does not 
mind paying its fair share, but we have 
been paying our fair share and much 
more for a great number of years. 

There is an overwhelming need now 
to put money to work in our own bor
ders. Extraordinary growth in the sun
shine States and other growth States is 
straining our road and bridge systems 
dramatically. 

We understand that the present for
mula is going to increase returns some
what this year, but it is still far short 
of what is needed, and the numbers, I 
do think, speak for themselves in the 
new bill. We get 86 cents back on the 
dollar. This will translate into hun
dreds of millions in lost transportation 
dollars to Florida over the 6-year life of 
this bill. 

Many of my respected colleagues 
from Florida support the bill because 
they think it is the best we are going 
to get, but I cannot help but think that 
locking our constituents into 6 more 
years of high-cost, low-service treat
ment is really acceptable. 

It is really a mystery to me. Why do 
the donor States be thankful receiving 
86 cents back on the dollar when our 
States are, in fact, growing the most? 
Indeed, if you do the simple math for 
Florida and other growth areas, we 
should be getting more than the dollar 
back to build the roads and bridge sys
tems that we need. 

We could do better, and I and many 
of my colleagues are left shaking our 
heads and explaining to our constitu
ents why they will pay more to get less 
even though the committee miracu
lously found enough revenue to grant 
over $5 billion in demonstration 
projects earmarked for Members' dis
tricts. Is this Congress' October sur
prise for the citizens of Florida and 
other donor States? No. It is not; it is 
just business as usual except this is es
pecially bad business that should not 
be enacted by this Congress. 

The rule does not allow amendments 
necessary to repair the unfairness that 
is in this bill, and despite the good 
work of the committee and the hard ef
forts and the difficultness of this task, 
and I admire their efforts, and I respect 
their deliberations, we have not now 
got a method before us to correct the 
unfairness that does exist in this bill 
for donor States. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat the rule. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, well, we have all heard that state
ment, "The arrogance of power," and I 
think the Committee on Rules showed 
us what that means yesterday. 

One of my predecessors here at the 
microphone said this was the best rule 
that we could possibly get, and that is 
kind of like, and I have been around 
here, what, 10 years now, I guess, and I 
have not been around here long enough 
to accept the fact that if you are 
mugged, you should accept that, be
cause that is the best you are going to 
get. That is the way I feel. I feel like I 
was mugged by the Committee on 
Rules yesterday. 

I hear that this is the best we are 
going to get. That does not follow. 
Maybe after I have been around here 
for 20 years, I will say, after I have 
staggered around this place that long, I 
will say that that is the best we can 
get, and I will not fight anymore, but 
until I have been here so long that I am 
exhausted, I am going to continue to 
fight this kind of a rule. 

The fact of the matter is there are 
455 pet projects in this bill. Now, not 
all of them could be considered pork
barrel projects, but much of it, much of 
it is. 

To the credit of the committee on ju
risdiction, they did cut about $2 billion 
out of special projects from about $7 
billion, down to $5 billion, but there is 
still $5 billion in special projects. 

I only picked out seven of them, 
seven of the most flagrant examples of 
wasteful spending and pork-barrel 
projects to bring to the attention of 
this body and to ask for a vote on, and 
the Committee on Rules would not 
allow me to bring that to the floor. 

Let me just give you an example of 
some of the things I wanted the tax
payers of this country and my col
leagues to pay attention to. There is 
$1.1 million in there for a bicycle path 
in Davis and Williamson Counties, TN. 
If they want a bicycle path in Ten
nessee, that is fine, but let them pay 
for it, not the people of California, New 
York, or Indiana. Let the people of 
Tennessee pay for it. There is a $1.4 
million bicycle path for the Arlington
Cambridge-Boston, MA, bicycle path. 
Now, if they want one in Boston, let 
them pay for it. Why should the people 
in the other parts of the country pay 
$1.4 million for a bicycle path? And 
then in Chicago, IL, there is a historic 
street improvement, WP A historic 
street improvement, $4.4 million. When 
I talked to the Department of Trans
portation, they did not even know what 
this one was even about, and yet that 
is in the bill. 

In Baltimore, MD, there is $5.9 mil
lion in there for garbage removal, asso-

ciated with Project Vision. Since when 
did the Federal Government start 
being requested to pay for garbage re
moval for any city in this country? 
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That is a local issue, and yet they are 

asking for $5.9 million in Federal 
money and you guys put it n there for 
garbage removal and other things for 
the city of Baltimore, MD, $35 million 
for something called interm:>dal facili
ties. 

There is $35 million for Chicago, IL, 
for various intermodal facilities, and 
nobody knows over at the DOT what 
that is about, and I would like to have 
an explanation about that. 

The Chicago, IL, historic 28-mile bou
levard, $9.1 million. 

Philadelphia, PA, traffic flow 
projects in the vicinity of the Penn
sylvania Convention Center, total cost 
$10.2 million. 

And none of these have been ap
proved or accepted by the DOT and yet 
they were stuck in this bill. That is a 
total of $68 million. 

Now, granted this bill contains bil
lions and billions of dollars of short
and long-term spending, and I only at
tack $68 million, but $68 million to a 
lot of Americans is a lot of money, and 
they are tired of their taxpayer dollars 
being wasted. 

The deficit this year is going to be 
$400 billion. The national debt has gone 
from $1 trillion to $4 trillion in just 10 
years and we are digging ourselves into 
one helluva hole for the future genera
tions of this Nation, and yet we do not 
do anything about it but go on our 
merry way spending and spending. 

We cannot even get a rule to fight 
this stuff on the floor, and I think it is 
a tragedy. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SAVAGE]. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Indiana join me in a 
colloquy. 

The gentleman made reference to a 
project in Chicago and the gentleman 
just slips over this stuff. The gen
tleman said something about historic 
streets. Does the gentleman under
stand what that project is? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I cannot 
hear the gentleman, I cannot under
stand the gentleman. 

Mr. SAVAGE. The gentleman talked 
about historic streets. Does the gen
tleman understand what that project 
in Chicago is? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is 
what I want someone to explain to me. 

Mr. SAVAGE. First of all, the gen
tleman indicated that he talked to 
someone in Illinois. Who did the gen
tleman talk to? The gentleman did not 
talk to the Secretary of the Depart
ment of Transportation of Illinois, be
cause he suggested the project. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Tell me how 
much the project is going to cost may 
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I ask the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SAVAGE]. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Do not ask me what it 
is. The gentleman has it right there. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Why does 
the gentleman not tell me how much it 
is going to cost, and I did talk with the 
DOT and the DOT said it was not au
thorized. 

Mr. SAVAGE. The gentleman is 
avoiding what I am trying to ask. Now, 
just hold still and answer what I am 
asking. 

The gentleman said two things. One 
is that the gentleman said he talked to 
someone in Illinois. The Secretary of 
the Department of Transportation in 
Illinois personally suggested that 
project to me. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Then let Il
linois pay for it. 

Mr. SAVAGE. To whom did the gen
tleman talk? The gentleman said he 
talked to someone. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I talked to 
the people in the DOT here in Washing
ton. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Does the gentleman 
know a name? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Of course, I 
have got the name. 

Mr. SAVAGE. The gentleman said 
the project is for Illinois. How about 
the DOT in Illinois? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. then let Illi
nois pay for it. I am not arguing with 
the project. It is just who is going to 
pay for it? 

Mr. SAVAGE. Just a minute. Illinois 
is paying for that project to the same 
extent that every State is paying for 
projects, and the gentleman knows it. 

Does the gentleman know what the 
project is? They are WP A streets. Back 
in the thirties my father worked on the 
WPA and he helped build those streets, 
but they did not build them properly. 
They do not have sewage or drainage 
and they were not properly constructed 
to last, so as a consequence you have 
streets without proper drainage or sew
age and the top surface has eroded and 
because they are WPA streets, the city 
is not responsible to repair them nor is 
the State. 

Now, if the Federal Government does 
not repair or clean up its own mess, 
which is what it is, to come up to the 
standards of a State, there is nothing 
wrong with that. That project is a nec
essary project. Without Federal assist
ance it will not be done. Those streets 
are some 50 years old. They are pollut
ing good residential communities, and 
if the gentleman just took the time to 
ask the secretary of state of the de
partment of transportation in Illinois, 
the gentleman would have gotten his 
answer. 

Mr. Speaker, this is pure dema
goguery. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAVAGE. The gentleman has 
time on his side. The gentleman has 

some time. Take the time, as the gen
tleman asked me to do. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, the 
gentleman raises the issues and asks 
me questions and will not yield. I do 
not understand that. 

Mr. SAVAGE. I asked the gentleman 
to yield time and the gentleman told 
me I had time. The gentleman has 
time, too. Get some time on the gentle
man's side and get the answer. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I can see 
our country is in good hands. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
oppose the rule and probably to oppose 
the bill. 

I just cannot imagine that we would 
bring a 500-page bill to the floor of this 
House and only allow 19 amendments. 
If you count the en bloc amendment, 
there were 53 amendments presented to 
the Rules Committee, 15 Democrat 
amendments and 4 Republican amend
ments. It is ridiculous to thwart the 
will of Members when debating a very 
comprehensive piece of legislation that 
is going to change transportation in 
this country for the next 6 years. 

This bill represents a major shift 
from highways to mass transit, make 
no mistake about it. It is a $151 billion 
bill, $48 billion above what the Presi
dent has requested. We had all these 
comments from the Democrats about 
fiscal responsibility, to pay for a bill 
that is going to shift highway funds to 
major mass transit projects. And for 
what? 

We are talking about almost dou
bling the amount of money that we are 
going to put into mass transit alone, 
but there is more. Out of the Federal 
aid to highways program, there is 
roughly $77 billion and of that $77 bil
lion, $49 billion of this total can be 
transferred by States in to mass transit 
programs and is eligible to be spent on 
mass transit projects; so if you take 
the total that can be spent on mass 
transit in this bill, it is really about 
$81 billion, or a 367-percent increase 
over current authorization levels for 
mass transit, for mass transit that has 
failed in this country. Let me give you 
some examples: 

Transl t ridership from 1945 to 1989 
has gone down from a high of 23¥2 bil
lion passenger miles in 1945 to a mea
ger 71/2 billion passenger miles in 1989. 
Public use of mass transit has fallen by 
2 billion passengers since 1960, despite a 
taxpayers investment of more than $100 
billion during that same period of time. 

Transit subsidies have not reduced 
road congestion. In fact, most new rid
ership has come from more flexible, 
less expensive buses and car and van 
pools, and because of the fact that rid
ership numbers have dropped it is obvi
ous that transit subsidies have not re
duced pollution problems, and contrary 
to popular belief public transl t is not 

energy efficient. For example, because 
of the low number of passengers per 
bus today, energy consumption per pas
senger mile on public transit buses is 
greater than that of private auto
mobiles and far exceeds that of car and 
van pools. 

Reforms have come in mass transit 
systems in Europe that have saved 
money and improved transit. I am not 
against transit. What I am for is effi
cient transit, paid for by the commu
nities that are served by these transit 
programs. 

What we are doing in this bill, and 
Members ought to really look at this, 
besides raising taxes by extending the 
21/2-cent gas tax to 1991, make no mis
take about it, you will be accused of 
raising taxes, to pay for a mass transit 
system that is not working because 
people's lifestyles and demographics 
are changing today. 

It is well known by public transit of
ficials that the core cities are no 
longer viable. People are moving out of 
the core cities. Most transportation, 
most trips today, are taken from sub
urb to suburb, not from suburb to 
central core. That is why these rail 
projects cannot stand up under scout
ing. These rail projects are failures. 

Even right here in the blossom of all 
mass transit rail systems, the Wash
ington, DC, rail system, it has not 
lived up to its cost expectations. 

No rail system has been able to live 
up to its cost projection or its ridership 
projections. Even here in Washington, 
we opened a new line to Maryland, it is 
carrying a little over half of the riders 
that they projected it to carry. 

What are we doing? We have a rule on 
the floor of the House that will not 
allow this House to debate the issue of 
moving from highways to mass transit 
in a significant way. 
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I ask that you defeat this rule, send 

this bill back, or at least allow us to 
debate the issue. 

The material referred to is as follows: 
[From the CATO Institute, Oct. 17, 1991] 

POLICY ANALYSIS: FALSE DREAMS AND BRO
KEN PROMISES: THE WASTEFUL FEDERAL IN
VESTMENT IN URBAN MASS TRANSIT 

(By Jean Love and Wendell Cox) 
Over the past quarter century, U.S. tax

payers have pumped more than $100 billion in 
subsidies into the nation's urban mass tran
sit systems. That massive taxpayer invest
ment has paid for urban public transpor
tation systems that fewer and fewer Ameri
cans are using. Incredibly, mass transit rid
ership is lower today-not only as a percent
age of commuter trips taken but also in ab
solute numbers of riders-than it was in the 
early 1960s. Despite the low and declining use 
of bus and rail systems, federal grants for 
urban transit now appear to be as popular as 
ever: bills before both houses of Congress 
would provide increases of up to 20 percent in 
public aid for municipal bus and rail sys
tems. 

The considerable support within Congress 
for expanded transit aid is not surprising. 
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Since the federal government credited the 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
during Lyndon Johnson's administration, 
public transit has been a fertile field of 
dreams and promises. Tax-supported transit 
lobbyists 1 supply Congress and state houses 
with visions of magic carpets that whisk 
commuters around gleaming cities. 

The alleged virtues of public transit are by 
now familiar. For weary motorists, public 
transit systems promise less automobile
generated traffic congestion; for environ
mentalists, less air pollution; for city plan
ners, a first step toward urban revitalization; 
for the poor, inexpensive access to efficient 
transportation; for conservationists, less 
wasteful use of energy; and for the business 
community, a way to lure suburbanites back 
to central business districts. 

Regrettably, more than two decades of ex
perience with publicly supported bus and rail 
systems have exposed each of those dreams 
as a costly illusion. Public transit systems 
have failed to deliver any of the promised 
benefits. 

Transit subsidies are not increasing rider
ship. Transit ridership is lower today than it 
was 30 years ago-before the billion-dollar 
subsidies began. People, including transit ex
ecutives2 and elected officials, tend to ride 
public transit only when they have no other 
reasonable choice. 

Transit subsidies have not reduced road 
congestion. The shiny new multi-billion-dol
lar rail systems have not diverted meaning
ful numbers of drivers from their cars; most 
new patronage has been of less expensive, 
more flexible bus lines and energy-efficient 
car and van pools.3 

Transit subsidies do not reduce air pollu
tion. Because public transit has not in
creased ridership, transit has had no discern
ible impact on air quality in cities. Mass 
transit patronage is so low that even dou
bling it would have a negligible effect on air 
quality. 

Public transit is not energy efficient. The 
average public transit vehicle in the United 
States operates with more than 80 percent of 
its seats empty.4 Because of the low average 
number of passengers per bus, energy con
sumption per passenger mile for public tran
sit buses now is greater than that for private 
automobiles and far exceeds that for car and 
van pools.5 

Transit subsidies have not helped revital
ize cities. Cities, such as Buffalo, with new 
multi-billion-dollar rail systems have not re
duced flight from their central business dis
tricts. Even with ever-greater subsidies for 
public transit, the exodus of businesses and 
residents from downtown areas is accelerat
ing.6 

Urban transit does not benefit the poor. 
Ridership studies show that the poor are not 
heavy users of federally subsidized transit 
systems. Transit provides only 7 percent of 
trips made by low-income people.7 

The cold, hard lesson of the last 25 years is 
that instead of promoting increased effi
ciency in bus and rail service, higher tax
payer subsidies have paid higher-than-infla
tionary transit costs. Subsidies have fi
nanced excessive compensation for transit 
employees, declines in transit productivity, 
and swollen bureaucracies-not increased 
services. If public transit costs had risen 
only at the same rate as private bus industry 
costs, service levels now could be more than 
double the 1989 level.a 

Worst of all, taxpayer subsidies, particu
larly federal grants, have actually impeded 

1 Footnotes at end of article. 

the development of efficient and cost-effec
tive urban transit programs in U.S. cities. 
The experience of other industrialized na
tions and some selected systems in the Unit
ed States demonstrates that by tearing down 
the significant regulatory barriers, which 
prevent private, unsubsidized transit sys
tems from developing, and by encouraging 
competitive contracting by private providers 
for subsidized systems, the mobility needs of 
urban residents can be met at lower cost and 
greater convenience to customers. Con
versely, if Congress approves further large 
increases in transit subsidies, they will fuel 
further increases in transit costs. Those 
funding increases will ill-serve the interests 
of urban commuters, and they will certainly 
ill-serve the interests of American tax
payers. 

THE DESTRUCTIVE FEDERAL ROLE IN URBAN 
MASS TRANSIT 

Before 1960 most transit systems in the 
United States were privately owned and op
erated. That situation was reversed when 
Congress created the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Administration (UMTA) in 1964.s In
deed, during the mid and late 1960s, public 
aid was used to help finance the conversion 
of transit from private to public monopoly. 
From an initial S435 million over three 
years,10 UMTA's funding level grew over the 
next 20 years to $3 billion per year by 1989. 

As a result of the poor performance and 
waste of many of the transit systems receiv
ing federal support, the Reagan administra
tion, under David Stockman and James C. 
Miller III at the Office of management and 
Budget, succeeded in cutting transit grants 
by roughly 25 percent in the mid and late 
1980s. In 1985 former senator William Prox
mire (D-Wis.) presented his celebrated Gold
en Fleece Award for wasteful use of tax 
money to UMTA. Proxmire said that UMTA 
had "played Santa Claus to the nation's 
cities," and that the results of the program 
were "a spectacular flop, the Edsel of federal 
programs. Taxpayers were taken for a ride." 
Ralph Stanley, at that time the adminis
trator of UMTA, accepted the award in per
son stating, "I embrace Senator Proxmire's 
Golden Fleece A ward and totally agree with 
his criticism.'' 11 

Despite the obvious problems of mass tran
sit, higher levels of federal subsidies have 
been proposed. This year funding for mass 
transit may rise by as much as 20 percent to 
nearly S4 billion annually.12 

THE MYTH AND REALITY OF PUBLIC TRANSIT 
SYSTEMS 

The conventional wisdom in Washington is 
that the manifold social benefits of efficient 
public transit systems justify high taxpayer 
subsidies. A massive commitment of tax
payers' money to public transit is purport
edly essential to solving a variety of na
tional problems-including urban decay, 
traffic congestion, U.S. dependence on for
eign oil, and the transportation problems of 
the poor. For those and other reasons, strong 
special interest groups support increasing 
subsidies to bus and rail systems.13 Yet upon 
closer inspection, the evidence convincingly 
demonstrates that each supposed benefit of 
transit is more myth than reality. 

Myth No. 1: Federal transit subsidies have 
improved transit service 

Federal dollars for urban transit have not 
bought improvements in service levels for 
commuters; rather, they have generated 
rapid inflation of costs in the industry. Be
tween 1970 and 1985 public transit operating 
costs per vehicle mile increased an incredible 
393 percent or roughly twice the rate of gen-

eral inflation during the same time period 
and roughly 2.5 times the operating cost in
crease for similar service in the private bus 
industry.14 Public transit costs have in
creased at a faster rate than costs in any 
other sector of the economy-even heal th 
care. From 1970 to 1989 public transit costs 
per vehicle mile increased approximately 20 
percent more than health care costs.15 

The cost inflation in the public transit in
dustry has corresponded almost precisely 
with mushrooming levels of federal assist
ance. Annual subsidies rose from less than 
$300 million in 1970 to more than $12 billion 
in 198916-a 10-fold increase after adjusting 
for inflation. Those subsidies represented 14 
percent of transit revenues in 1970 and nearly 
two-thirds of transit revenues in 1989. Public 
transl t has consumed more than $100 billion 
in public aid in the last two decades. Al
though federal funding for public transit de
clined in the 1980s, state and local assistance 
has more than made up for the loss so that 
aid to public transit continues to grow faster 
than inflation.17 

Regrettably, service has improved little in 
response to the increased federal commit
ment to local transit. For each new infla
tion-adjusted dollar of revenue, transit has 
produced less than 25 cents of new service-
75 cents of each dollar has financed cost in
creases that exceed the rate of inflation. A 
1986 study by UMTA found that of the S8 bil
lion spent by the federal government on op
erating subsidies, $2 billion went for higher 
real wages, Sl.5 billion went for lower em
ployee productivity, and $1 billion went to 
reduce real fares. Only $1 billion went to ex
tend or improve transit serv1ce.1a As a result, 
today it costs an estimated $4.20 to generate 
a dollar's worth of new transit service.ls 

In sum, federal subsidies to urban transit 
have not purchased additional or improved 
levels of service. The funds have contributed 
to a largely inefficient and overcompensated 
industry that is failing consumers. 

Myth No. 2: Increasing Federal subsidies will 
attract more transit riders 

Gross public transit ridership has been 
consistently falling since World War II. In 
1945 ridership was 23.5 billion passengers, 
whereas in 1989 it was 7.5 billion-or less 
than one-third the 1945 level and less than 
half the 1950 level. The drop in ridership oc
curred despite huge increases in the number 
of urban commuters between 1945 and 1989. 

Since 1970 urban ridership has risen by 
roughly 5 percent, which could be taken as a 
sign that public transit is on the rebound. 
Unfortunately, even the small reported in
crease in ridership is probably vastly exag
gerated as a result of the way trips on public 
transit are counted. Each segment of a pub
lic transit journey is counted separately, so 
a passenger transferring from one bus to an
other or from a bus to a rail car is counted 
as two passenger trips. Studies have shown 
that up to two-thirds of new rail ridership 
represents transfers from buses. Hence, 
many bus riders are double-counted because 
they must use both a bus and a rail line or 
two buses to make a trip that they pre
viously made on a single bus. 

Because the population has increased 25 
percent and the labor force has increased 50 
percent since 1970, the minuscule increase (if 
it exists at all) in ridership claimed by the 
transit industry translates into a shrinking 
market share captured by public transit. 
Transit's share of trips to and from work
transit's biggest market-declined by nearly 
30 percent during the 1970s in large metro
politan areas. Total public transit rides per 
capita plunged an additional 15 percent from 
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1980 to 1989 in metropolitan areas with popu
lations of more than 1 million.20 In 1980 pub
lic transits' urban market share21 (6.4 per
cent of work trips) just exceeded the market 
share for walking to work; car and van pools, 
which do not receive any direct federal sub
sidies, provided nearly three times the num
ber of trips to work that public transit did. 
Nationwide, only 2.2 percent of all personal 
trips were made by transit, and just over 5 
percent of work trips were provided by tran
sit. 22 

Even the development of expensive new 
rail systems did not reverse the trend in rid
ership loss; per capita transit ridership 
dropped in all urban areas that opened or ex
panded rail systems in the 1980s: Atlanta, 
Baltimore, Buffalo, Miami, Portland, Sac
ramento, San Diego, San Francisco, and 
Washington, D.C. Consider these examples: 

Portland's light rail line, which opened in 
1987, attracted only one-third of its riders 
from the automobile;23 most other riders 
were diverted from buses. 

Buffalo spent more than S600 million, most 
of which was federal money, to construct a 
rail line, but combined bus and rail ridership 
in 1989 was 20 percent below the bus-only rid
ership figure for 1980.24 

Miami's Metrorail, which was built in the 
1980s with massive federal assistance and 
carried a final price tag in excess of $1 bil
lion, is ridden by only 1 percent of Dade 
County residents.25 

Most cities that have constructed expen
sive new rail systems during the past 15 
years have dramatically overestimated rid
ership. Ridership fell below projections in 
every one of the cities, and only one 
achieved even half the predicted ridership 
levels. 
Myth No. 3: Public transit can meet the trans

portation needs of urban commuters in the 
1990's 
Transit use in the United States has been 

declining for at least the past five decades as 
a result of changing lifestyles and economic 
conditions, including low-density land use 
patterns inside and outside of cities, sub
urbanization, the increase in female employ
ment outside the home, the 40-hour work 
week, the steadily growing affluence of 
workers, and most important, the emergence 
of the automobile. Some argue, however, 
that public transit will experience a revival 
in the 1990s as public investment in buses 
and rail systems rises. 

The evidence suggests that many of the 
changing commuter travel patterns that 
began to emerge in the 1970s and 1980s will 
continue in the 1990s, thus accelerating the 
exodus from subways and buses to auto
mobiles and other forms of non-fixed-route 
transportatioµ services such as minivans. 
Even if increasing government transit dol
lars are able to purchase increases in the 
level of transit service, those programs will 
become increasingly incidental to America's 
travel patterns. 

As has been well established, the dominant 
commuting pattern is no longer from the 
suburbs to downtown but from low-density 
suburb to low-density suburb. Today the 
number of suburb-to-suburb commuter trips 
is roughly double the number of commuter 
trips from suburb to center city.26 Yet public 
transit's conventional forms-buses and 
trains-can be effective only in high-density 
corridors where a large number of riders 
begin or end their trips in a concentrated 
area such as a densely developed central 
business district. While many large down
town areas have grown, their relative impor
tance in metropolitan areas has diminished-

most commercial and office development has 
occurred in the suburbs. And the emerging 
suburban employment and retail centers do 
not have densities sufficient to justify ex
panded transit service-particularly rail 
service. The cost in subsidies, vehicles, and 
transit personnel to duplicate the radial net
works that serve downtown areas would be 
prohibitive. 

The unavoidable truth for the transit in
dustry is that today's metropolitan area is 
tailor made for cars, not for fixed-route pub
lic transit. Conventional transit cannot 
serve suburban areas with speeds and total 
travel times comparable to those of private 
transportation. Further investments in 
modes of transportation to accommodate 
travel patterns that predominated more than 
40 years ago will not meet commuters' needs 
in the 1990s. 
Myth 4: Public transit can be successful in the 

United States because it is successful in other 
industrialized countries 
Advocates of higher taxes for transit con

stantly point to the far higher levels of tran
sit ridership in Western Europe, Canada, 
Australia, New Zealand, and Japan to sug
gest that substantial increases in U.S. tran
sit ridership would occur if only there were 
much higher levels of public support for pub
lic transit. 

But there are inconsistencies in that line 
of reasoning. First, public transit subsidies 
already are higher in the United States than 
they are in other developed nations. The ex
tremely high operating costs of public tran
sit in the United States suggest that, with 
the possible exception of the former com
munist countries, U.S. public subsidies per 
passenger may be the highest in the world. 
Subsidies account for approximately two
thirds of operating costs in the United 
States, substantially more than they do in 
nations where ridership is higher. In Europe 
and Canada subsidies are less than 50 per
cent, and in Japan subsidies are less than 15 
percent.27 

The higher ridership in other developed na
tions is not the result of more generous sub
sidies. The average resident of a Western Eu
ropean urban area takes nearly five times as 
many public transit trips annually as a U.S. 
urban resident, despite the fact that a lower 
level of service (vehicle miles) per rider is 
provided in Europe. There are a·t least two 
fundamental causes of Europeans' more in
tensive use of public transit-density and 
concentration of destinations. Western Euro
pean urban areas have a far larger percent
age of their commercial development and 
employment in their urban cores, and their 
population densities are much greater-more 
than three times those of their U.S. counter
parts. 

Even in an urban environment that favors 
use of bus and rail service, public transit's 
market share is stable or declining, and 
automobile usage is increasing in Western 
Europe, just as it is in the United States.2s 
Europe did not create higher transit rider
ship by attracting passengers from the auto
mobile, although many transit supporters in
sist that can happen in the United States. In
deed, in Europe today, as income levels rise, 
the automobile is diverting passengers from 
transit. Moreover, even though subsidies are 
generally lower than they are in the United 
States, concern about rising public transit 
costs has induced Western European govern
ments to take various actions to limit the 
growth of subsidies even further, such as 
competitive contracting, reduced reliance on 
national government subsidies, and overall 
limitations on subsidies.29 

Myth No. 5: Increased public investment in 
transit will increase U.S. productivity and 
competitiveness 
Economists agree that there is a correla

tion between a nation's capital infrastruc
ture and its productivity and competitive
ness. But productivity is improved by a new 
capital project only when its benefits equal 
or exceed its costs and when the rate of re
turn at least equals that of alternative in
vestments. Infrastructure may be productive 
or unproductive-money expended to build a 
bridge to nowhere or an underutilized rail fa
cility erodes productivity. On the whole, 
public investment in new transit infrastruc
ture has diminished, not increased, the na
tion's total productivity.30 

Transportation planners routinely over
state the projected economic rate of return 
on new public transit investments by sys
tematically overestimating ridership and un
derestimating construction costs. For exam
ple, a U.S. Department of Transportation 
study of 10 urban rail projects showed that 
only one project came in under the esti
mated cost; construction costs for the re
mainder ranged from 33 to 106 percent over 
initial estimates.31 

Proper tallying of the total public invest
ment in cities' transit systems and calcula
tion of the per passenger subsidy makes it 
clear that the costs of those projects far ex
ceed any possible benefits to national pro
ductivity or competitiveness. Total costs of 
capital and operation range from $5.58 to 
$16.44 per rail passenger ride, yet most riders 
pay a base fare of roughly $1.00. 

Many of the expensive transit projects 
funded in the 1980s turned out to be white 
elephants. Detroit, for example, built a 
three-mile downtown people mover (that op
erates in only one direction) largely with 
federal funding. Construction costs were 50 
percent over budget and ridership 80 percent 
below projection.s2 To pay for the construc
tion deficit, funding was siphoned from need
ed bus improvements in a city whose low-in
come population represents a substantial 
market for bus service expansion. Detroit 
proposed reduction of its police force as it in
creased its expenditures for the higher-than
anticipated operating deficit33_and Detroit 
has one of the nation's highest crime rates. 
Similarly, in Miami per passenger expenses 
are so great that it would have been cheaper 
for taxpayers to provide limousine service 
for public transit users than to build and op
erate an extravagantly expensive rail sys
tem. Such rail systems are anything but an 
efficient investment in America's infrastruc
ture. 

Undaunted by the evidence, cities through
out the country are now duplicating those 
expensive mistakes. Dallas, Minneapolis, 
Salt Lake City, and Tucson are all planning 
expensive rail systems that would be suit
able only for the high-density cities of Eu
rope. Those systems are not expected to 
cover their operating expenses let alone re
capture the multi-billion-dollar federal, 
state, and local investment of taxpayers' 
money. 

Unquestionably, the major explanation of 
the inability of the public transit industry to 
contain costs has been the inflated salaries 
and benefits of public transit workers. Public 
transit employees are paid as much as twice 
the amount received by the average non
supervisory worker in the United States and 
65 percent more than the average U.S. work
er. Although the education requirement for 
transit drivers is less than a high school di
ploma, they receive nearly 11 percent more 
in total compensation than do private-sector 
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employees with four or more years of college 
education. The average compensation for all 
transit employees exceeds the average salary 
for U.S. employees with college degrees by 
more than 30 percent.34 Public transit fringe 
benefits average 50 percent of employee 
pay-nearly double the fringe benefits of the 
average private-sector worker.35 Hence, when 
fringe benefits are added to the equation, the 
average transit employee receives 70 percent 
more in compensation than the average U.S. 
employee.36 

Worse yet, the pay premium enjoyed by 
transit workers appears to be widening. 
Philadelphia's fiscally troubled Southeast
ern Pennsylvania Transit Authority, for ex
ample, has developed in 1992 budget that in
cludes a 5.5 percent wage increase (more 
than one-third more than the national aver
age wage increase in 1991) for employees. Yet 
SEPTA is planning service cutbacks, de
manding additional subsidies, and threaten
ing to shut down the system if a new, dedi
cated tax is not provided for the deficit
plagued transit system.s1 San Francisco's 
Bay Area Rapid Transit system reports that 
unionized employees have rejected an offer 
of a 4 percent wage increase for each of the 
next three years. The BART offer would 
bring drivers' salaries to $48,000, janitors' to 
$36,000, and mechanics' to $53,000 per year; 
benefits, which add to the total compensa
tion, would remain at 51 percent of wages 
and salaries, so that drivers would be com
pensated at more than $70,000, janitors at 
more than $50,000, and mechanics at $80,000 
annually.38 

Public transit has suffered declining labor 
productivity over the past two decades. Pro
ductivity as measured by hours of bus serv
ice produced per constant dollar fell an aver
age of 43 percent from 1964 to 1985; the pro
d ucti vi ty decline for large transit agencies 
was 55 percent. About one-third of the cost 
increases over inflation in urban transit 
since 1970 can be attributed directly to the 
decline in productivity.39 

Let us put the dismal record of transit 
worker productivity and performance into 
perspective. The unsubsidized private taxi 
industry employs about the same number of 
workers as transit but provides three times 
as many vehicle miles of service.40 Yet tran
sit is heavily subsidized by government and 
taxis receive virtually no public assistance. 

One explanation for transit's steep produc
tivity decline is that transit employees are 
working less. Average annual service hours 
worked by each public transit employee (for 
buses) fell from 1,228 in 1964 to 1,028 in 1985. 
The decrease in productivity was worse for 
the largest transit agencies-from 1,205 
hours in 1964 to 929 hours per employee in 
1985.41 Meanwhile, public transit driver ab
senteeism, which is epidemic in the industry, 
averaged 34 days a year in Miami, 32 days in 
Los Angeles, and 27 days in Pittsburgh, ex
clusive of vacations and holidays.42 

Another cause of the anemic productivity 
levels in the transit industry is a provision 
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, section 13(c),43 which is administered by 
the U.S. Department of Labor. That provi
sion has secured for transit workers a degree 
of bargaining power that is not shared by 
employees or labor unions in other U.S. in
dustries.44 It sounds innocent enough, requir
ing that adequate labor arrangements be 
made to ensure that employees are not 
harmed as a result of federal funding. In 
practice, however, section 13(c) has been in
terpreted to require negotiation of generous 
labor agreements between transit agencies 
and their unions. Failure of a transit agency 

to make concessions to labor can result in 
loss of federal funding, thus giving transit 
labor unions de facto veto power over the 
coveted capital (and operating) grants.45 

Section 13(c) has impeded efforts to im
prove productivity and efficiency in the 
transit industry. It requires up to six years' 
pay for an employee whose job is eliminated 
as a result of economies or efficiencies. As
suming the 1988 annual compensation level 
of $41,000 for the average public transit bus 
driver, legally mandated severance pay could 
be as much as $250,000 per worker, compared 
with mandated severance pay (unemploy
ment insurance benefits) of less than $5,000 
for typical American workers. 

Section 13(c) also has so skewed collective 
bargaining in favor of transit unions that 
they have negotiated not only higher-than
market compensation in the industry but ab
surd work rules that extract pay for not 
working. For example, the use of part-time 
labor is severely restricted or prohibited out
right, even though part-time labor is ideal 
for public transit, because a large percentage 
of public transit service is consumed during 
rush hour periods in the morning and 
evening. Under current operating practices, 
to cover both morning and evening rush 
hours, drivers are paid for time not worked 
during midday. Most public transit labor 
contracts also require the full-time employ
ment of substitute drivers. Sometimes sub
stitute drivers operate buses and are paid for 
driving; other times substitute drivers are 
paid to sit and wait. Substitute public tran
sit drivers, who have skills that can be 
learned in a month or less, are paid whether 
or not they work; substitute public school 
teachers, who must have at least four years 
of college, are paid only when they work. 

The net effect of those restrictive work 
rules is that public transit bus drivers work 
as few as 36 minutes of each hour for which 
they are paid on some services, and the aver
age is less than 50 minutes of work for each 
hour's pay. Practices such as those would 
bankrupt a company in the competitive mar
ketplace. 

The combination of federal subsidies, ex
cessive pay rates, routine cost overruns, and 
archaic work rules in the transit industry 
has prevented implementation of economical 
investment and operating procedures in pub
lic bus and rail service. That combination 
has been a major factor in transit's cost es
calation. The annual excess of transit costs 
over inflation (from 1970) is now more than 
four times the total amount of federal oper
ating subsidies. Pumping billions of addi
tional federal tax dollars into such a system 
does not contribute to the development of 
America's infrastructure and ultimately 
makes the nation less, not more, competi
tive. 
Myth No. 6: The Washington Metro Has been a 

stunning public transit success that can be 
duplicated in many other cities 
The most comprehensive federally sup

ported rail system in the nation is Washing
ton, D.C.'s Metro. It is typically regarded as 
a transit showcase that can be duplicated in 
other cities. 

Although the Washington Metro carries 
more riders than another new rail facility, it 
has fallen far short of reaching its ridership 
projections.46 Part of the reason is that em
ployment in the central business district has 
grown at a much lower rate than projected 
before the system was built, while suburban 
employment has grown at a greater rate. Not 
only did public transit ridership per capita 
decline in the 1980s in the Washington area, 
but planners projected that public transit's 

work trip market share would decline an
other 9 percent from 1986 to 2000-despite a 
planned $3 billion, or 70 percent, expansion of 
the rail system.47 Even the most recently 
opened Metro stations are drawing far fewer 
passengers than predicted. Two new subur
ban Maryland stations, which cost approxi
mately $300 million to construct and opened 
in 1990, are attracting only 7,300 passengers a 
week-slightly more than half the 13,100 ex
pected.48 

The taxpayers of the Washington area 
could not have afforded to build the $8 bil
lion Metrorail system. It has been built pri
marily by funding from taxpayers across the 
country. Indeed, the taxpayers of the Wash
ington area can barely afford to pay for oper
a ting the system as local and state budgets 
strain to keep up with rising costs. 49 And the 
American taxpayers cannot afford the tens 
of billions of dollars it would cost to rep
licate the Washington system in other cities. 
Myth No. 7: Public transit conserves energy and 

improves air quality 
With its continually declining work trip 

market share, public transit does not and 
cannot reduce energy consumption or air 
pollution. Some transit vehicles are over
crowded during peak hours in high-demand 
corridors. Yet, most of the time, there is ex
cess capacity. The average public transit ve
hicle in the United States operates with 
more than 80 percent of its seats empty.so 
Because of the low average number of pas
sengers per bus, the energy consumption per 
passenger mile of public transit buses is now 
greater than that of private automobiles, 
and it far exceeds that of car and van pools.51 
And unlike automobiles, public -buses are be
coming less, not more, energy efficient. In 
1985 public transit used nearly 55 percent 
more transit vehicles to provide approxi
mately the same number of rides provided in 
1965. Over the same period of time the num
ber of vehicle miles increased by 22 percent 
even though ridership remained static.52 

Rail, also because of its low ridership, has 
not contributed to energy conservation. Rail 
systems require large amounts of energy for 
the construction of roadbeds, tunnels, and 
rolling stock. For example, one study esti
mated that San Francisco's BART system, 
which is highly patronized, will never save 
enough energy to recoup its initial energy 
investment.ss That is apparently the case for 
most urban rail systems. A 1982 Congres
sional Budget Office study concluded that 
"under typical conditions rapid rail systems 
actually waste energy rather than save it.'' 54 

Boosters of rail and advocates of higher 
transit taxes contend that air quality will 
improve as transit subsidies increase. Port
land's light rail line is often cited as an ex
ample of how transit has produced substan
tial improvements in air quality since 1972.ss 
Other factors are responsible for the im
provement in Portland's air quality. Since 
1972 automobiles, which account for the 
overwhelming percentage of travel in Port
land (and virtually all other U.S. metropoli
tan areas), have become 48 percent more en
ergy efficient on average, and the average 
new car has become 100 percent more energy 
efficient.56 Further, the average automobile 
produces less pollution per gallon of gasoline 
today than it did in 1972. In addition, the per
centage of urban trips taken by public tran
sit in Portland was lower in 1989 than in 1980. 

Public buses have, on balance, had no fa
vorable effect on air pollution in U.S. cities. 
Because of low average ridership, buses, on a 
per passenger basis, often contribute to air 
pollution because bus emissions are much 
greater than those of cars or taxis. 
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Even minute improvements in the fuel effi

ciency and emission standards of auto
mobiles, which are expected in coming years, 
or an increase in the number of riders per car 
would have much more effect on the environ
ment than would massive increases in expen
sive public transit service.57 Increased en
ergy efficiency and decreased air pollution 
could be more efficiently and effectively 
achieved by the use of high-occupancy-vehi
cle lanes, the automation of toll collection 
to speed traffic, and other such reforms. 

Myth No. 8: Urban transit reduces traffic 
congestion 

Automobile users are said to benefit from 
public transit because it reduces congestion 
on roads and highways. Indeed, that sup
posed external benefit to drivers is the jus
tification for using 1 cent of the federal gaso
line tax to pay for transit. (One proposal be
fore the House of Representatives would in
crease the gas tax to fund transit. A portion 
of last year's federal gas tax is also to be ap
propriated for transit.) Yet the reduction in 
traffic congestion resulting from increased 
transit subsidies is trivial, even under a best
case scenario. For instance, if transit rider
ship were doubled and the ridership gain 
came entirely from drivers who left their 
cars to ride transit, the number of vehicle 
miles traveled by car would decline by less 
than 3 percent.sa 

Again Portland serves as an example. The 
number of automobile commuters who 
switched to light rail in Portland was less 
than 0.5 percent of daily commuters in the 
metropolitan area,59 a percentage quickly 
nullified by the rate of growth in employ
ment. New light rail riders account for less 
than two months' natural growth in total 
travel in the metropolitan area.so 

Winning over even small numbers of riders 
from the roads and highways to transit has 
proven to be prohibitively expensive. It cost 
$9.22 to attract each new passenger ride to 
Portland's light rail line and $28.23 per pas
senger ride on the Atlanta system. Trans
lated into cost per commuter per year, the 
expense of diverting each commuter from an 
automobile was $4,702 for the Portland line 
and $14,397 for the Atlanta system.61 

Myth No. 9: Transit subsidies are essential to 
the mobility of the poor 

Transit provides essential mobility to 
many of the poor, but transit accounted for 
less than 7 percent of trips made by low-in
come people in 1983. 62 The most pressing need 
of the inner-city poor is transportation from 
the city to suburban jobs for which they are 
qualified. Yet only 5 percent of the total "re
verse commute" market is served by public 
transit. From 1970 to 1980 transit's reverse 
commute market share declined by 50 per
cent. [A federal program to encourage entre
preneurs to provide reverse commute serv
ices to the inner-city poor has encountered 
resistance and delay as a result of transit 
unions' using their power under section 13(c). 
Many proposals have been abandoned; new 
proposals have been discouraged; and the 
poor continue to go unserved.] The increas
ingly dispersed nature of inner-city-to-sub
urb trips renders conventional mass transit 
service (large buses) unsuitable for that mar
ket in terms of both travel time and finan
cial feasibility.83 

If public transit subsidies benefit anyone, 
they benefit affluent suburbanites, not the 
poor. A Los Angeles study determined that 
inner-city service, patronized largely by the 
poor, received less than 22 cents in total op
erating subsidy per passenger boarding, 
while express service, patronized largely by 

the affluent, received more than Sl.18 per 
boarding.64 A 1986 study showed that riders 
with incomes exceeding $50,000 per year re
ceived 50 percent more in federal operating 
subsidies per transit trip than did low-in
come users of transit. 65 The difference would 
have been greater if capital figures had been 
included. 

Some rail systems bypass areas with low
income residents. The Washington Metro, for 
example, does not go to many high-density 
poor areas of the city, but it does service the 
affluent surrounding suburbs. Most Metro
rail riders-some 73 percent-earn $25,000 or 
more; 19 percent earn $75,000 or more.66 

IMPROVING TRANSIT THROUGH COMPETITION 
AND PRIVATIZATION 

Clearly, inefficient, highly subsidized pub
lic transit systems cannot deliver the socio
economic benefits that have been promised 
and hoped for. Federal subsidies have re
warded inefficiency and wasteful capital in
vestment, while propping up transit monopo
lies that actually impede effective alter
natives to public transit. The unique pat
terns of American urban and suburban devel
opment and our particular social problems 
do not lend themselves to old European solu
tions, which are being abandoned. To meet 
America's needs, the following reforms are 
needed. 

Eliminate Federal subsidies 
Federal transit subsidies have resulted in 

higher costs than they have covered. Sub
sidies have resulted primarily in a transfer 
of wealth from the taxpayers and the produc
tive private sector to well-paid transit em
ployees. At a minimum, in the interest of eq
uity and efficiency, section 13(c) should be 
eliminated; transit workers should not con
tinue to receive extraordinary compensa
tion. 

Federal subsidies increase the cost of tran
sit. Federal capital grants have generated a 
mad scramble among cities to secure federal 
transit dollars to pay for new buses and rail 
service. Often as little as 5 to 10 percent of 
the investment is local money,67 yet mayors 
and local transit authorities have dem
onstrated repeatedly that to attract "free" 
federal dollars, they will undertake massive 
capital investments, even when ridership 
does not justify construction or purchase. 
The federal contribution to capital assist
ance can be as high as 80 percent; nationally, 
the federal government funds 62 percent of 
total capital cost.68 That federal contribu
tion has had an undue influence on the esca
lation of transit costs. 

Many countries have recognized the cost 
distortion that results from national sub
sidies and are reducing or eliminating them. 
Examples include Norway, New Zealand, the 
United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union.69 
Canada and Australia, with much higher per 
capita transit ridership, have neither federal 
operating nor federal capital subsidies. Costs 
are lower and investments are more effective 
when subsidies are eliminated altogether, or 
at least are drawn from a level of govern
ment closer to home.7o 

Eliminate barriers to unsubsidized private 
service 

In most cities only the transit monopoly is 
permitted by law to provide public transit 
service. Where the private market can oper
ate without subsidy, it should be allowed to 
do so. Turning to the private market does 
not require returning to private monopolies 
and franchise, which are only slightly better 
than public monopolies. It simply means al
lowing the free market to provide 
unsubsidized service where it can. 

Private unsubsidized buses and vans cur
rently are providing transit for people in 
New York and Miami.71 A 1991 Wall Street 
Journal report found that private (sometimes 
outlawed) vans are increasing their market 
share rapidly. 

Transit officials estimate that more than 
2,500 private transit vans now patrol New 
York City. They seem to be everywhere in 
the boroughs of Brooklyn and Queens, bear
ing names like "Knight-Rider," "Island 
Boy" and "Leo the People's Friend." The 
phenomenon seems to be spreading to other 
cities with large Caribbean immigrant popu
lations. In Miami, transit officials count 300 
private vans, some even offering video tapes 
of Spanish-language soap operas to entertain 
riders.72 

Vans and minibuses, which many people 
prefer to large buses and which have been 
shown to expand ridership in some areas, 73 
could provide unsubsidized services in many 
high-density areas, freeing subsidies to ex
pand service in other areas. Yet such service 
is outlawed in many cities, and the public 
transit agencies jealously guard their mo
nopoly status. Express service is also pro
vided by the private sector in some areas, 
but generally it too is prohibited. 

Public transit spokesmen argue that pri
vate vehicles "skim the cream" from profit
able routes and increase the deficits of tran
sit agencies. But public transit costs are so 
high that few if any routes cover their cap
ital and operating costs. In other words, 
there is no cream to skim. Moreover, the pri
vate sector pays taxes, not paid by the public 
sector, that can exceed the net revenue pub
lic transit can obtain from its best routes. 

Opening the transit market to private vans 
and minibuses can provide an opportunity 
for the poor or near poor to become entre
preneurs as it has done in South Africa.74 
The cost of capital is relatively low. In time 
those private operators could expand to mul
tiple vehicles, or the experience and profits 
earned could lead to other profitable ven
tures. Meanwhile, those entrepreneurs would 
be positive role models for the entire com
munity, provide employment and a valuable 
service, and contribute to the tax base. 

Adopt competitive contracting for subsidized 
transit 

If political considerations mandate contin
ued taxpayer subsidies, public transit service 
should at least be purchased through com
petitive contracting. Under that system the 
public authority awards service contracts to 
responsive and responsible operators who 
demonstrate an ability to provide the speci
fied quality and quantity of service for the 
lowest price. The public authority retains 
policy control over the service, while the 
competitive market produces the service 
under public scrutiny. 

Public transit services are being converted 
to competitive contracting in Sweden, Den
mark, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, 
Norway, and Finland. Competitively con
tracted services in London carry as many 
passengers as the entire Philadelphia rail 
and bus transit system. Competitive con
tracting is used in the United States for 
most paratransit (dial-a-ride) service and al
most 8 percent of the bus service. Metropoli
tan areas such as Dallas, Los Angeles, Den
ver, St. Louis, Cincinnati, San Diego, San 
Francisco, Seattle, Minneapolis, and Atlanta 
have achieved large cost savings through 
competitive contracting of bus service. The 
extraordinarily high costs of public transit 
in the United States have made possible av
erage cost savings of 30 percent.75 There is 
little reason, except vested public transit in-
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terests, not to competitively contract for 
subsidized transit service. 

CONCLUSION 
The realities of public transit fall woefully 

short of the myths. Transit is needed, but we 
can no longer afford to imagine that conven
tional public transit can address the complex 
problems of the changing American city. 
And we can no longer support a monopoly 
system of public mass transit, which has 
proven to be ineffective, inequitable, and 
unaffordable. Through incorporation of com
petition, America can have efficient transit 
systems in every city-that do improve the 
environment, lessen traffic congestion, re
duce fuel consumption, and help the poor. 
And improved transit can be provided at 
much less cost to the American taxpayer. 
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Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT]. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I rise 
in support of the rule. 

I also rise in support of the transpor
tation bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the leadership, every 
member of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation, has spent 
untold hours dedicating themselves to 
rebuilding America. That is what we 
are doing. We are talking about $151 
billion over the next 6 years. I do not 
think any of us have to point out the 
deterioration of our roads, the condi
tions of our bridges in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I know the comment 
was made by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY] about mass transit. We 
have spent more money on foreign aid 
in the last decade than we have on 
mass transit. It is time in this country, 
it is time in this country, to rebuild 
America. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLEMENT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just submit to the 
gentleman that foreign aid has failed 
as well as mass transit has failed. 

Mr. CLEMENT. But the fact is the 
gentleman made the comment concern
ing the transportation bill. 

There really was not anything of real 
substance there. And I contend, after 
going over for many months, realizing 
that we have come down to the final 
hour now, that we cannot afford any 
more delays. We need to pass this legis
lation and pass it now. We have got a 
lot of opportunities for new economic 
growth and development in this trans
portation bill. That is what is wrong 
with America now. We are at the sta
tus quo, we are not moving forward. 

Many people do not have jobs, do not 
have economic opportunity. We need to 
rebuild America, we need to rebuild 
America now, and the place to start is 
in the transportation bill. 

We are already in the new fiscal year, 
and we still do not have a transpor
tation bill. We realize it has to go to 
the conference committee. Let us do 
what is right for America; let us re
build America and let us do it now. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. STEARNS]. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule. 

More and more, we see important 
measures brought before this Congress 
with little or no opportunity for fair 
amendment. This bill, H.R. 3566, au
thorizes over S151 billion in spending. 
That is more than $600 for every man, 
woman, and child in this country. 
Sometimes I believe this Congress for
gets that real people work hard to pay 
these bills. My colleague from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY] clearly makes the argu
ment that mass transit has not met ex
pectations and in fact is failing. 

I offered an amendment yesterday to 
delete a small amount of funding from 
this bill in the mass transit funding to 
allow for a repeal of the boat user fee 
tax. On July 18, 416 Members of this 
Congress-including 12 of the 13 mem
bers of the Rules Committee-voted to 
support repeal of this tax. Yet, Mem
bers of Congress now have been denied 
the right to make a straightforward 
choice between slightly lower spending 
on mass transit and repealing the boat 
tax. 

This tax was called the Coast Guard 
user fee, but the money never was in
tended to go to the Coast Guard. It has 
produced only a small fraction of what 
Congress pretended it would when it 
passed the budget agreement last year. 
Everyone agrees in public that this tax 
should be repealed. Many Members of 
this Congress will tell their constitu
ents they have voted for repeal, but 
when the opportunity came to do some
thing concrete to remove this unfair 
tax, the Democratic leadership of the 
Committee on Rules would not even let 
it be considered. The Democratic ma-

jority would not allow Congress to re
peal the boat user fee. 

No wonder Americans feel that Con
gress no longer represents them, but 
only represents the special interests 
who can get in the closed doors of the 
powers that be. 

We are in danger of becoming a Con
gress of taxation, authorization, and 
appropriation without representation. 
That's not why any of our constituents 
sent us here. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to recog
nize the superb leadership, foresight, 
and patience of the committee's chair
man, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE], the subcommittee chairman, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. Mr
NETA], and the ranking minority mem
bers, the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT], and the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER]. 

The legislation before us today will 
provide the single largest investment 
in America that this Congress will con
sider. 

For decades, as we have heard in 
committee hearings we have 
underinvested in our infrastructure in 
America. 

This bill helps correct that. Public 
investment in roads, bridges, and tran
sit systems means greater productivity 
for America, a more competitive Amer
ica in the global economy, and more 
jobs for Americans. 

This bill recognizes the great diver
si ty of transportation needs that exist 
in our country. 

It recognizes the differences between 
rural and urban needs, as well as the 
diverse geography and the different 
building conditions that exist in this 
country. 

This bill accommodates this diver
sity by creating the mechanism to fund 
both a strong national highway system 
and a strong mass transit system. 

And it goes much further by provid
ing flexibility for State and local offi
cials to decide how best to meet the 
transportation needs in their individ
ual States and cities. 

This bill also recognizes the need for 
equity and fairness in its formula for 
distributing money from the Federal 
highway trust fund. 

The formula is fair and equitable. 
Moreover, each State is guaranteed a 
90-percent minimum allocation of the 
money it puts into the highway trust 
fund. 

This is an extremely important part 
of this bill for donor States such as 
mine, and I thank the committee lead
ership for working with those of us on 
the committee on these important pro
visions. 
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This bill is a very thoughtful, far

reaching blue print for investing in our 
transportation infrastructure. 

I believe the impact of this legisla
tion will be realized well into the next 
century. 

It is a good bill for each of our 
States. It is a good bill for America. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port this important legislation. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. KLUG]. 

Mr. KLUG. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed that 
the Committee on Rules did not ap
prove my amendment last night, an 
amendment that involves a fundamen
tal philosophical dispute and debate 
about what decisions are best left to 
State capitals. 

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Govern
ment is now setting speed limits across 
the country, it has already set drink
ing ages. Once again it is going to get 
itself involved in requiring every mo
torcycle rider in this country to wear a 
helmet. 

Back in 1966 we already passed a hel
met law in the United States as part of 
the transportation bill, which threat
ens States with a loss of funds if they 
do not pass a rule requiring helmets to 
be worn in those States. Forty-seven 
States adopted such a rule. In 1975 we 
reversed course and 29 States, includ
ing my home State of Wisconsin, now 
no longer have helmet laws on the 
books. 

The facts of the matter are that fa
tality rates are higher in States with 
helmet laws and accident rates are 
higher in States with helmet laws. 

In fact, the real solution is an edu
cation program, which is what my 
amendment would have put in place in 
States across this country. 

When California did that in 1989, they 
found fatalities dropped by 28 percent, 
and they found that their injuries 
dropped by 34 percent. Now if we are 
going to use the same twisted logic 
from here on out, we have another 50 
percent of the head traumas in this 
country that we are going to have to 
require potential victims to wear hel
mets. 

My 7-year-old will soon have to wear 
a helmet if he is riding a bike, skiiers 
will have to wear helmets; people who 
ride horses will have to wear helmets, 
and eventually even the lady on TV 
who falls and · says, "I can't get up," 
will have to wear a helmet. 

And in fact, next time I go to the 
Committee on Rules, it is very clear to 
me I will have to wear a helmet be
cause every time I have an amendment 
brought up it seems mysteriously it re
sults in a major crash. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The rules of the House pre
clude signs of approbation and dis
approbation from the Gallery. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time at this point, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, the oppo
sition to this rule continues to mount, 
and it is becoming so great that I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yeilding. 

You know, Mr. Speaker, there has 
been a lot of criticism of Congress re
cently. This rule is a pretty good exam
ple of why Congress needs to be criti
cized. 

One of the things that often does not 
get indicated in that criticism is that 
it is the Democrats who run this Con
gress. This rule is a pretty good exam
ple of why the Democrats have gone far 
afield of what is needed to run the Con
gress well. 

0 1150 
In this rule, Mr. Speaker, the gen

tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] has 
told us that the Democrats on the 
Committee on Rules had to make some 
decisions about priorities. Well, let us 
understand what their priorities were. 
They decided it was important to con
sider the use of racial quotas in high
way construction, but it was not im
portant to consider wasteful spending 
in highway construction, and so, there
fore, they made a racial quota amend
ment in order, but they decided not to 
make any amendments in order to 
strike out wasteful and irresponsible 
spending that is in the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, that tells my colleagues 
something about the direction that 
they decided to go. That was their deci
sion. The majority of the Democrats on 
the committee voted that way. Some 
Members got the privilege of violating 
the rules. 

This Committee on Rules said early 
on, "One of the things you have to have 
is: Submit your amendments by 5 
o'clock on a day." What the Committee 
on Rules then decided was some Mem
bers who obeyed the rules would not 
get their amendments, but Members 
who did not necessarily obey the rules 
would be able to have their amend
ments offered. This is fair? This is the 
party of fairness we keep hearing 
about? No way. This is absolutely a 
scandal, the way we behave behind 
closed doors, and that is exactly what 
happened when this rule was crafted. 

Now, understand we will try to defeat 
the previous question, and the reason 
why we are going to try to defeat the 
previous question is to eliminate all 
the amendments that are in the rule 
that were submitted after the time 
deadline, and I do not know who they 
are, and I do not know what they are, 
but we think the previous question 
ought to be defeated so that we can at 
least change the rule and make it fair, 
and say that to those Members who 
submitted their amendments on time 

they should have had an equal chance 
with those who submitted their amend
ments not on time, and strike all the 
amendments that were submitted after 
the deadline. 

I must say that the Committee on 
Rules gave me my amendment. I am 
one of the privileged few. I got my 
amendment. It was the only amend
ment that was granted that cuts any 
money. It cuts $11.5 million if it is 
adopted. I have my doubts it will be 
adopted, but understand that, if my 
amendment was adopted, that would be 
two-tenths of 1 percent of what we re
gard as pork and waste in the bill. We 
actually, actually have an amendment 
on the floor to cut two-tenths of 1 per
cent. 

Now, if my colleagues look at the 
overall bill, it is less than one one-hun
dredth of 1 percent that the Members 
of the House are actually going to get 
to vote on as a spending cut. Now that 
tells my colleagues something about 
where the Democrats have gone in this 
Congress. · 

When we talk about spending on this 
House floor, and when we talk about 
taxing, they are interrelated. The rea
son why we need to raise taxes in this 
country is because people want to 
spend money. Here is an example of 
where the rules process is staked in 
favor of spending and where there was 
no effort at all given to the job of 
eliminating spending. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
McEWEN] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am, of course, opposed 
to this rule for the same reasons so 
often we end up being opposed to a 
rule. The fact of the matter is the 
Democrats give greater credence to re
quests that come before them and the 
Committee on Rules than to Repub
licans. This is a Democrat bill, and it 
has a Democrat tax increase in it, and 
this is what I would like to talk about 
for a moment. 

Mr. Speaker, last year, when we had 
this ill-fated, fiscally flimflammed 
budget agreement, we had a 5-cent-a
gallon gas tax. That was supposed to be 
enough to carry us through the year 
1995. Now in this bill, when Democrats 
all over the country are talking about 
the need for tax reductions that are 
fair and tax reductions that will spur 
the economy, we have this bill bringing 
forward an expansion of the gas tax for 
4 more years. Four more years at 21h 
cents a gallon. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a regressive tax 
that falls four times as heavily on 
lower income earners as higher income 
earners. This is an economically re
pressive tax that results in the loss of 
jobs, the loss of employment, the loss 
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of production and the loss of other tax 
revenue to the Government. This is an 
inflationary tax because we use energy 
in the production of everything in this 
country. 

Now the Congressional Budget Office 
is very obliging, as usual, to the Demo
crats. They project that they will raise 
$14 billion in this tax despite the fact 
that the projections they had for the 5-
year 5-cent tax have not been fulfilled 
because they do not take into account 
for the revenue lost offset from the un
employment that is created by the im
position of these repressive taxes. We 
are going to find that the revenue will 
not come in as it is projected, but the 
spending will go forward. 

Now what is wrong with the spend
ing? I happen to believe we need to 
spend on infrastructure where it is 
needed in the public's general interest. 
This bill again spends first on where it 
is needed in the parochial interests, in 
the special interests, in the local inter
ests, what they ·call pork barrel spend
ing. We cannot afford a regressive, re
pressive tax for 4 more yeas that harms 
the economy, harms the employment 
opportunities for the American people, 
hurts the low-income family four times 
as much as it hurts the high income 
families in order to build pork-barrel 
projects in favored congressional dis
tricts. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad bill, it is 
bad legislation, it is bad tax policy, and 
should be shown as such for those peo
ple who want to go around the country 
talking about the need to cut taxes to 
get this economy out of the recession. 
This tax will push this economy, wors
en the recession, and risk the creation 
of stagflation, the simultaneous cre
ation of inflation with recession. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I was very pleased yes
terday in testimony before the Com
mittee on Rules when both the chair
man and the ranking member of the 
committee testified as to the advisabil
ity of this rule, and we have the bipar
tisan support of both of those Mem
bers. In fact, we have the support of 
the chairman and the ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee that put 
this bill together also. I think they 
have done an excellent job putting to
gether what we perceive as a bipartisan 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. RoE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CLAY] for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I had not planned on 
speaking on the rule, but I think it is 
very necessary to get it clear right at 
the very beginning. This is not, I re
peat: this is not, a Democratic bill. 
This is a bipartisan bill. 

In the vote in the full committee, of 
which there are 57 Members of this 
body, the vote was 53 in favor and 3 op
posed. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we have to stop 
the nonsense around here and start 
talking about facts. This is an all
American bill. It is probably the most 
important bill that we could bring 
forth today where domestic policy is 
involved in this country, the transpor
tation facilities of this country, and, 
yes, jobs for this country, real jobs for 
this country. 

There are no racial quotas in this 
bill, and it is about time that when 
Members got up on the floor that they 
speak the facts, as the facts are, and 
not manufacture things that are not 
true to dissuade people on issues that 
are not correct. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to make it 
very, very clear that the leadership of 
this committee, 53 Members on a bipar
tisan basis, brought this bill to the 
floor, and that is the direction this 
whole bill has gone. It has been totally 
bipartisan, and it will continue to be 
bipartisan before this bill is voted on 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I deeply regret that the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation bill that has been worked on 
so diligently by such capable Members 
of this House was bushwhacked by this 
rule. Last night efforts were made to 
make amendments, and they were 
strictly party line, and I think that, as 
we come to vote now on this rule, we 
make a clear distinction, and that is 
that on a party-line vote we were de
nied the right to have an open rule. 

Now what does that mean? That 
means in the 1970's about 15 percent of 
the rules had some limitation on them. 
The rest of them were that, if one was 
elected to the Congress, and if it is 
going to be their highway, and their 
taxes, and their citizens that were pay
ing for it, and their bridge, and all the 
rest, the speed limits, that they have a 
right to vote. That moved up to when I 
came here in the 1980's to about 25, or 
one rule in four which began to limit 
us. Now the Committee on Rules, al
most pro forma, in the neighborhood of 
60 percent, nearly two out of three, is 
saying, "We'll decide what's going to 
be decided on the floor of the House. 
We'll decide who's allowed to make the 
amendments. We'll decide who's al
lowed to say and do what." And, as a 
result, they are creating unnecessary 
conflict on the floor. 

This bill, which as I said yesterday in 
the Committee on Rules, was com
pletely amended and changed in less 
than 30 days, totally reworked, because 
of the diligence of the people on the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans-

portation. The fairness of the chair
man, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE], the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT], the chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MINETA], the ranking mem
ber, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SHUSTER]; they have done a mar
velous job for a vital, vital concern for 
our Nation's infrastructure. We have 
abandoned it. We are far behind where 
we should be in our Nation's infra
structure. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill needs to be 
passed, and there was no reason for us 
to be put in this position of having 
completely partisan vote in the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Now I stand here to ask the support 
of those who respect my opinion at all 
to say that this rule is unnecessary in 
this manner, and to oppose it and to 
leave the marker on the table as we 
leave here, that when good, quality leg
islation comes to the floor, regardless 
of whether or not one is on the com
mittee, they should have a say as a 
Member of Congress, and these closed 
rules are unnecessary. 

0 1200 
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. McEWEN] for his very 
sincere and passionate statements, 
both in regard to the rule and his sup
port for the legislation. It is true, Mr. 
Speaker, that H.R. 2950 is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation 
that will be considered by this Con
gress. It is unfortunate that not every 
Member of Congress will be able to 
speak on this legislation, but I am sure 
the gentleman recognizes that the 
mere existence of a Rules Committee is 
a necessary evil to allow the House to 
move forward in an expeditious way to 
consider vital legislation of this type. 

This legislation is vital to each and 
every State in our Union, and quick ac
tion is essential to avoid any prolonged 
interruption of the highway program. 

H.R. 252 is a fair and equitable rule 
which will aid the House in considering 
the surface transportation bill as expe
ditiously as possible. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the recommended rule for H.R. 2950, the 
lntermodal Surface Transportation Infrastruc
ture Act of 1991. 

The committee has been very responsive to 
the many requests and amendments received 
from our House colleagues. This bill has been 
21h years in the making. The Subcommittee 
on Surface Transportation conducted an ex
tensive series of hearings nationwide. We met 
with House colleagues, businesses-both big 
and small, industry representatives, State 
groups, local groups, unions, environmental 
groups-just about anyone and everyone who 
was interested, during the development of our 
proposal. 

Additionally, during the committee markup 
process, we made every effort to work with 
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Members to accommodate their local and na
tional policy concerns, amendments, and 
project changes. 

This legislation is a genuine new transpor
tation policy for America, and a tremendous 
investment in our future. It will build our roads 
and bridges and transit systems into a com
prehensive network that will in turn build our 
economy, enhance safety, and improve our 
quality of life. 

I believe that the rule is fair. It accommo
dates the controversial issues. And, it is im
portant to note that several of these issues 
were brought before the committee for a vote 
and were defeated. 

It is true that there were several amend
ments submitted that were not made in order. 
However, many of those amendments were 
antisafety amendments. There were also sev
eral inappropriate amendments offered to de
lete individual Member projects. The project 
requests were carefully scrutinized by the 
Public Works and Transportation Committee 
and overall project totals were painstakingly 
reviewed for equity. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup
port this rule. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to support the rule and the 
bill, and I move the previous question 
on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
DURBIN). The question is on ordering 
the previous question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 319, nays 
104, not voting 10, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME} 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Aspin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boehlert 
Bonlor 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 

[Roll No. 331) 
YEA8-319 

Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 

DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 

Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml} 
Ford (TN} 
Frank (MA} 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
lnhofe 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jantz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lehman(FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bilirakls 
BUley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 

Long 
Lowery (CA} 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMlllen(MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
Miller(WA) 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL> 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 

NAYS-104 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coleman <MO) 
Combest 
Cox(CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Fawell 

Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Slsisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL} 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
WUliams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Harger 
Holloway 
Hunter 

Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMillan(NC) 
Meyers 

Callahan 
Hopkins 
Jefferson 
Martinez 

Miller(OH) 
Mink 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Paxon 
Porter 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 

Skeen 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-10 
Michel Washington 
Neal (NC) Waters 
Shaw 
Slaughter (VA) 

0 1220 
Mr. IRELAND changed his vote from 

"yea" to "nay." 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The question is on the reso-
1 ution. 

The question is taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 323, nays 
102, not voting 8, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzlo 
Anthony 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 

[Roll No. 332) 
YEA8-323 

Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorga.n(ND) 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Ewing 
Fascell 

Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
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Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubba.rd 
Hucks.by 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
Ka.ptur 
Ka.sich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka. 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostma.yer 
La.Fa.lee 
La.nca.s ter 
La.ntos 
La.Rocco 
La.ughlin 
Lea.ch 
Lehma.n (CA) 
Lehma.n (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Ma.chtley 
Ma.nton 
Ma.rkey 
Ma.tsui 
Ma.vroules 
Ma.zzoli 
McCa.ndless 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDa.de 
McDermott 
McGra.th 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfwne 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta. 
Mink 

Alla.rd 
Archer 
Anney 
Ba.ker 
Ba.llenger 
Ba.rrett 
Ba.rton 
Bilira.kis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Ca.mp 
Campbell (CA) 
Cha.ndler 
Coble 
Colema.n (MO> 
Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Cra.ne 
Cunningham 
Da.nnemeyer 
DeLa.y 
Doolittle 
Dorna.n (CA) 
Dreier 

Moa.kley 
Molina.ri 
Molloha.n 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Mora.n 
Morella. 
Mra.zek 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Na.gle 
Na.tcher 
Nea.l(MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oa.ka.r 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pa.cka.rd 
Pa.Hone 
Pa.nett&. 
Pa.rker 
Pa.stor 
Pa.tterson 
Pa.yne (NJ) 
Pa.yne (VA) 
Pea.se 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Posha.rd 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ra.ha.ll 
Ra.ngel 
Ra.y 
Reed 
Regula. 
Richa.rdson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rina.ldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema. 
Rowland 
Roybal 

NAYS-102 
Dunca.n 
Edwa.rds (OK) 
Eva.ns 
Fa.well 
Fields 
Fra.nks (CT) 
Ga.llegly 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gra.dison 
Gunderson 
Ha.ncock 
Ha.nsen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hollowa.y 
Hunter 
Irela.nd 
Ja.cobs 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
La.goma.rsino 
Lightfoot 

Russo 
Sabo 
Sa.ngmeister 
Sa.ntorwn 
Sa.rpa.li us 
Sa.va.ge 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schulze 
Schwner 
Serra.no 
Sha.rp 
Sha.w 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Ska.ggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Sla.ughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Sola.rz 
Spra.tt 
Sta.ggers 
Sta.llings 
Sta.rk 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Syna.r 
Ta.Hon 
Ta.nner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thoma.s (CA) 
Thoma.s (GA) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tra.fica.n t 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Va.nder Ja.gt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Wa.xma.n 
Weiss 
Whea.t 
Whitten 
Willia.ms 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 

Livingston 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
McCollwn 
McEwen 
McMilla.n (NC) 
Meyers 
Miller(OH) 
Miller(WA) 
Moorhea.d 
Morrison 
Pa.xon 
Porter 
Ra.msta.d 
Ra.venal 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Rohra.ba.cher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Sa.nders 
Sa.xton 
Scha.efer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
Sha.ys 
Skeen 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 

Downey 
Hopkins 
Michel 

Stea.ms 
Stwnp 
Sundquist 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Vuca.novich 
Walker 

NOT VOTING-8 
Neal (NC) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Torres 
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Wa.lsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Washington 
Waters 

Mr. MARTINEZ changed his vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, a motion to reconsider is 
laid on the table. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). Objection is heard. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. WHEAT 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the House 
has passed House Resolution 252. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MOAKLEY 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to lay the motion to reconsider on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MO AKLEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, a 
quorum is present, I believe. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 319, nays 89, 
not voting 25, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Ba.ma.rd 
Ba.teman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbra.y 

[Roll No. 333] 

YEAS-319 
Bilirakis 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Busta.mante 
Byron 
Ca.llaha.n 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Ca.rper 
Ca.rr 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 

Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
era.mer 
Da.rden 
de la Gana 
De Fazio 
DeLa.uro 
Dellwns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 

Dooley 
Dorga.n (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Ea.rly 
Edwa.rds (CA) 
Edwa.rds (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Eva.ns 
Ewing 
Fa.seen 
Fa.zio 
Feigha.n 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta. 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fra.nk (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Grandy 
Green 
Gua.rini 
Gunderson 
Ha.11 (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Ha.rris 
Hastert 
Hayes <IL> 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hoa.gland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubba.rd 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
lnhofe 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka. 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
La.Fa.lee 
La.nca.ster 
Lantos 

Alla.rd 
Archer 
Anney 
Ba.ker 
Ba.llenger 
Ba.rrett 
Ba.rton 
Bliley 
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La.Rocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Ma.rkey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDa.de 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfwne 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Mine ta. 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molina.rt 
Molloha.n 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mra.zek 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Na.gle 
Na.tcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oaka.r 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pa.net ta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Pa.tterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Pa.yne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Posha.rd 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ra.ha.11 
Ra.ngel 
Ra.venel 

NAYS-89 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Ca.mp 
Ca.mpbell (CA) 
Cha.ndler 
Coble 

Ray 
Reed 
Regula. 
Richa.rdson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowla.nd 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sa.nders 
Sa.ngmeister 
Sa.ntorwn 
Sa.rpa.lius 
Sa.va.ge 
Sa.wyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schwner 
Serrano 
Sha.rp 
Sha.w 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Ska.ggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Sla.ttery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Sola.rz 
Spratt 
Sta.ggers 
Sta.rk 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Ta.nner 
Ta.ylor (MS) 
Thoma.s (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Trafica.nt 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Va.nder Ja.gt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Wa.xman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Cra.ne 
Cunningham 
Da.nnemeyer 
DeLa.y 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
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Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Holloway 
Hunter 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 

Anthony 
Brown 
Chapman 
Davis 
Doolittle 
Eckart 
Gillmor 
Gordon 
Hatcher 

Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Livingston 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Miller (OH) 
Moorhead 
Paxon 
Porter 
Ramstad 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Saxton 
Schaefer 

Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-25 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hopkins 
Martin 
Michel 
Neal (NC) 
Orton 
Owens (UT) 
Packard 
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Slaughter (VA) 
Stallings 
Swett 
Tauzin 
Traxler 
Washington 
Waters 

Mr. MARLENNE changed his vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mrs. BENTLEY and Mr. CONYERS 
changed their vote from "nay" to 
''yea.'' 

So the motion to lay the motion to 
reconsider on the table was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

REPORT ON HOUSE JOINT RESOLU
TION 360, FURTHER CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1992 
Mr. WHITTEN, from the Committee 

on Appropriations, submitted a privi
leged report (Rept. No. 102-266) on the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 360) making 
further continuing appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1992, and for other pur
poses, which was referred to the Union 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, could the 
Chair tell us what was just filed? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was a 
report on the joint resolution continu
ing appropriations, that was just filed. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
further parliamentary inquiry: Is that 
the continuing resolution that has the 
foreign operations money in it? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is not aware of the contents in 
the resolution. The gentleman could 
ask the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, under 
my parliamentary inquiry, I guess I 
would ask whether or not the Chair can 

inquire whether or not that is the con
tent of the resolution that was just 
filed. I am just trying to determine 
what is going on. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair believes he has answered the gen
tleman's inquiry. It was referred to the 
Union Calendar, and the gentleman can 
follow it there. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 

MOTION TO ADJOURN 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I offer a privileged motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana moves that the 

House do now adjourn. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mo

tion to adjourn is a privileged motion. 
The question is on the motion offered 

by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were ayes 30, noes 385, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

Allard 
..:Jurton 
Campbell (CA) 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
A spin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 

[Roll No. 334] 
AYES-30 

Fawell 
Franks (CT) 
Gilchrest 
Hancock 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Klug 

NOES-385 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
ChAndler 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox <IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 

Livingston 
Marlenee 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Smith(TX) 
Stearns 
Stump 
Thomas(WY) 
Weber 
Young (AK) 

Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan <ND) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 

Flake 
Fog Ii et ta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford ('l'N) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gepha.rdt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes <IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
KanJorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFa.lce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 

Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
Mccollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moa.kley 
Molinari 
MollohAn 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Nea.l(MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
RahAll 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
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Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangrneister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scha.efer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sha.w 
Sha.ys 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 
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Boni or 
Brooks 
Brown 
Chapman 
De.vis 
Eckart 

NOT VOTING-18 
Erdreich 
Gillmor 
Gordon 
Hatcher 
Hopkins 
Lent 
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Michel 
Nea.l(NC) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Va.lentine 
Washington 
Waters 

So the motion was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

INTERMODAL 
PORTATION 
ACT OF 1991 

SURF ACE TRANS
INFRASTRUCTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). Pursuant to House Res
olution 252 and rule XXIII, the Chair 
declares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
H.R. 2950. 

D 1325 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2950) to de
velop a national intermodal surface 
transportation system, to authorize 
funds for construction of highways, for 
highway safety programs, and for mass 
transit programs, and for other pur
poses, with Mr. PRICE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
RoE] will be recognized for 1 hour; the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT] will be recognized for 1 
hour; the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
RoSTENKOWSKI] will be recognized for 
15 minutes; and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will be recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want at the outset 
to thank the Members of the House 
who voted overwhelmingly not to ad
journ and to go ahead with what we 
consider to be an all-American bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill we are taking 
up today is a revolutionary redirection 
of our Nation's surface transportation 
policies, an economic blueprint for the 
future, with major implications for our 
ability to substantively improve our 
competitiveness in the world economy, 
for future environmental policy, and 
energy conservation strategy. 

Our goal must be to develop a na
tional intermodal transportation sys
tem that moves people and goods in an 
energy-efficient manner. This blue
print for the Nation's future economic 
direction must confront head on the 
enormous challenges of the global 
economy, our declining productivity 

growth, energy vulnerability, air pollu
tion, and the need to rebuild the Amer
ican infrastructure. America's leader
ship in the world economy, the expand
ing wealth of the country, the competi
tiveness of our industry, the very 
standard of living and the quality of 
life are at stake. 

I wish to pay my compliments and 
highest regards to the committee's 
ranking Republican member, JOHN 
p AUL HAMMERSCHMIDT of Arkansas, for 
his outstanding work on the bill, as 
well as to NORMAN MINETA, the Surface 
Transportation Subcommittee Chair, 
and BUD SHUSTER, the ranking Repub
lican member. This has been a total bi
partisan team effort that has produced 
outstanding work over the past year 
with 2 years of hearings before that. 

I wish to offer my appreciation to 
Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI, ranking Re
publican member ARCHER, and the 
members of the Ways and Means Com
mittee for their outstanding and essen
tial contribution to the formulation of 
this bill. I also want to take this oppor
tunity to express my high regard to our 
distinguished colleague, CHARLIE BEN
NETT of Florida, and his colleagues, 
who so ably helped us resolve the eq
uity concerns expressed by the donor 
States. 

We have consulted with all the mem
bers, reviewed every letter and commu
nication we have received and at
tempted with hundreds of hours of 
work to substantively address every 
one of the equity issues that has been 
raised. We have consulted directly with 
the Members of Congress, Governors, 
mayors, transportation commissioners, 
local and county representatives, lit
erally everyone involved in transpor
tation. Every concern that was called 
to our attention through these con
sultations has been thoroughly and to
tally evaluated. This bill received an 
overwhelming 52 to 3 bipartisan en
dorsement vote in the full committee 
last week. 

Our Nation requires a new approach 
to surface transportation policy that 
reflects the realities of the 1990's and 
the future direction our country must 
go. The Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee has recognized these 
new realities: 

The economic realities in which 
America's preeminence in the global 
economy faces severe challenges. Half 
of our Nation's economic activity will 
involve foreign commerce within 15 
years. The American economy as a sep
arate entity no longer exists. Our in
dustry's ability to compete has been 
hamstrung by inadequate and decaying 
infrastructure, and our productivity 
growth has lagged behind that of our 
foreign rivals; 

The environmental reality that the 
Clean Air Act passed overwhelmingly 
by Congress last year demands signifi
cant changes in transportation policy 
to reduce air pollution in the many 

ozone and carbon monoxide nonattain
ment areas throughout the Nation; and 

The energy reality that 63 percent of 
our oil resources are used for transpor
tation and that the Nation will remain 
vulnerable to foreign oil imports unless 
oil consumption is reduced. 

We have an opportunity to shape the 
economic future of our Nation, to de
velop a strong and dynamic economic 
foundation for American industry to 
increase its productivity growth for 
competition in the global economy. It 
is no coincidence that American pro
ductivity growth started a steep de
cline two decades ago when capital in
vestment in the infrastructure of our 
Nation was significantly and contin
ually reduced. 

The Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee has produced a bill, 
which we bring to you today, for the 
future of America based on four over
riding principles: 

First, intermodali ty: The optimum 
and most efficient use of our transpor
tation resources and interconnections 
of all modes of transportation-high
ways, transit, airports, harbors and 
others-to improve productivity and to 
reduce air pollution and ·energy con
sumption; 

Second, flexibility: State and local 
decisionmakers should have the option 
of how to invest transportation re
sources in their areas. It should not be 
up to the Federal Government to tell 
the State and local officials how to in
vest their transportation infrastruc
ture funds; 

Third, equity: Some States had le
gitimate complaints about their fair 
return from the highway and transit 
trust funds. We have to the maximum 
extent possible addressed these con
cerns in this legislation; and 

Fourth, financial investment re
sources: We have provided a substan
tial investment policy in the transpor
tation infrastructure that will pay im
mediate and long-term economic divi
dends which are absolutely essential if 
we are going to meet the enormous 
needs of our Nation for road and bridge 
construction and rehabilitation, ex
panded mass transit capacity, and im
plementation of new technologies. 

In the past 20 years, we have seri
ously fallen behind our foreign rivals in 
capital investment, in productivity 
growth and in our ability to compete 
abroad. Germany, France, Italy, Great 
Britain, Canada, and even Taiwan have 
been investing more of their fiscal re
sources in their infrastructures and 
have shown greater productivity 
growth. Now, Japan has embarked on a 
10-year, $3.2 trillion infrastructure in
vestment program. 

Can we expect to be a major eco
nomic force in this world when in the 
past decade we sent $46 billion abroad 
in foreign aid but invested only $34 bil
lion for our own mass transit systems? 
Isn't it time we started investing in 
America? 
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We on the Public Works and Trans

portation Committee are asking you to 
consider what kind of America you 
want for the 1990's and the 21st cen
tury. We must not continue the course 
that has led to economic decline of the 
past two decades, the continued decline 
in real wages and the slide toward a 
service-oriented economy which will 
force us to be economically dependent 
on our foreign rivals. 

The time has come for us to raise our 
horizons and look to a dynamic, com
petitive, strong manufacturing-based 
economy. We must choose bold and au
dacious new directions for our Nations 
future which we believe this inter
modal transportation policy accom
plishes. 

This national transportation policy 
will be a major step forward and, yes, 
the centerpiece of our Nation's new do
mestic economic policy. The heart and 
foundation of our economy is how we 
efficiently move people and goods 
throughout our country. 

As we complete the dream and vision 
of President Eisenhower, who estab
lished the interstate transportation 
program which united the Nation with 
the largest public works project and 
engineering achievement of all time, 
certainly we can have the courage and 
wisdom to forge an intermodal trans
portation system to compete in the 
global economy of the 21st century. 

It is estimated that each $1 expended 
in transportation infrastructure in
vestment returns fully $10 to the econ
omy. Why should we be hesitant about 
investing in the future? That's good 
business and that's good government. 
The fact remains that infrastructure 
investment is the means, and, yes, the 
only means, to create the new wealth 
of the Nation that is essential to pay 
for our people's needs, such as edu
cation, health care, housing, and the 
other necessities of life. 

Our bill would invest $151 billion in 
the transportation infrastructure of 
this Nation-$119 billion for highways, 
$32 billion for transit-during the next 
6 years to create a national intermodal 
transportation system. 

The key to our $151 billion national 
transportation plan is that we will be 
putting trust back in the trust fund by 
spending down the existing balance in 
the highway account of the highway 
trust fund. We will be investing the 
most we possibly can in the highway 
system of this Nation, given the exist
ing taxes and surplus in the trust fund. 

In addition, although we are vir
tually doubling the Nation's commit
ment to mass transit, it is outrageous 
that the budget resolution will not 
allow us to invest all the funds in the 
transit account. At the end of the 6-
year bill, the balance in the transit ac
count will still exceed $13 billion. 
These are financial resources that are 
essential and desperately needed 
throughout the Nation to begin to 

meet the requirements of the Clean Air 
Act, which was approved overwhelm
ingly by Congress. 

The infrastructure needs of our Na
tion are well documented. The Nation 
loses more than $120 billion a year in 
wasted time and fuel because of the in
adequate quality and inefficiency of 
our transportation systems. It is time 
for us not only to recapture that $120 
billion but to rebuild the infrastruc
ture to promote economic growth for 
the coming decades. 

Our bill creates a new national high
way system but also provides State and 
local officials with significantly in
creased authority to make funding de
cisions in their own areas, including 
the transfer of highway funds to mass 
transit projects. In our $79 billion core 
program, State and local officials 
would have the option to transfer up to 
two-thirds of the funds to transit to 
meet the requirements of air pollution 
reduction, energy conservation, and 
congestion relief. 

At the same time, up to two-thirds of 
the funds could be transferred to the 
National Highway System if officials 
in the area determine that is where the 
Federal transportation dollars are 
needed. We provide urban area officials 
with unprecedented local authority to 
make decisions affecting the use of 
funds targeted to their areas. 

Our bill meets the needs of every part 
of this country of 250 million people
rural, suburban, and urban. It promotes 
the development of a national inter
modal transportation system to obtain 
the optimum yield of our transpor
tation resources. It redirects our trans
portation policy in bold, new direc
tions. 

H.R. 2950 is an all-American bill that 
is fundamental for the economic, envi
ronmental, and energy future of our 
Nation. Our Nation is at an economic 
crossroads and this bill will be the cen
terpiece of domestic policy for years to 
come. This bill is essential to the qual
ity of life of every American. I urge my 
colleagues to join the overwhelming, 
bipartisan majority of the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee 
and support this investment in the fu
ture of America. 

Because of the time sensitivity of 
bringing this bill forward, sequential 
referrals were not permitted. There
fore, committee staff has been in con
tact with other committees having rel
evant subject matter jurisdiction over 
a number of provisions. 

In particular, the committee amend
ment to H.R. 2950 reflects understand
ings reached in conferring with the Ju
diciary Committee with respect to sec
tion 409 dealing with the International 
Fuel Tax Agreement and the inter
national registration plan. The Judici
ary Committee has relevant subject 
matter jurisdiction over interstate tax
ation. The committee amendment re
flects the changes that grew out of dis
cussions with the committee. 

I want to point out that the bill pro
vides funding for a transit cooperative 
research program in section 317(a). It is 
our intention, as specified under an un
derstanding between UMT A and the 
transit industry, that the Transit De
velopment Corporation be designated 
as the independent governing board 
that determines what research and re
lated activities are carried out. The 
bill language also reflects the commit
tee's view that this independent gov
erning board have the authority to pro
vide its own staffing and that UMTA 
pay for such staff expenses. Finally, 
while the committee bill envisions that 
the Transportation Research Board, 
under the National Academy of 
Sciences, will conduct the research 
projects designated by the Transit De
velopment Corporation, we fully intend 
that the Transit Development Corpora
tion and the American Public Transit 
Association have the opportunity to 
disseminate the results of such re
search to the industry and that UMT A 
support such dissemination costs. 

H.R. 2950 requires the urban planning 
process to cover existing urbanized 
areas, except for the preparation of 
long-range plans, which must cover ur
banized areas as well as areas expected 
to become urbanized within the plan
ning forecast period. This requirement 
will likely result in long-range plans, 
which may cover a period 10 to 20 years 
in the future, being prepared coopera
tively by metropolitan planning orga
nizations, known as MPO's, States, and 
affected units of general purpose local 
government for areas which are not yet 
urbanized but which are included in the 
plans since they are expected to be
come urbanized in the future. 

In these cases, as the bill provides in 
all cases, the metropolitan planning 
process, including institutional respon
sibilities or arrangements which cur
rently exist or are established, must 
proceed within the framework of agree
ment between MPO's, States, and af
fected units of general purpose local 
government, or as the bill further pro
vides, in accordance with procedures 
established by applicable State or local 
law. 

D 1340 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I yield myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup

port of H.R. 2950, the Intermodal Sur
face Transportation Infrastructure Act 
of 1991. This is the most visionary, 
comprehensive surface transportation 
bill brought to the House floor since 
the legislation creating the Interstate 
System in 1956, and one of the most im
portant bills we will consider in this 
Congress. 

I want to thank Chairman BOB ROE, 
Surface Transportation Subcommittee 
chairman, NORM MINETA, and the sub
committee ranking member, Bun SHU
STER, for their hard work and aggres-
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sive pursuit of a sound highway and 
transit bill. They have put in many, 
many long hours considering how the 
major highway, transit, and safety pro
grams should be shaped to be respon
sive to the realities of the 1990's and 
the century that lies beyond. 

I also want to thank Chairman DAN 
ROSTENKOWSKI and ranking minority 
member BILL ARCHER, of the Ways and 
Means Committee, for their coopera
tion in working out a revenue title to 
support the transportation programs 
authorized by this bill. 

For 2 years, the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee held exten
sive hearings all across the country to 
look at the Nation's surface transpor
tation systems in preparation for this 
bill. In State after State, we found 
enormous transportation needs. 

We have responded with a bill that 
will provide the resources to help meet 
those needs, a bill that will devote over 
$119 billion to highway programs over 
the next 6 years and $32 billion to tran
sit. 

Mr. Chairman, the core structure of 
the revised surface transportation re
authorization bill that we bring to you 
today is virtually unchanged from the 
one the committee reported in July. 
The bill's strengths remain intact. In 
my view, this bill represents the best 
course for the future of our Federal 
surface transportation programs. 

Under H.R. 2950, highway funding will 
increase from $14.5 billion in fiscal year 
1991 to Sl 7 billion in fiscal year 1992. In 
each of fiscal years 1993 through 1997, 
the funding total will be $20.4 billion. 
This means that there will be a 50-per
cen t increase in funding by fiscal year 
1993. 

That will also translate into a sig
nificant increase in jobs. By 1993, the 
Federal-aid highway program will be 
generating over 1.1 million jobs annu
ally on a national scale, and more than 
14,000 jobs annually in Arkansas alone. 
Of course, these are just construction 
and construction-related jobs and not 
the jobs associated with economic 
growth that can be expected. So, the 
numbers will actually be much higher 
over time. 

The single most important pro
grammatic element of this bill is the 
creation of a national highway system; 
a network of major roads throughout 
the country that deserve the greatest 
share of Federal support in order to 
move people and goods across our coun
try in a safe and efficient manner. 

The proposed National Highway Sys
tem will include major transportation 
corridors that provide the highest level 
of service and carry the greatest por
tion of traffic. They will connect our 
major population centers, our ports, 
airports, and rail heads, meet our na
tional defense needs, and enhance our 
international competitiveness. 

We have achieved another great vic
tory in the bill before us. This commit-

tee has been fighting for years to draw 
down the trust fund balances. 

Under this bill, at the end of fiscal 
year 1997, the cash balance in the high
way account of the trust fund will be 
about $2.5 billion, roughly the amount 
it needs to maintain in order to keep 
the program in the black. The bill will 
permit a drawdown of unobligated bal
ances as well, permitting States to use 
funds authorized to them but which 
they have been prohibited from apply
ing toward their transportation needs. 
In doing this, we have taken a giant 
step toward restoring America's trust 
in the trust fund. 

Another of the benefits of the pro
gram restructuring achieved by this 
bill is the flexibility it will provide to 
State and local governments-flexibil
ity that will allow them to use their 
Federal money in the way that best 
fits their particular needs. 

This bill will ensure that both rural 
and urban needs are adequately ad
dressed. It funds the rural mobility 
program with 13 percent of core high
way program money and the urban mo
bility program, with 17 percent of core 
funds. Both highways and transit 
projects are eligible for funding under 
these programs. 

This legislation also provides greater 
equity in the apportionment of funds 
by raising from 85 to 90 percent the re
turn States receive relative to their 
contributions to the trust fund. The 
bill also includes more up-to-date dis
tribution formulas for major programs 
to make sure States receive funds in 
accordance with their current needs 
and system use. Arkansas is one of the 
States that will benefit significantly 
from these changes. 

We support UMTA's efforts now un
derway to work with the Transit De
velopment Corporation, which would 
serve as an independent governing 
board to select research projects to be 
funded under the UMTA Act. We fur
ther understand that the Transit De
velopment Corporation will work with 
the Transportation Research Board or 
some other entity the Corporation 
deems appropriate to assist in the re
search selection process. The resulting 
research information will be dissemi
nated as appropriate by the Transit De
velopment Corporation. No other legis
lative direction in this regard is in
tended or necessary. 

This bill also contains important 
safety provisions. A freeze on longer 
combination vehicle operations under 
this legislation will prevent States 
from permitting these very large vehi
cles to run where they are not cur
rently allowed. We also continue and 
strengthen the section 402 safety grant 
programs. 

This bill is a strong response to our 
Nation's infrastructure dilemma. Its 
provisions will improve our national 
competitiveness, improve productivity, 
and help us achieve a better quality of 
life for all Americans. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in sup
port of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MINETA], the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Sur
face Transportation, who has done an 
extraordinarily effective job in helping 
to weld this bill together and bring it 
before the House today. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 2950, 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Infrastructure Act of 1991. 

I would like to first commend the 
members of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation for their 
work in developing this landmark 
transportation bill. I believe that the 
committee-reported bill is superior and 
I am proud of the work done by our 
members and staff. 

I would also like to commend the 
chairman of the full committee, our 
colleague from New Jersey, BOB ROE, 
and the ranking minority members of 
the full committee and subcommittee, 
JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, and BUD 
SHUSTER, for their leadership and dedi
cation to achieving desperately needed 
improvement in our Nation's infra
structure. 

I introduced H.R. 2950, the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act on July 18 of this year. 
However, we have spent more than 2 
years developing this ground-breaking 
transportation legislation. 

This legislation is a genuine new 
transportation policy for America, and 
a tremendous investment in our future. 
It will build our roads and bridges and 
transit systems into a comprehensive 
network that will in turn build our 
economy, enhance safety and improve 
our quality of life. 

The flexibility and fair funding de
signed into this law is unprecedented, 
and of particular importance to States 
like my home of California which will 
grow enormously in the balance of this 
century. 

Mr. Chairman, we are faced with a 
challenge to try and stop the decay in 
our national transportation network. 

Every motorist and straphanger 
knows what I mean. 

Half our bridges are in disrepair. 
Traffic congestion has risen by 50 

percent in the last 10 years. 
More than a million miles of roads 

will have to be repaved by the end of 
the century. 

Transit funding has not kept pace 
with inflation, which has meant that 
transit riders and transit systems have 
suffered. 

America needs to do more than re
verse the collapse of our annual trans
portation investment from 2.3 percent 
of our gross national product in the 
1960's and 1970's to four-tenths of 1 per
cent in the 1980's. 
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Studies call for transportation in

vestments of up to $3 trillion during 
the next 20 years. We can differ about 
the final cost, but to me there are no 
more universal truths than these; 

First, the needs are there. 
Second, how we spend the money we 

have its at least as important as how 
much money we spend. 

In the 1990's, the challenges and re
sponsibilities will be: 

To maintain the Federal investment 
in the Federal-aid highway system; 

To continue broad Federal support 
for mass transit; and, 

To create transportation partner
ships that include Federal, local, State 
governments, metropolitan planning 
organizations, and the private sector. 

The only way our transportation net
work will truly improve in the years 
ahead is if we put our increasingly 
scarce Federal dollars where the needs 
are today, and where they must be in 
the future. 

That foresight demands not a single 
strategy, but a series of policies that 
will be responsive to State, regional, 
and local needs well into the next cen
tury. 

Our world is changing-rapidly. 
If American businesses cannot get 

their products to market because our 
goods are tied up on inadequate roads, 
America loses. 

If the American people cannot move 
around cities and regions because 
there's no alternative to solo commut
ing, valuable work time and quality 
family time is lost. Again, America 
loses. 

Mr. Chairman, our legislation will 
begin to reverse these dangerous 
trends. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to highlight some of the provisions of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Act. 

We will finish the interstates. 
We will build more roads. 
We will build more mass transit. 
We will provide greater safety. 
We will increase intermodality and 

bring together our highways and mass 
transl t systems. 

We will increase transferability by 
eliminating the penalties for convert
ing highway money for mass transit 
use. 

And we will increase flexibility by al
lowing States and cities anQ. regions to 
determine more of their transportation 
priorities without being second-guessed 
by Washington. 

Our legislation includes an author
ization of a 6-year $119 billion program 
for highway construction and repairs; 

In our legislation, we dedicate 49 per
cent of our core surface transportation 
program to designating, building and 
maintaining a National Highway Sys
tem. 

The NHS would be composed of no 
less than 130,000 and no more than 
180,000 miles of Interstate, primary and 
strategic roads. 

States would have 2 years to submit 
their proposals to the Department of 
Transportation before the system is fi
nalized. 

But as important as the system itself 
is the funding program we have devised 
to fuel it. 

If a State Governor wants to ear
mark up to quarter of this money for 
an urban program or a rural program 
that falls outside of the NHS, the Fed
eral Government will not stand in the 
way. 

We also provide another 10-percent 
leeway if a State's interstate highways 
are maintained adequately. 

In addition, we dedicate 19 percent of 
core spending for urban America. 

Urban programs would be crafted and 
implemented by cities and metropoli
tan planning organizations. 

Those cities and MPO's would no 
longer have to go hat in hand to the 
statehouse for Federal transportation 
dollars, as many cities must now do. 

For rural America, we dedicate an
other 11 percent to States for rural-spe
cific programs. 

But beyond the National Highway 
System, the Urban Program, and the 
Rural Program our legislation provides 
a revolutionary degree of flexibility: 17 
percent of total core spending. 

Flexibility to enhance urban pro
grams. 

Flexibility to boost rural programs. 
Flexibility that could go to the Na

tional Highway System, or for cleaner 
air programs, or for projects that bring 
highways and mass transit together. 

Finally, we dedicate perhaps the 
most important 4 percent of all to in
creased safety. 

We must improve our railroad cross
ings, bridge maintenance, and hazard 
elimination program for every Amer
ican who entrusts themselves to our 
roads and bridges. 

Our legislation builds our mass tran
sit systems by including an authoriza
tion for a 6-year $32 billion program for 
mass transit construction and expan
sion; 

Additionally, we make the urban 
Program, Rural Program and State
Flexible Program I just described fully 
eligible to build more transit systems. 

Mass transit is neither an evil nor a 
legacy of poverty. 

Mass transit is an innovation that 
the House bill will boost by more than 
doubling the President's proposed 
spending during the next 6 years, to $32 
billion. 

Also important, Federal policy will 
no longer effectively dictate what gets 
built in this country by manipulating 
matching formulas. 

We will create instead a level playing 
field. 

Many States and localities have 
made extraordinary commitments of 
their resources. My own State of Cali
fornia just doubled its gasoline tax. 

What that means to me is that trans
portation decisions should be based on 

merit and local consensus rather than 
on whims of bureaucratic matching 
shares here in Washington. 

That's why I am proposing a mini
mum 80-percent Federal share for all 
qualifying projects-regardless of 
whether those projects are road-based, 
bridge-based, or mass transit-based. 

The exception would be our continu
ing 90 percent commitment to the 
interstates. 

Our ultimate goal must be to im
prove and rebuild our transportation 
network to boost our international 
competitiveness and our domestic 
economy. 

How we spend the Federal money we 
have is more important than how much 
money we spend. 

And how we go about deciding to 
spend that money is no less important. 

That is why a cornerstone of our leg
islation is the transportation planning 
process itself. 

Our proposal will require metropoli
tan planning organizations to be estab
lished for urban areas with populations 
of 50,000 or more, with stronger re
quirements for regions with 200,000 or 
more people. 

Anything less will fail to promote a 
working partnership between localities 
and State government, and between 
that partnership and the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Among other things, those MPO's 
would be charged with: 

Managing traffic congestion; 
Modernizing existing roads and 

bridges; 
Seeking transit options; 
Meeting Clean Air Act requirements; 

and 
Determining the impact of transpor

tation on the use, and potential abuse, 
of adjacent lands. 

We have also tried to encourage re
search and development. The United 
States must regain its prominence as 
an international leader in this impor
tant area. Technologies like corrugated 
web beams, different consistencies of 
asphalts, and as well as any and all 
others should be studied for possible 
implementation. 

And as with all of our programs, the 
Federal Government would not dictate 
requirements without providing the 
money to meet these new responsibil
ities. 

Results must become the name of the 
game. 

Results means management. 
The days of waste and neglect must 

come to an end. 
Under our legislation, States will be 

required to implement management 
systems to protect the Federal invest
ment in pavement, bridges, congestion 
management, and our safety programs. 

I believe you get what you pay for, 
and what you plan for. 

That's why I say that we need a new 
transportation policy in this country, 
but legislation is only part of the pic
ture. 
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We must be smarter in the future 

than we have been in the recent past. 
We need common sense and innova

tion, and, most of all, fairness. 
Our legislation is all of that. 
Americans are frustrated with the 

gridlock that today jams our roads. 
We don't need legislative gridlock 

here in Washington. 
Taken as an entire package, our leg

islation will improve how all Ameri
cans get from here to there, as well as 
the air we breathe, our quality of life, 
and the future of our economy. 

I hope and expect to work with the 
Senate, the administration and my col
leagues in the House of Representa
tives to get the best transportation 
legislation possible enacted into law as 
soon as possible. 

America needs nothing less. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to support this legislation. 
0 1350 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER], the distinguished ranking mem
ber of the subcommittee, a member 
who is about as knowledgeable about 
title XXIII as anybody in the House. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, today 
in this House we have an opportunity 
to make history, just as today in 
America people talk about the Inter
state System and President Eisen
hower and the Congress, and it in fact 
being President Eisenhower's greatest 
legacy to the future of our country, 
just as people talk of that today, by 
what we do here today, we have the op
portunity to create a situation where 
about 40 years from now, people can 
look back and properly say that they 
created something worthwhile in their 
time for us. 

Because, for the first time in 40 
years, we are not simply coming to the 
fore with another highway bill that re
authorizes an existing program but, 
rather, we are coming to the floor with 
a historic new idea, the creation of a 
national highway system and, indeed, 
increased emphasis on a more flexible 
transit system for America. That is the 
idea that counts, and that is what this 
bill is all about. 

I do not agree with everyt ing that is 
in that bill, but I surely support it vig
orously, because it is a balanced bipar
tisan compromise, and if it were not 
for the chairman, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. ROE], and the chair
man, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA], and the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT], we 
would not be able to be here today to 
bring before you this bipartisan prod
uct of literally thousands upon thou
sands of hours of work on the part of 
many people and, yes, not only the 
gentleman I have mentioned but our 
entire Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

This bill passed our committee 52 to 
3, an overwhelming bipartisan endorse
ment. 

What is at stake here today? Well, let 
me tell you a little story. There was a 
highway running through Pennsyl va
nia, old Route 22, which was called a 
killer highway. Just in Blair County, a 
35-mile stretch, an average of six peo
ple were killed every year on that high
way. But in the past few years, we have 
been able to modernize it as a result of 
previous legislation from this Con
gress, and today, for the past 2 years, 
fatalities have dropped to only two per 
year, so four people's lives are saved 
every year in just this one county of 
America. 

But that is not the whole story. In 
this same area, in just the past 2 years, 
52 new businesses have sprung up along 
that new highway, investing $45 mil
lion in capital, creating 4,500 new jobs 
and, yes, by the way, people are able to 
travel more safely and more conven
iently on this highway, and goods are 
able to be produced more productively. 

0 1400 

But the importance of this little 
story is not that 35-mile stretch of road 
in Pennsylvania. The importance is 
that there is nothing unique about this 
story. No matter where you go across 
America, when you provide the invest
ment to create modern transportation 
you save lives, you increase productiv
ity, you create a better quality of life. 

So we are here today to do just that 
for the years ahead, for the future of 
America. That is what this $151 billion 
is all about. It is important to empha
size that this $151 billion comes pri
marily out of the highway trust fund 
on a pay-as-you-go basis, not through 
deficit financing. 

Now, I confess transportation is not 
nearly so politically sexy as some of 
the other issues we deal with around 
here, certainly supporting covert ac
tion halfway around the world or a 
space shuttle shot or high technology 
weapons energizes some around here 
much more; but there is very little we 
do around here which has a greater ef
fect on the daily lives of every Amer
ican citizen than the transportation 
legislation that we pass. Few things af
fect America's daily life and the daily 
quality of our life as transportation 
does. 

Now, I know some of my colleagues 
and the media have had a lot of fun 
with the projects. We understand that, 
but I would urge you to look beyond 
the fun and the simplistic shots and 
look at the substance of what is hap
pening here. If you look at these 
projects that are in this bill, you will 
see first that the total cost of the 
projects represents only 3.3 percent of 
the cost of the bill, so that means that 
the elected Representatives of the 
American people are going to say how 
3.3 percent of this bill gets spent; 96. 7 

percent of the bill, how the money gets 
spent, is going to be determined by the 
faceless, nameless, bureaucrats around 
these United States, unelected by any
body. 

So we think we should not in any 
fashion be timid in talking about the 
value of having elected Representa
tives have something to say about the 
tax money that is spent, the taxes 
which are raised as a result of the vote 
of the Members of this House. 

Further and of extreme importance, 
this time on the committee we have 
been very careful to go back to the 50-
S tate departments of transportation 
and the vast majority of the projects in 
this bill have the strong written sup
port of the secretary of transportation 
from the State from which the project 
comes, and beyond that, these projects 
are only 80 percent funded, so 20 per
cent of the money has got to be put up 
by the State, and therefore the State 
has the final say as to whether the 
project is built or not. 

Mr. Chairman, together today I be
lieve we can take pride in what we are 
doing. We are acting as responsible 
stewards of the transportation public 
trust fund in America, and we are act
ing not only for our generation, but for 
future generations as well. When we 
are long gone, far into the next cen
tury, our children's children may well 
be able to look back and say that this 
is what our forefathers and our 
foremothers did for us. 

We support the committee scenic byways 
provisions contained in H.R. 2950. We have 
not changed the overall structure of the High
way Beautification Act and all requirements for 
effective control under subsections 131 (c) 
and (d) in the current law which govern where 
signs may be constructed in conformance with 
the act would apply to the enforcement of sec
tion 122(c) including the construction and loca
tion standards in subsection 131 (d). 

We have also tried to allow a liberal defini
tion of "scenic byways." However, the commit
tee intends this provision to prevent the con
struction of signs on highway segments that 
pass through bona fide areas in which there is 
no commercial or industrial activity and which 
have particularly unique scenic attributes. This 
section cannot simply be used as a subterfuge 
to preclude signs which otherwise comply with 
the act but rather is intended to preserve pris
tine areas of unique beauty along controlled 
highways where commercial development has 
not occurred. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. ANDER
SON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the committee chairman for al
lowing me the opportunity to speak in 
support of such an outstanding piece of 
legislation, H.R. 2950, the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure 
Act of 1991. 

Having gone through the process of 
drafting this bill, members of the Pub
lic Works Committee have endured 
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years of work, hundreds of pages of tes
timony; and most recently, thousands 
of allocation formula numbers, com
piled at wee hours of the morning by 
the Federal Highway Administration. 

As Chairman ROE has alluded, and I 
will reiterate, our main goal in work
ing to craft this legislation, was to 
make a substantial investment in 
America's future. Am I convinced that 
the $151 billion level of investment in
cluded in this 6-year bill will com
pletely solve this country's infrastruc
ture needs and guide us into the fu
ture? Was I satisfied with the origi
nally proposed $151 billion, 5-year bill, 
including a 5-cent increase in the gas 
tax? Not absolutely. However, this 
committee had the courage and the 
wisdom to recognize the importance of 
increasing infrastructure investment, 
even if it meant a tax increase. 

The fact is, according to the Depart
ment of Transportation figures, H.R. 
2950 as now written, and as originally 
written with a 5-cent gas tax increase, 
falls well below the estimated funding 
level needed to maintain highways and 
bridges at 1989 levels. Unfortunately, 
we were pro hi bi ted from funding the 
programs at their needed levels. 

However, in spite of this, this com
mittee has developed the greatest piece 
of highway legislation since the 1956 
Federal Aid Highway Act, the act that 
created our modern interstate system. 
From a California and donor State per
spective, H.R. 2950 is far superior to 
current law. Those States that pay 
more into the highway trust fund than 
they get back, will now recapture 90 
percent of the money that is paid in to 
the fund. For a State like California, 
the leading contributor to the highway 
trust fund, this is the most crucial pro
vision in the bill. 

Like President Eisenhower recog
nized in 1956, the Public Works Com
mittee recognized over the past several 
years, and I trust the other Members of 
this body will recognize today, Ameri
ca's economic prosperity and high 
quality of life is directly dependent on 
the financing of our Nation's transpor
tation infrastructure. 

You have before you the opportunity 
to move this country forward in new 
and exciting directions. The hard part 
is over, this innovative bill has been 
developed and is now before you. I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill to 
make the much needed investment in 
America's future. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] for the purpose of 
engaging in a colloquy. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman's 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, through the existing 
University Transportation Center Pro
gram, North Dakota State University 
is designated as a lead university with 

a special focus on rural and agricul
tural issues. 

NDSU has conducted rural and agri
cultural transportation research for 
over 20 years and is a national leader in 
providing solutions to rural transpor
tation problems. 

I would like to clarify that the Na
tional Rural Transportation Study 
Center at the University of Arkansas 
established in this legislation is not in
tended to compete with activities at 
North Dakota State University, but to 
complement them. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield, the 
gentleman is correct. The University of 
Arkansas is authorized by this legisla
tion to conduct research and activities 
relating to intermodal transportation 
systems in rural areas. We envision the 
two universities designing their trans
portation research, teaching, and ex
tension programs to complement each 
other. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, in all 
the media attention and some of the 
debate on the floor leading up to this 
moment, there has unfortunately been 
a lot of misinformation, and I would 
suggest far too much emphasis has 
been placed on whether or not there 
was going to be an increase in the gas 
tax, and, as we have heard, too much 
discussion of the demonstration 
projects which I think my colleague, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER] has certainly more than ade
quately addressed and indicated why 
these projects are important, but what 
has been overlooked are the really cre
ative, innovative, and exciting develop
ments that are included in this bill, 
things that are going to move this 
country forward in infrastructure de
velopment over the next 30 years. 

This is indeed the most far-reaching 
bill that we have had in highway con
struction since authorizing the Inter
state System 40 years ago. 

I want, also, to point out that this 
bill is very, very close to the bill that 
was sent up here by President Bush, by 
Secretary Skinner, and by my good 
friend and constituent, Tom Larson, 
head of the Federal Highway Adminis
tration. It is very similar in that it 
contemplates a highway system that 
we have never had before. 

I want to just concentrate on one ele
ment which I feel is very important, 
and that is the emphasis that is given 
in this bill to allowing private invest
ment. It would, for the first time, re
move a prohibition that exists in cur
rent law that prevents private sector 
involvement in infrastructure develop
ment. This is clearly an idea whose 
time has come. We are obviously in a 
situation where Federal, State and 
local governments, no longer have the 

resources to adequately meet all the 
demands that are being placed on them 
for infrastructure and highway devel
opment. 

Presently you cannot have private 
sector involvement. This bill will allow 
private capital to get into infrastruc
ture development specifically high
ways, and it will allow those projects 
that are funded by private sector in
vestment to include also Federal fi
nancing up to 30 percent. 
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This is far different, ladies and gen

tlemen, than the Senate bill. The Sen
ate bill obviously allows tolls, but it 
allows tolls that would be used by 
State and local governments as a cash 
cow. Nobody likes tolls, but tolls are 
clearly going to be a part of the way we 
develop infrastructure in the future. 
This will allow a private company to 
involve itself in infrastructure develop
ment, to receive an adequate return on 
its investment and also finance addi
tional infrastructure development. 

This really is an innovative, creative, 
and exciting idea that I think is going 
to enable us to accomplish a great deal 
more in turns of highway development 
and construction than we would other
wise be able to do using solely tax reve
nues. 

So I am very pleased to rise in the 
strongest possible support of this over
all bill because I do think it contains 
some exciting, innovative ideas, one of 
which is to permit municipalities to 
engage the private sector in infrastruc
ture development. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA
HALL]. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
order to engage in a colloquy with the 
gentleman from New Jersey, the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, Mr. 
ROE. 

Would the chairman agree that the 
Secretary should include on the Na
tional Highway System those routes
including but not necessarily limited 
to Routes 54, 97, 10, 16, and 8~which 
provide access between Beckley, WV, 
and the West Virginia-Virginia State 
line. These routes represent the cor
ridor for a project known as the Coal
field Expressway. 

Mr. ROE. If the gentleman would 
yield, I would say to the gentleman 
from West Virginia that it is certainly 
our intention that the routes he has de
scribed should be made part of the Na
tional Highway System. 

Mr. RAHALL. It is generally accept
ed that the trans-America high-prior
i ty corridor listed in this legislation 
would cross Kentucky and enter south
ern West Virginia in the vicinity of 
Williamson. At this point, it could 
intersect with the I-73 corridor, also 
listed in the legislation. 
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At some point along the I-73 cor

ridor, however, the trans-America 
would need to be routed northward to 
Beckley, where it could intersect with 
I-64. 

Would the chairman agree that the 
most feasible routing of the trans
America to Beckley would be at a point 
on the I-73 corridor immediately north 
of Welch utilizing the proposed Coal
field Expressway? 

Mr. ROE. Let me say to the gen
tleman from West Virginia that I 
would most certainly agree that the 
trans-America corridor would gen
erally follow those routes into Beckley. 

Mr. RAHALL. I thank the distin
guished chairman of the Public Works 
and Transportation Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say we all 
know our Government's investment in 
public works, creating a truly inter
modal transportation system, has fall
en in recent years. Today's efforts rep
resent only four-tenths of 1 percent of 
the gross national product. Our infra
structure is falling apart. This bill is 
not all things that every Member of 
this House would like to see, but it is 
indeed a true beginning in our effort to 
not only put more trust in the highway 
trust fund, as the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ROE], has already de
scribed, but also to provide jobs and 
new business opportunities, new eco
nomic opportunities for many parts of 
this Nation. 

To those of my colleagues who ear
lier tried to offer amendments to de
lete certain infrastructure projects, I 
say I only wish one fraction of their ef
fort would be put into being so eco
nomically conscious when it comes to 
foreign aid and foreign loan guarantees 
to other countries around the world as 
their efforts are here at home. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in su~ 
port of H.R. 2950, the 6-year reauthorization 
of Federal aid for highways, bridges, transit, 
safety, and transportation research programs. 

That we are here today is timely and appro
priate-timely because the current Federal-aid 
highway legislation expired on September 30, 
1991, and appropriate because our national 
system of defense and interstate highways is 
nearly complete, and it is high time to begin to 
make new investments in the Nation's trans
portation infrastructure. 

Mr. Chairman, in a report issued early this 
year from the Federal Highway Administration, 
it was pointed out that the overall annual cost 
to improve 1989 conditions and performance 
of the highways and bridges in this country is 
$7 4.9 billion. The need, then, clearly exists for 
the overall $151 billion in expenditures called 
for in H.R. 2950, which allows $119.1 billion 
for highways and bridges, and $32 billion for 
transit. 

Through this legislation, Mr. Chairman, we 
not only provide ways in which to rebuild 
America's highways, byways, bridges, and 
transit services, but we also will generate 2 
million direct and indirect jobs. 

The bill requires a 20-percent match by the 
States, with 80 percent of highway and transit 

needs coming from the Federal Government, 
rather than the 75-25 and 6o-40 Federal
State matching requirement recommended by 
the administration. Interstate construction and 
repair matching shares remain at 90-1 0. 

The bill provides for a National Highway 
System [NHS], and a State flexible fund that 
can be spent for either highways or transit 
projects at the discretion of the Governor. 
There is a provision that NHS moneys, too, 
can be transferred for use in transit. On the 
other hand, the funds made available to the 
states for mass transit projects can also be 
transferred to highway use, at the discretion of 
the Governors. 

While I must say that I object to the so
called transferability clauses in H.R. 2950, par
ticularly the transfer of scarce transit funds for 
highway construction use, I am pleased to 
note that $32 billion will be spent on transit 
over the next 6 years, a great boost in transit 
funding. I objected to the transferability provi
sions from transit accounts to highway ac
counts because, in my view, it applies only to 
rural and small urban transit moneys-the two 
programs that, under the bill, get only 15 per
cent of the funds appropriated for transit, with 
85 percent going to large urban areas-yet 
large urban transit funds are not subject to the 
transferability provision. I objected also to the 
use of $20 million off the top of section 18 
rural transit funds for something called intercity 
bus services, before any State apportionments 
are made. This $20 million comes only out of 
the rural transit program, which receives only 
5 percent of transit funds to begin with. I 
worked hard, and am proud that the commit
tee adopted my recommendation to increase 
section 18 rural transit funds from its current 
2.9 percent to 5 percent. But once we got the 
increase in the bill, others came along and 
began to dilute the intended increase by allow
ing 35 percent of section 18 rural funds to be 
used for highways, and on top of that to take 
$20 million off the top of every annual appro
priation for use by something called intercity 
bus service. I am going to be watching closely 
to see just how much and to what extent that 
$20 million is spent putting intercity 
Greyhound- or Trailways-type bus services 
back into rural West Virginia where such bus 
service has been discontinued for a very long 
time. 

H.R. 2950 creates two new programs-the 
urban mobility and the rural mobility programs, 
with local officials [MPO's] making decisions 
on how urban funds are used, and rural mobil
ity funds spent at the discretion of the Gov
ernors. Again, any and all of these highway 
funds may be spent on transit if the State and 
local officials agree. 

The bill contains $14.9 billion to rehabilitate 
and replace obsolete and deficient bridges, 
and for the first time allows 35 percent Federal 
funding of toll facilities, either highways, 
bridges, or tunnels. 

The bill designates corridors of national sig
nificance in order to construct needed multi
State connectors, and provides $9.8 billion for 
transit new starts and rail modernization 
projects. 

For section 3, section 9, section 98 and 
section 18, under the transit title-title Ill-and 
for other transit programs, the bill will spend 
$32 billion over 6 years. I only wish we could 

obtain permission to spend down the transit 
account in the highway trust fund, as we are 
being allowed to spend down the balance in 
the highway account. But permission to do so 
was not forthcoming. 

Early this year I was pleased to introduce 
the Mobility Assistance Act, H.R. 1079, calling 
for increases in the apportionments for small 
urban and rural transit services, and I am 
even more pleased to note that those in
creases were agreed to and appear in H.R. 
2950. For example, as alluded to above, the 
current apportionment of transit funds for small 
urbanized areas is 8.6 percent. Under this bill, 
as I had recommended, small urbans are 
funded at 10 percent. For rural transit, I had 
hoped to increase its apportionment from 2.9 
to 7.5 percent, but H.R. 2950 contains an in
crease to only 5 percent. It is, however mod
est, reflective of the committee's recognition of 
the growing needs of transit dependent indi
viduals and families residing in small urban 
and rural areas, particularly th~ poor, the dis
abled, the elderly, and those working in low-in
come jobs. 

While my Mobility Assistance Act would 
have created a new, State initiative block 
grant for its discretionary use, the bill before 
us does not. H.R. 2950 does contain, how
ever, its version of a block grant in the form 
of a new minimum apportionment program 
guaranteeing each State a return of at least 
one-third of 1 percent of its contributions to 
the mass transit account of the highway trust 
fund. Since States have never received a 
guaranteed minimum return on MT A contribu
tions, this is a big plus. It will greatly serve 
West Virginia, which now contributes up to 
$1 O million a year to the mass transit account 
in the trust fund, but receives only $765,000-
less than $1 million-back each year. 

The bill further freezes current law on allow
ing States to use longer combination vehicles 
[LCV's] on our Nation's highways and bridges. 
I support this provision, which disallows LCV 
use in all but those States already permitting 
their use-only about 20 States now allow 
LCV's. This is not only going to keep down the 
wear and tear on our highways and bridges, it 
will make automobile drivers feel a lot safer, 
too. 

I have recently read with interest Pat 
Choate's "Magic Highway," and in it he says: 

The roads which connect the corners of our 
nation took decades to plan, to finance and 
to build. Their impact on the country's de
mographic distribution, its economic produc
tivity, its national defense, and the lifestyles 
of its people has been both deep and pro
found. 

In other words, to paraphrase Mr. Choate, 
every action we have taken since 1956, at the 
inception of the Interstate Highway System, 
we have altered the course of history-for the 
betterment of mankind. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, again quoting from the 
"Magic Highway": 

It (the interstate highway system) rep
resents the vision and sacrifice by a genera
tion of Americans who overcame obstacles in 
finance and imagination-and fought off the 
natural urge to rob from the future for their 
own advantage-and build this vast network 
of highways that connect our country, lend 
efficiency to our economy, strengthen our 
nation's defense, and increase the safety of 
our travelers. 
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We all know that our country's highways 

and bridges are in such a state of disrepair 
that they are crumbling. We also know that 
despite the investment represented in the 
completion of the interstates, there are still 
communities so remote and so isolated from 
their neighboring States, that they are trapped 
in a time warp when compared with the rel
ative mobility taken for granted in other parts 
of the country. 

We all know that the Government's invest
ment in public works-in creating a truly inter
rnoclal transportation syste~as fallen in re
cent years, and today represents only four
tenths of 1 percent of GNP. Our infrastructure 
is falling apart. If we are to address our need 
to develop a highway system that will meet 
our economic development needs, as well as 
meet our energy needs, we must begin to re
invest in roads, bridges, and mass transit 
projects. To do so takes money-more, even, 
than the $151 billion contained in H.R. 2950. 

While H.R. 2950 falls short of meeting our 
real needs on a truly national scale, it is in
deed a bill which takes a giant step toward 
meeting our infrastructure needs for the next 6 
years, and it sets the pace for years to come 
as we redirect our energies and rededicate 
ourselves to an intermodal transportation sys
tem. 

I commend, and take this opportunity to give 
thanks and high praise to my chairman, Mr. 
ROE of New Jersey, whose leadership of the 
Committee on Public Works has brought a fine 
bill-a bill that assures equity to all Members 
of this House-to the floor for our consider
ation. My appreciation also extends to the able 
ranking Republican member of our committee, 
JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, and to the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Surface Trans
portation, and my good friend, NORM MINETA, 
and to the subcommittee's ranking Republican 
member, BUD SHUSTER of Pennsylvania. 

I am proud of the fact that the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation was able 
to carefully craft a bill that is fair and equi
table, above all else, to each and every Mem
ber of this House, and to do so without impos
ing a new gasoline tax. The leadership of our 
committee demanded, and finally got, access 
to moneys to which the highway users in our 
respective States are entitled-and so we will 
be able to spend 21/2 cents of last year's gas
oline tax which, until now, has been held hos
tage in the trust fund without any hope or ex
pectation of spending it, while the other 21/2 

cents were diverted for deficit reduction pur
poses. Also, we are now enabled to spend 
down, for the first time, the balance or surplus 
in the highway trust fund over the next 6 
years, leaving a cushion in the fund of $2.3 
billion-enough to take care of any emergency 
that might arise. This is a tremendous 
achievement for the Public Works and Trans
portation Committee and indeed, for the whole 
House. 

Today, each and every one of us can take 
on the mantle of responsibility of our genera
tion to overcome all obstacles of imagination, 
finance, and self-interest · in order to begin to 
build and rebuild our vast network of super
highways. 

Today all Members of the House of Rep
resentatives can join in that monumental effort 
the Committee on Public Works has begun, 

and receive in return the reward of being able 
to pass on to future generations a better 
America. I recommend H.R. 2950 to my col
leagues and hope that it passes. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD], 
a member of the committee. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, today 
on the floor of the House, we will be 
considering the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991. As my colleagues know, a great 
deal of work has gone into this bill. I 
appreciate the time the chairman and 
other members of the committee have 
spent on this bill. May I also mention 
my appreciation for the dedication and 
expertise the committee staff brought 
to this process. 

The Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991 was 
produced through a painstaking and ar
duous process. The legislation we have 
before us today is the result of careful 
and deliberate policy decisions. The 
importance and complexity of our 
transportation system requires this. 
We must remember that our primary 
objective is a safe, efficient infrastruc
ture system. Reliable infrastructure is 
the key to this country's economic 
competitiveness in the last decade of 
the 20th century, and beyond. I believe 
that this bill will enable us to satisfy 
the future transportation needs of our 
Nation. 

There are many important sections 
in the bill. We will finish the Interstate 
Highway System and move on to new 
and more advanced programs. We 
struck a balance between funding for 
transit and highways. The bill gives 
unprecedented flexibility to State and 
local governments in directing appor
tionments according to the individual 
needs of the area. The concerns of 
donor States with regard to fair alloca
tion of funds have been addressed. We 
have set forth policies for highway 
safety and the cohesive construction of 
roads and other modes of transpor
tation. Finally, we have funded this 
bill without the 5 cents gas tax in
crease. 

The fact is, this bill incorporates 
state-of-the-art technology, allocates 
funds in a fair and flexible manner, and 
effectively reorients the direction of 
this country's transportation policy 
into the 21st century. Also incor
porated into this bill are specific 
projects which individually have been 
singled out as pork. I find this cri ti
cism to be shortsighted. 

The completion of the Interstate Sys
tem of Highways was certainly not ac
complished in one fell swoop. It was 
methodically pieced together, incor
porating existing technology and cur
rent demands upon infrastructure, over 
a period of several decades. The fund
ing of individual projects in this bill 
does not reflect Members' desires to 
bring home the bacon, as critics have 

charged. Bridges are in a sorry state of 
disrepair, our highways are jammed be
cause the amount of people and there
fore the demand upon highways and 
transit has increased. This legislation 
aims to fix these pressure points in our 
infrastructure. This is simply the log
ical extension of providing a reliable 
system of transportation to increase 
America's competitiveness in the glob
al marketplace. Certainly, these indi
vidual projects benefit the specific 
areas where they are located; but they 
benefit the overall system of highways, 
bridges, and mass transit as well. 

Three projects have been included in 
the legislation which are of great bene
fit to southern California. The con
struction of several segments of Route 
76 in Oceanside will provide access 
from the easterly communities of 
Vista, Fallbrook, and Bonsall to I-5 
and the coast. The Palomar Airport 
Road and I-5 interchange in Carlsbad 
will alleviate congestion and provide 
access to a major regional airport. In 
addition, the Los Angeles-San Diego 
Rail Corridor Agency [LOSSANJ will 
develop a high-frequency, reliable, 
cost-effective rail service between Los 
Angeles and San Diego. This will ease 
traffic congestion which is of vital im
portance to enhance the air quality in 
an area of nonattainment. 

I fully support the inclusion in the 
bill of language allowing for the con
struction of certain toll roads in Or
ange County. These roads will be a 
major element in relieving traffic con
gestion in southern California. This 
language has the support of the Orange 
County Transportation Agency, and 
the Transportation Corridor Agency, 
and the Orange County Board of Super
visors. 

I wish to thank the committee lead
ership for their attentiveness to the 
needs of my district and in my State. 
Good transportation infrastructure is 
essential for the continued competi
tiveness of our country. We must make 
the investment to insure that our in
dustries can successfully compete in 
the global marketplace. I believe this 
bill provides the much-needed impetus 
for that continued economic growth. 

I particularly want my State to 
know that this bill corrects virtually 
all the current inequities in the dis
tribution of the highway funds. I urge 
my colleagues to vote for this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, we need new direction 
for our transportation policy, and I be
lieve the Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act provides that 
new direction. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished majority 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to begin by thanking the mem
bers of the Transportation and Public 
Works Committee on both sides of the 
aisle for doing a good job, taking a lot 
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of guff, writing an excellent bill, and 
bringing it to the floor. 

This was not easy, but they bring to 
us something this country cannot func
tion without: A plan to restore and 
modernize the transportation system 
of this country so that we can have 
jobs and products for sale in America 
and abroad. 

In the short term, this legislation 
will ensure that money keeps flowing 
to the public works projects already 
underway in the various States. 

And as we keep this spending and 
consumption and investment flowing, 
we hope the confidence and economic 
activity so lagging today in this reces
sion will be given a shot in the arm. 

But this legislation must be under
stood and supported because of its 
long-term economic benefits. 

We know from our history that 
America has enjoyed sustained eco
nomic growth only when we invested a 
substantial percentage of our national 
wealth in transportation and public 
works. 

We know too that America has 
lagged, and our strength has become 
depleted, when we shifted our invest
ments away from highways, bridges, 
tunnels, and ports, and moved them 
into tax cuts for the rich and complet
ing our victory in the cold war. 

The defense funds, in large part, were 
well spent. But this investment pro
duced an unfair result. While we de
fended Europe, while we defended 
Japan, while we defended Korea, while 
we extended the umbrella of our de
fense to shield our allies from com
munism, our competitors built them
selves up economically. 

The committee tells us that Japan 
alone is spending $3.2 trillion over the 
next decade, an investment that we 
should be making but now cannot af
ford. 

This bill says: Now it is our turn. 
Now it is time to take care of America. 
Now it is time to give our people, 
weary from their victory over com
munism, new roads, new transit sys
tems, new opportunities to save en
ergy, and the environment so that they 
can enjoy the benefits of capitalism. 

During the debate, it may be difficult 
to distinguish the players without a 
scorecard. I must express some surprise 
at the comments made by some of our 
colleagues who oppose this bill. 

They want to keep the trust fund 
money in Washington. 

They want to give the people in the 
bureaucracy all the decisions on 
projects. 

They call highways in their districts 
infrastructure, but they call projects in 
our hometowns pork. 

They want to hang on to the gas tax 
money to make the deficit look small
er. 

They want us to obey the President's 
deadlines for passing the bill. 

I don't believe that is what the 
American people sent us here to do, but 

these are the arguments of the people 
who oppose the legislation. 

The supporters of the bill take a very 
different approach. 

We believe that Government invest
ment in highways will create jobs, in
crease economic growth, and improve 
the lives of working Americans who 
need to commute by car and mass tran
sit. 

We believe that publicly elected offi
cials have the right and the duty to re
spond to their community's transpor
tation needs. We believe gasoline taxes 
paid by Americans should be returned 
to them in the form of transportation 
improvements. 

And we believe that writing a better 
bill than the administration submitted 
justifies taking as much time as Con
gress needs to get the job done right. 

And the Public Works Committee has 
gotten this job done right. 

I wish I could hand out this bill to 
every citizen I have met who has reg
istered a strong complaint about Gov
ernment. This bill is the other side of 
the story. 

Citizens want a decent return for 
their hard-earned tax dollars; this bill 
does that. Citizens want Government 
to change with the times; this bill does 
that. 

Citizens want a program that bal
ances the needs of transit versus high
ways, energy versus the environment, 
rural versus urban, safety versus effi
ciency, State's rights versus Federal 
responsibility; and this bill balances 
all of those interests about as well as 
they can be balanced. 

I wish we were doing more. We should 
be doing more. But we are doing the 
best we can with what we have. 

My thanks to Chairman ROE, Con
gressman HAMMERSCHMIDT, Chairman 
MINETA, and Congressman SHUSTER for 
their stewardship and patience, and I 
also want to thank each of the mem
bers of the committee for their hard 
work. 

Their roads to heaven will be paved 
not just with good intentions but with 
a great result. 
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Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], a 
distinguished member of the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, the legis
lation before us today, H.R. 2950, rep
resents a new era in our Federal trans
portation program. As we began the re
authorization process many months 
ago, a major goal of the donor States, 
those which have contributed much 
more in Federal gas taxes than they 
have received back, was to ensure that 
new and equitable allocation formulas 
for our highway programs be included 
in this reauthorization legislation. 

Historically, my own State of Wis
consin has received back 74 cents in 

Federal highway funds for every dollar 
sent to Washington. There was some 
understanding that there would nec
essarily have to be an uneven distribu
tion while the Interstate Highway Sys
tem was being constructed. Now that 
we are reaching the completion of the 
Interstate, it is time to enact new dis
tribution formulas that are fair to all 
States. 

H.R. 2950 does just that, Mr. Chair
man, I want to thank Chairman BOB 
ROE, ranking Republican JOHN PAUL 
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Surface Transpor
tation Subcommittee Chairman NORM 
MINETA, and subcommittee ranking Re
publican Bun SHUSTER for their respon
siveness to Members representing 
donor States and their understanding 
and sensitivity to our concerns while 
this bill was being drafted. Congress
man L.F. PAYNE and Congressman TIM 
VALENTINE also deserve credit for their 
tireless efforts in this process. 

In addition, to the equitable funding 
allocation formulas, H.R. 2950 contains 
several other worthy provisions, in
cluding a National Highway System 
and granting increased flexibility to 
States so that they can respond to 
their particular transportation needs 
and I urge its passage. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. NOWAK], the distinguished 
chairman of our Subcommittee on 
Water Resources. 

Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2950 and I re
quest great broad support from this 
Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage the 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation in a col
loquy concerning an important provi
sion in the bill related to wetland miti
gation banking. 

Section 108 of the bill, project eligi
bility, applicable to both the National 
Highway System and urban mobility 
systems, makes the Federal highway 
trust fund available for participation 
in wetland mitigation banks and state
wide programs to create, conserve, or 
enhance wetland habitat. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. NOW AK. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman points out a provision which is 
very valuable both in our Surface 
Transportation Program and in our 
Wetlands Preservation and Enhance
ment Program. 

The gentleman from New York is 
currently conducting extensive, in
depth hearings on reauthorization of 
the Clean Water Act and wetlands spe
cifically. These hearings have provided 
significant information not only on the 
need for wetlands preservation, but 
also on the need to adequately com
pensate for unavoidable losses. The 
provision in section 108 is intended to 
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make funding available for efforts to 
create, conserve, or enhance wetland 
habitat, including development of 
statewide mitigation plans-important 
efforts in improving our Nation's wet
lands resources. 

Mr. NOWAK. I would like the chair
man's clarification of an issue of great 
importance. This provision specifically 
does not exempt any highway construc
tion project from any applicable re
quirement of Federal law. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. ROE. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. NOWAK. The requirements of 

section 404 of the Clean Water Act reg
ulating the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into the waters of the United 
States remain unchanged? 

Mr. ROE. The gentleman is correct. 
The provisions specifically deny any 
exemption. If the law requires that a 
proposed highway avoid any impact on 
a wetland, this provision does nothing 
to change that. In those instances 
where the law allows for compensatory 
mitigation for impacts on wetlands, 
this provision authorizes a source of 
funding for efforts to adequately com
pensate for impacts on wetlands, and, 
hopefully, to enhance and improve our 
wetlands base. This provision makes no 
substantive changes to wetlands law
whatever changes may be made to wet
lands law will be made within the 
Clean Water Act reauthorization proc
ess. 

Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for this clarification, 
and look forward to working with him 
on wetlands issues in the Clean Water 
Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
this opportunity to discuss with the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MI
NETA] a provision of the bill which has 
caused some concern. 

Section 605 provides $2 million to the 
National Center for Earthquake Engi
neering Research [NCEERJ to study the 
seismic vulnerability of the National 
Highway System's highways, tunnels, 
and bridges and develop cost-effective 
methods to retrofit these structures to 
reduce their vulnerability. 

I want to stress that this research 
will be conducted on elements of the 
entire Federal-aid-system, not one spe
cific region. 

Finally, let me emphasize that 
NCEER will continue its policy of sup
porting planned, structured research 
programs on other campuses, including 
those in California. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
in a colloquy with the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Section 605 provides $2 million to the 
National Center for Earthquake Engi
neering Research to study the seismic 
vulnerability of national highway sys
tems, tunnels, and bridges and develop 
cost-effective methods to retrofit these 
structures to reduce their vulner
ability. This research will be conducted 

on elements of the entire Federal aid 
system, and then we will continue its 
policy of supporting planned structured 
research programs on other campuses, 
including those in California. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. NOWAK] is correct. 
I thank the gentleman for the clari
fication. 

Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Chairman, I also 
thank the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong support 
of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface Trans
portation Assistance Act of 1991 . 

At the start, I would like to commend the bi
partisan leadership of the Committee on Pub
lic Works and Transportation for their boldness 
in crafting this new master plan for meeting 
our Nation's transportation infrastructure 
needs. 

Chairman ROE, Subcommittee Chairman M1-
NETA, and the ranking minority members, Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT and Mr. SHUSTER, also 
should be saluted for the doggedness and the 
determination they exerted in bringing this vital 
bill to the floor today. 

Political and budgetary realities required the 
Public Works Committee to make com
promises and scale down some funding levels 
in developing H.R. 2950. 

But the committee did not compromise the 
principle that we need to dramatically, in a his
toric fashion, reshape the Federal Govern
ment's role in meeting our Nation's unmet in
frastructure needs so we can be competitive in 
the new global economy. 

H.R. 2950 lays the foundation for meaning
ful change. 

Clearly the country needs the levels of 
spending established in H.R. 2950. 

This summer, the Department of Transpor
tation documented some of our infrastructure 
needs in a report to Congress, noting that 
"total investment has not kept pace with all 
system demands." 

DOT pointed out that in 1989: 
About 265,000 miles of pavement (were) at 

or below accepted engineering standards, 
about 134,000 bridges were rated as struc
turally deficient, over 5,000 bridges were 
closed, congestion introduced over 8 billion 
hours of delay on the Interstate System, 
adding billions in cost to interstate com
merce. 

H.R. 2950 will begin the process of erasing 
those negative statistics. 

It will accomplish this not only by increasing 
highway construction funding by 40 percent 
but also by spending down the surplus accu
mulated in the highway trust fund from $11.4 
billion to $2.3 billion by 1997. 

As Chairman ROE has put it: "We are re
storing trust to the trust fund." 

H.R. 2950 offers a balanced intermodal ap
proach to our transportation system. 

Its restructured Federal aid programs recog
nize the different needs of urban, suburban 
and rural areas plus the need for efficient bus 
and rail systems and safe bridges and high
ways. 

Recognizing the differences of different re
gions, H.R. 2950 also attacks the rigidity of 
existing Federal aid programs by giving States 
long-needed flexibility. 

Most importantly, in my opinion, the Com
mittee on Public Works through H.R. 2950 
recognizes the importance of our transpor
tation network to job creation and economic 
development. 

H.R. 2950 is not only a package of transpor
tation projects designed to move people and 
products. 

H.R. 2950 is most importantly a long over
due investment in the future of the United 
States. 

I urge my colleagues to support that invest
ment and vote for H.R. 2950. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, we support 
UMTA's efforts now underway to work with the 
Transit Development Corporation, which would 
serve as an independent governing board to 
select research projects to be funded under 
the UMTA Act. We further understand that the 
Transit Development Corporation will work 
with the Transportation Research Board or 
some other entity the corporation deems ap
propriate to assist in the research selection 
process. The resulting research information 
will be disseminated as appropriate by the 
Transit Development Corporation. No other 
legislative direction in this regard is intended 
or necessary. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER]. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Transportation reauthorization 
bill that is before us. But I do so for a 
different reason than most of my col
leagues, particularly those over on this 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise as a conserv
ative Republican supporting this bill, 
and I will put my conservative creden
tials against any Member of this House 
of Representatives. 

A few months ago I was one of seven 
individuals on the Committee on Pub
lic Works and Transportation who 
voted against this bill. At that time I 
felt that the 5-cent-a-gallon gas tax in
crease was something that was not in 
keeping with my philosophy and not in 
the best interests of the country in 
spite of the motivations, the very fine 
motivations, of the leadership of the 
committee. I also was not satisfied 
with the rate at which we were spend
ing down the highway trust fund. A lot 
of people have forgotten the origin of 
this trust fund. It goes back to 1965 and 
1966, the Great Society days, when they 
were looking for ways and for new 
smoke and mirrors to hide the enor
mous deficits. So, they decided to let 
these trust funds grow and not spend 
out of the trust funds, and con
sequently we ended up with billions 
and billions of dollars of unspent 
money in those trust funds to make 
the deficit look smaller. 
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Mr. Chairman, since I was elected in 

1986, I have been trying to find some 
way to get a program in, not just this 
trust fund, but also the air, space, and 
aviation trust fund, to spend those 
moneys that are in there in surplus for 
the designed purpose. This bill not only 
does not provide a 5-cent-a-gallon gas 
tax increase, which was somewhat of
fensive to many of our conservatives, 
but also spends that down to S2.3 bil
lion in the trust fund of the balance, 
and I think that is a major accomplish
ment for conservatives. 

So, as a conservative, I rise in favor 
of this bill and urge my conservative 
colleagues to do the same. 

0 1430 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes and 30 seconds to the distin
guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. AP
PLEGATE], a member of our committee. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I just want 
to commend our great chairman, the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], 
the subcommittee chairman, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA], 
and the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT], as well as the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER], for doing an outstanding job and 
bringing forth on this floor the best 
highway bill that has ever been pre
sented to the House of Representatives. 

President Bush said what he wanted 
was a Transportation bill with no in
crease in taxes. Well, let me say that 
he has got one, and this is it. Yet he is 
talking about vetoing it. For a Presi
dent who has promised 30 million new 
jobs and is in the process of losing 9 
million per month, he should embrace 
this, because this bill is going to create 
2 million good blue collar construction 
jobs. And this is only a byproduct of 
the whole bill. Since the interstates 
have really been mostly completed, 
this bill will zero in on the secondary 
and primary roads which will be tying 
smaller communities to most of our in
frastructures in major areas of the 
country, to help them bring themselves 
out of the economic gloom they are in. 

With a growing population in this 
country of 1.5 million per year, Ameri
ca's infrastructure needs improvement. 
It is a shame, because the United 
States lags behind all the great indus
trial powers of the world in fixing its 
infrastructure. As has been stated be
fore, Japan spends six times more on 
their infrastructure than we do. We are 
great in protecting other nations of the 
world with our military power, sending 
our bucks over there to help them im
prove their infrastructure and their 
economy, and yet failing to take care 
of our own infrastructure. 

Let me say this bill is going to help 
the donor States. For those of us who 
live in States where we send more 

money to Washington than we are get
ting back, this is going to help to re
duce that. To at least some degree, we 
are raising the amount of moneys that 
we are going to be getting back from 
the dollars we spend. Now our States 
are the ones that need help because we 
are the ones that took care of the rest 
of them throughout the Nation. 

I hope it is not going to be all poli
tics in the White House now with this, 
because Americans cannot afford any 
more politics on this basis. They need 
help with their local communities. I do 
not want to be like the guy who got up 
one morning and put his shoes on back
wards, and who walked forward into 
the past. 

We have to be through with that kind 
of politics. We have to be moving for
ward, because we are moving into the 
21st century and we need the infra
structure, we need the highways, and 
we need the improvements to meet 
that new century. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, first, 
I want to commend my distinguished 
colleagues, Mr. ROE, chairman of the 
Public Works and Transportation Com
mittee, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, the rank
ing minority member of the full com
mittee, along with Mr. MINETA, chair
man of the Surface Transportation 
Subcommittee, and the subcommit
tee's ranking minority member, Mr. 
SHUSTER, for their outstanding work in 
developing this comprehensive legisla
tion, which we are taking up today. 

Without question, H.R. 2950 will serve 
as the blueprint for the rebuilding of 
this Nation's failing highway and tran
sit systems. This bill will stimulate 
our economy, which despite rosy pro
nouncements to the contrary, remains 
in a serious state of decline. 

Twenty-one States, along with hun
dreds of cities, small towns, and rural 
communities, are coping with a serious 
decline in revenue and budget deficits. 
They, along with major U.S. national 
and international companies, and busi
nesses of all size, continue to experi
ence major layoffs of their work force. 

The America people continue to see 
their standard of living slide down
ward. 

This bill will help to rejuvenate our 
economy. 

From coast to coast, our transpor
tation systems are deteriorating, annu
ally costing Americans untold billions 
of dollars in lost productivity, notwith
standing the inconvenience and hard
ship the gridlocked systems impose on 
the public simply seeking to commute 
between home and the workplace, or 
getting goods from one location to an
other. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been purported 
that demonstrations projects are pork
barrel projects, with little, if any, 
merit. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. 

For example, each Maryland project 
included in this bill was done so with 
the advice and consent of the Maryland 
Department of Transportation which 
will be sharing in the cost. Each 
project is a legitimate project, and all 
contribute to the State's overall trans
portation needs. 

Pork barrel? No. Those who paint all 
of these projects with a broad brush 
simply don't travel around this coun
try and speak to Americans who suffer 
daily, trying to cope with a seriously 
deteriorating system. 

Let those who allege pork barrel ask 
Baltimore County and Harford County 
residents if the S28 million earmarked 
in this bill for improvements to the 
Baltimore Beltway is pork barrel. 

The answer will be a resounding 
"no." The 156,000 motorists, who daily 
travel the Baltimore Beltway, must 
add 30 to 45 minutes to each leg of their 
commute to and from work simply be
cause the system is inadequate to ac
commodate their needs. Similar waste 
of time and energy is repeated through
out all communities and urban areas in 
our great country. 

Let those who allege pork barrel ask 
my constituents if the S14 million in 
improvements to U.S. Route 1-a major 
north-south corridor experiencing 
rapid residential and commercial 
growth-is pork barrel. The answer will 
be a resounding "no." 

Currently, 34,000 motorists travel 
this outdated section of roadway and it 
is projected that that number will es
calate to 62,000 daily by the year 2000. 

Reconstruction of U.S. Route 1, pro
viding median barriers and other safety 
features are improvements which are 
long overdue. 

Improvements to both the Baltimore 
Beltway and U.S. Route 1 will help re
duce air pollution pumped into the at
mosphere as vehicles sit idle, bumper 
to bumper, for long periods of time 
and, at the same time, reduce wasteful 
fuel consumption. Similar stories are 
reported nationally every day. Think 
of the wasted time and energy. 

Let those who allege pork barrel ask 
my constituents if the SlO million for 
the reconstruction of six obsolete and 
marginally safe bridges is pork barrel. 
The answer will be a resounding "no." 

Like too many of the bridges 
throughout the United States, each of 
these Maryland bridges has been re
paired time and time again in a Band
Aid approach to extending their lives, 
which, in the end, costs more than re
placement. 

Mr. Chairman, no one in this body is 
more cognizant of the need to control 
Federal spending than I. 

As a member of the Budget Commit
tee, I fully understand the seriousness 
of our national budget problems, but, 
as a member of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee, as a person 
very concerned about our Nation's 
competitiveness and industrial 
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strength, and as a daily commuter be
tween Capitol Hill and my home in 
Timonium, MD-58 miles away, I also 
fully understand the absolute need to 
make improvements to our highway 
and transit system. 

That is why I carefully weighed and 
deliberated over each and every project 
for my congressional district and for 
the State of Maryland before I re
quested and supported their inclusion 
in this bill. 

Special demonstration projects are 
essential to local, regional and na
tional transportation requirements. 
Their identification and designation is 
merely a method to prioritize their 
completion-again, with the advice and 
consent of the local transportation and 
public works officials, who must share 
in their costs. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill, which is so essen
tial to America-to its productivity, to 
its economy, and to the safety of the 
American people. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BORSKI] chair
man of the Subcommittee on Inves
tigations and Oversight. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2950, the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991. 

I want to commend Chairmen BOB 
ROE and NORM MINETA, and the ranking 
Republicans JOHN HAMMERSCHMIDT and 
Bun SHUSTER, for their hard work and 
strong leadership in putting together 
this bill. 

Dependable travel is something every 
American has a right to expect and 
through my work on the Public Works 
Committee I have made a commitment 
to see that our transportation system 
is the best it can be. 

I am convinced passage of this legis
lation will help do just that. 

H.R. 2950 represents a major commit
ment toward increased Federal spend
ing for public transit. It provides $32 
billion for public transit. 

That virtually doubles Federal sup
port for the transit programs currently 
in operation across the country. 

This past spring the Public Works In
vestigations and Oversight Subcommit
tee, which I chair, held a hearing to 
look closely at the impact made by a 
decade of cutbacks in public transit. 

Over the past 10 years, Federal in
vestment in the Nation's public transit 
system has been cut by 50 percent. 

Transit officials from all over the 
country told us very discouraging news 
about the impact those cuts have had 
on their systems. 

It's meant higher fares, a drastic re
duction in services, and a system that 
in many ways is on the brink of col
lapse. 

In my own city of Philadelphia, the 
transit system has had a difficult time 
simply trying to make ends meet. 

Commuters there have the dubious 
satisfaction of knowing they pay the 
highest base fare in the country for a 
ride on public transit. 

We must reverse 10 long and difficult 
years of disastrous cuts in Federal 
transit spending. This legislation will 
do that. 

A strong public transit system is es
sential to cutting the growing prob
lems of traffic congestion and air pol
lution. It will also help us reduce our 
dependence on foreign oil. 

A strong commitment to expand pub
lic transit also makes sense when you 
look at the latest census figures. 

Over three-fourths of all Americans 
now live in metropolitan areas. That 
means a greater need to move large 
groups of people on a daily basis. 

H.R. 2950 will meet that need. 
It will almost double the size of the 

current transit program from $3.2 bil
lion in fiscal year 1991 to $4.1 billion in 
fiscal 1992 and more than S5 billion per 
year after that. By 1997, Federal tran
sit spending would reach $7.2 billion. 

Philadelphia's transit system would 
receive more than $200 million in extra 
funding from this legislation. This is 
beside the additional funding which is 
available for transit under the bill's 
unprecedented flexibility and transfer
ability provisions. 

Initial reports from Philadelphia's 
transit experts say more Federal 
money, combined with State funding, 
would allow them to replace or over
haul 1,500 buses and 1,000 subway, re
gional rail, and trolley cars. 

Almost 700 miles of tracks and 500 
bridges could also be rehabilitated. In 
addition, SEPTA could upgrade sig
nals, power and communications sys
tems, and support facilities. 

It goes without saying that our Na
tion is turning more to metropolitan 
areas for work and recreation and that 
means a growing need for transpor
tation that will move people quicker, 
easier, and safer than ever before. 

It also means that a financial com
mitment to public transportation is 
not only needed but is crucial to the 
lives of many Americans. 

H.R. 2950 would also, for the first 
time, include a $76.7 billion flexible 
highway program in which up to two
thirds of the funds could be transferred 
to mass transit, at the discretion of 
State and local governments. 

Imagine what this innovative flexible 
highway program will mean to cities 
who have turned to their State govern
ments only to find out their hands 
were tied? 

Under the flexible highway program, 
States will be able to transfer highway 
funds to mass transit. 

This would serve a twofold purpose: 
Improving transit in general and im
proving it with an eye toward meeting 
new clean air guidelines. 

Nonattainment areas, like Philadel
phia, for example, would be able to use 

additional Federal money to meet new 
stringent pollution guidelines. 

It's obvious that the American, fast
paced way of life forces us to travel 
more than ever before, making us more 
dependent on mass transit to move us 
to work and to play and home again. 

We need to renew our commitment to 
mass transit agencies. We need to say 
that we will do all we can to make pub
lic transit efficient, effective, and at 
all costs, safe every hour of the day. 

I believe the increased spending in 
this bill for public transit will help us 
meet our goal. 

I am also pleased that the bill con
tains legislation which I introduced 
last spring along with my good friend 
and colleague, from New York, Con
gressman BoEHLERT, freezing the oper
ation of longer combination vehicles 
on the Nation's Interstate Highway 
System. 

Because of a legal loophole big 
enough to drive a triple trailer truck 
through, expansion of double and triple 
trailer trucks has become a major pub
lic safety concern. 

Congress never intended to sanction 
a State-by-State expansion of double 
and triple trailer trucks. But that is 
exactly what has happened. 

In 1956, Congress established the 
Interstate System and limited the size 
of trucks on those highways. It in
cluded a so-called grandfather clause 
to grant exceptions to a few States 
which were already permitting larger 
trucks. 

But the situation changed dramati
cally in 1982 when Congress passed the 
Surface Transportation Act. That's 
when it gave States the authority to 
decide grandfather rights. 

Today, 15 States permit triple trailer 
trucks and an additional 5 States allow 
doubles over 56 feet in length. 

This bill freezes LCV lengths and 
weights as of June 1, 1991. 

Proponents say LCV's are safe. And 
they may be in low-populated regions 
of the country where straight paths of 
highway stretches on for miles. 

But what about in congested areas? 
Shouldn't we listen to the people who 

drive these giant vehicles? 
I agree with R.V. Durham, director of 

the freight division of the Inter
national Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
who told Congress that they have 
"very serious highway safety concerns 
about triple trailer trucks and turn
pike doubles.'' 

Mr. Durham testified that while 
"LCV's operate in the Western United 
States on routes where there is rel
atively light traffic, the same safety 
record would not be possible in other 
States that are more densely popu
lated." 

Three-quarters of the American peo
ple oppose more giant trucks on our 
highways because of safety concerns. 

Many existing highway systems don't 
have adequate ramps and merge lanes 
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to accommodate 
cl es. 

the over-sized vehi- just last winter to raise that to 90 

And unless we freeze the expansion of 
double and triple trailer trucks, States 
which do not want them might be 
forced to accept them because of eco
nomic pressures. 

Last, this bill significantly increases 
the Federal investment to upgrade the 
Nation's bridges. 

Bridge safety is one of the most im
portant transportation concerns facing 
this Nation. 

During recent hearings before my 
oversight subcommittee, experts testi
fied that 40 percent of the Nation's 
bridges are deficient. 

The bill directly addresses this prob
l em by increasing bridge funding to a 
total of $14.9 billion over the next 6 
years. 

Under the bill, funding to repair and 
replace obsolete bridges will grow 
steadily, from the current level of $2.1 
billion in fiscal year 1992 to $2.9 billion 
in fiscal year 1997. 

This is absolutely vital to ensure 
public safety and to increase efficient 
movement of goods and people. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that my col
leagues agree that this bill is not only 
needed but vital to the continued 
growth of the surface transportation 
system in our country. 

I urge you to vote for H.R. 2950 and 
keep America safely on the move. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute and 40 seconds to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
rise to commend the big four, the 
chairman of the committee, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MI
NETA], and my good friends, the gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT] and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. For 5 
years I have served on this committee, 
and I must say in every instance it has 
been very bipartisan and fair, and I 
have enjoyed my tenure tremendously. 

Let me say that I rise in strong suir 
port of this bill. It is a good bill for 
Michigan. Many of us in our State dele
gation have frankly been embarrassed 
that our fair share of Federal funds 
over the last couple of decades has put 
our State on the wrong track. Our 
State has been a donor State. That 
means we have not gotten a fair share 
back on every dollar we sent to Wash
ington. Under the old law, States re
ceived a minimum of 85 cents for every 
dollar they sent to Washington, and in 
fact I am told that under the adminis
tration's plan they submitted earlier 
this year that 85 cents was going to 
drop to 78 cents. 

That is not fair, and I commend the 
chairman and the leadership of this 
committee for taking the proposal that 
was developed by a bipartisan group of 
us, including legislation I introduced 

cents. That is part of the bill now, and 
I offer my sincere thanks for it because 
it is fair. 

D 1440 
Mr. Chairman, a lot has been said 

about special projects here by a lot of 
different folks today. I must say that 
Michigan did fairly well with the spe
cial projects, but these were not done 
in the dark of night. Every single one 
was justified in writing by our Depart
ment of Transportation. None of them 
waived the 80-20 requirement. So if for 
any reason the State decides not to 
spend money on their particular 
project, the project is not funded and 
the Federal Government will not stick 
its neck out. 

Mr. Chairman, as I looked a projects 
across our State, U.S. 31 in Berrien, 
Portage, Grand Rapids, these are cities 
that are growing and are using the sys
tems that were designed 35 years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter 
into a colloquy with the gentleman 
from . Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] 
for purposes of clarifying section 203. 

First I would like to commend the 
gentleman who has done an outstand
ing job in working with Chairman ROE 
to craft a comprehensive and forward
looking surface transportation bill. 

Section 203 of the surface transpor
tation bill prohibits a State from re
ceiving a supplemental grant unless 
that State "makes unlawful the posses
sion of any open alcoholic beverage 
container, or the consumption of any 
alcoholic beverage, in the passenger 
area of any motor vehicle * * *" Fur
thermore, section 203 goes on to define 
an open alcoholic beverage container 
as "* * * any can or bottle which con
tains any amount of alcoholic beverage 
* * *" 

I support efforts to reduce drunk 
driving and I believe open container 
laws are beneficial in helping to meet 
this goal. I am concerned, however, 
that section 203 may unintentionally 
and unfairly harm my home State of 
Michigan along with the other States 
which have adopted policies to encour
age people to recycle old beer cans and 
bottles and also have effective open 
container laws in place. 

Consequently I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Arkansas if he agrees 
that it is not the intent of section 203 
to apply to bottles and cans which are 
being transported to a collection cen
ter for recycling. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. The gen
tleman from Michigan is correct. The 
definition of an open alcoholic bev
erage container is intended to cover 
those containers from which alcohol 
may be consumed and not cans or bot
tles that are being returned to a collec
tion facility for recycling. 

Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman 
from Arkansas and I urge Members to 
support the bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Transpor
tation of the Committee on Appropria
tions. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of H.R. 2950, the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation In
frastructure Act of 1991. 

I want first of all to commend the 
gentleman from New Jersey, the chair
man of the Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee [Mr. ROE], and the 
gentleman from California, the chair
man of the Surface Transportation 
Subcommittee [Mr. MINETA], and their 
ranking Republicans, the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SHUSTER], for their very hard 
work in developing this comprehensive 
legislation. This will be the foundation 
for our highway and transit programs 
for the rest of this decade and into the 
next century. 

H.R. 2950 provides the funding to 
complete the Interstate System and, 
for the first time in 35 years, builds a 
new structure for our Nation's highway 
program. 

The bill includes important initia
tives in highway safety, particularly in 
encouraging States to require use of 
motorcycle helmets and safety belts. 

I also strongly support the increases 
in authorizations for our mass transit 
program. I believe these increased 
funding levels are essential to improv
ing urban mobility and air quality as 
well as to reducing our dependence on 
imported oil. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a 6-year au
thorization bill. As chairman of the 
Transportation Appropriations Sub
committee, I look forward to working 
with the leadership of the Public 
Works Committee, through 1997, within 
the framework created by the bill, to 
preserve and enhance the Nation's vital 
transportation infrastructure. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe every Mem
ber concerned about the country's fu
ture should support this bill. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BOEHLERT], a member of the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, It is 
with great pride that I take the floor 
to discuss the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991. This landmark legislation will 
usher in a new era of transportation 
history. An era whose defining charac
teristics will be energy efficiency, envi
ronmental sensibility, and inter
modality. The legislation before us 
today is exactly what its title says; its 
an intermodal, surface transportation, 
infrastructure bill. It is not a highway 
bill. We are not seeking to pave Amer
ica, but rather to get America moving. 
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The transportation policies con

tained within the pages of this docu
ment, reflect the challenges our Nation 
will face as we move toward the 21st 
century. Our Nation's transportation 
policy must address two of the most 
pressing issues of our time, energy con
servation and air quality. This bill 
takes aggressive steps to meet these 
energy and environmental challenges, 
steps for which the leadership of the 
Public Works and Transportation Com
mittee must be commended. 

Today, half of America's energy 
needs are met through foreign sources, 
and if we continue our present course, 
that proportion will only grow. This 
dependence is a strategic and economic 
liability of which we are all painfully 
aware and cannot overlook. 

Some 70 percent of present U.S. oil 
consumption is related to transpor
tation, and we know that more effi
cient transportation policies can and 
will lead to substantial energy savings. 
Transportation options for the public 
must be enthusiastically encouraged so 
that there are acceptable alternatives 
to the single occupant vehicle. Forty 
persons on a bus making a daily com
mute of 10 miles round trip, instead of 
individually in an auto, will save 4,250 
gallons of gasoline a year. 

A decade long slide in public transit 
assistance will end with the enactment 
of this bill. A renewed focus on public 
transit may prove to be the single most 
important aspect of our Nation's trans
portation policy. 

Policies that encourage commuters 
to use van and car pools, buses, trol
leys, and trains and discourage driving 
alone to and from work will yield enor
mous benefits. Such actions cut emis
sions responsible for global warming 
and urban smog, break up traffic 
gridlock, and reduce the number of 
highway injuries and fatalities. 

Mr. Chairman, the automobile and 
the highways on which it travels are as 
American as baseball, and will con
tinue to play a pivotal role in transpor
tation planning and function. The leg
islation which the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee has crafted 
acknowledges this reality in a mean
ingful way. 

America's roads and bridges are at a 
level of disrepair that not only threat
ens the future of our economy but the 
lives of every American who ventures 
on to them; 60 percent of our Nation's 
highways and 40 percent of our Na
tion's bridges are either in disrepair or 
are structurally deficient. On April 5, 
1987, a bridge-the bridge over 
Schoharie Creek-collapsed in my dis
trict leading to the tragic death of 10 
motorists. This bridge was part of one 
of the most widely used transportation 
arteries in our country, the New York 
State Thruway. 

The importance of the bridge repair 
provisions contained in the bill before 
us cannot be overstated. This is a life 

or death matter in congressional dis
tricts across this land. I implore my 
colleagues to resist any and all efforts 
to divert funds earmarked for the re
pair of America's bridges. 

Efficient transportation and reliable 
infrastructure are the cornerstones of 
economic growth. We have only to look 
to our toughest competitors in the 
global market place for evidence of the 
nexus between economic viability and 
investment in transportation. Over the 
last decade the governments of both 
Germany and Japan have spent propor
tionally far more than the United 
States on improving the transportation 
and infrastructure of their nations. 
Last time I checked, their economies 
were doing better than ours. 

Transportation policy stands as the 
single best tool for enhancing Ameri
ca's productivity, reducing America's 
dependence on foreign oil, and above 
all protecting the air we breathe. I 
commend the leadership of this com
mittee for crafting a transportation 
bill with the flexibility and vision nec
essary to meet our nation's efficiency, 
energy, and environmental goals. I ask 
all my colleagues to join with me in 
endorsing this landmark legislation. 

It is a repair our crumbling infra
structure bill; it is a global competi
tiveness bill; and environment sen
sitive bill; a jobs bill; an energy con
servation bill. It accomplishes all of 
the above in a fiscally responsible way 
deserving of our support. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI]. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, today I rise 
with the distinguished chairmen of the Com
mittee on Public Works and the Subcommittee 
on Surface Transportation to urge my col
leagues in the House to join us in supporting 
H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991. This bill be
gins a new era of Federal involvement in the 
infrastructure of this Nation. It puts the word 
"trust" back into the highway trust fund. It 
uses almost every means available to interlink 
the various transportation systems into one 
powerful system of intermodality. It embarks 
on a new direction by addressing the fun
damental question of how best to use our lim
ited resources now that the Interstate Highway 
System is complete. 

I could spend much more time discussing 
the positive aspects of H.R. 2950 and others 
following me certainly will do so. Instead, I 
want to remind any members who oppose this 
bill or the method of funding contained within 
this bill-and the committee leadership will 
certainly agree with me on this-that H.R. 
2950 is by no means perfect. It is not the solu
tion to all of this Nation's infrastructure prob
lems. It certainly contains some provisions 
which may even hamper the efforts by individ
ual States to make infrastructure repairs. Take 
the l-4R discretionary program for instance. 

If this bill were perfect, then all programs l-
4R included, would be funded at a high 
enough level that all the individual States 
could carry out their most vital projects. 

In fact, H.R. 2950 reduces l-4R from $200 
million annually to only $95 million in fiscal 
year 1992 and $114 million in each fiscal year 
thereafter. In the past, this program has 
proved its value as a provider of funding for 
high-cost, high-priority projects; however, H.R. 
2950 reduces the l-4R program in such a 
drastic manner that in many States major 
projects will have to be put on hold. In this bill 
with $119 billion for highway programs, there 
is no doubt that some additional money will 
now be available to the States. Never-the-less, 
there will still not be enough funding for the re
pair and rehabilitation of some of the most crit
ical sections of our aging interstate system. 

In my opinion, the way the Federal highway 
and transit programs are structured, by their 
very nature, dictate which projects will be 
funded by the individual States' programs. In 
other words, when funding levels for some 
Federal programs are given priority at the ex
pense of others, then States are forced to 
alter their priorities and long-range plans as 
well. We then find ourselves in a situation 
where the Federal program no longer serves 
the needs of the individual States but instead 
determines those States future priorities. 

We all would agree it is critically important 
to maintain our interstate system. I think all 
would agree that we would agree that massive 
interstate rehabilitation in our metropolitan 
areas must occur within a short period of time. 
Our goal should be to minimize the disruption 
of traffic and help to preserve both the mobility 
of individuals and commerce. Well my friends, 
the l-4R program was designed to serve this 
purpose and now can no longer. 

In Chicago, where I have the privilege of 
representing the Fifth Congressional District, 
the reconstruction of the 29-year-old Kennedy 
Expressway may not be completed for lack of 
Federal funds. I have with me a copy of an ar
ticle from the Chicago Tribune explaining this 
situation. Mr. Chairman, I ask for unanimous 
consent to have this article inserted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Let me just say that 
the proposed improvements to the Kennedy 
will greatly enhance the mobility of over 
650,000 workers in central Chicago, 1 .4 mil
lion residents of the north and northwest sub
urbs, and millions of passengers at O'Hare, 
one of the largest airports in the world. 

The Kennedy project will not be completed 
because l-4R has been reduced. Plain and 
simple. The bottom line is that Illinois will not 
receive enough Federal funds in its normal ap
portionment to carry out the necessary reha
bilitation work. 

The present l-4R provisions will force the Il
linois Department of Transportation to gut its 
statewide l-4R programs in the next several 
years just to set aside funds for work on one 
project, the Kennedy. 

I stated before that H.R. 2950 is not a per
fect bill. It is however, a very good attempt to 
restructure this Nation's transportation pro
grams. It takes into account the fact that alter
native methods of transportation, especially 
mass transit, are important and deserve as 
equitable a share of Federal funds as do high
ways. H.R. 2950 is a pledge to continue the 
necessary investment in our national infra
structure. Our roads, highways, bridges, and 
mass transit systems form the infrastructure 
backbone of all communities, both large and 
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small. I urge my colleagues to join me in sup
porting H.R. 2950. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 22, 1991] 
BUDGET THREATENS WORK ON KENNEDY 

(By Gary Washburn) 
The long-awaited rehabilitation of the 

Kennedy Expressway could be postponed, or 
work stretched out over more than the three 
years already planned, under spending cuts 
proposed in the U.S. House, worried Illinois 
officials said Monday. 

A measure that would dramatically shrink 
the pot of money available nationwide for 
interstate highway improvement projects 
was approved last week by the House Public 
Works and Transportation Committee, 
threatening Illinois' chances of getting the 
cash it needs to complete the Kennedy in a 
timely fashion, they said. 

The so-called "discretionary" pot origi
nally had been pegged at $200 million a year, 
but when House leaders several weeks ago 
dropped a proposal for a five-cent-a-gallon 
federal gasoline tax increase, it was scaled 
back to $95 million for fiscal 1992, and to $114 
million annually through fiscal 1996. 

IDOT has in hand about half of the money 
it needs to cover the Kennedy's $450 million 
cost, but "we were counting on the feds, 
through the discretionary process, for the 
other half," said Illinois Transportation Sec
retary Kirk Brown. 

"We're told by both IDOT and the city that 
they need at least $70 million a year for the 
next several years to complete the Kennedy 
reconstruction, so clearly we have a prob
lem," said Jerry McDermott, legislative di
rector for U.S. Rep. Dan Rostenkowski (D
Ill.). "The question is whether anything can 
be done." 

Brown said he remains hopeful the discre
tionary funds will be restored before a final 
measure becomes law. 

The bill approved by the committee goes 
next to the full House for consideration. 
Then it will go to a conference committee 
where differences between it and a Senate 
version will be hammered out. The Senate 
bill contains no provision for any discre
tionary funds. 

If, in the end, there is only about $100 mil
lion a year in discretionary money available 
for all 50 states, it is doubtful that Illinois 
will be able to secure more than half of it for 
three consecutive years, said one federal 
source who asked not to be identified. 

Besides considering a delay in the Kennedy 
project or a lengthened construction time
table if adequate funding cannot be obtained, 
Brown said IDOT also will study the post
ponement of other state highway projects, 
funneling those dollars into the Kennedy. 

But any of the approaches would be pain
ful, officials said. 

Stretching construction over more than 
three years would increase inconvenience for 
motorists and could produce higher costs. 
And delaying the Kennedy job, or any other 
project that might have to wait for the Ken
nedy's completion, also would push up ex
penses. 

"As we delay projects, we find their costs 
tend to escalate * * * with inflation in the 
construction industry," said James Slifer, 
IDOT's Chicago area chief. 

The Kennedy project calls for the recon
struction of all lanes between downtown and 
the highway's junction with the Edens Ex
pressway. Reconfigurations at the south end 
would produce smoother traffic flows be
tween the Kennedy and the Ohio-Ontario 
feeder, and revamping at the north end 
would improve connections between the Ken
nedy and the Edens. 

Under the existing schedule, crews are to 
begin work early next year, completing the 
project in late 1994. 

Preliminary Kennedy work has been under 
way for the last two years. In recent months, 
crews have upgraded the expressway's shoul
ders so they can carry cars and trucks when 
regular lanes are closed. And last summer's 
resurfacing of Lake Shore Drive was done to 
prepare that major arterial as a Kennedy al
ternate route. 

The states historically have received 
money to maintain their portions of the 
interstate highway system based on a for
mula that takes into account total miles of 
highway and population. Discretionary 
grants have been doled out to help finance 
exceptionally big projects. 

Discretionary funds played a major role a 
few years ago in the reconstruction of the 
Dan Ryan Expressway between 31st Street 
and the Eisenhower Expressway, a project 
that cost more than $200 million. 

Planning for major expressway reconstruc
tion projects is so complex that it must 
begin long before the amount of money that 
will be available is known, Slifer said. 

For the Kennedy, "We're probably talking 
about seven or eight years ago," he said. 

IDOT already is mapping plans for a recon
struction of the Stevenson Expressway, slat
ed to begin after the Kennedy is completed. 

"We're talking about a project that's at 
least five or six years away, and we've al
ready been working on it for two years," 
Slifer said. "The facilities are complex, and 
to handle traffic, figuring out all the stag
ing, trying to minimize delay to motorists, 
looking at alternate routes and at advance 
work * * * all takes a tremendous amount of 
time." 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DYMALLY]. 

Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1991. This is 
a much needed piece of legislation long over
due to fix our deteriorating transportation infra
structure. The Department of Transportation's 
latest report on the status of the Nation's high
ways and bridges, shows that the cost of 
major highway repairs as of the end of 1989 
is at least $400 billion, and the cost of repair
ing bridge deficiencies is at least $91 billion. 

I would like to commend the gentleman from 
New Jersey, Chairman ROE and Subcommit
tee Chairman MINETA together with the rank
ing Republican members of the committee and 
the subcommittee, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, and 
Mr. SHUSTER for their diligent work and leader
ship in bringing this bill to the floor, and in the 
level of bipartisanship exhibited. As a sup
porter of the 5-cent gas tax, I truly commend 
these gentlemen for showing leadership irre
spective of political pressure. My admiration 
for them has increased for their hard work in 
revising this authorization bill despite the 
threat of a Presidential veto. 

This bill is an excellent legislative package 
that is supported by mayors and Governors, 
including the State of California. The bill pro
vides, among other things: 

Greater flexibility to States to use Federal 
funds for either highways or mass transit: 

A new focus on urban congestion, air quality 
and intermodal efficiency; 

Within this revised bill congressional ear
marks were reduced to only 3.3 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, as one Member whose con
gressional district is in dire need for one of 
those demonstration projects partially funded 
in this bill, I want to emphasize my firm sup
port for the Chairman ROE and MINETA for 
their responsiveness on this issue. As duly 
elected Members of Congress it is our respon
sibility to know and advocate the needs of the 
districts we represent. Decisions on which 
projects should be funded should not be lim
ited to unelected bureaucrats who are suscep
tible to all kinds of political special interest 
pressures but without the benefit of represent
ing our citizens. I believe that all this undue 
criticism of the chairman's responsiveness to 
the Members is an unwarranted attack. Cer
tainly, those orchestrating the criticism can not 
pretend to have a more objective or a less po
litical project selection process on the State 
level. 

Let me explain the need for the West Ala
meda Street Underpass/Meely Street Rail con
nector which is currently funded at $7 .8 million 
in this bill. This project is sorely needed ever 
since light and freight rail passed through 
Compton. Ninety-nine percent of the city of 
Compton are minorities, 75 percent are low- or 
middle-income earners. Recently, the city and 
the chamber of commerce developed the 
downtown area including shopping malls and 
retail outlets to stimulate commerce. However, 
the tremendous amount of rail traffic which 
passes through every day interrupts the flow 
of automobile traffic and is causing commuters 
to avoid the developed part of town altogether. 
This underpass project will redirect the train 
traffic under the street level allowing a normal 
flow of traffic. More important, there is cur
rently only one fire station in the eastern part 
of Compton, should more than one emergency 
situation take place, then the potential for the 
loss of life and property is great until this un
derpass is built. 

Mr. Chairman, I am indebted to both chair
men and their ranking minority members for 
agreeing to the importance of this demonstra
tion project, I urge my colleagues to vote for 
passage of this bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETT] 
who has been extremely cooperative in 
helping us craft the program we have 
before us. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, some 
months ago the media, particularly the 
press, editorialized about the fact that 
the donor States in this country were 
making tremendous contributions to 
the highway system which are perhaps 
outmoded from when this legislation 
was originally passed in 1956, perhaps 
the greatest thing that the Eisenhower 
administration accomplished. States 
like Florida, fast growing States, made 
a tremendous contribution to the fund 
in order to get the highways through 
the country in States that were not 
able to pay for those highways. 

Mr. Chairman, three decades and 
more have gone by. It is now fair to 
make a readjustment in the formula so 
that the fast growing States would 
have better attention to their needs 
which are so great at this time in his
tory. 
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Mr. Chairman, therefore I would like 

to have a colloquy with the chairman 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. ROE], to get the assur
ance of the chairman that the commit
tee will do everything it can possibly 
do within the conference to see to it 
that these formulas, which are now by 
this new legislation fair to the donor 
States, are perpetuated. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I would sug
gest that the committee in great faith 
and fidelity has manifested their sin
cerity of purpose because they have in
cluded these matters in the existing 
legislation, and we intend to pursue 
that vigorously. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I wish to thank the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], 
as well as the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT]. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I wish to give the same assurance 
that the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE] gave with regard to the con
ference. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, will 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to commend the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. BENNETT] for his effort in help
ing us fashion this bill, and concur 
with the statements of the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] and the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I have been in Con
gress for 40-some years, and have never 
been treated more fairly by a commit
tee through the years in the discus
sions that we have had than I have in 
this particular instance. I want to 
thank all Members concerned sincerely 
for it. 

In January 1956, I was in this Chamber 
when President Dwight D. Eisenhower said in 
his State of the Union Address that he was 
committed to "a great plan for a properly ar
ticulated system that solves the problems of 
speedy, safe transcontinental travel; intercity 
communications; access highways and farm
to-market movements and metropolitan con
gestion." That speech was followed 5 months 
later by the overwhelming passage of the Fed
eral Aid Highway Act of 1956-legislation I 
voted for and which allowed for the construc
tion of the Interstate System which is, today, 
99 percent complete. This measure is said by 
many to be the most important legislation of 
the Eisenhower administration. 

This Nation's Interstate System was com
pleted by utilizing the great American spirit of 

cooperation. Each State contributed gas tax 
revenue to the highway trust fund and re
ceived from it according to need. States with 
large, growing populations like Florida, Texas, 
and California contributed more to the trust 
fund than they received in order to help con
struct the system in expansive States like 
Montana which did not have the population to 
generate enough revenue to complete their 
system without assistance. Although this 
meant that some States would become donor 
States, contributing more to the trust fund than 
was received, the process was viewed as vital 
in meeting national transportation goals. We 
have met that goal and States, like Florida, 
have contributed more than their fair share in 
getting us where we are today. However, with 
the Interstate System now virtually complete, it 
is time to change the way in which this coun
try doles out its transportation funds. In fact, it 
is this very issue which has generated so 
much publicity and interest over the past sev
eral months. I, and the rest of the Florida con
gressional delegation were assailed in news
paper editorials for not doing enough to se
cure a fair return for our State from the Fed
eral highway trust fund. In light of the criticism 
and the fact that Florida and other donor 
States do deserve a more fair and equitable 
return from the trust fund, I asked the Florida 
Department of Transportation for a bill that 
would solve the equity issue relative to trans
portation. In doing so, the Florida DOT pro
vided me with a bill which was the outgrowth 
of over 2 years of work between many State 
departments of transportation and the Amer
ican Association of State Highway and Trans
portation Officials. 

On June 6, I introduced that legislation, the 
Federal Aid Surface Transportation Act of 
1991 , and quickly became the leader of a 135-
member coalition focused on passing legisla
tion which distributes funds fairJy and equi
tably. You see, the majority of this body rep
resents States that are no longer able to ade
quately meet their own needs and those of 
other States too. Last year, 29 States received 
less than a dollar from the trust fund for every 
dollar they contributed. In the case of Florida, 
we received 53 cents for every dollar contrib
ut~hile some other States received dou
ble what they contributed. A system that al
lows that to happen is unfair and in need of 
great change. 

Helping me most significantly were Con
gressmen DAVID DREIER, JIM BACCHUS, and 
PETE PETERSON and my trusted legislative as
sistant Adam Hollingsworth. Also the 24 origi
nal cosponsors helped immensely-but par
ticularly Congressman DREIER. 

That brings us to the legislation before us
legislation which I had hoped would do two 
things; apportion all trust fund money through 
a formula which truly addresses a State's 
transportation needs and which does not 
spend money unnecessarily on special 
projects of uncertain merit. While the bill be
fore us does not do all of that, it does go a 
long way in providing equity to States which 
have sacrificed for too long. I want to thank 
Chairman ROE, Chairman MINETA, ranking 
members HAMMERSCHMIDT and SHUSTER, and 
the entire Public Works and Transportation 
Committee for their hard work and intensive 
effort they have devoted to this legislation. 

They have all worked long and hard to evalu
ate my proposal and include major portions of 
it in the bill we are considering today. The in
corporation of the formula I proposed into the 
committee bill will mean that the new dollars 
for transportation will go fairly to States where 
the needs are greatest-States that currently 
have hundreds of miles of new roads to be 
built, interstates to be repaired, and bridges to 
be replaced. 

Our country faces mammoth infrastructure 
needs-it is time that we step up and face the 
challenges those needs present. This legisla
tion is the vehicle to do that, but nothing short 
of that will suffice. I appreciate the chairman, 
and his colleagues on the conference, giving 
their strong support to the needs of donor 
States. The committee has achieved a level of 
equity that will move us forward, but no one 
representing a donor State is willing to move 
backward. We have all worked long and hard 
to get where we are and with the thoughtful 
leadership of Chairman ROE and his fine com
mittee this country will enter the 21st century 
with the resources needed to meet new trans
portation challenges as ably as we met those 
faced in 1956. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON], a 
very able member of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong 
support of the bill before the House. I 
want to take this opportunity, as oth
ers have before me, to commend the 
chairman and ranking member both of 
the committee and the subcommittee 
for the outstanding statesmanlike 
work and leadership that they have 
provided in committee throughout the 
entire process. It has been a very im
pressive exercise, and I think that the 
finest spirit that motivates Members of 
this House has been joined in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. It 
is a strong capital investment bill. I 
get a little perturbed when I hear the 
national media and others, including 
some Republican Members, referring to 
this bill as a pork barrel bill or a boon
doggle bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a measure 
that authorizes a major capital invest
ment in the infrastructure of this 
country. This is an investment in our 
future. This is a capital improvement 
measure. 

0 1450 

I want to take this opportunity to re
mind my Republican colleagues of the 
proud heritage that we have as a party 
in the infrastructure arena going back 
to our Whig antecendents. 

Henry Clay, the leader of the Whigs, 
had the nickname, a former Speaker of 
this House, they called him Old Capital 
Improvements Harry, because he spent 
a good part of his career building post 
roads to the West. Abraham Lincoln 
spent much of his career in the Illinois 
Legislature worrying about the infra-



28130 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
structure of Illinois. Of course, he went 
on to be the father of the trans
continental railroad. 

Theodore Roosevelt had his vision 
with the Panama Canal, and Dwight 
Eisenhower, the father of the Inter
state Highway System, provided us 
with what I think is the finest example 
of his domestic achievements, with the 
Interstate Highway Act of 1957. I hope 
President Bush will join these illus
trious Republican leaders and sign this 
bill into law and claim the mantle of 
being the President who set the infra
structure stage to move us into the 
new century. 

This is a capital investments bill to 
be sure, but it is a lot more. 

It is a jobs bill. A real jobs bill. Not 
some elusive bill with some illusory 
end result, but a bill which, when it be
comes law, will result in surveyors sur
veying, gravel, asphalt, and concrete 
trucks hauling, carpenters building 
forms, and tens of thousands of work
ers doing all of those real jobs at real 
pay, building highways and bridges, de
veloping our infrastructure to move 
our goods, commerce, and services, en
hance economic development, move 
our people with greater ease and move 
them more safely. 

This is an equitable bill. A fair bill. 
The funding formula will be fairer to 
every State in this country. The 35-
year-old formulas currently applied are 
simply outdated. 

This bill will utilize the highway 
trust fund in the manner it was envi
sioned to be utilized, earmarking taxes 
committed to the purposes for which 
they were and are intended, being 
spent on those purposes. 

This bill will result in many Federal 
highways being upgraded to the status 
of national highways of significance. 
Basically, this improves them, many of 
them currently two-lane highways, up
grades them significantly-less than 
interstate but vastly improved over 
their current status. 

And finally, I want to speak to the 
flexibility provisions that allow States 
broad authority to address their prior
ities in a way that they may, pursuant 
to appropriate procedures, maximize 
their benefits. 

This is a good bill and deserves the 
support of the House. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAY
DOS]. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
give strong support to this excellent 
legislation. It is needed in my district 
and going to be welcomed by many, 
many citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to voice my 
strong support for H.R. 3566, the lntermodal 
Surface Transportation Act of 1991. Not only 
does this legislation address the surface trans
portation dilemma confronting our Nation, it 
also strives to provide for specific road 
projects in the many rural and urban areas 
throughout the United States. 

Many of you are aware of the enormous 
amount of suffering the manufacturing areas 
incurred during the economic recession of the 
1980's. Even as we debate this bill today, the 
number of unemployed in this country contin
ues to rise with no help in sight. For example, 
the 20th Congressional District of Pennsylva
nia, which I proudly represent, endured con
siderable job loss, but still remains poised for 
economic recovery if it can only receive the 
proper incentive. The lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Act can provide that incentive 
and give many Pennsylvanians, and Ameri
cans, a brighter future to look forward to. 

Strategic transportation investments linking 
workers with job opportunities in western 
Pennsylvania are critical to the recovery effort 
in the region, if not the entire Nation. Many of 
the demonstration projects contained in this 
bill focus on creating new roadways, expand
ing existing busways, and completing light rail 
rehabilitation projects in western Pennsylvania. 

One project that is vital to both the Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of 
West Virginia is the Monongahela Valley Ex
pressway. This roadway is a 70-mile, four
lane, limited access highway extending from 
U.S. 68, near Morgantown, WV, to the Penn
Lincoln Highway near Pittsburgh. Once this 
project is completed, the Mon Valley Express
way will be the first direct link between Pitts
burgh and Morgantown. Furthermore, the 
planned expressway will support much-needed 
economic revitalization efforts in the Mon Val
ley communities between Pittsburgh and Mor
gantown. 

Older industrial sites, rich industrial heritage, 
and abundant natural resources offer great 
promise for new activity in the region. With the 
completion of the Mon Valley Expressway, the 
region can capitalize upon this potential by en
couraging further development of natural re
sources such as coal and petroleum, which 
are extremely vital to the area's economy. In 
addition, it is anticipated that the expressway 
will result in greater tourism to the region and 
will encourage new industry to relocate there. 

Tourism, natural resource development, new 
industry in the Monongahela Valley combined 
with Federal, local, and State financing for 
roadways and transportation will assist 
Monesson, Belle Vernon, Point Marion, 
McKeesport, Brownsville, Duquesne, and 
countless other communities between Morgan
town and Pittsburgh. Given this valley's unique 
environmental structure, the Mon Valley Ex
pressway will serve as a catalyst to encourage 
economic growth in an area that has barely 
survived the Reagan-Bush era in the White 
House. 

Aside from the Mon Valley Expressway, 
there are a number of other projects that will 
enhance the growth of the many western 
Pennsylvania communities that have suffered 
economic downturns over the past number of 
years. The economic stimulus provided by the 
construction of the new Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport, scheduled to open in 
1992, offers significant opportunities but the 
existing transportation network in and around 
the airport limits them. Unless a significant in
vestment is made to expand the transportation 
modes in the area, many potential workers will 
not be able to access the rising opportunities 
in the greater Pittsburgh metropolitan area and 
western Pennsylvania. 

Many of my fellow colleagues may not know 
that Allegheny County is the proud home of 
the world's first truly exclusive busway-the 
South Busway-which opened in 1977 be
tween downtown Pittsburgh and the county's 
South Hills communities. In 1983, the Martin 
Luther King, Jr. East Busway opened between 
downtown Pittsburgh and suburban 
Wilkinsburg. 

The East Busway serves over 30,000 riders 
each day, and has generated significant pri
vate investment and economic development. 
The proposed extension of the Martin Luther 
King, Jr. East Busway into my district, along 
with the proposed construction of the Airport 
Busway, will provide an important, much need
ed transportation link to my constituents and 
provide quick and extremely efficient service 
each day to many current and potential public 
transportation users. 

Allocating appropriations on projects such 
as this is not a waste of money, it is a sure
fire method to help America grow and prosper. 
Many Members will voice their opposition to 
the demonstration projects and label them as 
"pork-barrel spending projects" or some other 
colorful phrase, but I, for one, will not oppose 
this legislation. This bill is indeed a true invest
ment in America. We are making a promise to 
ourselves, our children, and our grandchildren 
that we will strive to improve the transportation 
infrastructure in this country and create more 
efficient, smoother highways; more efficient, 
timely busway systems; and develop alter
native modes of transportation that can be uti
lized years from now. 

We, the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives, must take the lead on this issue 
and make sure private and public transpor
tation will be better further on down the road. 

In closing, I urge all of my colleagues to 
support the lntermodal Surface Transportation 
Act so they can stand up and tell their con
stituents that they made an investment in the 
future infrastructure of America. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KOLTER], the distin
guished chairman of our Subcommittee 
on Economic Development. 

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
thank our distinguished committee 
chairman, Mr. BOB ROE, and the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Surface 
Transportation, Mr. NORMAN MINETA, 
along with ranking minority members, 
Mr. JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT and 
Mr. BUD SHUSTER-aided by our very 
dedicated committee staffers-who 
have expended a great deal of time and 
energy in crafting a bill which will as
sure that the infrastructure needs of 
the American people will be met. These 
are needs which must be addressed to 
provide people in this great country of 
ours with a foundation for improving 
economic growth and stability and al
lowing them a level playing field on 
which to compete in the global mar
ketplace. 

In order to compete in this world, we 
must improve our infrastructure sys
tem in our country. We have failed to 
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invest in maintaining our standards for 
so long that our roads and bridges are 
disintegrating and we cannot effec
tively compete economically with 
other countries. 

Japan, a country smaller than Cali
fornia recently introduced a plan to in
vest $3.2 trillion in infrastructure over 
the next 10, years. We are proposing 
here today, with our Intermodal Sur
face Transportation Infrastructure 
Act, a request for less than one-tenth 
of that expenditure for the fourth larg
est Nation in the world. We must make 
these dollars available for advance
ments in infrastructure which will in
crease our efficiency and production. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of my 
Fourth Congressional District in Penn
sylvania have been watching their once 
booming industrial towns crumble. 
They, along with many others like 
them throughout our Nation, must 
have help with infrastructure priorities 
which will allow them the opportuni
ties to be proud, productive citizens. 

With the passage of H.R. 2950, we can 
begin to offset the loss of competitive 
advantage for these Americans by im
proving our infrastructure. We can put 
highway tax dollars to work to help re
build our ailing economy. Our bill, 
which includes expenditures for all 
modes of transportation, provides the 
framework in which we can and will re
build our Nation's economic stability. 

Every segment of this Nation will 
benefit by this legislation. It will pro
vide the necessary means for meeting 
infrastructure needs by spending down 
the highway trust fund and extending 
the existing gas tax so that the Amer
ican taxpayers do not need to face still 
another increase in taxes. Let me em
phasize here today that with this bill 
there will be no new taxes. The 
projects for Pennsylvania have been 
discussed with our secretary of trans
portation who has confirmed the need 
for these priorities for our State. 

It is time for us to attend to our in
frastructure needs in order to maintain 
an economic growth pattern which will 
allow us to remain the greatest Nation 
in all the world and permit our people 
to maintain the quality of life they so 
richly deserve. I ask my colleagues to 
join with me in support of H.R. 2950 and 
the future of our great Nation. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the bill 
and join in commending the chairman of the 
committee, Mr. ROE, and Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, 
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. MINETA, Mr. ANDERSON, and 
Mr. PACKARD. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the concern 
many of my colleagues have about the num
ber of special projects in this bill, and I agree 
that the committee and the House should be 
careful to insure that projects funded in this 

measure are in fact deserving of special atten
tion. 

However, some would have the public be
lieve that if a project is earmarked for funding 
by this bill, then it is, by necessity, unworthy 
of funding under our national transportation 
priorities. 

Mr. Chairman, that is simply not the case. 
There are important regional transportation 
needs which can and should be addressed by 
this legislation. That's why we have a trans
portation bill. As elected representatives, our 
constituents sent us to Washington to rep
resent and defend our district before this body. 

This bill contains a provision which would 
provide much needed funding for the Port 
Hueneme Access Road in Ventura County, 
CA. 

Port Hueneme is a rapidly expanding port 
serving southern and central California. The 
port is our window to the Pacific and the eco
nomically vital countries of Southeast Asia. 
Underscoring the growing importance of this 
port, is the recent decision by Sunkist growers 
to transfer its entire export activities from Long 
Beach to Port Hueneme. In addition, Hue
neme is scheduled to receive its own port of 
entry designation in the very near future. 

The port access road improvements would 
also serve the Naval Construction Battalion 
Center at Port Hueneme-which is the main 
Seabee base for the Pacific-along with the 
Naval Ship Weapon Systems Engineering Sta
tion, the Naval Air Station, Pacific Missile Test 
Center, and Air National Guard base at Point 
Mugu. Each of these bases played critical 
roles in Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm 
and the port played an important role in the 
demobilization. All the traffic generated by the 
port and these related naval bases currently 
travels on local roads through three cities to 
reach the major transportation corridor in Ven
tura County, Highway 101. 

This project was initially studied by the 
Southern California Association of Govern
ments in 1986, and it enjoys the support of the 
port, the cities of Oxnard, Port Hueneme, and 
Ventura. The Ventura County Transportation 
Commission supports the conclusions of the 
report and agrees on the priorities for con
structing and improving critical transportation 
corridors in the plan. 

In addition, I have testified before the com
mittee on two separate occasions on behalf of 
the Port Hueneme Access Road. It has impor
tant regional and national benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, this project has been scruti
nized by the regional Association of Govern
ments, all of the affected cities, the county 
transportation commission and the Public 
Works Committee. It stands on its own merits, 
and I believe it deserves the support of the 
House. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. NICHOLS], a 
distinguished member of the commit
tee. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, last 
week I came before this body urging 
people to vote against a bill to build a 
national park in my district. This was 
a very difficult position to take, know
ing the benefits such a park would 
reap. However, because I felt it was an 

unwise use of tax dollars, I urged this 
body to oppose it. 

Now, I find myself back before this 
body having to def end a vi tally nec
essary project from false claims that it 
is pork. 

The highway bill includes $15.5 mil
lion for a project running from River
ton in the corner of my dis:·.rict to 1-44 
in Missouri. It is of vital im,)ortance to 
Kansas and to the rest of th1i Nation as 
a part of a route which h&.s been in
cluded by the Federal Highway Admin
istration as part of the National High
way System. 

This is not a case of a State govern
ment standing by motionlessly, wait
ing for handouts from the Federal Gov
ernment. In 1989, the State of Kansas 
passed a comprehensive highway pro
gram, which by the way included the 
largest single tax increase in the his
tory of the State, so that projects such 
as the southeast Kansas corridor could 
become a reality. 

That State highway program will 
provide $223 million for priority con
struction of the southeast Kansas cor
ridor. However, because of a number of 
complications this one 5-mile stretch 
remains unfunded. 

It will cost nearly $28 million to com
plete this final link. It is tremendously 
costly, because it poses a number of 
special problems. Wetlands, vegetative 
regions, streams and recreational 
areas, hazardous waste sites, mined 
lands, and historic and archaeological 
sites all complicate the completion of 
the southeast Kansas corridor. Because 
of these problems-64 percent of the 
people here, in one count are on wel
fare. 

This is a project that will one day be 
part of our National Highway System 
carrying travelers from coast to coast. 
But first it must be built. This project 
is as logical as it is necessary. 

The people of Kansas are proud-they 
don't want handouts and they prefer 
responsible government spending to 
pork. This $15.5 million is only just 
over one-half of the total cost of this 
project. It is not pork, it is a vital in
vestment. Kansas needs this Congress' 
help in completing the southeast Kan
sas corridor. Help make it a reality. 

Mr. Chairman, I include a letter from 
the Kansas Department of Transpor
tation explaining the Riverton to I-44 
project. 

OCTOBER 21, 1991. 
The Riverton to I-44 project which you 

have recommended as a demonstration 
project, is a portion of a larger project with
in the State of Kansas. The Riverton to 1-44 
project would extend by five miles a series of 
projects which form an approximate 150 mile 
corridor which the State of Kansas has es
tablished as a high priority. With the addi
tion of this demonstration project, a high 
standard two-lane facility will be provided 
between Wichita, Kansas, and Joplin, Mis
souri, two regional commercial and shopping 
areas. 

The State of Kansas passed a comprehen
sive Highway Program in 1989. That program 
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provides approximately $223 million for the 
construction of the Southeast Kansas Cor
ridor. It will fund the construction of the 
corridor to Riverton, Kansas, leaving ap
proximately a five mile, costly section still 
to be completed. The Kansas Department of 
Transportation has committed to funding 
the design necessary to make the Riverton 
to I-44 section a reality, but at this time the 
Department does not have funds available to 
carry out the construction of the project. 

The project falls on a route which the 
State of Kansas has asked to have designated 
a part of the National Highway System 
(NHS). The route has been included to date 
by the Federal Highway Administration in 
the illustrative map which they have pre
pared and distributed to the state. 

As the last five miles necessary to com
plete this important corridor, the Riverton 
to I-44 project would make a very useful and 
logical project to be funded as a demonstra
tion project. 

MIKE JOHNSTON, 
Secretary of Transportation. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE], a distin
guished member of our committee. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think I will consume the full 
minute. I do want to say to the chair
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MlNETA], 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER], the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT], and the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE] that 
we are all indebted to them for the 
hours and days of hard work that went 
into this. We have been down a long 
road together. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this legislation, which would mark the 
beginning of a sorely needed effort to 
rebuild, modernize, and expand our Na
tion's surface transportation infra
structure. 

We have heard much in recent 
months about the need to improve 
American competitiveness and revital
ize American industry. But that effort 
cannot succeed unless we also provide a 
transportation system that can serve a 
21st-century economy. 

We can invest heavily in new plant 
and equipment, but modern manufac
turing facilities will be wasted if raw 
materials and finished products cannot 
be moved quickly and efficiently. 

We can provide a better climate for 
international trade, but our trade defi
cit will not be eliminated if we cannot 
transport our products from plant to 
airport or seaport. 

We can develop new living areas and 
working environments, but our quality 
of life will not improve if traffic con
gestion and gridlock make our daily 
commute unbearable. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, a modern 
transportation system is absolutely 
critical if we are to reach our national 
goals. We cannot solve our other prob
lems without addressing our transpor
tation needs. 

The legislation we are considering 
today is not perfect. Like most of my 

colleagues, I could improve it from the 
perspective of the district and State I 
represent. 

This bill, however, is fair. States that 
have traditionally sent more transpor
tation dollars to Washington than they 
receive back, the so-called donor 
States, are treated more equitably 
than ever before. North Carolina falls 
into this category, and transportation 
officials in my State have confirmed 
that the funding formula would provide 
North Carolinians a fairer return on 
their transportation dollars. 

This bill is also improved over both 
the current program and the original 
bill that was reported by the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee 
in early August. The proposed increase 
in the Federal gasoline tax has been 
dropped, and the new, fairer funding 
formula has been expanded to apply to 
more of the total program. 

Mr. Chairman, with the gas tax in
crease eliminated, one of the objec
tions to this bill heard most frequently 
relates to the demonstration projects 
that are specified individually in the 
bill. I understand the philosophical 
concerns about this practice, but it 
seems to me that this issue has been 
magnified far beyond its actual impor
tance to this bill. 

First, the total amount of special 
projects in this legislation is only 
about 3.5 percent of the total author
ization. In my view, this is an ex
tremely modest percentage of the pro
gram to be directed by the Congress. 

Second, despite the claims of critics 
to the contrary, most of the projects 
are not unwanted or low priorities for 
the States. In my own case, I coordi
nated closely with State transpor
tation officials and then requested 
projects that were already part of the 
State's long-range transportation plan. 

Third, the States are required to put 
up 20 percent of the cost of these 
projects. If States are truly opposed to 
individual projects, State officials can 
refuse to match the Federal dollars. No 
State is forced to construct projects 
against its will. 

The demonstration projects have 
been dismissed by some, including ad
ministration officials, as mere pork for 
the States and districts of House Mem
bers. I disagree. It seems to me that 
the large number of requests for indi
vidual projects reflects the sorry state 
of our transportation infrastructure. 
Virtually every district has serious 
transportation needs that are not being 
met-and this bill provides a way to 
meet them. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation in
cludes important provisions and initia
tives that will benefit the entire Na
tion. The new surface transportation 
program will improve safety, provide 
much greater flexibility for the States 
to use transportation funds to meet 
their individual needs, and support the 
growth and development of public tran
sit systems. 

In addition, this bill creates a strong
er research and development program 
in the Department of Transportation. 
This is a critical provision. We need a 
vigorous research and development 
program if we are to develop and put 
into operation a transportation system 
that can meet our needs in the coming 
decades. 

Mr. Chairman, our past transpor
tation policies and programs will not 
meet our future needs. A timid ap
proach can only produce a system that 
continues to lag far behind our require
ments. 

Americans who lived between 1800 
and 1850 witnessed a transportation 
revolution that forever changed our 
Nation and the world. An explosion of 
road and canal building and the devel
opment of steamboats and railroads al
lowed Americans to settle the vast 
lands of the West and fueled a sus
tained burst of economic growth and 
development that eventually made the 
United States the dominant economic 
power in the world. 

It is no exaggeration to say that we 
need another transportation revolution 
if our national economy is to keep pace 
with the technological revolution 
sweeping the world. Without a trans
portation program for the 21st century, 
we will lose an opportunity to fulfill 
our economic potential. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill marks the 
first step on the road to creating the 
transportation system that will be ab
solutely essential if we are to compete 
in the world market. I urge my col
leagues to support it. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for his 
generosity. There is going to be, I 
think, two of us that are going to take 
issue with any part of the bill. We each 
get 1 minute of 21/2 hours. So I thank 
the gentleman for his generosity. 

I just want to say that there is $5 bil
lion in special projects in this bill, $5 
billion. The administration has 13 rea
sons why they may veto this bill, and I 
will find some time later on in the de
bate to discuss these issues. 

The fact of the matter is, we do have 
to do something about the infrastruc
ture in this country, the bridges, the 
highways, and everything else. But we 
have to set priorities on spending. And 
this bill did not set all of the priorities 
that are necessary. 

We have $400 billion deficit staring us 
in the face, the largest in U.S. history 
in this year alone. The national debt is 
$4 trillion, and yet we still allow many, 
many, many pork-barrel projects to be 
added to a very important highway 
bill. That is my problem. Not that we 
do not need to do something about the 
infrastructure of this country, but we 
still have pork in here. And we need to 
get the pork out in order to control the 
deficit. 
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Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, this 
is an unusual day. Congress is debating 
a bill that will return some of this 
massive tax levied on the American 
people back to the American people. 
This is unusual because we usually on 
this floor are debating who is going to 
get money everywhere all over the 
world. 

I want to thank the committee for fi
nally recognizing that my 100-percent 
funding for highway safety improve
ments is a good initiative and for hav
ing included them now in the en bloc 
amendments, which will include guard 
rails, concrete median barriers, bridge 
impact attenuators, breakaway utility 
poles, markings on the roads. 

This bill will help to go to cut down 
on the carnage on highways, and it is a 
safety incentive that was placed in 
with the help of the former chairman, 
the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. 
Howard. And I am very glad to see that 
our new chairman, who has done a 
great job, has agreed with that philoso
phy as well. 

0 1500 

I also want to extend my congratula
tions to the chairmen on the minority 
side, who have done a good job. 

One other thing before I close: I am 
glad to see the committee has ex
panded the buy-American section and 
put in my language dealing with "Made 
in America" labels and has a provision 
for fraudulent inscriptions on imports 
coming in that are being listed as 
"Made in America." That is a good leg
islative initiative. 

Finally, let me say one last thing: 
My district needs bridges, and anybody 
who calls an improvement in my dis
trict to bridges that actually threaten 
lives pork barrel, in my opinion, is so 
misdirected they could throw their 
policies at the ground and miss. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SCHULZE]. 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman. I rise 
in strong support of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Act. This 
measure is vi tally needed across Amer
ica, and its financing is the most re
sponsible and economical method 
available. 

I commend my Public Works Com
mittee colleagues on a job well done. 

This year's highway bill is a vital 
step in rebuilding America's infrastruc
ture. America's roads and bridges are 
crumbling as our investment in them 
has dwindled. 

This bill will reverse the decline in 
our highway transportation system. In 
particular, my State of Pennsylvania's 
share of funds will increase substan
tially. This is vital because surveys 
show that some of the worst highways 

in America cross our Commonweal th. 
Citizens in southeastern Pennsylvania 
will finally be relieved from gridlock in 
Exton, in West Chester and throughout 
my district. 

The funding of this measure, an ex
tension of the 21h-cent gas tax through 
1999, is fair, clear cut, and in the long 
term is beneficial to our Nation. 

This vital transportation measure is 
good for America. It is also good for 
the environment. There is more money 
for mass transit, and it will reduce fos
sil fuels consumption. 

It is good for competitiveness. Our 
transportation infrastructure needs 
vital improvement and repair. This bill 
will enhance our ability to move goods, 
services, and labor faster and more effi
ciently. 

Mr. Chairman, the Intermodal Sur
face Transportation Act deserves our 
strong support. I urge my colleagues to 
move this compromise forward. Our 
roads and mass transit systems are in 
desperate shape and are awaiting re
sponsible action. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO], a distin
guished member of the committee. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill is exactly what we need to get 
Americans back to work and get our 
economy moving again. 

This legislation will generate tens of 
thousands of jobs that President Bush, 
with unfortunate distaste for domestic 
policy, cannot. 

Economists say that a program of 
spending $10 billion per year for 10 
years will bring a cumulative produc
tivity increase of $920 billion. Our Na
tion will get $4 in growth in the GNP 
for every $1 invested in infrastructure. 

Anyone who owns a business under
stands the importance of investment. 
Businesses that do not continually in
vest in updated equipment or new plant 
space usually fall behind. America is 
falling behind. 

The cold war is over. We won. It is 
time to bring the peace dividend home. 
It is time to turn inward and invest in 
the future of America. We must ready 
ourselves and our children to compete 
in the cutthroat world economy of the 
21st century. 

The President should set aside his 
fantasies of more trickle-down tax cuts 
for the rich. He should stop his threat
ened veto of this essential bill, work 
with us to immediately enact and im
plement this crucial transportation 
and infrastructure bill. 

This is a real growth package. 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 

time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
bill that is very important to the citi
zens of Los Angeles. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the surface transpor
tation authorization bill, H.R. 2950. 

The bill provides critically needed in
vestments in our Nation's transpor-

tation system and provides solutions to 
many problems that have plagued our 
transportation system for years. 

Much-needed money will be author
ized to States to rebuild and maintain 
our transportation systam, and to 
cities like Los Angeles, to construct 
mass transit projects. 

Mr. Chairman, there are numerous 
provisions in this bill that :i.re impor
tant and that I support, but none are 
more important to me than the funds 
provided for mass transit, specifically, 
the Los Angeles Metro Rail Project. 

California has one of the fastest 
growing populations in the country. It 
is anticipated that by the end of this 
decade, more than 13 million people 
will have relocated to the State with 
the majority of those relocating in and 
around the Los Angeles area. 

Clearly, there is no doubt that this 
growth will bring increased burdens 
and pressures on public infrastructure 
and government services. 

In response to this projected growth 
and to comply with provisions of the 
Clean Air Act, Los Angeles has em
barked upon one of the Nation's largest 
public works projects-building an in
tegrated 150-mile rail transit system. 
This legislation will enable the city to 
construct the third segment of the sys
tem. 

This represents a major investment 
in improving the economic vitality and 
mobility from downtown Los Angeles 
to Long Beach, the San Fernando Val
ley area and west Los Angeles. 

Just last November, Los Angeles 
County voters approved its second one
half cent sales tax, so that we generate 
over $850 million annually for transpor
tation purposes and construction of our 
rail system. It is important to note 
that more than three-fourths of the 
funds for the development of the metro 
rail system are from non-Federal 
sources. 

Every dollar authorized for the con
struction of the third segment of the 
metro system will be matched by at 
least a dollar from non-Federal 
sources. This is the highest local 
match of any new start project in the 
country. 

It is also one of the reasons, along 
with ridership, that the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration cited 
the Los Angeles metro rail system as 
among the country's best proposed new 
systems. 

The metro rail project also fulfills 
Congress' commitment to clean air and 
energy and fuel efficiency standards. 
Residents of Los Angeles will be able to 
rely less on their automobiles and 
more on the public transit system. 

When the metro rail system is com
pleted by the end of the decade, it is 
projected that over 350,000 passengers 
daily will ride the metro red line alone. 
This system will provide the hub or 
backbone to an entire system of light, 
heavy, and commuter rail providing 
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connections to the blue and green 
lines, the east-west San Fernando Val
ley line, the Pasadena light rail line 
and Metrolink commuter rail service. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
House Appropriations Committee, I 
recognize the challenge and difficulty 
with which the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee were faced 
in allocating spending priorities which 
are consistent with the budget resolu
tion and the deficit reduction agree
ment. 

I commend Chairman ROE, sub
committee chairman MINETA, and the 
ranking members, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT 
and Mr. SHUSTER and members of the 
committee, for their diligent and un
wavering efforts to bring this bill to 
the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, we are proud of the 
progress which is being made in Los 
Angeles to build the type of transpor
tation infrastructure which will lead us 
to cleaner air, less congestion, and a 
better quality of life. I commend the 
Public Works and Transportation Com
mittee, not just for its support of Los 
Angeles, but for its vision and leader
ship in supporting transportation im
provements nationwide. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup
port this bill. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, there 
are some real problems in this bill that 
go way beyond just the question of the 
spending. 

I bring one to question, and I have no 
idea where this is, but in Passaic Coun
ty and Bergen County in New Jersey, 
there is a provision in this bill that 
says, and I quote from the bill itself: 

In so doing in carrying out these projects, 
the Governor is authorized to waive any and 
all Federal requirements, the waiver of 
which the Governor determines to be in the 
public interest. 

Now, understand, what that means is, 
and I have done some checking on this, 
that means that the Governor on his 
own could wave the OSHA require
ments, could waive the civil rights re
quirements, could waive the child
labor requirements, could waive the en
vironmental requirements, could waive 
the Federal contracting requirements, 
and there are no protections whatso
ever under that language. 

The bottom line is that this is an en
vironmentally sensitive area where all 
of the environmental problems could 
be wiped out if the Governor decided 
that he wanted to hand this project to 
a group of his cronies and violate all 
Federal contracting procedures under 
this language. He can do it. And this is 
absolutely unconscionable to put lan
guage in a bill which basically gives 
the Governor of the State the chance 
to override virtually all Federal law. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, the chair
man of the Committee on Public Works 

and Transportation yields himself such 
time as he may consume of what is 
left. 

I resent any other Members of this 
body coming and telling me about my 
district. The difference is the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania was not 
elected from that district. I was. And 
the day that you can come to my dis
trict and tell what is important to our 
district, and I will not yield to the gen
tleman. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, this amendment does not waive 
any Federal laws whatsoever. That is 
inaccurate, incorrect. I do not yield to 
the gentleman. As you have been so 
kind to everybody else around here, I 
am not yielding to you. You have had 
your time. I am sorry, that is the gen
tleman's fault. 

So, therefore, where we are coming 
from, this is a project that has been 
going on for 14 years, and the gen
tleman knows it, First, it was des
ignated in the 1987 law, and the gen
tleman knows it, second. 

And, third, the whole program was 
devised under the 1987 law to be able to 
revive the resources for a State to 
move a project that has been waiting 14 
years in an urban center. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROE. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
tell my good friend from Pennsylvania 
it is just not accurate, in my judgment, 
that the Governor would be able to 
waive the various laws that he refers 
to, because this clearly says that the 
Governor must act in the public inter
est, and if he waived any one of those 
laws, he would be hauled into court so 
fast, faster than you can blink an eye, 
the first point. 

The second point I would make, Mr. 
Chairman, is that there have been sev
eral examples which go much further 
than this provision. This provision does 
not eliminate anything. It delegates. 

We have, in fact, in previous law ac
tually eliminated provisions, for exam
ple, the Highway 3 in Hawaii which was 
statutorily exempted from certain Fed
eral standards. In fact, just recently, 
the Federal appellate court upheld that 
exemption. So that goes much farther 
than what my good friend from Calif or
nia is trying to do here today, simply 
delegate to the Governor in order to 
expedite a project that should have 
been built many, many years ago. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong support of H.R. 
2950. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter 
into a colloquy on rail link. May I ask 
the gentleman from New Jersey, the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee, a question regarding this bill? 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I would be 
delighted to answer a question for the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. I thank the 
distinguished chairman. 

Section 322(tt) of H.R. 2950 authorizes 
expenditures of up to $6 million for pre
liminary engineering and planning 
studies for a rail link between the west 
Falls Church metro station and Wash
ington Dulles Airport. This funding 
will aid the Commonweal th of Virginia 
in the planning process it has initiated 
to make rail in the Tysons/Dulles cor
ridor a reality at the earliest practical 
moment. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to clarify 
whether it is the committee's intention 
in section 322(tt) of H.R. 2950 to encour
age the rapid development of a rail 
link to Dulles Airport, and whether the 
committee intends to consider Federal 
participation in the construction of 
such a rail link upon completion of the 
study authorized in this bill? 

Mr. ROE. I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia for his question. Yes, it 
is the intention of the committee to 
encourage the development of rail ac
cess to Dulles Airport. The committee 
will consider Federal support for the 
construction of a rail link to Dulles 
after a comprehensive plan for such a 
facility is presented to the committee. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. McEWEN]. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I will 
insert in the RECORD a statement in 
support of the legislation. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT]. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2950, the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991. I want to com
mend the chairman of the Public 
Works Committee, Mr. ROE, the rank
ing member, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, the 
chairman of the Surface Transpor
tation Subcommittee, Mr. MINETA, and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER] for a job well done. As a 
former member of the Public Works 
Committee, I know how important this 
bill is to our country. 

In a 500-page bill, you can't please ev
eryone. I certainly have reservations 
about a few provisions in the bill, but 
by and large, this is a good bill. It has 
vision, new direction and represents a 
good faith effort to rebuild our Na
tion's crumbling infrastructure. 

Let me go directly to some concerns 
that have been raised by this House. 

The first concerns the Public Works 
Committee's help with local transpor
tation projects. I deeply appreciate the 
committee's help. The request that I 
made to the committee did not arise 
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out of some congressional whim but by 
requests for help by my State, county, 
and local governments. 

Let me give my colleagues some idea 
of the so-called dangerous pork barrel
ing going on in this bill. One project 
will remove a blind curve which 
squeezes a two-lane road between a 
creek and concrete railroad abutment. 
This road is the main access road in 
the only direction which geography al
lows this town to expand. It would take 
the local municipality years to raise 
the funds to do it themselves. Yet this 
safety problem would be allowed to lin
ger. 

A second project will allow a number 
of communities trying to attract new 
industry direct access to the interstate 
system. The current link takes consid
erable commercial and truck traffic 
out of its way on a road that is of nar
row width and shoulders, steep slopes 
and a 50 mph speed limit. The unique 
geography of the area makes this 
project more expensive than the State 
could handle right away. 

I also commend the managers for des
ignating the "Avenue of the Saints" as 
one of the 16 corridors of national sig
nificance. This project is the No. 1 
transportation project in the State of 
Iowa and several Midwestern States. I 
support construction of the avenue and 
I thank the committee for recognizing 
its national contribution. 

I cannot speak with authority for 
every project in this bill, but I can as
sure my colleagues the Public Works 
Committee took a long hard look at 
my requests, the need, the amounts, 
and the State and local support. I am 
confident the committee handled every 
request in a similar manner. 

Our constituents don't send us here 
just to vote on national issues. They 
also expect us to cut through the red 
tape. I believe this bill helps us cut 
through and help people. 

The second issue I would like to ad
dress is the extension of the 2.5-cent 
gas tax, due to expire in 1995, to 1999. 

While I am glad the committee elimi
nated a new, 5-cent gas tax from the 
bill, I realize even this bill, with a 6-
year, $151 billion price tag, will, by the 
Department of Transportation's own 
admission, leave us further behind 
where we are today. 

I believe it is naive to think in 1995 
we will allow the 21h-cent tax to expire. 
I would far rather see this money put 
to good use, rather than allowed to go 
toward whatever fiscal emergency will 
arise in 1995. 

It is my understanding that some 
Members and public interest groups 
favor the other body's version of the 
highway bill because they think the 
2lh-cents will not be needed. 

The fact is the Senate bill cannot pay 
for everything it promises without also 
extending the existing 2112-cent tax. 
This is not a fact I made up; it comes 
straight from the Federal Highway Ad
ministration. 

I think our bill is an honest assess
ment of our Nation's infrastructure 
needs. I would rather know up front the 
real costs than buy the other body's pig . 
in a poke. 

However, there is one aspect of the 
Senate bill that I hope the House con
ferees will give serious consideration. 
The Senate bill includes provisions to 
give State governments the authority 
to waive Federal commercial drivers li
cense requirements for certain agri
businesses. 

Now when it comes to mass transit I 
will defer to Mr. ROE and Mr. MINETA; 
they live with the pro bl em every day. 
But I come from a rural district and a 
commercial drivers license for people 
making farm deliveries is ridiculous. 
The work is largely seasonal, often per
formed by retirees and college students 
and there is not one bit of evidence to 
support the conclusion that there is a 
safety crisis in delivering seed to 
farms. 

A Department of Transportation offi
cial called my staff on Monday and 
suggested that a person who wants to 
deliver feed should get a commercial 
drivers license just like they had to get 
a realtors license for their sideline job; 
what a fundamental failure to under
stand the problems of rural America. 
The DOT is forcing agribusiness to hire 
a fleet of full-time drivers, and guess 
who gets to pick up the added cost-the 
consumer. 

Over 110 of my colleagues in the 
House have cosponsored legislation 
similar to this provision in the other 
body's bill. I urge House conferees to 
give this provision serious consider
ation. 

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about 
the balances in our Nation's transpor
tation trust funds. The leadership of 
the Public Works Committee assures 
me this bill spend the funds on our 
most pressing needs and reduces the 
trust fund balances to a manageable 
level. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

0 1520 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD] 
for purposes of a colloquy. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, my 
colloquy is with the committee chair
man, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3566 makes cer
tain revisions to sections 134 and 135 of 
title XX.III regarding metropolitan and 
statewide transportation plans and 
programs. I note that H.R. 3566 refers 
to conformity of transportation 
projects with the applicable State im
plementation plan developed in the 
Clean Air Act. My understanding is 
that the language in H.R. 3566 does not 
impose any new or different require
ments on transportation projects with 

regard to air quality conformity than 
exists in the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, the gentleman is 
correct, H.R. 3566 does not impose any 
new or different air quality conformity 
requirements on transportation 
projects than what is provided for 
under the Clean Air Act, and in par
ticular does not change or alter in any 
way the so-called transition period pro
visions of the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. GALLO]. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the lntermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act, H.R. 2950. 

Today marks an important day for the future 
of transportation policy in America and I am 
pleased to offer my support for the commit
tee's bill. 

This bill authorizes many programs and ini
tiatives that will provide the flexibility to meet 
changes that have been occurring within our 
society. As a nation we have set a number of 
important priorities in order to cleanup the air, 
to relieve traffic congestion, to promote mass 
transit, and to develop basic ways of providing 
for a healthier environment. 

Last year, Congress passed the Clean Air 
Act which put in place new air quality stand
ards that States must begin to meet by 1995. 
This will not be easy unless the Federal Gov
ernment provides some type of guidance. It is 
my belief that H.R. 2950 will do just that. 

Specifically, the House surface transpor
tation bill includes $32 billion for mass transit 
construction and expansion programs-which 
is $11 billion more than the other body's bill. 
This increased funding will not only relieve 
traffic congestion that has become so preva
lent in the Northeast corridor, it will promote 
cleaner air by offering alternative modes of 
transportation. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill contains a number of 
demonstration projects designed to alleviate 
traffic problems. In my State of New Jersey 
we must concentrate on mass-transit pro
grams, but we must also find ways to relieve 
traffic bottlenecks. These projects will provide 
such relief and allow traffic to move easier. 

In addition to providing increased mass-tran
sit funding, this bill also stimulates our econ
omy by creating jobs. At a time when our 
economy is in need of a jump start, it is reas
suring to support legislation that will help us to 
revitalize our Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of H.R. 
2950. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FA WELL]. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
I rise in strong opposition to this meas
ure. While I obviously recognize the 
importance of reauthorizing our Na
tion's surface transportation programs, 
I cannot support this version of reau
thorization because it contains 455 
highway demonstration projects, total
ing $5 billion. These projects are given 
contractual authority for the next 6 
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years , creating what amounts to a pork 
entitlement program. These projects 
will not have to go before the Appro
priations Committee for the next 6 
years; rather they will automatically 
get the money approved today every 
year. 

Secretary of Transportation, Samuel 
Skinner, has recommended a veto of 
the bill because of these demonstration 
projects. While many of the projects 
may provide needed infrastructure im
provements, funding them in this way 
distorts the equitable distribution of 
highway funds to the States through 
formula apportionment projects. It 
also inhibits States' authority to 
prioritize their transportation needs. 
An article in a July issue of Congres
sional Quarterly stated that: 

As much as state and federal officials want 
a highway bill, they are continually frus
trated by demonstration projects, which 
allow lawmakers to push a project to the 
head of priority lists and distort the for
mulas Congress uses to fairly distribute 
highway funding. 

In addition to the $5 billion pork en
titlement program, the bill, in section 
169, also provides $706 million in budget 
authority for highway demonstration 
projects. These projects will have to go 
through the appropriations process 
every year because they have budget, 
rather than contractual, authority. 
Many Members will undoubtedly be 
surprised at my opposition to this sec
tion. While I am delighted that it ap
pears my longstanding argument about 
enforcing House rules which require 
projects to be authorized before they 
receive appropriations is, in this case, 
being followed, I am still aghast at 
where the money is coming from to 
fund these projects. 

Of the $706 million authorized in sec
tion 169, approximately $500 million 
will come from the general fund of the 
Treasury. Just last week we passed the 
Transportation appropriations bill, 
which funded 105 such demonstration 
projects, t otaling $516 million-all of 
which came from the general fund. 
While I cert ainly was concerned that 
these projects, by definition, were dis
torting t he fair distribution of funds to 
the States and were not authorized, my 
primary argument had been that we 
ought not to spend money from the 
general fund for demonstration 
projects when we have a $3.5 trillion 
national debt. We ought not to be 
doing that. 

Now, 1 week later, we are about to 
add insult to injury by authorizing an
other $500 million to be taken from the 
general fund for highway demonstra
tion projects. In 2 weeks time we will 
have arranged it so that $1 billion may 
be taken from the general fund to fi
nance demonstration projects. 

I am opposed to all demonstration 
projects because, as noted above, they 
distort the equitable distribution of 
highway funds to the States and usurp 

States' authority to determine their 
transportation priorities. But, if we're 
going to have demonstrat ion projects, 
at the very least , they should be funded 
by the highway trust fund , rather than 
adding to the deficit by spending 
money from the general fund. From 
1970 to 1991, we spent $838.9 million 
from the general fund for highway 
demonstration projects. If this measure 
passes, we will have paved the way for 
the expenditure of an additional $1 bil
lion. In 2 weeks we will have exceeded 
the amount spent from the general 
fund over the last 21 years by $161.1 
million. This is an unbelievable rate of 
increase which is completely untenable 
when the deficit is going t o be 348 bil
lion this fiscal year and the amount of 
new debt added will be in excess of one
half trillion dollars. 

Many people argue that infrastruc
ture improvements are needed if this 
country is going to maintain its global 
competitiveness. I agree. But, not with 
a $5-billion pork entitlement program. 
And I submit to my colleagues that 
priority infrastructure improvements 
can be undertaken without spending 
money from the general fund and add
ing to the deficit, which most defi
nitely undermines our competitive po
sition. The other body was able to pass 
such a proposal without demonstration 
projects. All we're doing here is giving 
the other body the incentive to add bil
lions of demos-when the bill goes to the 
conference committee-demos financed 
by extending the gas tax or from 
money taken from the general fund. I 
believe we have a responsibility to the 
American taxpayer to pass a measure 
free of these demonstration projects. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill demonstrates 
one thing. It answers the question of 
why so many intelligent men and 
women who make up this Congress can 
produce untoward results. The answer 
is the fervor to "bring home the bacon 
for my district" and forget what is best 
for the Nation and for the beleaguered 
taxpayer. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANO
VICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to engage the distinguished 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation in a 
brief colloquy. 

Subsection C of section 143 of the act 
requires the Secretary of Transpor
tation to conduct a 2-year study on as
phalt containing recycled rubber. It is 
my understanding that, notwithstand
ing subsection C of section 143, the 
committee's intent is that a State or 
any local government, including coun
ties or cities, can immediately-upon 
enactment of this act-use asphalt con
taining rubber, with Federal assist
ance. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tlewoman will yield, the gentlewoman 

is correct. It is the committee's intent 
that nothing contained in subsection C 
of section 143 shall prevent a State, 
municipality, or county from imme
diately using asphalt containing rub
ber, with Federal assistance beginning 
on the date of enactment of this act. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thank the com
mittee chairman for his clarification of 
this language. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 3566 
and to commend Chairmen ROE and MINET A 
and ranking members HAMMERSCHMIDT and 
SHUSTER for including language which perma
nently extends the authority of about 15 
States, of which my State of Nevada is one, 
to set 65 mile-per-hour speed limits on certain 
four-lane, rural, noninterstate highways. As 
you know, authority to raise speed limits on 
these highways expired on September 30, 
with the rest of the Federal Highway Program. 

The fiscal year 1992 Transportation appro
priations bill, which is awaiting the President's 
signature, would extend this authority through 
fiscal year 1992. I commend the members of 
the Public Works Committee for taking this a 
step further and making the extension perma
nent. 

Recently I joined with our minority leader, 
BOB MICHEL, in introducing H.R. 3474 which 
would authorize these Federal highway pro
grams. I am pleased that this committee has 
taken similar action. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, there are many 
good projects included in this bill for the State 
of Nevada. In the case of my State these are 
important projects which need to be built and 
which have been approved by the Nevada De
partment of Transportation in consultation with 
the Nevada delegation. I appreciate the help 
of the committee in including these projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of H.R. 3566. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. WYLIE]. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I urge an 
aye vote on H.R. 2950. 

Among other worthwhile projects, it would 
authorize $12.1 million to widen l-270's 
outerbelt between Dublin and Westerville in 
Franklin County, OH. I strongly support this 
provision of the bill because this stretch of 
highway is one of the most heavily traveled in 
the State of Ohio. Many use this highway as 
an access route to Port Columbus Inter
national Airport. And not a day goes by that 
there is not an extensive delay-often 6 or 7 
miles-due to the heavy volume of traffic or 
accidents. During rush hour, the road is lit
erally a parking lot. 

When this section of 1-270 was built in 
1967, it was designed to accommodate 65,000 
cars a day. Today there is a tremendous 
amount of traffic funneled onto 1-270 as an 
east-west connector because of the explosive 
growth in northern Franklin and adjacent coun
ties. This area is the fastest growing section of 
metropolitan Columbus, and I might point out 
that Columbus is the fastest growth area in 
the entire State of Ohio and is located in one 
of only 50 growth counties in America. The 
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission ad
vises me that 115,000 cars now use the road 
between Dublin and Westerville each day, and 
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by the year 201 O it is estimated there will be 
nearly 170,000 cars traveling this highway 
daily-nearly three times what it was originally 
designed to accommodate. 

Funding for this project is necessary to help 
improve the quality of life for central Ohioans 
and bring them badly needed relief from the 
nightmarish congestion that they must contend 
with every day. I feel that overall the commit
tee has done a good job and I will vote aye. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
woman from New York [Ms. MOLINARI]. 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to show you the front page 
of the New York Daily News and I want 
to tell you that the only thing wrong 
with this May 3 front page of the New 
York Daily News is the use of the 
words "may be." Bridges may be dan
gerous to your health. The fact is New 
York City bridges are dangerous to 
your health. 

The American people know the facts 
about our transportation infrastruc
ture, and I hope my colleagues from 
around this country are listening. The 
American people know better than all 
of us in this Chamber today that we 
can no longer afford to sacrifice our 
Nation's productivity, which is directly 
tied to the condition of our transpor
tation network. The commuters, trav
elers, and truckers that traverse the 
roads and the rails of this country 
every day pay a heavy price for our 
past neglect. In New York alone, it is 
estimated that traffic jams result in 
the loss of 350,000 work hours each day. 
You might be able to convince your
self, Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, 
that this is a fairy tale, but I assure 
you the American people will applaud 
our work if we commit to the measures 
necessary to bring our infrastructure 
into the 20th century. 

I do not think we can say time and 
time again clearly to the American 
people, not a penny is coming from the 
general fund. All the money to repair 
our infrastructure is coming from the 
trust fund. 

What I find most disturbing is that 
our effort to direct Federal funds to 
the most needy projects throughout 
the country is being attacked by some 
in our administration as "the alltime 
record on pork." I did not know that 
addressing America's most pressing 
transportation problems was consid
ered pork barrel politics. In fact, ensur
ing that needed transit and highway 
projects will be awarded Federal fund
ing I believe is good politics and good 
for America. 

I invite my colleagues who oppose 
these projects to New York City where 
they can see where some of this pork is 
going to be roasted. We could visit the 
Manhattan Bridge and you could tell 
the 360,000 people who cross, that 
bridge every day that the money di
rected at returning the bridge to a safe 
state is pork. Maybe at that time we 
can discuss the flawed Federal funding 

formulas that have pushed all of New 
York City's bridges to this point, and 
why the administration-sponsored bill 
failed to address any one of them. 

If you are afraid of crossing one of 
our East River Bridges, and I would not 
blame you, perhaps we could take you 
for a ride on the Staten Island Ferry, 
with 40,000 of my constituents who 
commute to work every day. While ad
miring the early morning halo of smog 
from cars over downtown Manhattan, 
you could tell these commuters that 
this country does not need H.R. 3566. 

No, we do not need subway upgrades. 
We do not need new buses. Forget 
about mass transit. Forget about the 
Clean Air Act. Forget about operating 
assistance. Drive to work, America. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of serv
ices America cannot afford, but Amer
ica cannot afford any more excuses. 
The Intermodal Transportation Act of 
1991 is a bill that deals properly and ef
ficiently with our pressing transpor
tation needs. The next 5 years hold the 
key to the ability of this country to 
compete in the next century. Let us 
take the initiative now and give the 
American people an industry the trans
portation facilities they need to com
pete at home or abroad. 

For the future of transportation, 
clean air, productivity, and for · the 
sake of headlines that never again have 
to scare 8 million people in the city of 
New York, I urge my colleagues to join 
and vote with this new bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the distin
guished gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. OBERSTAR], our subcommittee 
chairman. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2950, the Intermodel 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure 
Act of 1991. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. JONES}, a member of 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

Mr. JONES of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in unequivocal support of 
this bill. It is comprehensive. It is vi
sionary. It is a bipartisan commitment 
to America's future. It establishes a 
national highway system which is an 
investment in middle America. It re
builds America's infrastructure, guar
anteeing American commerce the abil
ity to compete in the 21st century. It 
gives local and State officials the flexi
bility they want to address their trans
portation needs. It promotes safety, ad
dresses environmental concerns. It 
boosts local economies and it creates 
jobs, hundreds of thousands of badly 
needed jobs. 

There are those here playing the 
same old demagogic game about pork 

barrel, but Americans are smart 
enough to know that spending their 
gas tax money the way they want it 
spent on local projects that directly 
benefit their communities is not pork. 
It is roads. It is bridges and it is jobs. 
So I do not know where the pork is. It 
is certainly not in Georgia's badly 
needed projects, but I know where the 
bull is, because I have been hearing it 
from some of the opponents of this bill. 

This bill puts America first and there 
is no good reason for any Member not 
to be able to support this landmark 
legislation, and I ur~ its support. 

0 1520 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. CALLAHAN]. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time, 
and I rise in favor of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
2950, the lntermodal Surface Transportation 
Infrastructure Act of 1991. This is a bill for 
America that merits our favorable consider
ation. 

While this highway bill is not perfect and 
can't totally satisfy every Member, it is a good 
bill that is necessary to keep our highway con
struction programs moving forward. In many 
areas, our highways and bridges are deterio
rating. Growing populations have rapidly made 
a large portion of our infrastructure almost ob
solete. Modernization and improvements to 
the system will improve the economy through 
job opportunities, facilitate the efficient move
ment of commodities, and provide safer 
streets for American travelers. 

H.R. 2950 provides a fair distribution of the 
funds paid by highway users, gives needed 
flexibility to the States, and makes significant 
changes to our transportation policy that will 
take us into the 21st century. It addresses 
specific projects, such as the tunnel inter
change in Mobile, AL, to improve highway traf
fic safety and meet other highway needs par
ticular to different areas. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this 
bill. An "aye" vote is a vote of confidence in 
the future of our country. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the surface transpor
tation bill contains important provi
sions to slow down truck violations 
and to improve safety on interstate 
highways. On May 15, 1991, I sponsored 
the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance 
Program Reauthorization Act of 1991 to 
reauthorize and expand MCSAP, and I 
am pleased that this reauthorization 
has been included in the Surface Trans
portation Act. 

MCSAP has saved lives and reduced 
crashes since its establishment in 1982. 
The major changes in the law permit 
traffic enforcement to be an eligible 
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expense under the Motor Carrier Safety 
Assistance Program, when this enforce
ment is coupled with roadside safety 
inspections. 

There is substantial evidence that 
combining MCSAP inspections and in
creased traffic enforcement works. A 
pilot program in Maryland, Virginia, 
Alabama, Nevada, and Washington al
lowed police officers in these States to 
target truck inspections on those com
mercial drivers that violated the rules 
of the road. This pilot program was 
successful in all five States. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting truck safety 
on U.S. highways by voting for the sur
face transportation bill. MCSAP works. 
This legislation makes it a more com
prehensive and a more effectively fo
cused program. 

MCSAP is one provision of the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991. In addition to 
MCSAP, this $151 billion bill reauthor
izes surface transportation programs 
for 6 years. It will give assistance to 
States to rebuild and maintain roads 
and bridges. I am pleased that two fed
erally owned projects, which are essen
tial to an effective transportation sys
tem in the Washington metropolitan 
area, will receive funding. The Wood
row Wilson Bridge will receive an au
thorization of $50 million for 
preconstruction activities, which in
clude environmental analyses, design 
and engineering, and right-of-way ac
quisition. The Baltimore-Washington 
Parkway will receive $93 million for 
improvements to the roadway and 
interchanges. 

The strong transit emphasis will ben
efit States with large urban centers, 
among them, the State o( Maryland. 
The Maryland Commuter Rail Service 
[MARC] has doubled its ridership in the 
past 5 years, and it will receive $160 
million for additional equipment, more 
frequent service, additional routes, as 
well as improvements to commuter 
stations and parking facilities. 

There is a critical connection be
tween transportation policies and the 
protection of the environment. In 
Maryland and the entire Chesapeake 
Bay watershed, the provisions of this 
bill will impact the restoration and the 
preservation of the bay. We, Ameri
cans, have a love affair with the car, 
but the growing concern about traffic 
congestion and air and water pollution 
is slowly moving us to consider greater 
use of mass transit and restructuring 
of our land-use patterns. 

Mr. Chairman, the surface transpor
tation bill points us in a new direction 
by significantly increasing mass tran
sit funding over current levels and by 
giving States flexibility to use funds 
for highways or transit. I support this 
bill, and I urge my colleagues to vote 
for adoption. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as she may consume to the gen
tlewoman from Missouri [Ms. HORN]. 

Ms. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me 
and I rise in strong support of H.R. 
2950. I would like to engage in a brief 
colloquy with the distinguished chair
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. Chairman, during committee 
consideration of the bill we discussed 
how important it is to have a region
wide transportation plan that includes 
efficient mass transit system as well as 
the maintenance and improvement of 
our highways. In order to accomplish 
this, the bill before us provides in
creased authority to local metropoli
tan planning organizations in funding 
projects. 

This is very important in my dis
trict-specifically, St. Charles County, 
which is the fastest growing county in 
Missouri. The bill before us grants 
greater decisionmaking authority to 
local planners in funding local 
projects. I would like to ask your clari
fication of how you see this working on 
the local level. 

There are plans in my district for a 
new bridge which will extend from St. 
Louis County over the Missouri River 
and hook up with Missouri Route 94 in 
St. Charles County. The project is part 
of the Missouri Highway and Transpor
tation Department's illustrative list 
for the National Highway System. It is 
included in the region's metropolitan 
planning organization [MPO] transpor
tation improvement plan [TIP]. The 
local MPO is strongly in favor of the 
project. However, the second leg of the 
project-Route 9~is in the State's 10-
year unfunded needs study. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a questio·n that 
needs clarification. Is it your under
standing that the Route 94 project, as 
described, would be consistent with the 
committee's goals for urban mobility 
or the National Highway System? 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tlewoman yield? 

Ms. HORN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, yes, it is my under
standing that this project is consistent 
with the overall goals of the bill, and 
that this is the type of project which 
should receive priority consideration 
for funds by the applicable MPO and 
State highway agency. 

Ms. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his clarification. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. [Mr. RIDGE]. 

Mr. RIDGE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of this much needed highway bill. In 
my State of Pennsylvania, where the 
truckdrivers say we have the worst 
roads in the Nation, where 40 percent 
of our bridges fail to meet Federal safe
ty standards and where mile upon mile 

of roadway lies in a state of disrepair, 
the task of rebuilding our infrastruc
ture begins not a day too soon and cer
tainly begins with the Inter-Modal Sur
face Transportation Act. 

Let me also state right out from that 
a project in my district is funded by 
this bill. Some of my colleagues said, 
"Well, Tom, there you go, supporting a 
particular piece of legislation," and re
ferring to it as pork. It is the comple
tion of an intermodal system that has 
been on the books for 20 years. It is a 
vital economic link, it is a competitive 
link. My guess is, through all the good 
work done by the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle, the projects which 
are referred to as pork in this particu
lar piece of legislation, many of them 
are involved in completing necessary, 
vital transportation links that are 
good investments in America's future. 

So I commend the committee for its 
leadership. I think they have come 
under fire, but they certainly owe no 
one any apologies. I very much appre
ciate their stand in this matter. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. HARRIS]. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2950. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong support 
of the 1991 surface transportation proposal. 
Good transportation links are crucial for eco
nomic development. We have spent millions 
on our inland waterways, and have some of 
the finest in the Nation. We have good rail 
lines. 

Where we fail, and this is especially true in 
some parts of our State, is with our highway 
system. At a time when we should be tying to
gether all forms of transportation-air, water, 
rail, and highway, we still have in our State a 
situation where it is nearly impossible to travel 
from east to west or north to south on a mod
ern highway. 

Some officials want to talk about traffic 
counts and economic surveys, but I feel this is 
a chicken and egg situation. We need these 
roads and bridges in order to have economic 
growth. By their logic, you would never build 
a bridge because no cars cross the river at 
that point. 

I would like to take the time to express par
ticular interest in the funding for two very im
portant projects in my area. There has been 
$7.6 million allocated for the construction of a 
third bridge over the Black Warrior River in 
Tuscaloosa County, AL. 

The two existing river crossings have be
come major bottlenecks. The traffic from Fed
eral Highways 82, 43, and 1-359, combined 
with local traffic, is more than these bridges 
were designed for. One bridge is nearing its 
design capacity and the other already exceeds 
it. Traffic projections done by both the State 
Highway Department and the local governing 
bodies show future growth far beyond what 
the existing structures can handle. 

In addition to solving local traffic problems, 
a third bridge is vital to the economic growth 
of west Alabama. These Federal highways link 
Atlanta and Birmingham to Mississippi and 
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west Alabama to central and south Alabama. 
Commercial traffic relies heavily on these 
routes to transport goods and services across 
the Southeast. 

Without the relief that a third bridge will 
offer, greater and greater burdens will be im
posed on interstate commerce. The committee 
acknowledged this necessity by providing the 
funds for a third bridge in H.R. 2950. 

In addition to this major project, the upgrad
ing of the U.S. Route 80 corridor to a four-lane 
status from Meridian, MS, to Savannah, GA, 
will assist in boosting economic growth in my 
district, as well as other areas along its route. 
This route was to have been included in the 
original Interstate System in the 1950's, but 
was never built. 

Our State Highway Department will receive 
enough money under this bill to complete the 
four-lane link from Montgomery to Meridian, 
thus tying together Interstates 20 and 59, and 
Interstates 65 and 85. This alone will be a tre
mendous boost to an economically depressed 
area. 

I want to thank both Chairman ROE and 
Chairman MINETA and their staffs. I would also 
like to thank fellow Alabamian Congressman 
Buo CRAMER, for his help on this project. 

I urge my colleagues to give their support to 
this bill. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. TALLON]. 

Mr. TALLON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
New Jersey, Chairman ROE, and the 
members of the full committee for an 
excellent piece of legislation that I 
wholly support. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
2950, the lnterrnodal Surface Transportation 
Act of 1991. 

Authorization of a new highway bill is of vital 
importance to South Carolina, our tourism in
dustry, and other economic growth. This new 
highway bill is vital to every rural and urban 
area in my State. 

Our South Carolina highway programs are 
in jeopardy until a new authorization bill is 
adopted to ensure the availability of adequate 
funding for our many programs. 

The support of my colleagues here in the 
House of Representatives is an important step 
to getting this bill to conference so that the a~ 
pointed conferees can work out the marked 
differences between the provisions in the 
House and Senate versions of this legislation. 
We must move now if we are to allow the con
tinuation of our highway programs and get 
other needed programs started. 

We are all paying taxes to build and main
tain our roads and bridges. This highway bill 
has been carefully and thoughtfully crafted to 
ensure that donor States receive their fair 
share of funds. Both maintenance and growth 
are sustained with this highway bill. And, mass 
transportation receives needed emphasis in 
this day and age of crowded highways and 
polluted skies. 

We must support legislation that will aid this 
Nation's infrastructure and sustain the growth 
that the United States has experienced over 
the pass five decades. This highway bill will 

49--059 0-96 Vol. 137 (Pt. 19) 19 

help us to lead the world well into the 21st 
century. I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, for the past 40 years 
Wisconsin has been known as a donor 
State. We have gotten back 78 cents 
from Washington for every dollar we 
sent to Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu
late the committee, especially the gen
tleman from New Jersey, Chairman 
ROE, and the gentleman from Califor
nia, Chairman MINETA, for recognizing 
that a lot of us simply would not vote 
for that kind of legislation if that con
tinued. 

This bill, for the first time, gives my 
State back at least as much money as 
we send to Washington, and as far as 
we are concerned, it is about time. 

I simply would also like to say that 
I hope the White House drops its threat 
to veto this bill. America needs the 
jobs that this bill provides. 

After 40 years of defending the West 
from the threat of Soviet aggression, it 
is apparent that that threat no longer 
exists in nearly the degree that it used 
to. It is time to come home and invest 
some money in America, which this 
bill does. This is the beginning of that 
process. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the 
committee. This is going to be crucial 
to a number of highways in my dis
trict, especially highways 29, 51, and 53, 
and I appreciate the committee's sup
port. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, 1 minute is not any
where near enough time to discuss my 
opposition to this bill. Besides the gas 
tax, I concentrated on the mass transit 
portion of this bill because I am not 
one of those who believe that dem
onstration projects are pork. There 
may be some pork in those demonstra
tion projects, but the highway portion 
of this bill, I do not have a whole lot of 
quarrel with. But what I do have a 
quarrel with is the incredible change in 
policy that we are seeing in this bill, 
moving away from building highways 
toward mass transit. We are almost 
doubling the amount of money for 
mass transit and $13 billion of that 
money comes from general revenues, 
Members, comes from general revenues 
for a system that has been proven to be 
a failure. 

Now, it has been said here we have 
got to build mass transit to take care 
of the Clean Air Act. Well, I called 
UMTA, and there has been no study 
done on specific projects. But there 
have been studies done on rail projects 

helping to clean up the air. There is no 
proof that rail projects or mass transit 
projects clean the air. 

So look at the real facts before you 
commit yourselves to an incredible 
change in policy. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. MRAZEK]. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu
late the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE] for bringing this important 
surface transportation reauthorization 
to the House floor. 

As Members are aware, I have been 
an advocate of magnetic levitation 
technology for several years. In 1990, I 
first introduced legislation that would 
provide a competitive framework for 
American companies and research in
stitutions to receive Federal grants for 
research and development of Maglev. 

Two decades ago, the United States 
led the world in research and develop
ment of this promising new mode of 
transportation that moves along guide
ways at speeds of up to 300 miles per 
hour. Unfortunately, we abandoned our 
efforts in the mid-1970's and left it for 
the Japanese and Germans to build the 
first full-scale Maglev prototypes. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is 
aware that Senator MOYNIHAN has 
placed a $750 million competitive de
sign program for Maglev in the Senate 
Surface Transportation bill. I support 
this proposal and have introduced a 
companion measure in the House. 
While I understand the financial con
straints under which you have had to 
operate to bring this bill to the floor, it 
is my hope that the authorization of a 
competitive design program will be in
cluded in the final conference agree
ment with the Senate. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, it is regrettable that 
Maglev is another example of how the 
United States has not fully developed 
an industry for which we have a tech
nological advantage. 

I am aware that there are many 
Members of the House who support this 
technology and I do agree that it has 
the potential to make us more com
petitive in the world market. When the 
House meets the Senate in Conference, 
Maglev will have our attention in 
every respect. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the committee chairman's inter
est in this matter. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as she may 
consume to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. OAKAR]. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Arkansas for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
the committee chairman, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], in 
a colloquy. 



28140 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2950 truly rep

resents a landmark intermodal blue
print which will serve America's trans
portation needs into the 21st century. I 
am especially pleased, Mr. Chairman, 
that H.R. 2950 goes a long way toward 
correcting the long-standing inequities 
that donor States-such as my own 
State of Ohio-have had to face with 
archaic formulas and penal ties. Is this 
the understanding of the Chairman? 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tlewoman will yield, she is correct. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
understanding that H.R. 2950 also par
tially corrects the penalty whereby 
donor States were forced to have some 
of their moneys subtracted from their 
minimum allocation funding. Since 
1987, when this penalty was made law, 
donor States have had trouble fixing 
bridges which were desperately in need 
of repair because of disproportionately 
small amounts of Federal transpor
tation investment. Based on the grow
ing concerns of donor States in areas 
related to this issue, is it the Chair
man's understanding that this issue 
will be further discussed in conference? 

Mr. ROE. Again, the gentlewoman 
from Ohio is correct. It is expected 
that this issue will be further ad
dressed in conference. 

Ms. OAKAR. With your concurrence 
on that point, Mr. Chairman, it is my 
honor to submit on behalf of the State 
of Ohio and commend to the commit
tee's attention the following set of 
bridges for priority consideration by 
the Secretary of Transportation for the 
discretionary bridge funding, and I 
thank you. 

Mr. ROE. The committee is pleased 
to accept the list offered by Ohio, and 
commends it to the Secretary for con
sideration in distribution of discre
tionary bridge funds. 

The list that has been referred to is 
as follows: 
Ohio bridges for consideration by the Secretary 

of Transportation 
Project cost 

Bridges (million) 

the Ohio Department of Transportation 
to determine appropriate safety and 
congestion mitigation improvements 
to the I- 90 innerbelt in Cleveland. If 
the study is competent and fits within 
the Federal guidelines and framework 
for congestion mitigation contained in 
H.R. 2950, is it the committee's view 
that the actions recommended by this 
study or similar studies are typically 
eligible for Federal funding within the 
provisions of the bill before us? 

Mr. ROE. My colleague, the gentle
woman from Ohio, is correct. 

D 1530 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SHAW], a former member of the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to at this point just take this brief 
moment to compliment the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT], 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER], as well as the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MINETA] and the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] 
for doing a wonderful job in crafting a 
bill. Together with the staff and the 
members of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation they are 
certainly taking forward the tradition 
of this committee, the very fine tradi
tion, of working in a bipartisan manner 
to solve the transportation needs of 
this country without reference to , or 
concern, as to particular turfs, and I 
think that is a hard thing to do. I know 
from my own experience on the com
mittee, as well as working with the 
committee over the last couple of 
years, the tremendous amount of pa
tience and work that the committee 
has done in hearing all the Members 
and going around the country to take 
care of the needs of the country. I also 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PETERSON] who has done a 
yeoman's job in representing the needs 
of the State of Florida on this commit-

West Third Lift Bridge over the Cuy-
ahoga River .. .... .. ........................... . 20 tee. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of H.R. 
3566, which is commonly known as the high
way bill. As all of my colleagues are aware, 
planning our Nation's transportation future for 
the next 6 years is not an easy task; getting 
a majority of Members of Congress to agree 
on such legislation is sometimes even more 
difficult. However, the House Public Works 

Columbus Road Lift Bridge over the 
Cuyahoga River ................. ... ..... .. .. . 

Cuyahoga Viaduct Track Bridge ...... . 
Ft. Steuben Bridge ... .. ............. .. ....... . 
Bridges over Meander Reservoir ... ... .. 
Western Hills Viaduct .......... ............. . 
Maumee-Perrysburg ........... .......... .. . . 
Ironton-Russell Bridge ..... .... .... ....... . 
Spring Sandusky Interchange (Scioto 

River) ..................................... ...... .. . 
U.S. Grant Bridge ....... ....... .. .. .... .... .. .. 
I-670 from Neil Avenue to Neilston 

Bridges .................... .. ..... .... ............ . 
SR 315 Bridge over Scioto River ....... . 
I-670 Mainline and Ramp Bridges 

(section A- 1) ... ........ .. ..................... . 
I-670 Mainline Bridges (section b-20) . 
Bridges on ramps connecting I-670 

20 
12.5 

60 
11.1 

15 
15 
60 

17 
13.5 

12 
11.5 

21 and Transportation Committee, under the 
60 leadership of Chairman ROBERT ROE, Chair

man NORM MINETA, ranking minority member 
JOHN PAUL HAMMERSCHMIDT, and ranking mi
nority member BUD SHUSTER, have put to
gether a bill that is both innovative and fore
sighted. I commend them for their hard work 
and determination in bringing this comprehen
sive legislation to the House floor. I would also 
like to give my deep appreciation to the only 
member from Florida on the House Public 
Works and Transportation Committee, Mr. 
PETE PETERSON. Although only in his first 

and SR 315 .... . .. . ..... .............. ... ... ...... 10 
Pomeroy-Mason Bridge .. .. .. .. .... .... .. .. 60 
Ashtabula Viaduct ......... . .... .. ........ ..... 30 
Conneaut Viaduct .... .. ........ ... .... ...... ... 30 

Ms. OAKAR. Further, if I may Mr. 
Chairman, a study is now underway by 

term, Congressman PETERSON performed like 
a seasoned veteran in defending Florida's 
transportation interests. 

There are many fine provisions in this legis
lation; however, I would like to bring to my col
leagues' attention a project contained in this 
bill that is of tremendous importance to the 
people of Broward County, FL. The project I 
refer to is the proposed 17th Street Causeway 
Tunnel replacement project in Fort Lauder
dale, FL. I have fought since 1986 to bring this 
project to fruition, and I have introduced au
thorizing legislation every Congress since the 
1 OOth Congress for this project. I am gratified 
the House Public Works and Transportation 
Committee has seen fit to include this worthy 
project as part of its surface transportation re
authorization bill. 

Presently, there is a drawbridge that spans 
the lntracoastal Waterway [ICWW]; however, 
this bridge is old, requires costly repairs and 
experiences frequent openings each day. In 
1986, this bridge opened an average of 43 
times a day, and today it opens as often as 
every 15 minutes. This has resulted in fre
quent long lines of vehicular traffic averaging 
well over a half mile in length in both the east
bound and westbound directions, as well as 
an alarmingly high accident rate in this area. 
The accident ratio of 1 .87 accidents per million 
vehicles using the facility was above the state
wide average of 1.28 for similar facilities. The 
17th Street Bridge is the most heavily traveled 
bridge in Broward County, and the traffic is 
only getting worse. 

Such conditions also have a severe impact 
on response times to locations east of the 
ICWW for Broward County Emergency Medi
cal Services [EMS], whose ambulance and 
emergency vehicles use the crossing an aver
age of 12 times a day. A free flow facility, 
such as a tunnel, would greatly improve re
sponse times and medical care to the ocean
side community. 

In addition to vehicular traffic, water vessel 
traffic has also been inconvenienced by the 
bridge openings. Water vessels are required 
to wait a minimum of 15 minutes between 
bridge openings, causing long lines along the 
ICWW and creating navigational problems for 
Port Everglades and its associated shipping 
traffic. Since the drawbridge is the busiest 
entry and exit point for the lntracoastal Water
way in Fort Lauderdale, both water and vehic
ular traffic will continue to suffer. 

Added burdens have been created by the 
expansion of Port Everglades as well as the 
opening of a new convention center last 
month. Situated on 33 acres at the northern 
end of Port Everglades, the convention center 
is bordered by the lntracoastal Waterway, the 
17th Street Bridge, and Eisenhower Boule
vard. 

Added cost of maintaining the status quo of 
the existing bridge in terms of total delay and 
accident costs is $29 million-1987 dollars
over a 50-year period. In addition, the bridge 
will soon be functionally obsolete-can not 
carry the traffic demands-due to a projected 
2.5 percent annual increase in bridge open
ings and a 1.5 percent projected annual in
crease in traffic volume. 

During 1990, the present 17th Street Bridge 
experienced 51 breakdowns. This figure rated 
the 17th Street Bridge the worst in break-
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downs among the other 13 drawbridges which 
span the ICCW in Broward County. These 51 
breakdowns caused the bridge to close for 42 
hours, ranking it third worst among all bridges 
in the county. Furthermore, the 17th Street 
Bridge received a 52.5 inspection rating during 
March 199G-barely above the Department of 
Transportation's 50 point minimum standard. 

Of course, when the bridge is open, or inop
erative, both of which are frequent occur
rences, vehicles are left waiting in traffic, wast
ing fuel and spewing noxious exhaust fumes. 
The tempers of stalled drivers can often grow 
hot. The following is an excerpt of a Miami 
Herald article dated November 18, 1990, doc
umenting the frustration of one motorist: 

In May, when the 17th Street Bridge broke 
down, bridge tender, Ron Hickman, left his 
control shack to direct traffic. A furious 
driver got out of his vehicle, threw Hickman 
against the truck and pummeled him with 
punches. 

Clearly, a sizable amount of money and an
guish will be saved by replacing the bridge 
with a free flow alternative. A tunnel under the 
ICWW is the most efficient and viable alter
native. A new drawbridge would still exclude 
many high mast vessels from the ICWW. A 
fixed bridge is an undesirable option because 
it would have to be at least 75 feet high, which 
would require the massive approach roads 
and ramps. Additionally, a 75 ft. bridge would 
be so high it would destroy the surrounding 
property values, but conversely it would not be 
high enough to prevent exclusion of many 
high-mast vessels from entering the ICWW 
from Port Everglades. 

This project has broad local support, which 
I consider crucial to the eventual success of 
the project. The city of Fort Lauderdale, 
Broward County, and the State of Florida have 
each committed to provide funds for this 
project. Additionally, Congress provided $5.25 
million in fiscal year 1992 for this project. Last 
year, Congress also appropriated $3.69 million 
for this project as part of the fiscal year 1991 
Transportation appropriations bill. The State of 
Florida also appropriated $1 million last fiscal 
year. 

Mr. Speaker, this project is very important to 
me and to my constituents. As the demo
graphics clearly show, south Florida is growing 
by leaps and bounds. The 17th Street Bridge 
was built in 1956, when Fort Lauderdale and 
the surrounding area was a sleepy beach 
community. In the 35 years that has passed, 
this area has changed greatly. Fort Lauder
dale is now a sprawling, bustling metropolis, 
with new transportation challenges that de
mand to be met. The authorization of this 
project, coupled with the $16.1 million pro
vided for it in H.R. 3566, will greatly help to re
lieve Broward County's increasing traffic con
gestion problems. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER], who is a 
member of our Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
watched throughout the year as we 
have taken one issue after another that 
is important to the people of our dis
tricts and of this country and trans
formed it into just another tool for 

partisan political bickering. I do not 
intend to stand here and see this legis
lation reduced to the same fate. It is 
too important to the people of my dis
trict, of my State, and of this Nation. 

For years my home State, Mis
sissippi, has been shortchanged. Under 
current highway funding programs we 
have been one of the 21 states that 
have paid more into the highway trust 
fund than we have taken out in new 
highway projects. Under this bill we 
will continue to come up short al
though our situation will be much im
proved. Historically we got back 75 
cents of every dollar paid in Federal 
gasoline excise taxes. We will, under 
this bill, get back 90 cents. In the spirit 
of compromise I can accept that. 

I will take everything that I can get 
for my constituents and I will be back 
for more. The projects in my district 
which this bill provide for are not pork. 
They are our fair share. 

Not a single project in the bill lo
cated in the Fourth Congressional Dis
trict of Mississippi was invented by me. 
Every single one of them have been on 
the drawing board for years, were 
planned for by our State highway de
partment, were prioritized by our 
elected State highway commissioners. 
This bill allows us to get them off the 
drawing board and on the ground. 

We are tired of lagging behind. We in
tend to be a part of a national trans
portation system. A national transpor
tation system has to be made up of in
dividual parts. We in Mississippi have 
to build our parts before we can fit 
them together with the rest of the 
country. We have agricultural prod
ucts, we have timber, we have manu
factured goods that we can bring to the 
marketplace. We need roads and 
bridges, river ports and airports in 
order to do that. What some of you call 
pork, we call investment. The national 
transportation issue has centered 
around a call to rebuild our Nation's 
infrastructure. We demand the oppor
tunity to build an infrastructure, for 
the first time. 

The President has sent us a bill. It 
seems he wants his bill and nothing 
else. Well Mississippi and many other 
rural areas cannot afford the Presi
dent's bill. The President would give us 
a new 150,000-mile National Highway 
System-if your State can come up 
with 40 percent of the cost for its por
tion. Many times we have had to delay 
already approved projects because we 
cannot come up with the current 25-
percent State match. 

My State cannot live with a lot more 
of nothing. 

The committee's bill will let us go 
forward with this National Highway 
System, but at a price we can afford. I 
urge you to support these efforts and to 
vote for H.R. 2950 as it was introduced 
by the committee. Let's act in the best 
interests of our Nation on this issue
and at least for a few moments forget 
about political expediency. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
DICKINSON]. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] for yielding me 
this brief time, and I wanted to take 
this opportunity to thank the members 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation for the job they have 
done. 

Mr. Chairman, each of the States, 
and many other organizations, have 
been working diligently for at least 4 
years in trying to come to some agree
ment on language to be included in a 
new surface transportation bill for fis
cal year 1992 and beyond. 

Congressmen HAMMERSCHMIDT, SHU
STER, ROE, and MINETA have been 
working diligently on this matter for 
quite some time in an effort to provide 
this new legislation, and to keep high
way construction programs moving for
ward. The State of Alabama truly ap
preciates their efforts, and the Ala
bama Highway Department endorses 
their legislation. 

The original bill has undergone 
major changes, including: Elimination 
of the nickel gas tax; a 30-percent 
across-the-board cut on demonstration 
projects and; extension of the author
ization period by a year. 

Although no legislation will be satis
factory in all respects, it is time to go 
forward with this measure so that 
State programs can continue in an or
derly fashion. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. JONTZ]. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
enter into a colloquy with the chair
man to draw attention to a new provi
sion in the Bridge Program. As I under
stand it, the bill would allow States 
the flexibility to implement their own 
design and construction standards for 
Bridge Program projects not on the 
Federal-aid system. 

Under present law, all bridge projects 
receiving Federal funds must meet a 
single set of design and construction 
standards; standards which in many in
stances require the construction of 
bridges which far exceed the local need. 
This situation puts many local juris
dictions in the untenable position of 
choosing to build bridges solely with 
local revenue at great expense to their 
taxpayers or choosing to tap into 
Bridge Program funds to reduce the 
local expense but ending up with a 
project costing considerably more than 
necessary. The provision in the bill be
fore us would eliminate that dilemma. 
States would be able to devise their 
own standards for off-system bridges 
and local jurisdictions would be able to 
build bridges which meet local require
ments at significant cost savings. Is 
this the chairman's understanding of 
the provision? 



28142 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen

tleman yield? 
Mr. JONTZ. I yield to the gentleman 

from New Jersey. 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, the gen

tleman from Indiana is correct. This 
provision in the Bridge Program would 
allow States to apply their own stand
ards for safety, design, and construc
tion to bridges which are not on the 
Federal-aid system. It is our belief that 
this provision will give States and 
local jurisdictions greater flexibility 
under the Bridge Program and provide 
a more efficient use for off-system 
bridge funds. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Indiana for his leadership in 
bringing this issue to the attention of 
the committee. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI]. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand
ing that the legislation provides States 
with new authority to construct and 
expand toll facilities, but maintains 
the prohibition on tolls in those por
tions of the system that are currently 
free. As the Chairman well knows, a 
41/2-mile section of I-95 was recently 
sold to the New Jersey Turnpike Au
thority. Is it the Chairman's judgment 
that this area will still be considered a 
free segment of the interstate system 
despite the change in ownership, and, 
therefore, tolls will be prohibited? 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. It most certainly is. If the 
turnpike authority attempted to place 
tolls on that segment of road, then it 
would be required to repay the Federal 
Government and sacrifice all future 
Federal highway 3R or 4R money. It is 
my understanding that both the Gov
ernor and the commissioner of trans
portation have committed to maintain 
I-95 as free. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, 
separately, in another section of the 
legislation, the Secretary of Transpor
tation is called upon to initiate a rule
making process for the minimum 
training requirements for the operators 
of longer combination vehicles. 

It is my understanding that this pro
vision of the bill will require drivers of 
longer combination vehicles to receive 
specific training in the handling of 
these vehicles before they are per
mitted to drive them. Is that correct, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. ROE. That is correct. Only fully 
qualified drivers will be permitted to 
operate longer combination vehicles. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Further, Mr. 
Chairman, in a third section of the leg
islation, it is my understanding that a 

project such as the special area man
agement plan of the Hackensack 
Meadowlands Development Commis
sion would be an eligible activity for 
National Highway System or urban and 
rural mobility funds under section 108 
of the bill. Is my understanding cor
rect? 

Mr. ROE. The understanding of the 
gentleman from New Jersey is correct. 
The special area management plan 
would involve mitigation and enhance
ment activities for significant wet
lands that contribute substantially to 
the meadowlands ecosystem. There 
would be an initial treatment of 400 
acres of wetland in the Kearny Marsh 
and elsewhere in the Meadowlands. 
That project would be eligible under 
section 108 of the H.R. 2950, if the 
project is consistent with applicable 
Federal laws pertaining to wetlands. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] for his con
sideration. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LAUGHLIN]. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, many 
years have passed since President Ei
senhower brought us the interstate 
bill. America has changed, and our 
transportation needs have changed, 
and I urge my colleagues to strongly 
support this intermodal bill for 1991. 

Mr. Chairman, our committee has 
worked very hard in a bipartisan man
ner, and it has taken input from all 
across America, and to the gentleman 
from Indiana who talks about pork, I 
would address the issue of pork. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no pork in 
this bill for Texas. This project in this 
bill came from a highway commission 
composed of two Republicans and one 
Democrat. Every project in the inter
modal bill that we have pending was 
put on paper long before I became a 
member of this committee 21/2 years 
ago. 

Mr. Chairman, we need these high
ways. There is nothing that anyone can 
find that will say that better highways 
are pork. There is nothing which says 
that safer bridges are pork. And the 
next time a school bus goes over a 
bridge in America, I want the gen
tleman from Indiana to come show me 
that is pork. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished minority leader, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Ar
kansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] for yield
ing this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly consider 
this a jobs bill for the country. We all 
may have our differences with certain 
portions of it. I know that the commit
tee has worked hard trying to rational
ize all the arguments pro and con in 
every section of the country, but it is a 
very fundamental bill to be enacted for 

improving the infrastructure of our 
country. 

D 1540 
Mr. Chairman, while we have been 

rather tardy in getting it enacted since 
the legislation expired on September 
30, I would hope that we could expedi
tiously get this matter through the 
House and in conference with the other 
body, so that before we adjourn this 
Congress we will have a highway con
struction bill signed by the President, 
because it is very important for the 
economic well-being of the country. I 
would urge my colleagues to use all 
speed in getting this adopted by both 
Houses of Congress so that we can go to 
conference. 

Mr. Chairman, finally we have a highway bill 
before us on the House floor, some 3 weeks 
after the program itself has officially expired. 

I support the bill, because I think it generally 
does a good job in restructuring the highway 
program to reflect current needs. 

I only wish we had taken the legislation up 
several months ago, and enacted it prior to 
the expiration date of September 30. 

The administration submitted a proposal 
back in February to reform and restructure the 
Highway Program. 

This was an important component of the 
President's domestic agenda, and rightly so, 
because it has the dual purpose of upgrading 
the Nation's infrastructure and providing jobs. 

That's right-jobs. The Highway Program 
provides, all told, work for about a million 
Americans. The President considered it so im
portant that he placed it on his 1 00-day agen
da, calling for final action by Congress within 
100 days, or by June 14. 

And here we are, some 131 days beyond 
that deadline before the bill even reaches the 
House floor. 

What has the majority been doing with the 
highway bill all that time-paving it? 

I only hope that when we do pass this bill 
today we move it in an expeditious manner 
through the House-Senate conference. 

Already some 1 O States have run out of 
highway funds, costing upwards of 160,000 
jobs. By the end of November, another 10 
States will have exhausted their highway 
funds, including my own State of Illinois. That 
represents the loss of another 245,000 jobs, 
including some 37,000 in Illinois. 

There is, in other words, a very real cost to 
the country, both real and potential, for our in
action on this significant jobs-producing legis
lation. 

That is why it is doubly important that we 
have an expeditious conference. 

And that is also why I have to express some 
nervousness over comments coming out of 
the Senate, particularly from the Democratic 
chairman of the Transportation Subcommittee. 

Three weeks ago he said on the Senate 
floor: "There is nothing in the Constitution that 
requires there to be a Federal highway pro
gram." And also: "No bill may be preferable to 
a bad bill." 

I find it interesting that a distinguished mem
ber of the majority should be arguing against 
legislation because the Constitution does not 
require it. 
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Is this a harbinger of a move toward strict 

constructionism by the majority? 
Let us hope so. 
But such comments as those I've quoted 

may lead some to believe that if the other 
body does not get its way in conference, there 
could be stonewalling and possibly no bill at 
all. 

I assume that such a scenario is not accept
able to the Democratic leadership in either 
body. The leadership thus has the burden of 
ensuring that we get an effective highway bill 
out of conference without any delay, and I 
hope there is a commitment to do so. Jobs in 
this country depend on it. 

One additional point of particular concern in 
this bill is the so-called directed scorekeeping 
provision. 

Congressman GRADISON will offer an 
amendment to strike this provision which I will 
support. 

The issue of directed scorekeeping has 
been an ongoing battle with the majority trying 
to unilaterally change last year's budget 
agreement. 

It could become an unnecessary roadblock 
to quick passage of this important job creation 
legislation. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as she may consume to the gen
tlewoman from the District of Colum
bia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the bill, and I wish to 
extend my compliments to both the 
chairman of the committee and the 
ranking minority member. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this his
toric, landmark bill which sets new national 
transportation energy policy. Chairman ROE 
and Subcommittee Chairman MINETA have led 
the committee to an expanded and sophisti
cated vision of transportation policy as a vital 
element in the American struggle for competi
tiveness in the global marketplace. I have 
watched in wonder the indefatigable energy of 
Mr. ROE and Mr. MINETA as they led the Com
mittee with great intelligence and splendid wit 
to an excellent bill, overcoming too few re
sources and too much complexity. Their lead
ership was matched in originality, vitality, and 
bipartisanship by the ranking minority member, 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, and the ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee, Mr. SHUSTER. I 
am especially grateful that their work and that 
of the committee will benefit the people of the 
District of Columbia, and therefore the 20 mil
lion tourists who visit the Capital annually. 

Mr. Chairman, later this afternoon I will offer 
an amendment to remedy polarization caused 
by packing minorities and women into a 10-
percent procurement goal originally meant for 
minorities alone. 

A misguided floor amendment wrote 
women-owned businesses into the DBE Pro
gram in 1987, without allotting them their prop
er, separate allocation. The result has been 
nationwide conflict between these two dis
advantaged groups-as both struggled over 
the same small 1 O percent of the much larger 
procurement pie. Significantly, there has been 
a sharp decline in contract awards to minority 
firms, while awards to women-owned firms 
have increased substantially. My amendment 
would allow 1 O percent for minorities and 5 

percent for women, figures arrived at by the 
actual rates of their participation. 

When Federal legislation has the effect of 
encouraging the intergroup conflict we now 
see around this country, Congress must take 
corrective steps before more damage is done. 
I urge my colleagues to support this entire, 
carefully thought out bill, but to substitute the 
10-5 allocation that gives each group its own 
share. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. MFUME]. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this transportation 
bill. 

. Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD]. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this bill. I have lis
tened today repeatedly to charges of 
pork barrel spending from Members of 
this House. There are demonstration 
transportation projects in this bill. 
There are highways and bridges and 
rural transit projects that give those of 
us in some of the poorest areas of this 
Nation a chance to build our roads, to 
influence industry to settle where they 
cannot now settle because of the lack 
of appropriate infrastructure, and to 
provide jobs for some of our poorest 
people. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to 
demagogue this issue, and I know we 
should not compare apples and oranges 
around here, but some of the same peo
ple who cry "pork" here never use such 
language when it comes to foreign aid 
or excessive military spending. Some
how, it is only when it affects the poor
est, most highly unemployed Ameri
cans that we use such language. 

This is a good bill. It is a solid bill. 
It is a bill that keeps American dollars 
in America, building this country. It 
seems to me this is the kind of bill we 
should all be supporting. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 2950 and commend my colleagues on 
the Public Works and Transportation Commit
tee for their efforts in bringing this bill to the 
floor today. 

I particularly want to thank Chairman M1-
NETA, with whom I serve on the Surface 
Transportation Subcommittee, and Chairman 
ROE, who has done a particularly good job at 
solving so many of the difficult issues we 
faced. 

I rise in support of this bill because I believe 
it's high time we invested in our domestic se
curity. We cannot hope to compete in a global 
market if we don't have the roads, bridges, 
and transportation system to move our goods 
and services. It is clearly in our best interest 
to make sure we have the public facilities nec
essary to keep our economy vibrant. I am 
pleased to say this bill does an outstanding 
job of meeting those needs. 

In a time of recession, this bill will provide 
thousands of jobs in the construction sector, 

while improving the opportunities for many 
communities, including those in southern Illi
nois, to become more economically viable. 
New roads to industrial parks, expanded arte
ries that connect our towns and cities, and 
general improvements in the condition of our 
transportation systems will help greatly in our 
continued efforts to improve the standard of 
living in this country. 

I am extremely proud, as a new member of 
this committee, to stand with my colleagues 
and urge support of this most important piece 
of legislation. I urge us to continue to recog
nize the need for basic infrastructure that lit
erally keeps our economy moving. I can't think 
of any piece of legislation more important to 
both the short- and long-term future of our Na
tion, and thank my colleagues for their sup
port. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GEREN]. 

Mr. GEREN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of H.R. 2950, the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991, and urge my col
leagues to support this important ini
tiative. 

I want to commend the bipartisan 
leadership of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee for its out
standing work in crafting a bill that 
addresses the infrastructure challenges 
facing our Nation. The task was not 
easy. The committee was able to craft 
a bill that will make sweeping changes, 
that will serve as a centerpiece for 
transportation policy in the 1990's and 
into the 21st century. 

Transportation investment has been 
the orphan child over the last decade 
as the budget crunch in Washington 
has become more and more severe. 
After a decade of deferring capital 
spending during the financial crisis of 
the 1980's, America's infrastructure 
bills are coming due. 

Our country prospered because our 
forefathers had the vision to invest in 
our future. It is time we do the same. 
Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2950 does just that. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOB
SON], a member of the committee. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 2950, 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Infrastructure Act of 1991. As a mem
ber of Public Works and Transpor
tation, I want to thank my chairman, 
Mr. ROE, my ranking minority member 
of the committee' Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. 
my subcommittee chairman, Mr. MI
NETA, and my subcommittee ranking 
minority member, Mr. SHUSTER for 
their outstanding leadership during the 
committee's drafting of this most im
portant legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, passage of H.R. 2950 is 
critically important to Ohio. This leg
islation achieves the No. 1 Federal leg
islative priority for my State which is 
an equitable, long-term reauthoriza
tion of Federal-aid surface transpor
tation programs. 
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H.R. 2950 will provide more than $4 

billion to Ohio over 6 years, and my 
Governor, George Voinovich, and my 
Ohio Department of Transportation di
rector, Jerry Wray, also strongly sup
port this legislation because of the 
positive provisions included in the bill 
such as: Program restructuring for in
creased flexibility; workable Federal
State matching requirements; empha
sis on multimodal transportation for 
cleaner air and fuel conservation; and 
better coordination of State and local 
planning efforts. 

I have personally received numerous 
letters from local elected officials in 
my district who support the flexibility 
provisions included in this legislation. 
The local officials under this bill have 
a greater role in the decisionmaking 
process for their area infrastructure 
needs. 

H.R. 2950 corrects many historical in
equities for Ohio. Over the past 35 
years, Ohio had received only 78 cents 
on its Federal highway dollar, and only 
about 80 cents over the past 5 years. 
H.R. 2950 will prevent Ohio from being 
cheated on its allocated apportion
ments. 

In a letter that I received today from 
my Governor he states: "H.R. 2950 
makes sense for Ohio. It is a blueprint 
for economic development which I hope 
you will support.'' Mr. Chairman, I 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
this legislation to improve the Nation's 
infrastructure. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as she may consume to the gen
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the committee chairman for bringing 
us the fairest highway jobs bill that 
Ohioans have ever had, and I rise in 
strong support of this transportation 
measure. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act 
which will make much needed improvements 
in our Nation's roads, bridges, mass transit, 
airport, and railroads over the next 6 years, in
cluding upgrades to key facilities in northwest 
Ohio. This measure will create thousands of 
needed jobs for our community and across the 
Nation as we upgrade and make improve
ments to our transportation system. Under the 
bill, Ohio alone will receive $4.1 billion over 
the 6-year period for a variety of transportation 
projects. 

The Surface Transportation Act does not 
raise taxes. It proposes to increase funding for 
highway construction by more than 40 percent 
from $11.4 billion in fiscal year 1992 to $2.3 
billion in fiscal year 1997. That's what the fund 
was for in the first place. 

Included in the bill is a $1 million authoriza
tion to conduct an environment study for the 
eventual replacement of the 1-280 Craig Me
morial Bridge which is one of only two remain
ing lift bridges on the entire U.S. Interstate 
System. The Craig Memorial Bridge was 
opened in 1957 when it replaced an old bridge 
and for traffic between Detroit and the Ohio 
Turnpike. Since its construction preceded the 

Interstate System and the construction of the 
St. Lawrence Seaway, a lift bridge-now ob
solete-was decided at that time to be more 
economical than a high level bridge. 

The bridge, which links northwest Ohio to 
points northeast and southwest, is no longer 
sufficient to handle the large volume of traffic 
that passes over it each day. The costs asso
ciated with the opening of a lift span bridge on 
a major limited access facility along with the 
age of the bridge have clearly rendered it un
suitable for current conditions because of the 
inadequate traffic-carrying capacity of the 
bridge and the increased maintenance re
quired for a structure of this type. 

In addition, the Surface Transportation Act 
includes a $240,000 authorization for the plan
ning and improvement of six major railroad 
corridors in northwest Ohio. Toledo is the third 
largest rail hub in the United States and has 
one of the highest traffic density rail segments 
in the country. Because of the amount of rail 
traffic in our area, a comprehensive plan must 
be developed to prevent traffic delays and ac
cidents and improve efficiency in rail move
ments. 

Also included in the bill is a $1 O million au
thorization per year over the 6-year period to 
upgrade 18 highway corridors nationwide in
cluding 2 that will benefit Ohio's Ninth District. 
The Surface Transportation Act authorizes 
$320,000 to conduct a feasibility and eco
nomic study to widen Route 24 from Ft. 
Wayne, IN to Toledo, OH. U.S. 24 joins two 
high-growth metropolitan areas-Toledo, OH 
and Fort Wayne, IN-in a Fort to port corridor. 
The improvement of U.S. 24 would greatly en
hance safety, improve access along the entire 
route, and promote economic development 
with the retention jobs and expansion of job 
opportunities in northwest Ohio and northeast 
Indiana. 

In addition, the bill has designated the 1-73/ 
7 4 corridor from Charleston, SC through 
Portsmouth, OH, to Cincinnati, OH, and De
troit, Ml as a priority project. 

I rise to express my pleasure over a provi
sion of the bill that increases from 85 percent 
to 90 percent the guaranteed return to States 
of apportioned Federal-aid highway funds 
under the minimum allocation program. In the 
past, Ohio has been one of those States that 
has paid more into the highway trust fund than 
it has gotten back in Federal highway dollars. 
The 1991 Surface Transportation Act will en
sure that the State of Ohio will receive more 
money back from Washington than its citizens 
pay out in their Federal taxes. 

Mr. ROE. I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. COSTELLO]. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, first, let me commend the 
leadership of the Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee for their work on this com
plicated and important legislation. Chairman 
ROE, Chairman MINETA, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, 
and Mr. SHUSTER have all worked together in 
a bipartisan manner in order to bring this leg
islation to the floor today. 

This bill is a good bill-it begins to address 
the infrastructure problems in this country. 

The United States now ranks 55th in the 
world as to the percentage of our GNP that 
we spend on our infrastructure. 

While this bill calls for spending $150 bil
lion-over 6 years, that $150 billion is less 
than we will spend on military and other aid to 
foreign countries. 

While we will spend $150 billio~the Japa
nese will proceed with a $3 trillion infrastruc
ture program. 

We hear a lot of talk about creating jobs
here in Congress and from President Bush. 

This bill will begin to repair our infrastruc
ture-pumping $150 billion into our econ
omy-while at the same time creating thou
sands of temporary and permanent jobs 
around the country. 

In my district in southern and southwestern 
Illinois, and in the St. Louis region, some 23 
percent of the people working in St. Louis live 
in Illinois. Those people rely on about a half
dozen bridges to cross the Mississippi River to 
get to and from work every day. 

One bridge is now closed; two more will be 
forced to close in the near future because of 
unsafe conditions. 

My friends-my constitutents-are tired of 
being told we can find money to: First, bail out 
the S&L's; second, increase foreign aid; and 
third, forgive billions owed to the United States 
from foreign countries, but cannot find money 
to protect lives in the United States by improv
ing our roads and bridges. 

Now is the time to begin to rebuild America. 
I urge my colleagues to support this impor

tant legislation-by supporting this legisla
tio~we can take a major step forward in sav
ing lives, creating jobs, and investing in Ameri
ca's future. 

As part of this bill, I requested that the fol
lowing language be included in the bill: 

The Secretary shall conduct a study of the 
manner in which alternative fuels are treat
ed for purposes of determining a State's rel
ative revenue contributions to the Highway 
Trust Fund under sections 104(b)(3) and 157(a) 
of title 23, United States Code. 

Not later than 2 years after the effective 
date of this title, the Secretary shall transmit to 
Congress a report on the results of the study 
conducted under this subsection, together with 
any recommendations to the Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it clear that 
this study is ordered to see how those States 
which do use alternative fuels can gain greater 
benefit in funds returned by the Federal Gov
ernment. As the Members know, ethanol and 
other alternative fuels are taxed at a lower 
rate than regular gasoline, and States whose 
residents use ethanol and other alternative 
fuels do not receive the full benefit of fuel 
used in those States. 

It is certainly not the intent-and I want to 
emphasize this point-it is not the intent of 
this committee to have the Secretary use this 
study to advocate that ethanol and other alter
native fuels should be taxed at the same rate 
as gasoline. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT]. 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. ROE] , and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA], as well as the 
ranking minority members, the gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMER-
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SCHMIDT] and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] for the 
privilege of supporting this important 
legislation. 

As an architect, contractor, and de
veloper, I realize the overall benefits 
this bill brings to all communities 
across this great country. Every dollar 
invested in our infrastructure will gen
erate economic reviving activity up to 
20 times that investment. Today's reve
nue from this activity paid by workers 
previously unemployed will reduce our 
unemployment expenses and welfare 
expenses and add to the Nation's cof
fers as well. No dollars will be lost; new 
dollars will be generated. 

New Hampshire needs this legisla
tion. Vital bridge-repair projects make 
up the list of the needs of the Second 
District in this bill. A new access road 
to a new state-of-the-art airport in the 
First District will revive economic ac
tivity. The only pork barrels in new 
Hampshire are the empty pork barrels 
that currently are keeping our dilapi
dated bridges afloat. Let us replace 
them with real improvements. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as · he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me, and I am pleased to rise in strong 
support of the measure which benefits 
my own district as well as the State of 
New York generally. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of H.R. 
2950 the lntermodal Transportation Infrastruc
ture Act and I would like to commend the dis
tinguished chairman of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. ROE] and the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT], and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA] and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] for their tire
less work on this measure in their subcommit
tee. 

Mr. Chairman, our transportation system is 
falling apart and this Congress is obligated to 
do something about it. Our cities are bursting 
and their infrastructure is not keeping apace of 
growing needs. Our suburbs are booming and 
our mass transit system hasn't adjusted to 
reach far enough or carry enough passengers 
to accommodate our commuters. Our coun
try's Interstate Highway System is decaying at 
the same time that our industries are trucking 
greater amounts. Our bridges are collapsing, 
literally collapsing around us. 

The Congress cannot ignore the urgent 
need for a comprehensive, well-planned, 
transportation policy that addresses the cur
rent shortfalls as well as the future needs of 
our Nation's infrastructure. 

In this era of budget deficits and pressing 
need for fiscal restraint, I believe this bill-with 
it's demonstration projects-represents a prac
tical, moderate plan to revamp our desperate 
intermodal system. 

In my own district, which lies in the outskirts 
of New York City, there are thousands of peo
ple who commute every day from one side of 

the Hudson River to the other, and there is 
only one bridge crossing into the area. This 
bridge, the Tappan Zee, carries 110,000 vehi
cles per day. 

We truly need another river crossing, how
ever instead of the costly endeavor to build 
another bridge, H.R. 2950 makes moneys 
available for an innovative, money-saving 
project, a movable barrier which converts the 
center lane on this eight-lane bridge to run in 
either direction, depending on rush hour traffic. 
We can, therefore, have five lanes running in 
the rush hour direction-effectively adding an 
extra two-lane bridge crossing. 

This measure also attempts to correct the 
gaps in our intermodal transportation system. 
For example, in Newburgh, NY, Interstate 84 
and Interstate 87 intersect. However, to actu
ally transfer from one highway to the other, a 
traveler must drive over 1 mile on local, coun
try roads. Furthermore, this interstate highway 
interchange coincides with the access to 
Stewart Airport. That means every traveler at
tempting to change highways or to reach the 
airport must drive over 1 mile on a country 
road. H.R. 2590 attempts to remedy this situa
tion by erecting a direct interchange between 
1-87, 1-84 and Stewart Airport. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to note that 
this transportation bill is a responsive answer 
to our growing population, energy, and envi
ronmental problems. H.R. 2950 would provide 
funding for many high-occupancy vehicles
car pooling-and mass transit programs. 
These types of programs would not only cut 
volume on our crowded, gridlocked highways 
and streets, but they would also cut down on 
the pollutants emitted by cars and reduce our 
Naton's overall energy consumption. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2950 is a well-planned 
program to rehabilitate and expand our Na
tion's intermodal system. I cannot stress 
enough the inextricable link between a vibrant 
economy and efficient transportation infra
structure. This Nation simply cannot thrive 
economically with our existing system. 

Accordingly, I urge all my colleagues to sui:r 
port this measure. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. CHANDLER). 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of today's highway au
thorization bill because-unlike the 
earlier version-it gets the job done 
without putting the burden of a whop
ping tax increase on the backs of work
ing, middle-class Americans. 

In my own district, this legislation 
provides much-needed relief to the 
thousands of people who encounter 
bumper-to-bumper traffic during their 
daily rush hour trips across Lake 
Washington. 

We're making a commitment to the 
future by going forward with impor
tant transportation improvements like 
the I-90 bridge project, the new I--405 
interchange in Bellevue, the Seattle
Tacoma transit project, and the Puget 
Sound transit project. I thank the com
mittee for their inclusion in today's 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, my goal throughout 
this process has been to ensure that 

Washingtonians receive their fair share 
of vital transportation funding. 

This bill meets the test. We're not 
getting everything we wanted, but we 
are getting a fair shake. I will be vot
ing yes today. 

D 1550 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to engage the distinguished chair
man in a colloquy. 

Mr. Chairman, section 140 of H.R. 2950 
authorizes high-priority corridor 
projects on the National Highway Sys
tem. One of the corridors identified in 
this section is located in a corridor 
partly in my district along U.S. Route 
59. Another corridor located in the 
State of Texas that deserves consider
ation as a high-priority corridor is U.S. 
Route 281 from San Antonio to Browns
ville, TX. 

Is it your understanding that the 
U.S. 281 corridor from San Antonio to 
Brownsville, TX, is a corridor that is 
worthy of further consideration as a 
high-priority corridor project. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, I want to thank the 
gentleman for bringing the U.S. 281 
corridor project to the attention of the 
committee. 

The gentleman is correct. The U.S. 
281 corridor project meets many of the 
requirements used to identify high-pri
ority corridors. Therefore, I believe 
that the State of Texas should consider 
the U.S. 281 corridor project for prior
ity consideration for funding improve
ments along this highway. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to inquire how much 
time we have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] 
has 3 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] has 
Ph minutes remaining. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 
seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER], a member 
of the committee. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
too in strong support of this very im
portant piece of legislation. Having 
been elected to Congress recently, I am 
a new member of this committee. I was 
pleased to be assigned to this sub
committee so that I could work on an 
economic corridor for my district that 
is very important to the economic de
velopment of my district. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that this 
committee saw fit to specifically name 
projects in this bill. I worked very 
thoroughly with my State highway of
ficials to see that the information was 
given to this committee so that this 
corridor in north Alabama could be 
designated a high priority corridor. 

I rise in strong support of the lntermodal 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
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1991 for several reasons. At the outset, let me 
note that the House Public Works and Trans
portation Committee passed the bill by a vote 
of 53-3. I want to express my appreciation 
and admiration for Chairman ROE, Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT, Chairman MINETA, Mr. SHUSTER, 
and our fine committee staff. This is very sig
nificant legislation. 

First, the bill satisfies a need that has to be 
addressed if we, as a nation, are to remain 
competitive. It develops a national intermodal 
transportation system that moves people and 
goods in an energy-efficient manner. 

Second, the development of such a system 
will enhance industry productivity and play a 
vital role in creating wealth. 

Third, the bill provides sufficient funding. 
Donor States receive more equitable funding 
through the incorporation of the fast proposal. 
Also, there is an increase from 85 to 90 per
cent of the guaranteed minimum allocation for 
each State relative to its share of highway 
trust fund contributions. The bill provides $119 
billion for highway construction and repair, and 
$32 billion for mass transit projects. 

Fourth, recognizing the financial hurdles 
many of our States are facing, the bill provides 
for an BO-percent Federal matching share for 
all projects except interstate construction and 
interstate 3R programs which remain at 90 
percent. This means that State and local part
ners will have an incentive to invest in infra
structure based on need and not based on the 
level of Federal financing. 

Additionally, the bill provides State and local 
officials with greater flexibility in determining 
how to use Federal funding. For example, the 
State flexible program is established to pro
vide each State with flexibility in the use of 
highway funds. These funds may be used for 
any highway or mass transit purpose. 

Fifth, the bill also contains a provision which 
holds States harmless from the disruption of 
contract-letting authority caused by the delay 
in passing the reauthorization bill. 

Mr. Chairman, another aspect of the bill I 
would like to address is the policy decision to 
identify, in the bill, projects that are needed for 
infrastructure development and are supported 
by Federal, State, local, and regional govern
ment officials. This approach, in my district for 
example, has been overwhelmingly well-re
ceived. 

North Alabama, even though it has seen 
great growth in recent years, has not received 
needed infrastructure investment. During the 
drafting of H.R. 2950 north Alabama officials 
at every level canvassed the region to identify 
projects that would enhance infrastructure and 
economic development. 

The level of cooperation that transpired dur
ing this process exemplified the level of 
achievement government can reach when 
there is a cooperative spirit to identify and ad
dress needs that can benefit an entire region 
and not become enslaved to a county-by
county approach. North Alabama is known for 
pragmatically addressing such important is
sues. 

For many parts of the country, including the 
Fifth District of Alabama, the most important 
section of the bill is the creation of a 155,000 
mile National Highway System that will provide 
an interconnected system of routes which will 
serve major population centers, ports, airports, 

and other intermodal transportation facilities. 
The new l'>Jational Highway System will meet 
national defense requirements and serve inter
state and interregional travel. 

The National Highway System is essential 
for interstate and regional commerce and trav
el. Improved corridors and highway links are 
needed to provide the greatest possible pro
ductivity and economic growth benefits. Infra
structure investments, such as the creation 
and development of the National Highway 
System is needed to maintain and strengthen 
existing conditions and performance. 

The identification of highway corridors of na
tional significance and the inclusion of those 
corridors on the National Highway System fills 
in a gap for many parts of the country not now 
adequately served by the Interstate System. 

North Alabama is currently inadequately 
served by the Interstate System and has not 
seen the enhanced growth major population 
centers connected by interstates have experi
enced. Yet, in spite of this fact, or because of 
this fact, north Alabama has called upon its re
sources. We have grown and thrived through 
years of hard work and determination. Plans 
for north Alabama are aggressive and pro
gressive. 

On April 22, 1991, the Honorable Steve 
Hettinger, the mayor of Huntsville, testified in 
support of an east-west corridor of prosperity 
in Fort Smith, AR, during a surface transpor
tation field hearing. Also testifying in support 
of the corridor was Mr. Perry Hand, the direc
tor of the Alabama Highway Department. Mr. 
Hand said the State is ready to provide the 
necessary State funding for the project. 

The designation of an east-west high-priority 
corridor from Memphis, TN, through Huntsville, 
AL, to Atlanta, GA, and Chattanooga, TN is 
the most efficient and effective way of integrat
ing our region and improving efficiency and 
safety of commerce and travel and further pro
mote economic development. 

The east-west corridor is supported by the 
Congressmen who represent the congres
sional districts, by the elected local and State 
officials of the identified States, by companies 
located in the region and the thousands who 
rely on safe roads to travel for pleasure, and 
to and from work. 

The identification of the east-west corridor 
will not only assist in economic development, 
it will also lead to the development of a safer 
and more efficient route system. 

Atlanta, the 12th largest metropolitan area in 
the United States, and Memphis, are unique in 
that they are not directly .connected by a major 
east/west highway. This is the case even 
though under the current statutory scheme the 
planning criteria. is to connect cities of 50,000 
or more. The Tennessee Valley is an east/ 
west oriented transportation region between 
these two great cities due to the Tennessee 
River and Norfolk's Southern Railway's main 
line from Memphis to Chattanooga, both of 
which parallel the river most of that distance. 

Over 50 percent of north Mississippi, 40 
percent of north Alabama, and 30 percent of 
north Georgia are not served by an east/west 
major corridor. The metropolitan statistical 
areas that would be directly served by this 
corridor route account for a population of al
most 5 million. 

Along the corridor route are several Fortune 
500 companies. Of strategic defense signifi-

cance is the fact the route also serves Red
stone Arsenal and NASA's Marshall Space 
Flight Center at Huntsville and the Advanced 
Solid Rocket Motor Facility at Yellow Creek 
near Iuka, MS. 

This is truly a multi-State, inter-regional 
intermodal transportation project that can pro
vide benefits not only to the States directly 
served by the corridor but to the entire Nation. 

This is not unwise spending. This is a wise 
and appropriate investment in the future 
growth and productivity of a vital region of the 
United States. The propriety of this project is 
not in question. 

For those of us who did not directly benefit 
from the greatest infrastructure development 
act this century, this is our last opportunity to 
prepare for the challenges of the next century. 

Increased productivity, creation of jobs, en
hanced safety, and better access to places 
are all directly related to a properly designed 
transportation policy that realistically address
es the needs of commerce and travel. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3566, moves us in the 
right direction. It is an energy-efficient, envi
ronmentally-conscious proposal that I hope is 
overwhelmingly adopted by this body. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my 
personal appreciation for the consider
ation that the chairman and the rank
ing member give to concerns in my 
own district. I do want to address this, 
because over and over again, here in
side the beltway, the term "pork" gets 
thrown back and forth. 

What struck me is that today in my 
office I received a letter from the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce expressing con
cerns about the bill. Well, in going 
through my file on behalf of a project 
in my district that has been adopted by 
the State legislature with letters of 
support from the Governor and letters 
of support from the State highway ad
ministrator, lo and behold, what do I 
find? A letter under the umbrella of the 
past national chairman of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce supporting the 
effort, and likewise a letter on behalf 
of the second largest chamber in the 
State of Michigan supporting this ef
fort. 

Mr. Chairman, I point that out be
cause it indicates that many of us back 
home understand what our States and 
communities need, and that each of 
these projects has indeed been screened 
to meet the criteria of public law. 

Mr. Chairman, for that I simply want 
to say thank you to our chairman, the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], 
and thank you to the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT]. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER], the ranking member of the sub
committee. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, during the course of 

the debate this afternoon, two speakers 
made two points that I think are very 
important that we focus on. 

First of all, our Republican leader 
took the well and said that this was a 
jobs bill, the kind of a bill necessary to 
put America back to work. I hope par
ticularly Members on our side of the 
aisle heard our distinguished leader 
when he made that impassioned plea. 

Second, my good friend, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL], 
during the course of his remarks ex
pressed his great concern about the 
projects in this bill, because there is al
ready a very substantial general fund 
deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. FAWELL], that he is certainly 
accurate that there is a very substan
tial general fund deficit. However, not 
one penny spent on these projects 
comes from the general fund. All of the 
money on these projects comes from 
the highway trust fund, a pay-as-you
go program, a program which is deficit
proof. 

Therefore, all Members can feel very 
comfortable in supporting this bill for 
many reasons, one of which is this bill, 
the projects in particular, do not spend 
one penny out of the general fund. So I 
believe we can embrace this bill on 
both sides of the aisle, because it is 
good for America. In fact, Robert 
Auschauer, the distinguished conserv
ative economist, has said in America 
today there is a third crisis. He has 
talked about the deficit we have with 
regard to the budget, he has talked 
about the deficit we have had with re
gard to our trade, and he has said there 
is a third deficit, and that is the infra
structure deficit. Unless we come to 
grips with spending money to build 
America, we are not going to be able to 
improve productivity in our country in 
the future, in the near future or the 
long future. 

Mr. Chairman, for all those reasons I 
urge Members on both sides of the aisle 
to join with our Republican leadership 
and support this bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. PETERSON], a mem
ber of this committee. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, as the only member of the 
Florida delegation on the Public Works 
and Transportation Committee, I rise 
in strong support of this bill. It is an 
excellent, fair blueprint for developing 
and maintaining this Nation's surface 
transportation infrastructure. 

This bill invests $151 billion in trans
portation over the next 6 years. It fi
nally spends highway trust fund mon
eys directly for transportation 
projects. A major accomplishment. 

Florida, and all donor States, are 
treate<l: fairly in this bill. All commit-

tee members from donor States worked 
closely with the committee leadership 
to create a fair allocation formula re
sulting in a 90-percent guaranteed re
turn allocation. I commend Chairman 
ROE, Mr. MINETA, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, 
and Mr. SHUSTER for their work in our 
defense. Donor States under this bill 
receive a higher rate of return on their 
contributions to the highway trust 
fund than ever before. 

Florida will be well served by this 
bill-we'll have funding to adequately 
address our infrastructure needs and 
our Department of Transportation has 
the flexibility to invest in those 
projects most important to our State. 

This is a good bill. It is a transpor
tation bill, a clean air bill, a jobs bill, 

. an education bill, a research and devel
opment bill, and an energy and con
servation bill. 

It is a bill that is good for America. 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 

seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. ALEXANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of this bill. We are not 
through building America. The job of 
building Arkansas is not complete. 
This bill helps the builders of a better 
nation continue that task. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of this 
legislation which helps address the serious 
transportation problems this Nation faces. 

We are not through with building America. 
The job of building Arkansas is not complete. 
This bill permits the builders of a better nation 
to continue this task. 

For years, we have neglected our roads, 
bridges, and other infrastructure. That neglect 
has left us in a less advantageous position 
when compared to those against whom we 
compete in the world market-particularly 
Japan and Germany. 

I would also observe that it is high time we 
begin to increase our investments here at 
home-and spend less overseas. 

By not focusing on our domestic needs now, 
we only shove this problem onto the shoulders 
of our children and grandchildren. 

In my district, funds from this bill will begin 
the long overdue process of replacing a bridge 
over the White River at DeValls Bluff. 

It is a bridge which is in a dangerous state 
of disrepair. 

The bill provides funds for the repair of 
other bridges. 

Money is also included to continue construc
tion of a four-lane, controlled access highway 
in Jonesbor~a project designed to make 
travel in that area safer. Three more over
passes are needed to complete the project. 

And, Highway 412-which runs through 
Paragould and Walnut Ridge, Hardy, Chero
kee Village, Imboden, and Salem in my dis
trict-has been designed in this legislation as 
a high-priority corridor on the National High
way System. 

Upgrading this highway will meet the great 
need for improvements in east-to-west travel 
across the northern part of Arkansas which is 
badly needed for transportation and to give 
easier access for tourists seeking the beauty 
and bountiful recreation opportunities offered 

by the Ozarks. I remember as a child going to 
Hardy by train because the highways were so 
poor. In fact, the paved surface of U.S. 63 to 
Hardy ended at Hoxie. This bill will open up 
the Ozarks. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not just about high
ways and bridges. It is also about economic 
development. 

For example, the money which goes to Ar
kansas for the projects I mentioned could help 
the State free money to meet such needs as 
improving the highway serving a slackwater 
harbor now under construction south of Hel
ena. 

That harbor has the potential to create 
30,000 jobs during the next decade or so. 

The legislation will also provide $10 billion 
over the next 6 years to maintain and upgrade 
roads in our rural areas-which are used daily 
by thousands of my constituents . 

Designation of these highways will be left to 
State and local officials, subject to the air 
proval of the Transportation Department. 

About 13 percent of the funds in the bill will 
be designated to improve rural roads-which 
is giving these areas the recognition they just
ly deserve. 

This measure also authorizes $13.1 billion 
over 6 years to provide States with discre
tionary funding for any highway use or mass 
transit project capital project provided for 
under this bill. 

For Arkansas, this comes at the right time. 
During its last session, the Arkansas Legisla
ture passed the most ambitious highway pro
gram in the State's history. 

In that plan, the State will, during tne next 
12 to 14 years, upgrade 6,000 miles of high
way and 600 bridges. 

But, in order to meet these lofty goals, the 
State must depend on its traditional partner
ship with the Federal Government. Federal 
dollars are needed to do the job. 

This bill will help Washington meet its re
sponsibilities to Arkansas and other States. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is about more than 
concrete and steel. It is about creating new 
jobs and making my State and America more 
competitive. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that we have an addi
tional 5 minutes for those Members 
who have waited here all day for the 
opportunity to speak. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the right to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
state that the rule adopted by the 
House sets the time. All time alloca
tions for general debate must remain 
as originally designated. The Commit
tee of the Whole cannot change that. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIT
TER]. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the bill. 

Our Nation's motorists suffered 8 bil
lion hours of delay on our highways in 
1989, costing the economy $120 billion. 
It's obvious that we must begin to re
capture that $120 billion for a more 
productive economy. 

The Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Act is a bold initiative that will 
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help us build a better America. Infra
structure investment is the means to 
improve productivity and improve the 
quality of life of all Americans. 

Americans want their gas tax dollars 
put to work in America-and they want 
to see results. 

We've heard a lot about priorities, 
lately. Well, the two top-priority high
way projects in my region are Route 33 
and Route 222. 

I didn't choose these projects. They 
are a result of years of consensus build
ing over road priori ties in the Lehigh 
Valley. These are not dreamed up. 
They are what the folks back home 
have selected. 

The Route 33 project consists of con
structing a 3.5-mile extension that will 
connect Route 22 in Bethlehem to 
Interstate 78. This connection will 
complete the final leg of a 4-lane lim
ited access highway north-to the Po
conos-and south-to Philadelphia
linking Interstates 78 and 80, two 
major east-west interstates in Penn
sylvania. 

Basically, this north-south inter
connection makes the east-west Route 
22, I-78 and I-80 far more valuable to all 
of eastern Pennsylvania. 

The economic benefits will be signifi
cant and far reaching. An economic im
pact study funded by non-Federal 
sources has shown that this project 
could lead to more than 20,000 new jobs 
by the year 2010, based on projected in
creases in the demand for industrial 
land such as that located along the 
Route 33 corridor. 

This area of Pennsylvania has a vi
brant and growing economy; however, 
without improved infrastructure, it 
will not sustain the present rate of 
growth. By linking the growing cor
ridors of Route 22 and Interstate 78, the 
Route 33 extension will prevent Lehigh 
and Northampton Counties from being 
strangled by their own growth. I might 
add that if the project is not built, the 
study estimates a loss of more than 
20,000 jobs, and an economic loss of 
nearly $300 million per year, including 
more than $10 million in local tax reve
nues that would not be realized. 

The Pennsylvania Department of 
Transportation-PennDOT-and the 
Federal Highway Administration con
sider the completion of Rout e 33 a pri
ority. The project is in the first 4 years 
of PennDOT's 12-year plan and the 
FHW A has agreed to budget money for 
the completion of Route 33 in its inter
state cost estimate. 

This road also affects many New Jer
sey citizens who work in the Lehigh 
Valley, as well as my constituents who 
work in New Jersey. 

Another project in need of funding is 
Route 222, which follows the alignment 
of the Old Kings Highway-a road con
structed in the 1750's and was designed 
for horse-drawn vehicles. By 1880, most 
of the existing intersections along U.S. 
222 had been established. Up until the 

1950's, the area was predominantly 
rural, so the roadway was sufficient to 
carry the limited automobile traffic. 

In the last 40 years, the population of 
the townships along Route 222 has 
more than quadrupled. The population 
of Lower Macungie has increased 184 
percent in the last 20 years, while the 
population of Upper Macungie has dou
bled in this time. 

In addition to the residential growth, 
Upper Macungie Township has evolved 
into a regional industrial center con
taining 5 of the 10 major industrial em
ployers within Lehigh County. 

Route 222 is choking from massive 
traffic congestion. This is a project 
that the Lehigh Valley desperately 
needs. 

The Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Act is an investment in Ameri
ca's future. We need to keep America 
strong by investing in America's infra
structure. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN]. 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, from the 
point of view of Oregon, this bill and 
the President's veto might be called 
the Tale of Two Visits, one by the 
Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, and one by 
the President of the United States. 
Both visits were to Portland, OR. 

Mr. Chairman, when this committee 
visited my city, they heard how light 
rail plans in our city will create 17,000 
jobs and how it will save Portland from 
traffic jams and smog and congestion. 

In contrast, when the President vis
ited Portland, OR, he came to a $1,000-
a-plate breakfast. He did not talk to 
many real Oregonians about what our 
needs are, and he certainly did not ride 
light rail. 

Now we are told that the President is 
threatening to veto this bill that will 
provide for Portland and many other 
cities the extension of light rail and 
make it a reality. 

Mr. Chairman, today I urge Members 
to vote for a strong national transpor
tation program. We can put transit in 
our national agenda, whether lim
ousine lovers like John Sununu like it 
or not. Vote for this bill. 

I want to thank the Public Work Committee 
for including a specific authorization of $515 
million in section 3 transit funds for Portland's 
West Side light rail project. This provision 
demonstrates why H.R. 2950 can achieve na
tional goals by supporting local action. 

Portland MAX light rail system is a resound
ing success with a 96-percent public approval 
rating. MAX serves the eastern part of the re
gion, where it carries a half a million riders per 
month; costs 30 percent less per passenger to 
operate than buses; and has influenced more 
than $1 billion in development along its route. 

The West Side project will extend MAX from 
downtown into the western suburbs. Our citi
zens have made West Side their highest 
transportation priority because they want to 
keep Portland livable and prosperous in the 

face of rapid population growth, increased 
congestion, and potential air pollution prob
lems. The people know that West Side will 
strengthen our economy, improve the quality 
of life, create 17 ,000 job-years of employment, 
protect the environment, save energy, reduce 
congestion, and encourage healthy patterns of 
development. That is why, in a year when Or
egonians passed a property tax rollback, vot
ers in the Portland metro region overwhelm
ingly passed a bond measure to raise local 
funds for West Side. 

H.R 2950 authorizes Federal support for 
West Side because the Public Works Commit
tee understands that national goals for a 
strong economy, clean air, energy conserva
tion, and an efficient transportation system de
pend on effective, visionary local projects such 
as West Side. 

I applaud the Public Works Committee for 
its foresight and recognition that transit is a 
vital part of the total transportation picture-in 
Portland and in metropolitan areas throughout 
the country. 

With the help offered by this bill, and the 
continued involvement of a very supportive 
citizenry, Portland will continue to lead in plan
ning for growth rather than reacting to growth. 
This bill is a commitment to a good Federal
State-local partnership that will carry out on a 
local level the policies needed to meet our Na
tion's goals. 

West Side is one of many projects in this bill 
that will help our Nation clean up polluted air, 
reduce our dependence on imported oil, elimi
nate congestion, and provide needed jobs for 
thousands of Americans. These are national 
goals, but they cannot be achieved without 
careful coordination among all levels of gov
ernment. One of the strengths of H.R. 2950 is 
that it recognizes the importance of greater 
intergovernmental cooperation to ensure that 
our national transportation system forms an in
tegrated whole that contributes to the achieve
ment of all these goals. 

The Portland metro region population will 
grow by half a million in the next 20 years, 
adding more people than live in the city of 
Portland today. Traffic will increase by 46 per
cent, and the time that commuters spend in 
traffic jams will skyrocket by 490 percent. 

Because Portland is tucked between the 
Coast Mountains and the Cascade Range, it 
has the potential to become an air pollution 
coffin where air is trapped over the metro re
gion. MAX can help keep our air fit to breathe. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN]. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased 
to rise today in favor of the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Act of 1991. The Public Works 
Committee began hearings on this bill in early 
1990 and has been working ever since to cre
ate a bill that completes the Interstate System, 
meet the many conflicting goals of Members 
and the American public, and prepares us for 
the next century. 

I think they have done that. 
Mr. ROE, Mr. MINETA, Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr. 

HAMMERSCHMIDT have all done yeomen's work 
in bringing this bill to the floor, and they 
should all be commended. I also want to thank 
L.F. PAYNE. Though he is only in his second 
term on the committee, he has done an excel-
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lent job of seeing that Virginia and other donor 
States were treated fairly under this new bill. 

This bill narrows the differences between 
donor and so-called donee States, though not 
as much as some would have liked. This bill 
increases transit funding, though not as much 
as some would have liked. This bill includes 
Federal funding for specific projects that indi
vidual Members consider of vital importance, 
though not as much as some would like. That 
this bill does not do all the things that every
one would like it to do-but still provides some 
assistance to everyone-is proof that the bill is 
a success. The committee had to choose be
tween more requests than it had the funds to 
grant and I believe it has made those choices 
in a wise and fair manner. 

Of particular concern to some, are the spe
cial projects included in this bill. I cannot 
speak to all those projects, but I can speak to 
the one in my district which I believe is typical. 
This project-the much needed addition of two 
lanes to a bridge that is part of the National 
Highway System-is included in the Common
wealth of Virginia's 6-year highway plan which 
means the State highway board has approved 
it, and this project will not go forward without 
further State action. I would note that it is no 
small feat to gain inclusion in the 6-year plan. 
This is not a frivolous project which under
mines the Commonwealth's authority. It is a 
State-approved project which needs special fi
nancial assistance to be completed. I am sure 
that this is representative of many of the spe
cial projects in the bill which are important not 
just to the Members who requested them, but 
to the constituents who are faced with unmet 
highway needs. 

Again, this bill will go a long way toward es
tablishing and maintaining the transportation 
infrastructure we will need to continue to be 
competitive into the 21st century, and I urge 
you all to support it. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the legislation before us-particularly the re
search and development initiatives authorized 
under title VI. 

This R&D title will not only help improve our 
Nation's infrastructure technologies, it can aid 
our domestic transportation manufacturing in
dustries compete in the world marketplace. 
The Surface Transportation Act will authorize 
billions of dollars in spending. Our commu
nities will be improving their rail systems and 
bus fleets. They will be repairing roadways 
and bridges. But, it is deplorable to think that 
our communities might have to continue to 
turn to Europe and Asia to purchase mass 
transit equipment and automobiles. We need 
look no further than our own doorstep for 
some glaring examples. 

I am safe in stating that many of us in this 
room rode to work today in an Italian subway 
car. Perhaps some people here today are 
looking forward to soon leaving their German 
or Japanese cars at home, and commuting on 
the Virginia Rail Express. But, they'll be riding 
on a Japanese train assembled in Brazil. 

Earlier this year, I introduced legislation that 
would expand the Department of Transpor
tation's R&D authority to include basic auto
motive science. My proposal also called for 

DOT to establish a program that would coordi
nate the auto-related research being done out
side of DOT, and to target basic technologies 
that might be utilized by our Nation's vehicle 
manufacturers. Title VI of H.R. 2950 incor
porates some of this language. 

Until now, DOT initiatives have focused 
solely on safety-related research and develop
ment. This new authorization will allow them to 
expand their research into next generation ve
hicle research. This should include areas such 
as advanced materials, advanced driver infor
mation systems, automated control systems, 
and advanced manufacturing technologies. 

Mr. Chairman, I don't think anyone doubts 
that the automobile will continue to be a pri
mary mode of transportation. Yet today we 
face serious doubt as to whether or not Amer
ica will be the leader in producing these vehi
cles. I hope this Congress will continue to do 
more to ease these doubts, and I appreciate 
Chairman ROE's inclusion of language that will 
direct Federal R&D efforts toward vehicle 
technologies. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, today, I am 
pleased to rise in support of H.R. 2950, the 
lntermodal Surface Transportation Infrastruc
ture Act of 1991. This bill is good for our coun
try, good for the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
and good for northern Virginia. 

The entire Nation benefits from this year's 
transportation bill-it creates real jobs for 
Americans hit by this lingering recession, it ad
dresses a crumbling infrastructure, and it es
tablishes the foundation for 21st century 
America. Unlike past highway bills, the funding 
of this bill is equitable and fair. Donor States 
like Virginia are no longer asked to bear the 
overwhelming burden of paying for our Na
tion's transportation system at the sacrifice of 
their own crumbling, inadequate transportation 
system. 

This bill is good for Virginia in that its return 
on payments to the highway trust fund has 
been increased to 87.9 percent from a pre
vious rate of 78.9 percent. 

This bill is good for northern Virginia be
cause we all know here in Congress that 
some of the worst traffic on the entire east 
coast can be found right here in the Virginia 
suburbs of Washington, DC, and this legisla
tion will help these problems. 

Included in this legislation is money for 
three significant projects in northern Virginia. 

The Woodrow Wilson Bridge is in desperate 
need for rehabilitation. This bill will provide 
northern Virginia relief from the worst bottle
neck on the Interstate System. Since the 
bridge's opening in 1961, traffic has grown 
dramatically. Today, over 165,000 vehicles 
travel over the Woodrow Wilson Bridge each 
day. By the 21 st century, this vehicle load is 
expected to increase to over 200,000 vehicles 
per day. Without major overhaul the conges
tion at the Woodrow Wilson Bridge and on the 
Capitol Beltway will only grow worse, leaving 
both commuters and interstate commerce 
caught bumper to bumper in snarled traffic. 

Interstate 395, the Shirley Highway, is a 
source of some of the worst commuter 
gridlock in our region. This legislation will offer 
relief to this corridor by extending the HOV 

lanes south to Occoquan, VA. Not only will 
this extension of the HOV lanes take traffic off 
the main highway, it will also alleviate the log
jam caused by the HOV lanes merging into 
the Shirley Highway at the Springfield inter
change. 

Anyone who has been caught in traffic 
where 1-95, 1-395, and 1-495 converge 
around rush hour knows that the title Spring
field mixing bowl is appropriate for this com
muting nightmare. 

The Springfield mixing bowl is the one of 
the most dangerous interchanges in our re
gion. Improvements to this area would allevi
ate the congestion on the beltway and Shirley 
Highway while laying the groundwork for fu
ture upgrades. 

Mr. Chairman, I am encouraged by this leg
islation and appreciative of the leadership 
shown by Chairman ROE, subcommittee 
Chairman MINETA, and the members of the 
committee for introducing to our Nation bold 
initiatives that will go a long way in solving our 
infrastructure needs. 

I strongly urge all Members to support this 
bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLI
ETTA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in support of the Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act. 

It is a fair bill. It is a good bill. Chairman 
ROE and the members of the committee have 
done a good job in preparing us to travel into 
the 21st century. 

Representing people of the city of Philadel
phia, and as chairman of the congressional 
urban caucus, I was most concerned about 
aid to mass transit. Because of this legislation, 
mass transit will see the highest level of fund
ing in nearly a decade. Also for the first time, 
individual States will have the flexibility to 
spend some of their highway funds on mass 
transit, if needed. 

We must bear in mind that, as elected offi
cials, we know the needs of our States, cities, 
and districts. And therefore it is totally appro
priate that some of those needs are reflected 
here today. 

Again, I compliment Chairman ROE and 
Chairman MINETA on a fine bill. I ask my col
leagues to support this highway bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Cox]. 

Mr. COX of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to express my support for 
the projects earmarked in H.R. 2950. 
These projects, which are barely 3 per
cent of the bill, play a significant role 
in providing this country with sound 
transportation infrastructure to carry 
us into the 21st century. 

As elected Representatives, it is our 
responsibility to contribute to the ad
dressing of the needs of the people of 
our districts. , We are not always best 
served to allow bureaucrats at the 
local level to be the sole 
decisionmakers, or to allow for the se
lection of projects to be done at the 
State level where local politics often 
come into play. I commend the com-
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mittee for having the foresight to put 
forth a bill that addresses the needs of 
all America, providing Federal guid
ance on over 400 specified projects, 
working to assist in creating a sound 
infrastructure for the future. 

One such project is for an environ
mental impact study to expand U.S. 
Highway 20 to four lanes. This 47-mile 
stretch of highway winds through a 
section of northwest Illinois which is 
very hazardous to drive. From 1985 to 
1990, 1,380 accidents occurred on this 47-
mile segment, resulting in 16 deaths. 
The Illinois Department of Transpor
tation provided these figures and has 
expressed the desire to begin work on 
the project, if funds are available. H.R. 
2950 would make those funds available. 
This is a practical example of how the 
demonstration projects play a very 
useful and needed role in the develop
ment of our transportation network. In 
addition, this project will serve all of 
central Iowa, southwest Wisconsin, and 
all of northern Illinois. 

I encourage members to support H.R. 
2950, and express my total support of 
the demonstration projects in this bill. 

0 1600 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this legislation. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
there are 3 reasons why we should sup
port this bill: 

It helps repair highways and bridges, 
which are falling apart; it creates jobs 
during this recessionary time; and it 
makes an investment in rebuilding 
America, not another foreign aid give
away. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to express my 
strong support for H.R. 2950 and to commend 
my distinguished colleagues on the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee for their 
hard work and dedication in bringing before us 
a comprehensive bill that provides much need
ed funding for our Nation's deteriorating infra
structure. 

For the past 3112 decades, our Nation's 
transportation policy has focused on the com
pletion of the Interstate Highway System. With 
this system nearly complete, it is now time to 
look toward the transportation needs of the fu
ture. A recent study released by the Depart
ment of Transportation outlines the deteriorat
ing status of our current transportation sys
tems, the critical need for improvement to ad
dress future demands and the overwhelming 
cost to bring our current infrastructure up to 
appropriate safety standards. H.R. 2950 meets 
these challenges with bold new initiatives, 
such as the proposed National Highway Sys
tem, to confront future transportation needs, to 
provide resources for the improvement of our 
declining highways, roads and bridges and 
that take into consideration the individual 
needs of each State. 

Mr. Chairman, we are a nation still reeling 
from the impact of a war and a recession. 
Local economies have suffered financial de
cline and instability and millions of Americans 
are out of work. H.R. 2950 provides critically 
needed resources to improve and expand our 
infrastructure, to promote economic develop
ment and growth and generate badly needed 
jobs for millions of Americans. This important 
legislation not only benefits our national econ
omy but local economies as well. Another sig
nificant aspect of this legislation is that it prcr 
vides States with the flexibility to transfer 
funds into highway and transit programs 
where high growth or structural deterioration 
create greater demands. 

I am also delighted that the committee has 
included increased funding for our Nation's In
dian reservation roads. This will have a monu
mental impact on over 20,000 miles of dilapi
dated Indian roads across the Nation. Most of 
these miles are located in isolated areas 
where there is little economic opportunity and 
high unemployment. 7,000 of these miles are 
in New Mexico. Few of these roads are paved 
and most are dirt. In order to improve the local 
economies of America's first Americans, it is 
essential that adequate road systems be con
structed and maintained. For these reasons, I 
am grateful that funding has been provided for 
the continued construction of a road on the 
Jicarilla Indian Reservation in New Mexico 
where unemployment is as high as 30 per
cent. I am also pleased that funding has been 
provided to improve the hazardous road condi
tions between Raton and Clayton in New Mex
ico. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2950 provides funding 
to expand our transportation systems so they 
may accommodate future demands, to sta
bilize our infrastructure so that we all may 
travel on safe roads, highways and airways. I 
am proud to express my strong support for 
this historical legislation and I urge my col
leagues to do the same. 

The CHAIRMAN. We now move to 
that segment of the debate reserved for 
Members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI] will be recognized for 
15 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] will be recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 2950, the Intermodal Sur
face Transportation Assistance Act of 
1991, including the Ways and Means fi
nancing title. 

There is one simple reason why I 
urge passage of H.R. 2950: This bill is 
good for our country. It allows for 
much needed construction and repair of 
our Nation's roads and bridges, thus 
strengthening the transportation net
work that connects all Americans. It 
allows sufficient flexibility for State 
and local officials to decide the best 
use of much of the funding in order to 
meet the most urgent needs of their 

own locales. It funds infrastructure 
programs adequately over the next 6 
years, but exhibits fiscal responsibility 
by spending only as fast as the funding 
allows. 

I have made no secret of my support 
for an increase in the gas tax. I was in 
favor of the 5-cents-per-gallon increase 
in the earlier version of this legisla
tion, and I worked hard to have that 
increase approved in the ways and 
means committee. I would prefer to see 
us enact a gas tax increase for infra
structure this year but, it seems, that 
is not to be. 

Extending taxes already dedicated to 
the highway program is a responsible 
alternative that will ensure that the 
necessary funding is available for the 
improvements in our transportation 
system provided by H.R. 2950. 

The Ways and Means Committee's Fi
nancing title, title VII of the bill, 
would extend the expiration date of 
current highway fuels taxes and allow 
for continued transfers into, and au
thority to spend out of, the highway 
trust fund. Title VII would also con
tinue transfers from the highway fund 
to the aquatic resources trust fund and 
provide an antisequester safeguard 
mechanism to reduce 1992 obligations 
from the bill in the event that the offi
cial scoring of H.R. 2950 would other
wise create a pay-as-you-go sequester. 

Currently, all highway trust fund 
taxes, as well as the taxes on motor
boat and small engine fuels, are sched
uled to expire on September 30, 1995. 
The financing title would extend these 
taxes through September 30, 1999, to 
fully fund the Public Works Commit
tee's new 6-year authorization. The full 
amount of gross revenues from these 
existing trust fund taxes would con
tinue to be deposited into the fund. 

The 21h cents deficit reduction tax on 
motor fuels, enacted last year, is also 
scheduled to expire on September 30, 
1995. The deficit reduction tax is not 
extended in the Ways and Means Com
mittee title. 

The Ways and Means Committee also 
felt it necessary to include in title VII 
a provision, identical to the one in the 
Public Works Committee's titles, to 
safeguard entitlement programs 
against the possibility of a pay-as-you
go sequester. Since the highway bill 
will be enacted after the Transpor
tation Appropriation bill, an increase 
in mandatory spending that would trig
ger a sequester could result without 
this safeguard. 

The Ways and Means Committee 
feels strongly that in order to protect 
entitlement programs, like Medicare, 
from sequester, This failsafe provision 
must be included to prevent any un
funded increase in mandatory spend
ing. This safeguard provision will pro
vide an important protection for many 
entitlement programs, upon which mil
lions of Americans depend. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that H.R. 2950, 
including the Ways and Means Com-
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mittee financing title, be enacted be
cause it is a good, responsible bill that 
will provide needed improvements in 
America's transportation system. My 
colleagues, I strongly urge your sup
port for H.R. 2950 including its fiscally 
responsible financing provisions. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues are 
well aware by now that the Ways and 
Means financing title differs substan
tially from the version approved last 
July. And probably for many, the new 
financing package will be remembered 
for what it does not contain. The so
called nickel for America has been ap
propriately eliminated. The deficit re
duction portion of last year's gas tax 
increase is permitted to expire after 
1995 so that afterwards all highway-re
lated excise taxes will once again be 
dedicated to the trust fund. These ab
sences are welcomed improvements. 

Nonetheless, the funeral for the nick
el should not detract from the fact that 
the Ways and Means title proposes a 
2112-cent gas tax increase through fiscal 
year 1999. Worse, it provides financing 
for a surface transportation bill which 
is still in the need of major repairs. 

It was only last August that the 
House rejected bringing to the floor a 
$153.5 billion highway and mass transit 
bill. Today, we are considering a re
worked bill that spends nearly as 
much, but over 6 years rather than 5 
years as originally proposed. By 
spreading out the costs into later years 
the public works bill will require still 
another 2-cent gas increase beyond 
what's in this bill even before the con
crete sets on this program. 

For those who are working under the 
impression that this bill is a leaner 
cut, take another look. This bill did 
not go on a diet. The bill merely 
postpones the weigh-in for 1 year. 

Furthermore, Members should be 
aware that the bill hauls some hazard
ous cargo. Based upon the DOT analy
sis, the number of so-called demonstra
tion projects were not reduced. They 
were increased from 455 projects to 489. 

This preoccupation with special 
projects leaves only pocket change for 
the roads which carry the most trans
portation. Consequently, I question 
whether H.R. 2950, despite its excessive 
spending levels, will reduce the cost all 
Americans pay to move goods on our 
Nation's highways. 

Let me also caution Members who 
think this legislation focuses primarily 
on highways, roads, and bridges. A 
closer examination will reveal that the 
bill allows 59 percent of the total 
spending of these highway taxes to be 
directed toward mass transit subsidies 
and projects. 

The administration opposes the new 
substitute proposed by the Public 
Works Committee and the financing 

package approved by the Ways and 
Means Committee. And, in my opinion, 
Transportation Secretary Skinner is 
standing on firm ground. 

The spending levels are so generous 
that the Public Works bill resorts to 
directed scorekeeping. Simply stated, 
directed scorekeeping requires this 
package to use CBO cost estimates to 
overcome budget objections which may 
be heard in this Chamber. 

This was done with full knowledge 
that the 1990 Budget Enforcement Act 
empowers the Office of Management 
and Budget to make the final deter
mination of whether legislation com
plies with the terms of the budget ac
cord. 

Finally, only 1 year ago, Congress 
agreed that the 5-cent gasoline tax 
would be temporary. It is incredible to 
me that now, the House is being asked 
to extend half the tax increase 4 years 
before its scheduled expiration. 

Excessive spending and tax increases 
are not critical components of a viable 
and effective surface transportation 
policy. The administration's 5-year 
plan is illustrative of this claim. It pro
vides for a 39-percent increase in high
way programs and includes a 25-percent 
expansion in transit capital invest
ments. Yet, these increases are accom
plished without any increase in gaso
line taxes. Those taxes are allowed to 
fall to 9 cents per gallon under that 
plan. 

Unfortunately, House Members will 
not have an opportunity to vote on the 
administration's bill. We are also pre
cluded from removing the gas tax in
crease proposed in the Ways and Means 
financing title. Therefore, my only al
ternative is to oppose the legislation 
before us today. The substitute may be 
an improvement over its earlier ver
sion. But it is still built upon regres
sive tax increases. Moreover, it paves a 
one-way road for yet higher taxes into 
the next century. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Public Works, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] in a col
loquy. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, I would be happy to 
join the distinguished chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee in a col
loquy. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I thank the 
gentleman. Mr. Chairman, it is my un
derstanding that under the 1990 Budget 
Enforcement Act, if increases in man
datory spending are not fully offset, 
year by year, with increases in reve
nues or decreases in other mandatory 
spending programs, then a sequester-

across-the-board cuts in mandatory 
spending programs, like Medicare-is 
ultimately required. 

It is also my understanding that 
under the 1990 act, the administration's 
Office of Management and Budget con
trols the official estimates for purposes 
of determining whether a sequester 
must occur. Is that also the gentle
man's understanding? 

Mr. ROE. The gentleman is correct. 
It is my understanding that under the 
1990 budget agreement OMB is the final 
determiner of sequestration. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. With respect 
to H.R. 2950, I understand that there 
are discrepancies between the Congres
sional Budget Office's estimate of the 
budget effects and that of the Office of 
Management and Budget. Is that cor
rect? 

:Mr. ROE. The gentleman is correct. 
The difference lies with the estimates 
of obligations associated with the min
imum allocation program. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Specifically, I 
understand that the OMB has indicated 
that it would score H.R. 2950, as 
brought to the floor of the House of 
Representatives today, with increases 
in mandatory spending, were it not for 
the antisequester provisions contained 
in the bill. As I understand the bill be
fore us today, it contains neither in
creased revenues nor reduced manda
tory spending in other programs. 
Therefore, H.R. 2950, as estimated by 
OMB, would constitute a direct threat 
of a pay-as-you-go sequester in each of 
4 fiscal years, but for the antisequester 
safeguards. Am I right, on this point, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. ROE. The gentleman is correct. 
Although the OMB estimate is not yet 
final and official, it is my understand
ing that OMB expects to score in
creases in mandatory spending, but for 
the failsafe provisions. The gentleman 
is also correct that the bill contains no 
offsets. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. However, 
under present law, it is the OMB esti
mates that would eventually trigger a 
sequester, after the bill is enacted. 
Therefore, at the time of enactment, 
the bill must satisfy OMB's scoring if 
we wish to avoid a sequester of entitle
ment programs, correct? 

Mr. ROE. Again, under the budget 
agreement, my understanding is that 
the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I am sure you 
join me in both my desire and full com
mitment to avoid across-the-board se
quester cuts in other entitlement pro
grams. 

Mr. ROE. I am deeply committed in 
the transportation bill to avoiding se
quester cuts in mandatory spending 
programs, and the Public Works Com
mittee has worked hard to avoid such 
cuts. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I commend 
and appreciate your committee's ef
forts. Nevertheless, the threat of a se
quester remains, according to OMB. 
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Consequently, Mr. Chairman, do you 

anticipate that H.R. 2950, as finally en
acted, will cause a sequester of entitle
ment programs? 

Mr. ROE. I join the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means in full 
commitment to avoiding across-the
board cuts in mandatory entitlements. 
To that end, I will work with the gen
tleman to ensure that the conference 
agreement of the surface transpor
tation authorization bill will not result 
in a sequester of entitlement programs. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. I am grateful 
for that and will rely on your assur
ances in this regard. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, for joining me in this col
loquy on this very important subject. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. CRANE], a respected member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my distinguished minority leader for 
yielding time to me. I think his re
marks were eloquent, concise and to 
the point on the issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the bill we have under consideration 
today, H.R. 2950, the Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991. Al
though I have concerns with the bill as 
a whole, let me first address the financ
ing portion of the bill which the Ways 
and Means Committee was charged to 
consider. 

Many of my colleagues here today 
will argue, and I certainly agree, that 
the financing mechanism in today's 
legislation is improved over the July 
version. Indeed, in July, the Ways and 
Means Committee narrowly approved a 
5-cent-per-gallon tax increase, an in
crease referred to in patriotic terms as 
a "nickel for America." That proposal 
has wisely been eliminated from the 
bill and to that extent today's bill is an 
improvement. However, in its place we 
now have what could be referred to as 
a "half-a-nickel for America." The 
Ways and Means Committee approved 
an extension of half of last year's gas 
tax increase for 4 years beyond the in
tended life of that tax. In the bill be
fore us today it is my view, as well as 
the view of the distinguished ranking 
Member on the Ways and Means Com
mittee who just spoke, that the new fi
nancing provision in this bill is still 
flawed. The bottom line is that we do 
not need to be increasing the gas tax 
beyond the rate written into present 
law. Indeed, if we really want to give a 
half-a-nickel to America we should just 
let the American taxpayers keep it 
themselves. 

I should not have to recite for the 
benefit of this body the fact that an ex
cise tax is an extremely regressive 
form of taxation. Indeed, nearly 78 per
cent of Americans earning less than 
$10,000 per year commute to work in 
cars. For all the talk about tax fairness 

around here, you would think that the 
Members of this body would want to 
think twice before they raise the gas 
tax on working Americans in order to 
enjoy the political benefit of placing 
demonstration projects in their respec
tive districts. How can the American 
public take seriously any Member of 
this body who votes for this bill with 
its irresponsible spending levels and its 
extension of the gas tax and then has 
the gall to talk about tax fairness? 
Who can fault the American public 
when they conclude that there is ap
parently no end to the hypocrisy of 
politicians. 

Finally, I would like to make sure 
that Members realize that this bill is 
not exactly the slimmed down version 
that many of its proponents would 
have you believe. In fact, this bill re
minds me of the sad reality of many of 
the latest diets you see advertised on 
TV. You may lose a few pounds in the 
beginning-but in the end you gain it 
all back and then some. This bill sim
ply stretches out the life of these 
projects. This reworked bill spends 
nearly as much as the last bill, but 
over 6 years instead of 5. Indeed, when 
the Ways and Means Committee last 
considered the bill we discovered that 
in fact upon analysis the Department 
of Transportation concluded that the 
number of so-called demonstration 
projects, was not reduced-no, in fact, 
the number of projects was actually in
creased from 455 to 489. Moreover, no 
member of this body can seriously 
doubt that in order to finish many of 
the projects started under this bill, we 
will be asked to go to the well one 
more time to pay for these projects 
through increased taxes down the road. 

This bill can be pared down and a tes
tament to that fact is the administra
tion's proposal which increases high
way funding 39 percent over 5 years and 
permits gasoline excise taxes to fall to 
9 cents a gallon after fiscal year 1995--
as last year's infamous budget agree
ment intended for them to do. 

Mr. Chairman, we can do much better 
than this bill and I therefore urge my 
colleagues to oppose H.R. 2950. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to engage in a colloquy with the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. Chairman, I was very pleased to 
learn that the legislation before us 
continues to set aside discretionary 
funds for 4R projects on the Interstate 
System, as a drawdown from National 
Highway System funds. As the gen
tleman and I have discussed in the 
past, I-4 in Hillsborough County, FL, is 
in dire need of additional funding to 
widen the route and make safety im
provements to it. Is it the understand
ing of the chairman that I-4 is pre
cisely the type of project that ought to 
receive funding by the Secretary from 

the discretionary I-4R program and so 
should be given priority consideration? 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, the gentleman from 
Florida is correct. I-4 in Hillsborough 
County is precisely the type of project 
which should be funded under this pro
gram, assuming that the State of Flor
ida meets the statutory requirements 
defined by this legislation. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for articulating 
his intent, and most especially for his 
outstanding and persistent efforts in 
helping to craft this legislation. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, un
anticipated, but very much appre
ciated, I really appreciate the chair
man yielding time to me. I want to 
commend Chairman ROE and also 
Chairman MINET A for their leadership 
in shaping this program. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 2950. This bill is vital to 
the improvement and expansion of our 
National Highway System, and any 
hopes for national economic recovery. 
Nowhere is this more true than south
western Indiana where an entire region 
is deprived of significant north-south 
access. 

You don't have to be the proverbial 
rocket scientist to see there is a major 
hole in the regional transportation grid 
in Indiana. Evansville, the third larg
est city in Indiana with a metropolitan 
population of 279,000, is artificially iso
lated from Indianapolis, the State cap
ital. Much of southwestern Indiana is 
underdeveloped economically because 
of this and other road problems. 

I strongly commend Chairman ROE 
and Chairman MINET A for their leader
ship in recommending an extension of 
I-69 from Indianapolis to Evansville as 
a high-priority corridor. The pres
tigious Hudson Institute, has con
cluded: 

It should be clear from even the most cur
sory study of maps of the existing system 
that the Marion-Vanderburgh link is the 
most obvious gap in terms of creating a 
highway network that contributes to the full 
economic and social integration of the state. 

The administration of Gov. Evan 
Bayh has already programmed some 
$235 million for construction of the 
northern leg of this highway. The road 
ultimately could be part of an inter
state quality corridor extending from 
Detroit to Houston. 

I also would like to thank and com
mend Congressman LEE HAMILTON for 
his strong leadership in advocating this 
project. Another key leader has been 
Congressman PETE VISCLOSKY, recently 
a member of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee and now be
ginning a long and distinguished career 
on the Appropriations Committee. 

Vote yes on H.R. 2950. 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to come 

back to a topic that I began to discuss 
a little while ago and could not get 
much of an answer on. 

On page 206 and 207 of the bill there 
is a project which is allocated to Pas
saic and Bergen Counties in New Jer
sey. As a part of that provision there is 
language in the bill, and I want to 
quote the language. It says: 

In so doing, the Governor is authorized to 
waive any and all Federal requirements, the 
waiver of which the Governor determines to 
be in the public interest. 

My colleague from Pennsylvania a 
little while ago told the House that 
there was a public interest exception. 
Yes. Only that which is determined by 
the Governor. 

Let me tell Members what this provi
sion means. If the Governor has some 
friend who contributed $50,000 to his 
gubernatorial campaign, he can in fact 
under this provision waive all of the 
Federal contracting requirements and 
give the project to that individual, be
cause any and all Federal requirements 
are waived. 

0 1620 
The reality of what is going on here 

is that is a very environmentally sen
sitive area. There is an environmental 
impact statement due in the spring of 
1992. Until then, this project cannot 
move. The waiver, if the waiver is 
adopted here, will allow the project to 
begin buying property without waiting 
for that statement, and the interesting 
thing is the bill does not say whether 
or not to waive the requirement to 
wait for the impact statement before 
moving. It simply says, "We waive ev
erything." 

So what can happen here is not only 
can the impact statement be waived, 
but also the requirements that might 
come under such an impact statement 
can be waved. It can also waive the 
whole entire impact statement itself. 

Now, this is precisely the opposite of 
everything we have attempted to do 
over the years in terms of assuring 
that Federal law is met, and so in this 
particular case what we are doing is ex
empting us from provisions, exempting 
one project from provisions, that would 
otherwise be mandates of Federal law 
including things like civil rights ac
tivities. 

Now, it is interesting that when H.R. 
2950, the original version of this bill, 
came forward, the only thing that was 
waived was United States Code title 23 
which are the highway sections of the 
bill. The blanket waiver did not exist 
in the original version of the bill, and 
all of a sudden in this version of the 
bill we get this blanket waiver that 
covers virtually everything including 
civil rights laws, OSHA law, you name 
it, it is covered under this blanket 
waiver. 

The question is: Why? Well, the only 
answer to that question has to be that 
there are all kinds of problems here 
that we have to have a total waiver of 
Federal law for. I think it is something 
that we ought to be very careful of, and 
I find it disappointing that it found its 
way in to the bill. 

I also found another provision of a 
similar nature on up in the section 
that deals with Molly Ann's Brook in 
New Jersey, and here what we are 
going to do is waive the State from 
having to pay anything for it, because 
any non-Federal share of the cost of 
the flood-control project is now going 
to be transferred over to the highway 
fund, and if the Secretary does not 
have enough money there, he has got 
to figure out where to get the money to 
pay for it. 

This is outrageous, and we ought not 
be doing it. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PICKLE]. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this House was concerned and embar
rassed in August when we did not pass 
our highway bill because of differences 
in the committee, particularly in the 
parliamentary sense. Those differences 
have now been settled by the leader
ship of the two committees, and we 
ought to move forward on this bill. 

There are not but two concerns about 
it. One, some people would say there is 
pork in this bill. That is a matter of 
judgment. 

In my own district, I have a project 
or two that are listed, and it is not 
pork. It is for highway safety with re
spect to the interstate, IH-35, the main 
artery from Mexico to San Antonio, to 
Austin and Dallas. It is a safety ques
tion. 

We must have this kind of study. The 
same is true for replacing a 50-year-old 
bridge that goes over a dam. These are 
not pork. These are vitally important 
improvements for our infrastructure. 

The main thing I wanted to com
ment, though, is the colloquy I wanted 
to engage the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. ROE] in. 

In this regard, when the gentleman's 
committee came before Ways and 
Means, the question was one of budget 
and would we possibly enter into a se
questration. It was clearly stated by 
the gentleman's committee to our 
committee that in the event if later we 
found that there would not be suffi
cient funding that your committee, 
even though you shaved 20 percent of 
these projects now, your committee 
would then either cancel projects or 
would come back to the House and ask 
for any kind of correction. 

That is your intent? Am I stating 
your situation correctly? 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. PICKLE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. The gentleman is stating it 
absolutely correctly. 

Mr. PICKLE. Well then, Mr. Chair
man, it seems to me like these projects 
are needed. There is a clear intent be
tween the two committees that these 
projects must be funded, stay within 
the budget, and we must go forward 
then and pass this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act. This 
legislation makes much needed progress on 
increasing the fairness of the allocation of 
Federal highways moneys based upon each 
State's contributions to the highway trust fund, 
enhancing the role of State and local authori
ties in the transportation planning process, 
and providing increased flexibility to States in 
spending these funds. 

Some Members have attacked this legisla
tion as a pork barrel bill. I want to talk about 
those charges, particularly as they relate to 
my State, Texas. It has been argued that 
many of these projects are not needed, and in 
fact, not even wanted by State and local plan
ning authorities. Let me quote from a letter 
from the Texas Department of Transportation 
stating: "All of the remaining Texas transpor
tation projects are included in the Texas 
Transportation Commission's statewide plan." 
My State is for this bill. 

There are projects in this bill which will help 
my district, and I am not bashful about point
ing them out. There is funding for: First, a 
study on the effect on traffic patterns of the 
closing of Bergstrom Air Force Base; second, 
engineering and right-of-way acquisition of an 
alternate route for the heavily congested IH-
35; and third, construction for a new bridge in 
place of a dangerous two-lane 50-year-old 
road which presently runs across a dam, and 
places a dangerous strain on the dam. 

Some Members will say that these are fine 
projects, but the city of State should pay for 
them. Let me make two points about that. 
First, the people already pay for them through 
the highway trust fund. People pay gasoline 
taxes for well-maintained roads and this bill 
pays for itself out of the trust fund without ad
ditional taxes. Second, I remind Members how 
much our economy depends on a sound 
transportation infrastructure. In my State, IH-
35 is a major conduit of goods from Mexico 
into this country-San Antonio-Austin-Dallas
Fort Worth-and that role will grow with a 
North American Free Trade Agreement. Our 
economy and our transportation system are 
interstate in nature. The Federal Government 
has a vital role in maintaining and improving 
that system. 

Some Members complain that we don't do 
enough for economic growth. This bill does 
just that-by improving our economic produc
tivity and by providing jobs, up to a million per 
year, in the midst of a recession. I urge pas
sage of the bill. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, let me just say that after listen
ing to all of this debate today, even I 
am almost convinced there is no pork 
in this bill, but that is almost, not en
tirely. 
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Because I know better. The fact of 

the matter is the administration pro
posed a 39-percent increase over the 
next 5 years for highway construction. 
That is 8 percent a year, well above the 
rate for inflation, but there is more 
that needs to be done. We need to do a 
lot for the infrastructure of this coun
try. 

There are 460, count them, 460 special 
projects in this bill, and those special 
projects initially are going to cost $3.8 
billion, but long term in the out years 
they are going to cost $23 billion more, 
and the 20 priority corridors are going 
to cost $1.2 billion initially, and long 
term they are going to cost $50 billion. 
So this is just the tip of the iceberg. 

The administration opposes it for 
that reason. They also oppose it be
cause the 2Ih-cent gas tax was supposed 
to end in 1995, but you are going to ex
tend it to 1999. That is a 21/2-cent gas 
tax increase on the backs of the Amer
ican people for the next 4 years after 
1995. There is another reason why we 
should not have it. 

In addition to that, this bill author
izes $13. 7 billion, not out of the high
way trust fund, but $13. 7 billion in 
mass transit funding from the general 
fund. Now, people have said today all 
along that this only came out of the 
highway trust fund; it will not have 
any impact on the deficit. If this is not 
going to have an impact on the deficit, 
what is-$13.7 billion out of the general 
fund? 

We have got a $400 billion deficit 
staring us in the face this year. We 
have a $4 trillion national debt; 10 
years ago it was only $1 trillion. It 
took us 200 years to get there, folks. 
Now, we are at $4 trillion, and 10 years 
later, yet these pork-barrel projects, 
they keep saying, are absolutely essen
tial. 

We need to take care of the infra
structure of this country. But this 
back-patting we have been doing all 
day long, congratulating each other on 
how great this bill is, is for the birds. 
The fact-of-the-matter is we do need to 
take care of the infrastructure, but we 
need to prioritize spending. 

There is a lot of pork in this bill, and 
the American people and the future 
generations of this country are going 
to pay through the nose, because we 
are wasting the taxpayers' dollars. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. SLA'ITERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act. 

By investing in our Nation's infra
structure, we create desperately needed 
jobs today and economic opportunity 
tomorrow. 

This bill is good for America. It will 
create hundreds of thousands of real 
jobs that will put thousands of Amer
ican families back on their feet. It will 
increase highway construction funding 

by 40 percent. It will guarantee each 
State at least 90 percent return of the 
money their citizens invest. It creates 
new, more equitable funding formulas. 
It gives States more flexibility to use 
transportation funds to meet their spe
cific needs. 

Those needs, after all, are much dif
ferent in rural and urban areas. 

This bill fully complies with the re
quirements of the Clean Air Act. This 
bill will help us build a better America 
for our children and grandchildren. It 
is an investment in America, and an in
vestment that pays immediate divi
dends in the form of new jobs, and one 
that will pay long-term dividends to 
the future generations of America. 

The citizens of this country want to 
see their tax dollars put to work at 
home. They want to see tangible evi
dence of their investment. 

This bill, by providing dollars to 
build much needed new highways and 
repair crumbling roads and bridges, 
will provide that evidence. 

Mr. Chairman, we keep America 
strong by investing in its infrastruc
ture, its educational system, and its 
people. 

I urge my colleagues to seize this op
portuni ty to invest in America and its 
workers by supporting this legislation. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, today we are finally considering 
the transportation reauthorization bill, 
which if we do it right, a number of al
ready existing jobs will continue and it 
will help to create some more. 

The system of roadways is very im
portant to the State of Wyoming. The 
population in my State is thinly spread 
along great distances. Transportation 
services are very limited in comparison 
to many other States. Commercial air
line service is very limited and Amtrak 
just recently returned to the State, but 
only to service the southern portion. 

This is how important the roads are: 
61 percent of Wyoming communities 
are served only by highway transpor
tation; 95 percent of Wyoming's freight 
moves into the State on the highway; 
50 percent of Wyoming's outbound 
freightr---in tons-also moves on the 
highway; and 100 percent of products
equipment, diesel fuel, and explosives
used in the coal and trona mines are 
brought by highways. Wyoming's role 
as the Nation's No. 1 coal producer is 
beneficial to much of the Nation. 

As you can see, unlike the other 
areas in America, our problem is not 
congestion, but getting people to where 
they want to go and products from 
their sources to the industries that can 
use them. Wyoming consumers and 
businesses, like other rural, Western 
States, need efficient modes of trans
portation. So H.R. 295(}-the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991 is a very impor
tant piece of legislation. 

My opposition to this bill stems from 
five basic concerns. 

I am bothered by the fuel tax exten
sion, the fatr---or pork-the funding for
mula, the lack of flexibility in the bill, 
as well as the future we are developing 
for our transportation programs. 

First, extending the temporary fuel 
tax, which I voted against the first 
time, concerns me because of what it is 
being used for. 

The original bill to come out of the 
Public Works and Transportation Com
mittee contained a so-called Nickel for 
America. We all know what happened 
to that gamble. The bill before us now 
will extend the 2112-cent fuel tax until 
1999. Many argue this extension is 
needed to raise funds. Unfortunately, 
the fuel tax extension funds nothing 
but the fat of this bill, the 472 dem
onstration pork barrel projects the 
committee saw fit to include. Of the 
roughly $4 billion this bill gives to 
demonstration projects, one-quarter of 
this money goes to four States. 

Second, I am concern by the funding 
formula and its treatment of rural 
States. 

The new funding formula developed 
by the committee is a bad deal for 
rural States. I realize that congestion 
is a pro bl em in urban areas, and we 
need to address that issue; however, 
this new formula that gives double 
credit for urban lane miles and urban 
vehicle miles traveled discriminates 
against rural States. In Wyoming, we 
have 900 miles of interstate highways, 
with just over 400,000 people to support 
those roads. We face some unique prob
lems that folks from urban areas have 
trouble comprehending, but our roads 
need to be maintained just as much as 
the urban highways do. The House bill 
does not recognize the validity of rural 
roads. 

Third, I am concerned about the lack 
of flexibility in the bill in comparision 
to the other bodies' proposal. 

As I have said, rural areas face some 
unique transportation problems. The 
same can obviously be said for urban 
areas. I was hopeful that the bill to 
come out of the House would address 
these differences by giving more flexi
bility to the States. Unfortunately, 
this is not the case-consider the in
flexibility of the demonstration 
projects. The House proposal fails to 
recognize that individual States are 
best suited to determine their trans
portation needs. 

Fourth, the direction into the future 
that this bill steers the Nation. 

I am troubled by what this bill says 
about the future of our transportation 
system. We are telling the States that 
Washington, DC, knows what is best for 
them, we are taking away flexibility, 
and we are perpetuating pork barrel 
politics. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, it is 
time to set some serious national pri
orities. I think the current structure of 
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raising revenue and the dollars on hand 
is sufficient. We certainly do not need 
new taxes, especially when they are 
going to fund projects without priority 
in the national highway system. I have 
the strong notion we should be con
cerned with the care and maintenance 
of our highway transportation system, 
now that it is almost complete. We 
need a highway bill, but we need a fair 
and equitable bill. That is the respon
sibility of this House. Once again, I am 
afraid we have skirted that responsibil
ity. 

D 1630 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MCDERMOTT]. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to engage the chairman in a col
loquy. The $5 million authorized in this 
bill for the Puget Sound core rapid 
transit project is crucial for planning a 
mass transit system in Seattle. Puget 
Sound residents will vote next year on 
a comprehensive response to what is 
now the fourth worst congestion prob
l em in the Nation. 

I would like to ask about the com
mittee's intent toward adjusting the 
funding needs for the Puget Sound core 
transit project over the life of the bill, 
as transit needs for the Puget Sound 
become more fully defined. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, let me assure my 
colleague that it is my intent and that 
of the committee's to work with the 
Puget Sound region to secure the nec
essary Federal support to address the 
region's traffic congestion and clean 
air problems. As the gentleman knows, 
we on the committee want to keep 
projects on schedule by addressing 
their financial needs in a timely man
ner. I look forward to working with 
you in this effort. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of our time to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been listening to all this debate and I 
have heard very few if any Members ex
tolling the virtues of this bill because 
of all the money going to mass transit. 
Most Members have come down here 
talking about what a great highway 
bill this is, of all the highway projects 
that are in this bill. 

You Members that want all this high
way money ought to be incensed that 
mass transit is doubled, almost dou
bled, and then another $77 billion is 
made available which could increase 
mass transit money by 367 percent, yet 
highway money is only increased by 27 
percent. You are taking money out of 
your highways that you and I want and 
moving the whole policy of transpor
tation in this Nation away from high
ways into mass transit. That should in
cense you. Money for mass transit is 
doubled. The only increase for high
ways is 27 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe we had bet
ter think long and hard about that, es
pecially understanding the fact that 
you are raising taxes, make no mistake 
about it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the pending Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act because I be
lieve that it is absolutely imperative that the 
House concludes its debate on this highway 
bill and allows the serious work of the con
ference committee to begin. While this bill 
does contain some very positive provisions, it 
is very clear that the Senate version of the 
highway bill is on the whole, far preferable for 
my home State of South Dakota. 

The option before us today, however, is not 
between the House bill and the Senate bill, 
but rather, whether debate on highway funding 
should go forward or whether it should lan
guish in committee for additional weeks. We 
are already 3 weeks into this fiscal year, and 
further delay of highway funding legislation is 
not acceptable. Further delay could jeopardize 
a construction season in our northern States, 
and it is essential that we move along this im
perfect, but necessary legislation today. 

I recognize that the House, because it is ap
portioned strictly on the basis of population, 
will always be urban-oriented, and that the 
Senate, where small States have the same 
number of votes as large States will always be 
more rural-oriented. Nonetheless, I am dis
appointed that the House bill's funding formula 
would result in South Dakota receiving ap
proximately $146 million less than it would 
under the Senate formula. I appreciate that my 
State would receive back far more than it pays 
into the Federal highway trust fund regardless 
of which formula passes. Nonetheless, States 
with a great number of miles of roads but few 
people require a favorable funding formula if 
we are to preserve a truly national system of 
transportation. 

I will be supporting a conference committee 
which preserves authorization for the Heart
land Expressway, and the Missouri River 
bridges, but which also provides a more favor
able highway funding formula and rural States 
such as South Dakota. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 3566, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Act of 1991. I am also pleased 
to see the House of Representatives taking 
swift action on this compromise bill in order to 
get a highway reauthorization bill signed into 
law by the President. This highway bill is im
portant for our Nation and the State of Iowa in 
particular. 

First, H.R. 3566 contains several projects 
that are very important to Iowa and are of na
tional significance as well. The Avenue of the 
Saints, U.S. 63, and U.S. 20 all stand to gain 
when this bill is signed into law. I am a strong 
supporter of all three projects and I am 
pleased to see their advancement. 

Second, this compromise bill does not con
tain the highly controversial 5-cent increase in 
the Federal gasoline tax as did the previous 
version of the House highway bill. In fact, it 
was this gas tax increase which delayed con
sideration of any highway legislation until after 
the current authorization had expired. H.R. 
3566 confirmed what I knew all along-that 
we could significantly increase our investment 

in the Nation's infrastructure without a new tax 
increase. 

Finally, it is critical that the House begin ne
gotiations with the Senate on the highway bill 
so State departments of transportation can 
begin much needed highway projects as soon 
as possible. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, this is an 
exciting opportunity for the Congress and the 
Nation. Since 1956, we have concentrated on 
building the Interstate Highway System. The 
system is nearly done. So it's time to fill in the 
gaps, remaining, improve access to areas left 
out of the Interstate System. 

One such area is in my district. The project 
is referred to as the Chautauqua County rural 
access project. What it should be called is 
Chautauqua County life savings and economic 
development project. The section of the road 
targeted for funding in the bill is a 19-mile 
stretch of two-lane highway on the Southern 
Tier Expressway. It is one of two undone sec
tions of the 250-mile expressway, and by far 
the most dangerous. 

Some statistics-since 1985, there have 
been 13 fatalities and 137 injuries on this sec
tion of the road. Contrast this with one fatality 
on a similar 19-mile, four-lane stretch on the 
same highway. Even the Chautauqua County 
sheriff said to me recently that he personally 
had been involved in two near misses. Both 
involved the other driver's misperception of the 
road as an expressway. Ironically, one near 
miss occurred as the sheriff returned from in
vestigating a fatal accident. 

Next, economic development-Chautauqua 
County is the eighth largest nonmetropolitan 
country in the United States. And not 
incidentially, it is the largest metropolitan cen
ter unserved by a four-lane highway. Now this 
has been a project long promised. I won't bore 
you with the embarrassing details. Cummins 
Engine, for example, was told, when the com
pany first investigated the site for their plant in 
1975, that Route 17 would be soon converted 
to a four-lane highway. They still wait. That's 
a broken promise, bad enough in itself, but the 
sad counterpart is that in a district which has 
lost people in every county during the last 2 
years, other companies have decided not to 
locate in Chautauqua County because of poor 
highway accessibility. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, this bill has my 
strong support. It helps the Nation and the 
34th District of New York. I am pleased to 
back its passage. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Sur
face Transportation Act of 1991. I would first 
congratulate the excellent efforts of the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee, and sin
gle out especially the leadership of Chairman 
ROE, ranking minority member HAMMER
SCHMIDT, Surface Transportation Subcommit
tee Chairman MINETA, and Surface Transpor
tation ranking minority member CLINGER for 
bringing before the House a comprehensive 
transportation strategy which will lead this Na
tion into the 21 st century. 

While we have all come to know H.R. 2950 
as the highway bill, it is indeed much more 
than mere moneys to build or repair roads. As 
presented to the House, H.R. 2950 is a blue
print for action in building, maintaining, and 
coordinating all activity of the infrastructure-
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highways, mass transit, railways, bridges, and 
safety programs. As the Nation faces the chal
lenges of an aging infrastructure, an increas
ingly competitive global economy, and our 
commitment to the environment demonstrated 
in the Clean Air Act, H.R. 2950 serves well 
America's collective goals and needs. 

Among the most ambitious elements of this 
bill's agenda, H.R. 2950 renews and expands 
our commitment to maintaining our Nation's 
highways, as we near completion of the Inter
state System, targeting $119 billion to thou
sands of miles of highways, byways, tunnels, 
and bridges. Truly, my colleagues, we can af
ford no less at this critical juncture. It is a trag
ic state of affairs when the Federal Highway 
Administration must tell us that 40 percent of 
all interstate pavement is rated fair or poor in 
condition. It is time to act. 

This is one of the many reasons I rise to 
support H.R. 2950. I am pleased to see that 
under this legislation, more than 155,000 miles 
of roadway will be properly designated as na
tional highway, and receive the increased 
funding such vital, principal corridors merit. 
Likewise, both urban and rural arteries are 
recognized for the critical role they play in 
moving people, goods, and services. 

The highways and bridges of New Jersey 
will see a long overdue infusion of moneys to 
increase safety, efficiency, and capacity. More 
than $200 million are allocated to address 
these needs-completing construction of high
ways across northern New Jersey counties, in
creasing access to these roads, and ensuring 
that the bridges and interchanges of the re
gion will be made safe and efficient. I am 
pleased to see, at long last, that $5 million will 
be spent on improvement of the interchange 
of Routes 4 and 17 in Paramus, NJ, a treach
erous interchange in the heart of one of my 
district's busiest commercial centers. This 
project is but one of the outstanding efforts for 
infrastructure improvement contained within 
H.R. 2950. 

Equally important, this bill recognizes the 
growing role of transit in America's transpor
tation policy, and authorizes an unprecedented 
$32 billion to mass transit capital, develop
ment, and operation. I am particularly proud to 
see $890 million of these funds channeled to 
the urban core project of my own region, 
northern New Jersey. The linkage of Bergen, 
Passaic, Hudson, Morris, and Essex Counties 
to New York's Penn Station, Newark Airport, 
and the Northeast corridor line trains will bring 
residents of the most densely populated re
gion of the most densely populated State in 
the Nation faster, cleaner, and more efficient 
commutes. At the same time, we will add 
thousands of riders to New Jersey's mass 
transit network, and bring jobs and develop
ments to a lagging economy. 

Finally, and perhaps most important, H.R. 
2950 allows historic flexibility to States in tai
loring Federal moneys from Washington to 
specific needs and concerns back home. The 
,portability of funding across primary highway, 
urban mobility, rural mobility, and transit 
projects recognizes the need for hands-on, 
local guidance of money and needs. The Inter
modal Surface Transportation . Infrastructure 
Act also acts to move transportation spending 
forward into the future, with grants, projects, 
and incentives to explore new technologies, 

materials, research, and development. From 
smart cars to more durable pavement, H.R. 
2950 reaffirms America's commitment to re
storing the preeminence of a state-of-the-art 
infrastructure. 

I am aware that concerns have been raised 
regarding the funding of H.R. 2950, and the 4-
year extension of half of the Federal gasoline 
tax increase contained in last year's budget 
reconciliation. 

However, I think any reasonable assess
ment proves that the extension of the gas tax 
contained in H.R. 2950 is one of the few accu
rately termed user fees to be considered this 
year by Congress. It is vital to point out that 
the $13.5 billion generated by this extension 
will not be funneled to other programs, nor will 
they be used to mask the deficit. In the truest 
sense of the word, these user fees will do the 
work they are supposed to, and go directly 
back into funding the maintenance and con
struction of Amrica's highways. 

I am also greatly pleased to see the com
mittee taking action to put the trust back in the 
highway trust fund, and spend down the re
serves which have remained behind paper 
walls on our balance sheets. For the record, 
H.R. 2950 spends down the highway trust 
fund to $2.3 billion in fiscal year 1997, leaving 
only enough to cover the outyear obligations 
the Federal Government has previously en
tered into. In a climate where pay as you go 
are the magic words, the highway bill and its 
funding mechanisms live up to that promise. 

In closing, I would again recognize the com
mittee for their good works, and urge each of 
my colleagues to support this effort to put 
America's infrastructure back on track. As we 
move on to a new era of infrastructure devel
opment, we owe no less to all American citi
zens. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, as many people 
throughout the country are stranded by com
muter gridlock, as our Nation's highways, 
bridges, and roads crumble, and as our econ
omy continues to be sluggish, Congress is 
today poised to take a bold step to address 
these problems. I want to commend the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee, and 
particularly Chairman ROE, Chairman MINETA, 
and the ranking members, Representatives 
HAMMERSCHMIDT and SHUSTER, for the out
standing job they and their staffs have done in 
crafting this well-balanced and forward-looking 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, our country cannot have a 
strong economy without a safe, efficient, and 
modern system of highways and mass transit 
systems. It will require a large investment over 
the next several years to ensure that such a 
system is in place. 

The lntermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991, H.R. 2950, provides an 
innovative new strategy for investing in Amer
ica and improving the Nation's transportation 
systems. It makes a strong commitment to a 
National Highway System and increases fund
ing for mass transit and congestion relief initia
tives. 

Perhaps more importantly, the bill gives 
greater control and flexibility to local planning 
agencies over how transportation dollars are 
spent. Under this bill, local officials-not 
Washington-based bureaucrats-will be em
powered to determine which projects will be 

funded to address local transportation require
ments. 

There has been a lot of consternation di
rected toward the committee's inclusion of 
demonstration projects in this bill-that some
how these projects do not warrant a Federal 
contribution to help pay for the projects-that 
somehow they are not priority projects. I would 
remind my colleagues that all of our constitu
ents pay the gas taxes that go to pay for 
these projects. In fact, my constituents, as 
residents of a donor State, have paid more in 
gas taxes over the years than they have re
ceived in the form of transportation dollars 
spent in our area. 

I would also venture to say that most, if not 
all, of the demonstration projects have been 
identified by State and local officials as priority 
projects for the area. I don't think Members of 
Congress sit around thinking up imaginary 
projects just to spend some money. Constitu
ents contact us to say, "Look, Congressman, 
here is a problem that needs to be fixed. What 
can you do to help." Moreover, many of these 
projects are in the particular State's long
range transportation improvement plan, while 
many others serve critical public health and 
safety needs. 

I will just give one example of a project in 
my district that proves that these projects are 
not pork. 

Dixon, CA is bisected by the Southern Pa
cific Railroad, which crosses two major 
streets, including a Federal aid primary high
way, running through the city. Rail traffic regu
larly cuts off key emergency services for half 
of the city's population. In addition, approxi
mately 1,200 school children, ranging from 
grades K through 12, cross the tracks daily to 
attend school. Since 1987, three fatalities 
have occurred at these crossings. 

Compounding these problems is the fact 
that the State is establishing a commuter rail 
service from Auburn to San Jose along the 
Southern Pacific rail lines, through Dixon. This 
means even more train traffic going through 
Dixon, thereby increasing the public health 
and safety risks posed by the crossings. 

Fortunately, the Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee recognized the importance of 
alleviating these safety risks for my constitu
ents. The bill provides $2.1 million to begin the 
effort to either construct overpasses at these 
crossings or reroute rail lines around the city. 
This action will not only eliminate the safety 
risk posed by the crossings, it will also in
crease the efficient operation of the commuter 
rail service as well as the operation of cargo 
trains carrying interstate shipments. 

I challenge anyone to tell me that this 
project is not a priority for the people of Dixon, 
who have paid their fair share of gas taxes 
and are now simply asking for a return on 
their contributions. I guess that by voicing his 
opposition to this public safety project, Presi
dent Bush is again demonstrating his unique 
way of making for a kinder and gentler nation. 

On another issue, Mr. Chairman, every 
economist agrees that investment in public in
frastructure results in direct and tangible im
provements in our Nation's economic produc
tivity. Some estimates suggest that the $151 
billion we plan to invest in our economy by en
acting H.R. 2950 will create as much as one 
million jobs each year through 1996. This job 
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growth rate is in stark contrast to the reduction 
of 300,000 jobs our country has experienced 
since President Bush took the oath of office. 

President Bush has recently stated over and 
over again that he wants an economic growth 
package to reinvigorate the economy and cre
ate new jobs. Today, we have an opportunity 
to do just that. What's more, we can do this 
with no new truces. Yet, despite the fact that 
we will create several million jobs by passing 
the transportation bill, the president has indi
cated that he will veto this legislation. 

Where's the logic? On the one hand, the 
President wants to create jobs and improve 
economic productivity. But, at the same time, 
he says that he will veto this Transportation 
bill which will achieve both objectives. 

Mr. Chairman, this highway bill is something 
that has tangible results. Americans all over 
the country will see firsthand the improve
ments in their local roads, in mass transit sys
tems, in the air they breathe, and in their over
all quality of life. 

H.R. 2950 is one of the most vigorous eco
nomic growth initiatives that Congress has 
considered in recent years. This measure will 
help prepare the way for making the capital 
improvements our country needs to be more 
competitive, productive and efficient in inter
national markets. We cannot afford to wait any 
longer to make an investment in our own 
country. I strongly urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this important legislation. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991. I 
want to take this opportunity to commend the 
chairman of the House Public Works and 
Transportation Committee, Mr. ROE, and the 
chairman of the Surface Transportation Sub
committee, Mr. MINETA, for their able leader
ship, hard work, and dedication in crafting this 
most important piece of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, our once great infrastructure 
is falling apart. During the 1940's, 1950's, and 
1960's, American workers built an infrastruc
ture that was truly the envy of the world. But 
over the past several years, we have turned 
our backs on that investment. As a result, a 
staggering number of roads and bridges in the 
United States have become unsafe and unus
able, causing countless highway deaths and 
costing billions of dollars in decreased produc
tivity. 

We must not allow this neglect to continue. 
We must put Americans back to work rebuild
ing a safe, reliable, and efficient surface trans
portation infrastructure. That is exactly what 
H.R. 2950 is designed to do. 

Mr. Chairman, this major reauthorization of 
our Nation's Federal transportation programs 
is one of the most important measures we will 
consider this year. The bill provides the funds 
necessary to rebuild our Nation's failing trans
portation infrastructure and gives the States 
the flexibility they need to address particular 
local and regional concerns. 

This legislation will also create job opportu
nities for thousands of unemployed Americans 
and provide a much needed boost for our Na
tion's sagging economy. 

Mr. Chairman, opponents of H.R. 2950 con
tend it is loaded with unnecessary special in
terest projects. That is simply not true. H.R. 
2950 provides funding for only the most wor-

thy projects designed to address pressing and 
critical needs in many urban and rural areas 
across the country. In particular, the bill will 
provide funding for the repair of several 
bridges in New York that are literally falling 
apart. 

The only special interests being served by 
this legislation is the safety of those who travel 
on our Nation's highways and the ability of our 
domestic industries to compete effectively in a 
global economy. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill that will benefit 
all Americans. The Public Works Committee 
has crafted an excellent bill and I encourage 
my colleagues to vote for its passage. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I rise to bring 
perspective and amplify legislative history in 
reference to section 106(d) of this bill, H.R. 
3566, the lntermodal Surface Transportation 
Infrastructure Act of 1991, which mandates a 
study of highway designations where States 
are in disagreement. 

While seemingly innocuous, the study could 
precipitate interstate economic conflict of sub
stantial proportions, as has already broken out 
in the Quad Cities area, the Iowa side of 
which I represent. 

By background, the Quad Cities metropoli
tan area is composed of a dozen or so com
munities in two States divided by the Mis
sissippi River. The Mississippi has historically 
been a far larger psychological than geo
graphic barrier to the work and social lives of 
the people of eastern Iowa and western Illi
nois. Over the past decade the communities 
have come increasingly together to emphasize 
what they share in common and what they 
can effectively do in concert. The controversy 
sparked in the Congress-the notion that na
tional politics should intrude on AASHTO's 60-
year-old policy of requiring the agreement of 
all affected States before any change in route 
numbering takes place-has unleashed a 
sense of betrayal on the Iowa side of the river 
and counterreaction on the Illinois that bodes 
poorly for future cooperation between the 
communities. 

At issue are the limits of congressional re
sponsibility. The last thing that the public 
should want is for individual Senators and 
Representatives to put pork into namemanship 
by micromanaging route designations. 

There is an old cliche, "If it ain't broke, don't 
fix it." The fact that the current methodology 
employed in a decentralized way by highway 
professionals has served our highway system 
well for 60 years is evidence that the way in 
which route renumbering questions have been 
resolved in the past ain't broke. The fix being 
contemplated will open Congress to enormous 
political pressures whenever questions of this 
sort arise. A decision made one day will be 
vulnerable to countervailing forces the next, 
with the only assurance being that 
decisionmakers will end up lining our high
ways with economic potholes. 

Accordingly, it is my recommendation that, 
at a maximum, any new procedures be ap
plied to new, not old, highway arrangements. 
Otherwise Congress will be in the business of 
inducing private sector investment in one 
place and then devaluing the investments 
once made by changing the rules. Such capri
ciousness is highway robbery; asset devalu
ation without citizen representation. 

These sorts of issues should be profes
sionally, not politically, resolved, using consist
ent criteria upon which the public on a long 
term basis can depend. The old way is the 
better way. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of the highway bill as 
reported by the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

The lntermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991 contains a number of im
portant demonstration projects, projects that 
will improve the quality of life for millions of 
people and the infrastructure of our country. 
This bill includes $40 million for the construc
tion of an access road to Detroit Metropolitan 
Airport in Wayne County, Ml. 

Detroit Metropolitan Airport, which is located 
in my district, is the 20th busiest airport in the 
world, and is of great economic importance to 
the State of Michigan. It is a vital center of 
employment and commerce for my State and, 
increasingly, for the entire Great Lakes region. 
Every year, traffic congestion and traveler 
delays at Detroit Metro squanders millions of 
dollars in lost time, wages, and business. In 
1986 alone, delay at the airport was estimated 
to have totaled 81,700 hours, at a cost of over 
$125 million. 

The expansion and construction of midfield 
terminal facilities at the airport is currently 
under way, with an eye toward reducing these 
delays and improving the flow of people and 
cargo. The decision to build midfield facilities 
was reached after an exhaustive study which 
included the participation of local and State of
ficials, the Federal Aviation Administration, the 
airline industry, and the Air Transport Associa
tion. 

The Detroit Metro access road will enter the 
airport's southern boundary, run beneath 
ground under two airport runways and emerge 
at the new midfield terminal facilities. In the fu
ture, the utilization of midfield terminals is an 
approach that is likely to be considered by 
dozens of existing airports throughout the 
country which are faced with space and ca
pacity constraints. This project demonstrates a 
proven way to provide access to midfield ter
minals and airport facilities, and will provide a 
useful example to any airport considering such 
an expansion program. 

This project also contains many of the inter
modal characteristics that the Public Works 
Committee points to as contributing to an effi
cient and sophisticated national transportation 
system. Construction of this road will provide 
new access to Detroit Metro via a second 
freeway, Interstate 275, and provide a much
needed link between Interstate 275 and Inter
state 94 by connecting to an existing access 
road on the north end of the airport. The south 
access road project would further relieve 
heavy congestion on Interstate Highway 94, 
one of Michigan's busiest traffic corridors, 
which has been known to carry nearly 95,000 
vehicles on any given day. It will improve the 
traffic of people and merchandise, make the 
transition between ground and air transpor
tation easier and more efficient, significantly 
speed entry and departure, and bring thou
sands of jobs to the region. 

in addition to providing a more efficient 
transportation system, the construction of the 
south access road will significantly improve 
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safety at Detroit Metropolitan Airport. In 1987, 
when an airliner crashed at the northern edge 
of Detroit Metro, access to the airport was all 
but shout down. By linking up with an existing 
road, the proposed south access road will pro
vide another vital means of access and exit. 

Those that would attack this bill, or the 
projects in it, simply don't have the facts. The 
percentage of funds in this bill earmarked to 
specific congressional demonstration projects 
is barely over 3 percent. The remainder of the 
money in this bill may still be distributed by 
the Governors and individual State legisla
tures. Furthermore, every project in this bill re
quires State matching share money. Approxi
mately 75 percent of the costs of the $1 billion 
in overall improvements being conducted at 
Detroit Metropolitan Airport are being financed 
by private and State resources. Furthermore, 
Wayne County officials are committed to se
curing $25 million from non-Federal sources 
for the construction of the south access road. 
Considered as a whole, the Federal share of 
the project is quite limited. 

I have had the privilege of representing the 
15th Congressional District of Michigan for 
over a quarter of a century. I am confident that 
I know as well as any State official or 
unelected bureaucrat whether a project will be 
beneficial to my district. I firmly believe that 
this project and the provisions of this bill will 
be a significant benefit to the people I rei:r 
resent, and to our country. I know that the 
success of this project is equally important to 
my colleague and neighbor from the 16th Dis
trict of Michigan, Congressman JOHN DINGELL. 

I urge my colleagues to support the legisla
tion as it was reported by the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in 
strong support of the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation bill. It provides a stable 6-year 
authorization for the highway and mass transit 
programs vital to our economic infrastructure. 

Public Works Chairman Bos ROE and Sub
committee Chairman NORM MINETA have dedi
cated their efforts toward addressing our de
caying roads and bridges, linking different 
modes of transportation to increase efficiency 
and competitiveness, and distributing Federal 
funds in a fair and flexible manner. 

Most important to my constituents in Wis
consin, the authorization provides an equitable 
return for our gas tax dollars with no gas tax 
increase. After decades as a donor State, 
Wisconsin taxpayers will finally receive a fair 
return on their investment. It is long overdue. 

The highways and mass transit authoriza
tion is not only about roads and transit, it is a 
timely, important component of economic pol
icy. It provides public investment to improve 
transportation of goods and services, as well 
as workers' commuting needs. Millions of jobs 
will be created, as workers will be needed to 
help rebuild the infrastructure. 

And for those who criticize the specific 
projects authorized in the bill-an amount rei:r 
resenting only 3.3 percent of the authoriza
tion-I would simply ask, "who best knows the 
specific needs of congressional districts than 
those elected to represent them?" 

I urge my colleagues to support the surface 
transportation bill today so we can rebuild 
America and compete in the global market
place. Vote for H.R. 3566. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. Chair
man, the legislation will assist States to re
place ferries that provide service between 
highways on the National Highway System. 
This much needed assistance will permit 
States to upgrade this neglected portion of the 
transportation network. 

My State of North Carolina is highly depend
ent on ferry operations. There are numerous 
islands and areas that rely exclusively on fer
ries. Ferries provide the only transportation 
links for these communities. In addition, on the 
Outer Banks of North Carolina, an area sub
ject to great damage from hurricanes and troi:r 
ical storms, ferry operations are essential for 
evacuations and in providing emergency relief. 

A large part of the Cape Hatteras National 
Seashore can be reached only by State oper
ated ferries that are not currently on principal 
arterial routes which will make up the interim 
system prior to the establishment of the Na
tional Highway System. In addition, State-oi:r 
erated ferries provided transportation for work
ers travelling to Federal defense facilities such 
as the Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station 
and the Sunny Point Army Terminal; these fer
ries are also not on the interim system. 

I urge the House conferees to assure that 
these important links be included in the ferry 
construction program even though they are 
not currently principal arterial routes or in
cluded in the National Highway System. I ask 
that the Secretary of Transportation be di
rected to give priority to important ferry oper
ations such as these allocating funds among 
the States. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of title VI, the research title of H.R. 
2950, which strengthens our research and de
velopment activities for surface transportation 
systems. This research and development will 
help to ensure that future generations may 
continue to have the advantages that we have 
had in this great and prosperous Nation. 

We have deliberated over programs such as 
supercolliders and space stations and going to 
Mars, while we can't even get to work without 
a series of hassles or delays. I ask you to 
consider this question. In his or her lifetime, 
will the average American born this day be 
more apt to travel to the Moon or to a number 
of cities in the United States? 

While air transportation has developed over 
the years using advanced technologies, it cer
tainly doesn't serve individuals going to work 
or to a shopping mall. Surface transportation, 
on the other hand, has not incorporated the 
level of technical sophistication that is possible 
today. 

New cars are better than those built in the 
1940's, but the car-highway system has 
changed little over the past 50 years. Other 
means of surface transportation, like rapid 
transit electric systems, which were available 
in many cities in the 1940's, have virtually dis
appeared from the American scene. 

Compared to other industrial nations, we do 
not have much in the way of modern pas
senger rail service. We do not have much in 
the way of modern intra-urban light rail sys
tems. Perhaps more importantly, we may no 
longer have the industrial infrastructure to 
build such systems. 

We no longer have engineers, technicians, 
and mechanics who have the years of experi-

ence essential to building competitive sys
tems. Even the Washington Metro, which is a 
premier system, purchases rail cars from Italy. 

If we are behind nations like France, Ger
many, and Japan today, where will we be to
morrow? 

We have the technology to guide a cruise 
missile through the main entrance of a govern
ment building in Baghdad, but we have not 
applied such technologies to automated high
way systems in a major way. 

A 1980 study by a Department of Transpor
tation Task Force reached the following con
clusions: 

First, DOT R&D expenditures decreased by 
38 percent in constant dollars between 1972 
and 1980. 

Second, while DOT was committing only 1.9 
percent of its budget to R&D, the Department 
of the Interior was spending 8. 1 percent on 
R&D and NASA was spending 79.1 percent of 
its budget on R&D. 

Third, DOT suffered a serious attrition in sci
entific manpower and personnel resources. 

In May 1988, the ENO Foundation for 
Transportation, the world's only independent, 
self-supporting institution devoted entirely to 
improving the efficient conveyance of people 
and goods, published a report which noted 
that the Department of Transportation was 
created with a mission to stimulate techno
logical advances in transportation. The report 
stated that DOT's R&D capabilities reached a 
peak during the early 1970's but was greatly 
reduced by the end of the decade. 

Is there any wonder why we now must turn 
to other nations for our transportation sys
tems? 

To enjoy the safety and other advantages 
possible with new technologies, like intelligent 
vehicle highway systems, we must be much 
more aggressive in implementing and pursuing 
research and development programs than we 
have ever been. 

I quote from a report from the Office of 
Technology Assessment: "Long range plan
ning and R&D that look ahead to future prob
lems simply do not exist at DOT and this is a 
serious deficiency." Section 601 of H.R. 2950 
is an attempt to remove this deficiency. 

Section 601 calls for the Secretary of Trans
portation to develop an integrated national 
plan for surface transportation. This plan must 
include a 10-year projection of the long-term 
research and development needed to provide 
for the next generation surface transportation 
systems. 

Section 601 requires that the Secretary of 
Transportation strengthen and expand surface 
transportation infrastructure research and de
velopment. Finally, section 654 of H.R. 2950 
requires the Secretary of Transportation to de
velop a completely automated highway and 
vehicle system which can become a prototype 
from which future fully automated intelligent 
vehicle-highway systems can be developed. 

Efficient and effective surface transportation 
systems are necessary for both our independ
ence and for our comfort. 

In order to manufacture products that will 
move our surface transportation system to the 
forefront of modern technology, we must first 
develop these products. To develop these 
products, we must have a strong R&D pro
gram at the Department of Transportation. 
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Title VI of H.R. 3566 is the first step in such 
a program. I urge my colleagues to support 
this important legislation. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, . 
I rise today to express my serious concerns 
about a proposal included in H.R. 2950, the 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act that 
would alter the minimum allocation guarantees 
in the Federal highway funding program. I sin
cerely appreciate the dedication with which the 
chairman, Congressman ROE, and his col
leagues on the committee have demonstrated 
in crafting this proposal. I also believe that this 
bill contains many bold provisions that will 
take great leaps toward improving our trans
portation infrastructure. 

I find it unfortunate that this otherwise su
perb package includes language to alter the 
minimum allocation. Currently, States are 
guaranteed to receive a minimum of 85 per
cent of the contributions they make to the 
Federal highway program back in the form of 
Federal highway grants. As you know, many 
less populated States receive back more than 
they contribute to the system while larger, 
highly populated States receive close to the 
85 percent minimum. This ensures that rural 
States, predominately located in the West, are 
able to adequately maintain the highways 
within their boundaries. This guaranty has al
lowed our rural highways to maintain an excel
lent record of reliability and safety and has 
contributed to an unprecedented rise in eco
nomic productivity. 

The proposal attached to H.R. 2950 would 
disrupt this system. This proposal would in
crease the minimum allocation to 95 percent, 
a funding reduction that would severely dam
age Federal assistance for construction and 
maintenance of our Nation's highway systems. 
The Colorado Department of Highways has 
estimated that this proposal would cost my 
State nearly $24 million in fiscal year 1991. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it clear that 
my concerns over this legislative package go 
beyond just the minimum allocation language. 
I have also found that the funding formulas in
cluded in H.R. 2950 would severely impair the 
State of Colorado's ability to maintain and im
prove the highways. While the legislation be
fore us includes a significant increase in 
spending for our Nation's highways, the State 
of Colorado stands a good chance of actually 
seeing a decline in the amount of Federal 
money available to it for transportation spend
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, the efficiency of our Nation's 
industries is integrally tied to the State of our 
rural highways. The transportation of our man
ufactured goods and our refined natural re
sources and the future of American industry 
depends on the maintenance and develop
ment of our rural highways. I urge my col
leagues to carefully consider the provisions in
cluded in this bill and vote for the protection of 
our country's future. 

UTE MOUNTAIN UTE TRIBE, 
FARM & RANCH ENTERPRISE, 

Towaoc, CO, October 21, 1991. 
To: Dan McAuliffe, Paul Taylor, Christine 

Mulick. 
From: Mike Preston. 

Deepest thanks to Ben, Dan, and Chris for 
the $2.5 million appropriation for Dolores 
Project development. The good mark on the 
House side saved the day. The $2.5 million 

will allow us to keep the organization in 
tact, continue with the demonstration farm 
and move ahead with limited construction. 

The work that Paul has done to get $3.4 
million into the House transportation bill 
for the Aneth Road is a really important op
portunity. I realize that it's a tough shot, 
but here's what it could do: 

1. $3.4 million would allow us to grade 
drain and gravel the entire road out to the 
project area, including a bi-pass of the Main 
entrance to Towaoc which is becoming in
creasingly dangerous with all the added con
struction traffic, a new convenience store, 
and the on-set of gambling scheduled for De
cember. 

2. $3.4 million in FY 1992 would provide 
critical access for canal, lateral and on-farm 
construction, while solving serious safety 
problems in Towaoc and out in the project 
area. 

3. Building the Aneth Road in FY 1992 
would make much more effective use of the 
administrative and construction manage
ment capability provided for in the $2.5 mil
lion interior appropriation. 

The Aneth Road project is ready to go: 
1. Designs, surveys, environmental and ar

chaeological clearances are completely done. 
2. The skids are greased in the Federal 

Highway Bureaucracy. Jerry Cloud [(303) 969-
6737) of the FWHA Regional office in Denver 
has toured the Project with BIA Roads Engi
neer Ed Little and is in close communication 
with Colorado Highway Director Ray Cham
berlain. 

3. The fairness issue of including Indian 
Tribes if there are to be "demonstration 
projects" has been raised on the House side. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to join my distinguished colleagues in 
support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1991. 

At the outset, I wish to commend my distin
guished colleagues, Mr. ROBERT ROE, chair
man of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, and Mr. NORMAN MINETA, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Surface 
Transportation, for their leadership and hard 
work in getting this new version of the high
way bill, which will not only compliment the 
wishes of the other body but also restructures 
the Federal Highway Program to address 
post-Interstate Highway System needs and to 
give States more flexibility in funding transpor
tation projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I concur with Congressman 
MINETA of California that this legislation builds 
America's roads, bridges, and transit systems 
into a comprehensive network that will build 
our economy, enhance safety, and improve 
our quality of life. 

This bill provides an unprecedented level of 
flexibility for States to use funding for any 
highway or mass transit projects which they 
consider a priority. In fact 97 percent of the bill 
may be distributed by Governors and legisla
tures of the States while only 3 percent is ear
marked for projects which we, as duly elected 
Members of Congress, know and believe are 
projects which the districts we represent are in 
critical need for immediate addressment. 

In my district, Mr. Chairman, this bill will 
specifically improve a critically needed road 
system for the Manu'a Islands, which is often 
overlooked-a road system that is generally 
rutted and routinely washes out in heavy rains 
and during severe storms. The roads in this is
land group have deteriorated to such an ex-

tent that they are in need of reconstruction. 
The only other methods of surface, intra-island 
transportation available for these islands are 
foot, canoe, or small boat. 

Mr. Chairman, contrary to some concerns 
that this bill contains project-specific earmarks 
which are not priorities in some States, I want 
to remind my colleagues that the States will 
always have the opportunity to reject any of 
these projects when the legislators vote on 
State matching share moneys, as required for 
all projects in this bill. 

In conclusion, I want to briefly address the 
issue of the project selection process. I am 
appalled that some of my distinguished col
leagues have suggested that the process in 
which we, in Congress select projects in our 
districts are more political and less objective. 
I want to state for the record that it is a known 
fact that the process in the States are no more 
objective and no less political than the process 
in Congress. 

I applaud the House Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation for coming up with 
this bill, which I believe will address America's 
present and future transportation needs. I urge 
my colleagues to vote in support of this legis
lation. 

Mr. SIKORSKI. Mr. Chairman, as one of 
many Members of the House who went before 
the Public Works Committee for assistance 
with a local transportation project, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3566 and object to unfair char
acterizations. 

This landmark legislation contains $9 million 
to help fund a planned crosstown Highway 
610 for the northern Twin Cities metropolitan 
area. When completed, Highway 610 will up
grade existing roads and provide a critical 11-
mile east-west link between two interstates. 
The need for this highway was identified over 
20 years ago by the local metropolitan plan
ning organization. During the 20-year wait for 
funding, the area has grown rapidly. Existing 
roads in the corridor are congested and pol
luted, with double the traffic volume that was 
projected for 1990 just 6 years ago. Little won
der the roads are sometimes known as Min
nesota's moving parking lot. 

In spite of recent growth pressures, local 
governments have shown tremendous fore
sight in acquiring land for the project. Their 
hard work was largely responsible for estab
lishing an innovative State program which pro
vides highway right-of-way at one-tenth of pre
vious acquisition costs. As a result of their ef
forts, all of the 61 0 right-of-way subject to im
minent development has been acquired. 

Support for the project has come from all 
sides and all levels-from the Governor of 
Minnesota, the Minnesota Commissioner of 
Transportation, 26 regional State legislators, 
more than a half-dozen area chambers of 
commerce, numerous county boards, and 
countless local lawmakers from the 19 area 
communities who represent more than 
800,000 Minnesotans. 

There is a legitimate need, strong support, 
and an appropriate Federal responsibility for 
projects like Highway 610 in this bill. This isn't 
pork-barrel, it's good government, responsive 
to the legitimate and important highway needs 
of the governed. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
add my support for H.R. 2950, and to ac-
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knowledge the outstanding work by the leader
ship of the Public Works and Transportation 
Committee in bringing this bold, innovative 
legislation to the House. 

The committee has done an outstanding job 
in underlining the importance of American re
search and development in the area of trans
portation. 

They point out that while competitors like 
Japan and Germany increased their transpor
tation research and development budgets, our 
Federal spending in this area fell by some 40 
percent in the last decade alone. It is appalling 
that American workers fail to benefit from 
manufacturing the transportation technology 
we pioneer but fail to bring to market. 

This bill accelerates investment in the tech
nology we need to solve our transportation 
problems rather than buying back perfected 
versions of U.S. technologies from abroad. I 
commend the committee's leadership for their 
responsible decisions here. 

I am also proud to have sponsored a portion 
of the research title, title VI, which furthers 
these goals by creating a grant program to en
able the research and development necessary 
to manufacture cleaner vehicles and transpor
tation systems in the United States. 

As I see it, manufacturing cleaner vehicles 
and transportation systems is an opportunity 
for this country to capitalize on its techno
logical strengths and meet several goals-in
cluding cleaning up the air, reducing our de
pendence on foreign oil, and reemploying 
those aerospace and auto workers now idled 
by defense downsizing and competition from 
abroad. 

My provision in part C would award at least 
three grants directly to research and develop
ment consortia ready to turn their expertise to 
the development of cleaner transportation. 

Their aim would be to pool resources to 
bring our technology to the American 
consumer. Federal funds would play the role 
of seed money-to stimulate private invest
ment. 

I also strongly support the provisions in this 
bill which authorize funding for segment 3 of 
the Metro Red Line. The Red Line will be the 
spine of an integrated 300-mile transit system 
linking light, heavy, and commuter rail in Los 
Angeles. 

Thanks to Federal support, my constituents 
in the San Fernando Valley will be able to 
reach Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles 
while avoiding L.A. gridlock and decreasing 
the amount of emissions spewed into our air 
each day. 

I also want to commend the committee for 
authorizing $449 million for the application of 
intelligent vehicle highway systems to con
gested corridors nationwide. 

Southern California is a leader in using 
these technologies to improve freeway effi
ciency, and I hope to work with the committee 
leadership and the Federal Highway Adminis
tration to ensure that we apply some of these 
innovative approaches to relieve the conges
tion which brings the Ventura Freeway to a 
standstill several times each day in the San 
Fernando Valley. 

The investments we make or fail to make in 
our transportation infrastructure directly im
pacts the amount of toxins in our air, the 
amount of oil we have to import, and the num
ber of jobs for Americans. 

The taxpayers in my State have been willing 
to pay for improvements because this kind of 
spending brings results. In the past 16 
months, the voters of Los Angeles County 
have approved three statewide and one coun
ty measure to provide rail bonds, a gas tax in
crease, and a doubling of our 112-cent county 
sales tax for transportation improvements and 
development of our Metro system. 

I applaud the Public Works Committee for 
bringing us programs which will keep Ameri
cans mobile into the next century. State and 
local officials will have the flexibility and con
sistent funding matches they need to decide 
which types of spending their region needs 
most. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2950 provides a frame
work for our States and cities to rebuild our 
transportation infrastructure and to build new 
systems which will provide mobility, cleaner, 
air, and less congestion for future generations. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the highway bill, particularly the extension 
of the 2.5-cents-per-gallon increase in the gas 
tax through 1999, and the numerous dem
onstration projects that are included. 

My objection to the demonstration projects 
is really threefold. First, they are simply too 
costly. Second, the gas tax increase wouldn't 
be necessary were it not for the demonstration 
projects. And third, in many cases, these are 
projects that should really be funded by State 
and local governments, not the Federal Gov
ernment. 

According to the Department of Transpor
tation, if the demonstration projects were 
costed out to completion, the total would be in 
excess of $22 billion, not the $5 billion identi
fied in the bill which is really just to get the 
work on these projects underway. 

Those projects will, therefore, consume all 
of the revenue that is expected to be derived 
from the extension of the gas tax increase
an estimated $14.1 billion between 1996 and 
1999-and still fall about $8 billion short. If the 
pork were eliminated, the tax increase 
wouldn't be needed. 

Now I am not suggesting that all of the 
projects in the bill are unnecessary. Some 
can't be undertaken without Federal support. 
For example, the Federal Government has a 
trust obligation to Indian tribes and, therefore, 
a responsibility to help develop Indian roads. 
The Federal Government doesn't have that 
same obligation with respect to some urban 
projects where it is really the State or local ju
risdiction that should assume the cost. 

And, there are a number of good things in 
this bill-a formula that treats donor states 
more fairly, and a National Highway System 
which gives State and local officials greater 
flexibility in establishing priorities to name just 
two. 

But, the good in the bill is being jeopardized 
by the bad. The tax increase and the dem
onstration projects in particular are likely to 
draw a veto by the White House and delay 
further the enactment of a much-needed high
way bill. 

Passage of this bill has already been de
layed too long. Let's take care of the problems 
now before a veto causes further delay. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991. 

I am pleased that the committee included 
funding for two vitally important transportation 
projects in Minnesota. 

The first is the Bloomington Ferry Bridge, 
which ranks as Minnesota's highest priority 
river crossing. The Bloomington Ferry Bridge 
spans the Minnesota River and links Eden 
Prairie, Bloomington, and Shakopee; three of 
Minnesota's fastest growing cities which are 
located in one of the State's fastest growing 
areas. 

Designed almost 100 years ago, the bridge 
was originally intended to support relatively 
sparsely populated areas. But as the suburbs 
have grown, the role of the bridge has grown 
into one of the most vital links between 14,500 
daily suburban and outstate commuters and 
the Twin Cities. 

Unfortunately, while the traffic stream has 
grown dramatically, the condition of the bridge 
has dramatically declined. In 1977, the bridge 
was severely damaged by a barge. A tem
porary bridge was then put in it's place. 

However, that temporary bridge has proven 
terribly unreliable and inadequate. Almost 
every spring, the bridge floods out and com
muters attempting to cross the bridge are 
forced to travel miles to two other already 
clogged arteries into the city. Unlike highways, 
there are no side roads or streets when 
bridges are involved. When the bridge is 
forced to close, there is simply no easy alter
native for commuters. 

The need for replacing this bridge is clear 
and obvious. The suburban communities have 
been forced to suffer year after year, as their 
communities increase in population and the 
bridge continues to deteriorate. 

Second, I'm also pleased that the committee 
included funding for the new Highway 212, a 
high priority item to the residents of Eden Prai
rie, Chanhassen, and Chaska. This new four
lane limited access expressway is needed to 
connect rural Minnesota and the metropolitan 
area to relieve the existing heavy traffic bur
den in these suburbs. Currently southwestern 
Minnesota is the only region of the State not 
connected to the Twin Cities by a four-lane 
road. A new Highway 212 would ease traffic 
congestion, and improve safety and access. 

In addition, because agriculture is the pri
mary industry in Minnesota, it is vital and nec
essary to have good highways to get agricul
tural products and produce to principal mar
kets, which are located in the Twin Cities and 
the eastern part of Minnesota. For these rea
sons, Highway 212 is designated as a heavy
truck artery in the Minnesota highway con
struction program and is essential to ensure a 
safe and efficient transportation system. 

Again, I want to thank the chairman and 
ranking member of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee for their leadership 
on this legislation and for recognizing the im
portance of these two projects. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
discuss the Surface Transportation Infrastruc
ture Act, H.R. 2950. It presents a historic shift 
in national transportation policy and sweeping 
changes in the way we build and pay for the 
Nation's roads, bridges and buses, and rail 
systems. 

I support most of the major provisions of the 
bill and endorse its new and innovative frame
work. Much good and effective work has been 
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put into this legislation by all of those con
cerned. 

Maryland, along with the entire Northeastern 
corridor, is changing rapidly. Supplying trans
portation facilities and services to meet the 
changes in a timely manner requires substan
tial financial, as well as human resources. 
Maryland's population has increased by nearly 
500,000 people in the last 20 years to 4.7 mil
lion residents. During that same period, the 
number of employed rose from 2.1 to 2.6 mil
lion, a 24-percent increase. 

H.R. 2950 offers Maryland substantial bene
fits to meet these changes. The nationwide 
funding levels are significantly higher than in 
previous years and the strong transit provi
sions meet the State's growing need to move 
people more efficiently. The bill authorizes 
$2.5 billion for highway and transit funding 
over the next 6 years. It provides $160 million 
for improvements to the Maryland Rail Com
muter System including a possible extension 
to Waldorf and $50 million for the 1-95 Wood
row Wilson Bridge for preconstruction activi
ties. 

I opposed the earlier version of this bill be
cause it contained a s~ent increase in the 
gas tax. I will reluctantly oppose this bill for 
the same basic reason-it is not fiscally re-
sponsible. · 

I base my decision on these three reasons: 
The bill extends last year's gas tax increase, 

intended to be temporary, for an additional 4 
years largely to fund special interest projects 
and other programs that should be reduced or 
eliminated. States should not be forced to 
come up with matching funds for projects low 
on their priority lists. 

Second, funds are diverted for earmarked 
highway and transit projects that will be con
structed without regard to whether they are 
the wisest investments. These 472 special 
highway demonstration projects will cost as 
much as $23 billion, funding projects that 
would probably not survive the normal process 
of selection on their merits. 

Last, the authorization levels in the bill are 
excessive. While I am fully aware that the Na
tion's overall transportation infrastructure has 
been deteriorating, the highway and transit 
levels in the bill would be difficult to accommo
date in the future-year appropriations bills. We 
can not do it all. Other important Federal pro
grams require the same level of priority. 

My opposition here relates to funding levels 
and funding diversions, not the revolutionary 
reordering of transportation policy which I sup
port. The new blueprint set out in this bill 
makes good sense. It will strengthen the Na
tion's prosperity and its ability to compete in 
the global economy. But we need a fiscally re
sponsible bill. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991. I 
commend Chairmen MINETA and ROE for their 
efforts in putting together this fiscally respon
sible multiyear authorization for our Nation's 
transportation system. 

The bill authorizes $151 billion over the next 
6 years for Federal highway, transit and trans
portation infrastructure projects. The bill dou
bles the Federal commitment to mass transit 
and gives States some added flexibility to de
cide how best to spend Federal transportation 

funds. While I believe that deteriorating air 
quality justifies even a greater expenditure on 
transit alternatives to the automobile, this bill 
goes farther in support of transit than any pre
vious authorization. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is important for sev
eral reasons. It will enable us to modernize 
our transportation infrastructure which is criti
cal to our ability to remain competitive in the 
global marketplace. It will give States more 
latitude to make transportation investment de
cisions based upon their particular needs. For 
California, this will mean flexibility to invest in 
mass transit and other transportation alter
natives to reduce our reliance on the auto
mobile and clean up our air. 

The San Francisco Bay area has embarked 
on an ambitious program of mass transit de
velopment in order to ease highway conges
tion and improve air quality. This program is 
essential for relieving pressure on California's 
existing transportation infrastructure caused by 
rapid increases in population. I am pleased 
that the committee has authorized in this bill a 
multiyear funding contract for the completion 
of the Bay Area Rapid Transit [BARll to San 
Francisco Airport and for transit improvements 
in Santa Clara County. These projects are 
central to the bay area's integrated transpor
tation plan which has been so carefully crafted 
by local and county governments. 

For too long, we have been faced with the 
deterioration of our Nation's bridges and tun
nels and confronted with their vulnerability to 
earthquakes. This bill renews our commitment 
to bridge replacement and repair and allows 
for seismic retrofits to enhance bridge safety 
during earthquakes. The bill also establishes a 
seismic research program to develop effective 
measures for improving the strength of 
bridges, tunnels, and highways to withstand 
earthquakes. In addition, the bill authorizes $7 
million for preliminary work on the seismic up
grading of San Francisco's historic Golden 
Gate Bridge. 

Mr. Chairman, last weekend the people of 
San Francisco commemorated the second an
niversary of the devastating Loma Prieta 
earthquake. The quake was a tragic reminder 
of the importance of ensuring the seismic 
safety of our roads and bridges. On behalf of 
my constituents, I would like to thank the com
mittee for authorizing seismic upgrades and 
retrofitting in this bill. 

San Francisco Bay is a habitat for a wide 
array of waterfowl. Central to maintaining San 
Francisco Bay's waterfowl population is the 
preservation of wetland environments. The 
committee has included in this bill a provision 
that would enable Federal funding authorized 
under the new mobility programs to be used 
for the establishment of wetland mitigation 
banks. The concept of encouraging wetlands 
creation and mitigation is an important one. It 
is my hope that the committee will be able to 
refine this provision in conference in order to 
ensure that the integrity of local ecosystems is 
protected and that mitigation plans are not en
dangered by developer bankruptcies. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2950 is a comprehen
sive effort to bring America's transportation in
frastructure into line with the needs of the 21st 
century. I applaud the committee for its work 
in crafting this important legislation and urge 
my colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, 
as a member representing a donor State
Missouri-1 rise today in support of H.R. 3566, 
the lntermodal Surface Transportation Act of 
1991. This is vital legislation for the future of 
this country-for the economic development of 
communities in rural America, for the improve
ment of farm-to-market roads; for new jobs 
created by expanding businesses. 

The bill contains important provisions to 
residents of Missouri. The apportionment for
mulas, which determine how much each State 
receives, are based on user items such as 
fuel usage, road miles, and vehicle miles of 
travel. This provides a fair national distribution 
of funds and provides donor States with a 
higher rate of return on their contributions to 
the highway trust funds. It is time to return 
Missouri transportation dollars to Missouri. 

In addition, the bill retains a 90-percent min
imum allocation, assuring States a return of 90 
percent of their contributions to the trust fund, 
and spends down the highway trust fund. In 
the case of the State of Missouri we will even
tually get back 100 percent of our contribu
tion-a significant increase over current law. 
The legislation also establishes a 155,000-mile 
National Highway System, identifying major 
strategic roads nationwide-both rural and 
urban-which promote economic development 
by linking towns with airports, major cities, and 
other public transportation facilities. 

I believe this bill takes many important steps 
regarding the ability of this country to compete 
worldwide, and I hope my colleagues will sup
port H.R. 3566. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I strongly sup
port the provision in the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Act of 1991 which encourages 
all the States to pass mandatory automobile 
seatbelt and motorcycle helmet laws. 

Right now only 18 States require helmet 
and seatbelt use. If all States passed those 
laws we could save thousands of lives each 
year and prevent tens of thousands of dis
abling injuries-injuries which are costing this 
Nation's taxpayers billions of dollars in medical 
costs. 

Unfortunately, some opponents of these 
laws-especially opponents of helmet laws
have distorted the facts surrounding the issue. 
I would like to help set the record straight. 

GAO REPORT 

The General Accounting Office, in a study 
released in July 1991, and which I've recently 
distributed to all Members' offices, concluded 
that "motorcycle helmet laws save lives and 
reduce costs to society." According to the 
GAO, in States with helmet laws, nearly all rid
ers wear helmets, compared with only 50 per
cent in States with minors-only or no helmet 
laws. 

And those helmets save lives. The GAO 
says the best estimates are that there would 
have been 350 to 700 fewer motorcycle 
deaths last year if all motorcyclists had worn 
helmets. And besides the lives saved, there 
would have been countless injuries prevented. 
The long-term costs for head injuries easily 
exceed $100,000-with 60 to 80 percent of 
the costs paid by the public. 

HELMETS WORK 

Opponents of helmet laws try to show that 
helmets don't work. They often use as an ex
ample the relatively low fatality rates in some 
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States without helmet laws compared with 
some States which do have laws. 

But that comparison isn't valid. For one 
thing, it doesn't take into account the different 
motorcycle riding seasons in different States. 
For example, North Dakota, which doesn't re
quire all riders to wear helmets, has very few 
fatalities. But then again, very few people ride 
motorcycles during the North Dakota winter. 

The correct comparison is to look at what 
has happened in individual States both before 
and after they enacted helmet laws. 

On that the facts are clear: States which en
acted helmet laws have experienced a drop in 
fatalities of 20 to 40 percent. And States which 
have repealed laws have seen fatalities shoot 
up. There is no question that helmets save 
lives. 

EDUCATION IS ONLY PART OF THE PICTURE 

Opponents of helmet laws also claim that 
motorcycle rider education-not laws-will re
duce fatalities. 

Education certainly is important. And the 
committee bill recognizes that fact by including 
$62 million in incentive grants to States with 
helmet and seatbelt laws. Those grants can 
be used by the States for safety education 
and training. 

But even with the best rider education there 
will still be accidents. In fact, more than half of 
the accidents involving a motorcycle and an
other vehicle are the other vehicle's fault. Edu
cation won't save the life of a motorcyclist 
when a car makes a left turn in front of him. 
A helmet just might. 

MINORS-ONLY LAWS DON'T WORK 

Some opponents of helmet laws would like 
to have them apply only to minors. But ac
cording to the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, "Simply put, partial laws don't 
work." 

One of the reasons such laws are ineffec
tive is that they are virtually impossible to en
force. In States with minors-only laws, only 50 
percent of riders wear helmets-about the 
same as in States with no law at all. And 
since 90 percent of motorcycle fatalities are 
riders above the age of 18, "minors only" laws 
are almost completely ineffective in saving 
lives. 

WIDESPREAD SUPPORT 

Mr. Chairman, it's regrettable that a small 
minority are willing to distort the facts on this 
issue. Fortunately, most people know better. 
According to a recent Roper poll, 90 percent 
of Americans support or strongly support man
datory helmet laws. 

The helmet-seatbelt provision enjoys the 
support of almost every major medical and in
surance group in the Nation, and is supported 
by the National Association of Governors 
Highway Safety Representatives, which 
praised it for its treatment of State's rights. 

I applaud the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation for relying on the facts and 
including these important, life-saving provi
sions in the surface transportation bill. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 3566, the Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act. let me begin by com
mending the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation, Mr. ROE, and the indefatigable chair
man of the Subcommittee on Surface Trans-

portation, Mr. MINETA, for their able leadership 
and perseverance in presenting us a transpor
tation bill which takes America into the 21st 
century. 

Mr. Chairman, our Nation's roads and 
bridges suffer from steadying decay and be
nign neglect. This deterioration was high
lighted by the Transportation Department's lat
est report on the status of the Nation's high
ways and bridges, which notes that the cost of 
merely repairing existing deficiencies nears 
$500 billion. Unfortunately, to a large extent, 
Federal disregard is responsible for creating 
this state of emergency. Indeed, the gap be
tween Federal highway and transit investment 
has been widening increasingly from a ratio of 
2 to 1 in 1981 to 4.5 to 1 in 1991. Specifically, 
mass transit, which is of particular importance 
to the residents of New York City, has been 
cut by nearly 50 percent in real terms since 
1981 as a result of Reagan and Bush adminis
tration policies. 

H.R. 3566 offers a comprehensive and 
thoughtful remedy to reverse the Federal re
trenchment of the past 10 years. H.R. 3566 
provides a total of $151 billion for surface 
transportation over the next 6 years-$119 bil
lion for highways and $32 billion for mass 
transit. 

The measure replaces several existing Fed
eral-aid highway programs with five new pro
grams to address postinterstate needs, the 
centerpiece of which is a new 155,000-mile 
National Highway System. Other new pro
grams include an Urban Mobility Program, a 
Rural Mobility Program, a State Flexible Pro
gram, and a combined Highway Safety Im
provement Program. 

Under the measure, States would have un
precedented flexibility to use Federal-aid high
way funding for either highway or mass transit 
projects. The measure also increases from 75 
to 80 percent the level of Federal cost-sharing 
for Federal-aid highway programs, and it re
tains the 90 percent Federal cost-sharing for 
projects to complete the Interstate System. 
The bill significantly increases mass transit 
funding over current levels, authorizing a total 
of $32.3 billion over 6 years for mass transit 
programs and increases from 75 to 80 percent 
the Federal share of capital grants for the con
struction or expansion of transit systems. 

In addition, the bill authorizes $15.7 billion 
over 6 years for the existing bridge replace
ment and rehabilitation program. Under the 
program, funds are allocated to States for re
placing and repairing bridges. The measure 
also modifies the existing metropolitan trans
portation planning process to focus planning 
on integrated, intermodal transportation strate
gies, and to strengthen the metropolitan plan
ning organizations. To help States plan and 
design scenic byway programs, H.R. 3566 au
thorizes $10 million in fiscal year 1992 and 
$11 million per year thereafter for these impor
tant programs. 

Most importantly, this measure satisfies our 
country's many transportation demands with
out proposing any new taxes and without 
touching general revenues. The bill derives its 
funding by extending for 4 years the 2.5 cents 
of the Federal gas tax enacted last year, 
which is deposited into the highway trust fund. 
This is by no means too much to ask to fulfill 
the needs of 250 million Americans living in 

congested urban areas, growing suburbs, and 
vast rural regions. I urge my colleagues to 
write a much-needed prescription for· our 
country's infrastructure by supporting the Sur
face Transportation Infrastructure Act. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise today in opposition to the lntermodal 
Surface Transportation Reauthorization Act. 

There is no doubt that keeping our roads 
and bridges safe and operating is in our best 
national interest. A solid infrastructure is criti
cal to our economic viability and future. 

But, Mr. Chairman, this bill veers through 
the guardrail of fiscal responsibility. It takes a 
detour paved with more taxes on the very 
people it seeks to hel~the American tax
payer. 

This bill would extend last year's 2112 cent 
increase in the motor fuels excise tax for an 
additional 4 years. Extending the gas tax will 
not benefit this Nation. 

It will merely add to the tax burdens on 
working men and women who rely on their 
cars to commute, and further penalize com
mercial carriers who are already on the mar
gin. The gas tax will only deter growth to our 
economy. 

Who will this tax hurt the most? Will it hurt 
those who cross the street in stretch lim
ousines? No. It will hurt those workers on lim
ited incomes, who are cutting every corner to 
make ends meet. 

Most troubling is where some of this tax 
money will be targeted. Mr. Chairman, I would 
not be one to begrudge a public expenditure 
when there is a demonstrated need. There are 
hundreds of roads and bridges hanging by a 
rusting bolt or shot full of potholes in this 
country. 

But this gas tax will partially subsidize spe
cial projects around our Nation. They are spe
cial projects because they require a special 
type of justification. Thirty percent of the $5 
billion subsidizing these projects will go to four 
States. These projects are not essential to the 
surface transportation needs of this country. 
They are pork, and the American taxpayer has 
to foot the bill. 

I would hope that we can come up with 
meaningful legislation to address highway re
authorization that is within our budget and 
which does not sideswipe the American tax
payer. Until that time I am in opposition to 
H.R. 2950. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991. This 
bill will make sweeping changes in our Na
tion's transportation policy as we look toward 
the 21st century. I commend my colleague, 
Chairman ROE, for his tireless efforts in bring
ing to the floor a bill which recognizes the dual 
needs for greater equity and greater flexibility 
in transportation funding. 

H.R. 2950 authorizes $151 billion for the 
next 6 years to improve the Nation's surface 
transportation infrastructure. The bill modern
izes the formulas used to distribute highway 
trust fund moneys, and contains substantial in
creases in funding for both highway and mass 
transit programs, to help meet the growing 
need for infrastructure improvement. 

Mr. Chairman, our Nation has failed to make 
the needed investment over the last two dec
ades in our basic public facilities, such as 
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roads, bridges, airports, rail and mass transit 
systems, municipal water systems, and sew
age treatment facilities. The evidence of our 
neglect is all around us, and seriously threat
ens not only our health and safety, but our 
economic competitiveness. Currently, 39 per
cent of the Nation's bridges are rated defi
cient. More than 60 percent of the miles of 
paved highways in the United States need 
some form of surface rehabilitation or repair. 
Congestion is a pervasive problem in our 
cities. Almost 70 percent of daily peak-hour 
travel on the urban Interstate System in 1989 
occurred under congested conditions. By the 
year 2005, traffic delays caused by inadequate 
roads will cost the Nation $50 billion a year in 
lost wages and wasted gasoline. 

H.R. 2950 takes steps to correct this failure 
to properly invest in our Nation's infrastructure. 
This bill would authorize $32 billion for mass 
transit repairs and construction, and would in
crease highway construction spending by over 
40 percent. In addition, State and local offi
cials would be granted unprecedented flexibil
ity to transfer funds between programs to 
meet particular local needs and priorities. 

H.R. 2950 also addresses a serious prob
lem that has plagued my own State of Ohio, 
as well as a number of other States for many 
years. That problem is the lack of equity in al
location of highway funds. Ohio, and 18 other 
States, are so-called donor States, which is to 
say that Ohio receives less money from the 
Federal Government for highway programs 
than the State contributes in tax revenues. 

Under the previous Surface Transportation 
Act authorization, donor States were guaran
teed a minimum allocation of at least 85 cents 
on every dollar contributed to the Federal 
highway trust fund. H.R. 2950 recognizes the 
need for greater equity in highway funding by 
increasing this percentage to 90 cents on the 
dollar for every dollar contributed by donor 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2950 takes a giant step 
toward meeting the daunting infrastructure 
needs of our Nation, maintaining the economic 
competitiveness of American business, and 
creating thousands of good jobs. I urge all my 
colleagues to support H.R. 2950. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I am 
aware of the urgent need to move comprehen
sive, long-term transportation legislation. The 
repair and modernization of our deteriorating 
transportation infrastructure cannot be put on 
hold indefinitely. America's roads need rebuild
ing, our bridges need repair and our urban 
areas need expanded mass transit options to 
alleviate the crushing problems of congestion 
and unhealthy air. Renewed investment in 
these areas is without doubt of critical impor
tance to the Nation's economic health and to 
our future. . 

However, I am compelled to weigh the ur
gency of immediate action against the need to 
pass legislation which meets our Nation's 
transportation needs as broadly and respon
sibly as possible. I am frustrated and dis
appointed by the bill which is before us today. 
It is, in my view, fundamentally flawed. The bill 
would distribute highway trust fund moneys to 
States largely on the basis of fuel consump
tion and vehicle miles traveled. This rep
resents a painful step back from previous na
tional policy, which has long been predicated 

on the realization that the Nation's best inter
ests lie in ensuring strong transportation links 
which serve all of our communities in every 
State, including the less populous. 

The potential impact on Utah illustrates the 
problem. Utah has historically experienced a 
favorable rate of return with respect to Federal 
highway funding, which makes absolute sense 
given that so much of our State is rural or 
consists of public lands. It is an incontrovert
ible reality that people who travel within and 
through the State and across the United 
States must cross these vast open areas. The 
roads which serve these areas have to be 
maintained if we are to respond to the eco
nomic and social necessity of moving people 
and goods throughout the country. But, with a 
smaller population base relative to the great 
distances which our roads must span, Utah, 
and all who travel through our State, would be 
at a very serious disadvantage under the pro
posed formula. If this bill becomes law, Utah 
will be reduced more than 50 percent of cur
rent payments, donor to about 82 cents for 
every tax dollar we contribute to the Federal 
Government's highway trust fund. I simply 
cannot support legislation which would have 
such a devastating effect. 

I have heard it said, erroneously, that with 
the virtual completion of our Interstate System 
there is no longer sufficient need or justifica
tion for distributing funds so as to give Utah or 
other largely rural States a helping hand. But 
building the system is only the beginning
maintaining it afterwards in its entirety is 
equally vital. Adoption of the proposed formula 
would be comparable to leaving some riders 
behind, perhaps to drown, while switching 
horses in midstream. I simply cannot condone 
such national shortsightedness. 

Less populous States such as Utah unf ortu
nately lack the sheer numbers to protect them
selves in the House of Representatives. In the 
event that this measure passes the House, we 
must direct our hopes to the Senate, and es
pecially western Senators, to guard our vital 
interests. It is increasingly up to the Senate to 
do the job of protecting the less populous 
States. 

Our Nation's highways provide indispen
sable economic and social links between our 
rural and urban citizens. It would be uncon
scionable and ultimately a loss to us all if, as 
we move our transportation infrastructure into 
the 21st century, we were to leave any part of 
America behind. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to address some points in the cur
rent lntermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991 that have created some 
confusion in my district. 

The lntermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991 includes in section 120 
a change of law regarding the allowability of 
funding for projects involving tolls. The bill in
cludes a provision for a new toll facilities pro
gram in which the State is permitted to use its 
Federal funds for the construction or expan
sion of toll highways, bridges, or tunnels. If the 
State so approves, up to 35 percent of the 
total cost of the project may be funded by 
Federal moneys, whether the project is pub
licly or privately owned. 

Using Federal moneys already committed to 
the State to facilitate the creation of roads is 

an idea to be encouraged. Utilizing additional 
funding sources can help circumvent the con
straints that the budget shortage places on our 
highway and road systems. At a time in which 
transportation demands ranging from urban 
congestion relief to seismic-related repairs are 
so great and the budget resoL.rces so small, 
an incentive which encourages 1rivate devel
opers to construct roads, or whi -:h eliminates 
the final financial obstacle neces·;ary to get a 
project over the finish line, is V-'3lcome. This 
new provision allows that incentive if the State 
so chooses. 

It should be clearly noted that the local 
agencies and governments play the deciding 
role in whether or not these Federal funds are 
used for a toll road that affects the local com
munity and affects the State only indirectly. 

In my district of Contra Costa County, CA, 
the proposed Mid-State Toll Road has caused 
a considerable amount of concern. In our rap
idly expanding area, issues of land-use and 
development are ones of greater importance 
and undergo tremendous scrutiny. There is 
great concern among many people that the 
possible construction of this toll road could 
open up one of the last rural areas is our 
county for development. In addition, proposals 
by some developers, as well as by local offi
cials, that part of the necessary additional 
funding be paid for by local impact taxes has 
fueled an already heated debate. And lastly, 
many environmental questions are being 
raised such as whether or not the road might 
affect wetlands. 

I am elaborating on these concerns to high
light the fact that each individual toll project 
that becomes a beneficiary of State des
ignated Federal funds is a battle that is even
tually fought on local fields. It is because this 
is true that the language in H.R. 2950 is so 
important. 

It is important to clarify that section 111 
says that while the State may allocate Federal 
funds to a toll project, no project is eligible for 
Federal funding if it is not part of a regional 
transportation plan, or, as it is called in H.R. 
2950, a transportation improvement program 
[TIP]. This regional TIP is one developed by 
the designated metropolitan planning organi
zation [MPO] under section 134. When consid
ering its State TIP, the State, therefore, may 
not circumvent the regional transportation au
thority and planning process. In summary, a 
project included in the STIP but not in the 
RTIP is ineligible for Federal funding. 

The onus is therefore placed on the MPO to 
determine the acceptability and desirability of 
the road. If the regional transportation author
ity decides that the toll road proposal before 
them is not acceptable for any number of pos
sible reasons, it will not be part of their re
gional transportation plan. Under no cir
cumstances will any Federal funds be re
leased for the project as a result. The State is 
free to consult and attempt to compromise 
with the MPO, but not to have the final word. 

As we meet here today, the Bay Area Met
ropolitan Transportation Commission is pre
paring a series of public forums where rep
resentative groups will testify as to the desir
ability of the Mid-State Toll Road. MTG will 
hear from environmental groups, developers 
proposing the road, and local officials. Under 
this bill it should be understood, only if MTG 
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includes the road in the RTIP will the project 
then be eligible for up to 35 percent of Federal 
funds. 

I am hopeful that this constraint on the use 
of Federal funds for toll roads will clear up 
some of the concern and confusion centered 
around this particular road and prevent prob
lems from arising around future toll roads in 
other States. Prior to this bill Federal moneys 
were used in the construction of a toll facilities 
program only if they were applied for as an 
exception. The process was then a long and 
complicated one, resulting in only a handful of 
projects ever receiving Federal funding. As we 
now make all toll projects in all States inten
tionally eligible for funding, we have a respon
sibility to ensure that the facility has under
gone the proper scrutiny and cleared the plan
ning approval procedure. In this case, inclu
sion in the regional transportation improve
ment plan alone is that procedure. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to extend my 
thanks to the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Surface Transportation, Mr. MINETA, and 
the chairman of the Public Works and Trans
portation Committee, Mr. ROE, for including 
$2.1 million in this bill to help support the 
Richmond Parkway Interchange on Interstate 
80 in Contra Costa County, CA. 

The Richmond Parkway Interchange is a 
critical feature of the Richmond Parkway that 
will provide a critical connection between 1-80 
and the San Rafael bridge. This project is 
being financed by local and private money, 
and will have a dramatic effect on reducing 
congestion at street traffic and in stimulating 
economic development in this high unemploy
ment area of my district. The total cost of the 
project is nearly $24 million, and so it is evi
dent that only a very small portion of the over
all funding is being requested from the Federal 
Government. 

1-80 is the most congested freeway in the 
Bay Area. The daily delays on this road cost 
us hundreds of millions of dollars a year in lost 
productivity, as well as contribute to air pollu
tion and gasoline consumption. Construction 
of the Richmond Parkway Interchange will re
lieve a great deal of heavy truck traffic and will 
complement the Knox Freeway connection to 
the bridge from the south. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in su~ 
porting funding for this important local project. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Surface Transportation 
Infrastructure Act, in large measure because it 
will make a greater amount of resources avail
able for mass transit. 

Transit options present the best opportunity 
for handling our growing transport needs in a 
cost-effective and environmentally sound man
ner. 

Under this legislation, two-thirds of flexible 
highway program funds may be transferred to 
mass transit at the discretion of State and 
local officials. In addition, States can transfer 
up to 35 percent of their National Highway 
System funds to mass transit. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill is downright more fair 
to mass transit options in comparison to the 
Bush administration's original proposal. Under 
that plan, transit funding would have been 
greatly reduced, forcing fare increases in cities 
like New York. 

What we have here, Mr. Chairman, is legis
lation that gives us an opportunity to get back 

to the business of building and maintaining our 
transit systems and roads, rather than neglect 
them, as the past two administrations would 
have us do. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
thank the chairman and other members of the 
committee for their hard work in putting to
gether a badly needed transportation bill. I 
also worked hard during the developmental 
stages of this bill to include a special dem
onstration project for Utah County in my home 
district, the Third District of Utah. 

Unfortunately, the recommended apportion
ments of this bill benefit the more populated 
States of this country at the expense of the 
more rural States like my home state of Utah. 
The combined effect of increased motor fuel 
taxes over recent years and diminished Fed
eral assistance creates a situation that cannot 
be tolerated. Due to this inequity, and in spite 
of the special project for Utah County, the 
Governor of the State of Utah has requested 
that this bill be voted down. Because of the 
potential for doing more harm than good for 
my home district, I must agree with the wishes 
of the Governor and respectfully vote no on 
this bill. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, as the 
House of Representatives today debates H.R. 
2950, the lntermodal Surface Transportation 
Infrastructure Act, I want to explain why I will 
vote "aye." 

The bill before us revamps the Nation's 
highway funding program, emphasizing the 
national interconnectedness of all transpor
tation modes. Most important, the bill re~ 
resents a serious commitment to rebuild, u~ 
grade and repair an aging highway system, 
creating 2 million jobs. 

The bill has many pluses. The threatened 
hike in the gas tax by 5 cents-on top of last 
year's increase of 5 cents-has been elimi
nated. Instead, the bill spends down the high
way trust fund from an estimated $11.4 billion 
to $2.3 billion over 5 years in order to use the 
money for what it was intended-to strengthen 
this Nation's transportation infrastructure. The 
bill also creates a 155,000-mile National High
way System, made up of the current Interstate 
System and other primary highways, which will 
receive almost i1alf of the $119 billion in high
way funds. There is increased funding of 
$15.7 billion over 6 years to replace and reha
bilitate bridges, hundreds of which are in des
perate need of repair or are considered un
safe. 

The Public Works Committee has included 
$6.1 million for widening Omaha's West 
Dodge Road, the major east-west thorough
fare through our city. This project, requested 
by Omaha public works officials and labeled a 
"priority project," will relieve congestion and 
streamline the movement of goods, services 
and people though our city, a major Midwest 
commercial center. This project has been the 
subject of three studies by highway officials 
who concluded that the only viable solution for 
relieving congestion is to reconstruct the entire 
corridor with six through lanes. 

The Department of Transportation estimates 
that this project will create 337 jobs in Omaha. 

Those are the pluses. 
What are the negatives? 
My major reservation about this bill is the 

funding formula, especially in comparison with 

the Senate bill. Even though Nebraska will re
ceive more money under this bill than under 
current law-$153 million per year versus 
$110 million now-the funding formula used to 
determine how much each State will receive, 
gives greater weight to mass transit and urban 
congestion relief rather than what is called ve
hicle miles traveled [VMT]. For Midwestern, 
largely rural States like Nebraska, with long 
expanses of highway requiring people to drive 
long distances, this formula is not advan
tageous. Increasing the minimum allocation to 
so-called donor States-those States that pay 
more money into the trust fund than they get 
back-from 85 percent to 90 percent hurts 
States like Nebraska which is not a donor 
State and, therefore, does not benefit. In sum, 
Nebraska receives a smaller percentage total 
highway funds under the formula in the House 
bill than it would receive if the Senate formula 
were used. 

The Senate bill is far preferable because it 
gives greater recognition to the traveling reali
ties of Nebraska and other Midwestern States. 
States like Nebraska function as bridges pro
viding connecting links between distant metro
politan areas such as the Great Lakes and 
Pacific Northwest or the Northeast and Califor
nia. 

I will not, however, have an opportunity to 
vote on the Senate bill. I will vote for this bill 
today to advance it to the joint House-Senate 
conference and will urge House conferees to 
move toward the Senate approach. The gen
erous funding formula of the Senate bill is es
pecially justified as national policy for Ne
braska, which has become a major route for 
interstate commerce across the country. 

In short, this bill is a mixed blessing. For my 
constituents, it offers help to improve West 
Dodge Street. For many Americans, it offers 
jobs. For all of us, it upgrades a deteriorating 
national transportation system. I hope that in 
conference the House Members of the con
ference will support a funding formula that 
treats Nebraska more fairly. 

Mr. HAYES of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I 
join with my colleague from Tennessee, Mr. 
DUNCAN, in commending the leadership of the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation for including a Private Sector Involve
ment Program in H.R. 2950. 

When wondering how the Federal Govern
ment got to the point to where it is running an 
annual deficit of more than tens of billions of 
dollars and a national debt of a trillion dollars, 
as well as how numerous States have found 
themselves in arrears, one need only look at 
the proliferation of activities in government 
agencies which duplicate and compete with 
capabilities in the private sector. Each year, 
government spends billions on goods and 
services that can be contracted out to qualified 
and capable firms, particularly small business. 

Over the years, government agencies have, 
with inpunity, built in-house capabilities that 
duplicate the private sector. Congress has 
failed in its oversight responsibilities and per
mitted this buildup to occur. Now, Mr. Chair
man, it is time for Congress to just say "no." 
No matter how well intended these capabilities 
were when created or how popular they are 
now, we must put a stop to this pervasive 
practice. 

To understand just how extensive the trend 
of government duplication has become, one 
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need look at something as simple and com
mon as surveying and mapping. You can go 
into any parish in Louisiana, or any county in 
the Nation and you will find a private profes
sional surveyor's firm within a 5-minute walk of 
the courthouse. Yet, the Federal Government 
spends over $1 billion each year on surveying 
and mapping activities and contracts out less 
than 5 percent of that work. Meanwhile, there 
are more than 6,000 surveying firms and 250 
mapping firms ready, willing, and able to do 
this work. In the highway program in 1989, for 
example, $457 million in Federal funds were 
spent by the States for engineering, surveying, 
and mapping services, but just 41 percent, or 
$188 million, was contracted. It just doesn't 
make sense for government agencies to have 
a capability that is available from the private 
sector. 

I am convinced that the engineering, survey
ing and mapping firms of the United States 
can save tax dollars and help us reduce gov
ernment deficits by working under a contract 
with Federal and State highway agencies. I 
believe the engineering, surveying and map
ping firms in Louisiana and other States can 
do as good a job, if not better, of designing, 
surveying and mapping our highways as the 
Government. The Private Sector Involvement 
Program included in this bill at the urging of 
Mr. DUNCAN and myself finally addresses this 
issue. It creates more contracting opportunities 
in the engineering and design field, including 
surveying and mapping. The Secretary of 
Transportation will evaluate the efforts of each 
State and award bonus grants to those which 
have implemented the most effective pro
grams for contracting any category of engi
neering and design services described in sec
tion 112(b)(2) of title XXlll, United States 
Code. 

This provision is fair to both those States 
that need to better utilize the private sector, 
and those, like my State of Louisiana, which 
are already significantly contracting their engi
neering-related activities. For example, be
tween 1979 and 1989, Louisiana contracted to 
the private sector an average of 96.9 percent 
of its Federal highway funds for preliminary 
engineering. We in Louisiana are very proud 
of the exemplary role our State has played in 
contracting out for these services to the pri
vate sector, and I am also very pleased that 
the State is working to increase this percent
age. By maintaining this exemplary perform
ance, and making efforts to increase the per
centage, Louisiana could be eligible for a Pri
vate Sector Involvement Program grant. 

Many State highway departments have pur
chased and maintain airplanes and aerial 
cameras for mapping-related aerial photog
raphy, global positioning system [GPS] sat
ellite surveying receivers, aerial photo proc
essing laboratories, steroplotter mapping com
puters, and other expensive equipment that is 
already part of the capital investment made by 
private firms. Moreover, these agencies com
pete with the private sector for the skilled and 
trained personnel needed to operate this so
phisticated technology. This is an unnecessary 
duplicate of the private sector and I would 
urge every State highway department to look 
to the private firms for such services in lieu of 
a continued inhouse buildup. Very simply, rely
ing on the private sector for these mapping 

services leaves more money in the budget for 
actual road construction. 

In the 1990 Federal budget, it was noted 
that contracting to the private sector "is an im
portant management tool to raise productivity, 
cuts costs and improve the quality of Govern
ment services-the advantages of which we 
are-efficiency, quality and innovation in the 
delivery of goods and services * * * specific 
areas where the Government could place 
greater reliance on private sector providers 
include • • • map-making activities." the 
Hayes-Duncan provision is a major step to
ward implementing this initiative. 

I appreciate our committee leadership's will
ingness to consider this provision and to in
clude this important and innovative approach 
to economy in government in this bill. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to ex
press my support for H.R. 2950, the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Assistance Act. 
This legislation provides flexibility for State 
and local officials to transfer highway funds to 
mass transit in areas such as Los Angeles, 
where highway spending is clearly not the an
swer to congestion and gridlock. I want to give 
my support to the provisions of this bill which 
authorize the construction of the third segment 
of the Los Angeles Metrorail Red Line project, 
and in particular, the east side extension. This 
extension to east Los Angeles will provide a 
much needed means of transportation to 
neighborhoods that have been vastly under
served in the past. As a representative of a 
district that is very dependent on public mass 
transit systems, I feel that this legislation 
strongly addresses the specific transportation 
needs of all segments of the diverse commu
nities that make up the Los Angeles area. In 
addition to the transportation benefits derived 
by our citizens, this legislation will play a vital 
role in relieving the problems of air quality and 
congestion that plague our area. I am proud to 
lend my support to an initiative that is of such 
critical importance to both my constituents and 
residents of Los Angeles. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the lntermodal Surface Transportation Act. 
The surface transportation bill is a bill that 
America needs to enhance our ailing infra
structure and create and maintain many jobs 
within our respective districts and States. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard people say that 
their is a lot of pork in this legislation. Specifi
cally, the gentleman from Indiana has sug
gested that a demonstration project in my dis
trict is pork without looking at the merit of the 
program or the significance of this legislation. 

The project in my district is specifically de
signed to spur urban revitalization, commercial 
development and increase residential home 
ownership. My friend from Indiana stated that 
the project for Baltimore is for garbage re
moval which is a local issue. Nowhere in this 
legislation does it state that Project Vision for 
Baltimore is for the removal of garbage and I 
deplore the gentleman from Indiana for mini
mizing the intent and importance of this 
project and the overall surface transportation 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I echo the eloquent remarks 
of Chairman ROBERT ROE, that many lies and 
misconceptions have been told about this bill. 
This bill has provisions which work for all peo
ple in America and should not be mislabeled 
as pork. 

Mr. Chairman, I encourage my colleagues to 
support this legislation and hope that we can 
conclude the proceedings on this bill this 
evening and pass a much needed transpor
tation bill for the citizens of this great Nation. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, as many people 
throughout the country are stranded by com
muter gridlock, as our Nation's highways, 
bridges, and roads crumble, anc: as our econ
omy continues to be sluggish, Congress is 
today poised to take a bold step to address 
these problems. I want to commend the Public 
Works and Transportation Committee, and 
particularly Chairman ROE, Chairman MINETA, 
and the ranking members, Representatives 
HAMMERSCHMIDT and SHUSTER, for the out
standing job they and their staffs have done in 
crafting this well-balanced and forward-looking 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, our country cannot have a 
strong economy without a safe, efficient and 
modern system of highways and mass transit 
systems. It will require a large investment over 
the next several years to ensure that such a 
system is in place. 

Every economist agrees that investment in 
public infrastructure results in direct and tan
gible improvements in our Nation's economic 
productivity. Some estimates suggest that the 
$151 billion we plan to invest in our economy 
by enacting H.R. 2950 will create as much as 
1 million jobs each year through 1996. This 
job growth rate is in stark contrast to the re
duction of 300,000 jobs our country has expe
rienced since President Bush took the oath of 
office. 

President Bush has recently stated over and 
over again that he wants an economic growth 
package to reinvigorate the economy and cre
ate new jobs. Today, we have an opportunity 
to do just that. What is more, we can do this 
with no new taxes. Yet, despite the fact that 
we will create several million jobs by passing 
the transportation bill, the President has indi
cated that he will veto this legislation. 

Where is the logic? On the one hand, the 
President wants to create jobs and improve 
economic productivity. But, at the same time, 
he says that he will veto this transportation bill 
which will achieve both objectives. 

Mr. Chairman, this highway bill is something 
that has tangible results. Americans all over 
the country will see firsthand the improve
ments in their local roads, in mass transit sys
tems, in the air they breathe, and in their over
all quality of life. 

H.R. 2950 is one of the most vigorous eco
nomic growth initiatives that Congress has 
considered in recent years. This measure will 
help prepare the way for making the capital 
improvements our country needs to be more 
competitive, productive and efficient in inter
national markets. I strongly urge my col
leagues to join me in supporting this important 
legislation. 

My Republican colleagues have been taking 
to the floor to register their outrage with what 
they call pork in the surface transportation bill. 

The fact is that these projects are about 
jobs, not waste. Congress has funded 273 
highway demonstration projects over the last 
10 years, covering virtually the entire country. 
Those projects alone may have created as 
many as 140,000 jobs across America. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, I want to 
insert into the RECORD a State-by-State break-
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down of the number of jobs created by each 
project funded by Congress over the last dec
ade, and by each project in this year's bill. 

The projects and project costs provided in 
the following pages were provided by the De
partment of Transportation. 

The facts are clear: those who cry pork risk 
sacrificing needed jobs for their States. 
Demonstration jobs created by projects funded 

by Congress, 1981-91 
ALABAMA 

Project cost: 
1989 .............. .. ............... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in State ... 

ARIZONA 

1991 .... . .......... .. ............... . 
1991 ............................... .. 
1989 ..... . .. ... .................. . .. . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in State ... 

ARKANSAS 

1991 ................................ . 
1991 .............. . ................ .. 
1991 ............................... .. 
1987 ............. . .................. . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ..... . ................... . ...... . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in State ... 

CALIFORNIA 

1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1989 ................................ . 
1988 ............................... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ..................... .. ......... . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ............................... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ............. .. ................. . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ....................... .. ...... .. 
1987 ...................... .. ....... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ............................... .. 
1986 ................ ............... .. 
1982 ................................ . 
1982 ............................... .. 

Total for State .............. . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in State ... 

CONNECTICUT 

1987 ............................... .. 
1984 ................................ . 
Total for State ............. .. 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in State ... 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
1987 ............................... .. 

$20,323,000 
16,753,795 
11,966,997 

$49,043, 792 

2,452 

$4,684,000 
10,625,000 

3,500,000 

$18,809,000 

940 

$637,500 
2,125,000 
8,500,000 
6,781,298 

35,900,989 
1,595,600 
9,812,936 

$65,353,323 

3,268 

$200,000 
1,275,000 
3,960,000 
1,900,000 
2,450,000 

23,136,192 
23,136,192 

5,983,498 
10,371,397 
6,382,398 
2,473,180 

59,037,181 
8,376,899 

19,147,194 
718,019 

14,998,635 
3,191,199 
4,786,797 
2,393,399 
6,382,398 

22,461,000 
58,000,000 

9,000,000 

$289, 760,578 

14,488 

$3,071,529 
500,000 

$3,571,529 

179 

$750,000 

1987 .... . .. .. ............. . ........ .. 
1981 ................................ . 
1981 . ............. .. .. .. ..... . ..... .. 

Total for State .............. . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in State ... 

FLORIDA 
1991 ......... ........... . ........... . 
1991 .................. .. ............ . 
1991 ............................... .. 
1989 ................................ . 
1988 ................................ . 
1987 ... . ........................... .. 
1987 ......... .. ... . ............... .. . 
1987 ..................... .. ..... .... . 
1982 ................................ . 
1983 ................................ . 

Total for State .............. . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in State ... 

GEORGIA 
1991 ............... .. .. . ...... . .... . . 
1987 ..... .. ...... . .................. . 
1987 ................................ . 
1983 ................................ . 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

OHIO 
1987 ................................ . 
1982 ................................ . 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

ILLINOIS 

1991 ................................ . 
1991 ............................... .. 
1991 ................................ . 
1990 ............................... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ............................... .. 
1987 ............................ .... . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1982 ................................ . 

Total for State ... ........ . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .. .................. .. 

INDIANA 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1989 ............................... .. 
1987 .. ...... . .. . ................... .. 
1987 ............................... .. 
1982 ............................... .. 

Total for State .......... .. 

1991 
1991 
1991 
1991 
1991 
1991 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

IOWA 

6,382,398 
40,000,000 
20,000,000 

$67,132,398 

3,357 

$3,692,000 
5,950,000 
1,700,000 
2,600,000 

17,288,000 
8,217,338 

11,169,197 
10,929,856 
23,000,000 
30,200,000 

$114, 746,391 

5,737 

$1,675,000 
53,053,683 
19,944,994 

5,000,000 

$79,673,677 

3,984 

$18,349,394 
8,500,000 

$26,849,394 

1,342 

$430,000 
1,500,000 
3,000,000 
1,595,310 
2,393,399 
9,574,597 
9,638,221 
1,561,771 
1,755,160 

27,125,192 
98,925,000 

$157 ,497,650 

7,875 

$170,000 
1,190,000 
2,125,000 
5,928,000 
4,491,613 

31,911,990 
19,000,000 

$64,816,603 

3,241 

$5,100,000 
3,400,000 
8,500,000 
1,488,000 
2,550,000 

106,000 

October 23, 1991 
1990 .......... . ... .. .. . ............. . 
1989 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 .......................... .. .... . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .............. ....... . 

KANSAS 

1991 ......... .. ............ . ........ . 
1991 ............................... .. 
1990 ................................ . 
1990 ...................... . ......... . 
1987 ............................... .. 
1987 ............................... .. 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

KENTUCKY 
1989 ................................ . 
1988 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1982 ............................... .. 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

LOUISIANA 

1987 ............................... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ............................... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ..................... . ......... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987' ................................ . 
1982 ................................ . 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

MAINE 

1987 .......... . .. . ...... . ........... . 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

MARYLAND 
1987 ........ . ....................... . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ...................... . ........ .. 
1987 ..................... . ......... .. 
1987 .............................. . .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 .................... . ..... .. ... .. 
1987 ............................... .. 
1981 ................................ . 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

MASSACHUSETTS 

1991 ................... .. ........... . 
1991 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ........................ ....... .. 

2,792,000 
11,558,000 

7,180,197 
31,911,990 

2,154,069 

$76, 740,256 

3,837 

$9,265,000 
3,693,000 

399,000 
3,200,000 
7,180,197 

20,742,794 

$44,479,991 

2,224 

$11,933,000 
14,801,000 
7,180,197 

11,169,197 
11,966,997 
52,000,000 

$109,050,391 

5,453 

$2,500,000 
4,786,797 
8,616,237 

598,350 
4,707,018 
4,148,559 
1,994,499 
1,994,499 
5,000,000 

$34,345,959 

1,717 

$23,933,992 

$23,933,992 

1,197 

$446,768 
2,473,180 
2,058,323 
6,877,034 
4,308,118 
6,829,166 
3,175,243 
2,074,281 

20,000,000 

$48,242,113 

2,412 

$3,360,000 
255,000 

2,792,299 
3,191,199 

797,800 
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1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ... ... ........... .... . 

MICHIGAN 

1991 ........................ .. ...... . 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1989 ................................ . 
1989 .............. .. ................ . 
1988 ................................ . 
1987 .. .... ..... .................. ... . 
1987 ............................... .. 
1987 .. .. ..... ....................... . 
1985 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

MINNESOTA 

1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

MISSISSIPPI 

1991 .................... . . ... ....... . 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1990 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1983 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

MISSOURI 

1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ........ . ....................... . 

Total for State ........... . 

1991 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

MONTANA 

Total for State ... ; ........ 

1987 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

NEBRASKA 

Total for State ........... . 

1991 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..... ...... ......... .. 

NEVADA 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
11,650,000 

$22,046,298 

1,102 

$5,374,000 
2,125,000 

850,000 
2,975,000 

14,059,000 
14,557,000 

475,000 
28,559,000 
1,755,160 

31,911,990 
12,000,000 

$114,641,150 

5,732 

$106,000 
1,700,000 
3,988,999 
2,074,281 
3,614,032 
1,196,699 

797,800 
25,848,712 

$39,326,523 

1,966 

$637,500 
1,700,000 

255,000 
2,692,086 

61,890,000 
16,418,719 
33,000,000 

$116,593,305 

5,830 

$35,900,989 
8,775,797 

11,966,997 
10,371,397 

$67 ,015,180 

3,351 

$4,462,000 

$4,462,000 

223 

$2,154,059 

$2,154,059 

108 

$2,550,000 

1990 ....... .. .. ....... ... ........... . 
1987 ............... ...... ....... . .. .. 
1987 ............... . . ...... ......... . 
1987 ............... . ............... .. 

Total for State .......... .. 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ......... ........... .. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

1991 ................................ . 
1988 ............................... .. 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

NEW JERSEY 

1991 ................................ . 
1988 ............................. . . .. 
1987 ............. . ................. .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

NEW MEXICO 

1990 ................................ . 
1987 ................. .. ............. . 
1987 ................................ . 
1984 ... . ... ... ........... ........... . 

Total for State .. ...... ... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

NEW YORK 

1991 ............. . ..... ............ . . 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1990 ................................ . 
1989 ................................ . 

1987 ································· 
1987 ................... .. .. ...... . .. . 
1987 ........................... ... .. . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................ .. .............. . 
1987 ............................... . . 
1987 ... . ................... .. ....... . 
1987 ................................ . 
1984 ................................ . 

Total for State .......... .. 

1987 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ........ ............. . 

NORTH DAKOTA 

1987 ................. ............... . 
1987 ... .... .. ....... .. .............. . 
1987 ........................... . .... . 
1987 ............................. ... . 
1987 ..... .. ...... ... ....... ......... . 
1987 ......... .. ...... ........ .. ..... . 
1987 ......... ....... .. ............ . . . 
1987 .. ... .......................... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

2,193,000 
9,334,257 
7,180,197 
4,786,798 

$26,044,252 

1,302 

$1,700,000 
7,933,000 

$9,633,000 

482 

$1,488,000 
49,950,000 
39,889,987 
15,955,995 

1,595,600 

$108,879,582 

5,444 

Sl,495,603 
5,600,000 

31,911,990 
54,403,000 

$93,410,593 

4,671 

$425,000 
1,700,000 
4,250,000 

36,940,000 
2,600,000 

37,755,000 
9,972,496 
7,778,547 
6,382,398 
6,382,398 
1,595,600 
4,786,798 
6,382,398 

500,000 

$127,450,635 

6,373 

$14,360,396 

$14,360,396 

718 

Sl,436,040 
957,360 

2,393,399 
2,951,859 
2,233,839 
4,707,018 

638,240 
797,800 
638,240 

1,276,480 
628,240 

28167 
1987 .............. ......... . ......... 1,276,480 
1987 .. ..... .. .. ... ..... ..... .. .. ..... 478,680 
1987 ............... .... .............. 6,462,178 
1982 . .. . .. .... . ... .. ... . . .. ... .... .. . 4,500,000 
1985 ................................. 1,750,000 -------

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

OHIO 
1991 ......................... ... .... . 
1991 ............ .............. ...... . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

OKLAHOMA 
1991 ................................ . 

1991 ································· 
1989 ................................ . 

1986 ································· 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

OREGON 

1987 ································· 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 

1991 ································· 
1991 ············· · ··················· 
1990 ................................ . 
1989 ................................ . 

1988 ··················· · ············· 
1987 .......... .. .................... . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ............................... .. 
1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

1987 ································· 
1987 ................................ . 

1987 ································· 
1987 ································· 
1982 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

$33,135,853 

1,657 

$2,550,000 
1,700,000 
6,382,398 

15,956,000 

$26,588,398 

1,329 

$1,275,000 
2,550,000 
2,887,000 
3,237,000 

$9,949,000 

497 

Sl,994,499 

Sl,994,499 

100 

$1,275,000 
1,700,000 
1,360,000 
3,400,000 

17,000,000 
5,100,000 

13,699,000 
13,136,000 
5,468,000 
8,775,797 
4,387,899 

71,801,977 
4,786,798 
4,387,899 

10,690,517 
574,416 

7,977,997 
7,180,198 
3,988,999 

$77,000,000 

$263,690,497 

13,185 
======= 

RHODE ISLAND 
1987 ................................ . 

1987 ································· 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
1991 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
1987 ................................ . 

$3,191,199 
3,031,639 

$6,222,838 

311 

$337,000 
31,911,990 

$32,248,990 

1,612 

$2,393,399 
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1987 ................................ . 
1987 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 

1991 
1991 
1989 
1987 
1987 

State .................... .. 

TENNESSEE 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 

1991 
1989 
1987 
1987 
1987 
1986 

State ..................... . 

TEXAS 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 

1991 
1991 

State .................... .. 

UTAH 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

VERMONT 
1991 

Total for State ........... . 

1989 
1987 
1987 
1987 
1981 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

VIRGINIA 

Total for State ........... . 
Estimated number of 

jobs created in 
State .................... .. 

WASHINGTON 
1991 ................................ . 
1991 ................................ . 
1988 ................................ . 

Total for State ........... . 

1991 
1991 
1991 
1990 
1989 
1987 
1987 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Total for State ........... . 

1991 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..................... . 

WISCONSIN 

Total for State ........... . 
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7,419,539 
6,015,410 

$15,838,348 

791 

$730,000 
4,250,000 
2,000,000 
3,988,999 

15,955,995 

26,924,994 

1,346 

$1,445,000 
3,000,000 
4,786,798 
2,393,399 

31,911,990 
4,000,000 

$47,537,187 

2,377 

$2,550,000 
4,250,000 

$6,800,000 

340 

$170,000 

$170,000 

9 

$12,354,000 
750,000 

3,191,199 
11,966,997 
20,000,000 

$48,262,196 

2,413 

$3,400,000 
2,550,000 
2,470,000 

$8,420,000 

421 

$10,000,000 
42,500,000 

510,000 
43,245,000 
99,172,000 
14,041,275 
1,595,600 

$211,063,875 

10,553 

$10,200,000 

$10,200,000 

Estimated number of 
jobs created in 
State ..................... . 510 

NOTE.-Job creation formula provided by the 
House Public Works Committee. Projects and 
project costs provided by the Department of Trans
portation. 

Demonstration jobs created by projects funded 
by Congress, 1992 

ALABAMA 

Project cost: 
1992 .. .. .... ....... .... . . .. ..... .. ... $100,100,000 

Estimated number of jobs 
created in State .............. 5,005 

ARIZONA 

1992 ................................. $14,400,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 720 
ARKANSAS 

1992 ............................ ..... $330,400,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 16,520 
CALIFORNIA 

1992 ................................. $98,300,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 4,915 
COLORADO 

1992 ................................. $3,400,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 170 
CONNECTICUT 

1992 .... . .. .... ... . . ... .. .. ..... .. .. . $20,200,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 1,010 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

1992 .. ..... ......... ... .... ... .. .. ... $25, 700,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 1,285 
FLORIDA 

1992 . . .. ... .. .. ......... ... .. . .. .. .. . $96,870,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 4,844 
GEORGIA 

1992 .. ... .... .. ..... ... .. .. . .. . . .... . $81,000,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 4,050 
IDAHO 

1992 ........... ..... ... .. .. .... .. .... $18,200,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 910 
ILLINOIS 

1992 ........... ... .. .. ... .. ... .. ..... $284,840,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 14,242 
INDIANA 

1992 ................................. $107,920,000 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .............. 5,396 
IOWA 

1992 ............................... .. 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
KANSAS 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............ .. 
KENTUCKY 

1992 ................................ . 

$186,900,000 

9,345 

$34,200,000 

1,710 

$81,600,000 

Estimated number of jobs 
created in State ............ .. 

LOUISIANA 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
MAINE 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
MARYLAND 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
MASSACHUSETTS 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
MICHIGAN 

1992 ............................... .. 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
MINNESOTA 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
MISSISSIPPI 

1992 ............................... .. 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
MISSOURI 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............ .. 
NEBRASKA 

1992 ............................... .. 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............ .. 
NEVADA 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............ .. 
NEW JERSEY 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
NEW YORK 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
NORTH CAROLINA 

1992 ............................... .. 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
NORTH DAKOTA 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
OHIO 

1992 ................................ . 

4,080 

$82, 760,000 

4,138 

$39,600,000 

1,980 

$113,200,000 

5,660 

$7,000,000 

350 

$144,460,000 

7,223 

$59,000,000 

2,950 

$32,290,000 

1,615 

$134,500,000 

6,725 

$6,740,000 

337 

$38,400,000 

1,920 

$14,000,000 

700 

$213,440,000 

10,672 

$304,380,000 

15,219 

$138,400,000 

6,920 

$11,800,000 

590 

$132,240,000 
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Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
OKLAHOMA 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
OREGON 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
PENNSYLVANIA 

1992 ···· ·························· ··· 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
RHODE ISLAND 

1992 ································· 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ....... ...... . 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

1992 ··· ·············· ················ 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State .......... ... . 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

1992 ······················· ·· ········ 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
TENNESSEE 

1992 ································· 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
TEXAS 

1992 ................... ............. . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
UTAH 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
VIRGINIA 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
WASHINGTON 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
WEST VIRGINIA 

1992 ................................ . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 
WISCONSIN 

1992 ................ ....... ......... . 
Estimated number of jobs 

created in State ............. . 

6,612 

$34,480,000 

1,724 

$54,400,000 

2,720 

$715,710,000 

35,786 

$4,000,000 

200 

$28,000,000 

1,400 

$44,900,000 

2,245 

$43,000,000 

2,150 

$275,800,000 

13,790 

$12,800,000 

640 

$87,000,000 

4,350 

$105,600,000 

5,280 

$179,200,000 

8,960 

$1,800,000 

90 
NOTE.-JOB CREATION FORMULA PROVIDED BY THE 

HOUSE PUBLIC WORKS CoMMl'M'EE. PROJECTS AND 
PROJECT COSTS PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute consisting 
of the text of the bill, H.R. 3566, as 
modified by the amendment printed in 
part 1 of the House Report 102-265, is 
considered as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment and is consid
ered as read. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as modified, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 3566 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991". 
SEC. 2. NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY; 

FINDINGS; AND PURPOSES. 
(a) NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY.-It 

is a goal of the United States to develop a 
national intermodal transportation system 
that moves people and goods in an energy ef
ficient manner. The Nation's future eco
nomic direction is dependent on its ability to 
confront directly the enormous challenges of 
the global economy, declining productivity 
growth, energy vulnerability, air pollution, 
and the need to rebuild the Nation's infra
structure. 

United States leadership in the world econ
omy, the expanding wealth of the Nation, 
the competitiveness of the Nation's industry, 
the standard of living, and the quality of life 
are at stake. 

A national intermodal transportation sys
tem is a coordinated, flexible network of di
verse but complementary forms of transpor
tation which moves people and goods in the 
most energy-efficient manner. By reducing 
transportation costs, these intermodal sys
tems will enhance United States industry's 
ability to compete in the global market
place: 

All forms of transportation, including the 
transportation systems of the future, will be 
full partners in the effort to reduce energy 
consumption and air pollution while promot
ing economic development. 

An intermodal transportation system con
sists of transportation hubs which connect 
different forms of appropriate transportation 
and provides users with the most energy-effi
cient means of transportation and with ac
cess to commercial centers, business loca
tions, population centers, and the Nation's 
vast rural areas, as well as providing links to 
other forms of transportation and to inter
city connections. 

Intermodality and flexibility are para
mount issues in the process of developing an 
integrated system that will obtain the opti
mum yield of United States resources. 

The fundamental question is how the Unit
ed States surface transportation infrastruc
ture can be reshaped to provide the economic 
underpinnings for the Nation to compete in 
the 21st century global economy. The United 
States can no longer rely on the sheer size of 
its economy to dominate international eco
nomic rivals and must recognize fully that 
its economy is no longer a separate entity 
but is part of the global marketplace. The 
Nation's future economic prosperity depends 
on its ability to compete in an international 
marketplace that is teeming with competi
tors but where fully 1/4 of the Nation's eco
nomic activity takes place. 

The United States must make a national 
commitment to rebuild its infrastructure 
through development of a national inter
modal transportation system. The United 
States must provide the foundation for its 
industries to improve productivity and their 
ability to compete in the global economy 
with a system that will move people and 
goods faster in an energy-efficient manner. 

(b) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) investment in the transportation infra

structure of the United States will pay im-

mediate and long-term dividends in jobs and 
economic productivity and provide the foun
dation for the Nation's continued leadership 
in the global economic competition of the 
21st century; 

(2) infrastructure investment differs sig
nificantly from other forms of government 
spending because it creates new wealth for 
the Nation; 

(3) with 63 percent of the Nation's oil re
sources devoted to transportation, a trans
portation policy is an energy policy which 
can help reduce dependence on foreign oil 
sources; 

(4) air pollution has become a critical focal 
point and foundation of United States trans
portation policy which must be redirected to 
comply with new strict requirements; 

(5) the wealth and economic strength of 
the United States is in the Nation's infra
structure which provides the foundation for 
all aspects of life; 

(6) failure to invest in the transportation 
infrastructure has placed the United States 
in danger of becoming a service-oriented 
economy, rather than having a strong and 
independent manufacturing-based economy; 

(7) foreign competitors in the global econ
omy have surpassed the Nation's productiv
ity growth through massive infrastructure 
investments and many have committed to 
multi-trillion dollar infrastructure invest
ments in the future; 

(8) the creation of a national intermodal 
transportation system is central to the sur
face transportation issues of the coming dec
ades and will create the new wealth of the 
Nation to provide the funds for the Nation to 
meet the challenges of the 21st century; 

(9) construction of the Interstate Highway 
System, created in 1956, transforming the 
Nation, linking region to region, opening 
previously inaccessible regions for economic 
development, and supporting a 20th century 
revolution in personal mobility and freight 
movement, is nearly completed; 

(10) the centerpiece of the national surface 
transportation system must be a National 
Highway System, consisting of those prin
cipal arterial roads which are essential for 
interstate and regional commerce and trav
el, national defense, intermodal transfer fa
cilities, and international commerce and 
border crossings; 

(11) improved highway links are needed in 
both urban and rural areas to provide the 
greatest possible productivity and economic 
growth benefits but the Nation's present 
level of investment is woefully inadequate to 
maintain the existing conditions and per
formance; 

(12) the Nation's mass transit systems, 
which provide energy-efficient and environ
mentally sensitive transportation service in 
congested urban areas and in rural areas and 
which are vital for low-income, elderly, and 
disabled populations, have been allowed to 
deteriorate to an unacceptable degree; 

(13) highways, mass transit, and other 
transportation systems have been allowed to 
develop into separate, competing systems 
without a unified, intermodal approach to 
surface transportation problems; 

(14) a strong and vital national highway 
system, combined with maximum flexibility 
for State and local decisionmaking and an 
intermodal transportation network, is an ab
solute necessity for a national transpor
tation policy to compete in the global econ
omy; 

(15) transportation planning, taking ac
count of commerce and land-use patterns, 
must be improved at all levels and local offi
cials must have a significant role in trans
portation decisions affecting their areas; 
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(16) failure to develop an intermodal trans

portation system for the 1990s and the 21st 
century will result in continuing the two 
decade trend of decline in United States 
competitiveness in the global economy and 
the accompanying decline in the Nation's 
standard of living; and 

(17) the safety of the traveling public is of 
paramount national importance. 
SEC. 3. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

The purposes of this Act are-
(1) to provide the resources, processes, and 

new policy directions to develop a national 
intermodal transportation system that will 
move people and goods in an energy efficient 
and environmentally sensitive manner, in
cluding a process to resolve conflicts be
tween Federal transportation policies, pro
grams, and projects and Federal environ
mental policies and programs; 

(2) to provide the foundation for United 
States industry to improve productivity and 
the ability to compete in the global economy 
of the 1990s and the 21st century by obtaining 
the optimum yield from the Nation's trans
portation resources; 

(3) to meet the challenges of the global 
economy of the 21st century, declining eco
nomic productivity growth, energy vulner
ability, air pollution, and the need to rebuild 
the Nation's transportation infrastructure; 

(4) to include all forms of transportation in 
a unified, connected manner that uses the 
most efficient form of transportation at all 
times; 

(5) to provide improved access to ports and 
airports, the Nation's link to world com
merce; 

(6) to develop new ways of moving people 
and goods so the Nation can compete in the 
global marketplace, meet clean air require
ments and reduce reliance on foreign oil; 

(7) to provide an improved transportation 
system for all segments of the population, 
including elderly, disabled, and other tran
sit-dependent groups; and 

(8) to improve the quality of life in the 
United States through economic benefits 
from higher productivity growtn, reduced air 
pollution, and reduced traffic congestion. 
SEC. 4. SECRETARY DEFINED. 

As used in this Act, the t erm "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Transportation. 
SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC· 

TION. 
Nothing in this Act shall be construed to 

apply to railroads or vessel or magnetic levi
tation transportation. 

TITLE I-FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
SEC. 101. COMPLETION OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM. 

(a) DECLARATION.-Congress declares that 
the authorizations of appropriations and ap
portionments for construction of the Dwight 
D. Eisenhower National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways made by this section 
(including the amendments made by this sec
tion) are the final authorizations of appro
priations and apportionments for completion 
of construction of such System. 

(b) APPROVAL OF INTERSTATE COST ESTI
MATE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993.-The Secretary 
shall apportion for all States (other than 
Massachusetts) for fiscal year 1993 the sums 
authorized to be appropriated for such year 
by section 108(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956 for expenditure on the Dwight D. 
Eisenhower National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways, using the apportion
ment factors contained in revised table 5 of 
the Committee Print Numbered 102-24 of the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation of the House of Representatives. 

(c) EXTENSION OF APPORTIONMENT.-Section 
104(b)(5)(A) of title 23, United States Code, is 

amended by striking "1960 through 1990" 
each place it appears and inserting "1960 
through 1997". 

(d) EXTENSION OF ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUST
MENT OF ICE.-Section 104(b)(5)(A) of such 
title is amended by striking the next to the 
last sentence and inserting the following new 
sentence: "On October l, of each of fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, the Sec
retary shall make the apportionment re
quired by this subparagraph for all States 
(other than Massachusetts) using the Fed
eral share of the last estimate submitted to 
Congress, adjusted to reflect (i) all previous 
credits, apportionments of interstate con
struction funds and lapses of previous appor
tionments of interstate construction funds, 
(ii) previous withdrawals of interstate seg
ments, (iii) previous allocations of interstate 
discretionary funds, and (iv) transfers of 
interstate construction funds.". 

(e) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO MASSACHU
SETTS.-Section 104(b)(5)(A) of title 23, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by inserting be
fore the last sentence the following new sen
tence: "Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this subparagraph or any cost estimate 
approved or adjusted pursuant to this sub
paragraph, the amounts to be apportioned to 
the State of Massachusetts pursuant to this 
subparagraph for fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 
1996, and 1997 shall be as follows: $450,000,000 
for fiscal year 1993, $800,000,000 for fiscal year 
1994, $800,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, 
$500,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and 
$200,000,000 for fiscal year 1997.". 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
The first sentence of subsection (b) of section 
108 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is 
amended by striking "and the additional 
sum of $1,400,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1993." and inserting the fol
lowing: "the additional sum of $1,800,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993, 
the additional sum of $1,800,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, the ad
ditional sum of $1,800,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1995, the addi
tional sum of $1,800,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1996, and the additional 
sum of $900,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1997.". 

(g) DECLARATION OF POLICY.-The second 
paragraph of section 101(b) of such title is 
amended-

(1) by striking "thirty-seven years' " and 
inserting "forty-one years' ";and 

(2) by striking "1993" and inserting "1997". 
(h) TERMINATION OF MINIMUM APPORTION

MENT.-Section 102(c) of the Surface Trans
portation and Uniform Relocation Assist
ance Act of 1987 (23 U.S.C. 104 note) is amend
ed by inserting after "1987," the following: 
"and ending before October 1, 1991,". 
SEC. 102. OBLIGATION CEILING. 

(a) GENERAL LIMITATION.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law (other than sub
section (f) of this section), the total of all ob
ligations for Federal-aid highways and high
way safety construction programs shall not 
exceed-

( I) $16,800,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
(2) $17, 800,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; 
(3) $17,900,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
(4) $18,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; 
(5) $18,400,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and 
(6) $18,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. 
(b) EXCEPTIONS.-The limitations under 

subsection (a) shall not apply to obliga
tions-

(1) under section 125 of title 23, United 
States Code; 

(2) under section 157 of such title; 
(3) under section 147 of the Surface Trans

portation Assistance Act of 1978; 

(4) under section 9 of the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1981; 

(5) under sections 13l(b) and 13l(j) of the 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 
1982; 

(6) under section 404 of the Surface Trans
portation Assistance Act of 1982; and 

(7) under sections 128(h), 134(c), 140, 149, 157, 
160, and 505 of this Act. 
Such limitations shall also not apply to obli
gations of funds made available by sub
sections (b) and (c) of section 149 of the Sur
face Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987. 

(C) DISTRIBUTION OF OBLIGATION AUTHOR
ITY.-

(1) GENERAL RULE.-For each of fiscal years 
1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, the Sec
retary shall distribute the limitation im
posed by subsection (a) by allocation in the 
ratio which sums authorized to be appro
priated for Federal-aid highways and high
way safety construction which are appor
tioned or allocated to each State for such fis
cal year bears to the total of the sums au
thorized to be appropriated for Federal-aid 
highways and highway safety construction 
which are apportioned or allocated to all the 
States for such fiscal year. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR MASSACHUSETTS.-For 
purposes of this section, funds apportioned 
to the State of Massachusetts pursuant to 
the next to the last sentence of section 
104(b)(5)(A) of title 23, United States Code, 
shall be treated as if such funds were allo
cated to such State under such title. If, be
fore October 1 of each of fiscal years 1992, 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, the State of 
Massachusetts indicates it will not obligate 
a portion of the amount which would be dis
tributed to such State under the preceding 
sentence, the Secretary shall distribute such 
portion to the other States under paragraph 
(1). 

(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREAS OF 
200,000 POPULATION OR MORE.-Each urbanized 
area of 200,000 population or more within the 
boundaries of a State shall be allocated an 
amount of obligation authority distributed 
to a State under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year which is determined by multiplying-

(A) the amount of funds apportioned under 
section 104(b)(6) of title 23, United States 
Code, to the State in such fiscal year which 
are made available for expenditure in such 
area under section 150 of such title, by 

(B) the ratio of the amount of obligation 
authority distributed to the State under 
paragraph (1) for such fiscal year to the total 
of the sums apportioned to the State for Fed
eral-aid highways and highway safety con
struction (excluding sums not subject to the 
obligation limitation imposed by subsection 
(a)) in such fiscal year. 
Obligation authority allocated to an urban
ized area under this paragraph may, at the 
request of the Governor and upon approval of 
the appropriate local officials of the area and 
the Secretary, be transferred to the alloca
tion of another such area in the State or, in 
the case in which another such area does not 
need such obligation authority, to the State 
for use in any urban area in the State. 

(d) LIMITATION ON OBLIGATION AUTHORITY.
During the period October 1 through Decem
ber 31 of each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 
1995, 1996, and 1997, no State shall obligate 
more than 35 percent of the amount distrib
uted to such State under subsection (c) for 
such fiscal year, and the total of all State 
obligations during such period shall not ex
ceed 25 percent of the total amount distrib
uted to all States under such subsection for 
such fiscal year. 
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(e) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNUSED OBLIGATION 

AUTHORITY .-Notwithstanding subsections 
(c) and (d), the Secretary shall-

(1) provide all States with authority suffi
cient to prevent lapses of sums authorized to 
be appropriated for Federal-aid highways and 
highway safety construction which have 
been apportioned or allocated to a State, ex
cept in those instances in which a State indi
cates its intention to lapse sums apportioned 
under section 104(b)(5)(A) of title 23, United 
States Code; 

(2) after August 1 of each of fiscal years 
1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, revise a 
distribution of the funds made available 
under subsection (c) for such fiscal year if a 
State will not obligate the amount distrib
uted during such fiscal year and redistribute 
sufficient amounts to those States able to 
obligate amounts in addition to those pre
viously distributed during such fiscal year 
giving priority to those States having large 
unobligated balances of funds apportioned 
under section 104 of title 23, United States 
Code; and 

(3) not distribute amounts authorized for 
administrative expenses, Federal lands high
ways programs, and amounts made available 
under section 149(d) of the Surface Transpor
tation and Uniform Relocation Assistance 
Act of 1987. 

(f) ADDITIONAL OBLIGATION AUTHORITY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (2), a 

State which after August 1 and on or before 
September 30 of fiscal year 1993, 1994, 1995, 
1996, or 1997 obligates the amount distributed 
to such State in such fiscal year under sub
sections (c) and (e) may obligate for Federal
aid highways and highway safety construc
tion on or before September 30 of such fiscal 
year an additional amount not to exceed 5 
percent of the aggregate amount of funds ap
portioned or allocated to such State-

(A) under sections 104, 130, and 144 of title 
23, United States Code, and 

(B) for highway assistance projects under 
section 103(e)(4) of such title, 
which are not obligated on the date such 
State completes obligation of the amount so 
distributed. 

(2) LIMITATION ON ADDITIONAL OBLIGATION 
AUTHORITY.-During the period August 2 
through September 30 of each of fiscal years 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, the aggregate 
amount which may be obligated by all States 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall not exceed 2.5 
percent of the aggregate amount of funds ap
portioned or allocated to all States-

(A) under sections 104, 130, and 144 of title 
23, United States Code, and 

(B) for highway assistance projects under 
section 103(e)(4) of such title, 
which would not be obligated in such fiscal 
year if the total amount of obligational au
thority provided by subsection (a) for such 
fiscal year were utilized. 

(3) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY.-Para
graph (1) shall not apply to any State which 
on or after August 1 of fiscal year 1993, 1994, 
1995, 1996, or 1997, as the case may be, has the 
amount distributed to such State under sub
section (c) for such fiscal year reduced under 
subsection (e)(2). 

(g) OBLIGATION CEILING FOR HIGHWAY SAFE
TY PROGRAMS.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the total of all obligations 
for highway safety programs carried out by 
the Federal Highway Administration under 
section 402 of title 23, United States Code, 
shall not exceed $10,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992 and $34,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
157(b) of title 23, United States Code, is 
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amended by striking the period at the end of 
the last sentence and inserting "and section 
102(c) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991.". 
SEC. 103. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) FROM THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.-For 
the purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
title 23, United States Code, the following 
sums are authorized to be appropriated out 
of the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account): 

(1) STATE FLEXIBLE PROGRAM.-For the 
State flexible program $1,774,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1992, $2,137,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, 
S2,121,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, $2,144,000,000 
for fiscal year 1995, $2,375,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1996, and $2,521,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997. 

(2) NATIONAL lilGHWAY SYSTEM.-For the 
National Highway System $5,113,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992, $6,159,000,000 for fiscal year 
1993, $6,115,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
$6,180,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, $6,847,000,000 
for fiscal year 1996, and S7 ,265,000,000 for fis
cal year 1997. 

(3) URBAN MOBILITY SYSTEM.-For the urban 
mobility system Sl,774,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992, $2,137,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, 
$2,121,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, $2,144,000,000 
for fiscal year 1995, $2,375,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1996, and $2,521,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997. 

(4) RURAL MOBILITY SYSTEM.-For the rural 
mobility system Sl,356,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992, Sl,634,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, 
Sl,622,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, Sl,640,000,000 
for fiscal year 1995, $1,817,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1996, and Sl,928,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997. 

(5) COMBINED HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVE
MENT PROGRAM.-For the combined highway 
safety improvement program $417,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992, $503,000,000 for fiscal year 
1993, $499,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
$505,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, $559,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996, and $593,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1997. 

(6) BRIDGE PROGRAM.-For the bridge pro
gram $2,107,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, 
$2,596,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, $2,588,000,000 
for fiscal year 1994, $2,630,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1995, $2,800,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, 
and $2,956,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. 

(7) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS.-For Indian 
reservation roads $148,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992 and $176,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(8) FOREST HIGHWAYS.-For forest highways 
$38,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and $46,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 
and 1997. 

(9) PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS.-For public 
lands highways $28,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 
and $33,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1993, 
1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(10) PARKWAYS AND PARK HIGHWAYS.-For 
parkways and park highways $42,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992 and $50,000,000 for each of fis
cal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(11) FHWA HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.
For carrying out section 402 by the Federal 
Highway Administration $28,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1992 and $34,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(12) FHWA lilGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT.-For carrying out section 403 
by the Federal Highway Administration 
$7,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and $8,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 
1997. 

(b) DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTER
PRISES.-

(1) GENERAL RULE.-Except to the extent 
that the Secretary determines otherwise, not 

less than 10 percent of the amounts author
ized to be appropriated under titles I, III, V, 
and VI of this Act shall be expended with 
small business concerns owned and con
trolled by socially and economically dis
advantaged individuals. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sub
section, the following definitions apply: 

(A) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.-The term 
"small business concern" has the meaning 
such term has under section 3 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632); except that such 
term shall not include any concern or group 
of concerns controlled by the same socially 
and economically disadvantaged individual 
or individuals which has average annual 
gross receipts over the preceding 3 fiscal 
years in excess of $15,370,000, as adjusted by 
the Secretary for inflation. 

(B) SOCIALLY AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVAN
TAGED INDIVIDUALS.-The term "socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals" has 
the meaning such term has under section 
8(d) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
637(d)) and relevant subcontracting regula
tions promulgated pursuant thereto; except 
that women shall be presumed to be socially 
and economically disadvantaged individuals 
for purposes of this subsection. 

(3) ANNUAL LISTING OF DISADVANTAGED BUSI
NESS ENTERPRISES.-Each State shall annu
ally survey and compile a list of the small 
business concerns referred to in paragraph 
(1) and the location of such concerns in the 
State and notify the Secretary, in writing, of 
the percentage of such concerns which are 
controlled by women, by socially and eco
nomically disadvantaged individuals (other 
than women), and by individuals who are 
women and are also otherwise socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals. 

(4) UNIFORM CERTIFICATION.- The Secretary 
shall establish minimum uniform criteria for 
State governments to use in certifying 
whether a concern qualifies for purposes of 
this subsection. Such minimum uniform cri
teria shall include but not be limited to on
site visits, personal interviews, licenses, 
analysis of stock ownership, listing of equip
ment, analysis of bonding capacity, listing of 
work completed, resume of principal owners, 
financial capacity, and type of work pre
ferred. 

(5) STUDY.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Comptroller General 

shall conduct a study of the disadvantaged 
business enterprise program of the Federal 
Highway Administration (hereinafter in this 
paragraph referred to as the "program"). 

(B) CONTENTS.-The study under this para
graph shall include the following: 

(i) GRADUATION.-A determination of-
(!) the percentage of disadvantaged busi

ness enterprises which have enrolled in the 
program and graduated after a period of 3 
years; 

(II) the number of disadvantaged business 
enterprises which have enrolled in the pro
gram and not graduated after a period of 3 
years; 

(III) whether or not the graduation date of 
any of the disadvantaged business enter
prises described in subclause (II) should have 
been accelerated; 

(IV) since the program has no graduation 
time requirements, how many years would 
appear reasonable for disadvantaged business 
enterprises to participate in the program; 

(V) the length of time the average small 
nondisadvantaged business enterprise takes 
to be successful in the highway construction 
field as compared to the average disadvan
taged business enterprise; and 

(VI) to what degree are disadvantaged busi
ness enterprises awarded contracts once they 
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are no longer participating in the disadvan
taged business program. 

(ii) OUT-OF-STATE CONTRACTING.-A deter
mination of which State transportation pro
grams meet the requirement of the program 
for 10 percent participation by disadvantaged 
business enterprises by contracting with 
contractors located in another State and a 
determination to what degree prime contrac
tors use out-of-State disadvantaged business 
enterprises even when disadvantaged busi
ness enterprises exist within the State to 
meet the 10 percent participation goal and 
reasons why this occurs. 

(iii) PROGRAM ADJUSTMENTS.-A determina
tion of whether or not adjustments in the 
program could be made with respect to Fed
eral and State participation in training pro
grams and with respect to meeting capital 
needs and bonding requirements. 

(iv) SUCCESS RATE.-Recommendations 
concerning whether or not adjustments de
scribed in clause (iii) would continue to en
courage minority participation in the pro
gram and improve the success rate of the dis
advantaged business enterprises. 

(V) PERFORMANCE AND FINANCIAL CAPABILI
TIES.-Recommendations for additions and 
revisions to criteria used to determine the 
performance and financial capabilities of dis
advantaged business enterprises enrolled in 
the program. 

(vi) ENFORCEMENT MECHANISMS.-A deter
mination of whether the current enforce
ment mechanisms are sufficient to ensure 
compliance with the disadvantaged business 
enterprise participation requirements. 

(vii) ADDITIONAL COSTS.-A determination 
of additional costs incurred by the Federal 
Highway Administration in meeting the re
quirement of the program for 10 percent par
ticipation by disadvantaged business enter
prises as well as a determination of benefits 
of the program. 

(viii) EFFECT ON INDUSTRY .-A determina
tion of how the program is being imple
mented by the construction industry and the 
effects of the program on all segments of the 
industry. 

(ix) CERTIFICATION.-An analysis of the cer
tification process for Federal-aid highway 
and transit programs, including a determina
tion as to whether the process should be uni
form and permit State-to-State reciprocity 
and how certification criteria and procedures 
are being implemented by the States. 

(x) GOALS.-A determination of how the 
Federal goal is being implemented by the 
States, including the waiver process, and the 
impact of the goal on those individuals pre
sumed to be socially and economically dis
advantaged. 

(C) REPORT.-Not later than 12 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General shall transmit to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives a report on the re
sults of the study conducted under this para
graph. 

(C) REDUCTION IN AUTHORIZATIONS FOR 
BUDGET COMPLIANCE.-If the total amount 
authorized by this Act out of the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac
count) exceeds $17,042,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992, or exceeds $98,642,000,000 for fiscal years 
1992 through 1996, then each amount so au
thorized shall be reduced proportionately so 
that the total equals $17,042,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1992, or equals $98,642,000,000 for fiscal 
years 1992 through 1996, as the case may be. 

(d) FREEWAY SERVICE PATROLS.-
(!) GENERAL RULE.-Except to the extent 

that the Secretary shall find that it is not 

feasible, any funds expended in a fiscal year 
directly or indirectly for freeway service pa
trols from amounts made available to a 
State under titles I and III of this Act shall 
be expended with privately owned or pri
vately operated business concerns. The pre
ceding sentence shall not apply to any pub
licly owned or operated freeway service pa
trol that was in operation before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sub
section, the term "freeway service patrol" 
means automotive road service vehicles and 
automotive towing vehicles operated in a 
continuous, dedicated service as part of an 
incident management program. 
SEC. 104. BUDGET COMPLIANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-If obligations provided 
for programs pursuant to this Act for fiscal 
year 1992 will cause-

(1) the total outlays in any of the fiscal 
years 1992 through 1995 which result from 
this Act, to exceed 

(2) the total outlays for such programs in 
any such fiscal year which result from appro
priation Acts for fiscal year 1992 and are at
tributable to obligations for fiscal year 1992, 
then the Secretary of Transportation shall 
reduce proportionately the obligations pro
vided for each program pursuant to this Act 
for fiscal year 1992 to the extent required to 
avoid such excess outlays. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVI
SIONS.-The provisions of this section shall 
apply, notwithstanding any provision of this 
Act to the contrary. 

(C) COST ESTIMATE.-The applicable cost es
timate of this Act for all purposes of sections 
252 and 253 of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 shall be as 
follows: 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars] 

1992 1993 1994 1995 

Change in outlays .... . 
Change in receipts .... . 

1This estimate is relative to current law. If the 
1992 Department of Transportation Appropriations 
Act is enacted before H.R. 2950, this bill could af
fect direct spending. However, it would not increase 
outlays above the level in the appropriations act. 

SEC. 105. DEFINITIONS. 
(a) HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 

PROJECT.-The undesignated paragraph of 
section lOl(a) of title 23, United States Code, 
relating to highway safety improvement 
project is amended by inserting after "mark
ing," the following: "installs priority control 
systems for emergency vehicles at signalized 
intersections,". 

(b) URBANIZED AREA.-Such section is 
amended by striking the undesignated para
graph relating to urbanized area and insert
ing the following new undesignated para
graph: 

"The term 'urbanized area' means an area 
with a population of 50,000 or more des
ignated by the Bureau of the Census, within 
boundaries to be fixed by responsible State 
and local officials in cooperation with each 
other, subject to approval by the Secretary. 
Boundaries shall, as a minimum, encompass 
the entire urbanized area within a State as 
designated by the Bureau of the Census.". 

(c) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.-Such sec
tion is further amended by striking the un
designated paragraph relating to the Fed
eral-aid primary system and inserting the 
following new undesignated paragraph: 

"The term 'National Highway System' 
means the Federal-aid highway system de
scribed in subsection (b) of section 103 of this 
title.". 

(d) RURAL MOBILITY SYSTEM.-Such section 
is amended by striking the undesignated 
paragraph relating to the Federal-aid sec
ondary system and inserting the following 
new undesignated paragraph: 

"The term 'rural mobility system' means 
the Federal-aid highway system described in 
subsection (c) of section 103 of this title.". 

(e) URBAN MOBILITY SYSTEM.-Such section 
is further amended by striking the undesig
nated paragraph relating to the Federal-aid 
urban system and inserting the following 
new undesignated paragraph: 

"The term 'urban mobility system' means 
the Federal-aid highway system described in 
subsection (d) of section 103 of this title.". 

(f) INTERSTATE SYSTEM.-The undesignated 
paragraph of such section relating to the 
Interstate System is amended by inserting 
"Dwight D. Eisenhower" before "National". 

(g) OPERATIONAL lMPROVEMENT.-Such sec
tion is further amended by inserting after 
the undesignated paragraph relating to 
Interstate System the following new undes
ignated paragraph: 

"The term 'operational improvement' 
means a capital improvement for installa
tion of traffic surveillance and control equip
ment, computerized signal systems, motorist 
information systems, integrated traffic con
trol systems, incident management pro
grams, and demand management systems 
and such other capital improvements to pub
lic roads as the Secretary may designate, by 
regulation; except that such term does not 
include resurfacing, restoring, or rehabilitat
ing improvements, construction of addi
tional lanes, interchanges, and grade separa
tions, and construction of a new facility on 
a new location.". 

(h) STARTUP COSTS FOR TRAFFIC MANAGE
MENT AND CONTROL.-Such section is further 
amended by inserting after the undesignated 
paragraph relating to Interstate System the 
following new undesignated paragraph: 

"The term 'startup costs for traffic man
agement and control' means initial costs (in
cluding labor costs, administration costs, 
cost of utilities, and rent) for integrated 
traffic control systems, incident manage
ment programs, and traffic control centers.". 
SEC. 106. FEDERAL-AID SYSTEMS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Section 103 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) and inserting 
the following new subsections: 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 
title, the 4 Federal-aid systems are the Inter
state System, the National Highway System, 
the urban mobility system, and the rural 
mobility system. 

"(b) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.-
"(l) PURPOSE.-The purpose of the National 

Highway System is to provide an inter
connected system of principal arterial routes 
which will serve major population centers, 
international border crossings, ports, air
ports, public transportation facilities, and 
other intermodal transportation facilities; 
meet national defense requirements; and 
serve interstate and interregional travel. 

"(2) COMPONENTS.-The National Highway 
System shall consist of the following: 

"(A) Highways designated as part of the 
Interstate System under subsection (e) and 
section 139 of this title. 

"(B) Other urban and rural principal arte
rials and highways which provide motor ve
hicle access between such an arterial and a 
major port, airport, public transportation fa
cility, or other intermodal transportation fa
cility. The States, in cooperation with local 
officials, shall propose to the Secretary arte
rials and highways for designation to the Na-
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tional Highway System under this para
graph. In urbanized areas, the local officials 
shall act through the metropolitan planning 
organizations designated for such areas 
under section 134 of this title. The routes on 
the National Highway System, as shown on 
the map submitted by the Secretary to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation of the House of Representatives in 
1991, illustrating the National Highway Sys
tem, shall serve as the basis for the States in 
proposing arterials and highways for des
ignation to such system. The Secretary may 
modify or revise such proposals and submit 
such modified or revised proposals to Con
gress for approval in accordance with para
graph (3). 

"(C) A strategic highway network which is 
a network of highways which are important 
to the United States strategic defense policy 
and which provide defense access, continu
ity, and emergency capabilities for the 
movement of personnel, materiels, and 
equipment in both peace time and war time. 
Such highways may include highways on and 
off the Interstate System and shall be des
ignated by the Secretary in consultation 
with appropriate Federal agencies and the 
States and subject to approval by Congress 
in accordance with paragraph (3). 

"(D) Major strategic highway network con
nectors which are highways that provide 
motor vehicle access between major military 
installations and highways which are pa.rt of 
the strategic highway network. Such high
ways shall be designated by the Secretary in 
consultation with appropriate Federal agen
cies and the States and subject to approval 
by Congress in accordance with para.graph 
(3). 

"(3) APPROVAL OF DESIGNATIONS.-
"(A) PROPOSED DESIGNATIONS.-Not later 

than September 30, 1993, the Secretary shall 
submit for approval to the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works of the Senate 
and the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa
tives a proposed National Highway System 
with a list and description of highways pro
posed to be designated to the National High
way System under this subsection and a. map 
showing such proposed designations. In pre
paring the proposed system, the Secretary 
shall consult appropriate local officials and 
shall use the functional reclassification of 
roads and streets carried out under sub
section (c) of section 106 of the Intermoda.l 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991. 

"(B) APPROVAL OF CONGRESS REQUIRED.
After September 30, 1994, no funds ma.de 
available for carrying out this title may be 
apportioned or allocated under this title un
less a. law has been approved designating the 
National Highway System. 

"(C) MAXIMUM MILEAGE.-For purposes of 
proposing highways for designation to the 
National Highway System, the mileage of 
highways on the National Highway System 
shall not exceed 155,000 miles; except that 
the Secretary may increase or decrease such 
maximum mileage but not to exceed 15 per
cent. 

"(D) EQUITABLE ALLOCATIONS OF HIGHWAY 
MILEAGE.-In proposing highways for des
ignation to the National Highway System, 
the Secretary shall provide for equitable al
location of highway mileage among the 
States. 

"(4) INTERIM SYSTEM.-For fiscal yea.rs 1992, 
1993, and 1994, highways classified as prin
cipal arterials as of June l, 1991, shall be 
treated as being on the National Highway 
System for purposes of this title. 

"(c) RURAL MOBILITY SYSTEM.-The rural 
mobility system shall consist of major col
lector routes and arterials which a.re located 
in rural areas and are not on the National 
Highway System. Such routes and arterials 
shall be designated by ea.ch State through its 
State highway department, appropriate local 
officials, and Indian tribal governments in 
cooperation with ea.ch other, subject to the 
approval of the Secretary as provided in sub
section (0. 

"(d) URBAN MOBILITY SYSTEM.-The urban 
mobility system shall consist of collector 
routes and arterials which are located in 
urban areas and are not on the National 
Highway System, including access roads to 
ports, airports, public transportation facili
ties, and other intermodal transportation fa
cilities. Such routes and arterials shall be 
designated by appropriate local officials, 
with the concurrence of the State highway 
department, and subject to the approval of 
the Secretary as provided in subsection (0 
and, in the case of urbanized areas, shall also 
be in accordance with the planning process 
required pursuant to the provisions of sec
tion 134 of this title.". 

(b) APPROVAL.-Subsection (0 of such sec
tion is amended-

(1) by striking "the Federal-aid primary 
system, the Federal-aid secondary system, 
the Federal-aid urban system," and inserting 
"rural mobility system, the urban mobility 
system,'•; and 

(2) by inserting "(other than the National 
Highway System)" after "No Federal-a.id 
system". 

(c) FUNCTIONAL RECLASSIFICATION OF HIGH
WAYS.-

(1) STATE ACTION.-Each State shall func
tionally reclassify the roads and streets in 
such State in accordance with such guide
lines and time schedule as the Secretary 
may establish in order to carry out the ob
jectives of this section, including the amend
ments made by this section. 

(2) APPROVAL AND SUBMISSION TO CON
GRESS.-Not later than September 30, 1992, 
the Secretary shall approve the functional 
reclassification of roads and streets ma.de by 
the States pursuant to this subsection and 
shall submit a report to Congress containing 
such reclassification. 

(3) STATE DEFINED.-In this subsection, the 
term "State" has the meaning such term has 
under section 101 of title 23, United States 
Code. 

(d) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM RoUTE RE
DESIGNATION STUDY.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall con
duct a study on route redesignations of the 
National Highway System. The study shall 
examine those redesigna.tions where the af
fected States have not been in agreement. 
The study shall consider the historic basis 
for current designations and must address 
the safety, economic, social, and demo
graphic impacts which a redesignation would 
have on surrounding localities. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than September 30, 
1993, the Secretary shall transmit to Con
gress a report on the results of the study 
conducted under this section, together with 
such recommendations as the Secretary con
siders appropriate. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
113(a) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ", the primary and sec
ondary, as well as their extension in urban 
areas, and the Interstate System,". 
SEC. 107. FLEXIBLE PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Cha.pter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is a.mended by inserting 
after section 132 the following new section: 

"§ 133. State flexible program 
"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish a flexible program under which a 
State may expend funds apportioned to it 
under section 104(b)(3) for carrying out any 
project or activity for which Federal funds 
may be obligated under this title. 

"(b) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS 
OF TITLE 23.-All applicable provisions of 
this title (including Federal share) which 
apply with respect to a project or activity 
carried out under this title shall apply to 
such a project or activity when carried out 
by a. State with funds apportioned to it under 
the flexible program. 

"(c) NONATTAINMENT AREA REQUIREMENT.
If a State includes a. nonattainment area for 
transportation-related pollutants under the 
Clean Air Act, the State shall expend a per
centage of the funds apportioned to it under 
section 104(b)(3) for carrying out in such non
attainment areas any project or activity for 
which Federal funds may be obligated under 
this title. The percentage required to be ex
pended in such nonattainment areas shall 
equal the percentage of the population of the 
State residing in such nonattainment areas 
but not to exceed 50 percent. 

"(d) PROJECT APPROVAL.-Any project or 
activity which a State intends to carry out 
with funds apportioned to it under the flexi
ble program shall be subject to approval by 
the Secretary in accordance with the pro
gram of projects approval process of section 
105. 

"(e) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-No Federal 
funds expended by a State from funds appor
tioned to it under the flexible program shall 
be counted as expenditures for a State for 
purposes of any maintenance of effort re
quirement of this title.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 1 of such title is amended by in
serting after the item relating to section 132 
the following: 
"133. State flexible program.". 
SEC. 108. PROJEcr ELIGIBll.J1Y. 

(a) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.-Section 
103 of title 23, United States Code, is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(i) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS FOR NHS.-Subject 
to approval by the Secretary in accordance 
with the program of projects approval proc
ess of section 105, funds apportioned to a. 
State under section 104(b)(l) for the National 
Highway System may be obligated for any of 
the following: 

"(1) Construction, reconstruction, resur
facing, restoration, and rehabilitation of seg
ments of such system. 

"(2) Operational improvements for seg
ments of such system. 

"(3) Construction of, and operational im
provements for, a Federal-aid highway not 
on the National Highway System if such 
highway is adjacent to a fully access con
trolled highway designated to the National 
Highway System, if the construction or im
provements will improve the level of service 
on the fully access controlled highway and 
improve regional travel, and if the construc
tion or improvements are more cost-effective 
than an improvement to the fully access con
trolled highway that has benefits com
parable to the benefits which will be 
achieved by the construction of, or improve
ments to, the highway not on the National 
Highway System. 

"(4) Highway safety improvements for seg
ments of the National Highway System. 
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"(5) Transportation planning in accordance 

with sections 134 and 135. 
"(6) Highway research and planning in ac

cordance with section 307. 
"(7) Highway-related technology transfer 

activities. 
"(8) Startup costs for traffic management 

and control if such costs are limited to the 
time period necessary to achieve operable 
status but not to exceed 2 years following 
the date of project approval, if such funds 
are not used to replace existing funds, and if 
the State highway department agrees to con
tinue operating the improvement or to be re
sponsible for its operation at the end of such 
period. 

"(9) Fringe and corridor parking facilities 
in accordance with section 137. 

"(10) Carpool and vanpool projects in ac
cordance with section 146. 

"(11) Bicycle transportation in accordance 
with section 217. 

"(12) Development and establishment of 
management systems under section 303. 

"(13) Participation in wetland mitigation 
banks and statewide programs to create, 
conserve, or enhance wetland habitat (in
cluding development of statewide mitigation 
plans and State or regional wetland con
servation and enhancement banks), includ
ing any such banks and programs authorized 
pursuant to the Water Resources Develop
ment Act of 1990 or other Federal law. Con
tributions toward these efforts may occur in 
advance of specific project activity to build 
up credit for future projects that may im
pact wetlands. Participation in such wet
lands conservation projects shall not serve 
to exempt any highway construction project 
from any applicable requirement of Federal 
law.". 

(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS FOR FEDERAL-AID 
MOBILITY SYSTEMS.-Such section is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(j) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS FOR MOBILITY SYS
TEMS.-Subject to approval by the Secretary 
in accordance with the program of projects 
approval process of section 105, funds appor
tioned to a State under section 104(b)(2) for 
the rural mobility system or section 104(b)(6) 
for the urban mobility system may be obli
gated for any of the following: 

"(1) Construction, reconstruction, resur
facing, restoration, and rehabilitation of seg
ments of such system. 

"(2) Operational improvements for seg
ments of such system. 

"(3) Highway safety improvements for seg
ments of such system. 

"(4) Public transportation in accordance 
with section 142, including capital public 
transportation projects and capital projects 
to improve access and coordination between 
intercity and rural bus service under such 
section. 

"(5) Transportation planning in accordance 
with sections 134 and 135. 

"(6) Highway research and planning in ac
cordance with section 307. 

"(7) Highway-related and public transpor
tation-related technology transfer activities. 

"(8) Startup costs for traffic management 
and control if such costs are limited to the 
time period necessary to achieve operable 
status but not to exceed 2 years following 
the date of project approval, if such funds 
are not used to replace existing funds, and if 
the State highway department agrees to con
tinue operating the improvement or to be re
sponsible for its operation at the end of such 
period. 

"(9) Fringe and corridor parking facilities 
in accordance with section 137. 

"(10) Carpool and vanpool projects in ac
cordance with section 146. 

"(11) Bicycle transportation and pedestrian 
walkways in accordance with section 217. 

"(12) Development and establishment of 
management systems under section 303. 

"(13) Landscaping, scenic enhancement, 
and planting of wild flowers in accordance 
with section 319. 

"(14) Participation in wetland mitigation 
banks and statewide programs to create, 
conserve, or enhance wetland habitat (in
cluding development of statewide mitigation 
plans and State or regional wetland con
servation and enhancement banks), includ
ing any such banks and programs authorized 
pursuant to the Water Resources Develop
ment Act of 1990 or other Federal law. Con
tributions toward these efforts may occur in 
advance of specific project activity to build 
up credit for future projects that may im
pact wetlands. Participation in such wet
lands conservation projects shall not serve 
to exempt any highway construction project 
from any applicable requirement of Federal 
law.". 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
109(c) of such title is amended by striking 
"Federal-aid secondary" and inserting 
"rural mobility". 
SEC. 109. SUBSTITUTE PROGRAM. 

(a) HIGHWAY PROJECTS.-
(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 103(e)(4)(G) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended-

(A) by striking "and" the next to the last 
place it appears; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ", and $240,000,000 per fis
cal year for each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 
1994, and 1995". 

(2) DISTRIBUTION.-Section 103(e)(4)(H) is 
amended-

(A) by adding at the end of clause (i) the 
following new sentence: "For each of fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995, all funds made 
available by subparagraph (G) shall be appor
tioned in accordance with cost estimates ad
justed by the Secretary."; 

(B) in clause (iii), by striking "1988, 1989, 1990, 
AND 1991 APPORTIONMENTS" and inserting 
"1988-1995 APPORTIONMENTS"; and 

(C) by striking "and 1991." and inserting 
"1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995.". 

(b) TRANSIT PROJECTS.-Section 103(e)(4)(J) 
is amended-

(!) in clause (i) by inserting after "1983," 
the following: "and ending before October 1, 
1991"; 

(2) by adding at the end of clause (i) the 
following new sentence: "100 percent of funds 
appropriated for each of fiscal years 1992 and 
1993 shall be apportioned in accordance with 
cost estimates adjusted by the Secretary."; 

(3) in clause (iii) by striking "1988, 1989, 1990, 
AND 1991 APPORTIONMENTS" and inserting 
"1988-1993 APPORTIONMENTS"; and 

(4) by striking "and 1991." and inserting 
"1991, 1992, and 1993. ". 

(C) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.-Section 
103(e)(4)(E)(i) of such title is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "In the case of funds authorized to be 
appropriated for substitute transit projects 
under this paragraph for fiscal year 1993 and 
for substitute highway projects under this 
paragraph for fiscal year 1995, such funds 
shall remain available until expended.". 
SEC. 110. APPORTIONMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 104(b) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
paragraph (1) and all that follows before 
paragraph (4) and inserting the following: 

"(1) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.-For the 
national highway system as follows: 

"One-third in the ratio which diesel fuel 
consumption in the State bears to diesel fuel 
consumption in all the States. 

"Two-ninths in the ratio which vehicle 
miles of travel in urban areas in the State 
bears to vehicle miles of travel in urban 
areas in all the States. 

"Two-ninths in the ratio which lane miles 
on public roads in urban areas in the State 
bears to lane miles on public roads in urban 
areas in all the States. 

"One-ninth in the ratio which vehicle 
miles of travel in rural areas in the State 
bears to vehicle miles of travel in rural areas 
in all the States. 

"One-ninth in the ratio which lane miles 
on public roads in rural areas in the State 
bears to lane miles on public roads in rural 
areas in all the States. 
No State shall receive less than 1h of 1 per
cent of each year's apportionment. For pur
poses of this paragraph, the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Common
weal th of the Northern Mariana Islands shall 
be considered together as one State. 

"(2) RURAL MOBILITY SYSTEM.-For the 
rural mobility system as follows: 

"One-half in the ratio which the popu
lation in rural areas in the State bears to 
the population in rural areas in all the 
States. 

"One-half in the ratio which lane miles on 
public roads in rural areas in the State bears 
to lane miles on public roads in rural areas 
in all the States. 
No State (other than the District of Colum
bia) shall receive less than 1h of 1 percent of 
each year's apportionment. 

"(3) STATE FLEXIBLE PROGRAM.-For the 
State flexible program in the ratio which the 
estimated tax payments attributable to 
highway users in the State paid into the 
Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account) bear to the estimated tax 
payments attributable to highway users in 
all the States paid into the Highway Trust 
Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account). 
No State shall receive less than 1h of 1 per
cent of each year's apportionment.". 

(b) URBAN MOBILITY SYSTEM.-Section 
104(b)(6) of such title is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(6) URBAN MOBILITY SYSTEM.-For the 
urban mobility system in the ratio which the 
population in urban areas, or parts thereof, 
in each State bears to the total population 
in such urban areas, or parts thereof, in all 
the States as shown by the latest available 
Federal census. No State shall receive less 
than 1h of 1 percent of each year's apportion
ment.''. 

(c) TRANSFERABILITY.-Section 104 of such 
title is amended by striking subsections (c) 
and (d) and inserting the following new sub
sections: 

"(c) TRANSFERABILITY OF NHS APPORTION
MENTS.-Subject to subsection (d), the Gov
ernor of a State may transfer-

"(1) not to exceed 25 percent of the State's 
apportionment under subsection (b)(l); and 

"(2) not to exceed an additional 10 percent 
of such apportionment if the Governor deter
mines that the Interstate System within the 
boundaries of the State is being adequately 
maintained; 
to the apportionment of the State under sub
section (b)(2) or (b)(6), or both. 

"(d) SPECIAL TRANSFERABILITY RULES FOR 
STATES WITH NONATTAINMENT AREAS.-In 
any case in which 90 percent or more of the 
area of a State is located in a nonattainment 
area for carbon monoxide or ozone under the 
Clean Air Act, the Governor of the State 
may transfer up to 100 percent of the State's 
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apportionment under subsection (b)(l) to the 
apportionment of the State under subsection 
(b)(2) or (b)(6), or both. In the case of any 
State which has an area classified as an ex
treme nonattainment area for ozone under 
the Clean Air Act, the Governor of the State 
may transfer (in addition to amounts which 
may be transferred under subsection (c)) up 
to 35 percent of the State's apportionment 
under subsection (b)(l) to the apportionment 
of the State under subsection (b)(2) or sub
section (b)(6), or both." . 

(d) SET-ASIDE FOR METROPOLITAN PLAN
NING.-Section 104(f)(l) of such title is 
amended-

(1) by striking "one-half per centum" and 
inserting "1 percent"; and 

(2) by striking "one-half of 1 per centum" 
and inserting "1 percent". 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
104(g) of such title is amended by striking ", 
144, and 152" and inserting "and 144". 

(f) HOLD HARMLESS.-
(1) GENERAL RULE.-lf the aggregate 

amount apportioned to any State in fiscal 
year 1992 under sections 103(e)(4)(H)(iii), 
104(b)(l), 104(b)(2), 104(b)(3), 104(b)(5)(A), 
104(b)(6), 104(f), 130, and 144 of title 23, United 
States Code, is less than the aggregate 
amount apportioned to such State in fiscal 
year 1991 under sections 103(e)(4)(H)(111), 
104(b)(l), 104(b)(2), 104(b)(5)(A), 104(b)(5)(B), 
104(b)(6), 104(f), 130, 144, and 152 of such title, 
the Secretary shall allocate to such State in 
each of fiscal years 1992 through 1997 the 
amount determined under paragraph (2). 

(2) ALLOCATION AMOUNT.-The amount to be 
allocated to a State eligible under paragraph 
(1) for each of fiscal years 1992 through 1997 
shall equal the amount determined by sub
tracting-

(A) the aggregate amount apportioned to 
such State in such fiscal year under sections 
103(e)(4)(H)(iii), 104(b)(l), 104(b)(2), 104(b)(3), 
104(b)(5)(A), 104(b)(6), 104(f), 130, and 144 of 
title 23, United States Code, from 

(B) the aggregate amount apportioned to 
such State in fiscal year 1991 under sections 
103(e)(4)(H)(iii), 104(b)(l), 104(b)(2), 
104(b)(5)(A), 104(b)(5)(B), 104(b)(6), 104(f), 130, 
144, and 152 of such title. 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.-The Secretary shall 
make the allocations under this subsection 
on October 1 of each of fiscal years 1992 
through 1997, or as soon as possible there
after. The amounts allocated shall be subject 
to the provisions of title 23, United States 
Code, and may be obligated for any project 
or activity for which a State may obligate 
funds under chapter 1 of such title. Amounts 
allocated under this subsection shall be 
available for obligation when allocated for 
the fiscal year authorized plus the 3 succeed
ing fiscal years. 

(4) FUNDING.-There shall be available to 
the Secretary for carrying out this sub
section, out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) such 
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal 
years 1992 through 1997. 

(5) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-All provi
sions of chapter 1 of title 23, United States 
Code, that are applicable to the National 
Highway System, other than provisions re
lating to apportionment formula and period 
of availability, shall apply to funds made 
available to carry out this subsection, except 
as determined by the Secretary to be incon
sistent with this section. 

(g) ALTERNATIVE FUELS TREATMENT.-
(1) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 

study of the manner in which alternative 
fuels are treated for purposes of determining 
a State's relative revenue contributions to 

the Highway Trust Fund under sections 
104(b)(3) and 157(a) of title 23, United States 
Code. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the effective date of this title, the Secretary 
shall transmit to Congress a report on the 
results of the study conducted under this 
subsection, together with any recommenda
tions to the Secretary. 
SEC. 111. PROGRAM AND PROJECT APPROVAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 105 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 105. Programs 

" (a) PROGRAM OF PROJECTS.-As soon as 
practicable after the apportionments for the 
Federal-aid systems have been made for any 
fiscal year, a State desiring to avail itself of 
the benefits of this chapter shall submit to 
the Secretary for his approval a program or 
programs of proposed projects for the utiliza
tion of the funds apportioned. The Secretary 
shall act upon programs submitted to him as 
soon as practicable after the same have been 
submitted. The Secretary may approve a 
program in whole or in part, but he shall not 
approve any project in a proposed program 
which is not eligible for assistance under 
this title. 

"(b) TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND 
PROJECT SELECTION REQUIREMENTS.-

" (!) INCLUSION IN TIP.-After September 30, 
1992, the Secretary may not approve any 
project within the boundaries of a State 
under this chapter unless the project is in
cluded in a transportation improvement pro
gram developed under section 134 or 135. 

"(2) URBANIZED AREAS.-
"(A) METROPOLITAN PLANNING.-The Sec

retary may not approve any program of 
projects in an urbanized area unless the Sec
retary finds that such projects are based on 
the planning process under section 134 of this 
title. 

"(B) STATE CONSIDERATION OF LOCAL 
VIEWS.- The Secretary may not approve 
under this chapter a project in an urbanized 
area (other than a project to be carried out 
with funds apportioned for the urban mobil
ity system under section 104(b)(6)) unless the 
State has consulted with the responsible 
public officials of such area and has consid
ered the views of such officials with respect 
to the corridor, the location, and the design 
of the project. 

"(3) CONGESTION MANAGEMENT.-The Sec
retary may not approve a highway project 
(other than a project for construction of high 
occupancy vehicle lanes) in an urbanized 
area of more than 200,000 population which 
will significantly increase the motor vehicle 
carrying capacity of a highway facility un
less the project is consistent with any con
gestion management system for such area. 

"(4) PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS AND BICYCLE 
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES.-

"(A) GENERAL RULE.-The Secretary may 
not approve under this chapter a highway 
project for new construction or reconstruc
tion within the boundaries of a State along 
which a pedestrian walkway or bicycle trans
portation facility is required to be included 
under the State's transportation improve
ment plan developed under section 135 unless 
such pedestrian walkway or bicycle trans
portation facility is part of such highway 
project. 

"(B) EXCEPI'ION.-The Secretary does not 
have to approve a project for construction of 
a pedestrian walkway or bicycle transpor
tation facility under subparagraph (A)-

"(i) if the Secretary determines that such 
construction is not feasible or that use of the 
walkway or facility would pose a safety risk 

to pedestrians or bicyclists, as the case may 
be; or 

"(ii) the Secretary determines that there 
will be no substantial transportation or 
recreation benefit resulting from the project. 

"(c) NHS IN NONURBANIZED AREAS.-ln ap
proving programs for projects on the Na
tional Highway System not located in an ur
banized area the Secretary shall require that 
such projects be selected by the State in con
sultation with appropriate local officials. 

"(d) RURAL MOBILITY SYSTEM.-In approv
ing programs for projects on the rural mobil
ity system, the Secretary shall require that 
such projects be selected by the State high
way department, the appropriate local offi
cials, and Indian tribal governments in co
operation with each other; except that, in 
the case of a State where all public roads and 
highways are under the control and super
vision of the State highway department, 
such selection shall be made after consulta
tion with appropriate local officials and In
dian tribal governments. 

"(e) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM PREF
ERENCE.-ln approving programs for projects 
on the National Highway System, the Sec
retary shall give preference to such projects 
as will expedite the completion of an ade
quate and connected system of highways 
interstate in character. 

"(f) URBAN MOBILITY SYSTEM SELECTION 
PROCESS.-ln approving programs for 
projects on the urban mobility system in an 
urbanized area, the Secretary shall require 
that such projects be selected by the metro
politan planning organization designated for 
such area under section 134 of this title in 
consultation with the State. 

"(g) NATIONAL DEFENSE PRIORITY.-ln ap
proving programs for projects under this 
chapter, the Secretary may give priority of 
approval to, and expedite the construction 
of, projects that are recommended as impor
tant to the national defense by the Secretary 
of Defense or other official authorized by the 
President to make such recommendation. 

"(h) SAFETY PRIORITY.-ln approving pro
grams for projects on the Federal-aid sys
tems under this chapter, the Secretary shall 
give priority to those projects which incor
porate improved standards and features with 
safety benefits. 

"(i) INTERMODAL CONSIDERATION.-ln pre
paring programs to submit in accordance 
with subsection (a) of this section, the State 
shall give consideration to projects provid
ing direct and convenient public access to 
public airports, public ports for water trans
portation, new town communities, and new 
town-intown communities. In approving such 
programs the Secretary shall give consider
ation to such projects. 

"(j) NATIONAL ENERGY CONSIDERATION.-ln 
preparing programs to submit in accordance 
with subsection (a) of this section, the State 
may give priority to projects for the recon
struction, resurfacing, restoration, or reha
bilitation of highways which are incurring a 
substantial use as a result of transportation 
activities to meet national energy require
ments and which will continue to incur such 
use. In approving such programs the Sec
retary may give priority to such projects.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 150 
of such title is amended by striking "(d)" 
each place it appears and inserting "(f)". 
SEC. 112. PRECONSTRUCTION ACTMTIES. 

(a) LIMITATION ON ESTIMATES FOR CON
STRUCTION ENGINEERING.-Section 106(c) of 
title 23, United States Code is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(c) LIMITATION ON ESTIMATES FOR CON
STRUCTION ENGINEERING.-ltems included in 
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all such estimates for construction engineer
ing for a State for a fiscal year shall not ex
ceed, in the aggregate, 15 percent of the total 
estimated costs of all projects financed with
in the boundaries of the State with Federal
aid highway funds in such fiscal year, after 
excluding from such total estimate costs, the 
estimated costs of rights-of-way, prelimi
nary engineering, and construction engineer
ing.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
12l(d) of such title is amended-

(1) by striking "120" and inserting "106(c), 
120,"; and 

(2) by striking the last sentence. 
(c) PRESERVATION OF TRANSPORTATION COR

RIDORS.-
(1) REPORT.-The Secretary, in consulta

tion with the states, shall report to Congress 
within 2 years after the effective date of this 
title, a national list of the rights-of-way 
identified by the metropolitan planning or
ganizations and the States (under sections 
134 and 135 of title 23, United States Code), 
including the total mileage involved, an esti
mate of the total costs, and a strategy for 
preventing further loss of rights-of-way in
cluding the desirability of creating a trans
portation right-of-way land bank to preserve 
vital corridors. 

(2) STATE PURCHASES.-States, metropoli
tan planning organizations, or units of local 
government, using National Highway Sys
tem, urban mobility system, or rural mobil
ity system funds, may purchase threatened 
right-of-way for which purchase is needed, 
with the concurrence of the Secretary. In ap
proving such purchases, the Secretary shall 
give priority to those rights-of-way most im
minently threatened with being lost to 
transportation purposes. 

(3) LIMITATIONS.-The non-Federal pur
chasers under paragraph (2) must agree to 
preserve the acquired property for transpor
tation corridors. The property acquired may 
not be converted to other purposes, which 
would prevent the future use of the right-of
way for transportation. 
SEC. 113. LETI'ING OF CONTRACTS. 

(a) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DE
SIGN SERVICES.-Section 112(b)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subparagraphs: 

"(C) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.-Any con
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), whether funded in 
whole or in part with Federal-aid highway 
funds, shall be performed and audited in 
compliance with cost principles contained in 
the Federal acquisition regulations of part 31 
of title 48 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

"(D) INDIRECT COST RATES.-In lieu of per
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) shall ac
cept indirect cost rates established in ac
cordance with the Federal acquisition regu
lations for 1-year applicable accounting peri
ods by a cognizant government agency or 
independent certified public accountant if 
such rates are not currently under dispute. 
Once a firm's indirect cost rates are accept
ed, the recipient of such funds shall apply 
such rates for the purposes of contract esti
mation, negotiation, administration, report
ing, and contract payment and shall not be 
limited by administrative or de facto ceil
ings in accordance with section 15.90l(c) of 
such title 48. A recipient of such funds re
questing or using the cost and rate data de
scribed in this subparagraph shall notify any 
affected firm before such request or use. 
Such data shall be confidential and shall not 
be accessible or provided, in whole or in part, 

to any other firm or to any government 
agency which is not part of the group of 
agencies sharing cost data under this sub
paragraph, except by written permission of 
the audited firm. If prohibited by law, such 
cost and rate data shall not be disclosed 
under any circumstances.". 

(b) CLARIFYING AMENDMENT.-Section 
112(e)(l) of such title is amended by inserting 
"(including a contract entered into under 
section 117)" before "a contract clause". 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
112(f) of such title is amended by striking 
"Federal-aid secondary" and inserting 
"rural mobility". 
SEC. 114. CONVICT PRODUCED MATERlAlS. 

Section 114(b)(2) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting "after July 1, 
1991," after "Materials produced". 
SEC.115. PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 118(a) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"to each Federal-aid system or part there
of''. 

(b) NONINTERSTATE FUNDS.-Section 
118(b)(l) of such title is amended-

(1) by striking "to each Federal-aid sys
tem"; 

(2) by inserting "to" after "other than" 
the first place it appears; and 

(3) by striking "for the appropriate Fed
eral-aid system or part thereof (other than 
the Interstate System)". 

(C) INTERSTATE CONSTRUCTION FUNDS.-Sec
tion 118(b)(2) of such title is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A)(ii)-
(A) by striking "THEREAFTER" and insert

ing "BETWEEN OCTOBER 1, 1989, AND OCTOBER 1, 
1991"; and 

(B) by inserting "and before October l, 
1991," after "1989, "; 

(2) by adding at the end of subparagraph 
(A) the following new clauses: 

"(iii) APPORTIONMENTS BETWEEN OCTOBER 1, 
1991, AND OCTOBER 1, 1995.-Except as otherwise 
provided in this subsection, sums appor
tioned on or after October 1, 1991, and before 
October l, 1995, for the Interstate System in 
any State shall remain available for expendi
ture in the State until the end of the fiscal 
year in which they are apportioned. 

"(iv) APPORTIONMENTS THEREAFTER.-Sums 
apportioned on October l, 1995, for the Inter
state System in any State shall remain 
available for expenditure in the State until 
expended.''; 

(3) in subparagraph (B) by inserting "or 
subparagraph (A)(iii)" after "subparagraph 
(A)(i)"; and 

(4) in subparagraph (B) by inserting 
"(other than within the boundaries of the 
State of Massachusetts)" before "on the 
Interstate System". 

(d) SET ASIDE FOR DISCRETIONARY 
PROJECTS.-Section 118(c) of such title is 
amended-

(1) by striking "1983" and inserting "1992"; 
(2) by striking "$300,000,000" and inserting 

"$100,000,000"; and 
(3) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 

the following new paragraph: 
"(2) SET ASIDE FOR 4R PROJECTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Before any apportion

ment is made under section 104(b)(l) of this 
title, the Secretary shall set aside $95,000,000 
for fiscal year 1992 and $114,000,000 for each 
fiscal year beginning after September 30, 
1992, for obligation by the Secretary for 
projects for resurfacing, restoring, rehabili
tating, and reconstructing any route or por
tion thereof on the Interstate System (other 
than any highway designated as a part of the 
Interstate System under section 139 and any 
toll road on the Interstate System not sub-

ject to an agreement under section 119(e) of 
this title, as in effect on the day before the 
effective date of title I of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991). Such funds shall be made available by 
the Secretary to any State applying for such 
funds, if the Secretary determines that-

"(i) the State has obligated or dem
onstrates that it will obligate in the fiscal 
year all of its apportionments under section 
104(b)(l) other than an amount which, by it
self, is insufficient to pay the Federal share 
of the cost of a project for resurfacing, re
storing, rehabilitating, and reconstructing 
the Interstate System which has been sub
mitted by the State to the Secretary for ap
proval; and 

"(ii) the applicant is willing and able to (I) 
obligate the funds within 1 year of the date 
the funds are made available, (II) apply them 
to a ready-to-commence project, and (Ill) in 
the case of construction work, begin work 
within 90 days of obligation. 

"(B) PRIORITY CONSIDERATION FOR CERTAIN 
PROJECTS.-In selecting projects to fund 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
give priority consideration to any project 
the cost of which exceeds Sl0,000,000 on any 
high volume route in an urban area or a high 
truck-volume route in a rural area. 

"(C) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF DISCRE
TIONARY FUNDS.-Sums made available pursu
ant to this paragraph shall remain available 
until expended.". 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
118(b) of such title is amended by striking 
paragraph (3). 
SEC. 118. INTERSTATE SYSTEM RESURFACING. 

Section 119 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) by striking subsections (a), (c), (e), 
and (f); 

(2) by redesignating subsections (b) and (d) 
as subsections (a) and (b), respectively; 

(3) in subsection (a), as so redesignated, by 
inserting before "Not later than" the follow
ing: "MAINTENANCE PROGRAM.-"; 

(4) in subsection (b), as so redesignated, by 
striking "or 104(b)(5)(B)"; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 
"(c) MINIMUM ExPENDITURE FOR INTER

STATE MAINTENANCE.-Of the amount appor
tioned to a State under section 104(b)(l) for 
any fiscal year beginning after September 30, 
1991, such State shall obligate for interstate 
resurfacing, restoring, and rehabilitating not 
less than an amount equal to 70 percent of 
such State's apportionment under section 
104(b)(5)(B) in fiscal year 1991.". 
SEC. 117. FEDERAL SHARE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 120 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) and inserting 
the following new subsections: 

"(a) INTERSTATE SYSTEM PROJECTS.-Ex
cept as otherwise provided in this chapter, 
the Federal share payable on account of any 
project on the Interstate System (including 
project to add high occupancy vehicle lanes 
but excluding a project to add any other 
lanes) shall be 90 percent of the total cost 
thereof, plus a percentage of the remaining 
10 percent of such cost in any State contain
ing unappropriated and unreserved public 
lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individ
ual and tribal, exceeding 5 percent of the 
total area of all lands therein, equal to the 
percentage that the area of such lands in 
such State is of its total area; except that 
such Federal share payable on any project in 
any State shall not exceed 95 percent of the 
total cost of such project. 

"(b) OTHER FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY 
PROJECTS.-Except as otherwise provided in 
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this chapter, the Federal share payable on 
account of any project or activity carried 
out under this chapter (other than a project 
subject to subsection (a)) and any project or 
activity financed under section 307(c) of this 
title shall be-

"(1) 80 percent of the cost thereof, except 
that in the case of any State containing non
taxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, 
and public domain lands (both reserved and 
unreserved) exclusive of national forests and 
national parks and monuments, exceeding 5 
percent of the total area of all lands therein, 
the Federal share shall be increased by a per
centage of the remaining cost equal to the 
percentage that the area of all such lands in 
such State, is of its total area; or 

"(2) 80 percent of the cost thereof, except 
that in the case of any State containing non
taxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, 
public domain lands (both reserved and unre
served), national forests, and national parks 
and monuments, the Federal share shall be 
increased by a percentage of the remaining 
cost equal to the percentage that the area of 
all such lands in such State is of its total 
area; 
except that the Federal share payable on any 
project in a State shall not exceed 95 percent 
of the total cost of any such project. In any 
case where a State elects to have the Federal 
share provided in paragraph (2) of this sub
section, the State must enter into an agree
ment with the Secretary covering a period of 
not less than 1 year, requiring such State to 
use solely for highway construction purposes 
(other than paying its share of projects ap
proved under this title) during the period 
covered by such agreement the difference be
tween the State's share as provided in para
graph (2) and what its share would be if it 
elected to pay the share provided in para
graph (1) for all projects subject to such 
agreement.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 120 
of such title is further amended by (1) strik
ing subsections (j), (k), (1), and (m), (2) by re
designating subsections (e), (f), (g), (h), (i), 
and (n) as subsections (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), and 
(h), respectively, and (3) in subsection (d) as 
so redesignated by striking "and (c)" and in
serting "and (b)" .. 

(C) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC
TION.-The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall not be construed to affect the Fed
eral share established by the Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 1983 (97 Stat. 329) for 
construction of any highway on the Inter
state System. 
SEC. 118. EMERGENCY RELIEF. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TIME PERIOD.-Section 
120(d) of title 23, United States Code, as re
designated by section 117(b) of this Act, is 
amended by striking "90 days" and inserting 
"180 days". 

(b) DOLLAR LIMITATION FOR TERRITORIES.
Section 125(b)(2) of such title is amended by 
striking "$5,000,000" and inserting 
"$20,000,000". 

(C) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments made 
by subsections (a) and (b) shall only apply to 
natural disasters and catastrophic failures 
occurring after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(d) ADVANCES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding section 

125 of title 23, United States Code, the Sec
retary shall advance the State of Washing
ton emergency relief funds under such sec
tion for the replacement of a bridge on the 
Interstate System damaged by storms in No
vember 1990. 

(2) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
provisions of section 120 of title 23, United 

States Code, shall apply to replacement of 
the bridge pursuant to this section. 

(3) REPAYMENT.-The State of Washington 
shall repay advances under this section to 
the extent that a final court judgment de
clares the damage to the bridge referred to 
in paragraph (1) was a result of human error. 
If the State does not make such repayment 
by the first day of the second fiscal year be
ginning after the date of such judgment, the 
Secretary shall deduct from funds to be ap
portioned to the State under section 104(b)(l) 
of title 23, United States Code, 50 percent of 
the amount needed for such repayment in 
such fiscal year and 50 percent of such 
amount in the succeeding fiscal year. Any 
amount deducted under this paragraph shall 
be credited to the emergency relief fund 
under section 125 of such title. 
SEC. 119. GROSS VEHICLE WEIGHT RESTRICTION. 

(a) CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN LONGER COM
BINATION VEHICLES.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 127 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(d) LONGER COMBINATION VEHICLES.-
"(!) PROHIBITION.-Except as otherwise pro

vided in this subsection, a State may not 
allow a longer combination vehicle to be op
erated on the Interstate System within its 
boundaries without having its apportion
ment of funds withheld under subsection (a). 

"(2) CONTINUATION OF LCVS LAWFULLY OPER
ATED ON JUNE 1, 1991.-A State may continue 
to allow to be operated on the Interstate 
System within its boundaries longer com
bination vehicles with a longer combination 
vehicle configuration and maximum gross 
vehicle weight-

"(A)(i)(I) if the State determined, on or be
fore June 1, 1991, that longer combination ve
hicles with such configuration and weight 
could lawfully be operated on such System 
pursuant to a State statute or regulation in 
effect on June l, 1991; and 

"(II) if longer combination vehicles with 
such configuration and weight were in lawful 
operation on a regular or periodic basis (in
cluding seasonal operation or operation pur
suant to a permit issued by the State) on 
such System on or before June 1, 1991; or 

"(ii) if longer combination vehicles with 
such configuration and weight were in lawful 
operation on a regular or periodic basis on 
such System on or before June 1, 1991, pursu
ant to section 335 of the Department of 
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro
priations Act, 1991 (104 Stat. 2186); and 

"(B) if all operations of longer combina
tion vehicles with such configuration and 
weight on the Interstate System continue to 
be subject, at a minimum, to all State stat
utes, regulations, limitations, and conditions 
(including routing-specific and configura
tion-specific designations and all other re
strictions) in effect on June 1, 1991; except 
that, subject to the guidelines established by 
the Secretary under paragraph (6), the State 
may make minor adjustments to routing
specific designations and vehicle operation 
restrictions in effect on June 1, 1991, for safe
ty purposes and for road construction pur
poses. 

"(3) WYOMING.-In addition to vehicles 
which the State of Wyoming may continue 
to allow to be operated under paragraph (2), 
such State may allow longer combination 
vehicles with longer combination vehicle 
configurations not in actual operation on 
June 1, 1991, to be operated on the Interstate 
System within its boundaries by enactment 
of a State law on or before November 3, 
1992-

"(A) if the gross vehicle weight of the 
longer combination vehicle with such con
figuration does not exceed 117,000 pounds; 

"(B) if the longer combination vehicle with 
such configuration complies with the single 
axle, tandem axle, and bridge formula limits 
set forth in subsection (a); and 

"(C) if such State notifies the Secretary of 
the enactment of such law before the 30th 
day following the date of such enactment. 
The Secretary shall publish a notice of the 
enactment of such law in the Federal Reg
ister. 

"(4) ADDITIONAL STATE RESTRICTIONS.
Nothing in this subsection shall prevent any 
State from further restricting in any manner 
or prohibiting the operation of longer com
bination vehicles otherwise authorized under 
this subsection, except that such restrictions 
or prohibitions shall be consistent with the 
requirements of sections 411, 412, and 416 of 
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 2311, 2312, and 2316). 
Any State which further restricts or pro
hibits the operations of longer combination 
vehicles or makes minor adjustments pursu
ant to the exception set forth in paragraph 
(2)(B) shall notify the Secretary of the re
striction, prohibition, or adjustment before 
the 30th day following the date of the action 
resulting in the restriction, prohibition, or 
adjustment, and the Secretary shall publish 
a notice of the restriction, prohibition, or 
adjustment in the Federal Register. 

"(5) PUBLICATION OF STATE LAWS.-
"(A) STATE LISTS.-Not later than 90 days 

after the effective date of this subsection, 
each State shall file, in writing, with the 
Secretary a complete list of those State stat
utes, regulations, limitations, and conditions 
(including routing-specific and configura
tion-specific designations and all other re
strictions) governing only the operation of 
longer combination vehicles. If the State 
does not file such list by such 90th day, the 
Secretary shall complete and file such list 
for the State not later than the 120th day fol
lowing such effective date. 

"(B) CERTIFICATION.-Not later than 90 
days after the effective date of this sub
section, each State interested in continuing 
to allow longer combination vehicles to be 
operated under paragraph (2) shall submit to 
the Secretary a written certification that 
the requirements of paragraph (2)(A)(i) or 
(2)(A)(ii), as the case may be, were complied 
with. 

"(C) PUBLICATION.-Not later than 150 days 
after the effective date of this subsection, 
the Secretary shall publish in the Federal 
Register the lists filed under subparagraph 
(A). 

"(D) REVIEW OF CERTIFICATION.-After pub
lication under subparagraph (C), the Sec
retary shall review State certifications made 
under subparagraph (B) and may commence, 
on the Secretary's own initiative or pursu
ant to a challenge by any person, a proceed
ing to determine whether or not a certifi
cation made under subparagraph (B) made 
with regard to paragraph (2)(A)(i) or (2)(A)(ii) 
is inaccurate. In such proceeding, the State 
shall have the burden of proof to show that 
the certification is accurate. If the Secretary 
determines that the State certification is in
accurate, the Secretary shall amend the pub
lication under subparagraph (C) to reflect 
the determination of the Secretary. 

"(E) LIMITATION.-No statute or regulation 
shall be included on the lists published by 
the Secretary under this paragraph merely 
on the grounds that it authorized, or could 
have authorized, by permit or otherwise, the 
operation of longer combination vehicles, 
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not in actual operation on a regular or peri
odic basis on or before June l, 1991. 

"(F) FINALITY.-Except as modified pursu
ant to paragraphs (2)(B), (3), and (4) and sub
paragraph (D) of this paragraph, the lists 
published under this paragraph shall become 
final on the 30th day following the date of 
their publication in the Federal Register 
and, thereafter, longer combination vehicles 
may not be operated on the Interstate Sys
tem except as provided in the laws and regu
lations on the lists and as modified pursuant 
to such paragraphs. 

"(6) REGULATIONS REGARDING CERTAIN 
MINOR ADJUSTMENTS.-Not later than 180 
days after the effective date of this sub
section, the Secretary shall issue regulations 
establishing guidelines for States to follow 
in making minor adjustments under para
graph (2)(B). 

"(7) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC
TION.-Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed to allow the operation on any seg
ment of the Interstate System of any com
mercial motor vehicle prohibited under sec
tion 41l(j) of the Surface Transportation As
sistance Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 231l(j)). 

"(8) CONTINUATION OF APPLICABILITY OF 
SUBSECTION (A).-If a State allows a longer 
combination vehicle to be operated on the 
Interstate System within its boundaries in 
violation of this subsection, the State shall 
have its apportionment of funds withheld 
under subsection (a). 

"(9) LONGER COMBINATION VEHICLE DE
FINED.-For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'longer combination vehicle' means any 
combination of a truck tractor and 2 or more 
trailers or semitrailers which operate on the 
Interstate System at a gross vehicle weight 
greater than 80,000 pounds.". 

(2) STATE CERTIFICATION.-Section 14l(b) of 
such title is amended by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: "Each State 
shall also certify that it is enforcing and 
complying with the provisions of section 
127(d) of this title and section 4ll(j) of the 
Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 
1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 231l(j)).". 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The fourth 
sentence of section 127(a) of such title is 
amended by striking "This" and inserting 
"Subject to subsection (d) of this section, 
this". 

(b) INTERSTATE ROUTE 68.-Section 127 of 
such title is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(e) OPERATION OF CERTAIN SPECIALIZED 
HAULING VEHICLES ON INTERSTATE ROUTE 
68.-The single axle, tandem axle, and bridge 
formula limits set forth in subsection (a) 
shall not apply to the operation on Inter
state Route 68 in Garrett and Allegany Coun
ties, Maryland, of any specialized vehicle 
equipped with a steering axle and a 
tridemaxle and used for hauling coal, logs, 
and pulpwood if such vehicle is of a type of 
vehicle as was operating in such counties on 
United States Route 40 or 48 for such purpose 
in calendar year 1991.". 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
127(a) of such title is amended by striking 
"funds authorized to be appropriated for any 
fiscal year under provisions of the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1956 shall be appor
tioned" and inserting "funds shall be appor
tioned in any fiscal year under section 
104(b)(l) of this title". 

(d) TRANSPORTERS OF WATER WELL DRILL
ING RIGS.-

(1) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of State and Federal regulations per
taining to transporters of water well drilling 
rigs on public highways for the purpose of 

identifying requirements which place a bur
den on such transporters without enhancing 
safety or preservation of public highways. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the effective date of this title, the Secretary 
shall transmit to Congress a report on the 
results of the study conducted under para
graph (1), together with any legislative and 
administrative recommendations of the Sec
retary. 

(e) USE OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM BY FIRE
FIGHTING VEHICLES.-

(!) TEMPORARY EXEMPTION.-The second 
sentence of section 127 of title 23, United 
States Code, relating to axle weight limita
tions and the bridge formula for vehicles 
using the National System of Interstate and 
Defense Highways, shall not apply, in the 2-
year period beginning on the effective date 
of this title, to any vehicle which is used for 
the purpose of protecting persons and prop
erty from fires and other disasters that 
threaten public safety and which is being de
livered to or operated by a firefighting agen
cy. The Secretary may extend such 2-year 
period for an additional year. 

(2) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study (A) of State laws regulating the use on 
the National System of Interstate and De
fense Highways of vehicles described in para
graph (1), and (B) of the issuance of permits 
by States which exempt such vehicles from 
the requirements of the second sentence of 
section 127 of title 23, United States Code. 
The purposes of such study are to determine 
whether or not such State laws and section 
127 need to be modified and whether or not a 
permanent exemption should be made for 
such vehicles from the requirements of such 
laws and section 127 or whether or not the 
bridge formula set forth in such sentence 
should be modified as it applies to such vehi
cles. 

(3) REPORT.-Not later than 18 months 
after the effective date of this title, the Sec
retary shall submit to Congress a report on 
the results of the study conducted under 
paragraph (2), together with recommenda
tions. 
SEC. 120. TOLL ROADS, BRIDGES, AND TUNNELS. 

(a) NEW PROGRAM.-Section 129(a) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(a) BASIC PROGRAM.-
"(l) AUTHORIZATION FOR FEDERAL PARTICI

PATION .-Notwithstanding section 301 of this 
title and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the Secretary shall permit Federal 
participation in-

"(A) initial construction of a toll highway, 
bridge, or tunnel (other than a highway, 
bridge, or tunnel on the Interstate System) 
or approach thereto; 

"(B) reconstructing, resurfacing, restoring, 
and rehabilitating a toll highway, bridge, or 
tunnel (including a toll highway, bridge, or 
tunnel subject to an agreement entered into 
under this section or section 119(e) as in ef
fect on the day before the effective date of 
title I of the Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991) or ap
proach thereto; 

"(C) reconstruction or replacement of a 
toll-free bridge or tunnel and conversion of 
the bridge or tunnel to a toll facility; 

"(D) reconstruction of a toll-free Federal
aid highway (other than a highway on the 
Interstate System) and conversion of the 
highway to a toll facility if such reconstruc
tion will result in the addition of 2 or more 
lanes to the highway and if, after such recon
struction and conversion, the highway will 
be fully access controlled; and 

"(E) preliminary studies to determine the 
feasibility of a toll facility for which Federal 

participation is authorized under subpara
graph (A), (B), (C), or (D); 
on the same basis and in the same manner as 
in the construction of free highways under 
this chapter. 

"(2) OWNERSHIP.-Each highway, bridge, 
tunnel, or approach thereto constructed 
under this subsection must-

"(A) be publicly owned, or 
"(B) be privately owned if the public au

thority having jurisdiction over the high
way, bridge, tunnel, or approach has entered 
into a contract with a private person to de
sign, finance, construct, and operate the fa
cility and the public authority will be re
sponsible for complying with all applicable 
requirements of this title with respect to the 
facility. 

"(3) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF REVENUES.-Be
fore the Secretary may permit Federal par
ticipation under this subsection in construc
tion of a highway, bridge, or tunnel located 
in a State, the public authority (including 
the State highway department) having juris
diction over the highway, bridge, or tunnel 
must enter into an agreement with the Sec
retary which provides that, until repayment 
of all non-Federal debt incurred with respect 
to such construction (including debt service), 
all toll revenues received from operation of 
the toll facility will be used only on the toll 
facility and only for repayment of such debt, 
for reasonable return on investment of any 
private person financing the project, and for 
the costs necessary for the proper operation, 
maintenance, and debt service of the toll fa
cility, including reconstruction, resurfacing, 
restoration, and rehabilitation. Thereafter 
the toll revenues may, in addition, be used 
for any purpose for which Federal funds may 
be obligated by a State under this title. 

"(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR FUNDING.-In the 
case of a toll highway, bridge, or tunnel 
under the jurisdiction of a public authority 
of a State (other than the State highway de
partment), upon request of the State high
way department and subject to such terms 
and conditions as such department and pub
lic authority may agree, the Secretary shall 
reimburse such public authority for the Fed
eral share of the costs of construction of the 
project carried out on the toll facility under 
this subsection in the same manner and to 
the same extent as such department would 
be reimbursed if such project was being car
ried out by such department. The reimburse
ment of funds under this paragraph shall be 
from sums apportioned to the State under 
this chapter and available for obligations on 
projects on the Federal-aid system in such 
State on which the project is being carried 
out. 

"(5) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL SHARE.-The 
Federal share payable for construction of a 
highway, bridge, tunnel, or approach thereto 
or conversion of a highway, bridge, or tunnel 
to a toll facility under this subsection shall 
be such percentage as the State determines 
but not to exceed 35 percent. 

"(6) MODIFICATIONS.-If a public authority 
(including a State highway department) hav
ing jurisdiction over a toll highway, bridge, 
or tunnel subject to an agreement under this 
section or section 119(e) as in effect on the 
day before the effective date of title I of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991 requests modification 
of such agreement, the Secretary shall mod
ify such agreement to allow the continuation 
of tolls in accordance with paragraph (3) 
without repayment of Federal funds. 

"(7) INITIAL CONSTRUCTION DEFINED.-For 
purposes of this subsection, the term 'initial 
construction' means the construction of a 
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highway, bridge, or tunnel at any time be
fore it is open to traffic and does not include 
any improvement to a highway, bridge, or 
tunnel after it is open to traffic.". 

(b) ELIMINATION OF PuBLIC OPERATION RE
QUIREMENT FOR TOLL FERRIES.-Section 129 
of such title is amended-

(1) by striking subsections (b), (c), (d), (e), 
(h), (i), and (k); 

(2) by redesignating subsections (f), (g), and 
(j) as subsections (b), (c), and (d), respec
tively; 

(3) in subsection (c) as so redesignated by 
inserting "and ferry terminal facilities" 
after "boats"; 

(4) in subsection (c) as so redesignated by 
striking paragraph (3) and inserting the fol
lowing: 

"(3) Such ferry boat or ferry terminal facil
ity shall be publicly owned."; and 

(5) in subsection (c)(4) as so redesignated
(A) by inserting "or other public entity" 

after "State"; and 
(B) by inserting before the period at the 

end the following: ", debt service, negotiated 
management fees, and, in the case of a pri
vately operated toll ferry, for a reasonable 
rate of return". 

(c) CONTINUATION OF EXISTING AGREE
MENTS.-Unless modified under section 
129(a)(6) of such title, as amended by sub
section (a) of this section, agreements en
tered into under section 119(e) or 129 of such 
title before the effective date of this title 
and in effect on the day before such effective 
date shall continue in effect on and after 
such effective date in accordance with the 
provisions of such agreement and such sec
tion 119(e) or 129. 

(d) VOIDING OF CERTAIN AGREEMENTS FOR 
FORT MCHENRY TUNNEL.-Upon the request 
of the public authority having jurisdiction 
over the Fort McHenry Tunnel, Maryland, 
and upon such authority entering into a new 
agreement regarding such tunnel with the 
Secretary, the Secretary shall void any 
agreement entered into with such authority 
with respect to the tunnel before the effec
tive date of this subsection under section 
120(c)(l) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 
(101 Stat. 159). The new agreement referred 
to in the preceding sentence shall permit the 
continuation of tolls without repayment of 
Federal funds and shall provide that all toll 
revenues received from operation of the tun
nel will be used-

(1) first for repayment of the non-Federal 
cost of construction of the tunnel (including 
debt service); 

(2) second for the costs necessary for the 
proper operation and maintenance of the 
tunnel, including resurfacing, restoration, 
and rehabilitation; and 

(3) to the extent that toll revenues exceed 
the amount necessary for paragraphs (1) and 
(2), such excess may be used for any purpose 
for which a State may obligate funds under 
title 23, United States Code. 

(e) VOIDING OF CERTAIN AGREEMENTS FOR I-
78 DELAWARE RIVER BRIDGE.-Upon the joint 
request of the State of Pennsylvania, the 
State of New Jersey, and the Delaware River 
Joint Toll Bridge Commission, and upon 
such parties entering into a new agreement 
with the Secretary regarding the bridge on 
Interstate Route 78 which crosses the Dela
ware River in the vicinity of Easton, Penn
sylvania, and Phillipsburg, New Jersey, the 
Secretary shall void any agreement entered 
into with such parties with respect to the 
bridge before the effective date of this sub
section under section 129(a), 129(d), or 129(e) 
of title 23, United States Code. The new 

agreement referred to in the preceding sen
tence shall permit the continuation of tolls 
without repayment of Federal funds and 
shall provide that all toll revenues received 
from operation of the bridge will be used-

(1) first for repayment of the non-Federal 
cost of construction of the bridge (including 
debt service); 

(2) second for the costs necessary for the 
proper operation and maintenance of the 
bridge, including resurfacing, restoration, 
and rehabilitation; and 

(3) to the extent that toll revenues exceed 
the amount necessary for paragraphs (1) and 
(2), such excess may be used with respect to 
any other bridge under the jurisdiction of 
the Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Com
mission. 

(f) BRIDGE CONNECTING PENNSYLVANIA 
TURNPIKE SYSTEM AND NEW JERSEY TURN
PIKE.-Section 3 of the Act of October 26, 1951 
(65 Stat. 653) is amended by striking ": Pro
vided," and all that follows before the period. 
SEC. 121. COMBINED HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVE· 

MENT PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 130 of title 23, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 130. Combined highway safety improve

ment program 
"(a) SURVEY.-Each State shall-
"(1) conduct and systematically maintain 

an engineering survey of all highways-
"(A) to identify hazardous locations, sec

tions, and elements, including roadside ob
stacles and unmarked or poorly marked 
highways, which may constitute a danger to 
motorists and pedestrians; and 

"(B) to identify those railroad crossings 
which may require separation, relocation, 
protective devices, or pedestrian stoplights; 

"(2) assign priorities for the correction of 
such locations, sections, and elements; and 

"(3) establish and implement a schedule of 
projects for improvements so identified. 
At a minimum, such a schedule shall provide 
signs for all railway-highway crossings. 

"(b) PROJECTS.-The Secretary may ap
prove as projects under this section any 
highway safety improvement project and any 
project for the elimination of hazards of rail
way-highway crossings. 

"(c) LIMITATION TO NON-INTERSTATE HIGH
WAYS.-Funds authorized to carry out this 
section shall be available for expenditure on 
any public road (other than a highway on the 
Interstate System). 

"(d) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under this 
section shall be 80 percent of the cost there
of. 

"(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR RAILWAY-HIGHWAY 
CROSSINGS.-

"(l) CLASSIFICATION OF PROJECTS.-The 
Secretary may classify the various types of 
projects involved in the elimination of haz
ards of railway-highway crossings and may 
set for each such classification a percentage 
of the costs of construction which shall be 
deemed to represent the net benefit to the 
railroad or railroads for the purpose of deter
mining the railroad's share of the cost of 
construction. The percentage so determined 
shall in no case exceed 10 percent. The Sec
retary shall determine the appropriate clas
sification of each project. 

"(2) LIABILITY.-
"(A) To UNITED STATES.-Any railroad in

volved in a project for the elimination of 
hazards of railway-highway crossings paid 
for in whole or in part from sums made 
available for expenditure under this title 
shall be liable to the United States for the 
net benefit to the railroad determined under 

the classification of such project made pur
suant to paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

"(B) DISCHARGE.-The liability to the Unit
ed States may be discharged by direct pay
ment to the State highway department of 
the State in which the project is located, in 
which case such payment shall be credited to 
the cost of the project. Such payment may 
consist in whole or in part of materials and 
labor furnished by the railroad in connection 
with the construction of such project. 

"(C) ENFORCEMENT.-If any railroad fails to 
discharge its liability under this paragraph 
within a 6-month period after completion of 
the project, it shall be liable to the United 
States for its share of the cost, and the Sec
retary shall request the Attorney General to 
institute proceedings against the railroad for 
the recovery of the amount for which it is 
liable under this paragraph. The Attorney 
General is authorized to bring such proceed
ings on behalf of the United States, in the 
appropriate district court of the United 
States, and the United States shall be enti
tled in such proceedings to recover such 
sums as it is considered and adjudged by the 
court that such railroad is liable for. Any 
amounts recovered by the United States 
under this subsection shall be credited to 
miscellaneous receipts. 

"(f) APPORTIONMENT.-Subject to sub
section (i), 12.5 percent of the funds author
ized to be appropriated to carry out this sec
tion shall be apportioned to the States in the 
same manner as sums were apportioned 
under section 104(b)(2) of this title in fiscal 
year 1991, 12.5 percent of such funds shall be 
apportioned to the States in the same man
ner as sums were apportioned under section 
104(b)(6) of this title in fiscal year 1991, 25 
percent of such funds shall be apportioned to 
the States in the ratio that total railway
highway crossings in each State bears to the 
total of such crossings in all States, and 50 
percent of such funds shall be apportioned to 
the States in the same manner as sums were 
apportioned under section 402(c) of this title. 

"(g) FUNDS FOR PROTECTIVE DEVICES.-At 
least 1/4 of the funds authorized for and ex
pended under this section shall be available 
for the installation of protective devices and 
pedestrian stoplights at railway-highway 
crossings. 

"(h) OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Funds authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out this section shall 
be available for obligation in the same man
ner and to the same extent as if such funds 
were apportioned under section 104(b)(l), ex
cept that the Secretary is authorized to 
waive provisions the Secretary deems incon
sistent with the purposes of this section. 

"(2) LIMITATION.-From funds apportioned 
to a State under this section in a fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall make available to the 
State an amount for elimination of hazards 
of rail-highway crossings and an amount for 
highway safety improvement projects which 
is not less than the amount of funds appor
tioned to the State in fiscal year 1991 under 
this section and section 152, respectively. 

"(i) SET-ASIDES.-
"(1) OPERATION LIFE SA VER PROGRAM.-Be

fore making an apportionment of funds 
under subsection (f) for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall set-aside $300,000 of the funds 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
this section for such fiscal year to carry out 
a public information and education program 
to help prevent and reduce motor vehicle ac
cidents, injuries, and fatalities and to im
prove driver performance at railway-high
way crossings. 

"(2) RAILWAY-HIGHWAY CROSSING HAZARD 
ELIMINATION IN HIGH SPEED RAIL CORRIDORS.-
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Before making an apportionment of funds 
under subsection (0 for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall set aside $10,000,000 of the 
funds authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section for such fiscal year for 
elimination of hazards of railway-highway 
crossings in not to exceed 5 railway corridors 
selected by the Secretary in accordance with 
such criteria as the Secretary may establish 
by regulation. Such a corridor (A) must in
clude rail lines where railroad speeds of 90 
miles per hour are occurring or are expected 
to occur in the future and where substantial 
rail passenger service is provided, and (B) 
may not exceed 460 miles in length. 

"(j) USE OF FUNDS BY LOCAL GoVERN
MENTS.-Funds authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this section may be used to pro
vide a local government with funds to be 
used on a matching basis when State funds 
are available which may only be spent when 
the local government produces matching 
funds for the improvement of railway-high
way crossings. 

"(k) EVALUATION PROCESS FOR HIGHWAY 
SAFETY PROJECTS.-Each State shall estab
lish an evaluation process approved by the 
Secretary, to analyze and assess results 
achieved by highway safety improvement 
projects carried out in accordance with pro
cedures and criteria established by this sec
tion. Such evaluation process shall develop 
cost-benefit data for various types of correc
tions and treatments which shall be used in 
setting priorities for highway safety im
provement projects. 

"(l) ANNUAL REPORTS.
"(l) TO CONGRESS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Not later than Decem

ber 30 of each year, each State shall report 
to the Secretary on the progress being made 
to implement the objectives of this section 
and the effectiveness of the programs being 
carried out under this section. 

"(B) CONTENTS.-Each State report shall 
contain an assessment of the cost of the var
ious treatments employed under this section, 
the safety benefits derived from, and the pre
vious and subsequent accident experience at 
improved locations. 

"(2) TO COMMITTEES.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Not later than April 1 of 

each year, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives a report on the 
progress being made by the States in imple
menting projects under this section (includ
ing projects for pavement marking). 

"(B) CONTENTS.-The report under this 
paragraph shall include, but not be limited 
to, the number of projects undertaken, their 
distribution by cost range, road system, 
means and methods used, and the previous 
and subsequent accident experience at im
proved locations. In addition, the Secretary's 
report shall analyze and evaluate each State 
program, identify any State found not to be 
in compliance with the schedule of improve
ments required by subsection (a) and include 
recommendations for future implementation 
of programs under this section. 

"(m) REVISION OF MANUAL.-Not later than 
90 days after the date of the enactment of 
this subsection, the Secretary shall revise 
the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control De
vices and such other regulations and agree
ments of the Federal Highway Administra
tion as may be necessary to authorize States 
and local governments, at their discretion, 
to install stop or yield signs at any rail-high
way grade crossing without automatic traf
fic control devices with 2 or more trains op-

erating across the rail-highway grade cross
ing per day. 

"(n) STATE DEFINED.-For the purposes of 
this section, the term 'State' as used with 
respect to highway safety improvement 
projects has the meaning such term has 
under section 401 of this title.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) ANALYSIS.-The analysis for chapter 1 of 

such title is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 130 and inserting the fol
lowing: 
"130. Combined highway safety improvement 

program.". 
(2) REPEAL OF HAZARD ELIMINATION PRO

GRAM.-Section 152 of title 23, United States 
Code, and the item relating to such section 
in the analysis for chapter 1 of such title are 
repealed. 

(c) ROADSIDE BARRIERS AND SAFETY APPUR
TENANCES.-

(1) INITIATION OF RULEMAKING PROCEED
ING.-Not later than 30 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall initiate a rulemaking proceeding to re
vise the guidelines and establish standards 
for installation of roadside barriers and 
other safety appurtenances, including longi
tudinal barriers, end terminals, and crash 
cushions. Such rulemaking shall reflect 
state-of-the-art designs, testing, and evalua
tion criteria contained in the National Coop
erative Highway Research Program Report 
230, relating to approval standards which 
provide an enhanced level of crashworthy 
performance to accommodate vans, mini
vans, pickup trucks, and 4-wheel drive vehi
cles. 

(2) FINAL RULE.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall complete the rulemaking 
proceeding initiated under paragraph (1) and 
issue a final rule regarding the implementa
tion of revised guidelines and standards for 
acceptable roadside barriers and other safety 
appurtenances, including longitudinal bar
riers, end terminals, and crash cushions. 
Such revised guidelines and standards shall 
accommodate vans, mini-vans, pickup 
trucks, and 4-wheel drive vehicles and shall 
be applicable to the refurbishment and re
placement of existing roadside barriers and 
safety appurtenances as well as to the instal
lation of new roadside barriers and safety ap
purtenances. 

(d) VEHICLE PROXIMITY ALERT SYSTEM.
The Secretary shall coordinate the field test
ing of the vehicle proximity alert system and 
comparable systems to determine their fea
sibility for use by priority vehicles as an ef
fective railroad-highway grade crossing safe
ty device. In the event the vehicle proximity 
alert or a comparable system proves to be 
technologically and economically feasible, 
the Secretary shall develop and implement 
appropriate programs under section 130 of 
title 23, United States Code, to provide for 
installation of such devices where appro
priate. 
SEC. 122. CONTROL OF OUTDOOR ADVERTISING. 

(a) FUNDING.-Section 131(m) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new sentence: "Subject 
to approval by the Secretary in accordance 
with the program of projects approval proc
ess of section 105, a State may use any funds 
apportioned to it under section 104 of this 
title for removal of any sign, display, or de
vice lawfully erected which does not conform 
to this section.". 

(b) REMOVAL OF ILLEGAL SIGNS.-Section 
131 of such title is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(r) REMOVAL OF ILLEGAL SIGNS.-

"(1) BY OWNERS.-Any sign, display, or de
vice along the Interstate System or the Fed
eral-aid primary system which was not law
fully erected, shall be removed by the owner 
of such sign, display, or device not later than 
the 90th day following the effective date of 
this subsection. 

"(2) BY STATES.-If any owner does not re
move a sign, display, or device in accordance 
with paragraph (1), the State within the bor
ders of which the sign, display, or device is 
located shall remove the sign, display, or de
vice. The owner of the removed sign, display, 
or device shall be liable to the State for the 
costs of such removal. Effective control 
under this section includes compliance with 
the first sentence of this paragraph.". 

(C) SCENIC BYWAY PROHIBITION.-Such sec
tion is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsections: 

"(s) SCENIC BYWAY PROHIBITION.-If a State 
has a scenic byway program, the State may 
not allow the erection along any highway on 
the Interstate System or Federal-aid pri
mary system which before, on, or after the 
effective date of this subsection, is des
ignated as a scenic byway under such pro
gram of any sign, display, or device which is 
not in conformance with subsection (c) of 
this section. Control of any sign, display, or 
device on such a highway shall be in accord
ance with this section. 

"(t) PRIMARY SYSTEM DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this section, the terms 'primary sys
tem' and 'Federal-aid primary system' mean 
the Federal-aid primary system in existence 
on June 1, 1991, and any highway which is 
not on such system but which is on the Na
tional Highway System.". 

(d) STATE COMPLIANCE LAWS.-The amend
ments made by this section shall not affect 
the status or validity of any existing compli
ance law or regulation adopted by a State 
pursuant to section 131 of title 23, United 
States Code. 
SEC. 123. METROPOLITAN PLANNING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 134 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 134. Metropolitan planning 

"(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.-It is in the 
national interest to encourage and promote 
the development of transportation systems 
embracing various modes of transportation 
in a manner that will serve urbanized areas 
of the States efficiently and effectively. To 
accomplish this objective, metropolitan 
planning organizations, in cooperation with 
the State, shall develop transportation plans 
and programs for urbanized areas of the 
State. Such plans and programs shall provide 
for the development of transportation facili
ties (including pedestrian walkways and bi
cycle transportation facilities) which will 
function as an intermodal transportation 
system for the State and such urbanized 
areas, giving emphasis to those facilities 
which serve important national and regional 
transportation functions (such as moving 
goods within the urbanized area and to dis
tant markets, enhancing productivity and 
economic competitiveness, enabling persons 
to move quickly to and from their homes, 
jobs, and other destinations, providing ac
cess to international border crossings, and 
connecting roadways within the urbanized 
area with roadways outside the urbanized 
area). The process for developing such plans 
and programs shall provide for consideration 
of all modes of transportation (including pe
destrian walkways and bicycle transpor
tation) and shall be continuing, cooperative, 
and comprehensive to the degree appro
priate, based on the complexity of the trans
portation problems. 
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"(b) METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZA

TION.-
"(l) DESIGNATION.-Affected units of gen

eral purpose local government and the Gov
ernor of a State shall designate or redesig
nate, by agreement or in accordance with 
procedures established by applicable State or 
local law, a metropolitan planning organiza
tion for each urbanized area of the State to 
carry out the transportation planning proc
ess required by this section. 

"(2) CONTINUATION OF EXISTING MPOS.-For 
purposes of this subsection, a metropolitan 
planning organization in existence on Sep
tember 30, 1991, shall be treated as being des
ignated under this subsection. 

"(c) COVERAGE.-The transportation plan
ning process required by this section for an 
urbanized area shall cover, at a minimum, 
the existing urbanized area and the area ex
pected to become an urbanized area within 
the planning forecast period and may encom
pass the entire metropolitan statistical area 
or the consolidated metropolitan statistical 
area (as defined by the Bureau of the Cen
sus), as the case may be, or an area des
ignated as nonattainment for transpor
tation-related pollutants under the Clean Air 
Act. 

"(d) FACTORS To BE CONSIDERED.-In devel
oping transportation plans and programs 
under this section, each State and metropoli
tan planning organization shall consider, at 
a minimum, the following: 

"(1) Transportation system management 
and investment strategies designed to make 
the most efficient use of existing transpor
tation facilities. 

"(2) Applicable Federal, State, and local 
energy conservation program, goals, and ob
jectives. 

"(3) The overall social, economic, and envi
ronmental effects of transportation deci
sions. 

"(4) Applicable requirements of the Clean 
Air Act. 

"(5) Methods to reduce traffic congestion 
and to prevent traffic congestion from devel
oping in areas where it does not yet occur, 
including methods which reduce motor vehi
cle travel, particularly single-occupant 
motor vehicle travel. 

"(6) Methods to expand and enhance tran
sit services and to increase the use of such 
services. 

"(7) The effect of transportation decisions 
on land use and land development, including 
the need for consistency between transpor
tation decisionmaking and the provisions of 
all applicable short-range and long-range 
land use and development plans. 

"(8) The transportation needs identified 
through use of the management systems re
quired by section 303 of this title. 

"(9) Where appropriate, the use of innova
tive mechanisms for financing projects, in
cluding value capture pricing, tolls, and con
gestion pricing. 

"(10) Preservation of rights-of-way for con
struction of future transportation projects, 
including identification of unused rights-of
way which may be needed for future trans
portation corridors and identification of 
those corridors for which action is most 
needed to prevent destruction or loss. 

"(11) Long-range needs of the transpor
tation systems in the urbanized area. 

"(12) Methods to enhance the efficient 
movement of commercial motor vehicles. 

"(13) With respect to bridges and tunnels, 
life-cycle costs in the design and engineering 
of the bridge or tunnel. 

"(e) SPECIAL RULES FOR URBANIZED AREAS 
OF MORE THAN 200,000.-In addition to com-

plying with the requirements of subsection 
(a), a metropolitan planning organization for 
an urbanized area of more than 200,000 popu
lation must develop transportation plans and 
programs in cooperation with the State and 
affected transit operators. Such planning 
process shall include identification of meth
ods to reduce congestion appropriate for the 
size of the area and the complexity of trans
portation problems in the area, including 
transportation-related air quality problems. 
In nonattainment urbanized areas of more 
than 200,000 population for transportation-re
lated pollutants under the Clean Air Act, 
such methods shall be coordinated with the 
development of the State implementation 
plan required by the Clean Air Act. 

"(f) LONG-RANGE PLAN.-The metropolitan 
planning organization designated for an ur
banized area, in cooperation with the State, 
shall develop a long-range transportation 
plan for the area for which such organization 
is designated under subsection (c). In devel
oping the plan, the metropolitan planning 
organization shall provide citizens, affected 
public agencies, representatives of transpor
tation agency employees, other affected em
ployee representatives, private providers of 
transportation, and other interested parties 
with a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on the proposed plan. In addition, the metro
politan planning organization shall develop a 
long-range comprehensive plan for bicycle 
transportation and pedestrian walkways for 
such area which shall be incorporated into 
the long-range transportation plan for such 
area. 

"(g) TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PRO
GRAM.-

"(1) DEVELOPMENT.-The metropolitan 
planning organization designated for an ur
banized area, in cooperation with the State, 
shall develop a transportation improvement 
program for the area for which such organi
zation is designated under subsection (c). In 
developing the program, the metropolitan 
planning organization shall provide citizens, 
affected public agencies, representatives of 
transportation agency employees, other af
fected employee representatives, private pro
viders of transportation, and other inter
ested parties with a reasonable opportunity 
to comment on the proposed program. 

"(2) INCLUDED PROJECTS.-A transportation 
improvement program for an urbanized area 
developed under this subsection shall include 
projects within the area which are proposed 
for funding under this title and the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, which are 
consistent with the long-range plan devel
oped under subsection (f) for the area, and 
which conform with any applicable State im
plementation plan developed pursuant to the 
Clean Air Act. The program shall include a 
project, or an identified phase of a project, 
only if full funding can reasonably be antici
pated to be available for the project within 
the time period contemplated for completion 
of the project. 

"(3) BIENNIAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL.-A 
transportation improvement program for an 
urbanized area developed under this sub
section shall be reviewed and approved no 
less frequently than biennially by the metro
politan planning organization for the area. 

"(4) MODIFICATIONS.-A transportation im
provement program for an urbanized area de
veloped under this subsection may be modi
fied at any time by the metropolitan plan
ning organization for the area in cooperation 
with the State if such modification is con
sistent with the long-range transportation 
plan developed under subsection (f).". 

(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEW.-

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF ADVISORY COMMIT
TEE.-Not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall establish in the Department of Trans
portation an advisory committee to review-

(A) the planning process being utilized by 
metropolitan planning organizations under 
section 134 of title 23, United States Code; 

(B) the composition and organization of 
such metropolitan planning organizations; 

(C) the impact on such metropolitan plan
ning organizations of changing demographics 
and increased responsibilities of such metro
politan planning organizations under such 
title and under the Clean Air Act; and 

(D) the relationship between the planning 
processes being carried out under such sec
tion and section 135 of such title. 

(2) COMPOSITION.-The advisory committee 
established under this subsection shall have 
such membership as the Secretary may es
tablish; except that representatives of the 
following organizations shall, at a minimum, 
be members of the advisory committee: 

(A) The National Association of Counties. 
(B) The National League of Cities. 
(C) The National Association of Regional 

Councils. 
(D) The National Governors Association. 
(E) The United States Conference of May

ors. 
(F) The American Association of State 

Highway and Transportation Officials. 
(3) REPORT.-Not later than 3 years after 

the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
advisory committee established under this 
section shall submit to the Secretary and 
Congress a report on the results of the re
view conducted under this subsection, to
gether with such recommendations as the 
advisory committee may have with respect 
to the matters listed in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 124. STATEWIDE PLANNING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 135 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 135. Statewide planning 

"(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.-It is in the 
national interest to encourage and promote 
the development of transportation systems 
embracing various modes of transportation 
in a manner that will serve all areas of the 
State efficiently and effectively. Subject to 
section 134 of this title, the State shall de
velop transportation plans and programs for 
all areas of the State. Such plans and pro
grams shall provide for development of 
transportation facilities (including pedes
trian walkways and bicycle transportation 
facilities) which will function as an inter
modal State transportation system, giving 
emphasis to those facilities which serve im
portant national and regional transportation 
functions (such as moving goods within the 
State and to distant markets, enhancing pro
ductivity and economic competitiveness, en
abling persons to move quickly to and from 
their homes, jobs, and other destinations, 
providing access to international border 
crossings, and connecting roadways within 
the State with roadways outside the State). 
The process for developing such plans and 
programs shall provide for consideration of 
all modes of transportation (including bicy
cle transportation and other forms of non
motorized transportation) and shall be con
tinuing, cooperative, and comprehensive to 
the degree appropriate, based on the com
plexity of the transportation problems. 

"(b) COORDINATION WITH METROPOLITAN 
PLANNING; STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN.-In 
carrying out planning under this section, a 
State shall coordinate such planning with 
the transportation planning activities car-
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ried out under section 134 of this title for ur
banized areas of the State and shall develop 
the transportation portion of the State im
plementation plan required by the Clean Air 
Act. 

"(c) FACTORS To BE CONSIDERED.-ln devel
oping transportation plans and programs 
under this section, each State shall consider, 
at a minimum, the following: 

"(l) Transportation system management 
and investment strategies designed to make 
the most efficient use of existing transpor
tation facilities. 

"(2) Applicable Federal, State, and local 
energy conservation program, goals, and ob
jectives. 

"(3) The overall social, economic, and envi
ronmental effects of transportation deci
sions. 

"(4) Applicable requirements of the Clean 
Air Act. 

"(5) Methods to reduce traffic congestion 
and to prevent traffic congestion from devel
oping in areas where it does not yet occur, 
including methods which reduce motor vehi
cle travel, particularly single-occupant 
motor vehicle travel. 

"(6) Methods to expand and enhance tran
sit services and to increase the use of such 
services. 

"(7) The effect of transportation decisions 
on land use and land development, including 
the need for consistency between transpor
tation decisionmaking and the provisions of 
all applicable short-range and long-range 
land use and development plans. 

"(8) The transportation needs identified 
through use of the management systems re
quired by section 303 of this title. 

"(9) Where appropriate, the use of innova
tive mechanisms for financing projects, in
cluding value capture pricing, tolls, and con
gestion pricing. 

"(10) Preservation of rights-of-way for con
struction of future transportation projects, 
including identification of unused rights-of
way which may be needed for future trans
portation corridors, and identification of 
those corridors for which action is most 
needed to prevent destruction or loss. 

"(11) Long-range needs of the State trans
portation system. 

"(12) Recreational travel and tourism. 
"(13) Methods to enhance the efficient 

movement of commercial motor vehicles. 
"(14) With respect to bridges and tunnels, 

life-cycle costs in the design and engineering 
of the bridge or tunnel. 

"(d) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.-Each 
State in carrying out planning under this 
section shall-

"(l) incorporate, coordinate, and reconcile 
transportation plans and programs developed 
for urbanized areas of the State under sec
tion 134 with the State transportation plans 
and programs developed under this section; 

"(2) provide for comprehensive transpor
tation planning for areas of the State which 
are not urbanized areas; 

"(3) consult with Indian tribal govern
ments having jurisdiction over lands within 
the boundaries of the State; 

"(4) establish and implement a bridge man
agement system, pavement management sys
tem, safety management system, transit 
management system, and congestion man
agement system in accordance with section 
303 of this title; and 

"(5) establish and implement a traffic mon
itoring system in accordance with section 
303 of this title. 

"(e) LoNG-RANGE PLAN.-The State shall 
develop a long-range transportation plan for 
all areas of the State. With respect to urban-

ized areas of the State, the plan shall be de
veloped in cooperation with metropolitan 
planning organizations designated for urban
ized areas in the State under section 134. 
With respect to areas of the State under the 
jurisdiction of an Indian tribal government, 
the plan shall be developed in cooperation 
with such government and the Secretary of 
the Interior. In developing the plan, the 
State shall provide citizens, affected public 
agencies, representatives of transportation 
agency employees, other affected employee 
representatives, private providers of trans
portation, and other interested parties with 
a reasonable opportunity to comment on the 
proposed plan. In addition, the State shall 
develop a long-range comprehensive plan for 
bicycle transportation and pedestrian walk
ways for all areas of the State which shall be 
incorporated into the long-range transpor
tation plan. 

"(f) TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PRO
GRAM.-

"(l) DEVELOPMENT.-The State shall de
velop a transportation improvement pro
gram for all areas of the State. With respect 
to urbanized areas of the State, the program 
shall be developed in cooperation with met
ropolitan planning organizations designated 
for urbanized areas in the State under sec
tion 134. In developing the program, the 
State shall provide citizens, affected public 
agencies, representatives of transportation 
agency employees, other affected employee 
representatives, private providers of trans
portation, and other interested parties with 
a reasonable opportunity to comment on the 
proposed program. 

"(2) INCLUDED PROJECTS.-A transportation 
improvement program for a State developed 
under this subsection shall include projects 
within the boundaries of the State which are 
proposed for funding under this title and the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
which are consistent with the long-range 
plan developed under subsection (e) for the 
State, and which conform with any applica
ble State implementation plan developed 
pursuant to the Clean Air Act. The program 
shall include a project, or an identified phase 
of a project, only if full funding can reason
ably be anticipated to be available for such 
project within the time period contemplated 
for completion of the project. 

"(3) BIENNIAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL.-A 
transportation improvement program devel
oped under this subsection shall be reviewed 
and apprqved no less frequently than bienni
ally by the State. 

"(4) MODIFICATIONS.-A transportation im
provement program developed under this 
subsection may be modified at any time by 
the State in cooperation with affected met
ropolitan planning organizations if such 
modification is consistent with the long
range transportation plan developed under 
subsection (e).". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 1 of such title is amended by 
striking the items relating to sections 134 
and 135 and inserting the following: 
"134. Metropolitan planning. 
"135. Statewide planning.". 
SEC. 125. FRINGE AND CORRIDOR PARKING FA

CILITIES. 
(a) PUBLICLY OWNED PARKING FACILITIES.

Section 137(a) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking "the Federal-aid 
urban system" and inserting "any Federal
aid system for payment with sums appor
tioned under section 104(b) (other than sec
tion 104(b)(5)(A))". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 137 
of such title is amended by striking sub
section (f). 

SEC. 126. INDIAN NONDISCRIMINATION. 
(a) ELIGIBILITY FOR TRAINING PROGRAMS.

Subsections (b) and (c) of section 140 of title 
23, United States Code, are each amended by 
inserting "Indian tribal government," after 
"institution,". 

(b) INDIAN EMPLOYMENT PREFERENCE.-Sec
tion 140(d) of such title is amended by insert
ing after the first sentence the following new 
sentence: "States may implement a pref
erence for employment of Indians on projects 
carried out under this title near Indian res
ervations.". 
SEC. 127. PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION. 

(a) IMPROVED ACCESS BETWEEN INTERCITY 
AND RURAL Bus SERVICE.-Section 142(a)(2) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking ", beginning with the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975,"; 

(2) by striking "Federal-aid urban sys
tem," and inserting "rural mobility system 
or urban mobility system"; 

(3) by striking "104(b)(6)" the first place it 
appears and all that follows through the pe
riod at the end and inserting "104(b)(2) or 
104(b)(6), respectively, for carrying out any 
capital transit project eligible for assistance 
under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, capital improvement to provide access 
and coordination between intercity and rural 
bus service, and construction of facilities to 
provide connections between highway trans
portation and other modes of transpor
tation.". 

(b) ACCOMMODATION OF OTHER MODES.-Sec
tion 142(c) of such title is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(c) ACCOMMODATION OF OTHER MODES OF 
TRANSPORTATION.-The Secretary may ap
prove as a project on any Federal-aid system 
for payment from sums apportioned under 
section 104(b) (other than section 
104(b)(5)(A)) modifications to existing high
way facilities on such system necessary to 
accommodate other modes of transportation 
if such modifications will not adversely af
fect automotive safety or future highway im
provements.". 

(C) METROPOLITAN PLANNING.-Section 
142(d) of such title is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(d) METROPOLITAN PLANNING.-Any 
project carried out under this section in an 
urbanized area shall be subject to the metro
politan planning requirements of section 
134.". 

(d) USE OF RIGHT-OF-WAYS.-Section 142(g) 
of such title is amended-

(1) by inserting "or air space" after "suffi
cient land"; 

(2) by striking "the Administrator may au
thorize a State to" and inserting "a State 
may"; 

(3) by inserting ", air space," after "such 
lands"; and 

(4) by inserting "or private person" after 
"transit authority". 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 
142.-Section 142 of such title is amended

(1) in subsection (e)(2) by striking "Fed
eral-aid urban" and inserting "urban mobil
ity"; 

(2) by striking subsections (f) and (k); 
(3) by redesignating subsections (g), (h), (i), 

and (j) as subsections (f), (g), (h), and (i), re
spectively; 

(4) in subsection (g), as so redesignated, by 
striking "or subsection (c) of this section"; 
and 

(5) in each of subsections (h) and (i), as so 
redesignated, by striking "and subsection 
(c)". 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO SECTION 
156.-Section 156 of such title is amended by 
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striking "States shall" and inserting "Sub
ject to section 142(f), States shall". 
SEC. 128. BRIDGE REPLACEMENT AND REHABll.I· 

TATION. 
(a) INVENTORY OF INDIAN RESERVATION AND 

PARK BRIDGES.-Section 144(c) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

"(3) INVENTORY OF INDIAN RESERVATION AND 
PARK BRIDGES.-As part of the activities car
ried out under paragraph (1), the Secretary, 
in consultation with the Secretary of the In
terior, shall (A) inventory all those highway 
bridges on Indian reservation roads and park 
roads which are bridges over waterways, 
other topographical barriers, other high
ways, and railroads, (B) classify them ac
cording to serviceability, safety, and essen
tiality for public use, (C) based on the classi
fication, assign each a priority for replace
ment or rehabilitation, and (D) determine 
the cost of replacing each such bridge with a 
comparable facility or of rehabilitating such 
bridge.". 

(b) BRIDGE STRUCTURE PAINTING AND ACE
TATE APPLICATION.-Section 144(d) of such 
title is amended-

(1) by inserting after the first sentence the 
following new sentence: "Whenever any 
State makes application to the Secretary for 
assistance in painting, or applying calcium 
magnesium acetate to, the structure of a 
highway bridge, the Secretary may approve 
Federal participation in the painting of, or 
application of such acetate to, such struc
ture."; and 

(2) by inserting after "projects" the first 
place it appears in the last sentence the fol
lowing: "(other than projects for bridge 
structure painting or application of such ac
etate)". 

(c) FEDERAL SHARE.-Section 144(f) of such 
title is amended by striking "highway bridge 
replaced or rehabilitated" and inserting 
"project". 

(d) DISCRETIONARY BRIDGE PROGRAM.-Sec
tion 144(g)(l) of such title is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(l) DISCRETIONARY BRIDGE PROGRAM.-Of 
the amounts authorized for each of fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 by 
section 103 of the lntermodal Surface Trans
portation Infrastructure Act of 1991, all but 
$153,000,000 per fiscal year ($129,000,000 in the 
case of fiscal year 1992) shall be apportioned 
as provided in subsection (e) of this section. 
$142,000,000 per fiscal year ($119,000,000 in the 
case of fiscal year 1992) of the amount au
thorized for each of such fiscal years shall be 
available for obligation on the date of each 
such apportionment in the same manner and 
to the same extent as the sums apportioned 
on such date, except that the obligation of 
such $142,000,000 (or $119,000,000 in the case of 
fiscal year 1992) shall be at the discretion of 
the Secretary, and $11,000,000 per fiscal year 
($10,000,000 in the case of fiscal year 1992) of 
the amount authorized for each of such fiscal 
years shall be available in accordance with 
section 141(e) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991, 
relating to highway timber bridges.". 

(e) OFF-SYSTEM BRIDGES.-
(1) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.-Section 144(g)(3) 

of such title is amended-
(A) by striking "and 1991" and inserting 

"1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997"; 
and 

(B) by striking "or rehabilitate" and in
serting ", rehabilitate, paint, or apply cal
cium magnesium acetate to". 

(2) APPLICABILITY OF STATE STANDARDS FOR 
PROJECTS.-Section 144 of such title is 
amended by redesignating subsection (p) as 

subsection (q) and by inserting after sub
section (o) the following new subsection: 

"(p) APPLICABILITY OF STATE STANDARDS 
FOR PROJECTS.-A project not on a Federal
aid system under this section shall be de
signed, constructed, operated, and main
tained in accordance with State laws, regula
tions, directives, safety standards, design 
standards, and construction standards.". 

(f) SET-ASIDE FOR INDIAN RESERVATION 
BRIDGES.-Section 144(g) of this title is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(4) INDIAN RESERVATION BRIDGES.-Not less 
than 1 percent of the amount apportioned to 
each State which has an Indian reservation 
within its boundaries for each fiscal year 
shall be expended for projects to replace, re
habilitate, paint, or apply calcium magne
sium acetate to highway bridges located on 
Indian reservation roads. Upon determining 
a State bridge apportionment and before 
transferring funds to the States, the Sec
retary shall transfer the Indian reservation 
bridge allocation under this paragraph to the 
Secretary of the Interior for expenditure 
pursuant to this paragraph. The Secretary, 
after consultation with State and Indian 
tribal government officials and with the con
currence of the Secretary of the Interior, 
may, with respect to such State, reduce the 
requirement for expenditure for bridges 
under this paragraph when the Secretary de
termines that there are inadequate needs to 
justify such expenditure. The non-Federal 
share payable on account of such a project 
may be provided from funds made available 
for Indian reservation roads under chapter 2 
of this title.". 

(g) PROTECTION OF PREVIOUS APPORTION
MENTS.-The amendment made by subsection 
(d) shall not affect sums apportioned or allo
cated before September 30, 1991. 

(h) HIGH COST BRIDGE PROJECTS.-
(1) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this sub

section is to provide funds to accelerate con
struction of high cost bridge projects. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECTS.-The Sec
retary is authorized to carry out the high 
cost of bridge projects described in this para
graph. Subject to paragraph (3), there is au
thorized to be appropriated out of the High
way Trust Fund (other than the Mass Tran
sit Account) for fiscal years 1992 through 1997 
to carry out each such project the amount 
listed for each such project: 

Amount 
City/State High Cost Bridges in mil-

lions 

Delaware, Okla-
homa ....... ..... Construction of a replacement bridge 

on U.S. Rt . 59 over Grand Lake in 
Delaware, Oklahoma ................. ..... 11.5 

Eugene, Oregon ... Construction of the Ferry Street 
Bridge ..... ........... ............... 28.0 

Beaver County, 
Pennsylvania .. Construction of Aliquippa Ambridge 

Bridge of Beaver County, Penn-
sylvania ...................................... 21.0 

Arkansas . For an expanded study of environ-
mental impact and geo technical 
information for Arkansas-Mis-
sissippi Great River Bridge ... 0.8 

Gloucester Point, 
Virginia Construct 2 additional lanes on ex-

isling bridge over the York River .. 14.0 
San Francisco, 

California ........ For preliminary work associated with 
the seismic upgrading of the 
Golden Gate Bridge in San Fran-
cisco, California ........ 7.0 

Cape May & At-
lantic Coun-
ties, New Jer-
sey .... .............. Replace critically important bridge 

between Ocean City and Longport, 
New Jersey ...................................... 20.0 
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Amount 

City/State High Cost Bridges in mil-
lions 

Ohio . Conduct environmental and feasibil-
ity studies for the construction of 
a bridge or tunnel across the 
Maumee River in the vicinity of an 
existing left span bridge ... ............ 1.0 

Maine .................. Donald B. Carter Memorial Bridge .. 25.2 
Bloomington, Min-

nesota ............. Bloomington Terry Bridge replace-
ment, Bloomington, Minnesota ..... 7.0 

Charleston, South 
Carolina ... .. . Highway 17 Bridge replacement 

projects: Cooper River, Charleston, 
South Carolina ... ............................ 16.8 

Ft. Lauderdale, 
Florida ............ 17th Street Causeway Tunnel/Bridge 

replacement, Ft. Lauderdale, Flor-
ida ............ .......... ............................ 16.l 

Maryland ... .......... Woodrow Wilson Bridge rehabilitation 35.0 
New York ...... ....... Macomb Dam Bridge, Manhattan 

Bridge Rehabilitation Project, 
Queensboro Bridge-Rehabilitation 
of Main Span, Williamsburg Bridge 
Rehabilitation Project, Brooklyn 
Bridge Rehabilitation ..................... 87.5 

Miami, Florida ..... Complete construction of Dodge Is· 
land Bridge ..... 4.0 

(3) ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES.-8 percent of 
the amount allocated by paragraph (2) for 
each project authorized by paragraph (2) 
shall be available for obligation in fiscal 
year 1992. 18.4 percent of such amount shall 
be available for obligation in each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(4) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under this 
subsection shall be 80 percent of the cost 
thereof. 

(5) DELEGATION TO STATES.-Subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall delegate responsibility for 
construction of a project or projects under 
this subsection to the State in which such 
project or projects are located upon request 
of such State. 

(6) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-When a State 
which has been delegated responsibility for 
construction of a project under this sub
section-

(A) has obligated all funds allocated under 
this subsection for construction of such 
project; and 

(B) proceeds to construct such project 
without the aid of Federal funds in accord
ance with all procedures and all require
ments applicable to such project, except in
sofar as such procedures and requirements 
limit the State to the construction of 
projects with the aid of Federal funds pre
viously allocated to it; 
the Secretary, upon the approval of the ap
plication of a State, shall pay to the State 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of the project when additional funds are allo
cated for such project under this subsection. 

(7) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this subsection shall be available 
for obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any project 
under this subsection shall be determined in 
accordance with this subsection and such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 
Funds authorized by this subsection shall 
not be subject to any obligation limitation. 

(i) CONTINUATION OF EXISTING APPORTION
MENT CRITERIA.-The criteria for apportion
ment of funds used by the Department of 
Transportation under section 144 of title 23, 
United States Code, and in effect on Septem
ber 30, 1991, shall remain in effect until Sep
tember 30, 1997, or until changed by law, 
whichever occurs first. 
SEC. 129. CARPOOL AND VANPOOL PROJECTS. 

Section 146(a) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking "sections 
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104.(b)(l), 104.(b)(2), and 104.(b)(6)" and insert
ing "section 104.(b) (other than section 
104.(b)(5)(A))". 
SEC. 130. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT 

COMPLIANCE PROGRAM. 
(a) PERMANENT ExTENSION OF 65 MPH 

SPEED LIMIT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.
Section 154(a) of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking "Clause (3)" and in
serting "Clause (4)" and by striking "or (3)" 
and inserting the following: "(3) a maximum 
speed limit in excess of 65 miles per hour on 
any highway within its jurisdiction located 
outside an urbanized area of 50,000 popu
lation or more (A) which is constructed to 
interstate standards in accordance with sec
tion 109(b) of this title and connected to a 
highway on the Interstate System, (B) which 
is a divided 4-lane fully controlled access 
highway designed or constructed to connect 
to a highway on the Interstate System post
ed at 65 miles per hour and constructed to 
design and construction standards as deter
mined by the Secretary which provide a fa
cility adequate for a speed limit of 65 miles 
per hour, or (C) which is constructed to the 
geometric and construction standards ade
quate for current and probable future traffic 
demands and for the needs of the locality 
and is designated by the Secretary as part of 
the Interstate System in accordance with 
section 139(c) of this title, or (4)". 

(b) COLLECTION OF DATA.-Section 154(e) of 
such title is amended-

(1) by striking "fifty-five miles per hour on 
public highways with speed limits posted at 
fifty-five miles per hour" and inserting "the 
speed limit on maximum speed limit high
ways"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"The Secretary shall issue regulations which 
ensure (1) that the monitoring programs con
ducted by the States to collect data for pur
poses of this subsection are uniform, (2) that 
devices and equipment under such programs 
are placed at locations on maximum speed 
limit highways on a scientifically random 
basis which takes into account the relative 
risk, as determined by the Secretary, of 
motor vehicle accidents occurring consider
ing the classes of such highways and the 
speeds at which vehicles are traveling on 
such classes of highways, and (3) that the 
data submitted under this subsection will be 
in such form as the Secretary determines is 
necessary to carry out subsection (f).". 

(C) ENFORCEMENT.-Section 154 of such title 
is amended by striking subsection (f) and all 
that follows and inserting the following new 
subsections: 

"(f) ENFORCEMENT.-
"(!) TRANSFERS OF APPORTIONMENT.-If the 

percentage of vehicles traveling in a fiscal 
year in a State-

"(A) on 55 mph interstate highways at 
speeds in excess of the posted speed limit 
plus 5 miles per hour exceeds 50 percent, 

"(B) on 55 mph interstate highways at 
speeds in excess of the posted speed limit 
plus 10 miles per hour exceeds 30 percent, 

"(C) on 65 mph highways at speeds in ex
cess of the posted speed limit plus 5 miles per 
hour exceeds 35 percent, 

"(D) on 65 mph highways at speeds in ex
cess of the posted speed limit plus 10 miles 
per hour exceeds 20 percent, 

"(E) on 55 mph noninterstate highways at 
speeds in excess of the posted speed limit 
plus 5 miles per hour exceeds 30 percent, or 

"(F) on 55 mph noninterstate highways at 
speeds in excess of the posted speed limit 
plus 10 miles per hour exceeds 15 percent, 
the Secretary shall transfer not less than 1 
percent and not more than 5 percent of the 

funds apportioned to the State for the suc
ceeding fiscal year under each of subsections 
(b)(l), (b)(2), and (b)(6) of section 104. of this 
title to the apportionment of the State 
under section 402 of this title; except that, in 
any case in which an apportionment of a 
State is transferred pursuant to this para
graph in 2 or more consecutive fiscal years, 
the minimum percentage to be transferred 
shall be 2 percent and the maximum percent
age to be transferred shall be 10 percent. 

"(2) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED WITH RE
SPECT TO ENFORCEMENT.-In determining the 
percentage of funds of a State to be trans
ferred under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall consider the number of categories list
ed in subparagraphs (A) through (F) of para
graph (1) with respect to which the State is 
out of compliance. 

"(3) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.-
"(A) GENERAL RULE.-A State must obli

gate at least 50 percent of its funds trans
ferred pursuant to paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year for speed limit enforcement and public 
information and education. 

"(B) WAIVER.-Upon request of a State, the 
Secretary may waive the requirement of sub
paragraph (A) for any fiscal year quarter if 
in the preceding fiscal year quarter the State 
was in compliance with all of the categories 
listed in subparagraphs (A) through (F) of 
paragraph (1). 

"(g) ADMINISTRATION THROUGH NHTSA.
"(1) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS.-The Sec

retary shall carry out this section and sec
tion 141(a) of this title through the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, in 
cooperation with the Federal Highway Ad
ministration. 

"(2) TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL.-In order to 
carry out objectives of this subsection, the 
Secretary shall transfer any employees of 
the Federal Highway Administration who, on 
the date of the enactment of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991, are carrying out any duties with respect 
to this section or section 141(a) of this title 
or both to the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration. 

"(h) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion the following definitions apply: 

"(l) MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT HIGHWAY.-The 
term 'maximum speed limit highway' means 
any public highway with a speed limit which 
is posted on or after January 1, 1991, at 55 
miles per hour or more in accordance with 
this section or section 329 of the Department 
of Transportation and Related Agency Ap
propriations Act, 1988 (101 Stat. 1329-383); ex
cept that such term does not include any 
highway on which the posted speed limit has 
been reduced to less than 55 miles per hour 
after such date based on legitimate traffic 
safety requirements as determined by the 
Secretary. 

"(2) 65 MPH HIGHWAY.-The term '65 mph 
highway' means a maximum speed limit 
highway on which the speed limit is posted 
at more than 55 miles per hour in accordance 
with subsection (a) of this section or section 
329 of the Department of Transportation and 
Related Agency Appropriations Act, 1988 (101 
Stat. 1329-383). 

"(3) 55 MPH INTERSTATE HIGHWAY.-The 
term '55 mph interstate highway' means a 
maximum speed limit highway which is on 
the Interstate System but which is not a 65 
mile per hour highway. 

" (4) 55 MPH NONINTERSTATE HIGHWAY.-The 
term '55 mph noninterstate highway' means 
a maximum speed limit highway which is 
not on the Interstate System and which is 
not a 65 mile per hour highway. ". 

(d) ENFORCEMENT MORATORIUM.-No State 
shall be subject under section 141 or 154 of 

title 23, United States Code, to withholding 
of apportionments for failure to comply in 
fiscal years 1990 and 1991 with section 154 of 
such title, as in effect on the day before the 
effective date of this title, or section 141(a) 
of such title. 
SEC. 131. MINIMUM ALLOCATION. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Section 157(a) of title 
23, United States Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking "THERE
AFTER" and inserting "FISCAL YEARS 1989-
1991"; 

(2) in paragraph (3) by striking "and each 
fiscal year thereafter," and inserting", 1990, 
and 1991 "; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) THEREAFTER.-
"(A) BASIC.-In fiscal year 1992 and each 

fiscal year thereafter on October l, or as 
soon as possible thereafter, the Secretary 
shall allocate among the States amounts suf
ficient to ensure that a State's percentage of 
the total apportionments in each such fiscal 
year and allocations for the prior fiscal year 
for Federal-aid highway programs (except al
locations for forest highways, Indian res
ervation roads, and parkways and park roads 
in accordance with section 202 of this title, 
highway related safety grants authorized by 
section 402 of this title, nonconstruction 
safety grants authorized by sections 402, 406, 
and 408 of this title, Bureau of Motor Carrier 
Safety Grants authorized by section 404. of 
the Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1982, projects under section 149 of the Sur
face Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987, and projects under 
sections 128(h), 134(c), 140, 149, 157, and 505 of 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation In
frastructure Act of 1991) shall not be less 
than 90 percent of the percentage of esti
mated tax payments attributable to highway 
users in the State paid into the Highway 
Trust Fund, other than the Mass Transit Ac
count, in the latest fiscal year for which 
data are available. 

"(B) SUPPLEMENTAL.-ln each of fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, on 
October 1, or as soon as possible thereafter, 
the Secretary shall allocate among the 
States in such fiscal year amounts sufficient 
to ensure that a State's percentage of the 
total allocation in such fiscal year under sec
tions 128(h), 134(c), 140, 149, 157, and 505 of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991 shall not be less than 90 
percent of the percentage of estimated tax 
payments attributable to highway users in 
that State paid into the Highway Trust 
Fund, other than the Mass Transit Account, 
in the latest fiscal year for which data is 
available. For purposes of the preceding sen
tence, the total allocations under such sec
tions shall be treated as being $381,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992 and $874,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
157(b) of such title is amended-

(1) by striking "primary, secondary" and 
inserting "National Highway, rural mobil
ity"; and 

(2) by inserting after "urban" the follow
ing: "mobility". 
SEC. 132. BICYCLE TRANSPORTATION AND PE· 

DESTRIAN WALKWAYS. 
Section 217 of title 23, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
"§217. Bicycle transportation and pedestrian 

walkways 
"(a) USE OF MOBILITY SYSTEM AND FLEXI

BLE PROGRAM FUNDS.-Subject to approval 
by the Secretary in accordance with the pro
gram of projects approval process of section 
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105, a State may obligate funds apportioned 
to it under sections 104(b)(2), 104(b)(3), and 
104(b)(6) of this title for construction of pe
destrian walkways and bicycle transpor
tation facilities and for carrying out non
construction projects related to safe bicycle 
use. 

"(b) USE OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
FUNDS.-Subject to approval by the Sec
retary in accordance with the program of 
projects approval process of section 105, a 
State may obligate funds apportioned to it 
under section 104(b)(l) of this title for con
struction of bicycle transportation facilities 
on land adjacent to any highway on the Na
tional Highway System (other than the 
Interstate System). 

"(c) USE OF FEDERAL LANDS HIGHWAY 
FUNDS.-Funds authorized for forest high
ways, forest development roads and trails 
public lands development roads and trails' 
park roads, parkways, Indian reservatio~ 
roads, and public lands highways shall be 
available, at the discretion of the depart
ment charged with the administration of 
such funds, for the construction of pedes
trian walkways and bicycle transportation 
facilities in conjunction with such trails 
roads, highways, and parkways. ' 

"(d) STATE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN COOR
DINATORS.-Each State receiving an appor
tionment under sections 104(b)(2), 104(b)(3), 
and 104(b)(6) of this title shall use such 
amount of the apportionment as may be nec
essary to fund in the State department of 
transportation a position of bicycle and pe
destrian coordinator for promoting and fa
cilitating the increased use of nonmotorized 
~odes of transportation, including develop
mg facilities for the use of pedestrians and 
bicyclists and public education, promotional, 
and safety programs for using such facilities 

"(e) BRIDGES.-ln any case where a high~ 
way bridge deck being replaced or rehabili
tated with Federal financial participation is 
located on a highway, other than a highway 
access to which is fully controlled on which 
bicycles are permitted to operate a't each end 
of such bridge, and the Secretary determines 
that the safe accommodation of bicycles can 
be provided at reasonable cost as part of 
such replacement or rehabilitation, then 
such bridge shall be so replaced or rehabili
tated as to provide such safe accommoda
tions. 

"(f) FEDERAL SHARE.-For all purposes of 
this title, construction of a pedestrian walk
way and a bicycle transportation facility 
shall be deemed to be a highway project and 
the Federal share payable on account of such 
construction shall be 80 percent. 

"(g) PLANNING.-Pedestrian walkways and 
bicycle transportation facilities to be con
structed under this section shall be located 
and designed pursuant to an overall plan to 
be developed by each metropolitan planning 
organization and State and incorporated into 
their comprehensive annual long-range plans 
in accordance with sections 134 and 135 of 
this title, respectively. Such plans shall pro
vide due consideration for safety and contig
uous routes. 

"(h) USE OF MOTORIZED VEHICLES.-No mo-
torized vehicles shall be permitted on trails 
and pedestrian walkways under this section 
except for- ' 

"(1) maintenance purposes; 
"(2) when snow conditions and State or 

local regulations permit, snowmobiles; 
"(3) when State and local regulations per

mit, motorized wheelchairs; and 
"(4) such other circumstances as the Sec

retary deems appropriate. 
"(i) TRANSPORTATION PURPOSE.-No bicycle 

project may be carried out under this section 

unless the Secretary has determined that 
such bicycle project will be principally for 
transportation, rather than recreation, pur
poses. 

"(j) BICYCLE TRANSPORTATION FACILITY DE
FINED.-For purposes of this section, a 'bicy
cle transportation facility' means new or im
proved lanes, paths, or shoulders for use by 
bicyclists, traffic control devices, shelters, 
and parking facilities for bicycles.". 
SEC. 133. INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS. 

(a) PLANNING.-Section 204 of title 23, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(i) INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS PLAN
NING.-Two percent of funds made available 
for Indian reservation roads for each fiscal 
year shall be allocated to those Indian tribal 
governments applying for transportation 
planning pursuant to the provisions of the 
Indian Self Determination and Education As
~istance Act. The Indian tribal government, 
m cooperation with the Secretary of the In
terior, and, as may be appropriate, with a 
State, local government, or metropolitan 
planning organization, shall develop a trans
portation improvement program, that in
cludes all Indian reservation road projects 
proposed for funding. Projects shall be se
lected by the Indian tribal government from 
the transportation improvement program 
and shall be subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Sec
retary.". 

(b) DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INDIAN RESERVA
TION ROADS AND RURAL MOBILITY HIGH
WAYS.-

(1) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study on differences between the use of funds 
out of the Highway Trust Fund on Indian 
r~servation roads and on rural mobility 
highways and between the designation of 
roads as Indian reservation roads and rural 
mobility highways for the purpose of identi
fying inequities. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re
port on the results of the study conducted 
~mde~ this subsection, together with any leg
islative and administrative recommenda
tions of the Secretary for correcting inequi
ties identified under such study. 
SEC. 134. MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 3 of title 23 
United States Code, is amended by insertin~ 
after section 302 the following new section: 
"§ 303. Management systems 

"(a) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this sec
tion, the Secretary shall issue regulations 
~or State development, establishment, and 
implementation of a system for managing 
each of the following: 

"(l) Highway pavement of the Federal-aid 
system. 

"(2) Bridges on and off the Federal-aid sys-
tem. 

"(3) Highway safety. 
"(4) Traffic congestion. 
"(5) Public transportation facilities and 

equipment. 
"(6) Intermodal transportation facilities 

and systems. 
Such regulations may include a compliance 
schedule for development, establishment, 
and implementation of each such system and 
minimum standards for each such system. 

"(b) TRAFFIC MONITORING.-Not later than 
1 year after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Secretary shall issue guidelines 
and re~uirements for the State development, 
establishment, and implementation of a traf-

fie monitoring system for highways and pub
lic transportation facilities and equipment 

"(c) STATE REQUIREMENTS.-The Secreta~y 
may withhold 10 percent of the funds appor
tioned under this title and under the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 for any fis
cal year beginning after September 30, 1995, 
to any State and any recipient of assistance 
under such Act in the State, and may not ap
prove a grant to a recipient in the State 
under such Act in such fiscal year, unless, in 
the preceding fiscal year, the State was im
plementing each of the management systems 
described in subsection (a) and, before Janu
ary 1 of the preceding fiscal year, the State 
certified, in writing, to the Secretary, that 
the State was implementing each of such 
management systems in the preceding fiscal 
year. 

"(d) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.-In devel
oping and implementing a management sys
tem under this section, each State shall co
operate with metropolitan planning organi
zations for urbanized areas of the State and 
affected agencies receiving assistance under 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
and shall consider the results of the manage
ment systems in making project selection 
decisions under this title and under such 
Act. 

"(e) INTERMODAL REQUIREMENTS.-The 
management system required under this sec
tion for intermodal transportation facilities 
and systems shall provide for improvement 
and integration of all of a State's transpor
tation systems and shall include methods of 
achieving the optimum yield from such sys
tems, methods for increasing productivity in 
the State, methods for increasing use of ad
vanced technologies, and methods to encour
age the use of innovative marketing tech
niques, such as just-in-time deliveries. 

"(f) ANNUAL REPORT.-Not later than Janu
ary 1 of each calendar year beginning after 
December 31, 1992, the Secretary shall trans
mit to Congress a report on the progress 
being made by the Secretary and the States 
in carrying out this section. 

"(g) FUNDING.-Subject to approval by the 
Secretary in accordance with the program of 
projects approval process of section 105, a 
State may obligate funds apportioned after 
September 30, 1991, under subsections (b)(l), 
(b)(2), (b)(3), and (b)(6) of section 104 of this 
title for developing and establishing manage
ment systems required by this section and 
funds apportioned under section 144 of this 
title for developing and establishing the 
bridge management system required by this 
section. 

"(h) REVIEW OF REGULATIONS.-Not later 
than 10 days after the date of issuance of any 
regulation under this section, the Secretary 
shall transmit a copy of such regulation to 
Congress for review.''. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 3 of such title is amended by in
serting after the item relating to section 302 
the following new item: 
"303. Management systems:" . 

(c) CONGESTION RELIEF PROJECTS.-
(1) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this sub

section is to improve methods of congestion 
relief. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECTS.-The Sec
retary is authorized to carry out the conges
tion relief projects described in this para
graph. Subject to paragraph (3), there is au
thorized to be appropriated out of the High
way Trust Fund (other than the Mass Tran
sit Account) for fiscal years 1992 through 1997 
to carry out each such project the amount 
listed for each such project: 
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City/State Congestion Relief 

Long Beach, Cali-
fornia .............. Construction of HOV Lanes on 1-710 

Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania .. Project to Construct Bridge-Pratt Ter

minal as part of an 1-95 recon-

Davidson
Williamson 
County, Ten-

struction mitigation project ..... ..... . 

nessee ............ Study and construction of the David-

East St. Louis, Il
linois to St. 

son-Williamson Bike Path ........... .. . 

Louis, Missouri To conduct a study to determine the 

St. Louis, Mis-

feasibility of a bridge between 
East St. .Lou is., Illinois and St. 
Louis, M1ssoun .......... .... ................ . 

souri ............... Relocation of Lindbergh Boulevard 
and Interstate 70 at St. Louis 

District of Colum-
Lambert Airport .. ........................... . 

bia .................. Primary lntermodal System, Washing-
ton, D.C . ....................................... .. 

Buffalo, New York Construction of Peace Bridge truck 
inspection facility ........... .............. . 

Nashua, New 
Hampshire ...... Nashua River Bridge, Nashua, New 

Hampshire--Omstruction of sec-
ond bridge ..................................... . 

Las Vegas, Ne-
vada ............... Reconstruct and upgrade 1-15/U.S. 

95 (Spaghetti Bowl) ........ .............. . 
San Diego, Cali-

fornia .............. Construct I block of Cut and Cover 

Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia ............. . 

North Dakota ...... . 

Babylon, New 
York ............... . 

Dixon, California . 

Fairfield, Califor-
nia ................. . 

St. Louis, Mis-
souri .............. . 

Murfreesbro, Ten-
nessee ......... .. . 

Long Island, New 

Tunnel on Rt. 15 in downtown San 
Diego, California ........... ................ . 

To extend 1-110 North from its cur
rent terminus at 1-10 into down
town Los Angeles via Central City 
West Area in Los Angeles, Califor-
nia ........................................... ...... . 

Design and construct 7.5 mile by
pass around Lincoln State Park .... 

Construct turning lanes, sign up
grades, traffic signal interconnec
tions and road repair and resur-
facing ................................... ......... . 

To improve 3 grade crossings in 
Dixon, California ........................... . 

To construct 2 park & ride facilities, 
an information center and transfer 
hub for I-BO express and local 
bus service ............................. ....... . 

Feasibility study for interchange im
provements for 1-255 at Rt. 231, 
St. Louis, Missouri ........................ . 

Conduct a feasibility study of con
structing a bicycle system as an 
alternative form of commuter 
transportation, air pollution reduc-
tion, and enhance recreation ....... . 

York ................ To make improvements on the Van 

Fox River Valley, 

Wyck Expressway to improve traf
fic flow, Long Island, New York .... 

Illinois ............. Study, plan and construct up to 8 

Prince George's 
County, Mary-

bridges across the Fox River ........ . 

land ................ To rehabilitate the Baltimore-Wash-
ington Parkway in Prince George's 
County, Maryland ................ ... ....... . 

Toledo, Ohio ........ Conduct study of possible safety and 
traffic delay improvement benefits 
in 6 corridors ................................ . 

Boston, Massa-
chusetts .......... To plan and construct a bicycle and 

pedestrian path connecting Arling
ton, Cambridge and Boston, Mas-
sachusetts ....................... .............. . 

Tucson, Arizona ... To make interchange improvements 
at Oracle and Orange Grove Roads 
in Tucson, Arizona ........................ . 

Victorville, Cali-
fornia ......... Construct interchange 1 mile north 

of Palmdale Road on 1-15 .......... .. 
Palm Beach, Flor-

ida .. Acquire right-of-way and construct 
and widen to 4 lanes 19 mile 
segment of U.S. 27 ....................... . 

Pennsylvania ....... Improve River Street. Towanda Bor-
ough and North Towanda Town-
ship to form highway bypass ....... . 

Maine ....... .. ......... Topsham-Brunswick Bypass .............. . 
Rankin County, 

Mississippi ..... East-Metro Center Access Road ........ . 
Kansas ..... ........... West Leavenworth Trafficway Project, 

Leavenworth, Kansas .................... . 
Broward County, 

Florida ............ Hallandale Bridge Project, Broward 
County, Florida ............................ . 
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Amount 
in mil
lions 

8.8 

24.2 

1.1 

1.6 

17.5 

8.0 

8.4 

1.4 

3.5 

5.9 

11.9 

1.3 

2.5 

2.1 

9.1 

0.1 

0.4 

4.2 

9.8 

19.3 

0.24 

1.4 

4.6 

3.2 

6.5 

8.8 
10.1 

5.4 

0.6 

10.1 

Amount 
City/State Congestion Relief in mil-

lions 

Idaho ................... North Chubbuck Interchange and 
connectors in Bannock County, 
Idaho .............................................. 11.9 

Michigan ············· l-175/M57 Interchange improvement 
in the vicinity of Vienna Township, 
Mich igan .......... ...................... ........ 10.5 

Prince William 
County, Vir-
ginia 1-95 HOV lane extension .. .................. 16.0 

St. Thomas, Vir-
gin Islands ..... Construction of Raphune Hill Bypass, 

St. Thomas, Virgin Islands ............ 21.8 
Merrillville, lndi-

ana ................. Construction of four lane road and 
overpass ............. ............................ 2.1 

Milwaukee and 
Waukesha 
Counties, Wis-
consin ............. 1-794 Bicyile Transportation Project 

in Milwaukee and Waukesha 
Counties, Wisconsin .. ..................... 1.8 

Richmond, Cali-
fornia .............. I-BO Richmond Parkway Interchange 2.1 

New York, New 
York ................ Construction of Williamsburg to Hol-

land Tunnel Bypass ....................... 4.2 
Louisville, Ken-

lucky ............... Waterfront Development Roadway Im-
provements ..................................... 5.6 

Sunnyvale, Cali-
fornia .............. HOV lane improvements on Lawrence 

Expressway .. ................................... 11.9 

(3) ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES.-8 percent of 
the amount allocated by paragraph (2) for 
each project authorized by paragraph (2) 
shall be available for obligation in fiscal 
year 1992. 18.4 percent of such amount shall 
be available for obligation in each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(4) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under this 
subsection shall be 80 percent of the cost 
thereof. 

(5) DELEGATION TO STATES.-Subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall delegate responsibility for 
construction of a project or projects under 
this subsection to the State in which such 
project or projects are located upon request 
of such State. 

(6) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-When a State 
which has been delegated responsibility for 
construction of a project under this sub
section-

(A) has obligated all funds allocated under 
this subsection for construction of such 
project; and 

(B) proceeds to construct such project 
without the aid of Federal funds in accord
ance with all procedures and all require
ments applicable to such project, except in
sofar as such procedures and requirements 
limit the State to the construction of 
projects with the aid of Federal funds pre
viously allocated to it; 
the Secretary, upon the approval of the ap
plication of a State, shall pay to the State 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of the project when additional funds are allo
cated for such project under this subsection. 

(7) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this subsection shall be available 
for obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any project 
under this subsection shall be determined in 
accordance with this subsection and such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 
Funds authorized by this subsection shall 
not be subject to any obligation limitation. 
SEC. 135-138. LIMITATION ON DISCOVERY OF 

CERTAIN REPORTS AND SURVEYS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 409 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking the section heading and in
serting the following: 

"§ 409. Discovery and admission as evidence 
of certain reports and surveys"; and 
(2) by striking "admitted into evidence in 

Federal or State court" and inserting "sub
ject to discovery or admitted into evidence 
in a Federal or State court proceeding". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 4 of such title is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 409 and 
inserting the following: 
"409. Discovery and admission as evidence of 

certain reports and surveys.''. 
SEC. 137. BUY AMERICA. 

Section 165(a) of the Surface Transpor
tation Assistance Act of 1982 (23 U.S.C. 101 
note) is amended by inserting", iron," after 
"steel". 
SEC. 138. RELOCATION ASSISTANCE REGULA

TIONS RELATING TO TIIE RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRA· 
TION. 

(a) INCLUSION OF lRON.-Section 213(c) of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
U.S.C. 4633(c)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: "The regula
tions and procedures issued pursuant to this 
section shall apply to the Rural Electrifica
tion Administration only with respect to re
location assistance under this title and title 
I and only with respect to relocation assist
ance under title III whenever a program or 
project to be undertaken by such Adminis
tration will result in the displacement of any 
person.''. 

(b) WAIVERS; INTENTIONAL VIOLATIONS.
Section 165 of such Act is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsections: 

"(e) REPORT ON WAIVERS.-By January l, 
1995, the Secretary shall submit to Congress 
a report on the purchases from foreign enti
ties waived under subsection (b) in fiscal 
years 1992 and 1993, indicating the dollar 
value of items for which waivers were grant
ed under subsection (b). 

"(f) INTENTIONAL VIOLATIONS.-If it has 
been determined by a court or Federal agen
cy that any person intentionally-

"(1) affixed a label bearing a 'Made in 
America' inscription, or any inscription with 
the same meaning, to any product used in 
projects to which this section applies, sold in 
or shipped to the United States that was not 
made in the United States; or 

"(2) represented that any product used in 
projects to which this section applies, sold in 
or shipped to the United States that was not 
produced in the United States, was produced 
in the United States; 
that person shall be ineligible to receive any 
contract or subcontract made with funds au
thorized under the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991 
pursuant to the debarment, suspension, and 
ineligibility procedures in subpart 9.4 of 
chapter 1 of title 48, Code of Federal Regula
tions. 

"(g) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY OF WAIV
ERS TO PRODUCTS PRODUCED IN CERTAIN FOR
EIGN COUNTRIES.-If the Secretary, in con
sultation with the United States Trade Rep
resentative, determines that-

"(1) a foreign country is a party to an 
agreement with the United States and pursu
ant to that agreement the head of an agency 
of the United States has waived the require
ments of this section, and 

"(2) the foreign country has violated the 
terms of the agreement by discriminating 
against products covered by this section that 
are produced in the United States and are 
covered by the agreement, 
the provisions of subsection (b) shall not 
apply to products produced in that foreign 
country.". 
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SEC. 139. TEMPORARY MATCHING FUND WAIVER. 

(a) WAIVER OF MATCHING SHARE.-Notwith
standing any other provision of law, the Fed
eral share of any qualifying project approved 
by the Secretary under title 23, United 
States Code, and of any qualifying project 
for which the United States becomes obli
gated to pay under title 23, United States 
Code, during the period beginning on October 
l , 1991, and ending September 30, 1993, shall 
be the percentage of the construction cost as 
the State requests, up to and including 100 
percent. 

(b) REPAYMENT.-The total amount of in
creases in the Federal share made pursuant 
to (a) for any State shall be repaid to the 
United States by the State on or before 
March 30, 1994. Payments shall be deposited 
in the Highway Trust Fund and repaid 
amounts shall be credited to the appropriate 
apportionment accounts of the State. 

(c) DEDUCTION FROM APPORTIONMENTS.-If a 
State has not made the repayment as re
quired by (b), the Secretary shall deduct 
from funds apportioned to the State under 
title 23, United States Code, in each of the 
fiscal years 1995 and 1996, a pro rata share of 
each category of apportioned funds. The 
amount which shall be deducted in each fis
cal year shall be equal to 50 percent of the 
amount needed for repayment. Any amount 
deducted under this subsection shall be 
reapportioned for fiscal years 1995 and 1996 in 
accordance with title 23, United States Code, 
to those States which have not received a 
higher Federal share under this section and 
to those States which have made the repay
ment required by subsection (b). 

(d) QUALIFYING PROJECT DEFINED.-For 
purposes of this section, the term "qualify
ing project" means a project approved by the 
Secretary after the effective date of this 
title, or a project for which the United 
States becomes obligated to pay after such 
effective date, and for which the Governor of 
the State submitting the project has cer
tified, in accordance with regulations estab
lished by the Secretary, that sufficient funds 
are not available to pay the cost of the non
Federal share of the project. 
SEC. 140. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS ON NA· 

TIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that--
(1) the construction of the Interstate High

way System connected the major population 
centers of the Nation and greatly enhanced 
economic growth in the United States; 

(2) many regions of the Nation are not now 
adequately served by the Interstate System 
or comparable highways and require further 
highway development in order to serve the 
travel and economic development needs of 
the region; and 

(3) the development of transportation cor
ridors is the most efficient and effective way 
of integrating regions and improving effi
ciency and safety of commerce and travel 
and further promoting economic develop
ment. 

(b) PURPOSE.-lt is the purpose of this sec
tion to identify highway corridors of na
tional significance; to include those cor
ridors on the National Highway System; to 
require the Secretary, in cooperation with 
the States, to prepare long-range plans and 
feasibility studies for these corridors; to re
quire the States to give priority to funding 
the construction of these corridors; and to 
provide increased funding for segments of 
these corridors that have been identified for 
construction. 

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF HIGH PRIORITY COR
RIDORS ON NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.- The 
following are high priority corridors on the 
Nat ional Highway System: 

(1) North-South Corridor from Kansas City, 
Missouri, to Shreveport, Louisiana. 

(2) Avenue of the Saints Corridor from St. 
Louis, Missouri, to St. Paul, Minnesota. 

(3) East-West Transamerica Corridor. 
(4) Hoosier Heartland Industrial Corridor 

from Lafayette, Indiana, to Toledo, Ohio. 
(5) I-73n4 North-South Corridor from 

Charleston, South Carolina, through Ports
mouth, Ohio, to Cincinnati, Ohio, and De
troit, Michigan. 

(6) United States Route 80 Corridor from 
Meridian, Mississippi, to Savannah, Georgia. 

(7) East-West Corridor from Memphis, Ten
nessee, through Huntsville, Alabama, to At
lanta, Georgia, and Chattanooga, Tennessee. 

(8) Highway 412 East-West Corridor from 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, through Arkansas along 
United States Route 62163165 to Nashville, 
Tennessee. 

(9) United States Route 220 Corridor from 
Business 220 in Bedford, Pennsylvania, to the 
vicinity of Corning, New York. 

(10) Appalachian Regional Corridor X. 
(11) Appalachian Regional Corridor V. 
(12) United States Route 25E Corridor from 

Corbin, Kentucky, to Morristown, Tennessee, 
via Cumberland Gap, to include that portion 
of Route 58 in Virginia which lies within the 
Cumberland Gap Historical Park. 

(13) Raleigh-Norfolk Corridor, Raleigh, 
North Carolina, to Norfolk, Virginia. 

(14) Heartland Expressway from Denver, 
Colorado, through Scottsbluff, Nebraska, to 
Rapid City, South Dakota. 

(15) Urban Highway Corridor along M-59 in 
Michigan. 

(16) Economic Lifeline Corridor along I-15 
and I-40 in California, Arizona, and Nevada. 

(17) Route 29 Corridor from Greensboro, 
North Carolina, to the District of Columbia. 

(18) Corridor from Indianapolis, Indiana, to 
Memphis, Tennessee, via Evansville, Indiana. 

(19) United States Route 395 Corridor from 
the United States-Canadian border to Reno, 
Nevada. 

(20) United States Route 59 Corridor from 
Laredo, Texas, through Houston, Texas, to 
the vicinity of Texarkana, Texas. 

(d) INCLUSION ON NHS.-The Secretary 
shall include all corridors identified in sub
section (c) on the proposed National High
way System submitted to Congress under 
section 103(b)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code. 

(e) PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO CORRIDORS.
(!) LONG-RANGE PLAN.-The Secretary, in 

cooperation with the affected State or 
States, shall prepare a long-range plan for 
the upgrading of each corridor to the appro
priate standard for highways on the National 
Highway System. Each such plan shall in
clude a plan for developing the corridor and 
a plan for financing the development. 

(2) FEASIBILITY STUDIES.-The Secretary' in 
cooperation with the affected State or 
States, shall prepare feasibility and design 
studies, as necessary, for those corridors for 
which such studies have not been prepared. 
The feasibility study with respect to the cor
ridor described in subsection (c)(2), relating 
to Avenue of the Saints, shall include an ele
ment of the feasibility of an adjunct to the 
Avenue of the Saints serving the southern 
St. Louis metropolitan area and connecting 
with I-55 in the vicinity of Route A in Jeffer
son County, Missouri. 

(3) CERTIFICATION ACCEPTANCE.-The Sec
retary may discharge any of his responsibil
ities under title 23, United States Code, rel
ative to projects on a corridor identified 
under subsection (c), upon the request of a 
State, by accepting a certification by the 
State in accordance with section 117 of such 
title. 

(4) ACCELERATION OF PROJECTS.-To the 
maximum extent feasible, the Secretary 
shall use procedures for acceleration of 
projects in carrying out projects ori corridors 
identified in subsection (c). 

(f) HIGH PRIORITY SEGMENTS.-Highway 
segments of the corridors referred to in sub
section (c) which are described in this sub
section are high priority segments eligible 
for assistance under this section. Subject to 
subsection (g)(2), there is authorized to be 
appropriated out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) for 
fiscal years 1992 through 1997 to carry out a 
project on each such segment the amount 
listed for each such segment: 

City/State High Priority Corridors 
Amount 
in mil· 
lions 

Pennsylvania ....... For upgrading U.S. 220 High Priority 

Alabama, Georgia, 
Mississippi, 
Tennessee ...... . 

Missouri ............. . 

Arkansas ............ . 

Arkansas ............ . 

Pennsylvania ...... . 

S. Dakota/Ne-
braska ........... . 

Alabama ........... .. . 

Alabama ............. . 

West Virginia ..... . 

West Virginia ..... . 

West Virginia ..... . 

North Carolina/ 
Virginia .......... . 

Arkansas ............ . 

Arkansas/Texas ... 

Michigan ............ . 

South Dakota, 
Colorado, Ne· 
braska ........... . 

Indiana ............... . 

Oh io/Indiana ...... . 

Corridor between State College 
and 1--80 ........... ............................. 9.2 

Upgrading of the East-West Corridor 
along Rt. 72 ..... ... ....... ........ ........... . 

Improvement of North-South Corridor 
along Highway 71, Southwestern, 
MO ..... .. ........ ................................. .. 

For construction of highway 412 from 
Siloam Springs to Springdale, Ar
kansas as part of Highway 412 
East-West Corridor ........................ . 

For construction of Highway 412 from 
Springdale to Harrison, Arkansas 
as part of the Highway 412 East-
West Corridor ................................ . 

To improve U.S. 220 to a 4-Lane lim
ited access highway from Bald 
Eagle northward to the intersec
tion of U.S. 220 and U.S. 322 ...... 

Conduct a feasibility study of ex
pressway from Rapid City, S. Da-
kota to Scotts Bluff, Nebraska ..... . 

Construction of Appalachian Highway 
Corridor X from Corridor V near 
Fulton, Mississippi to U.S. 31 at 
Birmingham, Alabama as part of 
Appalachian Highway X Corridor 
Project ........................................... . 

For construction of a portion of Ap
palachian Development Corridor V 
from Mississippi State line near 
Red Bay, Alabama to the Ten
nessee State line north of Bridge-
port, Alabama ............................... . 

Construction of Shawnee Project from 
3-Corner Junction to 1-77 as part 
of l-73fl4 Corridor project .. ......... . 

Widening U.S. Rt. 52 from Hunting
ton to Williamson, W. Virginia as 
part of the 1-73174 Corridor 
project ........................................... . 

Replacement of U.S. Rt. 52 from 
Williamson W. Virginia to 1-77 as 
part of the 1-7317 4 Corridor 
project ........................................... . 

For Upgrading 1-64 and Route 17 
and constructing a new highway 
from Rocky Mount to Elizabeth 
City, North Carolina as part of the 
Raleigh-Norfolk High Priority Cor-
ridor Improvements ...................... .. 

Construction of Highway 71 between 
Fayetteville and Alma, Arkansas 
as part of the North-South High 
Priority Corridor ............................. . 

For construction of Highway 71 from 
Alma, Arkansas to Louisiana bor-
der ................................................. . 

To widen a 60 mile portion of high
way M-59 from MacComb County 
to 1-96 in Howell County, Michi· 
gan ................................................ . 

To improve the Heartland Expressway 
from Rapid City, South Dakota to 
Scotts Bluff, Nebraska . 

To construct a 4-Lane highway from 
Lafayette to Ft. Wayne. Indiana, 
following existing Indiana 25 and 
U.S. 24 ....... .............. .. .................. .. 

Conduct feasibility and economic 
study to widen Rt. 24 from Ft. 
Wayne, Indiana to Toledo, Ohio as 
part of the Lafayette to Toledo 
Corridor .................................... ..... . 

30.0 

4.2 

24.4 

56.0 

103.6 

0.64 

70.0 

30.0 

10.0 

100.0 

30.0 

21.0 

100.0 

80.0 

35.0 

35.0 

11.2 

0.32 
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Amount 

City/State High Priority Corridors in mil
lions 

California, Ne-
vada, Arizona . For improvements on 1-15 and 1-40 

in California, Nevada and Arizona 
($10,500,000 of which shall be 
expended on the Nevada portion of 
the corridor, including the 1-1511-
95 interchange) ............................. 70.0 

Louisiana ............ To improve the North-South Corridor 

Missouri, Iowa, 
Minnesota, Illi-

from Louisiana border to Shreve-
port, Louisiana ............................... 35.0 

nois, Wisconsin For improvements for Avenue of the 
Saints from St. Paul , Minnesota to 
St. Louis, Missouri ......................... 140.0 

Various States .... 1-66 Transamerica Highway Feasibil-

Kentucky, Ten
nessee, Vir-
ginia ........... . 

Indiana, Kentucky, 
Tennessee ...... . 

Washington ........ . 

Virginia .............. . 

ity study ........................ ................. I.I 

To improve Cumber1and Gap Tunnel 
and for various associated im
provements as part of U.S. 25E 
Corridor ......................................... . 

To improve the Bloomington, Indiana, 
to Newberry, Indiana, segment of 
the Indianapolis, Indiana, to Mem
phis, Tennessee, high priority cor-
ridor ........................................ ....... . 

For improvements on the Washington 
State portion of the U.S. 395 cor
ridor from the U.S.-Canadian bor-
der to Reno, Nevada ..................... . 

Construction of a bypass of Danville, 
Virginia, on Route 29 Corridor ..... . 

56.0 

28.0 

64.4 

20.0 

(g) REQUIREMENTS FOR HIGH PRIORITY SEG
MENTS.-

(1) DETAILED PLANS.-Each State in which 
a priority segment identified under sub
section (f) is located shall prepare a detailed 
plan for completion of construction of such 
segment and for financing such construction. 

(2) ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES.--8 percent of 
the amount allocated by subsection (f) for 
each high priority . segment authorized by 
subsection (f) shall be available for obliga
tion in fiscal year 1992. 18.4 percent of such 
amount shall be available for obligation in 
each of fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 
1997. 

(3) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under sub
section (f) shall be 80 percent of the cost 
thereof. 

(4) DELEGATION TO STATES.-Subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall delegate responsibility for 
construction of a project or projects under 
subsection (f) to the State in which such 
project or projects are located upon request 
of such State. 

(5) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-When a State 
which has been delegated responsibility for 
construction of a project under this sub
section-

(A) has obligated all funds allocated under 
this subsection for construction of such 
project; and 

(B) proceeds to construct such project 
without the aid of Federal funds in accord
ance with all procedures and all require
ments applicable to such project, except in
sofar as such procedures and requirements 
limit the State to the construction of 
projects with the aid of Federal funds pre
viously allocated to it; 
the Secretary, upon the approval of the ap
plication of a State, shall pay to the State 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of the project when additional funds are allo
cated for such project under this subsection. 

(6) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this subsection shall be available 
for obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any project 
under subsection (f) shall be determined in 

accordance with this subsection and such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 
Funds authorized by this subsection shall 
not be subject to any obligation limitation. 

(7) STATE PRIORITY FOR HIGH PRIORITY SEG
MENTS.-Section 105 of title 23, United States 
Code, as amended by this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(k) PRIORITY FOR HIGH PRIORITY SEG
MENTS OF CORRIDORS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFI
CANCE.-In selecting projects for inclusion in 
a program of projects under this section, the 
State shall give priority to high priority seg
ments of corridors identified under section 
140(f) of the Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991. In approv
ing programs of projects under this section, 
the Secretary shall give priority of approval 
to, and expedite construction of, projects to 
complete construction of such segments.". 

(h) AUTHORIZATION FOR FEASIBILITY STUD
IES.-There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary out of the Highway Trust 
Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account) 
$8,000,000 per fiscal year for each of the fiscal 
years 1992 through 1997 to carry out feasibil
ity and design studies under subsection 
(e)(2). 

(i) REVOLVING LOAN FUND.-
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish a Priority Corridor Revolving Loan 
Fund. 

(2) ADVANCES.-The Secretary shall make 
available as repayable advances amounts 
from the Revolving Loan Fund to States for 
planning and construction of corridors listed 
in subsection (c). In making such amounts 
available, the Secretary shall give priority 
to segments identified in subsection (f). 

(3) REPAYMENT OF ADVANCES.-The amount 
of an advance to a State in a fiscal year 
under paragraph (2) may not exceed the 
amount of a State's estimated apportion
ments for the National Highway System for 
the 2 succeeding fiscal years. Advances shall 
be repaid (A) by reducing the State's Na
tional Highway System apportionment in 
each of the succeeding 3 fiscal years by 1/3 of 
the amount of the advance, or (B) by direct 
repayment. Repayments shall be credited to 
the Priority Corridor Revolving Loan Fund. 

(4) AUTHORIZATION.-There is authorized to 
be appropriated to the Secretary, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account), $40,000,000 per fiscal year 
for each of fiscal years 1993 through 1997 to 
carry out this subsection. 
SEC. 141. HIGHWAY TIMBER BRIDGE RESEARCH 

AND DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. 
(a) RESEARCH GRANTS.-The Secretary may 

make grants to other Federal agencies, uni
versities, private businesses, nonprofit orga
nizations, and any research or engineering 
entity to carry out research on 1 or more of 
the following: 

(1) Development of new, economical high
way timber bridge systems. 

(2) Development of engineering design cri
teria for structural wood products for use in 
highway bridges in order to improve methods 
for characterizing lumber design properties. 

(3) Preservative systems for use in highway 
timber bridges which demonstrate new alter
natives and current treatment processes and 
procedures and which are environmentally 
sound with respect to application, use, and 
disposal of treated wood. 

(4) Alternative transportation system tim
ber structures which demonstrate the devel
opment of applications for railing, sign, and 
lighting supports, sound barriers, culverts, 
and retaining walls in highway applications. 

(5) Rehabilitation measures which dem
onstrate effective, safe, and reliable methods 

for rehabilitating existing highway timber 
structures. 

(b) TECHNOLOGY AND INFORMATION TRANS
FER.-The Secretary shall take such action 
as may be necessary to ensure that the infor
mation and technology resulting from re
search conducted under subsection (a) is 
made available to State and local transpor
tation departments and other interested per
sons. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION GRANTS.-
(1) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary shall make 

grants to States for construction of highway 
timber bridges on the rural mobility system. 

(2) APPLICATIONS.-A State interested in 
receiving a grant under this subsection must 
submit an application therefor to the Sec
retary. Such application shall be in such 
form and contain such information as the 
Secretary may require by regulation. 

(3) APPROVAL CRITERIA.-The Secretary 
shall select and approve applications for 
grants under this subsection based on the 
following criteria: 

(A) Bridge designs which have both initial 
and long-term structural and environmental 
integrity. 

(B) Bridge designs which utilize timber 
species native to the State or region. 

(C) Innovative bridge designs which have 
the possibility of increasing knowledge, cost 
effectiveness, and future use of such designs. 

(D) Environmental practices for preserva
tive treated timber, and construction tech
niques which comply with all environmental 
regulations, will be utilized. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share of 
the costs of research and construction 
projects carried out under this section shall 
be 80 percent. 

(e) FUNDING.-From the funds reserved 
from apportionment under section 144(g)(l) 
of title 23, United States Code, for each of 
fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 
1997-

(1) $1,000,000 shall be available to the Sec
retary for carrying out subsections (a) and 
(b); and 

(2) $10,000,000 ($9,000,000 in the case of fiscal 
year 1992) shall be available to the Secretary 
for carrying out subsection (c). 
Such sums shall remain available until ex
pended. 

(f) STATE DEFINED.-For purposes of this 
section, the term "State" has the meaning 
such term has under section 101 of title 23, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 142. CONSTRUCTION OF FERRY BOATS AND 

FERRY TERMINAL FACILITIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall carry 

out a program for construction of ferry boats 
and ferry terminal facilities in accordance 
with section 129(c) of title 23, United States 
Code. 

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable for construction of ferry boats and 
ferry terminal facilities under this section 
shall be 80 percent of the cost thereof. 

(c) FUNDING.-There shall be available, out 
of the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account), to the Secretary for 
obligation at the discretion of the Secretary 
$36,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and $43,000,000 
per fiscal year for each of fiscal years 1993, 
1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 in carrying out this 
section. Such sums shall remain available 
until expended. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-All provi
sions of chapter 1 of title 23, United States 
Code, that are applicable to the National 
Highway System, other than provisions re
lating to apportionment formula and Federal 
share, shall apply to funds made available to 
carry out this section, except as determined 
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by the Secretary to be inconsistent with this 
section. 
SEC. 143. USE OF RECYCLED PAVING MATERIAL. 

(a) ASPHALT CONTAINING RECYCLED RUBBER 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.-Notwithstanding 
any regulation of the Department of Trans
portation, the Secretary may not disapprove, 
in the 5-year period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, a highway project 
under chapter 1 of title 23, United States 
Code, on the ground that the project includes 
the use of asphalt containing recycled rub
ber. Under this subsection, a patented appli
cation process for recycled rubber shall be 
eligible for approval under the same condi
tions that an unpatented process is eligible 
for approval. 

(b) DOT GUIDANCE TO STATES.-The Sec
retary shall gather information and rec
ommendations concerning the use of asphalt 
containing recycled rubber in highway 
projects from those States that have exten
sively researched and experimented with the 
use of such asphalt and implemented such 
projects and shall make available such infor
mation and recommendations on the use of 
such asphalt to those States which indicate 
an interest in the use of such asphalt. 

(C) STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall con

duct a study to evaluate the economic sav
ings, technical performance qualities, and 
environmental benefits of using recycled ma
terials in highway projects, including as
phalt containing reclaimed used whole tire 
rubber, asphalt containing over 80 percent 
reclaimed asphalt, asphalt containing re
claimed asphalt together with used whole 
tire rubber, asphalt containing recycled 
glass, asphalt containing recycled plastic, 
and highway devices and appurtenances con
taining recycled materials. In conducting 
the study, the Secretary shall examine utili
zation of these technologies by States and 
shall examine the current practices of all 
States relating to the reuse and disposal of 
materials used in federally-assisted highway 
projects. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall transmit to Congress a 
report on the results of the study conducted 
under this subsection, including a detailed 
analysis of (A) the economic · savings and 
technical performance qualities of using re
cycled materials described in paragraph (1) 
in federally-assisted highway projects, and 
(B) the environmental benefits of using such 
recycled materials in such highway projects 
in terms of improving air emissions, saving 
natural resources, and avoidance of disposal 
of the materials in landfills and by other 
methods. 

(3) IMPLEMENTATION OF FINDINGS.-The Sec
retary should encourage the use of recycled 
materials described in paragraph (1) in feder
ally-assisted highway projects in any case in 
which such recycled materials are available 
for the project if the use of such recycled 
materials, in comparison to conventional 
materials, has been demonstrated to supply 
equal or superior performance qualities and 
environmental benefits at equal or lesser 
cost over the economic life of the project. 
SEC. 144. HIGHWAY USE TAX EVASION PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall use 
funds made available by subsection (g) to 
carry out highway use tax evasion projects 
in accordance with this section. Such funds 
may be allocated to the Internal Revenue 
Service and the States at the discretion of 
the Secretary. 

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.-Funds 
made available to carry out this section 

shall be used only to expand efforts to en
hance motor fuel tax enforcement, fund addi
tional Internal Revenue Service staff but 
only to carry out functions described in this 
subsection, supplement motor fuel tax ex
aminations and criminal investigations, de
velop automated data processing tools to 
monitor motor fuel production and sales, 
evaluate and implement registration and re
porting requirements for motor fuel tax
payers, reimburse State expenses that sup
plement existing fuel tax compliance efforts, 
and analyze and implement programs to re
duce tax evasion associated with other high
way use taxes. 

(C) USE OF DYE AND MARKERS.-
(1) STUDY.-The Secretary, in consultation 

with the Internal Revenue Service, shall con
duct a study to determine the feasibility and 
the desirability of using dye and markers to 
aid in motor fuel tax enforcement activities 
and other purposes. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the effective date of this section, the Sec
retary shall transmit to Congress a report on 
the results of the study conducted under this 
subsection. 

(d) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.-
(!) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish an advisory committee to prepare a 
plan to carry out and coordinate highway 
use tax evasion projects under this section, 
monitor the results of such projects, provide 
progress reports to the Secretary on such 
projects, and make recommendations to the 
Secretary for the distribution of funds under 
this section, including recommendations for 
distribution among States on a fair and equi
table basis. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.-The advisory committee 
under this subsection shall be composed of 
members appointed by the Secretary not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act. Such members shall in
clude representatives of the Federal Highway 
Administration, the Internal Revenue Serv
ice, and States. 

(3) TERMINATION.-The advisory committee 
under this subsection shall terminate on 
September 30, 1997. 

(e) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-The Sec
retary may not make a grant to a State 
under this section in a fiscal year unless the 
State certifies that aggregate expenditure of 
funds of the State, exclusive of Federal 
funds, for motor fuel tax enforcement activi
ties will be maintained at a level which does 
not fall below the average level of such ex
penditure for its last 2 fiscal years. 

(f) REPORTS.--On September 30 and March 
31 of each year, the Secretary shall transmit 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub
lic Works of the Senate and the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives a report on motor 
fuel tax enforcement activities under this 
section and the expenditure of funds made 
available to carry out this section, including 
expenses for the hiring of additional staff by 
any Federal agency. 

(g) FUNDING.-There shall be available to 
the Secretary for carrying out this section, 
out of the Highway Trust Fund (other than 
the Mass Transit Account), $7,000,000 for fis
cal year 1992 and $8,000,000 per fiscal year for 
each of fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 
1997. Such sums shall be available for obliga
tion in the same manner and to the same ex
tent as if such sums were apportioned under 
chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, ex
cept that the Federal share for projects car
ried out under this section shall be 100 per
cent and the sums shall remain available 
until expended. 

(h) STATE DEFINED.-For purpases of this 
section, the term "State" means the 50 
States and the District of Columbia. 
SEC. 145. SUBSTITUTE PROJECT. 

(a) APPROVAL OF PROJECT.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, upon the re
quest of the Governor of the State of Wiscon
sin, submitted after consultation with appro
priate local government officials, the Sec
retary may approve substitute highway, bus 
transit, and light rail transit projects, in 
lieu of construction of the I-94 East-West 
Transitway project in Milwaukee and 
Waukesha Counties, as identified in the 1991 
Interstate Cost Estimate. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.
Upan approval of any substitute highway or 
transit project or projects under subsection 
(a), the costs of construction of the eligible 
transitway project for which such project or 
projects are substituted shall not be eligible 
for funds authorized under section 108(b) of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 and a 
sum equal to the Federal share of such costs, 
as included in the latest interstate cost esti
mate submitted to Congress, shall be avail
able to the Secretary to incur obligations 
under section 103(e)(4) of title 23, United 
States Code, for the Federal share of the 
costs of such substitute project or projects. 

(C) LIMITATION ON ELIGIBILITY.-If, by Octo
ber l, 1993, or two years after the date of en
actment of this Act, whichever is later, the 
Governor of the State of Wisconsin has not 
submitted a request for a substitute project 
or projects in lieu of the I-94 East-West 
Transitway, the Secretary shall not approve 
such substitution. If, by October 1, 1995, or 
four years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, whichever is later, such substitute 
project or projects are not under construc
tion, or under contract for construction, no 
funds shall be appropriated under the au
thority of section 103(e)(4) of title 23, United 
States Code, for such project or projects. For 
the purposes of this subsection, the term 
"construction" has the same meaning as 
given to it in section 101, title 23, United 
States Code, and shall include activities such 
as preliminary engineering and right-of-way 
acquisition. 

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.-
(!) STATUS OF SUBSTITUTE PROJECT OR 

PROJECTS.-Any substitute project approved 
under subsection (a) shall be deemed to be a 
substitute project for the purposes of section 
103(e)(4) of title 23, United States Code (other 
than subparagraphs (C) and (0)). 

(2) REDUCTION OF UNOBLIGATED INTERSTATE 
APPORTIONMENT .-Unobligated apportion
ments for the Interstate System in the State 
of Wisconsin shall, on the date of approval of 
any substitute project or projects under sub
section (a), be applied toward the Federal 
share of the costs of such substitute project 
or projects. 

(3) ADMINISTRATION THROUGH FHWA.-The 
Secretary shall administer this section 
through the Federal Highway Administra
tion. 

(4) FISCAL YEARS 1993 AND 1994 APPORTION
MENTS.-For the purpose of apportioning 
funds for fiscal years 1993 and 1994 under sec
tion 104(b)(5)(A), the Secretary shall consider 
Wisconsin as having no remaining eligible 
costs. For the purpose of appartioning funds 
under section 104(b)(5)(A) of title 23, United 
States Code, for fiscal year 1995 and subse
quent fiscal years, Wisconsin's actual re
maining eligible costs shall be used. 

(e) TRANSFER OF APPORTIONMENTS.-Wis
consin may transfer Interstate construction 
apportionments to its National Highway 
System in amounts equal to or less than the 
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costs for additional work on sections of the 
Interstate System that have been built with 
Interstate construction funds and that are 
open to traffic as shown in the 1991 Inter
state Cost Estimate. 
SEC. 146. RENTAL RATES. 

Within 1 year after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
shall complete a study on equipment rental 
rates for use in reimbursing contractors for 
extra work on Federal-aid projects. Such 
study shall include an analysis of the reason
ableness of currently accepted equipment 
rental costs, adequacy of adjustments for re
gional or climactic differences, adequacy of 
consideration of mobilization costs, loss of 
time and productivity attendant to short
term usage of equipment, and approvals of 
rental rate costs by the Federal Highway Ad
ministration. 
SEC. 147. SCENIC BYWAYS PROGRAM. 

(a) SCENIC BYWAYS ADVISORY COMMITIEE.
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-Not later than 180 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall establish in the De
partment of Transportation an advisory 
committee to assist the Secretary with re
spect to establishment of a national scenic 
byways program under title 23, United 
States Code. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.-The advisory committee 
established under this section shall be com
posed of 17 members as follows: 

(A) The Administrator of the Federal High
way Administration or the designee of the 
Administrator who shall serve as chairman 
of the advisory committee. 

(B) The Chief of the Forest Service of the 
Department of Agriculture or the designee of 
the Chief. 

(C) The Director of the National Park 
Service of the Department of the Interior or 
the designee of the Director. 

(D) The Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management of the Department of the Inte
rior or the designee of the Director. 

(E) The Under Secretary for Travel and 
Tourism of the Department of Commerce or 
the designee of the Under Secretary. 

(F) The Assistant Secretary for Indian Af
fairs of the Department of the Interior or the 
designee of the Assistant Secretary. 

(G) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who is specially qualified to represent the in
terests of conservationists on the advisory 
committee. 

(H) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
of Transportation who is specially qualified 
to represent the interests of recreational 
users of scenic byways on the advisory com
mittee. 

(I) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who is specially qualified to represent the in
terests of the tourism industry on the advi
sory committee. 

(J) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who is specially qualified to represent the in
terests of historic preservationists on the ad
visory committee. 

(K) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who is specially qualified to represent the in
terests of highway users on the advisory 
committee. 

(L) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
to represent State highway and transpor
tation officials. 

(M) 1 individual appointed by the Sec
retary to represent local highway and trans
portation officials. 

(N) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who is specially qualified to serve on the ad
visory committee as a planner. 

(0) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who is specially qualified to represent the 
motoring public. 

(P) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who is specially qualified to represent groups 
interested in scenic preservation. 

(Q) 1 individual appointed by the Secretary 
who represents the outdoor advertising in
dustry. 
Individuals appointed as members of the ad
visory committee under subparagraphs (G) 
through (P) may be State and local govern
ment officials. Members shall serve without 
compensation other than for reasonable ex
penses incident to functions of the advisory 
committee. 

(3) FUNCTIONS.-The advisory committee 
established under this subsection shall de
velop and make to the Secretary rec
ommendations regarding minimum criteria 
for use by State and Federal agencies in des
ignating highways as scenic byways and as 
all-American roads for purposes of a national 
scenic byways program to be established 
under title 23, United States Code. Such rec
ommendations shall include recommenda
tions on the following: 

(A) Consideration of the scenic beauty and 
historic significance of highways proposed 
for designation as scenic byways and all
American roads and the areas surrounding 
such highways. 

(B) Operation and management standards 
for highways designated as scenic byways 
and all-American roads, including strategies 
for maintaining or improving the qualities 
for which a highway is designated as a scenic 
byway or all-American road, for protecting 
and enhancing the landscape and view cor
ridors surrounding such a highway, and for 
minimizing traffic congestion on such a 
highway. 

(C)(i) Standards for scenic byway-related 
signs, including those which identify high
ways as scenic byways and all-American 
roads. 

(ii) The advisability of uniform signs iden
tifying highways as components of the scenic 
byway system. 

(D) Standards for maintaining highway 
safety on the scenic byway system. 

(E) Design review procedures for location 
of highway facilities, landscaping, and trav
elers' facilities on the scenic byway system. 

(F) Procedures for reviewing and terminat
ing the designation of a highway designated 
as a scenic byway. 

(G) Such other matters as the advisory 
committee may deem appropriate. 

(H) Such other matters for which the Sec
retary may request recommendations. 

(4) REPORT.-Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the advisory committee established under 
this section shall submit to the Secretary 
and Congress a report containing the rec
ommendations described in paragraph (3). 

(b) TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL ASSIST
ANCE.-The Secretary shall provide technical 
assistance to the States (as such term is de
fined under section 101 of title 23, United 
States Code) and shall make grants to the 
States for the planning, design, and develop
ment of State scenic byway programs. 

(c) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable for the costs of planning, design, and 
development of State scenic byway programs 
under this section shall be 80 percent. 

(d) FUNDING.-There shall be available to 
the Secretary for carrying out this section 
(other than subsection (0), out of the High
way Trust Fund (other than the Mass Tran
sit Account), $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 
and $11,000,000 per fiscal year for each of fis
cal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. Such 
sums shall remain available until expended. 

(e) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, approval by 

the Secretary of a grant under this section 
shall be deemed a contractual obligation of 
the United States for payment of the Federal 
share of the cost of activities for which the 
grant is being made. 

(f) INTERIM SCENIC BYWAYS PROGRAM.-
(1) GRANT PROGRAM.-During fiscal years 

1992, 1993, and 1994, the Secretary may make 
grants to any State which has a scenic high
way program for carrying out eligible 
projects on highways which the State has 
designated as scenic byways. 

(2) PRIORITY PROJECTS.-In making grants 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall give 
priority to-

(A) those eligible projects which are in
cluded in a corridor management plan for 
maintaining scenic, historic, recreational, 
cultural, and archeological characteristics of 
the corridor while providing for accommoda
tion of increased tourism and development of 
related amenities; 

(B) those eligible projects for which a 
strong local commitment is demonstrated 
for implementing the management plans and 
protecting the characteristics for which the 
highway is likely to be designated as a sce
nic byway; 

(C) those eligible projects which are in
cluded in programs which can serve as mod
els for other States to follow when establish
ing and designing scenic byways on an intra
state or interstate basis; and 

(D) those eligible projects in multi-State 
corridors where the States submit joint ap
plications. 

(3) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.-The following are 
projects which are eligible for Federal assist
ance under this subsection: 

(A) Planning, design, and development of 
State scenic byway programs. 

(B) Making safety improvements to a high
way designated as scenic byway under this 
subsection to the extent such improvements 
are necessary to accommodate increased 
traffic, and changes in the types of vehicles 
using the highway, due to such designation. 

(C) Construction along the highway of fa
cilities for the use of pedestrians and 
bicyclists, rest areas, turnouts, highway 
shoulder improvements, passing lanes, over
looks, and interpretive facilities. 

(D) Improvements to the highway which 
will enhance access to an area for the pur
pose of recreation, including water-related 
recreation. 

(E) Protecting historical and cultural re
sources in areas adjacent to the highway. 

(F) Developing and providing tourist infor
mation to the public, including interpretive 
information about the scenic byway. 

(4) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable for the costs of carrying out projects 
and developing programs under this sub
section with funds made available pursuant 
to this subsection shall be 80 percent. 

(5) FUNDING.-There shall be available to 
the Secretary for carrying out this sub
section, out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account), 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, $10,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1993, and $10,000,000 for fiscal year 
1994. Such sums shall remain available until 
expended. 

(g) LIMITATION.-The Secretary shall not 
make a grant under this section for any 
project which would not protect the scenic, 
historic, recreational, cultural, natural, and 
archeological integrity of the highway and 
adjacent area, nor for removal of any out
door advertising sign, display, or device. 
SEC. 148. UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES. 

(a) HIGHWAY PROJECT.-The Secretary shall 
carry out a highway project in the State of 
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Arkansas to demonstrate the benefits of pro
viding training to county and town traffic 
officials in the need for and application of 
uniform traffic control devices and to dem
onstrate the safety benefits of providing for 
adequate and safe warning and regulatory 
signs. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FROM HIGHWAY TRUST FUNDS.-There is au
thorized to be appropriated out of the High
way Trust Fund, other than the Mass Tran
sit Account, for fiscal year 1992 to carry out 
this section-

(!) $200,000 for providing training; and 
(2) Sl,000,000 for providing warning and reg

ulatory signs to counties, towns and cities. 
Amounts provided under paragraph (2) shall 
be divided equally between counties with a 
total county population of 20,000 or less and 
counties with a total county population of 
more than 20,000. Such amounts shall be dis
tributed fairly and equitably among coun
ties, cities, and towns within those counties. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this section shall be available for 
obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of the project under 
this section shall be 80 percent and such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 
Funds made available under this section 
shall not be subject to any obligation limita
tion. 

(d) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit a report to Con
gress on the effectiveness of the project car
ried out under this section. 
SEC. 149. RURAL AND URBAN ACCESS PROJECTS. 

(a) RURAL ACCESS PROJECTS.-
(!) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this sub

section is to provide funds for projects that 
ensure better rural access and that promote 
economic development in rural areas. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECTS.-The Sec
retary is authorized to carry out rural access 
projects described in this paragraph. Subject 
to paragraph (3), there is authorized to be ap
propriated out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) for 
fiscal years 1992 through 1997 to carry out 
each such project the amount listed for each 
such project: 

Amount 
City/State Rural Access in mil

lions 

Cadiz, Ohio ...... Improvements of Short Creek High-
way from Cadiz, Ohio to Rayland, 
Ohio . . .. .. .. ...... ... ... .... .............. 2.8 

Boger City, North 
Carolina Construction of 4-lane divided high-

way along Highway 321 to Boger 
City, NC to NC 127 South ...... .. 16.8 

utica, New York .. Improvement of the Utica North/ 
South Arterial ......... ...... ........... .... 9.9 

Oneida , New York Upgrade a highway to 4 lanes in 
Oneida County, New Yorll ..... . .. 8.0 

Southern, Okla-
homa .............. Widening of U.S. 70 .......... .......... .. .. 0.24 

Southern, Okla-
homa ...... ........ Construction of a bridge and ap-

proaches at Pennington Creek, OK 1.2 
Johnsonburg, 

Pennsylvania Relocation of a 2-lane highway from 
Center Street to PA Rt. 255 along 
US 219, Johnsonburg Bypass ........ 14.0 

Pennsylvania ...... Construction of truck driving lanes 

East St. Louis, Il-

and safety improvements on U.S. 
219 between 1-80 and the NY 
State Line ..... ... ........... ...... ............ .. 26.0 

linois ............... Feasibility study for 4-lane Access 
Road to Jefferson Memorial Park .. 0.24 

Illinois ..... .. .......... To conduct an Environmental Impact 
Study & Design Study on a 58-
mile stretch of U.S. 67 corridor 
from Alton, IL to Jacksonville, IL ... 3.0 

Venice, Illinois .... For rehabilitation of McKinley Bridge 
near Venice, IL ......... .. ............ .. ...... 7.0 

City/State Rural Access 

Decatur, Alabama Project for replacement of Keller Me-
morial Bridge, Decatur, AL .......... .. 

Lenoir City, Ten-
nessee ............ Feasibility Study on Fort Loudon Dam 

Bridge on U.S. Highway 231 in 
Lenoir City, TN . ................. ...... ... .. 

Blount City, Ten-
nessee ............ Improvement of U.S. Highway #411 

in Monroe and Blount Counties, TN 
Missouri .. ............ For improvements of Highway 60 in 

New Madrid, Stoddard, Carter and 
Butler Counties, MO .............. .. 

Southern, Mis-
souri ..... .. ..... Improvement of Rt. 65 through 

Greene, Christian and Tanney 
Counties, MO .............................. . 

Lake Charles, 
Louisiana ........ Construction of roads and bridge to 

provide access to Rose Bluff In
dustrial Area , Lake Charles, LA ... .. 

Louisiana ........... For improvement and extension of 
Amba.ssador Caffery Parkway in 
Lou1s1ana .............................. .. ....... . 

Ohio .. ... .............. .. Construction of U.S. Rt. 68 Bypass in 
Clark, Champaign and Logan 
Counties ...................... .. ............... .. 

Aliquippa, Penn-
sylvania ..... ..... For various 3-R Projects in Aliquippa, 

PA ............... ............... .......... ...... .... . 
Texas .. ......... ........ Improvement of Highway 87 in Vic-

toria and Dewitt Counties, TX, 
"using reclaimed asphalt pave
ment incorporating crumb rubber 
to the maximum extent feasible." 

Riverton, Kansas . Construction of a new highway from 
Ri.verton,. KS to Interstate 44 in 
M1ssoun ...... .. ... ........... .. ....... .. ....... .. 

North Minnesota . Construction and reconstruction of 
Forest Highway 11 connecting Au
rora-Hoyt Lakes and Silver Bay, 
MN ............................................... .. 

Richfield, Min-
nesota ............. 17th Street Reconstruction Project, 

Richfield, MN ............ .. ..... .. ........... . 
Mississippi .......... lmpovements on Highway 84 in 

Franklin and Lincoln Counties, MS 
Mississippi .......... Upgrading of U.S. Highway 98 from 

County line of Pike and Walthalm 
Counties, MS to Lamar County, MS 

Mississippi .......... Upgrading Highway 61 from Natchez, 
MS to Louisiana State line 

Mississipp i Upgrading Highway 84 from 
Brookhaven, MS to U.S. 49 in Col-
lins, MS ...... .. ... ..... ... ... .... ........... ... . 

Chattahouchee, 
Florida Construction of Mosquito Creek 

Bridge ........... .. . 
Florida .... ....... ...... To upgrade State Rt. 71 from State 

Rt. 10 to State Rt . 8 .... .. .............. . 
Florida ... ........... ... To upgrade Florida State Rt. 267 

from State Rt. 8 to State Rt. 10 .. 
Illinois .... ....... .. .... Tollway feasibility study (East St. 

Louis to Carbondale, IL) ... ..... ...... .. 
Mt. Vernon, llli-

nois ........... .. .... Extension of 34th Street from IL Rt. 
15 to County Road 10 ......... .. .... . 

Illinois .... Reconstruction of Feather Trail Road 
from Ullin Road Interchange to Rt. 
37, Pulaski County, IL ...... .... .. . .. 

Illinois ................. Resurfacing IL Rt. 1 from Cave-In-
Rock to north of Omaha ............... . 

Williamson Coun-
ty, Illinois .. ..... Upgrading IL Rt. 13 in Williamson 

County, IL .......... ........ ...... ... ........ .. .. 
Saline County, Il-

linois ............. For improvements to Rt. 13 from 
Williamson-Saline County line to 
Harrisburg, IL .... ...... .... ....... .... ....... . 

Winchester, New 
Hampshire ...... Replacement of Winchester Bridge, 

Winchester, NH .. .... .. . 
Hanover, New 

Hampshire ...... Ledyard Bridge reconstruction ...... .. .. . 
Asheville, North 

Carolina .... ...... U.S. 19-23 improvement project. 
Asheville, NC .. ... .. .. ...................... .. . 

Niles, Oh io .......... Belmont Street Bridge Replacement, 
Niles. OH ..... .............................. . 

Struthers, Ohio ... . Bridge Street Bridge replacement, 
Struthers, OH .... ......... .... ..... .. ... . 

Niles, Ohio .......... South Main Street Bridge replace-
ment, Niles, OH ..... .................... . 

St. Joseph County, 
Michigan ......... U.S. 131 , St. Joseph County .. ........... .. 

Berrien County, 
Michigan ......... U.S. 31 relocation, Berrien County, 

Michigan ....... .... .......... .. .......... .. . 
Holland, Michigan U.S. 31 upgrade, Holland , Ottawa 

County ..... ........... ... ... ...... ... .. .. ... ..... . 
North Carolina .... 1-85 Interchange improvement at 

State Route 1103 Granville Coun-
ty, NC ............ .. ... .............. ............ . 

Manchester, New 
Hampshire ...... Manchester Airport Road improve-

ments ............ .. .. .................. .. ........ . 
New Hampshire ... Wetlands mitigation package for New 

Hampshire Rt. 101/51 ............. ..... . 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

15.0 

0.5 

18.5 

25.6 

16.7 

4.9 

17.6 

18.7 

9.0 

16.7 

15.5 

11.2 

11.6 

11.2 

0.4 

0.35 

2.5 

2.8 

3.4 

5.6 

0.32 

0.96 

1.32 

2.16 

9.2 

4.68 

0.8 

7.8 

13.1 

1.4 

1.4 

2.9 

0.5 

20.6 

1.5 

2.0 

1.0 

3.0 
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City/State 

Arkansas ............ . 

Arkansas 

Arkansas ..... ...... .. 

Bedford Springs, 
Pennsylvania .. 

DeValls Bluff, Ar-
kansas ... .. ...... . 

Jonesboro, Arkan-
sas ...... ........... . 

Brevard County, 
Florida .......... .. 

Lou isiana .. .. .... ... . 

Beaumont, Texas 

Farmington Hills, 
Michigan ...... .. . 

Laredo, Texas .. .... 

Montewma, Colo
rado 

Lubbock, Texas ... 

Rosenberg, Texas 

Angleton, Texas ... 

Mentor, Oh io ..... 

W. Centra l, Illi
nois ......... 

Illinois ......... .. 

Monongahela Val
ley, Pennsylva
nia .. 

Dauphin County, 
Pennsylvania . 

Rutherford Coun
ty, Tennessee . 

Wayne County, 

Rural Access 

To improve U.S. 65 from Harrison, 
Arkansas to Missouri Line .......... .. . 

To improve Phoenix Avenue in the vi
cinity of the Ft. Smith Airport, Ft. 
Smith, Arkansas ..... .... .......... .. ...... .. 

To study bypass alternatives for U.S. 
71 in the vicinity of Bella Vista, 
Arkansas ..................................... . 

To construct an access road along 
Old U.S. 220 to the Springs 
Project and to construct other fa
cilities to facilitate movement of 
traffic within the site and con
struction of a parking facility to 
be associated therewith ..... 

Construction of a replacement bridge 
across the White River .... ......... .... . 

Complete construction of 3 inter
changes on the Highway 63 By-
pass at Jonesboro ......................... . 

Design and engineer improvements 
for State Rd. 3 between State Rd. 
520 and State Rd. 528 ...... ......... .. 

For construction of a new road from 
an area in the vicin ity of 1-55 to 
Alexandria, Louisiana .... .......... ...... . 

Widen Highway FM-364 from a 2-
Lane to a 4-Lane road ............. .... . 

To widen 12-mile road corridor in the 
vicinity of Farmington Hills, Michi-
gan ............................................... .. 

Expand capacity of 2-lane highway, 
construct interchanges and con-
nector highway ... .... ... ..... .............. .. 

Upgrade farm to market road serving 
Ute Indian Reservation ........ ........ .. 

Initiate feasibility and route studies 
and preliminary engineering and 
design for highway to connect 
Lubbock with Interstate 20 .......... . 

To purchase right-of-way for Highway 
36 Bypass West of Rosenberg, 
Texas .. ......... ..... .. ......................... .. . 

For various activities associated with 
relocation of Highway 288 in vi-
cinity of Angleton, Texas .............. . 

For construction of an interchange on 
State Rt. 615 at 1-90 in Mentor, 
Ohio ....... ....................... ...... .......... . 

For widening of U.S. 34 between Bur
lington, Iowa and Monmouth , Illi-
nois ........................................... . 

To make improvements including 
construction of a bridge on U.S. 
67 in NW Illinois 

For construction of southernmost 
extention of the Monongahela Ex-
pressway ........ ..... .. 

Design, acquire right-of-way and re
construct 5.1 miles of 4-Lane di
vided highway from Dauphin Bor
ough to Speeceville, Pennsylvania 

Replace existing bridge over the west 
fork of the Stone's River including 
a 5 foot elevated walkway .. ....... .. . 

New York ... ..... To improve Rt. 104 from Furnace 
Road to Pound Road in the Wayne 
County Area of New York ............. .. 

Chatauqua Coun-
ty, New Yorll ... Construct 2 additional expressway 

lanes from Chatauqua Lake Bridge 
to Pennsylvania Border .. .... ........... . 

North Carolina .... To reimburse the State of North 
Carolina for construction and re
pair of the Bonner Bridge, North 
Carolina .. ................................. ...... . 

North Carolina Construct interstate link between 1-

Bossier City, Lou-
isiana ...... 

Pennsylvania 

Overland Park, 
Kansas ........ .. 

Fairmont, West 
Virginia ... ....... . 

Washington 

Pennsylvania ...... . 

Pennsylvania ...... . 

95 and 1-40 in vicinity of Wilson 
and Goldsboro, North Carolina ...... 

To study grade separations along ID 
miles of KC Railroad along U.S. 
71 ................................. ...... ....... .. .. . 

Widen 14 mile segment of U.S. 15 
from 2 to 4 lanes ..... 

1-435 Interchange Project ................ .. 

Riverside Expressway improvements .. 
State Rt. 14 Improvement Projects, 

Columbia River Gorge, Washington 
Pennsylvania Industrial Park access, 

Washington County, Pennsylvania . 
Chadville Improvement Project, 

Southern Fayette County, Penn-
sylvania ............................. ............ . 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

38.0 

6.7 

3.0 

20.0 

.3 

6.7 

0.16 

2.0 

13.9 

2.9 

7.0 

3.4 

3.4 

2.5 

2.7 

5.6 

2.2 

2.8 

13.3 

8.4 

0.8 

7.6 

11.8 

3.5 

10.5 

0.16 

19.0 

4.8 

6.2 

10.2 

4.4 

1.7 
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City/State Rural Access 

Pennsylvania ....... U.S. Rt. 219 Meyersdale Bypass ...... .. 
Pennsylvania ....... U.S. Rt. 22 Improvements: 

Monroeville to Ebansburg ....... ...... . 
Pennsylvania ....... Laurel Valley Expressway, Blairsville, 

Pennsylvania ................................. . 
Brownsville, Texas Brownsville Railroad Relocation 

Project .......................................... .. 
South Carolina .... Southern Connector Highway, Green-

ville County, South Carolina ........ .. 
Ohio ..................... Rt. 18 Bypass Study, Medina, Ohio .. . 
Ohio ....... .... .......... U.S. Rt. 250 Bypass Study, Norwalk, 

Ohio ......................... ..... ....... .... ...... . 
Mankato, Min-

nesota ............. Mankato South Rt. Improvements, 
Mankato, Minnesota ...................... . 

Kentucky .............. U.S. 119 Upgrading, Pike County, 
Kentucky ......... ........ ....................... . 

Michigan ............. U.S. Rt. 127 Upgrading, Jackson 

Eden Prairie & 
Cologne, Min· 

County, Michigan .......................... . 

nesota .... ....... .. U.S. Trunk Highway 212 improvement 
project, Eden Prairie/Cologne, Min-
nesota ........................................... . 

Ohio ..................... Rt. 30 extension: East Canton/Mi-
nerva, Ohio ................................... .. 

New Mexico ......... Raton-Clayton Rd., Clayton, New 
Mexico ..................................... . 

New Mexico ......... Jicarilla Apache State Road, New 
Mexico ..................... ............. ...... . 

Arizona ................ Turquoise Trail Highway, Navajo 
County, Arizona ............................ .. 

Pennsylvania ....... U.S. Rt. 222 Relocation, Lehigh 
County, Pennsylvania ..... ............... . 

Pennsylvania Pennsylvania Rt. 33 Extension, 
Northhampton County, Pennsylva-
nia ......... .......................... .............. . 

Kentucky Highway 92 Relocation Study, South 
Central Kentucky .......................... .. 

Kentucky .. ............ U.S. 27 Improvements, Jessamine 
County, Kentucky .................... ...... .. 

North Carolina .... U-2519/X-2 Highways, Cumberland, 
North Carolina ........................ ...... .. 

Missouri .............. Adams Dairy Parkway Project, Blue 
Springs, Missouri ..... ..................... . 

Lawrence, Kansas Lawrence Circumferential Roadway, 
Douglas County, Kansas ............... . 

Kansas .... ... ......... Oakland Expressway, Eastern Shaw-
nee, Kansas .... ...................... ....... .. 

Missouri ............ .. Highway 63 improvements, Columbia, 
Missouri/Iowa border ....... ............. .. 

West Virginia ... .. . Highway Improvements: Mason Coun-
ty/Kanawha, West Virginia ............ . 

Pennsylvania ....... Warren Street Extension/U.S. 222 Re
construction, Berks County, Penn-
sylvania .................................. ....... . 

Illinois ................. For construction of the Alton Bypass 
from the vicinity of Alton and 
Godfrey, Illinois .............. ...... ......... . 

Iowa ....... ......... .... Construct Mason City Bypass, Gerro 

Prince Edward 
County, Vir-

Gordo County, Iowa .... 

ginia ......... ..... A highway improvement project one 

Port Lavaca to 

mile south of Farmville in Prince 
Edward County, Virginia, to in
crease from two lanes to four 
lanes approximately two miles of 
Route 460. Such project shall con
nect the existing four lanes of 
Route 460 approaching the seg
ment from the east and the west. 
The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed, upon request of officials 
representing Prince Edward Coun
ty, Virginia, to allow the imme· 
diate filling of the Sandy River 
Reservoir in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the per
mit issued by the Department of 
the Army relating to the reservoir, 
except that no contingency in 
such permit pertaining to water 
demand or use shall become ef
fective or shall be enforced prior 
to seven years from date of com
pletion of such highway project .... 

Cuero, Texas . Construct upgraded, improved four-

Fort Worth to 
Springtown, 

lane divided highway .. .. ................ . 

Texas ............ Upgrade existing highway to four-

Howell and Texas 
Counties, Mis-

lane divided highway ........ .. .. . 

souri ............... Improve Highway 63 .. ................... .. 
Louisa, Louisiana Louisa Bridge replacement, Louisa, 

Louisiana ....................................... . 
Travis County, 

Texas .... .......... Highway 620 bridge improvement ... .. 
Latrobe, Penn-

sylvania ...... Ligoner Street Reconstruction .......... .. 
Carroltown/ 

DuBois, Penn-
sylvania . U.S. 219 Improvements ......... ........... .. 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

48.0 

30.3 

5.0 

8.4 

4.2 
0.4 

0.4 

4.5 

9.0 

0.8 

8.7 

6.2 

11.0 

1.8 

7.0 

1.1 

11.8 

0.1 

10.9 

20.0 

1.8 

3.9 

7.0 

7.0 

23.0 

7.8 

5.2 

17.5 

5.2 

35.0 

70.0 

4.2 

11.2 

14.0 

0.8 

4.0 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

City/State 

Robinson Town
ship, Penn-

Rural Access 

sylvania .......... Design Work in Town Center 
West Virginia ...... Chelyan Bridge Replacement 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

3.0 
10.0 

(3) ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES.-8 percent of 
the amount allocated by paragraph (2) for 
each project authorized by paragraph (2) 
shall be available for obligation in fiscal 
year 1992. 18.4 percent of such amount shall 
be available for obligation in each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(4) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under this 
subsection shall be 80 percent of the cost 
thereof. 

(5) DELEGATION TO STATES.-Subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall delegate responsibility for 
construction of a project or projects under 
this subsection to the State in which such 
project or projects are located upon request 
of such State. 

(6) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-When a State 
which has been delegated responsibility for 
construction of a project under this sub
section-

(A) has obligated all funds allocated under 
this subsection for construction of such 
project; and 

(B) proceeds to construct such project 
without the aid of Federal funds in accord
ance with all procedures and all require
ments applicable to such project, except in
sofar as such procedures and requirements 
limit the State to the construction of 
projects with the aid of Federal funds pre
viously allocated to it; 
the Secretary, upon the approval of the ap
plication of a State, shall pay to the State 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of the project when additional funds are allo
cated for such project under this subsection. 

(7) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this subsection shall be available 
for obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any project 
under this subsection shall be determined in 
accordance with this subsection and such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 
Funds authorized by this subsection shall 
not be subject to any obligation limitation. 

(b) URBAN ACCESS AND URBAN MOBILITY 
PROJECTS.-

(1) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this sub
section is to provide funds for projects that 
enhance urban access and urban mobility. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECTS.-The Sec
retary is authorized to carry out urban ac
cess and urban mobility projects described in 
this paragraph. Subject to paragraph (3), 
there is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) for fiscal years 1992 
through 1997 to carry out each such project 
the amount listed for each such project: 

City/State 

Santa Ana, Cal i-
fornia ... .......... . 

Illinois/Missouri 

Beaver/Butler 
Counties, 

Urban Access & Mobility 

Bristol Street Project .... ..................... . 
Metro East/St. Louis, Missouri Bridge 

Feasibility Study ........... ..... ....... .. .. .. 

Pennsylvania .. Construction of Crow's Run Express
way from 1-79 to PA Rt. 60, Bea-

Amount 
in mil
lions 

4.8 

1.1 

ver/Butler Counties, PA .................. 2.5 
Atlanta, Georgia .. Improvement of Martin Luther King 

Drive ....... 0.8 

October 23, 1991 

City/State Urban Access & Mobility 

Chicago, Illinois .. Handicapped Accessibility Projects on 
various Chicago Streets ................ . 

Chicago, Illinois .. Feasibility study for a road between 
existing Lake Shore Drive and In-
diana Road .... .............................. .. 

San Jose, Califor-
nia .................. Improvement of lntercha nge at High-

way 85/Highway 17 ...................... . 
Gilroy, California . For safety improvements on Highway 

152 in vicinity of Gilroy, CA ........ .. 
New York, New 

York ................ Improvements on Miller Highway in 

District of Colum-
bia ................. . 

Buffalo, New York 

Buffalo, New York 

Joliet, Illinois ... .... 

Chicago, Illinois .. 

Burnham, Illinois 

Calumet Park, Il-
linois .............. . 

Harvey, Illinois ... . 

Markham, Illinois 

Chicago, Illinois .. 

Youngstown, Ohio 

Lake Porter and 
LaPort Coun
ties, Indiana 
and Illinois 

Indiana .............. .. 

Portage, Indiana . 
Hobart, Lake Sta

tion And New 
Chicago, Indi-
ana ............ .. .. . 

Passaic County, 

New York City, NY ................. ........ . 

Construction of missing segments of 
Eastern and Southern Avenues 
(Boundary Street Safety Initiative) 

Scajaquada Expressway Classifica-
tion study ........................ ... .......... .. 

NY State Thruway relocation study, 
Buffalo (Niagara), NY .................. .. 

For rehabilitation of Houbolt Road 
from Jefferson Street to Joliet Jr. 
College and construction and 
interchange at Houbolt Road and 
1-80 .............................................. . 

WPA street improvements bounded on 
the north by 103rd, the east by 
Stoney Island, the west by Ash· 
land, and the south by the city 
limits ............................................. . 

To improve Dolton Avenue between 
Torrence Avenue and Indiana State 
Line, Burnham, IL ......................... . 

Ashland Avenue Bridge replacement . 
Illinois 1 Interchange improvement 

from U.S. 6 to 1-80 ... .................. .. 
Sibley Boulevard traffic flow improve-

ment from Dixie Highway ............. . 
Illinois 1 intersection improvement, 

Harvey, IL (intersection at 155th 
Street) ......... ........................ .......... . 

Center Street Bridge replacement, 
Youngstown, OH, including Poland 
Avenue-Shirley Road connector 
and ramps at 1-680 .... ...... ........... . 

Study linkage roads to connect Lake 
S.hore Drive and surrounding fa-
c1l11ies .... ....................................... . 

Acquisition of West Lake Corridor 
Right-of-Way between Munster, IN 
and Hammond , IN ..... .... .............. . 

Widen Willow Creek Road to 4 lanes . 

Various improvements to Ridge Road 
to relieve congestion ..................... . 

New Jersey ...... To complete construction of Rt. 21 in 
Passaic County, New Jersey ......... .. 

Northeastern, New 
Jersey .............. To raise 14 bridges over Molly Ann's 

Brook Northeastern, New Jersey ... .. 
Chambersburg, 

Pennsylvania .. To improve the Wayne Avenue-1-81 
Interchange and to widen Wayne 
Avenue to 5 lanes from 1-81 to 
Coldbrook Avenue in the vicinity of 
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania ....... . 

Newark, New Jer-
sey ........... .. ..... To construct ramps to provide access 

to 1-78 .......................... .. 
Newark, New Jer-

sey ...... ...... .... .. To construct a parking facility as 

Lawrence, Massa-

part of a multi-modal transpor
tation facility in the vicinity of 
United Hospitals Medical Center, 
Newark, New Jersey ...... ................. . 

chusetts .......... Study, design, and construct new 

Baltimore, 
Mayland 

Bellevue, Wash· 

road service; Road and ramps and 
widen 1-495 .................................. . 

To improve various roads as part of 
project "Project Vision" in Balli· 
more, Maryland ..... ............... ....... .. . 

ington ........ ..... Conduct Phase I design study for 1-

Springfield, Illi-
nois ....... . 

Middlesex, New 

405 interchange at Northeast 8th 
Street .................... . 

To extend 11th Street from Stevenson 
Drive to Toronto Road in the vicin-
ity of Springfield, Illinois ............. . 

Jersey .. .. ... ....... Route 1 widening in Middlesex Coun-
ty, New Jersey from Raritan River 
to Rahway River ..... 

Amount 
in mil· 
lions 

2.8 

0.16 

35.0 

7.0 

14.7 

8.0 

0.24 

0.24 

1.0 

4.4 

2.2 

2.5 

2.9 

4.1 

1.6 

14.4 

1.2 

1.0 
1.8 

5.1 

115.0 

9.5 

1.84 

6.7 

4.0 

5.6 

5.9 

5.9 

9.8 

7.0 
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City/State 

Perth Amboy & 
Wodbridge 
Township, New 

Urban Access & Mobility 

Jersey ...... ........ Study whether additional river cross-

Compton, Califor-

ings may be necessary based on 
condition of 3 existing crossings .. 

nia ............ ...... For a grade separation project at W. 

Parsippany, New 
Jersey Troy 

Alameda Street and the Mealy St. 
Corridor .................................... .. .. .. 

Hills .. .............. Construct interchange and ramp im-
provements for east and west 
bound traffic on 1-280 ................. . 

Queens, New York To rehabilitate 39th Street Bridge 
over rail tracks at the Sunnside 
Rail Yard in Queens, New York ..... 

Omaha, Nebraska For improvmeents to US Highway 6 

Suffolk County/ 
Long Island, 

(W. Dodge Road) from 86th Street 
to 118th including the intersection 
with 1-680 in Omaha, Nebraska ... 

New York . ...... Construct various roadway improve
ments on 7.1 miles of New York 
Rt. 112, including, resurfacing, 
widening, adding turning and 
parking lanes and improving traf-
fic signals .... .. ............... ................ . 

San Diego, Cali-
fornia .............. To conduct environmental study on 

feasibility of constructing 4-Lane 
highway from State Rt. 805 to 
International border near Otay 
Mesa ...... ..... ... ................................ . 

Sarasota, Florida To construct a bridge interchange at 

Hartford, Con-

US 301 and University Parkway in 
the vicinity of Sarasota, Florida .... 

necticut .......... To reconstruct Murphy Road in the 
vicinity of Hartford, Connecticut .. 

Hartford, Con
necticut 

Hartford, Con-

To rehabilitate Connecticut Rt. 99 
South of Hartford, Connecticut ...... 

necticut .......... For improved access to the Connecti
cut River as in 1-91 Mitigation 
Project, Hartford, Connecticut ....... 

Chattanooga, 
Tennessee ....... Construct an urban diamond inter

change to improve capacity and a 
connector road ....... ................. ...... . 

Commerce, Cali-
fornia ........ ...... To relocate a portion of Atlantic Blvd. 

Scranton, Penn-

in the vicinity of Telegraph Rd. as 
part of a grade separation project 

sylvania ...... Realign 3,000 feet of N. Scranton Ex-
pressway to connect with Mulberiy 
Street ............................................. . 

Long Island, New 
York .... ............ Southern State Parkway Improvement 

New York ............. Exit 26 Ridge Project Schenectady, 

Capital Beltway, 
Springfield, 
Virginia .. .... .... . 

Utah ................. .. 
Chicago, Illinois 

Ch icago, Illinois 

Chicago, Illinois 

Ch icago, Illinois .. 

Ch icago, Illinois .. 

Ch icago, Illinois .. 

Ch icago, Illinois .. 

Chicago, Illinois .. 

Chicago, Illinois .. 

Ch icago, Illinois . 

Chicago, Illinois 

Muncie, Indiana 
Columbus, Indi-

ana ........... .... .. 

New Jersey ........ .. 

New Jersey ........ .. 

Los Angeles ......... 

New York .. ........................... .......... . 

Upgrade interchanges on 1-495, in
cluding Virginia Mixing Bowl Im-
provements .. ................................. .. 

Expansion of State Rd . 5600 West ... . 
Right-of-way preservation projects 

(Eisenhower & Steven son Connec-
tor) ......................................... .. .... .. 

Museum of Science & Industry: Var
ious intermodal facilit ies, Chicago, 
Illinois ........... .. ....... ..... .................. . 

Chicago Skyway Bridge, Chicago, Illi-
nois .. .. .... ... .................................... . 

Cermak Road Bridge reconstruction, 
Chicago, Illinois .. .. ......... 

Roosevelt Rd. and Bridge Improve-
ments, Chicago, Illinois .... ......... .. .. 

State Street Mall Improvements, Ch i-
cago, Illinois ..... ........ .. ................. .. 

Cicero Avenue Improvements, vicinity 
of Chicago, Illinois ............ ........... .. 

183rd Street Reconstruction, Chicago, 
Illinois .......................................... .. 

I I Ith Street Reconstruction. Chicago, 
Illinois .... ................ .... .. .. ....... ....... .. 

I I Ith Street Upgrade: Cicero Avenue 
to Pulaski Road, Chicago, Illinois . 

I I Ith Street Widen ing; Central Ave
nue to Cicero Avenue, Chicago, Il-
linois ......... ..... .... .. .. .. 

State Rd. 67 Widening ... 

Columbus Entranceway project, Co-
lumbus, Indiana .... ....................... .. 

Rt. 1714 Interchange Project, 
Paramus, New Jersey ................... .. 

Hackensack Avenue/Kinderkamack 
Road Bridges over Rt. 4, Hacken-
sack, New Jersey ........................... . 

Grade separation projects (3) , Los 
Angeles County, California ........... . 
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Amount 
in mil
lions 

1.0 

7.8 

1.94 

12.3 

6.1 

4.0 

1.2 

2.8 

1.0 

4.6 

2.7 

3.7 

5.6 

7.2 

5.4 

6.7 

8.9 
3.9 

8.4 

35.0 

16.8 

11.8 

14.0 

16.8 

1.3 

1.8 

2.9 

3.0 

5.5 
11.8 

3.9 

5.0 

5.0 

8.4 

City/State 

New York 

Maiyland 

Camden, New Jer-
sey ............. ... .. 

Washington, D.C . 

Anaheim, Califor-
nia ........ ........ .. 

Atlanta, Georgia .. 

Buffalo, New York 

Western New York 

Tucson, Arizona ... 

Providence, Rhode 

Urban Access & Mobility 

Preservation of Rail Corridor (North 
Shore Rail Line), Staten Island ..... 

Improvement of U.S. Route I in Bal-
timore County, Maryland ........... .... . 

Renovation of South Jersey Port Cor
poration's Beckett Street Terminal 

Design and construction of noise 
barriers along Southeast/South
west Freeway and Anacostia Free-
way in D.C ......... .. ....... .. 

Construction of public HOV facilities 
to provide public access to 1-5 in 
the vicinity of the Anaheim Re
gional Transportation lntermodal 
Complex ............ .. .... .... .. ..... .. .. ..... .. . . 

Construction of 1-20 interchange at 
Lithonia Industrial Boulevard ........ 

The Southtowns Connector Buffalo, 
New York ..................................... .. . 

Improvements on Route 219 between 
Springville, New York, and 
Ellicottville, New York, with fund
ing for this project to have the 
same high priority as projects 
identified in section 140 of this 
Act ..... ... ................................. ... .... .. 

Veterans Memorial Interchange/Palo 
Verde Overpass Bridge Replace-
ment .... .... ... .. ....... ..... .......... ..... .... .. 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

12.6 

14.0 

8.0 

5.5 

17.5 

13.2 

10.l 

11.2 

2.8 

Island ............. Memorial Boulevard Pedestrian/Traf-
fic Improvements ... ............... 4.0 

Renton, Washing-
ton ........ ....... ... Houser Way Relocation Expansion ..... 3.5 

(3) ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES.-8 percent of 
the amount allocated by paragraph (2) for 
each project authorized by paragraph (2) 
shall be available for obligation in fiscal 
year 1992. 18.4 percent of such amount shall 
be available for obligation in each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(4) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under this 
subsection shall be 80 percent of the cost 
thereof. 

(5) DELEGATION TO STATES.-Subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall delegate responsibility for 
construction of a project or projects under 
this subsection to the State in which such 
project or projects are located upon request 
of such State. 

(6) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-When a State 
which has been delegated responsibility for 
construction of a project under this sub
section-

(A) has obligated all funds allocated under 
this subsection for construction of such 
project; and 

(B) proceeds to construct such project 
without the aid of Federal funds in accord
ance with all procedures and all require
ments applicable to such project, except in
sofar as such procedures and requirements 
limit the State to the construction of 
projects with the aid of Federal funds pre
viously allocated to it; 
the Secretary, upon the approval of the ap
plication of a State, shall pay to the State 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of the project when additional funds are allo
cated for such project under this subsection. 

(7) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this subsection shall be available 
for obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any project 
under this subsection shall be determined in 
accordance with this subsection and such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 
Funds authorized by this subsection shall 
not be subject to any obligation limitation. 
SEC. 150. MOLLY ANN'S BROOK, NEW JERSEY. 

The Secretary shall carry out a project to 
make modifications to bridges necessary for 
the Secretary of the Army to carry out a 

project for flood control, Molly Ann's Brook, 
New Jersey, authorized by section 401 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 
(100 Stat. 4119). Any Federal expenditures 
under this section and section 149 for such 
project shall be treated as part of the non
Federal share of the cost of such flood con
trol project. 
SEC. 151. PASSAIC AND BERGEN COUNTIES, NEW 

JERSEY. 
The highway project authorized by section 

149(a)(l) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 
(101 Stat. 181), shall include improvements to 
New Jersey State Route 21, the Crooks Ave
nue interchange between United States 
Route 46 and New Jersey State Route 20, and 
the United States Route 46 bridge over the 
Passaic River between Clifton and Elmwood 
Park, New Jersey. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Governor of the 
State of New Jersey shall carry out with re
spect to the construction of such highway 
project all of the responsibilities of the Sec
retary under title 23, United States Code, 
and all other provisions of law. In so doing, 
the Governor is authorized to waive any and 
all Federal requirements, the waiver of 
which the Governor determines to be in the 
public interest. 
SEC. Ui2. REGULATORY INTERPRETATIONS. 

(a) COATING OF STEEL.-Section 635.410 of 
title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
and any similar regulation, ruling, or deci
sion of the Department of Transportation 
shall be applied as if to include coating. 

(b) FUNDING OF FUSEES AND FLARES.-Sec
tion 393.95 of title 49 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations shall be applied so that fusees 
and flares are given equal priority with re
gard to use as reflecting signs. 
SEC. 153. HANDICAPPED PARKING SYSTEM. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of the progress being made by the 
States in adopting and implementing the 
uniform system for handicapped parking es
tablished in regulations issued by the Sec
retary pursuant to Public Law 100-641 (102 
Stat. 3335). 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit a report to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Public Works of the House of Representa
tives on the results of the study conducted 
under this section. 
SEC. 154. ROADSIDE BARRIER TECHNOLOGY. 

(a ) REQUIREMENT FOR INNOVATIVE BAR
RIERS.-Not less than 5 percent of the mile
age of new or replacement permanent me
dian barriers included in awarded contracts 
along Federal-aid highways within the 
boundaries of a State in each calendar year 
shall be innovative safety barriers. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.-Each State shall annu
ally certify to the Secretary its compliance 
with the requirements of this section. 

(C) DEFINITION OF INNOVATIVE SAFETY BAR
RIER.-For purposes of this section, the term 
" innovative safety barrier" means a median 
barrier, other than a guardrail, classified by 
the Federal Highway Administration as "ex
perimental" or that was classified as "oper
ational" after January 1, 1985. 
SEC. 155. DESIGN STANDARDS. 

(a) SURVEY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
survey to identify current State standards 
relating to geometric design, traffic control 
devices, roadside safety, safety appurtenance 
design, uniform traffic control devices, and 
sign legibility and directional clarity for all 
Federal-aid highways. The purpose of the 
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survey is to determine the necessity of up
grading such standards in order to enhance 
highway safety. In conducting the survey, 
the Secretary shall take into consideration 
posted speed limits as they relate to the de
sign of the highway. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report on the results of the survey 
conducted under this section, and on the 
crashworthiness of traffic lights, traffic 
signs, guardrails, impact attenuators, con
crete barrier treatments, and breakaway 
utility poles for bridges and roadways cur
rently used by States, together with any rec
ommendations of the Secretary relating to 
the purpose of the survey. 
SEC. 158. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY; CER

TAIN UNOBLIGATED BALANCES. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-This title, including 

the amendments made by this title, shall 
take effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments made 
by this title (other than section 160) shall 
apply to funds authorized to be appropriated 
or made available after September 30, 1991, 
and, except as otherwise provided in sub
section (c), shall not apply to funds appro
priated or made available on or before Sep
tember 30, 1991. 

(C) UNOBLIGATED BALANCES.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Unobligated balances of 

funds apportioned to a State under sections 
104(b)(l), 104(b)(2), 104(b)(5)(B), and 104(b)(6) of 
title 23, United States Code, before October 
1, 1991, shall be available for obligation in 
that State under the law, regulations, poli
cies and procedures relating to the obliga
tion and expenditure of those funds in effect 
on September 30, 1991. 

(2) TRANSFERABILITY.-
(A) PRIMARY SYSTEM.-A State may trans

fer unobligated balances of funds appor
tioned to the State for the Federal-aid pri
mary system before October l, 1991, to the 
apportionment to such State for 1 or more of 
the following: the National Highway System, 
the rural mobility system, the urban mobil
ity system. 

(B) SECONDARY SYSTEM.-A State may 
transfer unobligated balances of funds appor
tioned to the State for the Federal-aid sec
ondary system before October 1, 1991, to the 
apportionment to such State for the rural 
mobility system. 

(C) INTERSTATE 4R.-A State may transfer 
unobligated balances of funds apportioned to 
the State for resurfacing, restoring, rehabili
tating, and reconstructing the Interstate 
System before October l, 1991, to the appor
tionment to such State for the National 
Highway System. 

(D) URBAN SYSTEM.-A State may transfer 
unobligated balances of funds apportioned to 
the State for the Federal-aid urban system 
before October l, 1991, to the apportionment 
to such State for the urban mobility system. 
Any of such unobligated balances which were 
attributable to an urbanized area must be 
expended for projects in such urbanized area. 

(E) DATE.-A State may only make a 
transfer under this paragraph on October 1 of 
a fiscal year or, in the case of fiscal year 
1992, on the 30th day following the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(F ) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN LAWS, REGU
LATIONS, POLICIES, AND PROCEDURES.-Funds 
transferred under this paragraph shall be 
subject to the laws, regulations, policies, and 

procedures relating to the apportionment to 
which they are transferred. 

SEC.157. INNOVATIVE PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The purpose of this sec
tion is to provide assistance for highway 
projects demonstrating innovative tech
niques of highway construction and finance. 
Each State in which 1 of the projects author
ized by subsection (b) is located shall select 
and use, in carrying out such project, inno
vative techniques in highway construction 
or finance. Such techniques may include 
state-of-the-art technology for pavement, 
safety, or other aspects of highway construc
tion; innovative financing techniques; or ac
celerated procedures for construction. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECTS.-The Sec
retary is authorized to carry out the innova
tive projects described in this subsection. 
Subject to subsection (c), there is authorized 
to be appropriated out of the Highway Trust 
Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account) 
for fiscal years 1992 through 1997 to carry out 
each such project the amount listed for each 
such project: 

Amount 
City/State Innovative Projects in mil

lions 

Cadiz, Ohio ......... Construction of 4-lane Limited Ac-
cess Highway from Cadiz, OH to 
Interstate 70 lnterthange at St. 
Clairesville, OH along US Rt. 250 • 17.4 

Maryland .... ......... Construction of Durham Road Bridge 
#75 in Harford County, MD ........... 0.5 

Maryland ............. Construction of a replacement bridge 
at Furnace Road Bridge #74, Har-
ford County, MD ............................. 0.6 

Maryland ............. Construction of a replacement bridge 
at South Hampton Road Bridge 
#47, Harford County, MD .... ........... I.I 

Maryland ............. Construction of a replacement bridge 
at Wheel Road Bridge #9, Harford 
County, MD .............................. ....... 1.0 

Maryland ...... ....... Construction of a replacement bridge 
at Watervale Bridge #63, Harford, 
MD .................................................. 1.3 

Baltimore County, 
Maryland ......... Replacement Papermill Road Bridge 

#123 in Cockeysville Area of Balti-
more, MO........................................ 6.3 

Southern, Okla-
homa .... ........ .. 

Tulsa, Oklahoma . 

Atlanta, Georgia .. 

Chicago, Illinois .. 

Oceanside, Cali-

Testing of effectiveness of recyclable 
materials on a resurfacing project 
on US 70 in Southern, OK ............ . 

Upgrade US 75 to Expressway stand-
ards, Tulsa, OK ........ .................... .. 

For various transportation improve
ments in connection with the 
1996 Olympics, including the city 
of Atlanta advanced traffic man-
agement system (IVHS) ................ . 

Computerized infrastructure manage-
ment systems, Chicago, IL .......... .. 

fornia .............. Construction of A, B, and C seg-

2.4 

16.5 

58.0 

5.1 

ments of State Route 76 ............... 17 .0 
Carlsbad, Califor-

nia .................. Improvements to the interthange at 
Palomar Airport Road and Inter-
state 5 ........................................... 4.0 

Danville, Virginia To replace bridges on Main and 
Worsham Streets in Danville, VA ... 11.8 

Mokena, Illinois ... For construction of Wolf Road to an 
area between LaPort Road and 
U.S. Rt. 30 in Mokena, IL ...... ........ 1.6 

Frankfort, Illinois Village of Frankfort Roadway im-
provement projects ........ ................ 1.5 

Plainfield, Illinois Replacement of E J & E Viaduct over 
IL Rt. 59 and Oupage River Tribu-
tary .......... ................................ ....... 1.0 

Romeoville, Illi-
nois .......... ...... . Replacement of 135th Street Bridge, 

Romeoville, IL .. ............................... 7.0 
Water Street, 

Pennsylvania .. Construction of a 2 lane bypass 
around the Borough of Water 

Holidaysburg, 
Street on U.S. 22 of Pennsylvania 8.0 

Pennsylvania .. To relocate U.S. 22 around the Bor-
ough of Holidaysburg, Pennsylva-
nia ...................... ............................ 52.0 

Lewistown, Penn-
sylvania .......... For safety improvements on the Nar-

rows to eliminate potential prob-
lems brought on by rock slides ..... 1.6 

Pennsylvania .... ... To relocate U.S. Rt. 22 North of 
Lewistown, Pennsylvania ............... 40.8 

October 23, 1991 

City/State Innovative Projects 

Reedsville, Penn-
sylvania .. .. .. .... For construction of a 4 lane highway 

between Reedsville and Seven 
Mountains, Pennsylvania ...... ........ . 

Pennsylvania ....... To relocate section of railroad tracks 
between Hagerstown, Maryland 
and Schippensburg, Pennsylvan ia 
to eliminate 23 at-grade crossings 
and to make connection to an ex-
isting railroad line ........................ . 

Roaring Sp ring, 
Pennsylvania .. To upgrade to 3 lanes by adding a 

center turning lane a section of 
Pennsylvania 36 from New US 220 
to the intersection at Roaring 
Spring, Pennsylvania ................ .... . 

Altoona, Penn-
sylvania ...... .... To widen and extend Chestnut Ave

nue from Altoona to Juniata, 
Pennsylvania ................................. . 

Bedford County, 
Pennsylvania .. To widen Rt. 30 from the Narrows in 

Bedford to Mt. Dallas, Pennsylva-
nia .............. ........... .................. ..... .. 

Brevard County, 
Florida ............ Design, acquire right-of-way and 

Blacksburg, Vir
ginia Mont
gomery County 

Mobile, Alabama . 

Pennsylvania ....... 

Galina, Illinois .... 

Areneck County, 

construct a widened bridge on 
State Road 3 over the Barge 
Canal .. ......................... .................. . 

Construction of 6 mile 4 lane high
way to demonstrate intelligenVve-
hicle highway systems .................. . 

For reconstruction of the West Tunnel 
Plaza lnterthange on 1-10 from 
Virginia Street to Mobile River 
Tunnel, Mobile, Alabama .. ............ . 

To widen US Rt. 202 from King of 
Prussia to Montgomeryville, Penn-
sylvania .............................. .......... .. 

To conduct environmental, prelimi
nary engineering and design stud
ies to widen a 47 mile stretch of 
US 20 to 4 lanes .......................... . 

Michigan ......... To improve a 12-mile stretch of US 
23 between Rt. 13 and Rt. 65, 

Brooks, Jim Wells, 
and Live Oak 

Michigan ...... ............................. .... . 

Counties, Texas To improve, upgrade and widen U.S. 
281 to the Mexican Border .......... .. 

Alabama .............. To construct a 4-Lane access con-
trolled highway to bypass Mont
gomery, Alabama and connect 1-
65 and 1-85 .................................. . 

North Dakota ....... To design computerized system to in
ventory and manage off system 
bridge repairs or replacement 
statewide; begin repair activities .. 

Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia .............. For preliminary work on a project to 

enhance the capacity of 1-5 in 
Los Angeles and Orange County 
from the downtown area to the 
State Rt. 91 interthange in Buena 
Park .............................................. .. 

Mendon, Illinois .. To construct 14.8 miles of Highway 
336 from Illinois Rt. 61 near 
Mendon, Illinois to West Point 
Road ................. ........................ .... .. 

Bryden, Washing-
ton .......... ........ Construct 3 miles of new and im-

proved highways connecting 
Clarkston, Washington with Lewis-
ton, Idaho ...................................... . 

Missouri .............. To widen 1-55 between Rt. M and Rt. 
67 in Jefferson County, Missouri ... 

Jefferson County, 
Missouri .. ........ To upgrade 7 .9 miles of Missouri 

Hi.ghw~ 21 in Jefferson County, 
M1ssoun ........................... ......... .... .. 

St. Louis, Mis-
souri ........ ....... To construct a 4-Lane outer beltway 

Hillsborough, Flor-

connecting 1-55 and 1-44 in St. 
Louis and Jefferson County, Mis-
souri ...... ........................................ . 

ida .................. Widen and enhance safety and 
drainage features of 1-4 from 
Tampa to the Hillsborough County 
Line ................... .......... ................. .. 

Wichita, Kansas .. To construct a 6 lane access con
trolled highway and interthange 
at Oliver Street ............................ .. 

Brigham City, 
Utah ................ To construct an interthange on 1-15 

at Forest St. in Brigham City, 
Utah ..................................... ........ .. 

Utah .................... For the upgrading of US 89 in Davis 
and Weber Counties, Utah ............ . 

Grand Rapids, 
Michigan ......... For construction of a bypass around 

Grand Rapids, Michigan connect-
ing 1-96 and 1-196 ...................... . 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

35.1 

14.4 

8.8 

7.12 

33.6 

8.1 

7.0 

8.0 

10.5 

2.3 

5.5 

35.0 

14.0 

10.5 

7.9 

5.9 

4.6 

6.0 

6.0 

9.0 

29.0 

7.8 

4.3 

3.5 

8.1 



October 23, 1991 

City/State 

Suffolk County/ 
Long Island, 

Innovative Projects 

New York ........ Avoid erecting costly areas through 
selective black topping through 
high noise road segments ............ . 

Suffolk County, 
New York ........ Evaluate suitability of composting 

Springfield, South 

and recycling for use on federal
aid highway medians and perim-
eters .............................................. . 

Dakota ............ Plan, engineer and construct a 

Vermillion, South 
Dakota ........... . 

Pennsylvania ...... . 

Genesse, Michi-
gan ................ . 

flint. Michigan ... . 

Flint, Michigan ... . 

Flint, Michigan ... . 

Salem, Oregon ... . 

Montgomeryville, 

bridge across the Missouri River 
to connect South Dakota Rt. 37 to 
Nebraska Highway 12 ......•............. 

Engineer and construct bridge across 
the Missouri River in the vicinity 
of Vermillion, South Dakota .......... . 

Design, engineer and construct 2 
exits off Interstate 81 at Wilkes
Barre and Mountaintop, Penn-
sylvania ......................................... . 

Widen and improve pavement in 
Mundy Township, from Baldwin 
Rd. to Cook Rd ............................ .. 

Engineer, design and construct im
proved and widened 5-Lane road . 

Engineer, design and construct 1.02 
miles of 5-Lane roadway .............. . 

Right-of-way acquisition, relocation 
and construction of Bristol Road .. 

To construct the Salem Bypass 
around Salem, Oregon ................. .. 

Pennsylvania .. To improve U.S. 202 from 
Montgomeryville to Doylestown, 

Amherst/Erie 
County, New 

Pennsylvania ................................. . 

York ......... ....... Widen 2 miles of Rt. 263 from 2 
lanes to 4 lanes and rehabilitate 
a 4 mile stretch of Rt. 78 ............ . 

Idaho ........... ........ To improve the Bryden County Rd. 
from Washington State Line to 
Lewiston, Idaho ............................. . 

Mojave, California Widen and reconstruct bridge to 
CALTRANS height standards ......... . 

Freemon!, Iowa ... For construction of Iowa highway #2 
from Sidney, Iowa to 1--29 in 
Freemon! County, Iowa ..... .. .. ........ . 

Council Bluffs, 
Iowa .... ............ For a variety of improvements to the 

Valley View Corridor in Council 
Bluffs, Iowa ................................... . 

Indiana ................ Construct extension of Interstate 69 
to link Evansville and Indianap-
olis, Indiana .................................. . 

Aberdeen, Ohio .... U.S. 62 Ohio River Bridge ....... .......... . 
Jacksonville, Illi-

nois ................. U.S. 67 Jacksonville Bypass .............. . 
Snohomish, 

Washington ..... Snohomish County, Washington HOV 
Lanes ............................................. . 

Portland/S. Port-
land, Maine .... Portland-S. Portland Bridge .............. . 

Iowa .................... Highway 63 Improvements, Waterloo 
to New Hampton, Iowa ................. . 

Brook Park, Ohio . Aerospace Technology Clark Access 
Rd., Brookpark, Ohio .................... .. 

California ............ Rt. 156 Hollister Bypass, San Benito, 
California ................................. ..... . 

Monterey, Califor-
nia .................. Rt. IOI, Prunedale, California .......... . 

New Jersey .......... Rt. 21 Viaduct, Newark, New Jersey, 
City of Newark's Project ............... . 

New Jersey .......... Rt. 21 widening, Newark, New Jersey, 
City of Newark's Project ............... . 

North Carolina .... U.S. 64 widening in Chatham and 
Wake Counties, North Carolina ...... 

Tennessee ........... 1-81/lndustrial Park South Inter-
change, Sullivan County, Ten-
nessee ........ .................................. .. 

Tennessee ........... Foothills Parkway: Pittman Center to 
Cosby, Tennessee .......................... . 

Ohio ..................... Kelly Avenue extension, Akron, Ohio .. 
Exton, Pennsylva-

nia .................. Exton Bypass, Exton, Pennsylvania ... . 
Alabama .............. Black Warrier River Bridge, Tusca-

loosa County, Alabama ................. . 
Maple Grove, Min-

nesota ............. Highway 610 crosstown project, 
Maple Grove, Minnesota ............... . 

California ............ l-880/Alvarado-Niles Road Inter-
change, Union City, California ...... 

Merrysville, Wash-
ington ............. Interstate 5 Interchange improve-

ment: 88th Street, Merrysville, 
Washington ................ .. ................. . 

Myrtle Beach, 
South Carolina Carolina Bays Parkway, Myrtle Beach, 

South Carolina .............................. . 
Mississippi .......... U.S. 90 improvements including 6 

lane bridge and approaches, 
Pascagoula, Mississippi ............... . 
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Amount 
in mil
lions 

2.3 

0.4 

5.6 

4.3 

11.7 

0.16 

0.5 

0.9 

3.7 

7.1 

7.6 

9.0 

6.3 

2.1 

10.3 

1.2 

4.5 
18.3 

II.I 

7.7 

4.3 

17.9 

16.8 

0.9 

3.5 

15.7 

14.6 

6.2 

6.8 

13.2 
11.2 

25.8 

7.6 

9.0 

11.2 

2.2 

7.0 

5.1 

Amount 
City/State Innovative Projects in mil

lions 

Bakersfield, Cali-
fornia .............. Rt. 58 Improvements, Bakersfield, 

California ....................................... 5.6 
Sante Fe Springs, 

California ........ Norwalk Blvd. grade separation, 
Santa Fe Springs, California ......... 5.6 

Hoquiam, Wash-
ington ............. Gray's Harbor Industrial Corridor 

Bridge, Hoquiam, Washington ....... 5.6 
Traverse City, 

Michigan ......... Traverse City Bypass, Traverse City, 
Michigan ........................................ 4.5 

Nevada ............ .... Lamoille Highway widening, Elko 
County, Nevada .............................. 2.8 

Reno, Nevada ...... U.S. 395 Extension, Reno, Nevada ..... 2.1 
Carson City. Ne-

vada ............... Carson City Bypass, Carson City, Ne-
vada ............................................. .. 9.0 

Columbus, Ohio .. .1--270 North outerbelt widening, 
Franklin County, Ohio ........ .......... .. 12.1 

St. Thomas. Vir
gin Islands ..... 

Illinois ............... .. 
Illinois 
Indiana .............. .. 
District of Colum-

bia ................. . 
Ohio .................... . 

Arkansas ........... .. 

Ft. Worth, Texas .. 

Illinois ................ . 

Leroy, Illinois ...... . 

Ford County, Illi-
nois .............. .. . 

Illinois .. c ... .. . . .. ... . . 

Emington, Illinois 

Illinois ................ . 
Illinois .......... ...... . 
Illinois ............... . . 

Huntington Coun
~. Pennsylva-
nia ................. . 

Chicago, Illinois .. 

Cadillac, Michi-

Feasibility study of constructing a 
second road to the west end of 
the island ..................................... .. 

DeOuoin Highway Bridge ................... . 
Tamarack Street Extension ............... .. 
East Chicago Marina Access Road .. .. 

Hybrid Fuel Cell ..................... ............ . 
Rehabilitation of Bridge on U.S. 224 

near State Route 616 .... .............. .. 
North Belt Freeway Project, Thornton, 

Arkansas ........................ .... ........... . 
1-35 Basswood Interchange, Ft. 

Worth, Texas ..... ............................ .. 
Illinois 17 road replacement •. 2 miles 

west of Splear Road to Illinois 1: 
5.3 miles .................... ................... . 

U.S. 150 road replacement, North of 
Hemlock Street to South of Gil
more Street in Leroy: 1.6 miles ..... 

U.S. 24 replacement, I.I miles east 
of Forrest to Ford County Line: 8.0 
miles ............................................ .. 

U.S. 24 road replacement: Crescent 
City to Illinois 1 in Watseka: 6.3 
miles ............................................. . 

Emington Spur road replacement Illi
nois 47 to Emington: 2.9 miles 
Emington, Illinois .......................... . 

New Lenox Road Improvement .......... . 
Shorewood Roadway Improvements .. . 
Bridge painting of various moveable 

bridges to prevent rusting, Chi-
cago, Illinois ......... ........................ . 

Jacobs Timber Bridge over Greater 
Trough Creek ................................. . 

landscaping, resurfacing, repair and 
replacement of curbs and gutters, 
bridge cleaning and repair of 
lights and redesigning and instal
lation of new signs historic 28 
mile Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois ... 

gan ................. Improvements to highway U.S. 131, 

2.0 
3.12 
0.6 

10.1 

4.2 

1.0 

10.5 

5.6 

2.1 

1.2 

2.1 

2.9 

0.65 
3.0 
1.5 

3.3 

0.35 

9.1 

north of Cadillac ....................... ..... 4.2 
Durham County, 

North Carolina 

Corpus Christi to 
Angleton, Texas 

Fort Worth, Texas 

West Sacramento, 

Accelerated construction of a four
lane divided freeway on Route 147 

Construct new multi-lane freeway ..... 
Construction of an overpass and 

frontage road at the Fort Worth 
Hillwood/1--35 interchange ............ . 

California ......•. Construction of Industrial Boulevard 
Bridge over Sacramento River 
Barge Canal in West Sacramento, 

45.3 

35.0 

5.6 

California ....................................... 9.8 
Baltimore County, 

Maryland ......... Hi95 Improvements in Baltimore 
County, Maryland ........................... 28.2 

Hampton Roads, 
Virginia ........... 1-64 Crossing of Hampton Roads ..... 7.0 

Calumet City, Illi-
nois ................. Reconstruction of 156th Street and 

156th Place from Burkham Avenue 
to State line ................................... 1.5 

Frankfort Town-
ship, Illinois ... Improvements of streets in Frankfort 

Township ........................................ 1.2 
Matteson, Illinois 1-57 Bridge Improvements ................. 4.2 
Illinois ................. Road Improvement, U.S. 150/111. 1 

from Belguim to South of Westville 4.5 
Illinois ................. Road Improvement, U.S. 45 from 

Savoy to Tolono .............................. 6.6 
Alabama .............. Patton Island Bridge Project .............. 5.5 

(C) ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES.-8 percent of 
the amount allocated by subsection (b) for 
each project authorized by subsection (b) 
shall be available for obligation in fiscal 
year 1992. 18.4 percent of such amount shall 

be available for obligation in each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under this 
section shall be 80 percent of the cost there
of. 

(e) DELEGATION TO STATES.-Subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall delegate responsibility for 
construction of a project or projects under 
this section to the State in which such 
project or projects are located upon request 
of such State. 

(f) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-When a State 
which has been delegated responsibility for 
construction of a project under this section

(!) has obligated all funds allocated under 
this section for construction of such project; 
and 

(2) proceeds to construct such project with
out the aid of Federal funds in accordance 
with all procedures and all requirements ap
plicable to such project, except insofar as 
such procedures and requirements limit the 
State to the construction of projects with 
the aid of Federal funds previously allocated 
to it; 
the Secretary, upon the approval of the ap
plication of a State, shall pay to the State 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of the project when additional funds are allo
cated for such project under this section. 

(g) REPORTS.-Not later than 1 year after 
completion of a project under this section, 
the State in which such project is located 
shall submit to the Secretary a report on the 
innovative techniques used in carrying out 
such project and on the results obtained 
through the use of such techniques. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this section shall be available for 
obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any project 
under this section shall be determined in ac
cordance with this section and such funds 
shall remain available until expended. Funds 
authorized by this section shall not be sub
ject to any obligation limitation. 
SEC. 158. ORANGE COUNTY TOLL PILOT 

PROJECTS. 
(a) ExEMPTION OF CERTAIN LANDS.-For the 

purposes of any approval by the Secretary of 
proposed highway improvements authorized 
by section 129(j)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code, in Orange County, California, pursuant 
to section 303 of title 49, United States Code, 
and section 138 of title 23, United States 
Code, those sections (collectively known as 
"section 4(D") shall not be applicable to pub
lic park, recreation area, wildlife and water
fowl refuge (collectively referred to herein
after in this section as "parkland")-

(!) that are acquired by a public entity 
after a governmental agency's approval of a 
State or Federal environmental document 
established the location of a highway adja
cent to the parklands; or 

(2) where the planning or acquisition docu
ments for the parklands specifically referred 
to or reserved the specific location of the 
highway. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-Without limiting its 
prospective application, this section shall 
apply to any approval of the proposed high
way improvements by the Secretary prior to 
the effective date of this section only if-

(1) the approximately 360 acres comprising 
the proposed Upper Peters Canyon Regional 
Park in Orange County, California, is con
veyed to a public agency for use as public 
park and recreation land or a wildlife or wa
terfowl refuge, or both, within 90 days of 
such effective date; 
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(2) the approximately 100 acres of lands de

scribed as the Dedication Area in that cer
tain Option Agreement dated April 16, 1991, 
by and between the city of Laguna Beach 
and the owner thereof is conveyed to a public 
agency for use as public park and recreation 
land for a wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or 
both, within 90 days of such effective date. 

(c) PURPOSE.-This section is adopted in 
recognition of unique circumstances in Or
ange County, California, including a com
prehensive land use planning process; the 
joint planning of thousands of acres of park
lands with the locations of the proposed 
highway improvement; the provision of 
rights-of-way for high occupancy vehicle 
lanes and fixed rail transit in the 3 transpor
tation corridors; the use of toll financing, 
which will discourage excessive automobile 
travel; and the inclusion of a county-wide 
growth management element and substantial 
local transit funding commitment in the 
county's voter-approved supplemental sales 
tax for transportation. 

(d) LIMITATIONS ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC
TION.-ln no event shall this section be con
strued to apply to any other highway 
projects other than the proposed San Joa
quin Hills, Foothill, and Eastern Transpor
tation Corridor highways in Orange County, 
California. Nothing in this section is in
tended to waive any provision of law (includ
ing the National Environmental Policy Act, 
the Endangered Species Act, and the Na
tional Historic Preservation Act) other than 
the specific exemptions to section 303 of title 
49 and section 138 of title 23, United States 
Code. Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to give affect or to approve regula
tions issued pursuant to section 4(f) and pub
lished in the Federal Register on April 1, 1991 
(56 Federal Register 62). 
SEC. 159. FEASIBILITY OF INTERNATIONAL BOR

DER HIGHWAY INFRASTRUCTURE 
DISCRETIONARY PROGRAM. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of the advisability and feasibility of 
establishing an international border highway 
infrastructure discretionary program. The 
purpose of such a program would be to en
able States and Federal agencies to con
struct, replace, and rehabilitate highway in
frastructure facilities at international bor
ders when such States, agencies, and the 
Secretary find that an international bridge 
or a reasonable segment of a major highway 
providing access to such a bridge (1) is im
portant; (2) is unsafe because of structural 
deficiencies, physical deterioration, or func
tional obsolescence; (3) poses a safety hazard 
to highway users; (4) by its construction, re
placement, or rehabilitation, would mini
mize disruptions, delays, and costs to users; 
or (5) by its construction, replacement, or re
habilitation, would provide more efficient 
routes for international trade and commerce. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than September 30, 
1993, the Secretary shall transmit to Con
gress a report on the results of the study 
conducted under this section, together with 
any recommendations to the Secretary. 
SEC. 160. PRIOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

(a) TAMPA, FLORIDA.-The unobligated bal
ance of funds provided under section 149 of 
the Surface Transportation and Uniform Re
location Assistance Act of 1987 for carrying 
out subsection (a)(81) of such section shall be 
available to the Secretary for carrying out a 
highway project to widen, modernize, and 
make safety improvements to interstate 
route 1-4 in Hillsborough County, Florida, 
from its intersection with 1-275 in Tampa, 
Florida, to the Hillsborough-Polk County 
line. 

(b) SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO.-The unobli
gated balance of funds provided under sec
tion 149 of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 
for carrying out subsection (a)(107) of such 
section shall be available to the Secretary 
for carrying out a highway project to con
struct a bypass for Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

(c) LARKSPUR TO KORBEL, CALIFORNIA.-The 
unobligated balance of funds provided under 
section 149 of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987 for carrying out subsection (a)(41)(B) of 
such section shall be available to the Sec
retary for carrying out a highway project to 
construct a transportation corridor along a 
right-of-way which is parallel to Route 101 in 
California and connects Larkspur, Califor
nia, and Korbel, California. 
SEC. 161. WILLIAM H. HARSHA BRIDGE. 

The United States Route 68 bridge across 
the Ohio River between Aberdeen, Ohio, and 
Maysville, Kentucky, shall be known and 
designated as the "William H. Harsha 
Bridge". 
SEC. 162. COMMEMORATION OF DWIGHT D. EI

SENHOWER NATIONAL SYSTEM OF 
INTERSTATE AND DEFENSE HIGH
WAYS. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study to determine an appropriate symbol or 
emblem to be placed on highway signs refer
ring to the Interstate System to commemo
rate the vision of President Dwight D. Eisen
hower in creating the Dwight D. Eisenhower 
National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the effective date of this title, the Secretary 
shall report to Congress on the results of the 
study under this section. 
SEC. 163. USE OF HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE 

LANES BY MOTORBIKES. 
Section 163 of the Surface Transportation 

Assistance Act of 1982 (23 U.S.C. 146 note) is 
amended-

(1) by inserting before "and acceptance" 
the following: ", after notice in the Federal 
Register and an opportunity for public com
ment,"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"Any certification made before the effective 
date of title 1 of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991 
shall not be recognized by the Secretary 
until the Secretary publishes notice of such 
certification in the Federal Register and pro
vides an opportunity for public comment on 
such certification.". 
SEC. UM. USE OF TOURIST ORIENTED DIREC

TIONAL SIGNS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall en

courage the States to provide for equitable 
participation in the use of tourist oriented 
directional signs or "logo" signs along the 
Interstate System and the Federal-aid pri
mary system (as defined under section 131(t) 
of title 23, United States Code). 

(b) STUDY.-Not later than 1 year after the 
effective date of this title, the Secretary 
shall conduct a study and report to Congress 
on the participation in the use of signs re
ferred to in subsection (a) and the practices 
of the States with respect to the use of such 
signs. 
SEC. 166. PENSACOLA, FWRIDA. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of the feasibility of constructing, in 
accordance with standards applicable to 
Interstate System highways, a 4-lane high
way connecting Interstate Route 65 and 
Interstate Route 10 in the vicinity of Pensa
cola, Florida. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 

Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re
port on the results of the study conducted 
under this section, together with rec
ommendations for the location of a corridor 
in which to construct the highway described 
in subsection (a). 
SEC. 166. INCLUSION OF CALHOUN COUNTY, MIS

SISSIPPI, IN APPALACHIA. 
Section 403 of the Appalachian Regional 

Development Act of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 403) 
is amended in the fifth undesignated para
graph of such section by inserting "Cal
houn," after "Benton,". 
SEC. 167. HIGHER FEDERAL SHARE. 

If any highway project authorized to be 
carried out under section 128(h), 134(c), 140, 
149, 157, or 505 of this Act is a project which 
would be eligible for assistance under section 
204 of title 23, United States Code, or is a 
project on a federally owned bridge, the Fed
eral share payable on account of such project 
shall be 100 percent for purposes of this Act. 
SEC. 168. WORK ZONE SAFETY. 

(a) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT.-The Sec
retary shall develop a proposed work zone 
safety program which will improve work 
zone safety at highway construction sites by 
enhancing the quality and effectiveness of 
traffic control devices, safety appurtenances, 
traffic control plans, and bidding practices 
for traffic control devices and services. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the effective date of this title, the Secretary 
shall transmit to Congress the proposed pro
gram developed under subsection (a) and rec
ommendations for implementation of such 
program. 
SEC. 169. MISCELLANEOUS HIGHWAY PROJECT 

AUTHORIZATIONS. 
(a) BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON PARKWAY.

There is authorized to be appropriated 
$74,000,000 for renovation and reconstruction 
of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway in 
Prince Georges County, Maryland. The Fed
eral share of the cost of such project shall be 
100 percent. 

(b) EXIT 26 BRIDGE.-There is authorized to 
be appropriated $22,400,000 for construction 
of the Exit 26 Bridge in Schenectady County, 
New York. The Federal share of the cost of 
such project shall be 80 percent. 

(C) CUMBERLAND GAP TuNNEL.-There are 
authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to complete construction 
of the Cumberland Gap Tunnel, Kentucky, 
including associated approaches and other 
necessary road work. The Federal share of 
the cost of such project shall be 100 percent. 

(d) RIVERSIDE EXPRESSWAY.-There is au
thorized to be appropriated $53,400,000 for 
construction of the Riverside Expressway, 
including bridges crossing the Monongahela 
River and Buffalo Creek, in the vicinity of 
Fairmont, West Virginia. The Federal share 
of the cost of such project shall be 80 per
cent. 

(e) BUSWAY.-There is authorized to be ap
propriated $39,500,000 for design and con
struction of an exclusive busway linking 
Pittsburgh and Pittsburgh Airport. The Fed
eral share of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(f) ExTON BYPASS.-There is authorized to 
be appropriated $11,004,000 for construction 
of the Exton Bypass, in Exton, Pennsylvania. 
The Federal share of such project shall be 80 
percent. 

(g) PENNSYLVANIA RoUTE 33 EXTENSION.
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$5,000,000 for extension of Route 33 in North
ampton County, Pennsylvania. The Federal 
share of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(h) U.S. RoUTE 202.-There is authorized to 
be appropriated $4,500,000 for construction of 
U.S. Route 202. The Federal share of such 
project shall be 80 percent. 
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(i) WOODROW WILSON BRIDGE.-There is au

thorized to be appropriated $15,000,000 for re
habilitation of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge. 
The Federal share of such project shall be 100 
percent. 

(j) U.S. ROUTE 222 RELOCATION.-There is 
authorized to be appropriated $450,000 for en
gineering studies to relocate U.S. Route 222 
in Lehigh County. The Federal share of such 
project shall be 80 percent. 

(k) WARREN 0UTERBELT IMPROVEMENT, 
WARREN, Omo.-There is authorized to be ap
propriated $1,000,000 for design and construc
tion of Warren Outerbelt improvements, 
Warren, Ohio. The Federal share of such 
project shall be 80 percent. 

(1) Omo STATE RoUTE 46 IMPROVEMENTS.
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$2,000,000 for design and construction of Ohio 
State Route 46 improvements. The Federal 
share of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(m) Omo STATE RoUTE 5 IMPROVEMENTS.
There is authorized to be appropriated 
Sl,000,000 for design and construction of Ohio 
State Route 5 improvements. The Federal 
share of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(n) U.S. RoUTE 62 IMPROVEMENTS, OHIO.
There is authorized to be appropriated 
Sl,000,000 for design and construction of U.S. 
Route 62 improvements, Ohio. The Federal 
share of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(0) OHIO STATE ROUTE 534 IMPROVEMENTS.
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$1,000,000 for design and construction of Ohio 
State Route 534 improvements. The Federal 
share of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(p) OHIO STATE RoUTE 45 IMPROVEMENTS.
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$1,000,000 for design and construction of Ohio 
State Route 45 improvements. The Federal 
share of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(q) ROUTE 120, LOCKHAVEN, PENNSYLVA
NIA.-There is authorized to be appropriated 
$4,000,000 for the widening of Route 120 and 
the removal of unstable rockfill area, 
Lockhaven, Pennsylvania. The Federal share 
of such project shall be 80 percent. 

(r) TRUSS BRIDGE, TIOGA RIVER, 
LAWRENCEVILLE, PENNSYLVANIA.-There is 
authorized to be appropriated $3,200,000 to re
place the existing Truss Bridge across the 
Tioga River, in Lawrenceville, Pennsylvania. 
The Federal share of such project shall be 80 
percent. 

(s) U.S. RoUTE 6, BRADFORD COUNTY, PENN
SYLVANIA.-There is authorized to be appro
priated $3,000,000 for the widening of U.S. 
Route 6 (Wysox Narrows Road), in Bradford 
County, Pennsylvania. The Federal share of 
such project shall be 80 percent. 

(t) SEBRING/MANSFIELD BYPASS PENNSYLVA
NIA.-There is authorized to be appropriated 
$4,800,000 for design and construction of the 
Sebring/Mansfield Bypass on U.S. 15, Penn
sylvania. The Federal share of such project 
shall be 80 percent. 

(u) 1-5 IMPROVEMENTS.-The States of Or
egon and Washington should give priority 
consideration to improvements on the 1-5 
Corridor. The Secretary shall give priority 
consideration to funding 1-5 improvements 
from section 118(c)(2) of title 23, United 
States Code, as amended by this Act. 

(v) RoUTE 219.-The Secretary shall des
ignate Route 219 from the Maryland line to 
Buffalo, New York, as part of the National 
Highway System. 

(W) COALFIELDS EXPRESSWAY.-There is au
thorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary for design and construc
tion of the project known as "Coalfields Ex
pressway" from Beckley, West Virginia, to 
the West Virginia-Virginia State line, gen
erally following the corridor defined by, but 

not necessarily limited to, Routes 54, 97, 10, 
16, and 93. The Federal share of such project 
shall be 80 percent. 

(x) UNITED STATES ROUTE 119.-There is au
thorized to be appropriated $70,000,000 for up
grading United States Route 119 to 4 lanes 
beginning west of Huddy, Kentucky. The 
Federal share of such project shall be 80 per
cent. 

(y) CHAMBERSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA.-Not 
later than 30 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, in Chambersburg, Penn
sylvania, at both the intersection of Lincoln 
Way and Sixth Street and the intersection of 
Lincoln Way and Coldbrook Avenue, the 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
shall include an exclusive pedestrian phase 
in the existing lighting sequence between the 
hours of 8:00 and 8:30 A.M. and between the 
hours of 2:45 and 3:45 P.M. on weekdays. 
SEC. 170. RAILROAD RELOCATION AND DEM

ONSTRATION PROGRAM. 
Section 163(p) of the Federal-Aid Highway 

Act of 1973 (23 U.S.C. 130 note) is amended by 
striking "and 1991," and inserting "1991, 1992, 
1993, and 1994,". 
SEC. 171. VALUE ENGINEERING REVIEW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 1 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 152 the following new section: 
"§ 158. Value engineering review 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-Within 1 year after 
the effective date of this section, the Sec
retary shall issue regulations for establish
ment of value engineering review programs 
by the States. Such regulations shall apply 
to highway projects for new construction or 
major reconstruction, as defined by the Sec
retary. Beginning in fiscal year 1994, the Sec
retary shall not approve a highway project 
covered under this section unless the State 
has in effect a value engineering review pro
gram which complies with the requirements 
of this section. 

"(b) REPORT.-By January l, 1995, and 
every 2 years thereafter, the Secretary shall 
submit to Congress a report on implementa
tion of value engineering programs under 
this section, including an evaluation of how 
effectively such programs are being imple
mented and recommendations on methods to 
improve implementation of such programs. 

"(c) VALUE ENGINEERING REVIEW DE
FINED.-For purposes of this section, the 
term •value engineering review' means a spe
cialized technique that considers and ana
lyzes all facets of the highway contract 
under review for the purposes of reducing 
costs, to the maximum extent feasible, and 
improving the overall quality of the 
project.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 1 of such title is amended by in
serting after the item relating to section 152 
the following new item: 
"153. Value engineering review.". 
SEC. 172. J. CLIFFORD NAUGLE BYPASS. 

The highway bypass being constructed 
around the Borough of Ligonier in West
moreland County, Pennsylvania, shall be 
known and designated as the "J. Clifford 
Naugle Bypass". 
SEC. 173. INTERIM ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION 

PROGRAM. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Upon approval of an 

application of a State, the Secretary is au
thorized to pay in accordance with section 
115 of title 23, United States Code, to the 
State the Federal share of the cost of a 
project which was commenced after Septem
ber 30, 1991, and before the date of the enact
ment of this Act, notwithstanding that the 
plans and specifications for the project were 

not approved in accordance with subsection 
(a)(2) or (b)(l)(A) of such section before the 
project was commenced and notwithstanding 
the limitation set forth in subsection (a)(3) 
of such section. 

(b) LIMITATION.-An application may not be 
approved under this subsection with respect 
to a project under section 103(e)(4), 104(b)(l), 
104(b)(2), 104(b)(5)(A), 104(b)(5)(B), 104(b)(6), 
130, 144, 152, or section 307 of title 23, United 
States Code, if the Federal share of the cost 
of such project when added to the Federal 
share of the costs of projects under such sec
tion for which applications have been ap
proved under this section exceeds the 
amount apportioned to the State under such 
section for fiscal year 1991. 

(c) APPORTIONMENT ACCOUNTS.-Payments 
made pursuant to applications approved 
under this section for a project under section 
103(e)(4), 104(b)(l), 104(b)(2), 104(b)(5)(A), 
104(b)(5)(B), 104(b)(6), 130, 144, 152, or section 
307 of title 23, United States Code, shall be 
made from the apportionments made on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
to the State under such section; except that 
payments for a project which but for this 
clause would be made under section 
104(b)(5)(B) of title 23, United States Code, 
shall be made from the apportionment of 
such State under section 104(b)(l) of such 
title and payments for a project which but 
for this clause would be made under section 
152 of such title shall be made from the ap
portionment of such State under section 130 
of such title. 
SEC. 174. PRESIDENTIAL HIGHWAY, FULTON 

COUNTY, GEORGIA. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the Secretary shall 
approve the construction of the Department 
of Transportation project MEACU-9152(2) in 
Fulton County, Georgia, as described in the 
legal settlement agreed to for the project by 
the Georgia Department of Transportation, 
the city of Atlanta, and CAUTION, Inc. Exe
cution of the settlement agreement by those 
parties and approval of the settlement agree
ment by the DeKalb County, Georgia Supe
rior Court shall be deemed to constitute full 
compliance with all Federal laws applicable 
to carrying out the project. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL FUNDING.
With the exception of Federal funds ex
pended for construction of the project de
scribed in subsection (a) and with the excep
tion of Federal funds appropriated or author
ized for the acquisition, creation, or develop
ment of parks or battlefield sites, no further 
Federal funds, including funds from the 
Highway Trust Fund and funds appropriated 
for the Federal-aid highway systems, shall 
be authorized, appropriated, or expended for 
expanding the capacity of the project de
scribed in subsection (a) or for new construc
tion of a Federal-aid highway in any portion 
of rights-of-way previously acquired for De
partment of Transportation project MEACU-
9152(2) which is not used for construction of 
such project as described in subsection (a) 
and in any portion of the rights-of-way pre
viously acquired for Georgia project 1-485-
1(46) in Fulton County, Georgia; Georgia 
project U-061-1(14) in Fulton and DeKalb 
Counties, Georgia; and Georgia project F-
056-1(12) in Fulton County, Georgia. 

(c) LIMITATION ON EFFECT.-ln the event 
that the settlement agreement referred to in 
subsection (a) is not executed by the parties 
or approved by the DeKalb County, Georgia 
Superior Court in Case No. ~29-3, this 
section shall have no force or effect. 
SEC. 175. INFRASTRUCTURE AWARENESS PRO

GRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-For the purpose of creat

ing an awareness by the public and State and 



28198 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
local governments of the state of the Na
tion's infrastructure and to encourage and 
stimulate efforts by the public and such gov
ernments to undertake studies and projects 
to improve the infrastructure, the Secretary 
is authorized to fund the production of a doc
umentary in cooperation with a not-for-prof
it national public television station. 

(b) FUNDING.-There is authorized to be ap
propriated to the Secretary to carry out this 
section $2,000,000, for fiscal years beginning 
after September 30, 1991, out of the Highway 
Trust Fund (other than the Mass Transit Ac
count), which shall be available until ex
pended. All of the provisions of chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, shall apply to 
the funds provided under this section. This 
section shall not be subject to any obligation 
limitation. 
SEC. 178. UNITED STATES-CANADA BRIDGES. 

The Secretary shall collect and analyze 
data, in cooperation with the Niagara Falls 
Bridge Commission on the volume of traffic 
crossing the Rainbow, Whirlpool Rapids, and 
Lewiston-Queenston International bridges. 
This effort shall assure that data is quality 
controlled for accuracy and is disseminated 
to the Niagara Falls Bridge Commission and 
other interested parties. 
SEC.177. USE OF COMPOST. 

It is the sense of Congress that State and 
local governments should encourage the en
vironmentally safe use of compost, soil 
amendment, soil conditioner, and composite 
and fertilizer products derived from treated 
municipal sewage sludge along the rights-of
way of Federal-aid highways. Uses should in
clude, but not be limited to, highway plant
ing projects, recultivation, and erosion con
trol programs. 
SEC. 178. STUDY ON STATE COMPLIANCE WITH 

REQUIREMENTS FOR REVOCATION 
AND SUSPENSION OF DRIVERS' LI· 
CENSES. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of State efforts to comply with the 
provisions of section 333 of the Department 
of Transportation and Related Agencies Ap
propriation Act, 1991 (104 Stat. 2184), relating 
to revocation and suspension of drivers' li
censes. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re
port on the results of the study conducted 
under this section. 
SEC. 179. PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT PRO· 

GRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish a private sector involvement pro
gram to encourage States to contract with 
private firms for engineering and design 
services in carrying out Federal-aid highway 
projects. 

(b) GRANTS TO STATES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-ln conducting the pro

gram under this section, the Secretary shall 
make grants in each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 
1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 to not less than 3 
States which the Secretary determines have 
implemented in the fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year of the grant the most effective 
programs for increasing the percentage of 
funds expended for contracting with private 
firms (including small business concerns and 
small business concerns owned and con
trolled by socially and economically dis
advantaged individuals) for engineering and 
design services in carrying out Federal-aid 
highway projects. 

(2) USE OF GRANTS.-A grant received by a 
State under this subsection may be used by 
the State only for awarding contracts for en
gineering and design services to carry out 

projects and activities for which Federal 
funds may be obligated under title 23, United 
States Code. 

(3) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall use 
amounts set aside under section 118(c)(2) of 
title 23, United States Code, for making 
grants under this subsection. The aggregate 
amount of grants made under this subsection 
shall not exceed $5,000,000 in any fiscal year. 

(c) REPORT BY FHWA.-Not later than 120 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator of the Federal High
way Administration shall submit to the Sec
retary a report on the amount of funds ex
pended by each State in fiscal years 1980 
through 1990 on contracts with private sector 
engineering and design firms in carrying out 
Federal-aid highway projects. The Secretary 
shall use information in the report to evalu
ate State engineering and design programs 
for the purpose of awarding grants under 
subsection (b). 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 2 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall transmit to Con
gress a report on implementation of the pro
gram established under this section. 

(e) ENGINEERING AND DESIGN SERVICES DE
FINED.-The term "engineering and design 
services" means any category of service de
scribed in section 112(b) of title 23, United 
States Code. 

(f) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary issue regulations to carry out 
this section. 
SEC. 180. NEW HAMPSHIRE FEDERAL-AID PAY· 

BACK. 
(a) EFFECT OF REPAYMENT.-The amount of 

all Federal-aid highway funds paid on ac
count of those completed sections of the 
Nashua-Hudson Circumferential in the State 
of New Hampshire referred to in subsection 
(c) of this section shall, prior to the collec
tion of any tolls thereon, be repaid to the 
Treasurer of the United States before Octo
ber 1, 1991. The amount so repaid shall be de
posited to the credit of the appropriation for 
"Federal-Aid Highway (Trust Fund)". Such 
repayment shall be credited to the 
unprogrammed balance of funds apportioned 
to the State of New Hampshire in accordance 
with section 104(b)(l) of title 23, United 
States Code. The amount so credited shall be 
in addition to all other funds then appor
tioned to such State and shall remain avail
able until expended. 

(b) USE OF REPAID FUNDS.-Upon repay
ment of Federal-aid highway funds and the 
cancellation and withdrawal from the Fed
eral-Aid highway program of the projects on 
the section in subsection (c) as provided in 
subsection (a) of this section, such section of 
this route shall become and be free of any 
and all restrictions contained in title 23, 
United States Code, as amended or supple
mented, or in any regulation thereunder, 
with respect to the imposition and collection 
of tolls or other charges thereon or for the 
use thereof. 

(c) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.-The provisions 
of this section shall apply to the section of 
the completed Nashua-Hudson Circumferen
tial between the Daniel Webster Highway in 
the city of Nashua and New Hampshire 
Route 3A in the town of Hudson. 

TITLE 11-ffiGHWAY SAFETY 
SEC. 201. HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 402 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 402. Highway safety programs 

"(a) REQUIREMENT.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-Each State shall have a 
highway safety program designed to reduce 
traffic accidents and deaths, injuries, and 
property damage resulting therefrom ap
proved by the Secretary in accordance with 
this section. 

"(2) REQUIRED PROGRAMS.-The Secretary 
may approve a State highway safety pro
gram under this section only if it includes 
the following programs: 

"(A) DRUNK DRIVING PROGRAM.-A program 
to reduce injuries and deaths resulting from 
persons driving motor vehicles while under 
the influence of alcohol or a controlled sub
stance. 

"(B) SPEEDING PROGRAM.-A program to re
duce injuries and death resulting from motor 
vehicles being driven at speeds in excess of 
posted speed limits. 

"(C) OCCUPANT PROTECTION PROGRAM.-A 
program to encourage the proper use of occu
pant protection devices (including the use of 
safety belts and child restraint systems) by 
occupants of motor vehicles and to increase 
public awareness of the benefits of motor ve
hicles which are equipped with air bags. 

"(D) EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES PRO
GRAM.-A program to provide an emergency 
care response system for quickly identifying 
motor vehicle accident locations, sustaining 
lives of persons injured in motor vehicle ac
cidents through first aid at the scene of such 
accident and in transit, and coordinating the 
transportation and communications nec
essary to deliver medical care to such per
sons in the shortest practicable time without 
creating additional hazards. 

"(E) MOTORCYCLE SAFETY PROGRAM.-A pro
gram for reducing injuries and deaths result
ing from accidents involving motor vehicles 
and motorcycles, for encouraging the use of 
motorcycle helmets by persons riding on mo
torcycles, and for ensuring that all motor
cycles and persons riding on motorcycles are 
meeting safe operation and injury protection 
criteria established by the Secretary. 

"(F) UNIFORM DATA COLLECTION AND RE
PORTING PROGRAM.-A program for collecting 
and reporting to the Secretary data on traf
fic-related deaths and injuries. The purposes 
of the program are to ensure national uni
form data on such deaths and injuries and to 
allow the Secretary to determine the causes 
of such deaths and injuries for use in devel
oping programs to reduce such deaths and in
juries and making recommendations to Con
gress concerning legislation necessary to im
plement such programs. The program shall 
include information obtained by the Sec
retary under section 408 of the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 and 
provide for annual reports to the Secretary 
on the efforts being made by the States in 
reducing deaths and injuries occurring at 
highway construction sites and the effective
ness and results of such efforts. The Sec
retary shall establish minimum reporting 
criteria for the program. Such criteria shall 
include, but not be limited to, criteria on 
deaths and injuries resulting from police 
pursuits, school bus accidents, and speeding, 
on traffic-related deaths and injuries at 
highway construction sites and on the con
figuration of commercial motor vehicles in
volved in motor vehicle accidents. 

"(G) ACCIDENT LOCATION PROGRAM.-A pro
gram to provide surveillance of traffic for de
tection and correction of high or potentially 
high traffic accident locations and for estab
lishing priorities for highway improvements, 
selective enforcement, and other operational 
practices to reduce or eliminate traffic haz
ards. 

"(H) HIGHWAY DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, AND 
MAINTENANCE PROGRAM.-A program to main-
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tain existing highways in a safe condition, to 
modernize existing highways to meet safety 
standards established by the Secretary (in
cluding standards for lighting, markings, 
and surface treatment), to ensure that new 
highways meet such standards, and to pro
tect operators of motor vehicles and con
struction workers from accidents occurring 
at highway construction sites. 

"(I) TRAFFIC ENGINEERING SERVICES PRO
GRAM.-A program to ensure the application 
of modern traffic engineering principles and 
uniform traffic control standards for the pur
pose of reducing the likelihood and severity 
of traffic accidents. 

"(3) OPTIONAL PROGRAMS.-The Secretary 
may approve a State highway safety pro
gram under this section only if it includes 3 
or more of the following programs: 

"(A) BICYCLE SAFETY PROGRAMS.-A pro
gram for reducing injuries and deaths result
ing from traffic-related accidents involving 
bicycles. 

"(B) PEDESTRIAN SAFETY PROGRAMS.-A 
program for reducing injuries and deaths re
sulting from traffic-related accidents involv
ing pedestrians and for including consider
ation of pedestrian safety in community and 
highway transportation planning. 

"(C) SCHOOL BUS SAFETY PROGRAM.-A pro
gram for reducing injuries and deaths result
ing from accidents involving school buses. 

"(D) TRAFFIC RECORD SYSTEM PROGRAM.-A 
program for establishing, using, and improv
ing the quality of a comprehensive comput
erized safety recordkeeping system designed 
to correlate data regarding traffic accidents, 
drivers, motor vehicles, and roadways, in
cluding a statewide trauma data system. 

"(E) POLICE TRAFFIC SERVICES PROGRAM.-A 
program to improve law enforcement serv
ices in motor vehicle accident prevention, 
traffic supervision, and post-accident proce
dures. 

"(F) ADDITIONAL.-Such other programs as 
the Secretary may establish by regulation. 

"(4) ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.-The 
Secretary may not approve a State highway 
safety program under this section which does 
not--

"(A) provide that the Governor of the 
State shall be responsible for the administra
tion of the program through a State highway 
safety agency which shall have adequate 
powers and be suitably equipped and orga
nized to carry out, to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary, such program; 

"(B) authorize political subdivisions of the 
State to carry out local highway safety pro
grams within their jurisdictions as a part of 
the State highway safety program if such 
local highway safety programs are approved 
by the Governor and are in accordance with 
the minimum standards established by the 
Secretary under this section; 

"(C) except as provided in paragraph (5), 
provide that at least 40 percent of all Federal 
funds apportioned under this section to the 
State for any fiscal year will be expended by 
the political subdivisions of the State, in
cluding Indian tribal governments, in carry
ing out local highway safety programs au
thorized in accordance with subparagraph 
(B); and 

"(D) provide adequate and reasonable ac
cess for the safe and convenient movement of 
individuals with disabilities, including those 
in wheelchairs, across curbs constructed or 
replaced on or after July 1, 1976, at all pedes
trian crosswalks throughout the State. 

"(5) W AIVER.-The Secretary may waive 
the requirement of paragraph (4)(C), in whole 
or in part, for a fiscal year for any State 
whenever the Secretary determines that 

there is an insufficient number of local high
way safety programs to justify the expendi
ture in the State of such percentage of Fed
eral funds during the fiscal year. 

"(6) REGULATIONS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 

issue regulations establishing minimum 
standards for State highway safety programs 
to be approved under this section. Such regu
lations shall establish minimum standards 
for each program described in paragraphs (2) 
and (3) of this subsection. 

"(B) MANDATORY COMPONENTS.-The regula
tions issued under this paragraph shall re
quire, at a minimum, that the programs de
scribed in paragraphs (2)(A), (2)(B), (2)(C), 
and (2)(E) each include the following compo
nents: public information, education, and 
law enforcement. 

"(C) AUTOMATIC SPEED DETECTION DE
VICES.-Regulations issued under this para
graph may require a State highway safety 
program to encourage the use of techno
logically advanced traffic enforcement de
vices (including the use of automatic speed 
detection devices such as photoradar) by law 
enforcement officers. 

"(7) APPLICABILITY TO FEDERALLY ADMINIS
TERED AREAS.-The requirements of this sec
tion and the regulations issued to carry out 
this section which are applicable to State 
highway safety programs shall, to the extent 
determined appropriate by the Secretary, be 
applicable to federally administered areas 
where a Federal department or agency con
trols the highways or supervises traffic oper
ations. 

"(b) USE OF FUNDS.-
"(l) FOR HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.

Funds authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section shall be used to aid the 
States to conduct the highway safety pro
grams approved in accordance with sub
section (a), including development and im
plementation of manpower training pro
grams and of demonstration programs that 
the Secretary determines will contribute di
rectly to the reduction of accidents and 
deaths and injuries resulting therefrom. 

"(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-Funds au
thorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
section shall be subject to a deduction not to 
exceed 5 percent for the necessary costs of 
administering the provisions of this section, 
and the remainder shall be apportioned 
among the several States. 

"(3) PROHIBITIONS ON FUNDING OF HIGHWAY 
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.-Nothing in this 
section authorizes the appropriation or ex
penditure of funds for (A) highway construc
tion, maintenance, or design (other than de
sign of safety features of highways), or (B) 
any purpose for which funds are authorized 
by section 403 of this title. 

"(c) APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS.-
"(l) FORMULA.-After the deduction under 

subsection (b)(2), the remainder of the funds 
authorized to be appropriated to carry out 
this section shall be apportioned 75 percent 
in the ratio which the population of each 
State bears to the total population of all the 
States, as shown by the latest available Fed
eral census, and 25 percent in the ratio which 
the public road mileage in each State bears 
to the total public road mileage in all 
States. 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF PUBLIC ROAD MILE
AGE.-For purposes of this subsection, a 'pub
lic road' means any road under the jurisdic
tion of and maintained by a public authority 
and open to public travel. Public road mile
age as used in this subsection shall be deter
mined as of the end of the calendar year pre
ceding the year in which the funds are appor-

tioned and shall be certified to by the Gov
ernor of the State and subject to approval by 
the Secretary. 

"(3) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE.-The annual ap
portionment under this paragraph to each 
State shall not be less than 1h of 1 percent of 
the total apportionment; except that the ap
portionments to the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands shall not be 
less than 114 of 1 percent of the total appor
tionment. 

"(4) APPROVED HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAM 
REQUIREMENT.-The Secretary shall not ap
portion any funds under this subsection to 
any State which is not implementing a high
way safety program approved by the Sec
retary in accordance with this section. 

"(5) REDUCTION OF APPORTIONMENT.-Funds 
apportioned under this section to any State, 
that does not have a highway safety program 
approved by the Secretary or that is not im
plementing an approved program, shall be 
reduced by amounts equal to not less than 50 
percent of the amounts that would otherwise 
be apportioned to the State under this sec
tion, until such time as the Secretary ap
proves such program or determines that the 
State is implementing an approved program, 
as appropriate. The Secretary shall consider 
the gravity of the State's failure to have or 
implement an approved program in deter
mining the amount of the reduction. 

"(6) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS.
The Secretary shall promptly apportion to 
the State the funds withheld from its appor
tionment if the Secretary approves the 
State's highway safety program or deter
mines that the State has begun implement
ing an approved program, as appropriate, 
prior to the end of the fiscal year for which 
the funds were withheld. If the Secretary de
termines that the State did not correct its 
failure within such period, the Secretary 
shall reapportion the withheld funds to the 
other States in accordance with the formula 
specified in this subsection not later than 30 
days after such determination. 

"(d) APPLICABILITY OF CHAPTER 1.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro

vided in this subsection, all provisions of 
chapter 1 of this title that are applicable to 
National Highway System funds, other than 
provisions relating to the apportionment for
mula and provisions limiting the expendi
ture of such funds to the Federal-aid sys
tems, shall apply to the highway safety 
funds authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section. 

"(2) INCONSISTENT PROVISIONS.-If the Sec
retary determines that a provision of chap
ter 1 of this title is inconsistent with this 
section, such provision shall not apply to 
funds authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section. 

"(3) CREDIT FOR STATE AND LOCAL EXPENDI
TURES.-The aggregate of all expenditures 
made during any fiscal year by a State and 
its political subdivisions (exclusive of Fed
eral funds) for carrying out the State high
way safety program (other than planning 
and administration) shall be available for 
the purpose of crediting such State during 
such fiscal year for the non-Federal share of 
the cost of any project under this section 
(other than one for planning or administra
tion) without regard to whether such expend
itures were actually made in connection 
with such project. 

"(4) INCREASED FEDERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN 
INDIAN TRIBE PROGRAMS.-ln the case of a 
local highway safety program carried out by 
an Indian tribe, if the Secretary is satisfied 
that an Indian tribe does not have sufficient 
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funds available to meet the non-Federal 
share of the cost of such program, the Sec
retary may increase the Federal share of the 
cost thereof payable under this title to the 
extent necessary. 

"(5) TREATMENT OF TERM 'STATE HIGHWAY 
DEPARTMENT' .-In applying provisions of 
chapter 1 in carrying out this section, the 
term 'State highway department' as used in 
such provisions shall mean the Governor of a 
State. 

"(e) APPLICATION TO INDIAN RESERVA
TIONS.-For the purpose of the application of 
this section on Indian reservations, 'State' 
and 'Governor of a State' includes the Sec
retary of the Interior and 'political subdivi
sion of a State' includes an Indian tribe. Not
withstanding the provisions of subsection 
(a)(4)(C), 95 percent of the funds apportioned 
to the Secretary of the Interior under this 
section shall be expended by Indian tribes to 
carry out highway safety programs within 
their jurisdictions. 

"(f) PROTECTION OF TRAFFIC RECORD SYS
TEM DATA.-Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, if a report, list, schedule, or 
survey is prepared by or for a State or politi
cal subdivision thereof under subsections 
(a)(3)(D) and (a)(2)(F), such report, list, 
schedule, or survey shall not be admitted as 
evidence or used in any suit or action for 
damages arising out of any matter men
tioned in such report, list, schedule, or sur
vey. 

"(g) ANNUAL REPORT.-Not later than April 
1 of each calendar year beginning after De
cember 31, 1993, the Secretary shall transmit 
to Congress a report on the implementation 
of this section in the fiscal year preceding 
the date of such report. Such report shall in
clude the recommendations of the Secretary 
under the uniform data collection and re
porting program described in subsection 
(a)(2)(F) of this section for legislation nec
essary to implement programs developed by 
the Secretary to reduce traffic-related 
deaths and injuries.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect Oc-
tober l, 1992. _ 
SEC. 202. HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DE· 

VELOPMENT. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY; DRUGS, AND DRIV

ER BEHAVIOR.-Section 403 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking sub
sections (a) and (b) and inserting the follow
ing new subsections: 

"(a) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary is author

ized to use funds appropriated to carry out 
this section to engage in research on all 
phases of highway safety and traffic condi
tions. 

"(2) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.-In addition, 
the Secretary may use the funds appro
priated to carry out this section, either inde
pendently or in cooperation with other Fed
eral departments or agencies, for-

"(A) training or education of highway safe
ty personnel, 

"(B) research fellowships in highway safe
ty, 

"(C) development of improved accident in-
vestigation procedures, 

"(D) emergency service plans, 
"(E) demonstration projects, and 
"(F) related research and development ac

tivities which the Secretary deems will pro
mote the purposes of this section. 

"(3) SAFETY DEFINED.-As used in this sec
tion, the term 'safety' includes highway safe
ty and highway safety-related research and 
development, including research and devel
opment relating to highway and driver char-

acteristics, crash investigations, commu
nications, emergency medical care, and 
transportation of the injured. 

"(b) DRUGS AND DRIVER BEHAVIOR.-ln ad
dition to the research authorized by sub
section (a), the Secretary, in consultation 
with other Government and private agencies 
as may be necessary, is authorized to carry 
out safety research on the following: 

"(l) The relationship between the con
sumption and use of drugs and their effect 
upon highway safety and drivers of motor ve
hicles. 

"(2) Driver behavior research, including 
the characteristics of driver performance, 
the relationships of mental and physical 
abilities or disabilities to the driving task, 
and the relationship of frequency of driver 
crash involvement to highway safety.". 

(b) COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEL
OPMENT.-Section 403 of such title is amend
ed by striking subsection (f) and inserting 
the following new subsection: 

"(f) COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEL
OPMENT.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-For the purpose of en
couraging innovative solutions to highway 
safety problems, stimulating voluntary im
provements in highway safety, and stimulat
ing the marketing of new highway safety-re
lated technology by private industry, the 
Secretary is authorized to undertake, on a 
cost-shared basis, collaborative research and 
development with non-Federal entities, in
cluding State and local governments, col
leges, and universities and corporations, 
partnerships, sole proprietorships, and trade 
associations that are incorporated or estab
lished under the laws of any State or the 
United States. This collaborative research 
may include crash data collection and analy
sis; driver and pedestrian behavior; and dem
onstrations of technology. 

"(2) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-In carry
ing out this subsection, the Secretary may 
enter into cooperative research and develop
ment agreements, as defined in section 12 of 
the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova
tion Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a); except that 
in entering into such agreements, the Sec
retary may agree to provide not more than 
50 percent of the cost of any research or de
velopment project selected by the Secretary 
under this subsection. 

"(3) PROJECT SELECTION.-ln selecting 
projects to be conducted under this sub
section, the Secretary shall establish a pro
cedure to consider the views of experts and 
the public concerning the project areas. 

"(4) APPLICABILITY OF STEVENSON-WYDLER 
TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION ACT.-The research, 
development, or utilization of any tech
nology pursuant to an agreement under the 
provisions of this subsection, including the 
terms under which technology may be li
censed and the resulting royalties may be 
distributed, shall be subject to the provisions 
of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova
tion Act of 1980.". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
403(c) of such title is amended by striking 
"subsection (b)" and inserting "subsections 
(a) and (b)". 
SEC. 203. ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUN

TERMEASURES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 410 of title 23, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§410. Alcohol-impaired driving counter· 

measures 
"(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-Subject to the 

provisions of this section, the Secretary 
shall make grants to those States which 
adopt and implement effective programs to 

reduce traffic safety problems resulting from 
persons driving while under the influence of 
alcohol or a controlled substance. Such 
grants may only be used by recipient States 
to implement and enforce such programs. 

"(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-No grant 
may be made to a State under this section in 
any fiscal year unless such State enters into 
such agreements with the Secretary as the 
Secretary may require to ensure that such 
State will maintain its aggregate expendi
tures from all other sources for alcohol traf
fic safety programs at or above the average 
level of such expenditures in its 2 fiscal yea.rs 
preceding the date of the enactment of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Infra
structure Act of 1991. 

"(c) BASIC GRANT ELIGIBILITY.-A State is 
eligible for a basic grant under this section 
in a fiscal year if such State provides-

"(!) for the prompt suspension, for a period 
not less than 90 days in the case of a first of
fender and not less than 1 year in the case of 
any repeat offender, of the driver's license of 
any individual who a law enforcement officer 
has probable cause under State law to be
lieve has committed an alcohol-related traf
fic offense, and (A) to whom is administered 
one or more chemical tests to determine 
whether the individual was intoxicated while 
operating the motor vehicle and who is de
termined, as a result of such tests, to be in
toxicated, or (B) who refuses to submit to 
such a test as proposed by the officer; 

"(2) that the suspension referred to under 
paragraph (1) take effect not later than 30 
days after the date on which the individual 
was administered the chemical test or tests 
or refused to submit to such a test; 

"(3) for a mandatory sentence, which shall 
not be subject to suspension or probation, of 
(A) imprisonment for not less than 48 con
secutive hours, or (B) not less than 100 hours 
of community service, of any person con
victed of driving while intoxicated more 
than once in any 5-year period; 

"(4)(A) that, for fiscal years 1992 and 1993, 
any person with a blood alcohol concentra
tion of 0.10 percent or greater when driving a 
motor vehicle shall be deemed to be driving 
while intoxicated; and 

"(B) that, for fiscal years 1994 and there
after, any person with a blood alcohol con
centration of 0.08 percent or greater when 
driving a motor vehicle shall be deemed to 
be driving while intoxicated; 

"(5) for a statewide program for stopping 
motor vehicles on a nondiscriminatory, law
ful basis for the purpose of determining 
whether or not the operators of such motor 
vehicles are driving while under the influ
ence of alcohol; and 

"(6) for a self-sustaining drunk driving pre
vention program under which a significant 
portion of the fines or surcharges collected 
from individuals apprehended and fined for 
operating a motor vehicle while under the 
influence of alcohol are returned, or an 
equivalent amount of non-Federal funds are 
provided, to those communities which have 
comprehensive programs for the prevention 
of such operations of motor vehicles. 

"(d) AMOUNT OF BASIC GRANTS.-The 
amount of a basic grant to be made in a fis
cal year under this section to a State eligible 
to receive such grant shall be 80 percent of 
the amount of funds apportioned to such 
State in such fiscal year under this section. 

"(e) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.-
"(1) BLOOD ALCOHOL CONCENTRATION FOR 

PERSONS UNDER AGE 21.-A State shall be eli
gible to receive a supplemental grant in a 
fiscal year of 5 percent of the amount appor
tioned to the State in the fiscal year under 
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this section if the State is eligible for a basic 
grant in the fiscal year and provides that 
any person under age 21 with a blood alcohol 
concentration of 0.02 percent or greater when 
driving a motor vehicle shall be deemed to 
be driving while intoxicated. 

"(2) OPEN CONTAINER LAWS.-A State shall 
be eligible to receive a supplemental grant in 
a fiscal year of 5 percent of the amount ap
portioned to the State in the fiscal year 
under this section if the State is eligible for 
a basic grant in the fiscal year and makes 
unlawful the possession of any open alco
holic beverage container, or the consumption 
of any alcoholic beverage, in the passenger 
area of any motor vehicle located on a public 
highway or the right-of-way of a public high
way, except-

"(A) as allowed in the passenger area, by 
persons (other than the driver), of any motor 
vehicle designed to transport more than 10 
passengers (including the driver) while being 
used to provide charter transportation of 
passengers; or 

"(B) as otherwise specifically allowed by 
such State, with the approval of the Sec
retary, but in no event may the driver of 
such motor vehicle be allowed to possess or 
consume an alcoholic beverage in the pas
senger area. 

"(3) SUSPENSION OF REGISTRATION OR RE
TURN OF LICENSE PLATES.-A State shall be 
eligible to receive a supplemental grant in a 
fiscal year of 5 percent of the amount appor
tioned to the State in the fiscal year under 
this section if the State is eligible for a basic 
grant in the fiscal year and provides that for 
the suspension of the registration of, and the 
return to such State of the license plates for, 
or for impoundment of not less than 30 days 
of any motor vehicle owned by an individual 
who-

"(A) has been convicted on more than 1 oc
casion of an alcohol-related traffic offense 
within any 5-year period after the date of the 
enactment of the Intermodel Surface Trans
portation Infrastructure Act of 1991; or 

"(B) has been convicted of driving while 
his or her driver's license is suspended or re
voked by reason of a conviction for such an 
offense. 
A State may provide limited exceptions to 
such suspension of registration, return of li
cense plates, or impoundment on an individ
ual basis, to avoid undue hardship to any in
dividual, including any family member of 
the convicted individual, and any co-owner 
of the motor vehicle, who is completely de
pendent on the motor vehicle for the neces
sities of life. Such exceptions may not result 
in unrestricted reinstatement of the reg
istration, unrestricted return of the license 
plates of the motor vehicle, or unrestricted 
return of the motor vehicle. 

"(4) PROGRAM FOR PREVENTION OF OPERA
TORS UNDER AGE 21 FROM OBTAINING ALCOHOLIC 
BEVERAGES.-A State shall be eligible to re
ceive a supplemental grant in a fiscal year of 
5 percent of the amount apportioned to the 
State in the fiscal year under this section if 
the State is eligible for a basic grant in the 
fiscal year and provides for an effective sys
tem for preventing operators of motor vehi
cles under age 21 from obtaining alcoholic 
beverages, which may include the issuance of 
drivers' licenses to individuals under age 21 
that are easily distinguishable in appearance 
from drivers' licenses issued to individuals 
age 21 years of age or older. 

"(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-Funds au
thorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
section shall be subject to a deduction not to 
exceed 5 percent for the necessary costs of 
administering the provisions of this section, 

and the remainder shall be apportioned 
among the several States. 

"(g) APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS.-
"(l) FORMULA.-After the deduction under 

subsection (f), the remainder of the funds au
thorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
section shall be apportioned 75 percent in the 
ratio which the population of each State 
bears to the total population of all the 
States, as shown by the latest available Fed
eral census, and 25 percent in the ratio which 
the public road mileage in each State bears 
to the total public road mileage in all 
States. 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF PUBLIC ROAD MILE
AGE.-For purposes of this subsection, a 'pub
lic road' means any road under the jurisdic
tion of and maintained by a public authority 
and open to public travel. Public road mile
age as used in this subsection shall be deter
mined as of the end of the calendar year pre
ceding the year in which the funds are appor
tioned and shall be certified to by the Gov
ernor of the State and subject to approval by 
the Secretary. 

"(3) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE.-The annual ap
portionment under this paragraph to each 
State shall not be less than 1h of 1 percent of 
the total apportionment; except that the ap
portionments to the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands shall not be 
less than one-quarter of 1 percent of the 
total apportionment. 

"(4) REAPPORTIONMENT OF NONELIGIBLE 
STATE FUNDS.-If a State is not eligible for a 
basic grant or for a supplemental grant 
under this section in a fiscal year, the 
amount of funds apportioned to the State in 
the fiscal year to make such grant shall be 
reapportioned to the other States eligible to 
receive such a grant in the fiscal year in ac
cordance with the formula specified in this 
subsection. The reapportionment shall be 
made on the first day of the succeeding fiscal 
year. 

"(h) APPLICABILITY OF CHAPTER 1.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro

vided in this subsection, all provisions of 
chapter 1 of this title that are applicable to 
National Highway System funds, other than 
provisions relating to the apportionment for
mula and provisions limiting the expendi
ture of such funds to the Federal-aid sys
tems, shall apply to the funds authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this section. 

"(2) INCONSISTENT PROVISIONS.-If the Sec
retary determines that a provision of chap
ter 1 of this title is inconsistent with this 
section, such provision shall not apply to 
funds authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section. 

"(3) CREDIT FOR STATE AND LOCAL EXPENDI
TURES.-The aggregate of all expenditures 
made during any fiscal year by a State and 
its political subdivisions (exclusive of Fed
eral funds) for carrying out the State high
way safety program (other than planning 
and administration) shall be available for 
the purpose of crediting such State during 
such fiscal year for the non-Federal share of 
the cost of any project under this section 
(other than one for planning or administra
tion) without regard to whether such expend
itures were actually made in connection 
with such project. 

"(4) INCREASED FEDERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN 
INDIAN TRIBE PROGRAMS.-In the case of a 
local highway safety program carried out by 
an Indian tribe, if the Secretary is satisfied 
that an Indian tribe does not have sufficient 
funds available to meet the non-Federal 
share of the cost of such program, the Sec
retary may increase the Federal share of the 

cost thereof payable under this title to the 
extent necessary. 

"(5) TREATMENT OF TERM 'STATE HIGHWAY 
DEPARTMENT'.-In applying provisions of 
chapter 1 in carrying out this section, the 
term 'State highway department' as used in 
such provisions shall mean the Governor of a 
State and, in the case of an Indian tribe pro
gram, the Secretary of the Interior. 

"(i) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section, the fol
lowing definitions apply: 

"(1) ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE.-The term 'alco
holic beverage' has the meaning such term 
has under section 158(c) of this title. 

"(2) MOTOR VEHICLE.-The term 'motor ve
hicle' has the meaning such term has under 
section 154(b) of this title. 

"(3) OPEN ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CON
TAINER.-The term 'open alcoholic beverage 
container' means any bottle, can, or other 
receptacle-

"(A) which contains any amount of an al
coholic beverage; and 

"(B)(i) which is open or has a broken seal, 
or 

"(ii) the contents of which are partially re
moved. 

"(j) FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEARS 1993-1997.
From sums made available to carry out sec
tion 402 of this title, the Secretary shall 
make available $17,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 1993 through 1997 to carry out this sec
tion.". 

(b) STATES ELIGIBLE FOR GRANTS UNDER 
SECTION 410 BEFORE DATE OF ENACTMENT.-A 
State which, before the date of the enact
ment of this Act, was eligible to receive a 
grant under section 410 of title 23, United 
States Code, as in effect on the day before 
such date of enactment, may elect to receive 
in a fiscal year grants under such section 410, 
as so in effect, in lieu of receiving in such 
fiscal year grants under such section 410, as 
amended by this Act. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 4 of such title is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 410 and 
inserting: 

"410. Alcohol-impaired driving counter
measures.". 

SEC. 204. GRANTS TO STATES WHICH ADOPI' NA· 
TIONAL SAFETY BELT AND MOTOR
CYCLE HELMET USE REQUIRE· 
MENTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF GRANT PROGRAM.
Chapter 4 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"§ 411. State adoption of national safety belt 

and motorcycle helmet use requirements 
incentive grants 
"(a) AUTHORITY To MAKE GRANTS.-The 

Secretary may make grants to a State in a 
fiscal year in accordance with this section if 
the State has in effect in such fiscal year-

"(1) a law which makes unlawful through
out the State the operation of a motorcycle 
by an individual who is not wearing a motor
cycle helmet; and 

"(2) a law which makes unlawful through
out the State the operation of a passenger 
vehicle whenever an individual in a front 
seat of the vehicle (other than a child who is 
secured in a child restraint system) does not 
have a safety belt properly fastened about 
the individual's body. 

"(b) USE OF GRANTS.-A grant made to a 
State under this section shall be used to 
adopt and implement a traffic safety pro
gram to carry out the following purposes: 

"(1) EDUCATION.-To educate the public 
about motorcycle and passenger vehicle safe
ty and motorcycle helmet, safety belt, and 
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child restraint system use and to involve 
public health education agencies and other 
related agencies in these efforts. 

"(2) TRAINING.-To train law enforcement 
officers in the enforcement of State laws de
scribed in subsection (a). 

"(3) MONITORING.-To monitor the rate of 
compliance with State laws described in sub
section (a). 

"(4) ENFORCEMENT.-To enforce State laws 
described in subsection (a). 

"(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-A grant 
may not be made to a State under this sec
tion in any fiscal year unless the State en
ters into such agreements with the Sec
retary as the Secretary may require to en
sure that the State will maintain its aggre
gate expenditures from all other sources for 
any traffic safety program described in sub
section (b) at or above the average level of 
such expenditures in the State's 2 fiscal 
years preceding the date of the enactment of 
this section. 

"(d) FEDERAL SHARE.-A State may not re
ceive a grant under this section in more than 
3 fiscal years. The Federal share payable for 
a grant under this section shall not exceed-

"(1) in the first fiscal year the State re
ceives a grant, 75 percent of the cost of im
plementing in such fiscal year a traffic safe
ty program described in subsection (b); 

"(2) in the second fiscal year the State re
ceives a grant, 50 percent of the cost of im
plementing in such fiscal year such traffic 
safety program; and 

"(3) in the third fiscal year the State re
ceives a grant, 25 percent of the cost of im
plementing in such fiscal year such traffic 
safety program. 

"(e) MAXIMUM AGGREGATE AMOUNT OF 
GRANTS.-The aggregate amount of grants 
made to a State under this section shall not 
exceed 90 percent of the amount apportioned 
to such State for fiscal year 1990 under sec
tion 402. 

"(f) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.-
"(l) GENERAL RULE.-A State is eligible in 

a fiscal year for a grant under this section 
only if the State enters into such agree
ments with the Secretary as the Secretary 
may require to ensure that the State imple
ments in such fiscal year a traffic safety pro
gram described in subsection (b). 

"(2) SECOND-YEAR GRANTS.-A State is eli
gible for a grant under this section in a fiscal 
year succeeding the first fiscal year in which 
a State receives a grant under this section 
only if the State in the preceding fiscal 
year-

"(A) had in effect at all times a State law 
described in subsection (a)(l) and achieved a 
rate of compliance with such law of not less 
than 75 percent; and 

"(B) had in effect at all times a State law 
described in subsection (a)(2) and achieved a 
rate of compliance with such law of not less 
than 50 percent. 

"(3) THIRD-YEAR GRANTS.-A State is eligi
ble for a grant under this section in a fiscal 
year succeeding the second fiscal year in 
which a State receives a grant under this 
section only if the State in the preceding fis
cal year-

"(A) had in effect at all times a State law 
described in subsection (a)(l) and achieved a 
rate of compliance with such law of not less 
than 85 percent; and 

"(B) had in effect at all times a State law 
described in subsection (a)(2) and achieved a 
rate of compliance with such law of not less 
than 70 percent. 

"(g) MEASUREMENTS OF RATES OF COMPLl
ANCE.-For the purposes of subsections (f)(2) 
and (f)(3), a State shall measure compliance 

with State laws described in subsection (a) 
using methods which conform to guidelines 
issued by the Secretary ensuring that such 
measurements are accurate and representa
tive. 

"(h) PENALTY.-
"(l) FISCAL YEAR 1995.-If, at any time in 

fiscal year 1994, a State does not have in ef
fect a law described in subsection (a)(l) and 
a law described in subsection (a)(2), the Sec
retary shall transfer Ph percent of the funds 
apportioned to the State for fiscal year 1995 
under each of subsections (b)(l), (b)(2), and 
(b)(6) of section 104 of this title to the appor
tionment of the State under section 402 of 
this title. 

"(2) THEREAFTER.-lf, at any time in a fis
cal year beginning after September 30, 1994, a 
State does not have in effect a law described 
in subsection (a)(l) and a law described in 
subsection (a)(2), the Secretary shall transfer 
3 percent of the funds apportioned to the 
State for the succeeding fiscal year under 
each of subsections (b)(l), (b)(2), and (b)(6) of 
section 104 of this title to the apportionment 
of the State under section 402 of this title. 

"(i) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section, the following definitions apply: 

"(1) CHILD RESTRAINT SYSTEM.-The term 
'child restraint system' means a device 
which is designed for use in a passenger vehi
cle to restrain, seat, or position a child who 
weighs 40 pounds or less and is under the age 
of 4. 

"(2) MOTORCYCLE.-The term 'motorcycle' 
means a motor vehicle which is designed to 
travel on not more than 3 wheels in contact 
with the surface. 

"(3) MOTOR VEHICLE.-The term 'motor ve
hicle' has the meaning such term has under 
section 154 of this title. 

"(4) PASSENGER VEHICLE.-The term 'pas
senger vehicle' means a motor vehicle which 
is designed for transporting 10 individuals or 
less, including the driver, except that such 
term does not include a vehicle which is con
structed on a truck chassis, a motorcycle, a 
trailer, or any motor vehicle which is not re
quired on the date of the enactment of this 
section under a Federal motor vehicle safety 
standard to be equipped with a belt system. 

"(5) SAFETY BELT.-The term 'safety belt' 
means--

"(A) with respect to open-body passenger 
vehicles, including convertibles, an occupant 
restrain system consisting of a lap belt or a 
lap belt and a detachable shoulder belt; and 

"(B) with respect to other passenger vehi
cles, an occupant restrain system consisting 
of integrated lap shoulder belts. 

"(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) to carry out this sec
tion $18,000,000 for fiscal year 1992. From 
sums made available to carry out section 402 
of this title, the Secretary shall make avail
able $22,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1993 
and 1994 to carry out this section. 

"(k) APPLICABILITY OF CHAPTER 1 PROVI
SIONS.-All provisions of chapter 1 of this 
title that are applicable to National High
way System funds, other than provisions re
lating to the apportionment formula and 
provisions limiting the expenditures of such 
funds to Federal-aid systems, shall apply to 
funds authorized to be appropriated to carry 
out this section, except as determined by the 
Secretary to be inconsistent with this sec
tion and except that sums authorized by this 
section shall remain available until ex
pended.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 4 of such title is amended by add
ing at the end the following new item: 

"411. State adoption of national safety belt 
and motorcycle helmet use re
quirements incentive grants.". 

SEC. 206. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
For purposes of carrying out the provisions 

of title 23, United States Code, the following 
sums are authorized to be appropriated out 
of the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account): 

(1) NHTSA HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.
For carrying out section 402 of title 23, Unit
ed States Code, by the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration $121,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992; $190,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, and 1995; and $168,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997. 

(2) NHTSA HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT.-For carrying out section 403 
by the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad
ministration $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 
and $30,000,000 per fiscal year for each of fis
cal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(3) ALCOHOL TRAFFIC SAFETY INCENTIVE 
GRANT PROGRAM.-For carrying out section 
410 of such title $14,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992. 
SEC. 206. DRUG RECOGNITION EXPERT TRAINING 

PROGRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary, acting 

through the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, shall establish a regional 
program for implementation of drug recogni
tion programs and for training law enforce
ment officers to recognize and identify indi
viduals who are operating a motor vehicle 
while under the influence of alcohol or one 
or more controlled substances or other 
drugs. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
shall establish a citizens advisory committee 
that shall report to Congress annually on the 
progress of the implementation of subsection 
(a). Members of the committee shall include 
1 member of Mothers Against Drunk Driving 
and 1 member of a narcotics control organi
zation. 

(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) to carry out this sec
tion $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1992. From sums 
made available to carry out section 402 of 
title 23, United States Code, the Secretary 
shall make available $6,000,000 for each of fis
cal years 1993 through 1997 to carry out this 
section. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term "controlled substance" means 
any controlled substance, as defined under 
section 102(6) of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 802(6)), whose use the Sec
retary has determined poses a risk to trans
portation safety. 
SEC. 207. NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER ACT AU

THORIZATIONS. 
Section 2ll(b) of the National Driver Reg

ister Act of 1982 (23 U.S.C. 401 note) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "and" the second place it 
appears; and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: ", and not to exceed $4,000,000 
for fiscal year 1992. From sums made avail
able to carry out section 402 of title 23, Unit
ed States Code, the Secretary shall make 
available $4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
1993 and 1994 to carry out this section.". 
SEC. 208. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILl'IY. 

Except as otherwise provided, this title, in
cluding the amendments made by this title, 
shall take effect on the date of the enact
ment of this Act, shall apply to funds au
thorized to be appropriated or made avail
able after September 30, 1991, and shall not 
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apply to funds appropriated or made avail
able on or before such date of enactment. 
SEC. 209. LIMITATION. 

Nothing in this Act affects safety authori
ties or other matters under the National 
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 
or the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost 
Savings Act. 
SEC. 210. OBLIGATION CEILING FOR FISCAL YEAR 

1992. 
Sums authorized for fiscal year 1992 by sec

tions 205(3) and 206(c) of this Act, section 
411(j) of title 23, United States Code, and sec
tion 211(b) of the National Driver Register 
Act of 1982 shall be subject to the obligation 
limitation established by section 102 of this 
Act for fiscal year 1992. 
TITLE III-FEDERAL TRANSIT ACT OF 1991 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Federal 
Transl t Act of 1991' •. 
SEC. 302. AMENDMENTS TO URBAN MASS TRANS

PORTATION ACT. 
Except as otherwise expressly provided, 

whenever in this title an amendment or re
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 (49 U.S.C. 
App. 1601-1621). 
SEC. 303. FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) REDESIGNATION OF UMTA.-The Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration of the 
Department of Transportation shall be 
known and designated as the "Federal Tran
sit Administration". 

(b) REFERENCES.-Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the Urban 
Mass Transit Administration shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the "Federal 
Transit Administration". 

(C) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 49.-
(1) AMENDMENT TO TEXT.-Section 107(a) of 

title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking "Urban Mass Transportation Ad
ministration" and inserting "Federal Tran
sl t Administration''. 

(2) AMENDMENT TO SECTION HEADING.-The 
heading for section 107 of such title is 
amended to read as follows: 
"§ 107. Federal Transit Administration.". 

(3) AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER ANALYSIS.-The 
analysis for chapter 1 of such title is amend
ed by striking the i tern relating to section 
107 and inserting the following: 
"107. Federal Transit Administration.". 
SEC. 304. MAJOR CAPITAL INVESTMENT PRO

GRAM. 
(a) LE'ITERS OF lNTENT.-Section 3(a) is 

amended by striking paragraphs (4) and (6) 
and by redesignating paragraph (5) as para
graph (4). 

(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR RAIL MODERNIZA
TION, GUIDEWAY MODERNIZATION, NEW 
STARTS, AND Bus FACILITIES.-Section 3 is 
amended by striking subsection (h) and in
serting the following new subsection: 

"(h) SPECIAL RULES FOR RAIL MODERNIZA-
TION, GUIDEWAY MODERNIZATION, NEW 
STARTS, AND Bus FACILITIES.-

"(!) RAIL AND GUIDEWAY MODERNIZATION AP
PORTIONMENTS.-The Secretary shall appor
tion the sums made available for rail and 
guideway modernization under this section 
for each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 
1996, and 1997 as follows: 

"(A) The first $455,000,000 made available 
shall be apportioned for expenditure in the 
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following urbanized areas according to the 
following percentages: 

"(i) Baltimore, 0.6642 percent. 
"(ii) Boston, 8.7504 percent. 
"(iii) Chicago/Northwestern Indiana, 

15.8994 percent. 
"(iv) Cleveland, 2.9415 percent. 
"(v) New Orleans, 0.7722 percent. 
"(vi) New York, 30.2257 percent. 
"(vii) New Jersey, 10.9793 percent. 
"(viii) Philadelphia/Southern New Jersey, 

12.7503 percent. 
"(ix) Pittsburgh, 6.1419 percent. 
"(x) San Francisco, 7.3633 percent. 
"(xi) Southwestern Connecticut, 3.5118 per

cent. 
"(B) The next $70,000,000 made available 

shall be apportioned for expenditure on any 
fixed guideway modernization project eligi
ble for assistance under this section-

"(i) 50 percent in the urbanized areas listed 
in subparagraph (A) according to the per
centages listed in such subparagraph; and 

"(ii) 50 percent in other urbanized areas el
igible for assistance under section 9(b)(2) of 
this Act according to the apportionment for
mula contained in such section. 

"(C) Any remaining amounts made avail
able shall be apportioned for expenditure on 
any fixed guideway modernization project el
igible for assistance under this section for all 
urbanized areas eligible for assistance under 
section 9(b)(2) of this Act according to the 
apportionment formula contained in such 
section. 

"(D) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, rail modernization funds allocated to 
the New Jersey Transit Corporation under 
this paragraph may be spent in any urban
ized area in which the New Jersey Transit 
Corporation operates rail service regardless 
of the urbanized area which generates the 
funding. 

"(2) NEW STARTS.-
"(A) SET-ASIDE FOR CERTAIN DISCRETIONARY 

PROJECTS.-The Secretary shall set aside 
$10,000,000 of the amounts made available for 
construction of new fixed guideway systems 
and extensions to fixed guideway systems by 
subsection (k)(l)(B) for each fiscal year be
ginning after September 30, 1991, for obliga
tion at the discretion of the Secretary only 
for systems planning, alternative analysis, 
and preliminary engineering for such sys
tems. 

"(B) SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATIONS REQUIRED.
Except as provided in subparagraph (A), 
funds made available for construction of new 
fixed guideway systems and extensions of 
fixed guideway systems by subsection 
(k)(l)(B) for any fiscal year beginning after 
September 30, 1991, shall be obligated for 
projects for construction and extension of 
such systems which are specifically author
ized by the Federal Transit Act of 1991 or by 
a law approved after the date of the enact
ment of this subparagraph. Such obligations 
shall be made in accordance with such Act or 
law. Whenever such a project is so specifi
cally authorized, the Secretary shall enter 
into, in accordance with such Act or law, a 
grant agreement which establishes the terms 
and conditions for the construction or the 
project and which includes the l'lchedule for 
commitment or Federal funds for the 
project. 

"(3) GRANTS FOR INCREASED SECURITY IN 
TRANSIT SYSTEMS.-

"(A) SET ASIDE OF BUS FACILITY FUNDS.
The Secretary shall set aside $10,000,000 of 
the amounts made available for replacement, 
rehabilitation, and purchase of buses and re
lated equipment and the construction of bus
related facilities by subsection (k)(l)(C) for 

each fiscal year beginning after September 
30, 1991, for obligation at the discretion of 
the Secretary for making grants to States 
and local public bodies and agencies for the 
prevention of crime, and to increase secu
rity, in existing and future transit systems. 
Such grants may be made for 1 or more of 
the following purposes: 

"(i) Increasing lighting within or adjacent 
to transit systems, including bus stops, sub
way stations, parking lots, and garages. 

"(ii) Increasing camera surveillance of 
areas within and adjacent to transit sys
tems, including bus stops, subway stations, 
parking lots, and garages. 

"(iii) Providing emergency phone lines to 
contact law enforcement or security person
nel in areas within or adjacent to transit 
systems, including bus stops, subway sta
tions, parking lots, and garages. 

"(iv) Any other project intended to in
crease the security and safety of existing or 
planned transit systems. 

"(B) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC
TION.-Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed to prohibit the financing of 
projects under this paragraph where law en
forcement responsibilities are vested in a 
local public body other than the grant appli
cant.". 

(c) CRITERIA FOR NEW STARTS.-Section 3(i) 
is amended-

(1) by striking "the Secretary determines 
that"; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

"(2) has undergone a cost-effectiveness 
analysis;"; 

(3) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting"; and"; 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(4) is included, after September 30, 1992, in 
a transportation improvement program de
veloped under section 134 or 135 of title 23, 
United States Code."; and 

(5) by striking the second sentence. 
(d) REPORT ON NEW STARTS F ACTORS.-Sec

tion 3(j) is amended to read as follows: 
"(j) REPORT ON NEW STARTS FACTORS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Not later than January 

31 of calendar year 1993 and of each calendar 
year thereafter, the Secretary shall prepare 
and transmit to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate a report-

"(A) on the factors which the Secretary 
considers appropriate for such committees to 
utilize in the process of authorizing projects 
for construction of new fixed guideway sys
tems and extensions to fixed guideway sys
tems; and 

"(B) on the application of such factors to 
those of projects which are specifically au
thorized by the Federal Transit Act of 1991 or 
by a law approved after the date of the en
actment of this Act or for which the Sec
retary has allocated funds under subsection 
(h)(2)(A) or subsection (k)(l)(D). 

"(2) MINIMUM FACTORS.-Each report under 
paragraph (1) shall include at a minimum 
recommendations of the Secretary with re
gard to the following factors: 

"(A) Cost-effectiveness factors, including 
cost per rider data adjusted for inflation and 
for differences in regional wage rates. 

"(B) Projected time savings for commut
ers. 

"(C) Status of the project relative to the 
State implementation plan required by the 
Clean Air Act. 
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"(D) The Secretary's and the local 

authority's analysis of transportation op
tions in the corridor. 

" (E) Identification of stable and reliable 
funding sources for the project. 

"(F) The Secretary's and the local 
authority's review of the results of the alter
natives analysis, including an assessment of 
the energy conservation potential of each al
ternative. 

"(G) Projected ridership for the segment of 
the system on which the project is to be car
ried out. 

"(H) Cost of project construction in con
stant dollars and dollars adjusted for infla
tion.". 

(e) FUNDING OF PROJECTS.-Section 3(k)(l) 
is amended-

(1) by striking "1987, 1988, 1989, 1990, and 
1991" and inserting "1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 
and 1997"; 

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end of subparagraph (A) "in accordance with 
subsection (h)(l)"; and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (D) and in
serting the following new subparagraph: 

"(D) 10 percent shall be available for mak
ing minimum apportionments to the States 
under subsection (m), and any amounts of 
such 10 percent remaining after such mini
mum apportionment shall be available for 
the purposes described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (C) as determined by the Sec
retary.". 

(f) MINIMUM APPORTIONMENT.-Section 3 is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(m) MINIMUM APPORTIONMENT.-
"(!) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 

paragraphs (2) and (3), no State (other than 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Virgin Islands) shall receive for any fiscal 
year beginning after September 30, 1991, less 
than 1h of 1 percent of the total amount of 
funds made available from the Mass Transit 
Account of the Highway Trust Fund for such 
fiscal year for carrying out this Act. In de
termining a State's minimum apportion
ment each year under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall establish the amount attrib
utable to each State on the basis of 1h of 1 
percent of the total amount of funds made 
available from the Mass Transit Account of 
the Highway Trust Fund each year and shall 
reduce such amount by an amount equal to 
the total amount of funds apportioned or al
located to such State from the Mass Transit 
Account of the Highway Trust Fund in the 
previous fiscal year (excluding any amounts 
provided under this subsection). 

"(2) EXCEPTION FOR LACK OF AVAILABLE 
FUNDS.-If the funds made available for car
rying out this subsection by subsection 
(k)(l)(D) are not sufficient to provide each 
State with 1h of 1 percent for a fiscal year as 
provided in paragraph (1), the amount each 
State would otherwise receive under this 
subsection shall. be reduced proportionately. 

"(3) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN TERRITORIES.
For purposes of this subsection, the Com
monweal th of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Virgin Is
lands shall be treated as 1 State. Funds made 
available to such territories under this sub
section shall be divided equally among them. 

"(4) UsE OF FUNDs . ..:....Funds made available 
to a State under this subsection shall be 
available to the Governor for carrying out in 
the State any capital project eligible for as
sistance under this Act and for carrying out 
any project or activity for which Federal 
funds may be obligated by a State under 
title 23, United States Code. 

"(5) SPECIAL RULES FOR TITLE 23 
PROJECTS.-

"(A) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF 
TITLE 23.- All applicable provisions of title 
23, United States Code, which apply with re
spect to a project or activity carried out 
under such title shall apply to such a project 
or activity when carried out by a State with 
funds made available to it under this sub
section; except that the Federal share of the 
cost of such project or activity shall be 80 
percent or, in any case in which a lower Fed
eral share is provided for such a project or 
activity under such title, such lower Federal 
share. 

"(B) PROJECT APPROVAL.-Any project or 
activity which a State intends to carry out 
under title 23, United States Code, with 
funds made available to it under this sub
section shall be subject to approval by the 
Secretary in accordance with the program of 
projects approval process of section 105 of 
such title. 

"(C) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.- No Federal 
funds expended by a State under title 23, 
United States Code, from funds made avail
able to it under this subsection shall be 
counted as expenditures for a State for pur
poses of any maintenance of effort require
ment of such title.". 

(g) FEDERAL SHARE.-Section 4(a) is 
amended-

(1) by striking " 75 per centum" and insert
ing "80 percent"; and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end 
of the second sentence the following: " , un
less the recipient of the grant requests a 
lower Federal grant percentage as a part of 
a larger undertaking''. 

(h) LOCAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN PLANNED EX
TENSIONS OF FIXED GUIDEWAY SYSTEMS.-Sec
tion 4(a) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: "The remainder of 
the net project cost of a planned extension to 
a fixed guideway system may include the 
cost of rolling stock previously purchased if 
the applicant demonstrates to the satisfac
tion of the Secretary that--

"(l) such purchase was made solely with 
non-Federal funds; and 

"(2) such purchase was made for use on the 
extension.". 
SEC. 305. PLANNING. 

Section 8 is amended-
(1) by striking subsections (a) and (b); 
(2) by redesignating subsecti.ons (c), (d), 

and (e) as subsections (a), (b), and (c), respec
tively; and 

(3) by inserting before the period at the end 
of subsection (a), as redesignated by para
graph (2), the following: ' 'carried out under 
sections 134 and 135 of title 23, United States 
Code". 
SEC. 306. BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) PERCENTAGE OF FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR 
URBANIZED AREAS WITH LESS THAN 200,000.
Section 9(a)(l) is amended by striking "8.64 
per centum" and inserting "10 percent". 

(b) PERCENTAGE OF FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR 
URBANIZED AREAS WITH 200,000 OR MORE.
Section 9(a)(2) is amended by striking "88.43 
per centum" and inserting "85 percent". 

(c) EXTENSION OF SAFETY AUTHORITY TO 
BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM.-Section 9(e)(l) is 
amended by striking "and 19" and inserting 
"19, and 22". 

(d) ASSOCIATED CAPITAL MAINTENANCE 
ITEM.-The last sentence of section 9(j)(l) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "tubes, and materials" and 
inserting " and tubes"; 

(2) by striking "and materials are" and in
serting " , tires, and tubes are"; and 

(3) by inserting "and other materials and 
supplies (except for fuels and lubricants)" 
before the period at the end. 

(e) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT FOR OPERATING 
ASSISTANCE.-Section 9(k)(2)(B) is amended

(1) by striking "1988,' ' and inserting 
"1991,"; and 

(2) by striking "of less than 200,000 popu
lation" the first place it appears. 

(f) TRANSFERABILITY.-Section 9(n) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(3) HIGHWAY PROJECTS.-The Governor of a 
State may transfer-

"(A) not to exceed 25 percent of the State's 
apportionment under subsection (d), and 

" (B) not to exceed an additional 10 percent 
of such apportionment if the Governor deter
mines that the transit services for which 
such funds would be available but for such 
transfer are being adequately maintained, 
to any apportionment of such State under 
title 23, United States Code.". 

(g) GRANDFATHER OF CERTAIN URBANIZED 
AREAS.-Any area designated as an urbanized 
area under the 1980 census which is not so 
designated under the 1990 census shall be 
treated as an urbanized area for purposes of 
section 12(c)(ll) of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act of 1964 in fiscal years 1992 and 
1993. 
SEC. 307. REPEAL OF EXPIRED PROVISION. 

Section 9A, relating to Mass Transit Ac
count distribution for fiscal year 1983, is re
pealed. 
SEC. 308. CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND 

DESIGN SERVICES. 
Section 12(b) is amended by adding at the 

end the following new paragraph: 
"(5) SPECIAL RULES FOR ENGINEERING AND 

DESIGN CONTRACTS.-
" (A) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.-Any con

tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with paragraph (4), whether funded in whole 
or in part with Federal transit funds, shall 
be performed and audited in compliance with 
cost principles contained in the Federal ac
quisition regulations of part 31 of title 48 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 

"(B) INDIRECT COST RATES.-In lieu of per
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in 
accordance with paragraph (4) shall accept 
indirect cost rates established in accordance 
with the Federal acquisition regulations for 
1-year applicable accounting periods by a 
cognizant government agency or independent 
certified public accountant if such rates are 
not currently under dispute. Once a firm's 
indirect cost rates are accepted, the recipi
ent of such funds shall apply such rates for 
the purposes of contract estimation, negotia
tion, administration, reporting, and contract 
payment and shall not be limited by admin
istrative or de facto ceilings in accordance 
with section 15.901(c) of such title 48. A recip
ient of such funds requesting or using the 
cost and rate data described in this subpara
graph shall notify any affected firm before 
such request or use. Such data shall be con
fidential and shall not be accessible or pro
vided, in whole or in part, to any other firm 
or to any government agency which is not 
part of the group of agencies sharing cost 
data under this subparagraph, except by 
written permission of the audited firm. If 
prohibited by law, such cost and rate data 
shall not be disclosed under any cir
cumstances.". 
SEC. 309. TRANSIT DEFINITION. 

Section 12(c)(7) is amended-
(1) by strik~ng "term" and inserting 

"terms"; and 
(2) by inserting "and 'transit' " before 

"means". 
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SEC. 310. PREAWARD AND POSTDELIVERY AU· 

DITS. 
Section 12(j) is amended-
(1) by inserting ", not later than January 

31, 1992," after "the Secretary"; 
(2) by inserting after "for the purchase or' 

the following: "rail rolling stock and for the 
purchase of 15 or more"; and 

(3) by inserting "or purchaser" after "man
ufacturer". 
SEC. 311. TRANSFER OF FACILITIES AND EQUIP· 

MENT. 

Section 12 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(k) TRANSFER OF CAPITAL ASSET.-
"(l) AUTHORIZATION.-If a recipient of as

sistance under this Act determines that fa
dlities and equipment and other assets (in
cluding land) acquired, in whole or part, with 
such assistance are no longer needed for the 
purposes for which they were acquired, the 
Secretary may authorize the transfer of such 
assets to any public body to be used for any 
public purpose with no further obligation to 
the Federal Government. 

"(2) DETERMINATIONS.-The Secretary may 
authorize a transfer under paragraph (1) for 
any public purpose other than mass trans
portation only if the Secretary first deter
mines-

"(A) that the asset being transferred will 
remain in public use for not less than 5 years 
after the date of the transfer; 

"(B) that there are no purposes eligible for 
assistance under this Act for which the asset 
should be used; 

"(C) the overall benefit of allowing the 
transfer outweighs the Federal Government 
interest in liquidation and return of the Fed
eral financial interest in the asset, after con
sideration of fair market value and other 
factors; and 

"(D) that, in any case in which the asset is 
a facility or land, there is no interest in ac
quiring the asset for Federal use. 
The determination under subparagraph (D) 
shall be made through an appropriate screen
ing or survey process. 

"(3) DOCUMENTATION.-Determinations re
quired by paragraph (2) shall be made, in 
writing, and shall include the rationale for 
such determinations. 

"(4) RELATION TO OTHER PROVISIONS.-The 
provisions of this section shall be in addition 
to and not in lieu of any other provision of 
law governing use and disposition of facili
ties and equipment under an assistance 
agreement.". 
SEC. 312. SPECIAL PROCUREMENT. 

Section 12 is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(l) SPECIAL PROCUREMENT INITIATIVES.
"(l) TuRNKEY SYSTEM PROCUREMENTS.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-In order to advance new 

technologies and lower the cost of construct
ing new transit systems, the Secretary may 
allow the solicitation for a turnkey system 
project to be funded under this Act to be 
conditionally awarded before Federal re
quirements have been met on the project so 
long as the award is made without prejudice 
to the implementation of those Federal re
quirements. Federal financial assistance 
under this Act may be made available for 
such a project when the recipient has com
plied with relevant Federal requirements. 

"(B) INITIAL DEMONSTRATION PHASE.-In 
order to develop regulations applying gen
erally to turnkey system projects, the Sec
retary is authorized to approve not to exceed 
4 projects for an initial demonstration phase. 
The results of such demonstration projects 
shall be taken into consideration in the de-

velopment of the regulations implementing 
this subsection. 

" (C) TURNKEY SYSTEM PROJECT DEFINED.
As used in this subsection, the term ' turnkey 
system project' means a project under which 
a recipient contracts with a consortium of 
firms, individual firms, or a vendor to build 
a transit system that meets specific per
formance criteria and which is operated by 
the vendor for a period of time. 

"(2) MULTIYEAR ROLLING STOCK PROCURE
MENTS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A recipient procuring 
rolling stock with Federal financial assist
ance under this Act may enter into a 
multiyear agreement for the purchase of 
such rolling stock and replacement parts 
pursuant to which the recipient may exercise 
an option to purchase additional rolling 
stock or replacement parts for a period not 
to exceed 5 years from the date of the origi
nal contract. 

"(B) CONSORTIA.-The Secretary shall per
mit 2 or more recipients to form a consor
tium (or otherwise act on a cooperative 
basis) for purposes of procuring rolling stock 
in accordance with this paragraph and other 
Federal procurement requirements.". 
SEC. 313. MASS TRANSIT SERVICES FOR EWERLY 

AND DISABLED INDIVIDUALS. 
(a) GRANTS AND LOANS FOR CERTAIN OPER

ATING EXPENSES.-Section 16(b) is amended
(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 

as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 
(2) by inserting "(1)" after "(b)"; 
(3) by striking "and" at the end of subpara

graph (A) as so redesignated; 
(4) in subparagraph (B) as so redesignated 

by striking "paragraph (l)" each place it ap
pears and inserting "subparagraph (A)"; and 

(5) by striking "this paragraph." and all 
that follows through the period at the end of 
such section and inserting the following: 
";and 

"(C) to private nonprofit corporations and 
associations to be used by such corporations 
and associations for the specific purpose of 
paying operating expenses related to new 
and existing transportation services meeting 
the special needs of elderly and handicapped 
persons. 

"(2) Recipients of grants or loans under 
paragraph (1) shall consult with any local 
transit authority which is coordinating, in 
accordance with the Americans With Dis
abilities Act of 1990, transportation services 
provided in accordance with this section 
with other local transportation services de
signed to meet the special needs of elderly 
and handicapped persons, including those as
sisted under this Act, the Older Americans 
Act of 1965, and the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, for the purpose of preventing duplica
tion of such services.". 

(b) MEAL DELIVERY SERVICE TO HOMEBOUND 
PERSONS.-Section 16 is amended by striking 
subsection (e) and inserting the following: 

"(e) MEAL DELIVERY SERVICE TO HOME
BOUND PERSONS.-Transit service providers 
receiving assistance under this section or 
section 18(a) may coordinate and assist in 
providing meal delivery service for home
bound persons on a regular basis if the meal 
delivery services do not conflict with the 
provision of transit services or result in a re
duction of service to transit passengers.". 
SEC. 314. RURAL PROGRAM. 

(a) TRANSFERABILITY OF FUNDS.-Section 18 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(i) TRANSFERABILITY.-The Governor of a 
State may transfer-

"(1) not to exceed 25 percent of the State's 
apportionment under subsection (a), and 

"(2) not to exceed an additional 10 percent 
of such apportionment if the Governor deter
mines that the mass transit services for 
which such funds would be available but for 
such transfer are being adequately main
tained, 
to any apportionment of such State under 
title 23, United States Code.". 

(b) ACQUISITION OF MATERIALS AND SUP
PLIES AS CONSTRUCTION.-Section 18(e) is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end of the last sentence "and the term 
'construction' includes acquisition of mate
rials and supplies". 
SEC. 3115. INTERCITY BUS TRANSPORTATION. 

Section 18 is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(j) INTERCITY Bus TRANSPORTATION.-Be
fore apportioning any amounts under sub
section (a) for a fiscal year beginning after 
September 30, 1991, the Secretary shall set 
aside $20,000,000 to carry out a program for 
the development and support of intercity bus 
transportation. In carrying out such pro
gram, the Secretary is authorized to make 
grants to States for activities which further 
the purposes of the program, including plan
ning and marketing for intercity bus trans
portation, capital grants for intercity bus 
shelters, joint-use stops and depots, operat
ing grants through purchase-of-service 
agreements, user-side subsidies and dem
onstration projects, and coordination of 
rural connections between small transit op
erations and intercity bus carriers.". 
SEC. 316. AUl'HORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 21 is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 21. AUTHORIZATIONS. 

"(a) SECTIONS 9 AND 18.-
"(l) FROM THE GENERAL FUND.-There is au

thorized to be appropriated to carry out sec
tions 9 and 18 of this Act not to exceed 
$2,130,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, $2,125,000,000 
for fiscal year 1993, $2,025,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1994, $2,125,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, 
$2,225,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, and 
$2,305,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. Such funds 
shall remain available until expended. 

"(2) FROM THE MASS TRANSIT ACCOUNT.
There shall be available from the Mass Tran
sit Account of the Highway Trust Fund to 
carry out sections 9 and 18 of this Act 
$555,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1993 
through 1996 and $1,555,000.000 for fiscal year 
1997. For fiscal years 1993 through 1997 only, 
such funds shall be available only for the 
purpose of construction projects (including 
capital maintenance items). Such funds shall 
remain available until expended. 

"(b) SECTION 3.-There shall be available 
from the Mass Transit Account of the High
way Trust Fund to carry out section 3 of this 
Act $1,350,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, 
$1,680,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, $1,580,000,000 
for fiscal year 1994, $1,680,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1995, $1,780,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, 
and $2,485,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. Such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 

"(c) SECTIONS 3 AND 9B.-In addition to the 
amounts set forth in subsection (b), to carry 
out sections 3 and 9B of this Act, there shall 
be available from the Mass Transit Account 
of the Highway Trust Fund $360,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992, $600,000,000 for fiscal year 
1993, $800,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
$600,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, $400,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996, and $550,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1997. Such funds shall remain available 
until expended. 

"(d) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN SECTION 3 AND 
SECTION 9B FUNDS.-Of the amounts made 
available by subsection (c), 50 percent shall 
be available for capital grants under section 
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3, and 50 percent shall be available for grants 
under section 9B. If an obligation ceiling in 
effect for any fiscal year is less than the sum 
of the new budget authority authorized by 
subsections (b) and (c), the ceiling shall first 
be applied to the budget authority provided 
by subsection (c). 

"(e) INTERSTATE TRANSFER.-For sub
stitute mass transportation projects under 
section 103(e)(4) of title 23, United States 
Code, there is authorized to be appropriated 
$160,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1992 and 
1993. 

"(f) RURAL PROGRAM.-For each of fiscal 
years 1992 through 1996, 5 percent of the ag
gregate funds made available for sections 9 
and 18 and section 9B under subsections (a) 
and (c) of this section shall be available to 
carry out section 18. All amounts made 
available for section 18 shall be from funds 
appropriated under subsection (a)(l). 

"(g) SECTIONS 4(i) AND 16(b).-
"(l) FROM GENERAL FUND.-There is author

ized to be appropriated to carry out section 
16(b) of this Act not to exceed $20,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992, $25,000,000 for each of fiscal 
years 1993 through 1996, and $35,000,000 for fis
cal year 1997. Such sums shall remain avail
able until expended. 

"(2) FROM MTA.-There shall be available 
from the Mass Transit Account of the High
way Trust Fund to carry out sections 4(i) 
and 16(b) of this Act $25,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992, $35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1993 
through 1996, and $45,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997. Such sums shall remain available until 
expended. 

"(h) SECTIONS 6, 8, ll(a), 18(h), 20, AND 27.
There shall be available from the Mass Tran
sit Account of the Highway Trust Fund to 
carry out sections 6, 8, ll(a), 18(h), 20, and 27 
of this Act and transit-related planning 
under sections 134 and 135 of title 23, United 
States Code, $67,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, 
$123,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1993 
through 1996, and $158,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997, of which 10 percent shall be available 
only for section 18(h) and of which $12,000,000 
for fiscal year 1992 shall be avaih,1.ble only for 
part C of title VI of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991. 
Such sums shall remain available until ex
pended. 

"(i) SECTION 12(a).-There is authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out section 12(a) of 
this Act not to exceed $50,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 1992 through 1996 and $60,000,000 
for fiscal year 1997. Such sums shall remain 
available until expended. 

"(j) SECTION ll(b).-
"(l) FROM MTA.-There shall be available 

from the Mass Transit Account of the High
way Trust Fund to carry out section ll(b) 
$7,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1992 through 
1997. 

"(2) FROM HTF.-There shall be available 
from the Highway Trust Fund (other than 
the Mass Transit Account) to carry out sec
tion ll(b) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and 
$6,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1993 through 
1997. Sums made available by this paragraph 
shall be subject to the obligation limitation 
imposed by section 102 of the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991. 

"(k) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, approval by 
the Secretary of a grant with funds made 
available under subsections (a)(2), (b), (c), 
(g)(2). (h), and (j) of this section shall be 
deemed a contractual obligation of the Unit
ed States for payment of the Federal share of 
the cost of the project.". 
SEC. 317. PLANNING AND RESEARCH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Act is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 

"SEC. 26. PLANNING AND RESEARCH PROGRAM. 
"(a) NATIONAL PROGRAM.-
" (1) RESEARCH AND TRAINING AGREEMENT.

Of the funds made available under section 
21(h), 1h shall be available to the Secretary 
for making grants, or entering into con
tracts. for carrying out the purposes of sec
tions 6, 8, 10, ll(a), 18(h), or 20 of this Act or 
section 307(e) of title 23, United States Code, 
as the Secretary deems appropriate. 

"(2) COMPLIANCE WITH ADA.--Of the 
amounts available under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall make available not less than 
$2,000,000 annually to provide transit-related 
technical assistance, demonstration pro
grams, research, public education, and other 
activities that the Secretary deems appro
priate to help transit providers achieve com
pliance with the Americans With Disabilities 
Act of 1990. To the extent practicable, the 
Secretary shall carry out this paragraph 
through contract with a national nonprofit 
organization serving persons with disabil
ities with demonstrated capacity to carry 
out these activities. 

"(3) ENTREPRENEURIAL TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICES PROGRAM.-

"(A) ESTABLISHMENT.-Of the amounts 
available under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall make available $3,000,000 annually to 
establish an entrepreneurial transportation 
services program to provide grants and loans 
to assist in the development of private trans
portation services to meet new transpor
tation needs and complement public trans
portation services funded under this Act. 

"(B) ELIGIBILITY.-Public bodies and non
profit entities shall be eligible to receive as
sistance under this paragraph to assist pri
vate entrepreneurs in the provision of trans
portation services. Any grant or loan made 
under this paragraph shall be available to 
such entrepreneurs for a period of not more 
than 2 years. A recipient is authorized to re
tain funds returned to it in connection with 
such a grant or loan and such funds shall 
continue to be used for the purposes of sub
paragraph (A). 

"(C) USE OF GRANTS AND LOANS.-Grants 
and loans made under this paragraph may be 
used to fund capital, planning, and operating 
costs, as determined by the Secretary. 

"(4) INERTIAL NAVIGATION TECHNOLOGY 
TRANSFER.-

"(A) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.-Of the 
amounts available under paragraph (1) for 
fiscal years 1992, 1993, and 1994, the Secretary 
shall make available $1,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992, $2,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, and 
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1994 to support an in
ertial navigation system demonstration 
project for the purpose of determining the 
safety, economic, and environmental bene
fits of deploying inertial navigation tracking 
and control systems in urban and rural envi
ronments. 

"(B) PUBLIC-PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICI
PANTS.-The project described in subpara
graph (A) shall be conducted by the Transit 
Safety Research Alliance, a nonprofit public
private sector consortium based in Pitts
burgh, Pennsylvania. 

"(5) SPECIAL DEMONSTRATION INITIATIVES.
Of the amounts available under paragraph 
(1), an amount not to exceed 25 percent shall 
be available to the Secretary for special 
demonstration initiatives subject to such 
terms, conditions, requirements, and provi
sions as the Secretary deems appropriate; ex
cept that the provisions of section 3(e)(4) 
shall apply to operational grants funded 
under this section. 

"(6) TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary is author

ized to undertake a program of transit tech-

nology development in coordination with af
fected entities. 

"(B) INDUSTRY TECHNICAL PANEL.-The Sec
retary shall establish an industry technical 
panel consisting of representatives of trans
portation suppliers and operators and others 
involved in technology development. A ma
jority of the panel members shall represent 
the supply industry. The panel shall assist 
the Secretary in the identification of prior
ity technology development areas for public 
transportation and in establishing guidelines 
for project development, project cost shar
ing, and project execution for public trans
portation. 

"(C) COST-SHARING GUIDELINES.-The Sec
retary shall develop guidelines for cost shar
ing in technology development projects fund
ed under this section. Such guidelines shall 
be flexible in nature and reflect the extent of 
technical risk, market risk, anticipated sup
plier benefits, and pay back periods. 

"(7) SUPPLEMENTATION OF COOPERATIVE RE
SEARCH PROGRAM.-The Secretary may use 
funds made available pursuant to paragraph 
(1) to supplement funds available under sub
section (b)(l). 

"(8) FEDERAL SHARE.-Where there would 
be a clear and direct financial benefit to an 
entity under a grant or contract funded 
under this subsection (other than paragraph 
(2) or subsection (b)(l), the Secretary shall 
establish a Federal share consistent with 
that benefit. 

"(b) STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAM.--Of the 
funds made available under section 21(h), % 
shall be available for State and local pro
grams as follows: 

"(l) TRANSIT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PRO
GRAM.-161/2 percent of that amount shall be 
available for a transit cooperative research 
program to be administered as follows: 

"(A) GOVERNING BOARD.-The Secretary 
shall establish an independent governing 
board for such program to recommend tran
sit research, development, and technology 
transfer activities as the Secretary deems 
appropriate. 

"(B) GRANTS TO NAS.-The Secretary may 
make grants to, and enter into cooperative 
agreements with, the National Academy of 
Sciences to carry out such transit research 
activities as the Secretary determines are 
appropriate. 

"(2) STATE AND LOCAL PLANNING, RESEARCH, 
AND TRAINING.-The remaining 831h percent of 
that amount shall be apportioned to the 
States for making grants, and entering into 
contracts, to carry out sections 6, 8, 10, 11, 
18(h), and 20 of the Act and transit-related 
planning under sections 134 and 135 of title 
23, United States Code, as follows: 

"(A) APPORTIONMENT FORMULA.-Amounts 
shall be apportioned to the States in the 
ratio which the population in urbanized 
areas of each State bears to the total popu
lation in urbanized areas of all the States, as 
shown by the latest available decennial cen
sus; except that no State shall receive less 
than 1h of 1 percent of the amount appor
tioned under this subparagraph. 

"(B) ALLOCATION WITHIN A STATE.-
"(i) STATE PROGRAMS.--Of the funds appor

tioned to each State under subparagraph (A), 
25 percent shall be available for State pro
grams to carry out the objectives of this sub
section. A State may authorize a portion of 
its funds made available under this clause to 
be used to supplement funds available under 
paragraph (1) or clause (ii) of this subpara
graph, as the State deems appropriate. Of 
the funds allocated pursuant to this clause, 
at least 331h percent shall be used for pur
poses of section 18(h). 

• I •• .- ' •• • •• • -• • •• • • ' • 
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"(ii) MPOs.-Of the funds apportioned to 

each State under subparagraph (A), 75 per
cent shall be, by a formula developed by each 
State in cooperation with local elected offi
cials acting through the metropolitan plan
ning organizations representing urbanized 
areas of the State and approved by the Sec
retary which considers population in urban
ized areas and provides an appropriate dis
tribution for urbanized areas to carry out 
the cooperative processes described in sec
tion 8 of this Act and sections 134 and 135 of 
title 23, United States Code, made available 
by the State to those of such metropolitan 
planning organizations which are designated 
the State as being responsible together with 
the State for carrying out the objectives of 
this section. 

"(3) FEDERAL SHARE PAYABLE.-The Federal 
share payable for a project under paragraph 
(2) shall be 80 percent-

"(A) except in any case in which the Sec
retary determines that it is in the Federal 
interest not to require a State or local 
match; and 

"(B) except for funds used for the purposes 
of section 18(h), in which case the Federal 
share payable shall be 100 percent. 

"(c) HOLD HARMLESS.-The amounts made 
available under this section shall be adjusted 
as follows: 

"(1) AMOUNT TO STATES.-The amount made 
available under subsection (a) shall be re
duced and the amount made available under 
subsection (b)(2) shall be increased so that 
the aggregate amount provided to the States 
for allocation to metropolitan planning or
ganizations under subsection (b)(2)(B)(ii) is 
no less than the aggregate amount provided 
to metropolitan planning organizations by 
administrative formula under section 8 of 
this Act in fiscal year 1991. 

"(2) MPO ALLOCATIONS.-The amount ap
portioned to each State by formula under 
subsection (b) shall be adjusted so that the 
aggregate amount apportioned to each State 
to be made available to metropolitan plan
ning organizations under subsection 
(b)(2)(B)(ii) is no less than the aggregate 
amount provided to metropolitan planning 
organizations in the State by administrative 
formula under section 8 of this Act in fiscal 
year 1991. 

"(3) STATE PROGRAMS.-Of the funds allo
cated to a State under subsection (b), a larg
er amount than provided for under sub
section (b)(2)(B)(i) may be available for State 
programs to the extent that the amount oth
erwise available to the State for State pro
grams is less than the amount made avail
able to the State by administrative formula 
under section 8 of this Act in fiscal year 1991 
and under section 18(h) of this Act in fiscal 
year 1991; except that the aggregate amount 
made available by the State to metropolitan 
planning organizations under subsection 
(b)(2)(B)(ii) shall in no event be less than the 
aggregate amount made available to metro
politan planning organizations in that State 
by administrative formula under section 8 of 
this Act in fiscal year 1991.". 

(b) SUSPENDED LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM TECH
NOLOGY PILOT PROJECT.-

(1) FULL FUNDING GRANT AGREEMENT.-Not 
later than 60 days after the fulfillment of the 
requirements under paragraph (5), the Sec
retary shall negotiate and enter into a full 
funding grant agreement under section 3 of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
with a public entity selected under para
graph (4) for construction of a suspended 
light rail system technology pilot project. 

(2) PROJECT PURPOSE.-The purpose of the 
project under this subsection shall be to as-

sess the state of new technology for a sus
pended light rail system and to determine 
the feasibility and costs and benefits of using 
such a system for transporting passengers. 

(3) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.-The project 
under this subsection shall-

(A) utilize new rail technology with indi
vidual vehicles on a prefabricated, elevated 
steel guideway; 

(B) be stability seeking with a center of 
gravity for the detachable passenger vehicles 
located below the point of wheel-rail con
tact; and 

(C) utilize vehicles which are driven by 
overhead bogies with high efficiency, low 
maintenance electric motors for each wheel, 
operating in a slightly sloped plane from ver
tical for both the wheels and the running 
rails, to further increase stability, accelera
tion, and braking performance. 

(4) COMPETITION.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the Secretary shall 
conduct a national competition to select a 
public entity with which to enter into a full 
funding grant agreement under paragraph (1) 
for construction of the project under this 
subsection. 

(B) PUBLICATION OF NOTICE.-Not later than 
30 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register notice of the competition 
to be conducted under this paragraph, to
gether with procedures for public entities to 
participate in the competition. 

(C) SELECTION OF FINALISTS.-Not later 
than 120 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary shall select 3 pub
lic entities to be finalists in the competition 
under this paragraph. 

(D) AWARD OF GRANTS.-The Secretary 
shall award grants to each of the finalists se
lected under subparagraph (C). Such grants 
shall be used by the finalists to participate 
in the final phase of the competition under 
this paragraph in accordance with proce
dures to be established by the Secretary. The 
amount of such grants shall not exceed 80 
percent of the costs of such participation. No 
finalists may receive more than l/a of the 
amount made available under paragraph 
(9)(C). 

(E) SELECTION OF WINNER.-Not later than 
210 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall select from 
among the finalists selected under subpara
graph (C) the public entity with which to 
enter into a full funding grant agreement 
under paragraph (1). 

(F) CONSIDERATIONS.-In conducting the 
competition and selecting public entities 
under this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
consider the following: 

(i) The public entity's demonstrated under
standing and knowledge of the project under 
this section. 

(ii) The public entity's technical, manage
rial, and financial capacity to undertake 
construction, management, and operation of 
the project. 

(iii) Maximization of potential contribu
tions to the cost of the project by State, 
local, and private sector entities, including 
the donation of in-kind services and mate
rials. 

(5) ExPEDITED PROCEDURES.-Not later than 
270 days after the date of selection of a pub
lic entity under paragraph (4), the Secretary 
shall approve and publish in the Federal Reg
ister a notice announcing either (A) a finding 
of no significant impact, or (B) a draft envi
ronmental impact statement for the project 
under this subsection. The alternative analy
sis for the project shall be limited to deter-

mining whether or not to actually construct 
such project. If a draft environmental impact 
statement is published, the Secretary shall, 
not later than 180 days after the date of such 
publication, approve and publish in the Fed
eral Register a notice of completion of a 
final environmental impact statement. 

(6) NOTICE TO PROCEED WITH CONSTRUC
TION .-Not later than 30 days following the 
execution of the full funding grant agree
ment under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall issue a notice to proceed with construc
tion. 

(7) OPTION NOT TO CONSTRUCT.-Not later 
than the 30th day following the completion 
of preliminary engineering and design for the 
project, the public entity selected under 
paragraph (1) will make a determination on 
whether or not to proceed to actual con
struction of the project. If such public entity 
makes a determination not to proceed to 
such actual construction-

(A) the Secretary shall not enter into the 
grant agreement under paragraph (1); 

(B) any remaining sums received shall be 
returned to the Secretary and credited to the 
Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund; and 

(C) the Secretary shall use the amount so 
credited and all other amounts to be pro
vided under this section to award to entities 
selected under paragraph (4)(E) grants under 
section 3 of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 for construction of the project de
scribed in paragraph (1). 
Any grants under subparagraph (C) shall be 
awarded after completion of a competitive 
process for selection of a grant recipient. 
Such process shall be completed not later 
than the 180th day following the date of the 
determination under this subsection. 

(8) OPERATING COST DEFICITS.-The full 
funding grant agreement under paragraph (1) 
shall provide that-

(A) the system vendor for the project under 
this section shall fund 100 percent of any def
icit incurred in operating the project in the 
first two years of revenue operations of the 
project; and 

(B) the system vendor for the project under 
this section shall fund 50 percent of any defi
cit incurred in operating the project in the 
third year of revenue operations of the 
project. 

(9) FUNDING.-
(A) PRECONSTRUCTION.-If the systems 

planning, alternatives analysis, preliminary 
engineering, and design and environmental 
impact statement are required by law for the 
project under this subsection, the Secretary 
shall pay by grant the Federal share of such 
costs (as determined under section 3 of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964) from 
amounts provided under such section as fol
lows: not less than $4,000,000 for fiscal year 
1993. Such funds shall remain available until 
expended. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION.-The grant agreement 
under paragraph (1) shall provide that the 
Federal share of the construction costs of 
the project under this section shall be paid 
by the Secretary from amounts provided 
under section 3 of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act of 1964 as follows: not less than 
$30,000,000 for fiscal year 1994. Such funds 
shall remain available until expended. 

(C) GRANTS.-Grants under paragraph (4) 
shall be paid by the Secretary from amounts 
provided under section 3 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 as follows: not 
less than $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1992. Any 
amounts not expended for such grants shall 
be available for the Federal share of costs de
scribed in subparagraphs (A) and (B). 
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(D) OPERATION.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the grant agreement 
under paragraph (1) shall provide with re
spect to the third year of revenue operations 
of the project under this subsection that the 
Federal share of operating costs of the 
project shall be paid by the Secretary from 
amounts provided under section 26 of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 in a 
sum equal to 50 percent of any deficit in
curred in operating the project in such year 
of revenue operations or $300,000, whichever 
is less. 

(10) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share of 
the cost of construction of the project under 
this subsection shall be 80 percent of the net 
cost of the project. 

(11) REPORT.-Not later than January 30, 
1993, and annually thereafter, the Secretary 
shall transmit to Congress a' report on the 
progress and results of the project under this 
subsection. 
SEC. 318. NEEDS SURVEY. 

The Act is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"SEC. 27. NEEDS SURVEY AND TRANSFERABILITY 

STUDY. 
"(a) NEEDS STUDY.-In January 1993 and in 

January of every second year thereafter, the 
Secretary shall report to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation of the House of Rep
resentatives an estimate of the future tran
sit needs of the Nation, including transit 
needs in rural areas (particularly access to 
health care facilities). Such report shall in
clude an assessment of needs related to rail 
modernization, guideway modernization, re
placement, rehabilitation, and purchase of 
buses and related equipment, construction of 
bus related facilities, and construction of 
new fixed guideway systems and extensions 
to fixed guideway systems. 

"(b) TRANSFERABILITY STUDY.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-In January 1993 and in 

January of every second year thereafter, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives a report on implementation 
of the transferability provisions of sections 
3(m), 9(n)(3), and 18(i) of this Act. 

"(2) CONTENTS.-The report shall identify, 
by State, the amount of transit funds trans
ferred for nontransit purposes under such 
sections during the previous fiscal year and 
shall include an assessment of the impact of 
such transfers on the transit needs of indi
viduals and communities within the State. 
Specifically, the report shall assess the im
pact of such transfers (A) on the State's abil
ity to meet the transit needs of elderly indi
viduals, individuals with disabilities, and in
dividuals residing in rural areas, (B) on ef
forts to meet the objectives of the Americans 
With Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Clean 
Air Act, and (C) on the State's efforts to ex
tend public transit services to unserved rural 
areas. The report shall also include an exam
ination of the relative levels of Federal tran
sl t assistance and services in urban and rural 
areas in fiscal year 1991 and the extent to 
which such assistance and service has in
creased or decreased in subsequent fiscal 
years as a result of transit resources made 
available under this Act and the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991.". 
SEC. 319. NEW JERSEY URBAN CORE PROJECT. 

(a) CONTRACTUAL COMMITMENTS.-
(!) FULL FUNDING GRANT AGREEMENT.-Not 

later than 90 days after the date of the enact-

ment of this Act, the Secretary shall nego
tiate and enter into a full funding grant 
agreement under section 3 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 for those ele
ments of the New Jersey Urban Core Project 
which can be fully funded in fiscal years 1992 
through 1997. Such grant agreement shall not 
preclude the allocation of Federal funds for 
those elements of the project not covered 
under such grant agreement. 

(2) PAYMENT.-The grant agreement under 
paragraph (1) shall provide that the Federal 
share of the cost of the New Jersey Urban 
Core Project shall be paid by the Secretary 
from amounts provided under section 3 of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 as 
follows: 

(A) Not less than $95,900,000 for fiscal year 
1992. 

(B) Not less than $71,700,000 for fiscal year 
1993. 

(C) Not less than $64,800,000 for fiscal year 
1994. 

(D) Not less than $146,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995. 

(E) Not less than a total of $256,000,000 for 
fiscal years 1996 and 1997. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed as 
precluding other Federal funds from being 
committed to the project. 

(b) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.-For the purpose 
of calculating non-Federal contributions to 
the net cost of the New Jersey Urban Core 
Project, the Secretary shall include all non
Federal contributions made on or after Janu
ary l, 1987, for construction of any element 
of the project. Non-Federal funds committed 
to one element of the project may be used to 
meet the non-Federal share requirement for 
any other element of the project. 

( c) ExEMPI'ION FROM CERTAIN REQUIRE
MENTS.-The requirements contained in sec
tion 3(i) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 (relating to criteria for new 
starts) shall not apply with respect to the 
New Jersey Urban Core Project; except that 
an alternative analysis and draft environ
mental impact statement shall be completed 
with respect to the Hudson River Waterfront 
element of the project and the Secretary 
shall approve the recommended locally pre
ferred alternative for such element. No ele
ment of the project shall be subject to the 
major capital investment policy of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration. 

(d) ELEMENTS OF URBAN CORE PROJECT.
For the purposes of this section, the New 
Jersey Urban Core Project consists of the 
following elements: Secaucus Transfer, Kear
ny Connection, Waterfront Connection, 
Northeast Corridor Signal System, Hudson 
River Waterfront Transportation System, 
Newark-Newark International Airport-Eliza
beth Transit Link, a rail connection between 
Penn Station Newark and Broad Street Sta
tion, Newark, New York Penn Station Con
course, and the equipment needed to operate 
revenue service associated with improve
ments made by the project. The project in
cludes elements advanced with 100 percent 
non-Federal funds. 
SEC. 320. MULTIYEAR FUNDING FOR SAN FRAN

CISCO BAY AREA RAIL EXTENSION 
PROGRAM. 

(a) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATE
MENT.-

(1) COMPLETION DEADLINE.-Not later than 
60 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act and in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Sec
retary shall complete a draft environmental 
impact statement for an extension of the 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Dis
trict (hereinafter in this section referred to 

as "BART") to the San Francisco Inter
national Airport. 

(2) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND REPORT
ING.-The Secretary shall publish a notice of 
availability of the draft environmental im
pact statement for public review. If the Sec
retary has not published such notice on or 
before the 60th day following the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
report to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate on 
the status of the completion of such draft en
vironmental impact statement. The Sec
retary shall continue to report to such com
mittees every 30 days on the status of the 
completion of the draft environmental im
pact statement, including any proposed revi
sions to the statement or to the work plan, 
until a notice of availability of such docu
ment is published in the Federal Register. 

(b) PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING GRANT.-
(1) To BART.-Not later than 30 days after 

the date of submittal of a locally preferred 
alternatives report and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall 
make a grant to BART to conduct prelimi
nary engineering and to complete an envi
ronmental impact statement on the locally 
preferred alternative for the extension of 
BART to the San Francisco International 
Airport. The amount of such grant shall be 
75 percent of preliminary engineering costs, 
unless the matching percentage is increased 
by a modification to Metropolitan Transpor
tation Commission Resolution No. 1876 in a 
manner that would allow such Federal share 
to be increased to 80 percent. 

(2) To SANTA CLARA COUNTY.-Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act and notwithstanding any other 
provision of the law, the Secretary shall 
make a grant to the Santa Clara County 
Transit District (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as "SCCTD") to conduct prelimi
nary engineering and to complete an envi
ronmental impact statement on the locally 
preferred alternative for the Tasman Cor
ridor Project. The amount of such grant 
shall be $12,750,000; except that the Federal 
share for all project costs may not exceed 50 
percent, unless the matching percentage is 
increased by a modification to Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission Resolution No. 
1876 in a manner that would allow such Fed
eral share to be increased to 80 percent. 
Local funds expended on the Tasman Cor
ridor Project after the locally preferred al
ternative was approved by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission on July 31, 1991, 
shall be considered eligible project costs 
under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964. 

(C) CONTRACTUAL COMMITMENTS.-
(!) APPROVAL OF CONSTRUCTION.-Notwith

standing any other provision of law, the Sec
retary shall approve the construction of the 
locally preferred alternative for the BART 
San Francisco International Airport Exten
sion (Phase la to Colma and Phase 1 b to San 
Francisco Airport) and the Tasman Corridor 
Project according to the following schedule: 

(A) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall approve such construction for BART 
Phase la to Colma. 

(B) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
the completion of preliminary engineering, 
the Secretary shall approve such construc
tion for BART Phase lb to San Francisco 
International Airport. 

(C) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
the completion by SCCTD of preliminary en-
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gineering, the Secretary shall approve such 
construction for the Tasman Corridor 
Project. 

(2) EXECUTION OF CONTRACT.-Upon approv
ing construction under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary shall execute a multiyear grant 
agreement with BART to permit the expend
iture of funds for the construction of the 
BART San Francisco International Airport 
Extension (Phase la and Phase lb) and with 
SCCTD for the construction of the Tasman 
Corridor Project. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE.-
(1) BART EXTENSION.-The grant agree

ment under subsection (c)(2) shall provide 
that the Federal share of the project cost for 
the locally preferred alternative for the 
BART San Francisco International Airport 
Extension (Phase la and Phase lb) shall be 75 
percent, unless the matching percentage is 
increased by a modification to Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission Resolution No. 
1876 in a manner that would allow such Fed
eral share to be increased to 80 percent. 

(2) TASMAN CORRIDOR PROJECT.-The grant 
agreement under subsection (c)(2) shall pro
vide that the Federal share of the project 
cost for the locally preferred alternative for 
the Tasman Corridor Project, including costs 
for preliminary engineering, shall be 50 per
cent, unless that matching percentage is in
creased by a modification to Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission Resolution No. 
1876 in a manner that would allow such Fed
eral share to be increased to 80 percent. 

(e) PAYMENT.-The grant agreement under 
subsection (c)(2) shall provide that the Fed
eral share of the cost of the projects shall be 
paid by the Secretary from amounts pro
vided under section 3 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1954 for construction 
of new fixed guideway systems and exten
sions to fixed guideway systems, as follows: 

(1) Not less than $28,500,000 for fiscal year 
1990. 

(2) Not less than $40,000,000 for fiscal year 
1991. 

(3) Not less than $100,000,000 for each of fis
cal years 1992 through 1995. 

(4) Not less than $100,000,000 for fiscal years 
1996 and 1997. 
Apportionment of payments between BART 
and SCCTD shall be consistent with the Met
ropolitan Transportation Commission Reso
lution No. 1876. 

(f) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-The grant 
agreements under subsection (c)(2) shall pro
vide that the Secretary shall reimburse 
BART and SCCTD from any amounts pro
vided under section 3 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 for fiscal years 
1992 through 1997 for the Federal share of the 
net project costs incurred by BART and 
SCCTD under subsections (c)(l) and (c)(2), in
cluding the amount of any interest earned 
and payable on bonds as provided in section 
3(1)(2) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964, as follows: 

(1) Not later than September 30, 1994, the 
Secretary shall reimburse BART and SCCTD 
a total of $368,500,000 (plus such interest), 
less amounts provided under subsection (e) 
for fiscal years 1992 through 1994. 

(2) Not later than September 30, 1997, the 
Secretary shall reimburse BART and SCCTD 
a total of $568,500,000 (plus such interest), 
less amounts provided under subsection (e) 
for fiscal years 1992 through 1997. 

(g) FULL FUNDING GRANT AGREEMENTS.-
(1) ScHEDULE.-Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, the Secretary shall nego
tiate and execute full funding grant agree
ments that are consistent with Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission Resolution No. 

1876 with BART for Phase la to Colma and 
Phase lb to the San Francisco International 
Airport, and with SCCTD for the Tasman 
Corridor Project according to the following 
schedule: 

(A) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
completion by SCCTD of preliminary engi
neering, the Secretary shall execute such 
agreement for the Tasman Corridor Project. 

(B) Upon completion by BART of 85 per
cent of final design, the Secretary shall exe
cute such agreement for Phase la to Colma. 

(C) Upon completion by BART of 85 percent 
of final design, the Secretary shall execute 
such agreement for Phase lb to the San 
Francisco International Airport. 

(2) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.-In addition to 
the $568,500,000 provided under this section, 
the Secretary shall , subject to annual appro
priations, issue full funding grant agree
ments to complete the projects utilizing the 
full amount of the unobligated balance in 
the Mass Transit Account of the Highway 
Trust Fund. 

(h) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS.-The Sec
retary shall permit the Santa Clara County 
Transit District, in cooperation with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, to 
conduct an Alternatives Analysis to examine 
transit alternatives including a possible 
BART extension from southern Alameda 
County through downtown San Jose to Santa 
Clara, California. 
SEC. 321. MULTIYEAR CONTRACT FOR METRO 

RAIL PROJECT. 
(a) SUPPLEMENTAL EIS.-Not later than 

April l, 1992, and in accordance with the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the 
Secretary shall complete preparation of a 
final supplemental environmental impact 
statement for Minimum Operable Segment-3 
(other than the East Side Extension) and 
publish a notice of the completion of such 
statement in the Federal Register. Such 
statement shall reflect any alignment 
changes in the Los Angeles Metro Rail 
Project and any determination of an amend
ed locally preferred alternative for the 
project. In preparing such statement, the 
Secretary shall rely, to the maximum extent 
feasible, upon existing environmental stud
ies and analyses conducted with respect to 
the project, including the Draft Supple
mental Environmental Impact Statement 
(dated November 1987) and the Final Supple
mental Environmental Impact Statement 
(dated July 1989). 

(b) AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT TO INCLUDE 
CONSTRUCTION OF MOS-3.-

(1) NEGOTIATION.-Not later than April 1, 
1992, the Secretary shall begin negotiations 
with the Commission on an amendment to 
the full funding contract under section 3 of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
(dated April 1990) for construction of Mini
mum Operable Segment-2 of the Los Angeles 
Metro Rail Project in order to include con
struction of Minimum Operable Segment-3 
(including the commitment described in 
paragraph (4) to provide Federal funding for 
the East Side Extension) in such contract. 

(2) EXECUTION.-Not later than October 15, 
1992, the Secretary shall-

(A) complete negotiations and execute the 
amended contract under paragraph (l); and 

(B) issue a record of decision approving the 
cons~ruction of Minimum Operable Segment-
3 (other than the East Side Extension). 

(3) PAYMENT OF FEDERAL SHARE.-
(A) FEDERAL SHARE.-The amended con

tract under paragraph (1) shall provide that 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of Minimum Operable Segment-3 for fiscal 
years 1993 through 1997 shall be $695,000,000. 

(B) PAYMENT.-The amended contract 
under paragraph (1) shall provide that the 
Federal share of the cost of construction of 
Minimum Operable Segment-3 shall be paid 
by the Secretary from amounts available 
under section 3 of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act of 1964 in accordance with a 
schedule for annual payments set forth in 
such con tract. 

(4) EAST SIDE EXTENSION.-The amended 
contract under paragraph (1) shall include a 
commitment to provide Federal funding for 
the East Side Extension, subject to comple
tion of alternatives analysis and satisfaction 
of Federal environmental requirements. 

(5) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The amended contract 

under paragraph (1) shall provide that the 
Commission may construct any portion of 
Minimum Operable Segment-3 in accordance 
with section 3(1) of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act of 1964. 

(B) AMOUNT.-The Commission may use ad
vance construction authority in an amount 
not to exceed the sum of $535,000,000 plus the 
difference (if any) between the Federal share 
specified in paragraph (3) for fiscal years 1993 
through 1997 and the amount of Federal 
funds actually provided in those fiscal years. 

(C) CONVERSION TO GRANTS.-In the event 
the Commission uses advance construction 
authority under this paragraph, the Sec
retary shall convert that authority into a 
grant and shall reimburse the Commission, 
from funds available under section 3 of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, for 
the Federal share of the amounts expended. 
Such conversion and reimbursement shall be 
made by the Secretary in fiscal years 1998, 
1999, and 2000 and shall be equal to the Fed
eral share of the amounts expended by the 
Commission pursuant to this paragraph (plus 
any eligible bond interest under section 
3(1)(2) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964). 

(c) FURTHER AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT.
Not later than October 15, 1996, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and enter into a further 
amendment to the contract desGribed in sub
section (b)(l) in order to provide Federal 
funding for Minimum Operable Segment-3 
for fiscal years 1998 through 2000. The amend
ed contract shall include provisions for the 
use and reimbursement of advance construc
tion in the manner set forth in subsection 
(b)(5). 

(d) CONTINUING PRELIMINARY ENGINEER
ING.-Before the date on which an amended 
contract is executed under subsection (b), 
the Secretary shall, upon receipt of an appli
cation from the Commission, make a grant 
to the Commission from amounts available 
under section 3 of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act of 1964 for continuing preliminary 
engineering and environmental analysis 
work for Minimum Operable Segment-3. 

(e) ADDITION OF EAST SIDE ExTENSION.-
(1) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS AND ENVIRON

MENTAL REVIEW.-The Secretary shall co
operate with the Commission in alternatives 
analysis and environmental review, includ
ing preparation of a draft environmental im
pact statement, for the East Side Extension. 
Upon receipt of an application from the 
Commission, the Secretary shall make a 
grant to the Commission, from amounts 
available under section 3 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, for preliminary 
engineering, design, and related expenses for 
the East Side Extension, in an amount equal 
to 50 percent of the cost of such activities. 
Such funds shall be provided from the 
amounts made available by the Secretary 
under subsection (b)(3). 
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(2) SUPPLEMENTAL EIS.-Not later than De

cember l, 1993, and in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 
the Secretary shall complete preparation of 
a final supplemental environmental impact 
statement for the East Side Extension and 
shall publish· a notice of completion of such 
statement in the Federal Register. 

(3) AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT TO INCLUDE 
EAST SIDE EXTENSION.-

(A) NEGOTIATION.-Immediately upon the 
completion of alternatives analysis and pre
liminary engineering for the East Side Ex
tension, the Secretary shall begin negotia
tions with the Commission on a further 
amendment to the contract referred to in 
subsection (b)(l) in order to include con
struction of the East Side Extension. 

(B) ExECUTION.-Not later than June l, 
1994, the Secretary shall-

(i) complete negotiations and execute the 
amended contract under subparagraph (A); 
and 

(ii) issue a record of decision approving the 
construction of the East Side Extension. 

(C) CONTENTS.-The amended contract 
under subparagraph (A) shall be consistent 
with the commitment made under subsection 
(b)(4) and shall include appropriate changes 
to the existing scope of work to include the 
East Side. 

(f) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL REQUIRE
MENTS.-The amended contracts under this 
section shall provide that any activity under 
Minimum Operable Segment-3 that is fi
nanced entirely with non-Federal funds shall 
not be subject to any Federal statute, regu
lation, or program guidance, unless the Fed
eral statute or regulation in question, by its 
terms, otherwise applies to and covers such 
activity. 

(g) CRITERIA FOR NEW STARTS.-Minimum 
Operable Segment-3 shall be deemed to be a 
project described in and covered by section 
303(b) of the Surface Transportation and Uni
form Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. 

(h) NOTIFICATION OF NONCOMPLIANCE.-If 
the Secretary is unable to comply with a 
deadline established by this section, the Sec
retary shall notify the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the Commit
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Banking, 
Finance, and Urban Affairs of the Senate of 
the reasons for the noncompliance and shall 
provide such Committees a firm schedule for 
taking the action required. 

(i) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section, the following definitions apply: 

(1) COMMISSION.-The term "Commission" 
means the Los Angeles County Transpor
tation Commission (or any successor there
to). 

(2) EAST SIDE EXTENSION.-The term "East 
Side Extension" means that portion of Mini
mum Operable Segment-3 described in para
graph (3)(C). 

(3) MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT-3.-The 
term "Minimum Operable Segment-3" means 
that portion of the Los Angeles Metro Rail 
Project which consists of 7 stations and ap
proximately 11.6 miles of heavy rail subway 
on the following lines: 

(A) One line running west and northwest 
from the Hollywood/Vine station to the 
North Hollywood station, with 2 intermedi
ate stations. 

(B) One line running west from the 
Wilshire/Western station to the Pico/San 
Vicente station, with one intermediate sta
tion. 

(C) One line consisting of an initial line of 
approximately 3 miles in length, with at 
least 2 stations, beginning at Union Station 
and running generally east. 

SEC. 322. MISCELLANEOUS MULTIYEAR CON
TRACTS. 

(a) HAWTHORNE, NEW JERSEY-WARWICK, 
NEW YORK, SERVICE.-No later than 120 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the New 
Jersey Transit Corporation which includes 
not less than $35,710,000 in fiscal year 1992 
and not less than $11,156,000 in fiscal year 
1993 from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(A) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 to carry out the construction of 
a project to provide commuter rail service 
from Hawthorne, New Jersey, to Warwick, 
New York (including a connection with the 
New Jersey Transit Main Line in Hawthorne, 
New Jersey, and improvements to the New 
Jersey Transit Main Line station in 
Paterson, New Jersey). Such agreement shall 
provide that amounts provided under the 
agreement may be used for purchasing equip
ment and for rehabilitating and constructing 
stations, parking facilities, and other facili
ties necessary for the restoration of such 
commuter rail service. 

(b) WESTSIDE LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the Tri-County Metropolitan 
Transportation District of Oregon which in
cludes $515,000,000 from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 at the Federal 
share contained in House Report 101-584 to 
carry out the construction of the locally pre
ferred alternative for the Westside Light 
Rail Project, including system related costs, 
set forth in Public Law 101-516 and as defined 
in House Report 101-584. Such agreement 
shall also provide for the completion of al
ternatives analysis, the final Environmental 
Impact Analysis, and preliminary engineer
ing for the Hillsboro extension to the 
Westside Project as set forth in Public Law 
101-516. 

(C) NORTH BAY FERRY SERVICE.-No later 
than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall nego
tiate and sign a multiyear grant agreement 
with the City of Vallejo, California, which 
includes $8,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 and 
$9,000,000 in fiscal year 1993 from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to 
carry out capital improvements under the 
North Bay Ferry Service Demonstration 
Program. 

(d) STATEN ISLAND-MIDTOWN MANHATTAN 
FERRY SERVICE.-No later than April 30, 1992, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the New 
York City Department of Transportation in 
New York, New York, which includes 
$1,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 and $11,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1993 from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 to carry out cap
ital improvements under the Staten Island
Midtown Ferry Service Demonstration Pro
gram. 

(e) QUEENS LOCAUEXPRESS CONNECTION.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the Metropolitan Transpor
tation Authority which includes $306,000,000 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 to carry out the construction of 
the locally preferred alternative for the 
Queens Local/Express Connection project. 

(f) METRO LINK LIGHT RAIL ExTENSIONS.
N o later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the East-West Gateway Co
ordinating Council which includes (1) 

$16,000,000 from funds made available under 
section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964 to complete prelimi
nary engineering and final design for the St. 
Clair extension to the Metro Link light rail 
system, (2) $450,000 to complete alternatives 
analysis for the Cross-County extension to 
the Metro Link System, and (3) $450,000 to 
complete alternatives analysis for the St. 
Charles extension to the Metro Link System. 

(g) CENTRAL AREA CIRCULATOR PROJECT.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the City of Chicago, Illinois, 
which includes $260,000,000 from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to 
carry out the construction of the locally pre
ferred alternative for the Central Area 
Circulator Project. 

(h) SALT LAKE CITY LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.
No later than August 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the Utah Transit Authority, 
which includes $131,000,000 from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to 
carry out the construction of the initial seg
ment of the locally preferred alternative for 
the Salt Lake City Light Rail Project, in
cluding feeder bus and other system related 
costs. 

(i) LAKEWOOD-FREEHOLD-MATAWAN OR 
JAMESBURG RAIL PROJECT.-No later than 
April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate 
and sign a multiyear grant agreement with 
the New Jersey Transit Corporation, which 
includes, from funds made available to the 
Northeastern New Jersey urbanized area 
under section 3(h) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, $1,800,000 in fiscal year 
1992 and $3,000,000 in each of fiscal years 1993 
and 1994 to provide for the completion of al
ternatives analysis, preliminary engineering, 
and environmental impact statement for the 
Lakewood-Freehold-Matawan or Jamesburg 
Rail Project. 

(j) NORTHEAST PHILADELPHIA COMMUTER 
RAIL STUDY.-No later than April 30, 1992, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the South
eastern Pennsylvania Transportation Au
thority, which includes $400,000 from funds 
made available to the Philadelphia urbanized 
area under section 3(h) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 to provide for a 
study of the feasibility of instituting com
muter rail service as an alternative to auto
mobile travel to Center City Philadelphia on 
I-95. 

(k) ATLANTA COMMUTER RAIL STUDY.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the Atlanta Regional Commission 
which includes, from funds made available to 
the Atlanta urbanized area under section 
3(h) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, $100,000 to study the feasibility of insti
tuting commuter rail service in the Greens
boro corridor. 

(1) PITTSBURGH LIGHT RAIL REHABILITATION 
PROJECT.-No later than 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall negotiate and sign a multiyear 
grant agreement with the Port Authority of 
Allegheny County which includes $5,000,000 
from funds made available to the Pittsburgh 
urbanized area under section 3(h) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, to 
complete preliminary engineering for Stage 
II LRT rehabilitation in Allegheny County, 
Pennsylvania. 

(m) LOS ANGELES-SAN DIEGO (LOSSAN) 
RAIL CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.-No 
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later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the Los Angeles-San Diego Rail 
Corridor Agency which includes $20,000,000 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(A) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 to provide for capital improve
ments to the rail corridor between Los Ange
les and San Diego, California. 

(n) GILROY COMMUTER RAIL PROJECT.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the responsible operating entity 
for the San Francisco Peninsula Commute 
Service which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(A) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$13,000,000 for capital improvements and 
trackage rights related to the extension of 
commuter rail service in Gilroy, California. 
The Secretary shall allocate to the Santa 
Clara County Transit District in fiscal year 
1992, from funds made available under such 
section 3(k)(l)(A), $8,000,000 for the purpose 
of a one-time purchase of perpetual trackage 
rights between the existing terminus in San 
Jose and Gilroy, California, to run passenger 
rail service. 

(0) DALLAS LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.-No later 
than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall nego
tiate and sign a multiyear grant agreement 
with Dallas Area Rapid Transit which in
cludes $160,000,000 from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 to carry out t he 
construction of the locally preferred alter
native for the initial 6.4 miles and 10 stations 
of the South Oak Cliff light rail line. 

(p) SOUTH BOSTON PIERS TRANSITWAY/LIGHT 
RAIL PROJECT.-No later than June 1, 1992, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Massa
chusetts Bay Transportation Aut hority 
which includes $278,000,000 from funds made 
available under section 3(k )(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to 
carry out the construction of the locally pre
ferred alternative for the South Boston Piers 
Transitway/Light Rail Project. Not later 
than December 31, 1991, the Secretary shall 
allocate from such $278,000,000 such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out preliminary 
engineering and design for such preferred al
ternative. 

(q) ATLANTA NORTH LINE EXTENSION.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid 
Transit Authority which includes $329,000,000 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 to carry out the construction of 
the locally preferred alternative for a 3.1 
mile extension of the North Line of the 
heavy rail rapid transit system in Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

(r) HOUSTON PRIORITY CORRIDOR FIXED 
GUIDEWAY PROJECT.-Provided that a locally 
preferred alternative for the Priority Cor
ridor fixed guideway project has been se
lected by March 1, 1992, no later than April 
30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate and 
sign a multiyear grant agreement with the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris 
County which includes $500,000,000 from 
funds made available under section 3(k)(l)(B) 
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
to carry out the construction of such locally 
preferred alternative. 

(S) JACKSONVILLE AUTOMATED SKYWAY Ex
PRESS EXTENSION.-No later than April 30, 
1992, the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Jack
sonville Transportation Authority which in-

eludes $71.2 million from funds made avail
able under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to carry out 
the construction of the locally preferred al
ternative for a 1.8 mile extension to the 
Automated Skyway Express starter line. 

(t) HONOLULU RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the City and County of Honolulu 
which includes $618,000,000 from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to 
carry out the construction of the locally pre
ferred alternative of a 17.3 mile fixed guide
way system. 

(U) BALTIMORE CENTRAL LRT EXTEN
SIONS.-No later than April 30, 1992, the Sec
retary shall negotiate and sign a multiyear 
grant agreement with the Mass Transit Ad
ministration of the Maryland Department of 
Transportation which includes $60,000,000 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 to carry out the construction of 
the locally preferred alternatives for the 
Hunt Valley, Baltimore-Washington Inter
national Airport, and Penn Station exten
sions to the 22.5 light rail transit line in Bal
timore. 

(v) SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the Sacramento Regional Transit 
District which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$26,000,000 to provide for the completion of 
alternatives analysis, preliminary engineer
ing, and final design on proposed extensions 
to the light rail system in Sacramento, Cali
fornia . 

(W) KANSAS CITY LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the Kansas City Area Transpor
tation Authority which includes, from funds 
made available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$1,500,000 in fiscal year 1992, and $4,400,000 in 
fiscal year 1993 to provide for the completion 
of alternatives analysis and preliminary en
gineering for Phase I of the Kansas City 
Light Rail Project. 

(x) ORLANDO STREETCAR (OSCAR) DOWN
TOWN TROLLEY PROJECT.-No later than April 
30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate and 
sign a multiyear grant agreement with the 
City of Orlando, Florida, which includes, 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, $5,000,000 to provide for the com
pletion of alternatives analysis and prelimi
nary engineering for the Orlando Streetcar 
(OSCAR) Downtown Trolley Project. 

(y) PHILADELPHIA CROSS-COUNTY METRO 
RAIL PROJECT.-No later than April 30, 1992, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the South
eastern Pennsylvania Transportation Au
thority which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$2,400,000 to provide for the completion of al
ternatives analysis and preliminary engi
neering for the Philadelphia Cross-County 
Metro Rail Project. 

(z) DETROIT LIGHT RAIL PROJECT.-No later 
than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall nego
tiate and sign a multiyear grant agreement 
with the city of Detroit, Michigan, which in
cludes, from funds made available under sec
tion 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act of 1964, $20,000,000 to provide for 

the completion of alternatives analysis and 
preliminary engineering for the Detroit 
Light Rail Project. 

(aa) CLEVELAND BLUE LINE LIGHT RAIL Ex
TENSION.-No later than April 30, 1992, the 
Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Greater 
Cleveland Regional Transit Authority which 
includes, from funds made available under 
section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, $1,200,000 to provide for 
the completion of alternatives analysis and 
preliminary engineering for an extension of 
the Blue Line to Highland Hills, Ohio. 

(bb) CHARLOTTE LIGHT RAIL STUDY.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the City of Charlotte, North Caro
lina which includes, from funds made avail
able under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, $125,000 in 
1992 and $375,000 in fiscal year 1993 to provide 
for the completion of systems planning and 
alternatives analysis for a priority light rail 
corridor in the Charlotte metropolitan area. 

(CC) LONG BEACH METRO LINK FIXED RAIL 
PROJECT.-No later than April 30, 1992, the 
Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Los An
geles County Transportation Commission 
which includes $4,000,000 from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, to 
provide for the completion of alternatives 
analysis and preliminary engineering for the 
Metro Link Project in Long Beach, Califor
nia. 

(dd) BUCKHEAD PEOPLE MOVER CONCEPTUAL 
ENGINEERING STUDY.-No later than April 30, 
1992, the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Atlanta 
Regional Commission which includes, from 
funds made available under section 3(k)(l)(B) 
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, $200,000 in fiscal year 1992, to provide for 
the completion of a conceptual engineering 
study for a people mover system in Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

(ee) CLEVELAND DUAL HUB RAIL PROJECT.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the Greater Cleveland Re
gional Transit Authority which includes, 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, $2,000,000 in fiscal year 1992, 
$2,000,000 in fiscal year 1993, and $1,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1994, to provide for the comple
tion of alternatives analysis on the Cleve
land Dual Hub Rail Project. 

(ff) SAN DIEGO MID COAST LIGHT RAIL 
PROJECT.-No later than April 30, 1992, the 
Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the San 
Diego Metropolitan Transit Development 
Board which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$2,000,000 in fiscal year 1992, $5,000,000 in fis
cal year 1993, and $20,000,000 in fiscal year 
1994, to provide for the completion of alter
natives analysis and the final environmental 
impact statement, and to purchase right-of
way, for the San Diego Mid Coast Light Rail 
Project. 

(gg) CHATTANOOGA DOWNTOWN TROLLEY 
PROJECT.-No later than April 30, 1992, the 
Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the Chat
tanooga Area Regional Transportation Au
thority which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$1,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 and $1,000,000 in 
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fiscal year 1993 to provide for the completion 
of alternatives analysis on a proposed trolley 
circulator in downtown Chattanooga, Ten
nessee. 

(hh) NORTHEAST OHIO COMMUTER RAIL FEA
SIBILITY STUDY.-No later than April 30, 1992, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the North
east Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency 
which includes, from funds made available 
under section 3(h) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, $800,000 in fiscal year 
1992 and $800,000 in fiscal year 1993 to study 
the feasibility of providing commuter rail 
service connecting urban and suburban areas 
in northeast Ohio. 

(ii) RAILTRAN COMMUTER RAIL PROJECT.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the Cities of Dallas and Fort 
Worth, Texas, which includes, from funds 
made available under section 3(h) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$2,480,000, in fiscal year 1992, and $3,200,000 in 
fiscal year 1993 to provide for preliminary en
gineering and construction of improvements 
to the Dallas/Fort Worth RAILTRAN Sys
tem. 

(jj) Bus AND Bus RELATED EQUIPMENT PUR
CHASES IN ALTOONA, PENNSYLVANIA.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
enter into a grant agreement with Altoona 
Metro Transit for $2,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992 from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 to provide for the purchase of 10 
buses, a fuel storage tank, a bus washer and 
2 service vehicles. 

(kk) Bus AND Bus RELATED EQUIPMENT 
PURCHASES IN JOHNSTOWN, PENNSYLVANIA.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall enter into a grant agreement with the 
Cambria County Transit Authority for 
$1,600,000 for fiscal year 1992 from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(C) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to 
provide for the purchase of 6 midsize buses; 
spare engines, transmissions, wheels, tires; 
wheelchair lifts for urban buses; 20 2-way ra
dios; 29 electronic fareboxes and related 
equipment; computer hardware and software; 
and shop tools, equipment and parts for the 
Cambria County Transit System; and a new 
400 HP electric motor and related compo
nents; cable replacement; hillside erosion 
control; park-and-ride facilities; and a handi
capped pedestrian crosswalk for the Johns
town Inclined Plane. 

(11) Bus PURCHASE FOR EUREKA SPRINGS, 
ARKANSAS.-No later than April 30, 1992, the 
Secretary shall enter into a grant agreement 
with Eureka Springs Transit for $63,600 for 
fiscal year 1992 from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 to provide for the 
purchase of an electrically powered bus 
which is accessible to and usable by individ
uals with disabilities. 

(mm) TUCSON DIAL-A-RIDE PROJECT.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a grant agreement with 
the City of Tucson, Arizona which includes, 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, $8,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 to 
make capital improvements related to the 
Tucson dial-a-ride project. 

(nn) LONG BEACH Bus FACILITY PROJECT.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a grant agreement 
with the Long Beach Transportation Com
pany to include, from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, $13,875,000 in fis-

cal year 1992, to provide for the construction 
of a bus maintenance facility in the service 
area of such company. 

(00) PARK-AND-RIDE LOT.-No later than 
April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate 
and sign a grant agreement with the South
eastern Pennsylvania Transportation Au
thority which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(C) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$4,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 to construct a 
park-and-ride lot in suburban Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. 

(pp) NASHVILLE lNTERMODAL TERMINAL.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a grant agreement 
with the City of Nashville, Tennessee which 
includes, from funds made available under 
section 3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, $3,700,000 in fiscal year 
1992 to provide for the construction of an 
intermodal passenger terminal in Nashville, 
Tennessee. 

(qq) METRO NORTH COMMUTER RAIL FEA
SIBILITY STUDY.-No later than April 30, 1992, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
grant agreement with the State of Connecti
cut, which includes, from funds made avail
able to that State under section 3(k)(l)(A) of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$100,000 in fiscal year 1992 to study the fea
sibility of providing commuter rail service in 
West Haven, Connecticut. 

(rr) MAIN STREET TRANSIT MALL.-No later 
than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall nego
tiate and sign a grant agreement with the 
City of Akron, Ohio, which includes, from 
funds made available to that State under 
section 3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, $1,450,000 in fiscal year 
1992 to provide for preliminary engineering 
and construction of an extension to the Main 
Street Transit Mall. 

(SS) PEOPLE MOBILIZER.-No later than 
April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate 
and sign a grant agreement with PACE 
which includes, from funds made available to 
the suburban Chicago urbanized area under 
section 9, $3,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 to 
make capital purchases necessary for imple
menting the people mobilizer project in such 
area. 

(tt) DULLES CORRIDOR RAIL PROJECT.-No 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the State of Virginia, or its as
signee, which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$6,000,000 to provide for the completion of al
ternatives analysis and preliminary engi
neering for a rail corridor from the West 
Falls Church Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority rail station to Dulles 
International Airport. 

(UU) PECK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT.
No later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the State of Connecticut, 
which includes, from funds made available to 
such State under sections 3(h) and 9 of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$30,000,000 to provide for the replacement of a 
Metro North commuter rail bridge. 

(VV) PUGET SOUND CORE RAPID TRANSIT 
PROJECT.-Not later than April 30, 1992, the 
Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the munici
pality of metropolitan Seattle, Washington, 
which includes, from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, $5,000,000 for the 
Puget Sound Core Rapid Transit Project. 

(WW) SEATTLE-TACOMA COMMUTER RAIL.
Not later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 

shall negotiate and sign a multiyear grant 
agreement with the municipality of metro
politan Seattle, Washington, which includes, 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, $5,000,000 for the Seattle-Tacoma 
Commuter Rail Project. 

(xx) ALTOONA PEDESTRIAN CROSSOVER.-Not 
later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall 
negotiate and sign a multiyear grant agree
ment with the city of Altoona, Pennsylva
nia, which includes, from funds made avail
able under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, $3,200,000 
for construction of the 14th Street Pedes
trian Crossover in Altoona, Pennsylvania. 

(yy) COLUMBIA RAIL CORRIDOR REVITALIZA
TION PROJECT.-Not later than April 30, 1992, 
the Secretary shall negotiate and sign a 
multiyear grant agreement with the city of 
Columbia, South Carolina, which includes, 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(A) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, $4,000,000 for the Columbia Rail 
Corridor Revitalization Project. 

(zz) BA y AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
PARKING.-Not later than April 30, 1992, the 
Secretary shall negotiate and enter into a 
multiyear grant agreement with the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
which includes, from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(A) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, $12,600,000 for 
construction of a parking structure for the 
planned East Dublin/Pleasontan BART sta
tion. 

(aaa) MULTI-MODAL TRANSIT PARKWAY.
Not later than April 30, 1992, the Secretary 
shall negotiate and enter into a multiyear 
grant agreement with the State of California 
which includes, from funds made available 
under section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, $15,000,000 for 
construction of a multi-modal transit park
way in western Los Angeles, California. 

(bbb) CANAL STREET CORRIDOR LIGHT RAIL, 
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA.-No later than 
April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate 
and sign a grant agreement with the city of 
New Orleans, Louisiana, which includes, 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, $4,800,000 to provide for the com
pletion of alternatives analysis, preliminary 
engineering, and an environmental impact 
statement for the Canal Street Corridor 
Light Rail System in New Orleans, Louisi
ana. 

(CCC) LARGO, MARYLAND.-No later than 
April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate 
and sign a multiyear grant agreement with 
the State of Maryland, or its assignee, which 
includes, from funds made available under 
section 3(k)(l)(B) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, $5,000,000 to provide for 
alternatives analysis, the preparation of an 
environmental impact statement, and pre
liminary engineering for a proposed rail 
transit project to be located in the corridor 
between the Addison Road Washington, Met
ropolitan Area Transit Authority rail sta
tion and Largo, Maryland. 

(ddd) CENTRE AREA TRANSPORTATION AU
THORITY REIMBURSEMENT .-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Secretary 
shall reimburse the Centre Area Transpor
tation Authority in State College, Penn
sylvania, from funds made available under 
section 3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, $1,000,000 in fiscal year 
1992 for costs incurred by the Centre Area 
Transportation Authority between August 
1989 and October 1991 in connection with the 
construction of an administrative mainte
nance and bus storage facility. 
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(eee) MARC lMPROVEMENTS.-Not later 

than April, 30, 1992, the Secretary shall nego
tiate and enter into a multiyear agreement 
with MARC which includes, from funds made 
available under section 3(k)(l)(A) of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
$160,000,000 to provide for improvements to 
the MARC commuter rail system, including 
a service extension from Point of Rocks to 
the city of Frederick; planning and engineer
ing for Southern Maryland extension from 
Waldorf to Union Station, Washington; pur
chase of rolling stock; and station expan
sions and improvements on existing lines. 

(fff) KEY WEST, FLORIDA.-Not later than 
April 30, 1992, the Secretary shall negotiate 
and enter into a grant agreement with the 
city of Key West, Florida, which includes, 
from funds made available under section 
3(k)(l)(C) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, $239,666 in fiscal year 1992 for the 
cost of purchasing 3 buses. 
SEC. 323. PETROLEUM VIOLATION ESCROW AC

COUNT FUNDS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the Federal Transit Administration 
shall allow petroleum violation escrow ac
count funds spent by the New Jersey Transit 
Corporation on transit improvements to be 
applied as credit towards the non-Federal 
match for any transit project funded under 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964. 
The New Jersey Transit Corporation shall 
demonstrate that the use of such a credit 
does not result in the reduction in non-Fed
eral funding for transit projects within the 
fiscal year in which the credit is applied. 
SEC. 324. 1993 WORLD UNIVERSITY GAMES. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, before apportionment under section 9 of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 of 
funds provided under section 21(a)(l) of such 
Act for fiscal year 1992, $4,000,000 of such 
funds shall be made available to the State of 
New York or to any public body to which the 
State further delegates authority, as the des
ignated recipient for the purposes of this sec
tion, to carry out projects by contracts with 
private or public service providers to meet 
the transportation needs associated with the 
staging of the 1993 World University Games 
in the State of New York. Such funds shall 
be available for any purpose eligible under 
section 9 of such Act without limitation. The 
matching requirement for operating assist
ance under section 9(k)(l) of such Act shall 
not apply to funds made available under this 
section. 
SEC. 325. OPERATING ASSISTANCE LIMITATION 

FOR STATEN ISLAND FERRY. 
The limitation of operating assistance 

which, but for this section, would apply to 
the Staten Island Ferry for fiscal year 1992 
under section 9(k)(2)(A) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 shall be increased 
by $2,700,000. 
SEC. 326. FORGIVENESS OF CERTAIN OUTSTAND

ING OBLIGATIONS. 
Notwithstanding the fifth sentence of sec

tion 4(a), the outstanding balance on grant 
agreement number NC--05-0021 made to the 
Fayetteville Transit Authority, North Caro
lina is forgiven. 
SEC. 327. EXTENSION OF WAN REPAYMENT PE

RIOD. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law (including any regulation), the outstand
ing balances on the loan agreements do have 
to be repaid before October 1, 2001: 

(1) Loan agreement number PA-03-9002 
made to the Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transit Authority. 

(2) Loan agreement number P A-03-9003 
made to the Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transit Authority. 

SEC. 328. ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS FOR 
DISABILITY. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of procedures for determining disabil
ity for the purpose of obtaining off peak re
duced fares under section 5(m) of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964. The study 
should review different requirements, degree 
of uniformity, and degree of reciprocity be
tween transit systems. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall report to Congress on the re
sults of the study conducted under this sec
tion. 
SEC. 329. ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED TRANS

PORTATION SERVICES. 
Before apportioning in fiscal year 1992 any 

amounts under sections 9 and 18 from the 
Mass Transit Account, the Secretary shall 
make available $1,000,000 in such fiscal year 
to the State of Pennsylvania for the pur
poses of capital expenses to assist in the pro
vision of elderly and handicapped transpor
tation services. 
SEC. 330. UNOBLIGATED M ACCOUNT BALANCES. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any obligated M account balances re
maining available for expenditure as of Au
gust 1, 1991, under "Urban Discretionary 
Grants" and "Interstate Transfer Grants
Transit" of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration program shall be exempt 
from the application of the provisions of sec
tion 1405(b)(4) and (b)(6) of Public Law 101-510 
and section 1552 of title 31, United States 
Code, and shall be available until expended. 
SEC. 331. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY. 

This title, including the amendments made 
by this title, shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, shall apply to 
funds authorized to be appropriated or made 
available after September 30, 1991, and shall 
not apply to funds appropriated or made 
available on or before September 30, 1991. 
SEC. 332. REDUCTION IN AUTIIORIZATIONS FOR 

BUDGET COMPLIANCE. 
If the total amount authorized by this Act 

(including amendments made by this Act) 
out of the Mass Transit Account of the High
way Trust Fund exceeds Sl,800,000,000 for fis
cal year 1992, or exceeds $13,800,000,000 for fis
cal years 1992 through 1996, then each 
amount so authorized shall be reduced pro
portionately so that the total equals 
$1,800,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, or equals 
$13,800,000,000 for fiscal years 1992 through 
1996, as the case may be. 
SEC. 333. MILWAUKEE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

APPROVAL. 
No later than January 15, 1992, the Sec

retary shall enter into an agreement with 
the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
giving approval to undertake an alternatives 
analysis for the East-West Central Milwau
kee Corridor. The alternatives analysis shall 
be funded entirely from non-Federal sources. 

TITLE IV-MOTOR CARRIER ACT OF 1991 
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the "Motor Car
rier Act of 1991". 
SEC. 402. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANT PRO

GRAM AMENDMENTS. 
(a) CONTENTS OF STATE PLANS.-Section 

402(b)(l) of the Surface Transportation As
sistance Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 2302(b)(l)) 
is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (F); 

(2) by striking the period of subparagraph 
(G) and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

"(H) ensures that activities described in 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of subsection (e) if 
funded with grants under this section will 
not diminish the effectiveness of develop
ment and implementation of commercial 
motor vehicle safety programs described in 
subsection (a); 

"(I) ensures that fines imposed and col
lected by the State for violations of commer
cial motor vehicle safety regulations will be 
reasonable and appropriate; and 

"(J) ensures that such State agency will 
coordinate the plan prepared under this sec
tion with the State highway safety plan 
under section 402 of title 23, United States 
Code.". 

(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-Section 
402(d) of such Act is amended by inserting 
"and for enforcement of commercial motor 
vehicle size and weight limitations, for drug 
interdiction, and for enforcement of State 
traffic safety laws and regulations described 
in subsection (d)" after "programs". 

(c) USE OF GRANT FUNDS FOR ENFORCEMENT 
OF CERTAIN OTHER LAWS.-Section 402 of 
such Act is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(e) USE OF GRANT FUNDS FOR ENFORCE
MENT OF CERTAIN OTHER LAWS.-A State may 
use funds received under a grant under this 
section-

"(1) for enforcement of commercial motor 
vehicle size and weight limitations at loca
tions other than fixed weight facilities, at 
specific geographical locations (such as steep 
grades or mountainous terrains) where the 
weight of a commercial motor vehicle can 
significantly effect the safe operation of 
such vehicle, or at seaports where inter
modal shipping containers enter and exit the 
United States; 

"(2) for detecting the unlawful presence of 
a controlled substance (as defined under sec
tion 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 802)) in a commercial motor vehicle or 
on the person of any occupant (including the 
operator) of such a vehicle; and 

"(3) for enforcement of State traffic laws 
and regulations designed to promote safe op
eration of commercial motor vehicles; 
if such activities are carried out in conjunc
tion with an inspection of the commercial 
motor vehicle for enforcement of Federal or 
State commercial motor vehicle safety regu
lations.". 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 404 of such Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2304) 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(2) by striking "and" 
before "$60,000,000" and inserting a comma; 
and 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
section (a)(2) and inserting "$65,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1992, $79,000,000 for fiscal year 
1993, $131,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
$87 ,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, $90,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1996, and $93,000,000 for fiscal year 
1997.". 

(e) PERIOD OF GRANTS.-Section 404(c) of 
such Act is amended by striking "shall be for 
periods not to exceed one year" and insert
ing "to a State shall be available for expend
iture by such State for a period of 3 years". 

(f) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY.-Section 404(e) 
of such Act is amended by striking "for the 
fiscal year" and all that follows through the 
period at the end and inserting "until ex
pended.". 

(g) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.-Section 404(f) of 
such Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" before "On"; 
(2) by striking "one-half of''; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
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"(2) On October 1 of each fiscal year, or as 

soon thereafter as is practicable, the Sec
retary, after making the deduction under 
paragraph (1), shall allocate, among the 
States whose applications for grants have 
been approved, the funds authorized to be ap
propriated for such fiscal year pursuant to 
criteria established by the Secretary.". 

(h) INSPECTOR TRAINING; COMMERCIAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE INFORMATION.-Section 404 of 
such Act is further amended by adding at the 
end of such section the following new sub
section: 

"(g) INSPECTOR TRAINING; COMMERCIAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE INFORMATION SYSTEM.-

"(1) TRAINING OF HAZMAT INSPECTORS.-The 
Secretary shall obligate from funds made 
available by subsection (a)(2) for each fiscal 
year beginning after September 30, 1991, not 
less than $5,000,000 to make grants to States 
for training inspectors for enforcement of 
regulations which are issued by the Sec
retary and pertain to transportation by com
mercial motor vehicle of hazardous mate
rials. 

"(2) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE INFORMA
TION SYSTEM REVIEW.-The Secretary may 
obligate from funds made available by sub
section (a)(2) for each of fiscal years 1992, 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 not to exceed 
$2,000,000 to carry out section 407 of this 
title, relating to the commercial motor vehi
cle information system. 

"(3) TRUCK AND BUS ACCIDENT DATA GRANT 
PROGRAM.-The Secretary may obligate from 
funds made available by subsection (a)(2) for 
each of fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 
1997 not to exceed $3,000,000 to carry out sec
tion 408 of this title, relating to the truck 
and bus accident data grant program. 

"(4) RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, DEMONSTRA
TION, AND TRAINING MANUALS.-The Secretary 
shall obligate from funds made available by 
subsection (a)(2) for each fiscal year begin
ning after September 30, 1991, not less than 
$500,000 and not more than $2,000,000 for re
search, development, demonstrations, and 
training manuals under section 409 of this 
title.". 

(i) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY FUNCTIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
the motor carrier safety functions of the 
Federal Highway Administration $49,317 ,000 
for fiscal year 1992. 

(j) REPORTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 2 years 

after the effective date of this title, the Sec
retary shall transmit to the Cammi ttee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation of the House of 
Representatives reports on each of the fol
lowing: 

(A) The effectiveness of the efforts of the 
private sector to ensure adequate training of 
entry-level drivers of commercial motor ve
hicles, including recommendations of the 
Secretary on the feasibility, desirability, 
and cost-effectiveness of establishing manda
tory Federal training requirements for such 
entry-level drivers. 

(B) The effectiveness of the motor carrier 
inspection decal issued by the Commercial 
Vehicle Safety Alliance, methods to increase 
the use of the decal, and an analysis of 
whether the Federal Highway Administra
tion should require the acceptance of the 
decal by States participating in the motor 
carrier safety assistance program under sec
tion 402 of the Surface Transportation As
sistance Act of 1982. 

(C) The effectiveness and acceptance of the 
uniform financial penalty recommendations 
of the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 

and the need for and practicality and fea
sibility of the Secretary issuing regulations 
requiring uniformity (within certain ranges) 
in the issuance of financial penal ties result
ing from violations found during inspections 
carried out with funds provided under such 
program. 

(2) FUNDING.-The Secretary may expend in 
each of fiscal years 1992 and 1993 to carry out 
this subsection not to exceed $150,000 of 
funds made available to carry out section 402 
of the Surface Transportation Assistance 
Act of 1982 for each of such fiscal years. 
SEC. 403. COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE INFOR

MATION SYSTEM. 
Part A of title IV of the Surface Transpor

tation Assistance Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2301-2305) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
"SEC. 407. COMMERCIAL VEHICLE INFORMATION 

SYSTEM PROGRAM. 
"(a) INFORMATION SYSTEM.-
"(l) REGISTRATION SYSTEMS REVIEW.-Not 

later than 1 year after the effective date of 
this section, the Secretary, in cooperation 
with the States, shall conduct a review of 
State motor vehicle registration systems 
pertaining to license tags for commercial 
motor vehicles in order to determine wheth
er or not such systems could be utilized in 
carrying out this section. 

"(2) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary, in 
cooperation with the States, may establish, 
as part of the motor carrier safety informa
tion network system of the Department of 
Transportation and similar State systems, 
an information system which will serve as a 
clearinghouse and depository of information 
pertaining to State registration and licens
ing of commercial motor vehicles and the 
safety fitness of the registrants of such vehi
cles. 

"(3) OPERATION.--Operation of the informa
tion system established under paragraph (2) 
shall be paid for by a system of user fees. 
The Secretary may authorize the operation 
of the information system by contract, 
through an agreement with a State or 
States, or by designating, after consultation 
with the States, a third party which rep
resents the interests of the States. 

"(4) DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING 
STANDARDS.-The Secretary shall establish 
standards to ensure uniform data collection 
and reporting by all States necessary to 
carry out this section and to ensure the 
availability and reliability of the informa
tion to the States and the Secretary from 
the information system established under 
paragraph (2). 

"(5) TYPE OF INFORMATION.-As part of the 
information system established under para
graph (2), the Secretary shall include infor
mation on the safety fitness of the registrant 
of the commercial motor vehicle and such 
other information as the Secretary considers 
appropriate, including data on vehicle in
spections and out-of-service orders. 

"(b) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.-The Sec
retary shall make grants to States to carry 
out a project to demonstrate methods of es
tablishing an information system which will 
link the motor carrier safety information 
network system of the Department of Trans
portation and similar State systems with the 
motor vehicle registration and licensing sys
tems of the States. The purposes of the 
project shall be-

"(1) to allow a State when issuing license 
plates for a commercial motor vehicle to de
termine through use of the information sys
tem the safety fitness of the person seeking 
to register the vehicle; and 

"(2) to determine the types of sanctions 
which may be imposed on the registrant, or 

the types of conditions or limitations which 
may be imposed on the operations of the reg
istrant, to ensure the safety fitness of the 
registrant. 

"(c) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall 
issue such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out this section. 

"(d) FUNDING.-Funds necessary to carry 
out this section may be made available by 
the Secretary as provided in section 404(g)(2) 
of this title. 

"(e) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE DE
FINED.-For purposes of this section, the 
term 'commercial motor vehicle' means any 
self-propelled or towed vehicle used on high
ways in intrastate or interstate commerce to 
transport passengers or property-

"(1) if such vehicle has a gross vehicle 
weight rating of 10,001 or more pounds; 

"(2) if such vehicle is designed to transport 
more than 15 passengers, including the driv
er; or 

"(3) if such vehicle is used in the transpor
tation of materials found by the Secretary to 
be hazardous for the purposes of the Hazard
ous Materials Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 
App. 1801 et seq.) and are transported in a 
quantity requiring placarding under regula
tions issued by the Secretary under such 
Act.". 
SEC. 404. TRUCK AND BUS ACCIDENT DATA 

GRANT PROGRAM. 
Part A of title IV of the Surface Transpor

tation Assistance Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2301-2305) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"SEC. 408. TRUCK AND BUS ACCIDENT DATA 

GRANT PROGRAM. 
"(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY._:_The Secretary 

shall make grants to States which agree to 
adopt or have adopted the recommendations 
of the National Governors' Association with 
respect to police accident reports for truck 
and bus accidents. 

"(b) GRANT PURPOSES.-Grants may only 
be made under this section for assisting 
States in the implementation of the rec
ommendations referred to in subsection (a), 
including-

"(1) assisting States in designing appro
priate forms; 

"(2) drafting instruction manuals; 
"(3) training appropriate State and local 

officers; and 
"(4) such other activities as the Secretary 

determines are appropriate to carry out the 
objectives of this section. 

"(c) COORDINATION.-The Secretary shall 
coordinate grants made under this section 
with the highway safety programs being car
ried out under section 402 of title 23, United 
States Code, and may require that the data 
from the reports described in subsection (a) 
be included in the reports made to the Sec
retary under the uniform data collection and 
reporting program carried out under such 
section. 

"(d) FUNDING.-Funds necessary to carry 
out this section may be made available by 
the Secretary as provided in section 404(g)(3) 
of this title.". 
SEC. 405. RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, DEM· 

ONSTRATIONS, AND TRAINING 
MANUALS. 

Part A of title IV of the Surface Transpor
tation Assistance Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 
2301-2305) is amended further by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"SEC. 409. RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, DEM-

ONSTRATIONS, AND TRAINING 
MANUALS. 

"(a) GRANTS.-The Secretary shall make 
grants-

"(1) to States and to other persons for re
search, development, and demonstrations of 
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technologies, methodologies, analyses, and 
information systems which are designed to 
promote commercial motor vehicle safety 
and will be beneficial to all jurisdictions of 
the United States; and 

"(2) to States to assist in educating the 
motoring public on its shared responsibility 
with operators of commercial motor vehicles 
for highway safety. 

"(b) AWARDING OF GRANTS.-Grants made 
under this section shall be announced pub
licly and awarded on a competitive basis 
whenever practicable. 

"(c) TRAINING MANUALS.-The Secretary 
may pay for the development, printing, and 
publication of manuals or other materials 
used in training roadside inspectors of com
mercial motor vehicles. 

"(d) PUBLIC EDUCATION SET-ASIDE.-Not 
less than $250,000 of the funds made available 
to carry out this section in any fiscal year 
shall be made available by the Secretary for 
making grants described in subsection 
(a)(2).". 
SEC. 406. STATE REGISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 11506 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 11506. Registration of motor carriers by a 

State 
"(a) GENERAL RULE.-Effective January 1, 

1994, no State may require a motor carrier 
holding a certificate or permit issued under 
this subtitle-

"(1) to file and maintain such certificate or 
permit; 

"(2) to register motor vehicles operated 
under such certificate or permit; 

"(3) to display or carry on any vehicle a 
decal, stamp, cab card, or other means of 
identification evidencing the lawfulness of 
any transportation or service provided under 
such certificate or permit; or 

" (4) to pay a fee with respect to any activ
ity described in paragraphs (1), (2), or (3) of 
this subsection. 

"(b) LIMITATIONS ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC
TION.-Nothing in this section shall be con
strued as limiting the authority of a State to 
require a motor carrier holding a certificate 
or permit issued under this subtitle from fil
ing and maintaining proof of insurance or 
qualification as a self-insurer." . 

(b) REIMBURSEMENTS FOR LOST REVENUES IN 
FY 1992.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to amounts made 
available under paragraph (4), the Secretary 
shall pay each eligible State in fiscal year 
1994 an amount equal to the amount of reve
nues which such State derived in fiscal year 
1991 from fees described in section 11506(a)(4) 
of title 49, United States Code, as amended 
by subsection (a) of this section. 

(2) ELIGIBLE STATE.-A State is eligible for 
payments under this subsection if the State 
in fiscal year 1991 imposed and collected fees 
referred to in paragraph (1). 

(3) APPLICATION.-Each State interested in 
receiving payments under this subsection 
shall submit to the Secretary applications 
for such payments containing such informa
tion as the Secretary may require. Such an 
application must contain, at a minimum, the 
amount of fees referred to in paragraph (1) 
collected by the State in fiscal year 1991. 

(4) FUNDING.-From sums made available 
under section 404 of the Surface Transpor
tation Assistance Act of 1982 for fiscal year 
1994, the Secretary shall provide $48,000,000 to 
carry out this subsection. Such funds shall 
remain available until expended. 
SEC. 407. VEHICLE LENGTH LIMITATION. 

(a) CARGO CARRYING UNIT LIMITATION.
Section 411 of the Surface Transportation 

Assistance Act of 1982 (49 U.S.C. App. 2311(j)) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(j) CARGO CARRYING UNIT LIMITATION.
"(l) PROHIBITION.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), no State shall allow by stat
ute, regulation, permit, or any other means 
the operation on any segment of the Na
tional System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways and those classes of qualifying 
Federal-aid primary system highways as des
ignated by the Secretary pursuant to sub
section (e) of any commercial motor vehicle 
combination with 2 or more cargo carrying 
units (not including the truck tractor), 
whose cargo carrying units as measured from 
the front of the first cargo carrying unit to 
the rear of the last carrying unit are of a 
total length greater than were authorized by 
State statute or regulation and were being 
lawfully operated on such system and classes 
of highways on or before June 1, 1991. 

"(2) CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN VEHICLES 
LAWFULLY OPERATED ON JUNE 1, 1991.-A State 
may continue to allow to be operated within 
its boundaries on the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways and those 
classes of qualifying Federal-aid primary 
system highways as designated by the Sec
retary under subsection (e) a commercial 
motor vehicle combination with 2 or more 
cargo carrying units (not including the truck 
tractor)-

"(A) if the State determined, on or before 
June 1, 1991, that such a commercial motor 
vehicle combination could lawfully be oper
ated on such system and classes of highways 
pursuant to a State statute or regulation in 
effect on June 1, 1991; 

"(B) if such a commercial motor vehicle 
combination was in lawful operation on a 
regular or periodic basis (including seasonal 
operation or operation pursuant to a permit 
issued by the State) on such system and 
classes of highways on or before June 1, 1991; 
and 

"(C) if all operations of such a commercial 
motor vehicle combination on such system 
and classes of highways continue to be sub
ject, at a minimum, to all State statutes, 
regulations, limitations, and conditions (in
cluding routing-specific and configuration
specific designations and all other restric
tions) in effect on June 1, 1991; except that, 
subject to the guidelines established by the 
Secretary under paragraph (6), the State 
may make minor adjustments to routing
specific designations and vehicle operation 
restrictions in effect on June 1, 1991, for safe
ty purposes and for road construction pur
poses. 

"(3) WYOMING.-In addition to vehicles 
which the State of Wyoming may continue 
to allow to be operated under paragraph (2), 
such State may allow commercial motor ve
hicle combinations with 2 or more cargo car
rying units (not including the truck tractor) 
not in actual operation on June l, 1991, to be 
operated within its boundaries on the Inter
state System and those classes of qualifying 
Federal-aid primary system highways as des
ignated by the Secretary under subsection 
(e) by enactment of a State law on or before 
November 3, 1992-

"(A) if the gross vehicle weight of the vehi
cle in such a combination does not exceed 
117,000 pounds; 

"(B) if the vehicle in such a combination 
complies with the single axle, tandem axle, 
and bridge formula limits set forth in section 
127(a) of title 23, United States Code; and 

"(C) if such State notifies the Secretary of 
the enactment of such law before the 30th 
day following the date of such enactment. 

The Secretary shall publish a notice of the 
enactment of such law in the Federal Reg
ister. 

"(4) ADDITIONAL STATE RESTRICTIONS.
Nothing in this subsection shall prevent any 
State from further restricting in any manner 
or prohibiting the operation of commercial 
motor vehicle combinations otherwise au
thorized under this subsection, except that 
such restrictions or prohibitions shall be 
consistent with the requirements of sub
sections (a) and (b) and sections 412 and 416 
of this Act. Any State which further re
stricts or prohibits the operations of com
mercial motor vehicle combinations or 
makes minor adjustments pursuant to the 
exception set forth in paragraph (2)(C) shall 
notify the Secretary of the restriction, pro
hibition, or adjustment before the 30th day 
following the date of the action resulting in 
the restriction, prohibition, or adjustment, 
and the Secretary shall publish a notice of 
the restriction, prohibition, or adjustment in 
the Federal Register. 

"(5) PUBLICATION OF STATE LAWS.-
"(A) STATE LISTS.-Not later than 90 days 

after the effective date of this subsection, 
each State shall file, in writing, with the 
Secretary a complete list of those State stat
utes, regulations, limitations, and conditions 
(including routing-specific and configura
tion-specific designations and all other re
strictions) governing only the operation of 
commercial motor vehicle combinations 
with 2 or more cargo carrying units (not in
cluding the truck tractor). If the State does 
not file such list by the 90th day, the Sec
retary shall complete and file such list for 
the State not later than the 120th day follow
ing such effective date. 

"(B) CERTIFICATION.-Not later than 90 
days after the effective date of this sub
section, each State interested in continuing 
to allow commercial motor vehicle combina
tions with 2 or more cargo carrying units 
(not including the truck tractor) to be oper
ated under paragraph (2) shall submit to the 
Secretary a written certification that the re
quirements of paragraphs (2)(A) and (2)(B) 
were complied with. 

"(C) PUBLICATION.-Not later than 150 days 
after the effective date of this subsection, 
the Secretary shall publish in the Federal 
Register the lists filed under subparagraph 
(A). 

"(D) REVIEW OF CERTIFICATION.-After pub
lication under subparagraph (C), the Sec
retary shall review State certifications made 
under subparagraph (B) and may commence, 
on the Secretary's own initiative or pursu
ant to a challenge by any person, a proceed
ing to determine whether or not a certifi
cation made under subparagraph (B) made 
with regard to paragraph (2)(A) or (2)(B) is 
inaccurate. In such proceeding, the State 
shall have the burden of proof to show that 
the certification is accurate. If the Secretary 
determines that the State certification is in
accurate, the Secretary shall amend the pub
lication under subparagraph (C) to reflect 
the determination of the Secretary. 

"(E) LIMITATION.-No statute or regulation 
shall be included on the lists published by 
the Secretary under this paragraph merely 
on the grounds that it authorized, or could 
have authorized, by permit or otherwise, the 
operation of commercial motor vehicle com
binations, not in actual operation on a regu
lar or periodic basis on or before June 1, 1991. 

"(F) FINALITY.-Except as modified pursu
ant to paragraphs (2)(C), (3), and (4) and sub
paragraph (D) of this paragraph, the lists 
published under this paragraph shall become 
final on the 30th day following the date of 
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their publication in the Federal Register 
and, thereafter, commercial motor vehicle 
combinations with 2 or more cargo carrying 
units (not including the truck tractor) may 
not be operated on the National System of 
Interstate and Defense Highways and those 
classes of qualifying Federal-aid primary 
system highways as designated by the Sec
retary pursuant to subsection (e) of this sec
tion, except as provided in the laws and regu
lations on the lists and as modified pursuant 
to such paragraphs. 

"(6) REGULATIONS REGARDING CERTAIN 
MINOR ADJUSTMENTS.-Not later than 180 
days after the effective date of this sub
section, the Secretary shall issue regulations 
establishing guidelines for States to follow 
in making minor adjustments under para
graph (2)(C). 

"(7) LIMITATIONS ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC
TION.-Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed-

"(A) to allow the operation on any seg
ment of the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways of any commercial 
motor vehicle prohibited under section 127(d) 
of title 23, United States Code; and 

"(B) to affect in any way the operation of 
commercial motor vehicles having only one 
cargo carrying unit. 

"(8) CARGO CARRYING UNIT DEFINED.-For 
purposes of this subsection, the term 'cargo 
carrying unit' means any portion of a com
mercial motor vehicle combination used for 
the carrying of cargo which is other than the 
noncargo carrying power unit, including a 
trailer, semitrailer, or cargo carrying sec
tion of a single unit truck.". 

(b) APPLICABILITY TO BUSES.- 1 

(1) GENERAL RULE.-Section 41l(a) of such 
Act is amended by inserting "of less than 45 
feet on the length of any bus," after "vehicle 
length limitation". 

(2) ACCESS TO POINTS OF LOADING AND UN
LOADING.-Section 412(a)(2) of such Act (49 
U.S.C. App. 2312(a)(2)) is amended by insert
ing ", motor carrier of passengers," after 
"household goods carriers". 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
411(e)(l) of such Act is amended by striking 
"those Primary System highways" and in
serting "those highways of the Federal-aid 
primary system in existence on June l, 
1991,". 
SEC. 408. LONGER COMBINATION VEHICLE REGU

LATIONS, STUDIES, AND TESTING. 
(a) TRAINING REQUIREMENTS.-
(!) INITIATION OF RULEMAKING PROCEED

ING.-Not later than 60 days after the effec
tive date of this title, the Secretary shall 
initiate a rulemaking proceeding to estab
lish minimum training requirements for op
erators of longer combination vehicles. 

(2) FINAL RULE.-Not later than 2 years 
after the effective date of this title, the Sec
retary shall issue a final regulation estab
lishing minimum training requirements for 
operators of longer combination vehicles. 

(b) SAFETY CHARACTERISTICS.-
(!) STUDY.-The Comptroller General shall 

conduct a study of the safety of longer com
bination vehicles for the purpose of compar
ing the safety characteristics and perform
ance, including engineering and design safe
ty characteristics, of such vehicles to other 
truck-trailer combination vehicles and for 
the purpose of reviewing the history and ef
fectiveness of State safety enforcement per
taining to such vehicles for those States in 
which such vehicles are permitted to oper
ate, including-

(A) the current procedures and controls 
used by such States to ensure the safety of 
operation of such vehicles; 

(B) whether such States actively monitor 
the safety of such operations; 

(C) what enforcement action has been 
taken in such States to ensure the safety of 
such operations; and 

(D) whether or not any special inspections 
and equipment maintenance is required for 
operation of such vehicles. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the effective date of this title, the Comptrol
ler General shall transmit a report on the re
sults of the study conducted under paragraph 
(1) to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works and the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation of the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves. 

(C) DRIVER FATIGUE.-
(1) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 

study for the purpose of comparing the ef
fects of driving longer combination vehicles 
and driving other truck-trailer combination 
vehicles on drivers, including driver fatigue, 
and for the purpose of determining whether 
or not any modifications are necessary to 
the hours of s.ervice and other regulations of 
the Department of Transportation as they 
apply to operators of longer combination ve
hicles. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the effective date of this title, the Secretary 
shall transmit a report on the results of the 
study conducted under paragraph (1) to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa
tives. 

(d) OPERATIONS OF LCVS.-
(1) TESTS.-The Secretary shall conduct 

tests with respect to the operations of longer 
combination vehicles for the purpose of de
termining whether or not any modifications 
are necessary to the Federal commercial 
motor vehicle safety regulations of the De
partment of Transportation as they apply to 
longer combination vehicles. 

(2) REPORT.-Not later than 3 years after 
the effective date of this title, the Secretary 
shall transmit a report on the results of the 
tests conducted under paragraph (1) to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa
tives. 

(e) FUNDING.-There shall be available to 
the Secretary for carrying out this section, 
out of the Highway Trust Fund (other than 
the Mass Transit Account), $1,000,000 per fis
cal year for each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 
and 1994. Such sums shall remain available 
until expended. 

(f) LONGER COMBINATION VEHICLE DE
FINED.-For purposes of this section, the 
term "longer combination vehicle" means 
any combination of a truck tractor and 2 or 
more trailers or semitrailers which operate 
on the National System of Interstate and De
fense Highways with a gross vehicle weight 
greater than 80,000 pounds. 
SEC. 4-09. PARTICIPATION IN INTERNATIONAL 

REGISTRATION PLAN AND INTER
NATIONAL FUEL TAX AGREEMENT. 

(a) WORKING GROUP.-Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall establish a working 
group comprised of State and local govern
ment officials, including representatives of 
the National Governors' Association, the 
American Association of Motor Vehicle Ad-

ministrators, the National Conference of 
State Legislatures, the Federation of Tax 
Administrators, and the Board of Directors 
for the International Fuel Tax Agreement,, 
for the purpose of-

(1) establishing procedures for resorving 
disputes among States participating in the 
International Registration Plan and among 
States participating in the International 
Fuel Tax Agreement, including designation 
of the Department of Transportation or any 
other person for resolving such disputes; and 

(2) providing technical assistance to States 
participating or seeking to participate in the 
Plan or in the Agreement. 

(b) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT.-The 
working group established under this section 
shall consult with members of the motor car
rier industry in carrying out subsection (a). 

(c) REPORTS.-Not later than 24 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the working group established under this 
section shall transmit a report to the Sec
retary, to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate, 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa
tives, to those States participating in the 
International Registration Plan, and to 
those States participating in the Inter
national Fuel Tax Agreement. The report 
shall contain a detailed statement of the 
findings and conclusions of the working 
group, together with its joint recommenda
tions concerning the matters referred to in 
subsection (a). After transmission of such re
port, the working group may periodically re
view and modify the findings and conclusions 
and the joint recommendations as appro
priate and transmit a report containing such 
modifications to the Secretary and such 
committees. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
AcT.-The working group established under 
this section shall not be subject to the Fed
eral Advisory Committee Act. 

(e) GRANTS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may make 

grants to States and appropriate persons for 
the purpose of facilitating participation in 
the In·ternational Registration Plan and par
ticipation in the International Fuel Tax 
Agreement, including providing technical as
sistance, personnel training, travel costs, 
and technology and equipment associated 
with such participation. 

(2) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, approval by the 
Secretary of a grant with funds made avail
able under this section shall be deemed a 
contractual obligation of the United States 
for payment of the Federal share of the 
grant. 

(f) VEHICLE REGISTRATION.-After Septem
ber 30, 1996, no State (other than a State 
which is participating in the International 
Registration Plan) shall establish, maintain, 
or enforce any commercial motor vehicle 
registration law, regulation, or agreement 
which limits the operation of any commer
cial motor vehicle within its borders which 
is not registered under the laws of the State 
if the vehicle is registered under the laws of 
any other State participating in the Inter
national Registration Plan. 

(g) FUEL USE TAX.-
(1) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.-After Sep

tember 30, 1996, no State shall establish, 
maintain, or enforce any law or regulation 
which has fuel use tax reporting require
ments (including tax reporting forms) which 
are not in conformity with the International 
Fuel Tax Agreement. 

(2) PAYMENT.-After September 30, 1996, no 
State shall establish, maintain, or enforce 
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any law or regulation which provides for the 
payment of a fuel use tax unless such law or 
regulation is in conformity with the Inter
national Fuel Tax Agreement with respect to 
collection of such a tax by a single base 
State and proportional sharing of such taxes 
charged among the States where a commer
cial motor vehicle is operated. 

(h) ENFORCEMENT.---On the request of the 
Secretary, the Attorney General of the Unit
ed States is authorized and directed to insti
tute any civil action for injunctive relief as 
may be appropriate to assure compliance 
with the provisions of subsections (f) and (g). 
Such action may be instituted in any dis
trict court of the United States in any State 
where such relief is required to assure com
pliance with the terms of such subsections. 
In any action under this subsection, the 
court shall, upon a proper showing, issue a 
temporary restraining order or preliminary 
or permanent injunction. In any such action, 
the court may also issue a mandatory in
junction commanding any State or person to 
comply with any applicable provision of such 
subsections, or any rule issued to carry out 
such subsections. 

(i) LIMITATIONS ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC
TION.-Nothing in subsections (f) and (g) 
shall be construed as limiting the amount of 
money a State may charge for registration 
of a commercial motor vehicle or the 
amount of any fuel use tax a State may im
pose. 

(j) FUNDING.-There is authorized to be ap
propriated out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) for 
fiscal year 1992 $1,000,000 for funding the ac
tivities of the working group under this sec
tion and $5,000,000 for making grants under 
subsection (e). Amounts authorized by the 
preceding sentence shall be subject to the ob
ligation limitation established by section 102 
of this Act for fiscal year 1992. From sums 
made available under section 404 of the Sur
face Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, 
the Secretary shall provide for each of fiscal 
years 1993 through 1997 $1,000,000 for funding 
the activities of the working group under 
this section and $5,000,000 for making grants 
under subsection (e). Such sums shall remain 
available until expended. 

(k) DEFINITIONS.-In this section, the fol
lowing definitions apply: 

(1) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE.-The term 
"commercial motor vehicle"-

(A) as used with respect to the Inter
national Registration Plan, has the meaning 
the term "apportionable vehicle" has under 
such plan; and 

(B) as used with respect to the Inter
national Fuel Tax Agreement, has the mean
ing the term "qualified motor vehicle" has 
under such agreement. 

(2) FUEL USE TAX.-The term "fuel use tax" 
means a tax imposed on or measured by the 
consumption of fuel in a motor vehicle. 

(3) INTERNATIONAL FUEL TAX AGREEMENT.
The term "International Fuel Tax Agree
ment" means the interstate agreement for 
the collection and distribution of fuel use 
taxes paid by motor carriers, developed 
under the auspices of the National Gov
ernors' Association. 

(4) INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION PLAN.
The term "International Registration Plan" 
means the interstate agreement for the ap
portionment of vehicle registration fees paid 
by motor carriers, developed by the Amer
ican Association of Motor Vehicle Adminis
trators. 

(5) STATE.-The term "State"means the 48 
contiguous States and the District of Colum
bia. 

SEC. 410. COMMON CARRIERS PROVIDING TRANS. 
PORTATION FOR CHARITABLE PUR
POSES. 

Section 10723(b) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (2) by inserting "(other 
than a motor carrier of passengers)" after 
"carrier"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(3) In the case of a motor carrier of pas
sengers, that carrier may also establish a 
rate and related rule equal to the rate 
charged for the transportation of 1 individ
ual when that rate is for the transportation 
of-

"(A) a totally blind individual and an ac
companying guide or a dog trained to guide 
the individual; 

"(B) a disabled individual and accompany
ing attendant, or animal trained to assist 
the individual, or both, when required be
cause of disability; or 

"(C) a hearing-impaired individual and a 
dog trained to assist the individual.". 
SEC. 411. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY. 

This title, including the amendments made 
by this title, shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, shall apply to 
funds authorized to be appropriated or made 
available after September 30, 1991, and shall 
not apply to funds appropriated or made 
available on or before September 30, 1991. 
TITLE V-INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION 
SEC. 501. NATIONAL GOAL TO PROMOTE INTER-

MODAL TRANSPORTATION. 
Section 302 of title 49, United States Code 

(relating to policy standards for transpor
tation), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(d) INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION.-It is 
the policy of the United States Government 
to encourage and promote development of a 
national intermodal transportation system 
in the United States to move people and 
goods in an energy-efficient manner, provide 
the foundation for improved productivity 
growth, strengthen the Nation's ability to 
compete in the global economy, and obtain 
the optimum yield from the Nation's trans
portation resources.". 
SEC. 502. DUTIES OF SECRETARY; OFFICE OF 

INTERMODALISM. 
(a) DUTIES OF SECRETARY.-Section 301 of 

title 49, United States Code (relating to du
ties of the Secretary), is amended by redesig
nating paragraphs (3) through (7), and any 
references thereto, as paragraphs (4) through 
(8), respectively, and by inserting after para
graph (2) the following new paragraph: 

"(3) coordinate Federal policy on inter
modal transportation and initiate policies to 
promote efficient intermodal transportation 
in the United States;". 

(b) OFFICE OF INTERMODALISM.-
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish within the Department of Trans
portation an Office of Intermodalism. 

(2) DIRECTOR.-The Office shall be headed 
by a Director who shall be appointed by the 
Secretary not later than 6 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(3) FUNCTION .-The Director shall be re
sponsible for carrying out the responsibil
ities of the Secretary described in section 
301(3) of title 49, United States Code. 

(4) INTERMODAL TRANSPORTATION DATA 
BASE.-The Director shall develop and main
tain an intermodal transportation data base. 
The Director shall coordinate the collection 
of data for the data base with the States and 
metropolitan planning organizations. The 
data base shall include-

(A) information on the volume of goods 
and number of people carried in intermodal 
transportation by relevant classification; 

(B) information on patterns of movement 
of goods and people carried in intermodal 
transportation by relevant classification in 
terms of origin and destination; and 

(C) information on public and private in
vestment in intermodal transportation fa
cilities and services. 
The Director shall make information from 
the data base available to private individuals 
and public agencies. 

(5) RESEARCH.-The Director shall be re
sponsible for coordinating Federal research 
on intermodal transportation and for carry
ing out additional research needs identified 
by the Director. 

(6) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-The Director 
shall provide technical assistance to States 
and to metropolitan planning organizations 
in urban areas having a population of 
1,000,000 or more in collecting data relating 
to intermodal transportation in order to fa
cilitate the collection of such data by such 
States and metropolitan planning organiza
tions. 
SEC. 503. MODEL INTERMODAL TRANSPOR

TATION PLANS. 
(a) GRANTS.-The Secretary shall make 

grants to not more than 6 States for the pur
pose of developing model State intermodal 
transportation plans. Such model plans shall 
include systems for collecting data relating 
to intermodal transportation. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION.-The Secretary shall 
award grants to States under this section 
which represent a variety of geographic re
gions and transportation needs, patterns, 
and modes. 

(c) TRANSMITTAL OF PLANS.-As a condition 
to receiving a grant under this section, the 
Secretary shall require that a State provide 
assurances that the State will transmit to 
the Secretary a State intermodal transpor
tation plan not later than 18 months after 
the date of receipt of such grant. 

(d) AGGREGATE AMOUNT.-The Secretary 
shall reserve from amounts made available 
under section 504 $3,000,000 for the purpose of 
making grants under this section. The aggre
gate amount which a State may receive in 
grants under this section shall not exceed 
$500,000. 
SEC. 504. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ADMINIS. 

TRATION. 
(a) STUDY.-Not later than 60 days after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall enter into an agreement with 
the National Academy of Public Administra
tion to continue a study of options for orga
nizing the Department of Transportation to 
increase the effectiveness of program deliv
ery, reduce costs, and improve intermodal 
coordination among surface transportation
related agencies. 

(b) REPORT.-The Secretary shall report to 
Congress on the findings of the study and 
recommend appropriate organizational 
changes no later than January 1, 1993. No or
ganizational changes shall be implemented 
until such changes are approved by law. 
SEC. 505. PRIORITY INTERMODAL PROJECTS. 

(a) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this section 
is to provide for the construction of innova
tive intermodal transportation projects. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF PRIORITY 
PROJECTS.-The Secretary is authorized to 
carry out the priority intermodal transpor
tation projects described in this subsection. 
Subject to subsection (c), there is authorized 
to be appropriated out of the Highway Trust 
Fund (other than the Mass Transit Account) 
for fiscal years 1992 through 1997 to carry out 
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each such project the amount listed for each 
such project: 

City/Style lntermodal Projects 

Long Beach, Cali-
forn ia .............. Interchange at Terminal Island 

Wilmington/Los 
Angeles, Ca li-

Freeway and Ocean Boulevard 

fornia ..... .... ..... Widening of Anaheim Street Via-

Wilmington/Los 
Angeles, Cali-
forn ia ..... . 

Compton City/Los 
Angeles Coun
ty, Californ ia .. 

Pennsylvania 

Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Ardmore, Okla-
homa ........ . 

Detroit, Mich igan 

E. HavervWalling
ford , Connecti-
cut ................. . 

St. Louis, Mis-
souri .... .. ........ . 

Atlanta, Georgia .. 

Buffalo, New York 

Northern Califor-

duct 

Grade Separation Project of Pa
cific Coast Highway near Ala-
meda Su ite ................... ......... . 

Widening of Alameda Street and 
grade separation between Rt. 
91 and Del Amo Boulevard ... . 

Upgrading U.S. Highway 30 from 
Ohio Border to Pittsburgh 
International Airport .............. . 

Reconstruction of the Old Dela
ware Avenue Service Road .. 

Study of upgraded State Route 
53 off U.S. 35 leading to im-
proved Ardmore Airport ...... ... . 

To relocate Van Dyke Street and 
construct a road depression 
under the runway at 
McNichols Road at the Detroit 
City Airport ($1 ,000,000 of 
the Federal funds shall be for 
the relocation of Van Dyke 
Street) 

Improvement of highway and 
transit projects in East 
HavervWallingford, Connecti-
cut ...................................... . 

Rehabilitation of Eads Bridge, 
St. Louis, Missouri ... .............. . 

Study of 5-Points lntermodal 
Terminal-Atlanta, Georgia .. ... . 

Construction of Buffalo River/ 
Gateway Tunnel Project 

nia .. ................ For the acquisition of right-of-
way for future transportation 
corridor development in the 
Highway 101 Corridor in 
Northern California ................ . 

Portland, Oregon . To widen 2.7 miles of U.S. 26 
from the Zoo interchange to 
the Sylvan Interchange to ac
commodate highway lanes 
and light rail alignment 

Los Angeles, Cal i-
fornia .............. For construction of a multi -

Jacksonville. Flor-

modal transit parkway that 
includes both highway and 
transit improvements on 
Santa Monica Blvd. from the 
San Diego Freeway to Holly
wood Freeway, Los Angeles, 
California ............ ......... ... ....... . 

ida .................. Construct new 1-295 Inter-

Las Vegas, Ne-

change and arterial access 
road to link Jacksonville's 
seaport, airport terminals and 
the interstate ......... . 

vada ....... ... ..... Conduct environmental studies 
and preliminary engineering 
for the portion of the project 
linking McCaran International 
Airport with 1-15 and 1-95 .... 

Ontario, Californ ia To complete construction of ac-

Allegheny County, 

cess roads to Ontario Inter
national Airport, Ontario, Cali-
fornia ............ . 

Pennsylvania . For an expansion of the existing 

Pierce County, 

Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Busway in the vicinity of Alle
gheny County, Pennsylvania to 
serve the Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport and ad
joining communities 

Washington ..... Conduct feasibility study and 
analyze expanding Tacoma 
Narrows Bridge and other 
transportation alternatives 
between State Rd . 16 and 1-5 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

14.0 

14.0 

14.0 

14.0 

2.6 

2.8 

3.0 

5.1 

11.9 

10.5 

2.8 

38.5 

17.9 

16.8 

10.5 

8.4 

4.5 

5.6 

21.7 

0.7 

City/Style 

San Jose, Ca lifor-
nia .............. ... . 

American Samoa . 

Manu'a Island, 
American 
Samoa 

Spokane, Wash-
ington ... ......... . 

Detroit, Mich igan 

Pittsburgh, Penn-

lntermodal Projects 

Upgrade Rt. 87 from 4 to 6 
lanes including 2 HOV Lanes, 
a new freeway interchange 
and local circulation system 
for San Jose International Air-
port .. ........ ............................. . . 

Rehabilitate 8 miles of Tau 
Road from Falessao to Fatuita 
American Samoa ................... . 

Rehabilitate and otherwise im
prove 8 miles of roadway 
from Ofu to Olosfaga and Slie 

Conduct feasibility study of fu
ture transportation needs of 
Southeastern, Washington ..... . 

To provide for construction of an 
access road to Detroit Metro
politan Airport including ac
cess on the southern end of 
the airport in order to provide 
a link to 1-275 

sylvania .......... For design and construction of 

St. Louis, Mis-
souri .. .. ..... .. ... . 

Orange & Rock-

an exclusive busway linking 
Pittsburgh and the Pittsburgh 
Airport ..... .......... .. .. ................. . 

To construct a multi-modal 
transportation facility in St. 
Louis, Missouri .............. ........ . 

land, New York To construct parll and ride fa-

Philadelphia, 

cilities and establish innova
tive traffic management sys
tem measures to promote ef
ficient transportation usage .. 

Pennsylvania .. To improve mobility for a variety 
of traffic flow projects in the 
vicinity of the Pennsylvania 
Convention Center, Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania ... .. ........... . 

Oxnard, California To extend Rice Rd., widen Hue-

Los Angeles, Cali-

neme Rd. and construct Rt. 
!/Rice Rd. interchange in 
order to improve access to 
Port Hueneme, Oxnard, Cali-
forn ia ........... . 

fornia .............. To improve ground access from 
Sepulveda Blvd. to Los Ange-
les, California .... ......... ........... . 

Mt. Vernon, New 
York ............... To construct an intermodal facil-

Orange County, 

ity at the Mt. Vernon Rail 
Station, Mt. Vernon, New York 

New Yorll ........ 1-87/1-84 Stuart Airport Inter-
change Project ... .. ........ .. . 

Mississippi .......... 1-20 Interchange at Pirate 
Jackson, Mis-

sissippi ........... Jackson Airport Connectors 
Palmdale, Califor-

nia .................. Avenue PS Improvements 
Lafayette, Indiana Lafayette Railroad Relocation 

Project ........................... . 
Provo, Utah ......... South Access Rd. to Provo Mu-

nicipal Airport ................ ........ . 
Pennsylvania Eastside Connector ProjecVPort 

Minneapolis, Min-
nesota ............ . 

Kansas City, Mis-
souri ............. .. 

Missouri ...... ...... .. 

Portland, Oregon . 

Ft. Worth, Texas .. 
Gary, Indiana ...... 

Carson/Los Ange-
les Counties, 
California ...... 

Will iamson, Trav
is, Caldwell , 
and Guada
lupe, Texas ..... 

Augusta, Georgia 

of Erie Access, Erie County, 
Pennsylvania .......................... . 

lntermodal Urban connection 
project, Minneapolis, Min-
nesota .................................... . 

Bruce Watkins Roadway Im-
provements ....... .. .. ................. . 

Smith Riverfront Expressway, 
Jackson/Kansas City, Missouri 

Columbia Slough lntermodal Ex
pansion Bridge, Portland, Or-
egon ................................... .... . 

Ft. Worth lntermodal Center .. .... . 
Extension of U.S. Highway 12120 

to Lake Michigan ................... . 

Grade Separation Project at Se
pulveda Boulevard and Ala-
meda Street ...... ....... .... ......... .. 

Feasibility studies (including the 
effect of closing Bergstrom 
AFB on traffic corridor), Route 
studies, prelim inary engineer
ing, and right-of-way acquisi
tion for Alternate Route to re
lieve ~35 traffic congestion 

Railroad relocation demonstra
tion project, overpass at 15th 
Street and Greene Street ........ 

Amount 
in mil
lions 

17.5 

1.3 

1.4 

0.8 

40.0 

9.8 

7.0 

5.6 

10.2 

10.5 

10.5 

8.4 

18.6 
4.0 

3.7 

4.2 

24.3 

I.I 

5.3 

70 

1.7 

15.0 

2.5 
14.0 

2.6 

11.2 

7.0 

7.0 

City/Style 

October 23, 1991 

lntermodal Projects 
Amount 
in mil
lions 

Lou isiana .. ..... Saint Bernard lntermodal Facility 
Engineering, Design, and 
Construction ........ ... ................ 12.0 

Illinois ................. Interstate 255 Interchange ........ . 4.0 
Long Beach, Ca li-

fornia .............. Long Beach Airport Access ......... 10.0 

(C) ALLOCATION PERCENTAGES.-8 percent of 
the amount allocated by subsection (b) for 
each project authorized by subsection (b) 
shall be available for obligation in fiscal 
year 1992. 18.4 percent of such amount shall 
be available for obligation in each of fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project under this 
section shall be 80 percent of the cost there
of. 

(e) DELEGATION TO STATES.-Subject to the 
provisions of title 23, United States Code, the 
Secretary shall delegate responsibility for 
construction of a project or projects under 
this section to the State in which such 
project or projects are located upon request 
of such State. 

(f) ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION.-When a State 
which has been delegated responsibility for 
construction of a project under this section

(1) has obligated all funds allocated under 
this section for construction of such project; 
and 

(2) proceeds to construct such project with
out the aid of Federal funds in accordance 
with all procedures and all requirements ap
plicable to such project, except insofar as 
such procedures and requirements limit the 
State to the construction of projects with 
the aid of Federal funds previously allocated 
to it; 
the Secretary, upon the approval of the ap
plication of a State, shall pay to the State 
the Federal share of the cost of construction 
of the project when additional funds are allo
cated for such project under this section. 

(g) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this section shall be available for 
obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any project 
under this section shall be determined in ac
cordance with this section and such funds 
shall remain available until expended. Funds 
authorized by this section shall not be sub
ject to any obligation limitation. 

(h) HIGHWAY AND MASS TRANSIT 
PROJECTS.-Each project authorized by this 
section or by any other section of this Act is 
a highway or an urban mass transportation 
project. 

TITLE VI-RESEARCH 
PART A-PROGRAMS, STUDIES, AND 

ACTIVITIES 
SEC. 601. RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY PRO· 

GRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 307(a) of title 23, 

United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (a) RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY PRO
GRAM.-

" (1) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY.-The 
Secretary may engage in research, develop
ment, and technology transfer activities on 
motor carrier transportation and all phases 
of highway planning and development in
cluding construction, operation, moderniza
tion, development, design, maintenance, 
safety, financing, and traffic conditions, in
cluding the effect of State laws and is au
thorized to test, develop, or assist in the 
testing and developing of any material, in
vention, patented article, or process. The 
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Secretary may carry out the authority 
granted by this section, either independ
ently, or in cooperation with any other 
branch of the Government or by making 
grants to, and entering into contracts and 
cooperative agreements with the National 
Academy of Sciences, the American Associa
tion of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials, or any State agency, authority, as
sociation, institution, corporation (profit or 
nonprofit), organization, or person. The Sec
retary is also authorized, acting independ
ently or in cooperation with other Federal 
departments, agencies, or instrumentalities, 
to make grants for research fellowships for 
any purpose for which research is authorized 
by this section. 

"(2) COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVEL
OPMENT.-For purposes of encouraging inno
vative solutions to highway problems and 
stimulating the marketing of new tech
nology by private industry, the Secretary is 
authorized to undertake on a cost-shared 
basis, collaborative research and develop
ment with non-Federal entities, including 
State and local governments, foreign govern
ments, colleges and universities, corpora
tions, institutions, partnerships, sole propri
etorships, and trade associations which are 
incorporated or established under the laws of 
any State. In carrying out this section, the 
Secretary may enter into a cooperative re
search and development agreement, as de
fined in section 12 of the Stevenson-Wydler 
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 
3710a). The average Federal share in these 
agreements shall not exceed 50 percent; ex
cept that, if there is substantial public inter
est or benefit, the Secretary may approve a 
higher Federal level of participation. Cooper
ative research and development agreements 
shall recognize all directly related costs to 
the non-Federal partners, including person
nel, travel, and hardware development. The 
research, development, or utilization of any 
technology pursuant to an agreement under 
this paragraph, including the terms under 
which technology may be licensed and the 
resulting royalties may be distributed, shall 
be subject to provisions of such Act. 

"(3) FUNDS.-The funds required to carry 
out the provisions of this subsection and sub
sections (b), (d), and (e) shall be taken out of 
the administrative funds authorized by sec
tion 104(a) and funds as may be deposited in 
a special account with the Secretary of the 
Treasury for those purposes by any cooperat
ing organization or person. Not less than 15 
percent of these funds shall be used for long
term research projects. The term 'long-term 
research project', as used in this paragraph, 
means a research project which is unlikely 
to be completed within 10 years. The provi
sions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(41 U.S.C. 5) shall not be applicable to con
tracts or agreements made under the author
ity of this section.". 

(b) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN.-

(1) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(A) despite an annual expenditure in excess 

of $10,000,000,000 on surface transportation 
and its infrastructure, the Federal Govern
ment has not developed a clear vision of-

(1) how the surface transportation systems 
of the 21st century will differ from the 
present; 

(ii) how they will interface with each other 
and with other forms of transportation; 

(iii) how such systems will adjust to chang
ing American population patterns and life
styles; and 

(iv) the role of federally funded research 
and development in ensuring that appro-

priate transportation systems are developed 
and implemented; 

(B) the population of the United States is 
projected to increase by over 30,000,000 people 
within the next 20 years, mostly in existing 
major metropolitan areas, which will result 
in increased traffic congestion within and 
between urban areas, more accidents, loss of 
productive time, and increased cost of trans
portation unless new technologies are devel
oped to improve public transportation within 
cities, and to move people and goods between 
cities; 

(C) 18,000,000 crashes, 4,000,000 injuries, and 
45,000 fatalities each year on the Nation's 
highways are intolerable, and substantial re
search is required in order to develop safer 
technologies in their most useful and eco
nomic forms; 

(D) current research and development 
funding for surface transportation is insuffi
cient to provide the United States with the 
technologies essential to providing its own 
advanced transportation systems in the fu
ture, and as a result the United States is be
coming increasingly dependent on foreign 
surface transportation technologies and 
equipment to meet its expanding surface 
transportation needs; 

(E) a more active, focused surface trans
portation research and development program 
involving cooperation among the Federal 
Government, United States based industry, 
and United States universities should be or
ganized on a priority basis; 

(F) intelligent vehicle highway systems 
represent the best near-term technology for 
improving surface transportation for public 
benefit by providing equipment which can 
improve traffic flow and provide for en
hanced safety; 

(G) research and development programs re
lated to surface transportation are frag
mented and dispersed throughout govern
ment, and need to be strengthened and incor
porated in an integrated framework within 
which a consensus on the goals of a national 
surface transportation research and develop
ment program must be developed; 

(H) the inability of government agencies to 
cooperate effectively, the difficulty of ob
taining public support for new systems and 
rights-of-way, and the high cost of capital fi
nancing discourage private firms from in
vesting in the development of new transpor
tation equipment and systems; therefore the 
Federal Government should sponsor and co
ordinate research and development of new 
technologies .to provide safer, more conven
ient, and affordable transportation systems 
for use in the future; and 

(I) an effective high technology applied re
search and development program should be 
implemented quickly by strengthening the 
Department of Transportation research and 
development staff and by contracting with 
private industry for specific development 
projects. 

(2) PLAN.-The Secretary shall develop an 
integrated national plan (hereafter in this 
part referred to as the "Plan") for surface 
transportation research and development, in
cluding details of the programs described in 
this part, with provisions for appropriate 
funding levels and a schedule with mile
stones, preliminary cost estimates, appro
priate work scopes, personnel requirements, 
and estimated costs and goals for the next 3 
years for each area of research and develop
ment. The Plan shall also include a 10-year 
projection of long-term research and devel
opment. Recommendations for the appro
priate source or mechanism for surface 
transportation research and development 

funding, taking into account the rec
ommendations of the Research and Develop
ment Coordinating Council of the Depart
ment of Transportation shall also be in
cluded. The initial Plan shall be submitted 
to the Congress by January 15, 1992. The Plan 
shall be reviewed and updated, with com
ments and recommendations submitted to 
the Congress, annually. The Plan shall focus 
on those surface transportation systems 
needed for future urban, suburban, and rural 
areas in the next decade. A primary compo
nent of the Plan shall be cooperation with 
industry in carrying out this part and to 
strengthen the manufacturing capabilities of 
United States firms in order to produce prod
ucts for surface transportation systems. In 
any case where a different technology or al
ternative program can accomplish the same 
or better results than those described in this 
part, the Secretary may make recommenda
tions for the alternative, and shall promptly 
report such recommendations to the Con
gress. 

(3) CONFORMANCE WITH PLAN.-All surface 
transportation research and development 
within the Department of Transportation 
shall be included in the Plan and shall be 
evaluated in accordance with the Plan. 

(4) OBJECTIVES OF PLAN.-The Plan shall 
provide for the development of a range of 
technologies, within the shortest time pos
sible, needed to produce convenient, safe, af
fordable, modes of surface transportation to 
be available for public use beginning in the 
mid 1990's, and for maintaining a long-term 
advanced research and development program 
to provide for next generation surface trans
portation systems. 

(5) COORDINATION.-ln developing the Plan 
and in carrying out this part, the Secretary 
shall consult with and, where appropriate, 
use the expertise of other Federal agencies 
and their laboratories. 

(C) SHORT HAUL PASSENGER TRANSPOR
TATION SYSTEMS.-The Secretary shall con
duct necessary systems research in order to 
develop a concept for a lightweight, rubber
tired multiple-unit system powered by deep 
discharge batteries in conjunction with 
recharging stations beneath paved roadways 
at strategic locations. The Secretary shall 
create a potential systems concept and, as 
part of the Plan, shall make recommenda
tions to the Congress by July 1, 1992. 

(d) SUPPORTING INFRASTRUCTURE.-The 
Secretary shall strengthen and expand sur
face transportation infrastructure research 
and development. The expanded program 
shall include the following elements: 

(1) Methods and materials for improving 
the durability, thereby extending the life of 
bridge structures, including new and innova
tive technologies to reduce corrosion. 

(2) Expansion of the Department of Trans
portation's inspection and mobile non
destructive examination capabilities, includ
ing consideration of the use of high energy 
field radiography for more thorough and 
more frequent inspections of bridge struc
tures as well as added support to State high
way departments. 

(3) The development of a concept for 
robotic highway and road repair machinery 
consisting of a highly mobile unit with the 
capability for removing bituminous paving 
and concrete and replacing the damaged ma
terial using nonlabor intensive technologies 
and which would result in a durable, smooth, 
and level surface. 

(4) The Secretary shall conduct a research 
and development program on new materials 
which are compatible with technologies de
veloped under paragraph (3) and will set rap-
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idly, support heavy wheel loadings, and re
tain structural integrity through repeated 
loading cycles over a minimum of 10 years of 
high volume use. 

(5) The Secretary shall determine whether 
to initiate a construction equipment re
search and development program directed to
ward the reduction of costs associated with 
the construction of highway and mass tran
sit systems. The results of the inquiry shall 
be submitted to the Congress by July 1, 1992. 

(6) The Secretary shall undertake or super
vise surface transportation infrastructure re
search to develop-

(A) nondestructive evaluation equipment 
for use with existing structures and for the 
"next generation" structures that utilize ad
vanced materials; 

(B) information technologies, including
(i) appropriate computer programs to col

lect and analyze data on the status of the ex
isting infrastructure facilities for enhancing 
management, for growth, and for capacity; 
and 

(ii) dynamic simulation models of surface 
transportation systems for predicting capac
ity, safety, and infrastructure durability 
problems, for evaluating planned research 
projects, and for testing the strengths and 
weaknesses of proposed revisions in surface 
transportation operations programs; and 

(C) new and innovative technologies to en
hance and facilitate field construction and 
rehabilitation techniques for minimizing dis
ruption during repair and maintenance of ex
isting structures. 

(e) STRATEGIC HIGHWAY RESEARCH PRO
GRAM.-

(1) IMPLEMENTATION OF RESULTS.-Section 
307(b) of such title is amended-

(A) by inserting "MANDATORY CONTENTS OF 
RESEARCH PROGRAM.-" after "(b)"; 

(B) by inserting "(1) INCLUSION OF CERTAIN 
STUDIES.-" before "The Secretary"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2) IMPLEMENTATION OF SHRP RESULTS.
The highway research program under sub
section (a) shall include a program to imple
ment results of the strategic highway re
search program carried out under subsection 
(d) (including results relating to automatic 
intrusion alarms for street and highway con
struction work zones) and to continue the 
long-term pavement performance tests being 
carried out under such program. Of amounts 
deducted under section 104(a) for each of fis
cal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, 
the Secretary shall expend not less than 
$12,000,000 in fiscal year 1992, $16,000,000 in fis
cal year 1993, and $20,000,000 per fiscal year 
for fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 to 
carry out this paragraph.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Subsection 
(b) of section 307 of such title is further 
amended by indenting paragraph (1) of such 
subsection, as designated by paragraph (l)(B) 
of this subsection, and aligning such para
graph (1) with paragraph (2) of such sub
section, as added by paragraph (l)(C) of this 
subsection. 

(f) STATE AUTHORITY TO PROGRAM FUNDS.
Section 307(c) is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) STATE PLANNING AND RESEARCH.-
"(l) GENERAL RULE.-One and 1h percent of 

the sums apportioned for each fiscal year be
ginning with fiscal year 1992 to any State 
under sections 104 and 144 of this title and for 
highway projects under section 103(e)(4) shall 
be available for expenditure by the State 
highway department in consultation with 
the Secretary only for engineering and eco
nomic surveys and investigations; for the 
planning of future highway programs and 

local public transportation systems and for 
planning for the financing thereof, including 
statewide planning under section 135 of this 
title; for development and implementation of 
management systems under section 303 of 
this title; for studies of the economy, safety, 
and convenience of highway usage and the 
desirable regulation and equitable taxation 
thereof; and for research, development, and 
technology transfer activities necessary in 
connection with the planning, design, con
struction, and maintenance of highway, pub
lic transportation, and intermodal systems 
and for study, research, and training on engi
neering standards and construction mate
rials, including evaluation and accreditation 
of inspection and testing, and the regulation 
and taxation of their use. Not less than 25 
percent of the sums made available to a 
State in a fiscal year under this paragraph 
shall be expended by the State for research, 
development, and technology transfer activi
ties described in this paragraph relating to 
highway, public transportation, and inter
modal systems. 

"(2) STATE MATCH.-Sums made available 
under paragraph (1) shall be matched by the 
State in accordance with section 120 of this 
title unless the Secretary determines that 
the interests of the Federal-aid highway pro
gram would be best served without such 
matching. 

"(3) ADMINISTRATION OF SUMS.-Sums made 
available under paragraph (1) shall be com
bined and administered by the Secretary as a 
single fund which shall be available for obli
gation for the same period as funds appor
tioned under section 104(b)(l) of this title.". 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 602. NATIONAL HIGHWAY INSTITUTE. 

Section 321 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
"§ 321. National Highway Institute 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND AUTHORITY TO 
CONDUCT TRAINING.-The Secretary shall es
tablish and operate in the Federal Highway 
Administration a National Highway Insti
tute (hereinafter in this section referred to 
as the 'Institute'). The Institute shall de
velop and administer, in cooperation with 
the State transportation or highway depart
ments, and any national or international en
tity, training programs of instruction for 
Federal Highway Administration, State and 
local transportation and highway depart
ment employees, State and local police, pub
lic safety and motor vehicle employees, and 
United States citizens and foreign nationals 
engaged or to be engaged in highway work of 
interest to the United States. Programs may 
include courses in modern developments, 
techniques, management, and procedures re
lating to highway planning, environmental 
factors, acquisition of rights-of-way, reloca
tion assistance, engineering, safety, con
struction, maintenance, contract adminis
tration, motor carrier activities, and inspec
tion. The Secretary shall administer through 
the Institute the authority vested in the 
Secretary by this title or by any other provi
sion of law for the development and conduct 
of education and training programs relating 
to highways. 

"(b) SET-ASIDE.-Not to exceed 1/.1 of 1 per
cent of funds apportioned under section 
104(b)(l) to a State shall be available for ex
penditure by the State highway department 
for payment of not to exceed 80 percent of 
the cost of tuition and direct educational ex
penses (but not travel, subsistence, or sala
ries) in connection with the education and 
training of State and local highway depart
ment employees as provided in this section. 

"(c) FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY.-Education 
and training of Federal, State and local 
highway employees authorized by this sec
tion shall be provided-

"(!) by the Secretary at no cost to the 
States and local governments for those sub
ject areas which are a Federal program re
sponsibility; or 

"(2) in any case where education and train
ing are to be paid for under (b) by the State, 
subject to the approval of the Secretary, 
through grants and contracts with public 
and private agencies, institutions, individ
uals, and the Institute; except that private 
agencies and individuals shall pay the full 
cost of any education and training received 
by them. 

"(d) TRAINING FELLOWSIIlPS; COOPERATION; 
COLLECTION OF FEES.-The Institute is au
thorized, subject to approval of the Sec
retary, to engage in all phases of contract 
authority for training purposes authorized 
by this section, including the granting of 
training fellowships. The Institute is also au
thorized to carry out its authority independ
ently or in cooperation with any other 
branch of the Government, State agency, au
thority, association, institution, corporation 
(profit or nonprofit), any other national or 
international entity, or any other person. 
The Institute is authorized to establish and 
collect fees from any entity and place them 
in a special account for the purpose of this 
section. 

"(e) FUNDS.-The funds required to carry 
out this section may be from the sums de
ducted for administration purposes under 
section 104(a). The provisions of section 3709 
of the Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 5) shall not 
be applicable to contracts or agreements 
made under the authority of this section. 
The sums provided pursuant to this sub
section may be combined or held separate 
from the fees or memberships collected and 
be administered by the Secretary as a fund 
which shall be available until expended.". 
SEC. 603. EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM. 

Chapter 3 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"§ 325. Education and training program 

"(a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary is author
ized to carry out a transportation assistance 
program that will provide highway and 
transportation agencies, in urbanized areas 
of 50,000 to 1,000,000 population and in rural 
areas, access to modern highway technology. 

"(b) GRANTS AND CONTRACTS.-The Sec
retary may make grants and enter into di
rect contracts for education and training, 
technical assistance, and related support 
services that will-

"(1) assist rural local transportation agen
cies to develop and expand their expertise in 
road and transportation areas, improve roads 
and bridges, enhance programs for the move
ment of passengers and freight, and deal ef
fectively with specific road related problems 
by preparing and providing training pack
ages, manuals, guidelines, and technical re
source materials; 

"(2) identify, package, and· deliver usable 
highway technology to local jurisdictions to 
assist urban transportation agencies in de
veloping and expanding their ability to deal 
effectively with road related problems; and 

"(3) establish, in cooperation with State 
transportation or highway departments and 
universities, local technical assistance pro
gram centers to deliver technology and tech
nology assistance to-

"(A) local rural transportation agencies, 
and 
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"(B) urban transportation agencies in 

States with 2 or more urbanized areas of 
50,000 to 1,000,000 population. 
The Secretary shall provide technical and fi
nancial support for the centers. 

"(c) RURAL PRIORITY LOCAL ROAD AND 
BRIDGE SYSTEM.-Local technical assistance 
program centers established pursuant to sub
section (b)(3) may provide technical assist
ance to local rural transportation agencies 
for the purpose of identifying, in consulta
tion with appropriate Federal, State, and 
local government officials, a rural priority 
local road and bridge system.". 
SEC. 604. INTERNATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 

OUTREACH PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 3 of title 23, 

United States Code, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"§ 326. International transportation outreach 

program 
"(a) ACTIVITIES.-The Secretary, in co

operation with appropriate United States 
Government agencies, shall engage in activi
ties to inform the domestic highway, transit, 
and intermodal transportation communities 
of technological innovations developed out
side the United States that could signifi
cantly improve transportation in the United 
States, to promote United States transpor
tation expertise internationally, and to in
crease transfers of United States transpor
tation technology to foreign countries. Such 
activities may include-

"(l) develop, monitor, assess, and domesti
cally disseminate information about foreign 
transportation innovations that could sig
nificantly improve transportation in the 
United States; 

"(2) research, development, demonstration, 
training, and other forms of technology 
transfer and exchange; 

"(3) inform other countmes about the tech
nical quality of American transportation 
goods and services through participation in 
trade shows, seminars, expositions, and 
other such activities; 

"(4) offer, subject to recovery of Federal 
costs, those Department of Transportation 
technical services which cannot be readily 
obtained from the United States private sec
tor to be incorporated into the proposals of 
United States firms undertaking foreign 
transportation projects; and 

"(5) conduct studies to assess the need for 
or feasibility of transportation improve
ments in countries that are not members of 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development as of the date of the enact
ment of this section and in Greece and Tur
key. 

"(b) COOPERATION.-The Secretary may 
carry out the authority granted by this sec
tion, in cooperation with appropriate United 
States Government agencies and any State 
or local agency, authority, association, insti
tution, corporation (profit or nonprofit), for
eign government, multinational institution, 
or any other organization or person. 

"(c) FUNDS.-The funds available to carry 
out the provisions of this section shall in
clude funds deposited in a special account 
with the Secretary of the Treasury for such 
purposes by any cooperating organization or 
person. The funds shall be available for pro
motional materials, travel, reception, and 
representation expenses necessary to carry 
out the activities authorized by this section. 
Reimbursements for services provided under 
this section shall be credited to the appro
priation concerned.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The analysis 
for chapter 3 of such title is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new 
items: 

"325. Education and training program. 
"326. International transportation outreach 

program.". 
SEC. 605. APPLIED RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 

PROGRAM; SEISMIC RESEARCH PRO
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 307 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by redesig
nating subsections (e) and (f) as subsections 
(g) and (h), respectively, and by inserting 
after subsection (d) the following new sub
sections: 

"(e) APPLIED RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 
PROGRAM.-

"(l) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 
establish and implement in accordance with 
this subsection an applied research and tech
nology program for the purpose of accelerat
ing testing, evaluation, and implementation 
of technologies which are designed to im
prove the durability, efficiency, environ
mental impact, productivity, and safety of 
highway, transit, and intermodal transpor
tation systems. 

"(2) GUIDELINES.-Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this sub
section, the Secretary shall issue guidelines 
to carry out this subsection. Such guidelines 
shall include: 

"(A) TECHNOLOGIES.-Guidelines on the se
lection of both foreign and domestic tech
nologies to be tested. 

"(B) TEST LOCATIONS.-Guidelines on the 
selection of locations at which tests will be 
conducted. Such guidelines shall ensure that 
testing is conducted in a range of climatic, 
traffic, geographic, and environmental con
ditions, as appropriate for the technology 
being tested. 

"(C) DATA.-Guidelines for the scientific 
collection, evaluation, and dissemination of 
appropriate test data. 

"(3) TECHNOLOGIES.-Technologies which 
may be tested under this subsection include, 
but are not limited to-

"(A) accelerated construction materials 
and procedures; 

"(B) environmentally beneficial materials 
and procedures; 

"(C) materials and techniques which pro
vide enhanced serviceability and longevity 
under adverse climactic, environmental, and 
load effects; 

"(D) technologies which increase the effi
ciency and productivity of vehicular travel; 
and 

"(E) technologies and techniques which en
hance the safety and accessibility of vehicu
lar transportation systems. 

"(4) HEATED BRIDGE TECHNOLOGIES.-
"(A) PROJECTS.-As part of the program 

under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
carry out projects to assess the state of tech
nology with respect to heating the decks of 
bridges and the feasibility of, and costs and 
benefits associated with, heating the decks 
of bridges. Such projects shall be carried out 
by installing heating equipment on the decks 
of bridges which are being replaced or reha
bilitated under section 144 of this title. 

"(B) MINIMUM NUMBER OF BRIDGES.-The 
number of bridges for which heating equip
ment is installed under this subsection in a 
fiscal year shall not be less than 10 bridges. 

"(5) ELASTOMER MODIFIED ASPHALT.-As 
part of the program under this subsection, 
the Secretary shall carry out a project in the 
State of New Jersey to demonstrate the en
vironmental and safety benefits of elastomer 
modified asphalt. 

"(6) HIGH PERFORMANCE BLENDED HYDRAU
LIC CEMENT.-As part of the program under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall carry 
out a project in the State of Missouri to 

demonstrate the durability and construction 
efficiency of high performance blended hy
draulic cement. 

(7) THIN BONDED OVERLAY AND SURF ACE 
LAMINATION OF PAVEMENT.-As part of the 
program under this subsection, the Sec
retary shall carry out projects to assess the 
state of technology with respect to thin 
bonded overlay (including inorganic bonding 
systems) and surface lamination of pave
ment, and to assess the feasibility of, and 
costs and benefits associated with, the re
pair, rehabilitation, and upgrading of high
ways and bridges with overlay. Such projects 
shall be carried out so as to minimize over
lay thickness, minimize initial laydown 
costs, minimize time out of service, and 
maximize lifecycle durability. 

"(8) ALL WEATHER PAVEMENT MARKINGS.
As part of the program under this sub
section, the Secretary shall carry out a pro
gram to demonstrate the safety and durabil
ity of all weather pavement markings. 

"(9) TESTING OF HIGHWAY TECHNOLOGIES.
Projects carried out under this subsection to 
test technologies related to highways shall 
be carried out on highways on the Federal
aid system. 

"(10) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-The Sec
retary shall provide technical assistance to 
States and localities in carrying out projects 
under this subsection. 

"(11) ANNUAL REPORT.-Not later than 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
subsection, and annually thereafter, the Sec
retary shall transmit to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report on the progress and research 
findings of the program carried out under 
this subsection. 

"(12) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
of the cost of a project carried out under this 
subsection shall not exceed 80 percent. 

"(13) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall expend 
from administrative and research funds de
ducted under section 104(a) of this title and 
funds made available under section 26(a)(l) of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
"$35,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and $41,000,000 
per fiscal year for each of fiscal years 1993, 
1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 to carry out this sub
section. Of such amounts, in each of fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, the 
Secretary shall expend not less than 
$4,000,000 per fiscal year to carry out projects 
related to heated bridge technologies under 
paragraph (4), not less than $2,500,000 per fis
cal year to carry out projects related to thin 
bonded overlay and surface lamination of 
pavements under paragraph (7), and not less 
than $2,000,000 per fiscal year to carry out 
projects related to all weather pavement 
markings under paragraph (8). Amounts 
made available under this subsection shall 
remain available until expended and shall 
not be subject to any obligation limitation. 

"(f) SEISMIC RESEARCH PROGRAM.-
"(l) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish a program to study the vulner
ability of highways, tunnels, and bridges on 
the Federal-aid system to earthquakes and 
develop and implement cost-effective meth
ods of retrofitting such highways, tunnels, 
and bridges to reduce such vulnerability. 

"(2) COOPERATION.-The Secretary shall 
conduct the program under this section in 
cooperation with the National Center for 
Earthquake Engineering Research at the 
University of Buffalo. 

"(3) FUNDING.---Of amounts deducted under 
section 104(a) for each of fiscal years 1992, 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 the Secretary 
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shall expend not more than $2,000,000 in each 
of such fiscal years to carry out this sub
section. 

"(4) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this section, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Cammi ttee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report on the progress and research 
findings of the program carried out under 
this section.". 

(b) HIGHWAY AND BRIDGE CONDITIONS AND 
PERFORMANCE REPORT.-Section 307(h) of 
title 23, United States Code, as redesignated 
by subsection (a), is amended by adding at 
the end the following new sentence: "The bi
ennial reports required under this subsection 
shall provide the means, including all nec
essary information, to relate and compare 
the conditions and service measures used in 
different years when such measures are 
changed.". 
SEC. 806. UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION CEN· 

TERS. 
(a) ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITY.-Section 

ll(b)(2) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 (49 U.S.C. App. 1607c(b)(2)) is 
amended by inserting "transportation safety 
and" after "training concerning". 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW CENTERS; PRO
GRAM COORDINATION.-Section ll(b) of such 
Act (49 U.S.C. App. 1607c(b)) is amended by 
striking paragraphs (7) and (8), by redesig
nating paragraphs (9) and (10) as paragraphs 
(11) and (12), respectively, and by inserting 
after paragraph (6) the following new para
graphs: 

"(7) NATIONAL CENTER.-To accelerate the 
involvement and participation of minority 
individuals and women in transportation-re
lated professions, particularly in the science, 
technology, and engineering disciplines, the 
Secretary shall make grants under this sec
tion to Morgan State University to establish 
a national center for transportation manage
ment, research, and development. Such cen
ter shall give special attention to the design, 
development, and implementation of re
search, training, and technology transfer ac
tivities to increase the number of highly 
skilled minority individuals and women en
tering the transportation workforce. 

"(8) CENTER FOR TRANSPORTATION AND IN
DUSTRIAL PRODUCTIVITY.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 
make grants under this section to the New 
Jersey Institute of Technology to establish 
and operate a center for transportation and 
industrial productivity. Such center shall 
conduct research and development activities 
which focus on methods to increase surface 
transportation capacity, reduce congestion, 
and reduce costs for transportation system 
users and providers through the use of trans
portation management systems. 

"(B) JAMES AND MARLENE HOWARD TRANS
PORTATION INFORMATION CENTER.-

"(i) GRANT.-The Secretary shall make a 
grant to Monmouth College, West Long 
Branch, New Jersey, for modification and re
construction of Building Number 500 at Mon
mouth College. 

"(ii) ASSURANCES.-Before making a grant 
under clause (i), the Secretary shall receive 
assurances from Monmouth College that-

"(!) the building referred to in clause (1) 
will be known and designated as the 'James 
and Marlene Howard Transportation Infor
mation Center'; and 

"(II) transportation-related instruction 
and research in the fields of computer 
science, electronic engineering, mathe
matics, and software engineering conducted 

at the building referred to in clause (i) will 
be coordinated with the Center for Transpor
tation and Industrial Productivity at the 
New Jersey Institute of Technology. 

"(iii) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) $2,242,000 in fiscal 
year 1992 for making the grant under clause 
(i). 

"(iv) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds 
authorized by clause (iii) shall be available 
for obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code; except that the 
Federal share of the cost of activities con
ducted with the grant under clause (i) shall 
be 80 percent and such funds shall remain 
available until expended. Funds authorized 
by clause (iii) shall not be subject to any ob
ligation limitation. 

"(9) NATIONAL RURAL TRANSPORTATION 
STUDY CENTER.-The Secretary shall make 
grants under this section to the University 
of Arkansas to establish a national rural 
transportation center. Such center shall con
duct research, training, and technology 
transfer activities in the development, man
agement, and operation of intermodal trans
portation systems in rural areas. 

"(10) PROGRAM COORDINATION.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall pro

vide for the coordination of research, edu
cation, training, and technology transfer ac
tivities carried out by grant recipients under 
this subsection, the dissemination of the re
sults of such research, and the establishment 
and operation of a clearinghouse between 
such centers and the transportation indus
try. The Secretary shall review and evaluate 
programs carried out by such grant recipi
ents at least annually. 

"(B) FUNDING.-Not to exceed 1 percent of 
the funds made available from Federal 
sources to carry out this subsection may be 
used by the Secretary to carry out this para
graph. 

"(11) OBLIGATION CEILING.-Amounts au
thorized out of the Highway Trust Fund 
(other than the Mass Transit Account) to 
carry out this subsection shall be subject to 
obligation limitations established by section 
102 of the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Infrastructure Act of 1991.". 
SEC. 607. UNIVERSl1Y RESEARCH INSTITUI'ES. 

Section 11 of the Urban Mass Transpor
tation Act of 1964 (49 U.S.C. App. 1607c) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: , 

"(c) UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INSTITUTES.
"(!) INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL SURFACE 

TRANSPORTATION POLICY STUDIES.-The Sec
retary shall make grants under this section 
to San Jose State University to establish 
and operate an institute for national surface 
transportation policy studies. Such institute 
shall-

"(A) include both male and female stu
dents of diverse socioeconomic and ethnic 
backgrounds who are seeking careers in the 
development and operations of surface trans
portation programs; and 

"(B) conduct research and development ac
tivities to analyze ways of improving aspects 
of the development and operation of the Na
tion's surface transportation programs. 

"(2) INFRASTRUCTURE TECHNOLOGY INSTI
TUTE.-The Secretary shall make grants 
under this section to Northwestern Univer
sity to establish and operate an institute for 
the study of techniques to evaluate and mon
itor infrastructure conditions, improve infor
mation systems for infrastructure construc
tion and management, and study advanced 

materials and automated processes for con
struction and rehabilitation of public works 
facilities. 

"(3) URBAN TRANSIT INSTITUTE.-The Sec
retary shall make grants under this section 
to the University of South Florida and a con
sortium of Florida A and M, Florida State 
University, and Florida International Uni
versity to establish and operate an inter
disciplinary institute for the study and dis
semination of techniques to address the di
verse transportation problems of urban areas 
experiencing significant and rapid growth. 

"(4) INSTITUTE FOR INTELLIGENT VEHICLE
HIGHWAY CONCEPTS.-The Secretary shall 
make grants under this section to the Uni
versity of Minnesota, Center for Transpor
tation Studies, to establish and operate a na
tional institute for intelligent vehicle-high
way concepts. Such institute shall conduct 
research and recommend development activi
ties which focus on methods to increase 
roadway capacity, enhance safety, and re
duce negative environmental effects of 
transportation facilities through the use of 
intelligent vehicle-highway systems tech
nologies. 

"(5) FUNDING.-There is authorized to be 
appropriated out of the Highway Trust Fund, 
other than the Mass Transit Account, for 
each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 
and 1997 $250,000 per fiscal year to carry out 
paragraph (1), $3,000,000 per fiscal year to 
carry out paragraph (2), $1,000,000 per fiscal 
year to carry out paragraph (3), and $1,000,000 
per fiscal year to carry out paragraph (4).". 
SEC. 608. NATIONAL COUNCIL ON SURFACE 

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established a 

National Council on Surface Transportation 
Research. 

(b) FUNCTION.-The Council shall make a 
complete investigation and study of current 
surface transportation research and tech
nology developments in the United States 
and internationally. The Council shall iden
tify gaps and duplication in current surface 
transportation research efforts, determine 
research and development areas which may 
increase efficiency, productivity, safety, and 
durability in the Nation's surface transpor
tation systems, and develop a national sur
face transportation research and develop
ment plan for immediate implementation. 

(C) SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.
The Council shall-

(1) survey current surface transportation 
public and private research efforts in the 
United States and internationally; 

(2) examine factors which lead to frag
mentation of surface transportation research 
efforts and determine how increased coordi
nation in such efforts may be achieved; 

(3) compare the role of the Federal Govern
ment with the role of foreign governments in 
promoting transportation research and 
evaluate the appropriateness of United 
States policy on government-sponsored re
search; 

(4) identify barriers to innovation in sur
face transportation systems; 

(5) examine the range of funding arrange
ments available for surface transportation 
research and development and the level of 
resources currently available for such pur
poses; and 

(6) identify surface transportation research 
areas and opportunities, including opportu
nities for international cooperation, offering 
potential benefit to the Nation's surface 
transportation system, assess their relative 
priority, and develop a plan for national sur
face transportation research and develop
ment which includes short- and long-range 
objectives. 
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(d) MEMBERSHIP.-
(1) APPOINTMENT.-The Council shall be 

composed of 7 members as follows: 
(A) Three members appointed by the Presi

dent. 
(B) One member appointed by the Speaker 

of the House of Representatives. 
(C) One member appointed by the minority 

leader of the House of Representatives. 
(D) One member appointed by the majority 

leader of the Senate. 
(E) One member appointed by the minority 

leader of the Senate. 
(2) QUALIFICATIONS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Members appointed pur

suant to paragraph (1) shall be appointed 
from among individuals involved in surface 
transportation research, including represent
atives of Federal, State, and local govern
ments, other public agencies, colleges and 
universities, public, private, and nonprofit 
research organizations, and organizations 
representing transportation providers, ship
pers, labor, and the financial community. 

(B) INTERNATIONAL ADVISOR.-One of the 
members appointed by the President pursu
ant to paragraph (l)(A) shall serve as an 
international research advisor for the Coun
cil. 

(3) TERMS.-Members shall be appointed for 
the life of the Council. 

(4) VACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Council 
shall be filled in the manner in which the 
original appointment was made. 

(5) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Members shall 
serve without pay but shall receive travel ex
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist
ence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 
5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(6) CHAIRMAN.-The Chairman of the Coun
cil shall be elected by the members. 

(e) STAFF.-The Council may appoint and 
fix the pay of such personnel as it considers 
appropriate. 

(f) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.-Upon re
quest of the Council, the head of any depart
ment or agency of the United States may de
tail, on a reimbursable basis, any of the per
sonnel of that department or agency to the 
Council to assist it in carrying out its duties 
under this section. 

(g) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.
Upon the request of the Council, the Admin
istrator of General Services shall provide to 
the Council, on a reimbursable basis, the ad
ministrative support services necessary for 
the Council to carry out its responsibilities 
under this section. 

(h) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.-The Council 
may secure directly from any department or 
agency of the United States information nec
essary for it to carry out its duties under 
this section. Upon request of the Council, the 
head of that department or agency shall fur
nish that information to the Council. 

(i) REPORT.-Not later than September 30, 
1993, the Council shall transmit to Congress 
a final report on the results of the investiga
tion and study conducted under this section. 
The report shall include recommendations of 
the Council, including a proposed national 
surface transportation research agenda for 
immediate implementation. 

(j) TERMINATION.-The Council shall termi
nate on the 180th day following the date of 
transmittal of the report under subsection 
(i). All records and papers of the Council 
shall thereupon be delivered to the Adminis
trator of General Services for deposit in the 
National Archives. 
SEC. 809. RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMI1TEE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Not later than 180 
days after the transmittal of the report to 
Congress under section 608, the Secretary 

shall establish an independent surface trans
portation research advisory committee. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The advisory committee 
shall provide ongoing advice and rec
ommendations to the Secretary regarding 
needs, objectives, plans, approaches, content, 
and accomplishments with respect to short
term and long-term surface transportation 
research and development. The advisory 
committee shall also assist in ensuring that 
such research and development is coordi
nated with similar research and development 
being conducted outside of the Department 
of Transportation. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.-The advisory committee 
shall be composed of not less than 20 and not 
more than 30 members appointed by the Sec
retary from among persons who are not em
ployees of the Department of Transportation 
and who are specially qualified to serve on 
the committee by virtue of their education, 
training, or experience. A majority of the 
members of the advisory committee shall be 
individuals with experience in conducting 
surface transportation research and develop
ment. The Secretary in appointing the mem
bers of the advisory committee shall ensure 
that universities, corporations, associations, 
consumers, and other Federal and State Gov
ernment agencies are represented on an equi
table basis. 

(d) CHAIRMAN.-The Chairman of the advi
sory committee shall be designated by the 
Secretary. 

(e) PAY AND EXPENSES.-Members of the 
advisory committee shall serve without pay, 
except that the Secretary may allow any 
member, while engaged in the business of the 
advisory committee or a subordinate com
mittee, travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with 
sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(f) SUBORDINATE COMMITTEES.-The Sec
retary shall establish a subordinate commit
tee to the advisory committee to provide ad
vice on advanced highway vehicle tech
nology research and development, and may 
establish other subordinate committees to 
provide advice on specific areas of surface 
transportation research and development. 
Such subordinate committees shall be sub
ject to subsections (e), (g), and (i) of this sec
tion. 

(g) ASSISTANCE OF SECRETARY.-Upon re
quest of the advisory committee, the Sec
retary shall provide such information, ad
ministrative services, support staff, and sup
plies as the Secretary determines are nec
essary for the advisory committee to carry 
out its functions. 

(h) REPORTS.-The advisory committee 
shall, within one year after the date of estab
lishment of the advisory committee, and an
nually thereafter, submit to the Congress a 
report summarizing its activities under this 
section. 

(i) TERMINATION.-Section 14 of the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act shall not apply to 
the advisory committee established under 
this section. 
SEC. 610. DOT DATA NEEDS. 

(a) STUDY.-Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall enter into an agreement with 
the National Academy of Sciences to con
duct a study on the adequacy of data collec
tion procedures and capabilities of the De
partment of Transportation. 

(b) CONTENTS.-The study under this sec
tion shall include an evaluation of the De
partment of Transportation's data collection 
resources, needs, and requirements and an 
assessment and evaluation of the systems, 

capabilities, and procedures established by 
the Department to meet such needs and re
quirements, including the following: 

(1) Data collection procedures and capabili
ties. 

(2) Data analysis procedures and capabili
ties. 

(3) Ability of data bases to integrate with 
one another. 

(4) Computer hardware and software capa
bilities. 

(5) Management information systems, in
cluding the ability of management informa
tion systems to integrate with one another. 

(6) Personnel of the Department. 
(7) Budgetary needs and resources of the 

Department for data collection, including an 
assessment of the adequacy of the budgetary 
resources provided to the Department and 
budgetary resources used by the Department 
for data collection needs and purposes. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the agreement under sub
section (a), the National Academy of 
Sciences shall transmit to the Secretary, the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate, and the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives a report on the re
sults of the study under this section, includ
ing recommendations for improving the De
partment of Transportation's data collection 
systems, capabilities, procedures, and ana
lytical hardware and software and for im
proving the Department's management in
formation systems. 
SEC. 611. STATE LEVEL OF EFFORT. 

(a) STUDY.-Not later than 6 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall begin a comprehensive study 
of the most appropriate and accurate meth
ods of calculating State level of effort in 
funding surface transportation programs. 

(b) CONTENTS.-The study under this sec
tion shall include collection of data relating 
to State and local revenues collected and 
spent on surface transportation programs. 
Such revenues include income from fuel 
taxes, toll revenues (including bridge and 
ferry tolls), sales taxes, general fund appro
priations, property taxes, bonds, administra
tive fees, taxes on commercial vehicles, and 
other appropriate State and local revenue 
sources. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 12 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate and the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation of the House of Rep
resentatives a report on the results of the 
study under this section, including rec
ommendations on the most appropriate 
measure of State level of effort in funding 
surface transportation programs and com
prehensive data, by State, on revenue 
sources and amounts collected by States and 
local governments and devoted to surface 
transportation programs. 
SEC. 612. EVALUATION OF STATE PROCUREMENT 

PRACTICES. 
(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 

study to evaluate whether or not current 
procurement practices of State departments 
and agencies, including statistical accept
ance procedures, are adequate to ensure that 
highway and transit systems are designed, 
constructed, and maintained so as to achieve 
a high quality for such systems at the lowest 
overall cost. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
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House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report on the results of the study 
conducted under this section, together with 
an assessment of the need for establishing a 
national policy on transportation quality as
surance and recommendations for appro
priate legislative and administrative ac
tions. 
SEC. 613. HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION WORK 

ZONES. 
(a) STUDY .-The Secretary shall conduct a 

study of occupational injury and fatality 
statistics for street and highway construc
tion workers. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report on the results of the study 
conducted under this section, together with 
appropriate recommendations for revisions 
to the Department of Transportation's man
ual for uniform traffic control devices. 
SEC. 614. BUS TESTING. 

(a) DEFINITION OF NEW Bus MODEL.-Sec
tion 12(h) of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 (49 U.S.C. 1608(h)) is amended by 
inserting "(including any model using alter
native fuels)" after "means a bus model". 

(b) DUTIES OF Bus TESTING FACILITY.-Sec
tion 317(b)(l) of the Surface Transportation 
and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 
1987 (49 U.S.C. App. 1608 note) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(including braking per
formance)" after "performance"; and 

(2) by inserting "emissions," after "fuel 
economy,''. 

(c) FUNDING.-The first sentence of section 
317(b)(5) of the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: ", for expansion of 
such facility Sl,500,000 for fiscal year 1992, 
and for establishment of a revolving fund 
under paragraph (6) $2,500,000 for fiscal year 
1992". 

(d) REVOLVING LOAN FUND.-Section 317(b) 
of the Surface Transportation and Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(6) REVOLVING LOAN FUND.-The Secretary 
shall establish a bus testing revolving loan 
fund with amounts authorized for such pur
pose under paragraph (5). The Secretary 
shall make available as repayable advances 
amounts from the fund to the person de
scribed in paragraph (3) for operating and 
maintaining the facility.". 
SEC. 615. NATIONAL TRANSIT INSTITUTE. 

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 
(49 U.S.C. App. 1601-1621) is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 28. NATIONAL TRANSIT INSTITUTE. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 
make grants to Rutgers University to estab
lish a national transit institute. The insti
tute shall develop and administer, in co
operation with the Federal Transit Adminis
tration, State transportation departments, 
and public transit agencies, training pro
grams of instruction for Federal, State, and 
local transportation employees engaged or to 
be engaged in Federal-aid transit work. Such 
programs may include courses in recent de
velopments, techniques, and procedures re
lating to transit planning, management, en
vironmental factors, acquisition and joint 
use of rights-of-way, engineering, procure
ment strategies for transit systems, turn-

key approaches to implementing transit sys
tems, new technologies, emission reduction 
technologies, means of making transit acces
sible to individuals with disabilities, con
struction, maintenance, contract adminis
tration, and inspection. The Secretary shall 
delegate to the institute the authority vest
ed in the Secretary for the development and 
conduct of educational and training pro
grams relating to transit. 

"(b) FUNDING.-Not to exceed one-half of 1 
percent of all funds made available for a fis
cal year beginning after September 30, 1991, 
to a State or public transit agency in the 
State for carrying out sections 3 and 9 of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 shall 
be available for expenditure by the State and 
public transit agencies in the State, subject 
to approval by the Secretary, for payment of 
not to exceed 80 percent of the cost of tuition 
and direct educational expenses in connec
tion with the education and training of State 
and local transportation department employ
ees as provided in this section. 

"(c) PROVISION OF TRAINING.-Education 
and training of Federal, State, and local 
transportation employees authorized by this 
section shall be provided-

"(1) by the Secretary at no cost to the 
States and local governments for those sub
ject areas which are a Federal program re
sponsibility; or 

"(2) in any case where such education and 
training are to be paid for under subsection 
(b) of this section, by the State, subject to 
the approval of the Secretary, through 
grants and contracts with public and private 
agencies, other institutions, individuals, and 
the institute. 

"(d) FUNDING.-The Secretary shall make 
available from amounts provided under sec
tion 21(h) $3,000,000 per fiscal year for each of 
fiscal years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 
for carrying out this section.". 
SEC. 616. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AU· 

THORITY OF SECRETARY OF TRANS
PORTATION. 

Section 301(6) of title 49, United States 
Code, as redesignated by section 502(a) of 
this Act, is amended by inserting ", and in
cluding basic highway vehicle science" after 
"to aircraft noise". 
SEC. 617. PURPOSES OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANS· 

PORTATION. 
Section 101(b)(4) of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting ", through re
search and development or otherwise" after 
"advances in transportation". 
SEC. 618. ADV AN CED AUTOMOTIVE CONFERENCE 

AND AWARD. 
The Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova

tion Act of 1980 is amended by inserting after 
section 17 the following new sections, and by 
redesignating subsequent sections and all 
references thereto accordingly: 
"SEC. 18. CONFERENCE ON ADV AN CED AUTO· 

MOTIVE TECHNOLOGIES. 
"Not later than 180 days after the date of 

the enactment of this section, the Secretary, 
through the Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Technology, in consultation with other 
appropriate officials, shall convene a con
ference of domestic motor vehicle manufac
turers, parts suppliers, Federal laboratories, 
and motor vehicle users to explore ways in 
which cooperatively they can improve the 
competitiveness of the United States motor 
vehicle industry by developing new tech
nologies which will enhance the safety and 
energy savings, and lessen the environ
mental impact, of domestic motor vehicles, 
and the results of such conference shall be 
published and then submitted to the Presi
dent and to the Committees on Science, 

Space, and Technology and Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate. 
"SEC. 19. ADVANCED MOTOR VEHICLE RESEARCH 

AWARD. 
"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

a National Award for the Advancement of 
Motor Vehicle Research. The award shall 
consist of a medal, and a cash prize if fund
ing is available for the prize under sub
section (c). The medal shall be of such design 
and materials and bear inscriptions as is de
termined by the Secretary of Transpor
tation. 

"(b) MAKING AND PRESENTING AWARD.-The 
Secretary of Transportation shall periodi
cally make and present the award to domes
tic motor vehicle manufacturers, suppliers, 
or Federal laboratory personnel who, in the 
opinion of the Secretary of Transportation, 
have substantially improved the domestic 
motor vehicle in safety, energy savings, or 
environmental impact. No person may re
ceive the award more than once every 5 
years. 

"(c) FUNDING FOR AWARD.-The Secretary 
of Transportation may seek and accept gifts 
of money from private sources for the pur
pose of making cash prize awards under this 
section. Such money may be used only for 
that purpose, and only such money may be 
used for that purpose.". 
SEC. 619. NONAPPLICABILITY TO RAIL. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title do not apply to transportation by 
rail. 

PART B-INTELLIGENT VEHICLE
HIGHWAY SYSTEMS ACT 

SEC. 651. SHORT TITLE. 
This part may be cited as the "Intelligent 

Vehicle-Highway Systems Act of 1991". 
SEC. 652. ESTABLISHMENT AND SCOPE OF PRO· 

GRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Subject to the provi

sions of this part, the Secretary shall con
duct a program to research, develop, and 
operationally test intelligent vehicle-high
way systems and promote implementation of 
such systems as a component of the Nation's 
surface transportation systems. 

(b) GoALS.-The goals of the program to be 
carried out under this part shall include, but 
not be limited to-

(1) the widespread implementation of intel
ligent vehicle-highway systems to enhance 
the capacity, efficiency, and safety of the 
Federal-aid highway system and to serve as 
an alternative to additional physical capac
ity of the Federal-aid highway system; 

(2) the enhancement, through more effi
cient use of the Federal-aid highway system, 
of the efforts of the several States to attain 
air quality goals established pursuant to the 
Clean Air Act; 

(3) the enhancement of safe and efficient 
operation of the Nation's highway systems; 

(4) the development and promotion of in
telligent vehicle-highway systems and an in
telligent vehicle-highway systems industry 
in the United States; 

(5) the reduction of societal, economic, and 
environmental costs associated with traffic 
congestion; and 

(6) the enhancement of United States in
dustrial and economic competitiveness and 
productivity by improving the free flow of 
people and commerce and by establishing a 
significant United States presence in an 
emerging field of technology. 
SEC. 653. GENERAL AUTHORITIES AND REQUIRE· 

MENTS. 
(a) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL 

AGENCIES.-In carrying out the program 
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under this part, the Secretary shall consult 
with the Secretary of Commerce, the Admin
istrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Director of the National Science 
Foundation, and the heads of other inter
ested Federal departments and agencies. 

(b) STANDARDS.-The Secretary shall de
velop and implement standards and protocols 
to promote the widespread use and eval ua
tion of intelligent vehicle-highway systems 
technology as a component of the Nation's 
surface transportation systems. To the ex
tent practicable, such standards and proto
cols shall promote compatibility among in
telligent vehicle-highway systems tech
nologies implemented throughout the 
States. In carrying out this subsection, the 
Secretary may use the services of such exist
ing standards-setting organizations as the 
Secretary determines appropriate. 

(C) EVALUATION GUIDELINES.-The Sec
retary shall establish guidelines and require
ments for the evaluation of field and related 
operational tests carried out pursuant to 
section 655. Any survey, questionnaire, or 
interview which the Secretary considers nec
essary to carry out the evaluation of such 
tests shall not be subject to the require
ments of the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). 

(d) INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE.-
(!) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall 

establish and maintain a repository for tech
nical and safety data collected as a result of 
federally sponsored projects carried out pur
suant to this part and shall make, upon re
quest, such information (except for propri
etary information and data) readily avail
able to all users of the repository at an ap
propriate cost. 

(2) DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY.-The Sec
retary may delegate the responsibility of the 
Secretary under this subsection, with con
tinuing oversight by the Secretary, to an ap
propriate entity not within the Department 
of Transportation. If the Secretary delegates 
such responsibility, the entity to which such 
responsibility is delegated shall be eligible 
for Federal assistance under this part. 

(e) ADVISORY COMMITTEES.-The Secretary 
may utilize one or more advisory commit
tees in carrying out this part. Any advisory 
committee so utilized shall be subject to the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. Funding 
provided for any such committee shall be 
available from moneys appropriated for advi
sory committees as specified in relevant ap
propriations Acts and from funds allocated 
for research, development, and implementa
tion activities in connection with the intel
ligent vehicle-highway systems program 
under this part. 
SEC. 654. STRATEGIC PLAN, IMPLEMENTATION, 

AND REPORT TO CONGRESS. 
(a) STRATEGIC PLAN.-
(1) DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION.

Not later than 1 year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
develop, submit to Congress, and commence 
implementation of a plan for the intelligent 
vehicle-highway systems program. 

(2) SCOPE.-The plan shall-
(A) specify the goals and objectives of the 

intelligent vehicle-highway program and 
how specific projects relate to the goals and 
objectives, including consideration of the 5, 
10, and 20-year timeframes for the goals and 
objectives; 

(B) detail the status of and challenges and 
nontechnical constraints facing the program; 

(C) establish a course of action necessary 
to achieve the program's goals and objec
tives; 

(D) provide for the development of stand
ards and protocols by the Department of 

Transportation to promote and ensure com
patibility in the implementation of intel
ligent vehicle-highway systems technologies; 
and 

(E) provide for the accelerated use of ad
vanced technology to enhance traffic safety 
and reduce traffic congestion. 

(b) INTELLIGENT VEIDCLE HIGHWAY SYS
TEMS.-The Secretary shall develop a com
pletely automated highway and vehicle sys
tem which can become a prototype from 
which future fully automated intelligent ve
hicle-highway systems can be developed. 
Such development shall include research in 
human factors to ensure the success of the 
man-machine relationship. The goal of this 
program is to have the first fully automated 
roadway in operation by the end of 1997. This 
system shall accommodate installation of 
equipment in new and existing motor vehi
cles. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 2 years 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter, the Secretary shall 
submit to Congress a report on the imple
mentation of the plan developed under sub
section (a). 

(2) SCOPE OF IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS.-In 
preparing reports under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall-

(A) analyze the possible and actual accom
plishments of intelligent vehicle-highway 
systems projects in achieving congestion, 
safety, environmental, and energy conserva
tion goals and objectives of the program; 

(B) specify cost-sharing arrangements 
made, including the scope and nature of Fed
eral investment, in any research, develop
ment, or implementation project under the 
program; 

(C) assess nontechnical problems and con
straints identified as a result of each such 
implementation project; and 

(D) include any recommendations of the 
Secretary for legislation or modification to 
the plan developed under subsection (a). 

(d) NONTECHNICAL CONSTRAINTS.-
(!) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-In cooperation 

with the Attorney General and the Secretary 
of Commerce, the Secretary shall prepare 
and submit, within 2 years after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, a report to Con
gress addressing the nontechnical con
straints and barriers to implementation of 
the intelligent vehicle-highway systems pro
gram. 

(2) SCOPE OF REPORT.-The report shall
(A) address antitrust, privacy, educational 

and staffing needs, patent, liability, stand
ards, and other constraints, barriers, or con
cerns relating to the intelligent vehicle
highway systems program; 

(B) recommend legislative and administra
tive actions necessary to further the pro
gram; and 

(C) address ways to further promote indus
try and State and local government involve
ment in the program. 

(3) UPDATE OF REPORT.-Not later than 5 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall prepare and submit 
to Congress an update of the report under 
this subsection. 
SEC. 655. TECHNICAL, PLANNING, AND OPER

ATIONAL TESTING PROJECT ASSIST
ANCE. 

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND INFORMA
TION.-The Secretary may provide planning 
and technical assistance and information to 
State and local governments seeking to use 
and evaluate intelligent vehicle-highway 
systems technologies. In doing so, the Sec
retary shall assist State and local officials in 

developing plans for areawide traffic man
agement control centers, necessary laws per
taining to establishment and implementa
tion of such systems, and plans for infra
structure for such systems and in conducting 
other activities necessary for the intelligent 
vehicle-highway systems program. 

(b) PLANNING GRANTS.-The Secretary may 
make grants to State and local governments 
for feasibility and planning studies for devel
opment and implementation of intelligent 
vehicle-highway systems. Such grants shall 
be made at such time, in such amounts, and 
subject to such conditions as the Secretary 
may determine. 

(c) ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN TRAFFIC MAN
AGEMENT ENTITIES.-Any interagency traffic 
and incident management entity, including 
independent public authorities or agencies, 
contracted by a State department of trans
portation for implementation of a traffic 
management system for a designated cor
ridor is eligible to receive Federal assistance 
under this part through the State depart
ment of transportation. 

(d) OPERATIONAL TESTING PROJECTS.-The 
Secretary may make grants to State and 
local governments for operational tests re
lating to intelligent vehicle-highway sys
tems. In deciding which projects to fund 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall-

(1) give the highest priority to those 
projects that-

(A) will contribute to the goals and objec
tives specified in plan developed under sec
tion 654; and 

(B) will minimize the relative percentage 
of Federal contributions (excluding funds ap
portioned under section 104 of title 23, United 
States Code) to total project costs; 

(2) seek to fund operational tests that ad
vance the current state of knowledge and, 
where appropriate, build on successes 
achieved in previously funded work involv
ing such systems; and 

(3) require that operational tests utilizing 
Federal funds under this part have a written 
evaluation of the intelligent vehicle-highway 
systems technologies investigated and of the 
results of the investigation which is consist
ent with the guidelines developed pursuant 
to section 653(c). 

(e) AUTHORITY To USE FUNDS.-Each State 
and eligible local entity is authorized to use 
funds provided under this part for implemen
tation purposes in connection with the intel
ligent vehicle-highway systems program. 
SEC. 656. APPLICATIONS OF TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) !VHS CORRIDORS PROGRAM.-The Sec
retary shall designate transportation cor
ridors in which application of intelligent ve
hicle-highway systems will have particular 
benefit and, through financial and technical 
assistance under this part, shall assist in the 
development and implementation of such 
systems. 

(b) PRIORITIES.-In providing funding for 
corridors under this section, the Secretary 
shall allocate not less than 50 percent of the 
funds made available to carry out this sec
tion to eligible State or local entities for ap
plication of intelligent vehicle-highway sys
tems in not less than 3 but not more than 10 
corridors with the following characteristics: 

(1) Traffic density (as a measurement of 
vehicle miles traveled per highway mile) at 
least 1.5 times the national average for such 
class of highway. 

(2) Severe or extreme nonattainment for 
ozone under the Clean Air Act, as deter
mined by the Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency. 

(3) A variety of types of transportation fa
cilities, such as highways, bridges, tunnels, 
and toll and nontoll facilities. 
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(4) Inability to significantly expand capac

ity of existing surface transportation facili
ties. 

(5) A significant mix of passenger, transit, 
and commercial motor carrier traffic. 

(6) Complexity of traffic patterns. 
(7) Potential contribution to the imple

mentation of the Secretary's plan developed 
under section 654. 

(C) OTHER CORRIDORS AND AREAS.-After 
the allocation pursuant to subsection (b), the 
balance of funds made available to carry out 
this section shall be allocated to eligible 
State and local entities for application of in
telligent vehicle-highway systems in cor
ridors and areas where the application of 
such systems and associated technologies 
will demonstrate benefits related to any of 
the following: 

(1) Improved operational efficiency. 
(2) Reduced regulatory burden. 
(3) Improved commercial productivity. 
(4) Improved safety. 
(5) Enhanced motorist and traveler per

formance. 
Such corridors and areas may be in both 
urban and rural areas and may be interstate 
and intercity corridors. Urban corridors 
shall have a significant number of the char
acteristics set forth in subsection (b). 
SEC. 657. COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY 

TECHNOLOGY. 
(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 

study to evaluate technology which is de
signed for installation on a commercial 
motor vehicle to provide the individual oper
ating the vehicle with a warning if a turn, 
lane change, or other intended movement of 
the vehicle by the operator will place the ve
hicle in the path of an adjacent object or ve
hicle. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works of the 
Senate a report containing findings and rec
ommendations concerning the study con
ducted under this section. 
SEC. 658. FUNDING. 

(a) IVHS CORRIDORS PROGRAM.-There is 
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec
retary for carrying out section 656, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund (other than the Mass 
Transit Account), $71,000,000 for fiscal year 
1992 and $86,000,000 per fiscal year for each of 
fiscal years 1993 through 1997. In addition to 
amounts made available by subsection (b), 
any amounts authorized by this subsection 
and not allocated by the Secretary for carry
ing out section 656 for fiscal years 1992 and 
1993 may be used by the Secretary for carry
ing out other activities authorized under 
this part. 

(b) OTHER IVHS ACTIVITIES.-There is au
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary 
for carrying out this part (other than section 
656), out of the Highway Trust Fund (other 
than the Mass Transit Account), $24,000,000 
for fiscal year 1992 and $28,000,000 per fiscal 
year for each of fiscal years 1993 through 
1997. 

(C) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.-Of the funds 
made available pursuant to subsection (a), 
not less than 5 percent shall only be avail
able for innovative, high-risk operational or 
analytical tests that do not attract substan
tial non-Federal commitments but are deter
mined by the Secretary as having significant 
potential to help accomplish long-term goals 
established by the plan developed pursuant 
to section 654. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE PAYABLE.-The Federal 
share payable on account of activities car-

ried out under this part shall not exceed 80 
percent of the cost of such activities. The 
Secretary may waive application of the pre
ceding sentence for projects undertaken pur
suant to subsection (c) of this section. 

(e) APPLICABILITY OF TITLE 23.-Funds au
thorized by this section shall be available for 
obligation in the same manner as if such 
funds were apportioned under chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code; except that the 
Federal share of the cost of any activity 
under this section shall be determined in ac
cordance with this section and such funds 
shall remain available until expended. Such 
funds shall be subject to the obligation limi
tation imposed by section 102 of this Act. 
SEC. 659. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this part, the following 
definitions apply: 

(1) IVHS.-The term "intelligent vehicle
highway systems" means the development or 
application of electronics, communications, 
or information processing (including ad
vanced traffic management systems, com
mercial vehicle operations, advanced trav
eler information systems, commercial and 
advanced vehicle control systems, advanced 
public transportation systems, satellite ve
hicle tracking systems, and advanced vehicle 
communications systems) used singly or in 
combination to improve the efficiency and 
safety of surface transportation systems. 

(2) CORRIDOR.-The term "corridor" means 
any major transportation route which in
cludes parallel limited access highways, 
major arterials, or transit lines; and, with 
regard to traffic incident management, such 
term may include more distant transpor
tation routes that can serve as viable op
tions to each other in the event of traffic in
cidents. 

(3) STATE.-The term "State" has the 
meaning such term has under section 101 of 
title 23, United States Code. 
PART C-ADV ANCED TRANSPORTATION 

SYSTEMS AND ELECTRIC VEHICLES 
SEC. 671. ADVANCED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE RESEARCH 
AND DEVEWPMENT CONSORTIA. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-
(1) PROPOSAL.-Not later than 3 months 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
an eligible consortium may submit to the 
Secretary a proposal for receiving grants 
made available under this section for elec
tric vehicle and advanced transportation re
search and development. 

(2) CONTENTS OF PROPOSAL.-A proposal 
submitted under paragraph (1) shall in
clude-

(A) a description of the eligible consortium 
making the proposal; 

(B) a description of the type of additional 
members targeted for inclusion in the con
sortium; 

(C) a description of the eligible consor
tium's ability to contribute significantly to 
the development of vehicles, transportation 
systems, or related subsystems and equip
ment, that are competitive in the commer
cial market and its ability to enable serial 
production processes; 

(D) a description of the eligible consor
tium's financing scheme and business plan, 
including any projected contributions of 
State and local governments and other par
ties; 

(E) assurances, by letter of credit or other 
acceptable means, that the eligible consor
tium is able to meet the requirement con
tained in subsection (b)(6); and 

(F) any other information the Secretary 
requires in order to make selections under 
this section. 

(3) GRANT AUTHORITY.-Except as provided 
in paragraph (4), not later than 6 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall award grants to not less 
than 3 eligible consortia. No one eligible con
sortium may receive more than one third of 
the funds made available for grants under 
this section. 

(4) EXTENSION.-If fewer than 3 complete 
applications from eligible consortia have 
been received in time to permit the awarding 
of grants under paragraph (3), the Secretary 
may extend the deadlines for the submission 
of applications and the awarding of grants. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.-To be qualified 
to receive assistance under this section, an 
eligible consortium shall-

(1) be organized for the purpose of design
ing and developing electric vehicles and ad
vanced transportation systems, or related 
systems or equipment, or for the purpose of 
enabling serial production processes; 

(2) facilitate the participation in the con
sortium of small- and medium-sized busi
nesses in conjunction with large established 
manufacturers, as appropriate; 

(3) to the extent practicable, include par
ticipation in the consortium of defense and 
aerospace suppliers and manufacturers; 

(4) to the extent practicable, include par
ticipation in the consortium of entities lo
cated in areas designated as nonattainment 
areas under the Clean Air Act; 

(5) be designed to use State and Federal 
funding to attract private capital in the 
form of grants or investments to further the 
purposes stated in paragraph (1); and 

(6) ensure that at least 50 percent of the 
costs of the consortium, subject to the re
quirements of subsection (a)(3), be provided 
by non-Federal sources. 

(c) SERVICES.-Services to be performed by 
an eligible consortium using amounts from 
grants made available under this part shall 
include-

(1) obtaining funding for the acquisition of 
plant sites, conversion of plant facilities, and 
acquisition of equipment for the develop
ment or manufacture of advanced transpor
tation systems or electric vehicles, or other 
related systems or equipment, especially for 
environmentally benign and cost-effective 
manufacturing processes; 

(2) obtaining low-cost, long-term loans or 
investments for the purposes described in 
paragraph (1); 

(3) recruiting and training individuals for 
electric vehicle- and transit-related tech
nical design, manufacture, conversion, and 
maintenance; 

(4) conducting marketing surveys for serv
ices provided by the consortium; 

(5) creating electronic access to an inven
tory of industry suppliers and serving as a 
clearinghouse for such information; 

(6) consulting with respect to applicable or 
proposed Federal motor vehicle safety stand
ards; 

(7) creating access to computer architec
ture needed to simulate crash testing and to 
design internal subsystems and related infra
structure for electric vehicles and advanced 
transportation systems to meet applicable 
standards; and 

(8) creating access to computer protocols 
that are compatible with larger manufactur
ers' systems to enable small- and medium
sized suppliers to compete for contracts for 
advanced transportation systems and elec
tric vehicles and other related systems and 
equipment. 
SEC. 672. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this part, the following 
definitions apply: 

- . . . . ~ . - . . . . ,,. .. . . - - . 
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(1) ADVANCED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

The term "advanced transportation system" 
means a system of mass transportation, such 
as an electric trolley bus or alternative fuels 
bus, which employs advanced technology in 
order to function cleanly and efficiently; 

(2) ELECTRIC VEHICLE.-The term "electric 
vehicle" means a passenger vehicle, such as 
a van, primarily powered by an electric 
motor that draws current from rechargeable 
storage batteries, fuel cells, or other sources 
of electrical current, and that may include a 
no:..ielectrical source of supplemental power; 
and 

(3) ELIGIBLE CONSORTIUM.-The term "eligi
ble consortium" means a consortium of-

(A) businesses incorporated in the United 
States; 

(B) public or private educational or re
search organizations located in the United 
States; 

(C) entities of State or local governments 
in the United States; or 

(D) Federal laboratories. 
SEC. 873. FUNDING. 

Funding to carry out this part shall be as 
provided by section 21(h) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964. 

TITLE VII-EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY
RELATED TAXES AND TRUST FUND. 

SEC. 701. SHORT Tl'ILE; AMENDMENT OF 1986 
CODE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This title may be cited 
as the "Surface Transportation Revenue Act 
of 1991". 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.-Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this title an amendment or repeal is ex
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 
SEC. 702. EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY-RELATED 

TAXES AND TRUST FUND. 
(A) EXTENSION OF T AXES.-The following 

provisions are each amended by striking 
"1995" each place it appears and inserting 
"1999": 

(1) Section 4051(c) (relating to tax on heavy 
trucks and trailers sold at retail). 

(2) Section 4071(d) (relating to tax on tires 
and tread rubber). 

(3) Section 4081(d)(l) (relating to Highway 
Trust Fund financing rate on gasoline). 

(4) Section 4091(b)(6)(A) (relating to High
way Trust Fund financing rate on diesel 
fuel). 

(5) Sections 4481(c), 4482(c)(4), and 4482(d) 
(relating to highway use tax). 

(b) ExTENSION OF ExEMPTIONS.-The follow
ing provisions are each amended by striking 
"1995" each place it appears and inserting 
"1999": 

(1) Section 4041(f)(3) (relating to exemp
tions for farm use). 

(2) Section 4041(g) (relating to other ex
emptions). 

(3) Section 4221(a) (relating to certain tax
!ree sales). 

(4) Section 4483(g) (relating to termination 
of exemptions for highway use tax). 

(5) Section 6420(h) (relating to gasoline 
used on farms). 

(6) Section 6421(1) (relating to gasoline used 
for certain nonhighway purposes, etc.). 

(7) Section 6427(g)(5) (relating to advance 
repayment of increased diesel fuel tax). 

(8) Section 6427(0) (relating to fuels not 
used for taxable purposes). 

(C) OTHER PRoVISIONS.-
(1) FLOOR STOCKS REFUNDS.-Section 

6412(a)(l) (relating to floor stocks refunds) is 
amended-

(A) by striking "1995" each place it appears 
and inserting "1999", and 

(B) by striking "1996" each place it appears 
and inserting "2000". 

(2) INSTALLMENT PAYMENTS OF HIGHWAY USE 
TAX.-Section 6156(e)(2) (relating to install
ment payments of highway use tax on use of 
highway motor vehicles) is amended by 
striking "1995" and inserting "1999". 

( d) EXTENSION OF DEPOSITS INTO, AND CER
TAIN TRANSFERS FROM, TRUST FUND.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (b), and para
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (c), of section 
9503 (relating to the Highway Trust Fund) 
are each amended-

(A) by striking "1995" each place it appears 
and inserting "1999", and 

(B) by striking "1996" each place it appears 
and inserting "2000". 

(2) MOTORBOAT AND SMALL-ENGINE FUEL TAX 
TRANSFERS.-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Paragraphs (4)(A)(i) and 
(5)(A) of section 9503(c) are each amended by 
striking "1995" and inserting "1997". 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO LAND AND 
WATER CONSERVATION FUND.-Section 201(b) of 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 
of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-11) is amended-

(i) by striking "1995" and inserting "1997", 
and 

(ii) by striking "1996" each place it appears 
and inserting "1998". 

(C) EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURES FROM BOAT 
SAFETY ACCOUNT.-Subsection (c) of section 
9504 is amended by striking "1994" and in
serting "1998". 

(e) EXTENSION AND EXPANSION OF EXPENDI
TURES FROM TRUST FUND.-

(1) EXPENDITURES.-Subsections (C)(l) and 
(e)(3) of section 9503 are each amended by 
striking "1993" and inserting "1997". 

(2) PURPOSEs.-Paragraph (1) of section 
9503(c) is amended by striking subparagraph 
(D) and inserting the following: 

"(D) authorized to be paid out of the High
way Trust Fund under the Intermodal Sur
face Transportation Infrastructure Act of 
1991. 
In determining the authorizations under the 
Acts referred to in the preceding subpara
graphs, such Acts shall be applied as in effect 
on the date of the enactment of the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infrastructure 
Act of 1991." 

(f) ExPANSION OF MASS TRANSIT ACCOUNT 
EXPENDITURE PURPOSES.-Paragraph (3) of 
section 9503(e) is amended-

(1) by inserting "or capital-related" after 
"capital" the first place it appears, 

(2) by striking "section 21(a)(2)" and in
serting "subsection (a)(2), (b), (c), (g)(2), (h), 
or (j)(l) of section 21", and 

(3) by inserting before the period "or in ac
cordance with the Intermodal Surface Trans
portation Infrastructure Act of 1991 (as such 
Acts are in effect on the date of the enact
ment of the Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991)". 

(g) UBE OF REVENUES FOR ENFORCEMENT OF 
HIGHWAY TRUST FuND TAXES.-The Secretary 
of Transportation shall not impose any con
dition on the use of funds transferred under 
section 144 of thi1 Act to the Internal Reve
nue Service. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall, at least 60 days before the beginning of 
each nscal year (after fiscal year 1992) for 
which such fun<U are to be transferred, sub
mi ta report to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate de
tailing the increased enforcement activities 
to be financed with such funds with respect 
to taxes referred to in section 9503(b)(l) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(h) TAX EVASION REPORT.-The Secretary 
of Transportation shall also submit each re
port prepared pursuant to section 144(f) of 
this Act to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate not 
later than the applicable date specified 
therein. 
SEC. 703. BUDGET COMPLIANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-If obligations provided 
for programs pursuant to this act for fiscal 
year 1992 will cause-

(1) the total outlays in any of the fiscal 
years 1992 through 1995 which result from 
this Act, to exceed 

(2) the total outlays for such programs in 
any such fiscal year which result from appro
priation Acts for fiscal year 1992 and are at
tributable to obligations for fiscal year 1992, 
then the Secretary of Transportation shall 
reduce proportionately the obligations pro
vided for each program pursuant to this Act 
for fiscal year 1992 to the extent required to 
avoid such excess outlays. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVI
SIONS.-The provisions of this section shall 
apply, notwithstanding any provision of this 
Act to the contrary. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
said substitute, as modified, is in order 
except those amendments printed in 
part 2 of House Report 102-265. Said 
amendments shall be considered in the 
order and manner specified in said re
port and shall be considered as read. 
Debate time specified for each amend
ment shall be equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent of the amend
ment and a Member opposed thereto. 
Said amendments shall not be subject 
to amendment, except as specified in 
House Report 102-265. 

Where House Report 102-265 specifies 
consideration of amendments en bloc, 
said amendments shall be so considered 
and shall not be subject to a demand 
for a division of the question. 

It is in order at any time for the 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation to offer 
amendments en bloc consisting of 
amendments, and modifications in the 
text of any amendments which are ger
mane thereto, printed in part 2 of 
House Report 102-265. Said amend
ments en bloc except modifications 
shall be considered as read and shall be 
debatable for 20 minutes, equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. The original proponents of 
the amendments en bloc shall have per
mission to insert statements in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD immediately 
before disposition of the amendments 
en bloc. Said amendments en bloc shall 
not be subject to amendment or to a 
demand for a division of the question. 

The Chair will announce the number 
of the amendment made in order by 
House Resolution 252 in order to give 
notice to the Committee of the Whole 
as to the order of recognition. 

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. 
WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a preferential motion. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

port the preferential motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. WALKER of Pennsylvania moves that 

the committee do now rise and report the 
bill back to the House with the recommenda
tion that the enacting clause be stricken 
out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I use 
this procedural way of getting time be
cause under the process of the rule, the 
fact is that the opposition to this bill 
was very limited in the amount of time 
that we were able to get. I think that 
is a shame, because there really are 
some important questions to be raised 
about the content of the bill. 

I think that it is entirely appropriate 
to suggest that the enacting clause be 
stricken out when we do, in fact, find 
true problems in the content of the bill 
itself. 

Many of my colleagues have come to 
the floor today explaining why their 
particular special project in this bill is 
a wonderful thing. I have no doubt that 
many of them are. 

The question is that there are 460 of 
them. The chances are that we are not 
going to discuss even half of them, let 
alone probably not even a quarter of 
them, and there are some in there that 
bear some questions. 

But more importantly, there is lan
guage in the bill that I have raised ear
lier today. I would like to explore what 
some of this language means. The gen
tleman from New Jersey took some 
umbrage with respect to my bringing 
these up, but I would like to know 
what the language means. 

For example, in section 150 of the bill 
where it says: 

Any Federal expenditures under this sec
tion and section 149 for such project shall be 
treated as part of the non-Federal share of 
the cost of such flood control project. 

Does that mean that for purpose of 
this section of the bill that the State's 
share is now going to be replaced by 
Federal money alone and that that is 
going to be taken out of the highway 
trust fund in order to do the comple
tion of this flood control project? 

I would appreciate an answer on it. 
Does anybody from the committee 
know what the effect of that language 
is? Nobody can explain to me what that 
language means? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I was sitting in the back there. 
Does that mean that the 20-percent 
match that is required by the State is 
waived in the chairman's district? 

Mr. WALKER. That is what it ap
pears to me. I am not certain, because 
I have had a couple lawyers tell me 
that it is very confusing language, but 

it would appear as though in this one 
project that the State's share is being 
waived. That, I think, is a concern 
when we find it buried down in the lan
guage of the bill. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, there are 460 special projects in 
this bill. Do any of the other Members 
who have these special projects get the 
benefit of this 20-percent waiving of the 
match? 

Mr. WALKER. I do not know. I have 
to tell the gentleman, I do not know, 
because I have not been able to go 
through all of them, but these were 
two provisions that were found in here 
that are questionable. 

Well, if I cannot get an answer to 
that one, and it appears as though no 
one has any answer to it, maybe some
body can answer for me and tell me 
what the language means that says 
with regard to section 151 of the bill: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Governor of the State of New Jersey 
shall carry out with respect to the construc
tion of the highway project authorized by 
section 149(a)(l) of the Surface Transpor
tation and Uniform Relocation Assistance 
Act of 1987 (101 Stat. 181) all of the respon
sibilities of the Secretary under title 23, 
United States Code, and all other provisions 
of law. 

In so doing, the Governor is author
ized to waive any and all Federal re
quirements, the waiver of which the 
Governor determines to be in the pub
lic interest. 

Now, can anybody explain whether or 
not there are any limits on that par
ticular provision? Does the Governor, 
in fact, have the right to waive civil 
rights law? Does the Governor have the 
right to waive child labor laws? Does 
the Governor have the right to waive 
OSHA laws? Does the Governor have 
the right to waive environmental laws? 
Does the Governor have the right to 
cancel an environmental impact state
ment? Does the Governor have the 
right to ignore the environmental im
pact statement? Does the Governor 
have the right to waive Federal con
tracting law? Can anybody tell me? 

There is no one who can tell me what 
that provision means? 

Well, I will tell you, it is a little dis
turbing, because that kind of language 
is totally contrary to all kinds of Fed
eral practice. You cannot designate es
sentially a special proj'ect and then 
suggest that Federal law of no kind ap
plies to it, and yet no one on the com
mittee can explain to me what the lan
guage really means? 

I am willing to accept an interpreta
tion that this language is fairly narrow 
in scope, but the fact is that there is no 
explanation that it is narrow in scope, 
then one has to assume that it is very 
broad in scope and that is what the 
language seems to say. I will tell you, 
I find that very disturbing. 

Let me suggest that there is one 
other thing coming up in a few min
utes. 

0 1640 
There was one amendment made in 

order, only one that actually cut 
spending in the bill. Only one amend
ment cut spending. That was my 
amendment that takes out $11.5 mil
lion for the Office of Intermodalism. 

Now, I realize that most of you do 
not have any idea of what 
in termodalism means. 

Intermodality does not appear in any 
dictionary I know of. At least I was not 
able to find it. 

So we are creating this Office of 
Intermodalism, and, as nearly as I can 
tell, intermodalism is something that 
is not discussed in polite company and 
as nearly as I can tell, maybe it is 
something that is only discussed before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

But the fact is, the fact is that this is 
a very serious problem because it is 
$11.5 million in spending. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
this gentleman from New Jersey is en
titled to the other 5 minutes, am I not 
correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey will be recognized for 
5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, you know, it 
is near Halloween, and I thought to 
myself when we were working last 
night, most of last night, getting ready 
for this morning, because I am so proud 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, because on both sides 
there is bipartisanship; you know, it is 
a funny thing, we work together and 
we work in truth and we work in fact, 
we listen to everybody, we are cordial, 
we are decent, we do not play this po
litical game that is played here. 

Where does anybody have the rightr
and I will not yield-where does any
body have the right to get up on this 
floor and suggest that the Governor of 
the State of New Jersey, because this 
language, which they do not under
stand and will not listen to and really 
do not care about-I am from New Jer
sey, and I am chairman of the commit
tee-what they are trying to do is to 
belittle so and run people down in some 
surreptitious way. I do not know what 
you gain by that. I do not know what 
you have achieved. 

You could not hurt me if you hit me 
with a baseball bat because you people 
are princes of darkness, princes of 
darkness is what you are. 

We are trying to elevate the country. 
This bill is an American bill. It is for 
the people of this country. 

They dare to say to you that the 21/2 

cents that they are paying now is going 
to collapse this country-when the 
OPEC nations got together 3 months 
ago, they agreed they were going to 
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raise the price of oil from $19.50 a bar
rel to $23 a barrel, and who is going to 
pay for it? Each and every American 
citizen was going to pay for it. It was 
going to cost us 35 cents more per gal
lon of gasoline. 

You know what they were going to do 
with that 35 cents that we were going 
to pay, which translates into billions of 
dollars? They were going to rebuild Ku
wait. 

Now, I say to you, princes of dark
ness, that all day we have been listen
ing, listening, listening how bad Mem
bers are, how bad the bipartisan Com
mittee on Public Works is. Fifty-three 
Members against three voted unani
mously, not once, not twice, but three 
times. This bill has been scrubbed. This 
bill has been discussed with every 
Member. 

Ah, but the princes of darkness would 
tell you that this is not an all-Amer
ican bill. Is it not about time in this 
country that 21h cents or a nickel or a 
dollar was spent for the people of the 
United States? That is the issue. 

We are fed up and tired of running 
down and belittling people who come to 
this floor and quote things they do not 
know, say things that are not true, do 
not even do their homework, and have 
the temerity to suggest in the sov
ereign State of New Jersey, because of 
the language they do not know, that 
maybe the Governor of the State of 
New Jersey would award a contract to 
some other person who has contributed 
to his or her campaign. 

I say to you shame on you, shame on 
you; you ought to really be ashamed of 
yourselves to lower the debate to that 
level. And I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

I say to my friend, I thought I had 
answered my good friend from Penn
sylvania in the general debate when I 
said it is my understanding, reading 
the amendment, that the Governor of 
New Jersey must act in the public in
terest and, therefore, if he were to 
somehow destroy the environmental 
laws or the civil rights laws, he would 
be hauled into court in a lawsuit faster 
than you could say "Jack Robinson." 

Mr. ROE. Or princes of darkness. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. 

The preferential motion was rejected. 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED 

BY MR. ROE 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, pursuant to 

the rule, I offer en bloc amendments 
Nos. 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, and 11. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendments en bloc and re
port the modifications. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the modifications be 

considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The texts of the amendments en bloc, 

as modified, are as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. Roe: Page 66, 

line 17, before "shall" insert "(other than 
Massachusetts)". 

Page 66, line 19, after the period insert the 
following: "Sums apportioned during such 
period for the Interstate System in the State 
of Massachusetts shall remain available 
until expended.". 

Page 72, line 13, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the final period. 

Page 72, after line 13, insert the following: 
"(c) INCREASED FEDERAL SHARE FOR CER

TAIN SAFETY PROJECTS.-The Federal share 
payable on account of any project for traffic 
control signalization, pavement marking, 
commuter carpooling and vanpooling, or in
stallation of traffic signs, traffic lights, 
guardrails, impact attenuators, concrete bar
rier entreatments, or breakaway utility 
poles may amount to 100 percent of the cost 
of construction of such projects; except that 
not more than 10 percent of all sums appor
tioned for all the Federal-aid systems for 
any fiscal year in accordance with section 
104 of this title shall be used under this sub
section.". 

Page 72, lines 17 and 18, strike "(c), (d), (e), 
(f), (g), and (h)," and insert "(d), (e), (f), (g), 
(h), and (i),". 

Page 72, line 22, strike "subsection (a)" and 
insert "this section" . 

Page 72, line 23, after "affect" insert "(1)". 
Page 72, line 25, before the period insert 

the following: ". and (2) the Federal share es
tablished by section 120(k) of such title, as in 
effect on the day before the date of the en
actment of this Act, with respect to United 
States Highway 71 in Arkansas from the I-40 
intersection to the Missouri-Arkansas State 
line". 

Page 84, after line 20, insert the following: 
(f) MONTANA-CANADA TRADE.-The Sec

retary shall not withhold funds from the 
State of Montana on the basis of actions 
taken by the State of Montana pursuant to a 
draft memorandum of understanding with 
the Province of Alberta, Canada, regarding 
truck transportation between Canada and 
Shelby, Montana; except that such actions 
do not include actions not permitted by the 
State of Montana on or before June 1, 1991. 

Page 107, line 22, after "economic," insert 
"energy,". 

Page 109, line 5, strike "and tunnels," and 
insert ", tunnels, and pavements,". 

Page 109, line 7, strike " or tunnel" and in
sert ", tunnel, or pavement". 

Page 115, line 15, after "economic," insert 
"energy,". 

Page 116, line 23, strike "and tunnels," and 
insert ", tunnels, and pavements,". 

Page 116, line 25, strike "or tunnel" and in
sert", tunnel, or pavement". 

In the table on page 150, insert at the end 
the following: 
Ohio Construction of a bicycle/pe- 3.5 

destrian facility from Greene 
County, Ohio, to Dayton, 
Ohio. 

Page 153, line 11, insert "(a) INCLUSION OF 
IRON.-" before "Section 165(a)". 

Page 153, line 17, strike "(a) INCLUSION OF 
IRON.-". 

Move subsection (b) beginning on line 3 of 
page 154 and ending on line 21 of page 155 to 
page 153, after line 13. 

Page 161, line 3, strike "The" and all that 
follows through "or• on line 5 and insert the 
following: "A feasibility study shall be con
ducted under this subsection with respect to 
the corridor described in subsection (c)(2), 
relating to Avenue of the Saints, to deter
mine". 

In the table on page 163, in the item relat
ing to California, Nevada, Arizona, strike "/ 
I-95" and insert "/U.S. 95". 

In the table on page 163 in the item relat
ing to Missouri, Iowa, Minnesota, Illinois, 
Wisconsin, strike "Illinois, Wisconsin". 

Page 167, after line 2, insert the following: 
(8) SPECIAL RULE.-Amounts allocated by 

subsection (f) to the State of California for 
improvements on I-15 and I-40 shall not be 
subject to any State or local law relating to 
apportionment of funds available for the 
construction or improvement of highways. 

Page 189, after line 23, insert the following: 
(h) TREATMENT OF SCENIC HIGHWAYS IN OR

EGON.-For purposes of this section, a high
way designated as a scenic highway in the 
State of Oregon shall be treated as a scenic 
byway. 

In the table on page 191, strike "2.8" and 
insert "3.0". 

In the table on page 193, strike the item re
lating to Texas. 

In the table on page 194, strike "13.9" and 
insert "12.3". 

In the table on page 194, strike "7 .O" and 
insert "8.8". 

In the table on page 195, strike "2.5" and 
insert "0.9". 

In the table on page 195, strike "2.7" and 
insert "0.9". 

In the table on page 196, strike "8.4" and 
insert "7 .9". 

In the table on page 196, strike "1.1" and 
insert "1.5". 

In the table on page 196, strike "11.8" and 
insert "11.4". 

In the table on page 197, strike "35.0" and 
insert "51.9". 

In the table on page 197, strike "Fort 
Worth to Springtown, Texas" and insert 
"Parker County, Texas (SH199)" and strike 
"70.0" and insert "39.6". 

In the table on page 197, strike "14.0" and 
insert "13.5". 

In the table on page 212, strike 
"Clairesville" and insert "Clairsville" and 
strike "17.4" and insert "20.0". 

In the table on page 214, strike "35.0" and 
insert "32.6". 

In the table on page 216, strike "11.1" and 
insert "15.8". 

In the table on page 216, strike "Aerospace 
Technology Clark Access Rd., Brookpark, 
Ohio" and insert "Aerospace Technology 
Park Access Rd., Brook Park, Ohio". 

In the table on page 216, strike "3.5" and 
insert "5.0". 

In the table on page 217, strike "Maple 
Grove" each place it appears and insert 
"Brooklyn Park". 

In the table on page 217, strike "5.6" the 
last place it appears and insert "21.0". 

In the table on page 218, strike "35.0" and 
insert "49.3". 

In the table on page 218, strike "5.6" and 
insert "15.0". 

In the table on page 218, insert at the end 
the following: 
Borough of Construction of a new 1.4 

Paulsboro, bridge to improve 
New Jersey. safety. 

Page 229, line 24, strike "$5,000,000" and in
sert "$5,400,000". 

Page 230, strike lines 10 through 13 and re
designate subsequent subsections of section 
169 of the bill accordingly. 
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Page 232, line 14, insert "in Oregon and 

Washington" after "improvements". 
Page 232, line 16, after the period insert the 

following: "The Secretary shall give the 
highest priority to those Oregon projects 
identified in the State's transportation im
provement plan.". 

Page 242, line 15, strike "1991" and insert 
"1992". 

Page 243, after line 13, insert the following 
new sections: 
"SEC. 181. METRIC SYSTEM SIGNING. 

"Section 144 of the Federal-aid Highway 
Act of 1978 (92 Stat. 2713; 23 U.S.C. 109 note) 
is repealed. 
"SEC. 182. CLEVELAND HARBOR, omo. 

"(a) DEAUTHORIZATION OF PORTION OF 
PROJECT FOR HARBOR MODIFICATION.-That 
portion described in subsection (b) of the 
project for harbor modification, Cleveland 
Harbor, Ohio, authorized by section 202(a) of 
the Water Resources Development Act of 
1986 (100 Stat. 4095), is not authorized after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

"(b) AREA SUBJECT TO DEAUTHORIZATION.
The portion of the project for harbor modi
fication, Cleveland Harbor, Ohio, described 
in this subsection is that portion situated in 
the City of Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, and 
State of Ohio, T7N, R13W and being more 
fully described as follows: 

"Beginning at an iron pin monument at 
the intersection of the centerline of East 9th 
Street (99 feet wide) with the centerline of 
relocated Erieside Avenue N.E. (70 ft. wide). 

"Thence South 50°06'52" West on the cen
terline of relocated Erieside Avenue N.E. a 
distance of 112.89 feet to a point. 

"Thence southwesterly continuing on the 
centerline of relocated Erieside Avenue N.E. 
along the arc of a curve to the left, with a ra
dius of 300.00 feet and whose chord bears 
South 42°36'52" West 140.07 feet, an arc dis
tance of 141.37 feet to a point. 

"Thence North 60°53'08" West a distance of 
35.00 feet to a point on the northwesterly 
right-of-way line of relocated Erieside Ave
nue N.E. 

"Thence South 29°06'52" West on the north
westerly right-of-way line of relocated 
Erieside A venue N .E. a distance of 44.36 feet 
to a point. 

"Thence North 33°53'08" West a distance of 
158.35 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 56°06'52" West a distance of 
76.00 feet to a point. 

"Thence North 78°53'08" West a distance of 
18.39 feet to a point. 

"Thence North 33°53'08" West a distance of 
33.50 feet to a point, said point being the true 
place of beginning of the parcel herein de
scribed. 

"Thence South 56°06'52" West a distance of 
84.85 feet to a point. 

"Thence North 33°53'08" West a distance of 
137.28 feet to a point. 

"Thence North 11°06'52 .. East a distance of 
225.00 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 78°53'08" East a distance of 
160.00 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 11°06'52" West a distance of 
46.16 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 56°06'52" West a distance of 
28.28 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 11°06'52 .. West a distance of 
89.70 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 33°53'08" East a distance of 
28.28 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 11°06'52" West a distance of 
83.29 feet to a point. 

"Thence South 56°06'52" West a distance of 
4.14 feet to a true place of beginning contain
ing 42,646 square feet more or less. 

"(c) REIMBURSEMENT NOT REQUIRED.-The 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources shall 

not be required to reimburse the Federal 
Government any portion of the credit re
ceived by the non-Federal project sponsor as 
provided for in Public Law 100-202 (101 Stat. 
1329-108). 
"SEC. 183. SIGNING OF UNITED STATES HIGHWAY 

71. 
"The Arkansas State Highway and Trans

portation Department shall erect the signs 
along United States Highway 71 from the I-
40 intersection to the Missouri-Arkansas 
State line which are required to be erected 
by the Arkansas State law designated as Act 
6 of 1989. 
"SEC. 184. DISPOSITION OF PAVEMENT MATE

RIALS. 
"Not later than 60 days after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall initiate a rulemaking proceeding to es
tablish minimum requirements for the eco
nomic reuse and environmentally sound dis
position of pavement materials removed dur
ing construction, reconstruction, or repaving 
in any federally-assisted highway project.". 

Page 290, line 9, strike the closing 
quotation marks and the final period. 

Page 290, after line 9, insert the following: 
"(4) GRANTS FOR BUS TESTING.-The Sec

retary shall set aside $1,500,000 in fiscal year 
1992, $2,000,000 in each of fiscal years 1993 
through 1996, and $3,000,000 in fiscal year 1997 
of the amounts made available for replace
ment, rehabilitation, and purchase of buses 
and related equipment and the construction 
of bus related facilities by subsection 
(k)(l)(C) for such fiscal year for obligation by 
the Secretary for making grants to the bus 
testing facility established under section 317 
of the Surface Transportation and Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (49 U.S.C. 
App. 1608) for the cost of testing small- and 
medium-duty buses, vans, and paratransit 
vehicles and for the lost value of such buses, 
vans, and vehicles.". 

Page 356, line 4, strike "GILROY" and insert 
"SAN JOSE-GILROY-HOLLISTER". 

Page 356, line 12, strike "in Gilroy," and 
insert "from San Jose, through Gilroy, to 
Hollister,''. 

Page 357, line 9, before "locally" insert 
"South Station to World Trade Center seg
ment of the". 

Page 357, line 11, strike "December 31, 
1991," and insert "February 28, 1992,". 

Page 357, line 14, after "for" insert "the en
tirety of". 

Page 357, line 14, after the period insert the 
following: Section 330 of the Department of 
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro
priations Act, 1992 is amended by striking 
"-", by striking "(a)", by striking "; and" 
at the end of paragraph (a) and all that fol
lows through the period at the end of such 
section and inserting a period, and by run
ning in the remaining matter of paragraph 
(a) following "Administration". 

Page 383, after line 20, insert the following: 
"The reports shall also include an assess
ment of the availability and adequacy of 
commercial motor vehicle driver training 
schools and programs.". 

Page 400, line 21, after the period insert the 
following: "This training shall include cer
tification of an operator's proficiency by an 
instructor who has met the requirements es
tablished by the Secretary.". 

Page 404, line 19, strike "establishing" and 
insert "proposing''. 

Page 405, line 13, after "Transportation" 
insert "and the Committee on the Judici
ary". 

Page 407, line 6, strike "1996" and insert 
"1998". 

Page 407, line 11, strike "1996" and insert 
"1998". 

Page 407, after line 19, insert the following: 
(3) LIMITATION.-For purposes of para

graphs (1) and (2), in the event of an amend
ment to the International Fuel Tax Agree
ment, conformity by a State that is not par
ticipating in such Agreement when such 
amendment is made may not be required 
with respect to such amendment until area
sonable time period for such conformity has 
elapsed, but in no case earlier than-

(A) the expiration of the 365-day period be
ginning on the first day that the correspond
ing compliance with such amendment is re
quired of States that are participating in 
such Agreement; or 

(B) the expiration of the 365-day period be
ginning on the day the relevant office of the 
State receives written notice of such amend
ment from the Secretary. 

Page 407, strike line 20 and all that follows 
through line 9 on page 408 and insert the fol
lowing: 

(h) ENFORCEMENT.-
(1) ACTION.-On the request of the Sec

retary, the Attorney General may com
mence, in a court of competent jurisdiction, 
a civil action for such injunctive relief as 
may be appropriate to ensure compliance 
with subsections (f) and (g). 

(2) VENUE.-Such action may be com
menced only in the State in which relief is 
required to ensure such compliance. 

(3) RELIEF.-Subject to section 1341 of title 
28, United States Code, such court, upon a 
proper showing-

(A) shall issue a temporary restraining 
order or a preliminary or permanent injunc
tion; and 

(B) may require in such injunction that the 
State or any person comply with such sub
sections. 

In the table on page 416, after "transit 
projects in East Haven/Wallingford, Con
necticut" insert "($8.8 million for East 
Haven Route 80, $2.4 million for Wallingford 
I-91, and $0.7 million for Wallingford 
Oakdale)". 

In the table on page 416, in the item relat
ing to Northern California, strike "For the 
acquisition" and all that follows through 
"California" and insert "Purchase right-of
way and develop a transportation corridor in 
existing rail right-of-way from Larkspur to 
Korbel, and Novato to Lombard". 

In the table on page 417, in the item relat
ing to Las Vegas, Nevada, strike "and I-95". 

In the table on page 418, strike "14.0" and 
insert "15.8". 

In the table on page 418, strike "7.0" the 
last place it appears and insert "6.2". 

Page 427, line 25, strike "1992" and insert 
"1993". 

Page 464, line 18, after "bridge" insert " 
tunnel,''. 

Page 468, line 10, strike "and". 
Page 468, line 11, after "agencies," insert 

"and national and international entities,". 
Page 468, line 12, after "employees" insert 

", United States citizens, and foreign nation
als". 

Page 472, after line 9, insert the following: 
SEC. 619. UNDERGROUND PIPELINES. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study to evaluate the feasibility, costs, and 
benefits of constructing and operating pneu
matic capsule pipelines for underground 
movement of commodities other than haz
ardous liquids and gas. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
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of the Senate a report on the results of the 
study conducted under this section. 

Page 472, line 10, strike "619" and insert 
"620". 

Page 480, line 19, after "grants to" insert 
"non-Federal entities, including". 

Page 480, line 19, after "governments" in
sert ", universities, and other persons,". 

Page 485, line 20, after the period insert the 
following: "The Secretary shall seek maxi
mum private participation in the funding of 
such activities.". 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. WAXMAN OF CALIFORNIA 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
Page 115, line 4, strike "develop the" and 

all that follows down through line 6 and in
sert "carry out its responsibilities for the 
transportation portion of the State imple
mentation plan to the extent required by the 
Clean Air Act.". 

Amendment offered by Mr. BEREUTER: 
Page 243, after line 13, insert the following: 
SEC. 181. STUDY ON IMPACT OF CLIMATIC CONDI

TIONS. 
(a) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 

study of the effects of climatic conditions on 
the costs of highway construction and main
tenance. The study shall take into account 
such climatic conditions as freezing, thaw
ing, and precipitation and the impact of cli
matic conditions on increased highway de
sign costs and decreased highway service life 
in the various regions of the United States. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than September 30, 
1993, the Secretary shall transmit to Con
gress a report on the results of the study 
conducted under this section, together with 
such recommendations as the Secretary con
siders appropriate. The report shall include a 
description of the implications of the differ
ing costs on the allocation of highway funds 
to the States. 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. HOCHBRUECKNER OF NEW YORK 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
Page 243, after line 13, insert the following 

new section: 
SEC. 181. METIIODS TO REDUCE TRAFFIC CON

GESTION DURING CONSTRUCTION. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 

Congress that many highway projects are 
carried out in a way which unnecessarily dis
rupts traffic flow during construction and 
that methods need to be adopted to elimi
nate or reduce these disruptions. 

(b) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study on methods of enhancing traffic flow 
and minimizing traffic congestion during 
construction of Federal-aid highway projects 
and on costs associated with implementing 
such methods. 

(C) CONSIDERATIONS.-ln conducting the 
study under this section, the Secretary shall 
consider-

(1) the feasibility of carrying out construc
tion of Federal-aid highway projects during 
off-peak periods and limiting closure of high
way lanes of Federal-aid highways to por
tions of highways for which construction is 
in progress and for which safety concerns re
quire closure; and 

(2) the need for establishment and oper
ation by each State of a toll-free telephone 
number to receive complaints and provide 
information regarding the status of con
struction on Federal-aid highways in the 
State. 

(d) REPORT.- Not later than September 30, 
1992, the Secretary shall transmit to Con
gress a report on the results of the study 
conducted under this section, together with 
such recommendations as the Secretary con
siders appropriate. 

Amendment offered by Mr. SCHUMER: Page 
376, after line 26, insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 334. MODIFIED BUS SERVICE TO ACCOMMO

DATE TIIE NEEDS OF STUDENTS. 
Nothing in the Urban Mass Transportation 

Act of 1964, including the regulations issued 
to carry out such Act, shall be construed to 
prohibit the use of buses acquired or oper
ated with Federal assistance under such Act 
to provide modified bus service in New York 
City, New York, to accommodate the needs 
of students if such buses are operating with
in the regular route but making limited, ex
press stops during periods of heavy use and 
such buses carry normal designations and 
clear markings that such buses are open to 
the general public. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COUGHLIN OF 
PENNSYLVANIA 

At the end of title Ill of the bill, add the 
following new section: 
SEC. 334. STATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR FIXED 

GUIDEWAY SYSTEM SAFETY. 
The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 

(49 U.S.C. App. 1601-1621) is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 29. STATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR FIXED 

GUIDEWAY SYSTEM SAFETY. 
"(a) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS FOR NON

COMPLIANCE.-
"(1) FIRST 2 YEARS.-The Secretary shall 

withhold 5 percent of the amount required to 
be apportioned for use in any State or urban
ized area in such State under section 9 of 
this Act on the first day of each fiscal year 
which begins after the second calendar year 
following the date of the enactment of this 
section if the State does not meet the re
quirements of subsection (b) on such day. 

"(2) THEREAFTER; ADDITIONAL WITHHOLD
ING.-The Secretary shall withhold 10 per
cent (including any amounts withheld under 
paragraph (1)) of the amount required to be 
apportioned for use in any State or urban
ized area in such State under section 9 of 
this Act on the first day of each fiscal year 
which begins after the fourth calendar year 
following the date of the enactment of this 
section if the State does not meet the re
quirements of subsection (b) cm the first day 
of such fiscal year. 

"(b) STATE REQUIREMENTS.-A State meets 
the requirements of this section if-

"(1) the State establishes and is imple
menting a safety program plan for each fixed 
guideway mass transportation system in the 
State which establishes, at a minimum, safe
ty requirements, lines of authority, levels of 
responsibility and accountability, and meth
ods of documentation for such system; and 

"(2) the State designates an agency of the 
State with responsibility to-

"(A) require, review and approve, and mon
itor implementation of such plans; and 

"(B) investigate hazardous conditions and 
accidents on such systems and require cor
rective actions to correct or eliminate such 
conditions. 

"(c) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY; EFFECT OF 
COMPLIANCE AND NONCOMPLIANCE.-

"(l) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF WITHHELD 
FUNDS.-

"(A) FUNDS WITHHELD ON OR BEFORE SEP
TEMBER 30, 1996.-Any funds withheld under 
subsection (a) from apportionment for use in 
any State on or before September 30, 1996, 
shall remain available for apportionment for 
use in such State until the end of the second 
fiscal year following the fiscal year for 
which such funds are authorized to be appro
priated. 

"(B) FUNDS WITHHELD AFTER SEPTEMBER 30, 
1996.-No funds withheld under this section 

from apportionment to any State after Sep
tember 30, 1996, shall be available for appor
tionment for use in the State. 

"(2) APPORTIONMENT OF WITHHELD FUNDS 
AFTER COMPLIANCE.-If, before the last day of 
the period for which funds withheld under 
subsection (a) from apportionment are to re
main available for apportionment for use in 
a State under paragraph (l)(A), the State 
meets the requirements of subsection (b), the 
Secretary shall, on the first day on which 
the State meets the requirements of sub
section (b), apportion to the State the funds 
withheld under subsection (a) that remain 
available for apportionment for use in the 
State. 

"(3) PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY OF SUBSE
QUENTLY APPORTIONED FUNDS.-Any funds ap
portioned pursuant to paragraph (2) shall re
main available for expenditure until the end 
of the third fiscal year succeeding the fiscal 
year in which such funds are apportioned 
pursuant to paragraph (2). Sums not obli
gated at the end of such period shall be ap
portioned for use in other States under sec
tion 9 of this Act. 

"(4) EFFECT OF NONCOMPLIANCE.-If, at the 
end of the period for which funds withheld 
under subsection (a) from apportionment are 
available for apportionment for use in a 
State under paragraph (1), the State does not 
meet the requirements of subsection (b), 
such funds shall be apportioned for use in 
other States under section 9 of this Act. 

"(d) LIMITATION OF APPLICABILITY.-This 
section only applies to States that have rail 
fixed guideway mass transportation systems 
which are not subject to regulation by the 
Federal Railroad Administration.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE] will be recognized for 10 min
utes and the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, these 
amendments are noncontroversial. 

The first is a committee amendment 
that contains a series of technical and 
conforming amendments and various 
provisions members have requested of 
the commit.tee. These include, in part, 
the following provisions: 

To continue the increased Federal 
share for certain safety projects and 
priority primary routes; 

To include energy as one the factors 
of the overall effects on transportation 
decisions; 

To repeal the prohibition for the 
placement of metric signs along Fed
eral-aid highways; 

To require the Secretary to initiate a 
rulemaking for the disposition of pave
ment materials; 

To authorize funding for costs associ
ated with testing small- and medium
duty buses, vans, and paratransit vehi
cles; 

To include an assessment of commer
cial motor vehicle driver training 
schools and programs; 

To provide for uniformity of forms 
and procedures for the payment of fuel 
use taxes by commercial motor car
riers by 1998; and 

To evalute the constructing and op
erating pneumatic capsule pipelines for 
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underground movement of certain com
modities. 

In addition, the amendment proposed 
l:;>Y the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
BEREUTER] requires the Secretary of 
Transportation to conduct a study of 
the effects of climatic conditions on 
the costs of highway construction and 
maintenance. At a minimum, the study 
will investigate the effects of freezing 
and .thawing on pavement conditions 
and wjll provide the Federal Highway 
Administration with valuable and 
much .needed information regarding the 
design of our highways. 

The amendment proposed by Mr. 
SCHUMER ensures that schools in New 
York ·City will be permitted to con
tinue ·.t.o provide express bus service to 
,school children along regularly sched
uled transit routes. 

The amendment simply ensures that 
a practice which currently benefits all 
"pasaeitg;er&-adults and children-is al
lowed ,to C..<iu:1tinue in the face of ambig
uous Federal regulations. The amend
ment has no >impact on transit funding 
amd 'is limited in ,scope to New York 
.Oity. 

The .amen<ilment IDroposed by the gen
tleman t:mm California [Mr. WAXMAN] 
as mo.&iiied strikes the language in sec
tion 135(b') cm statewide plann°in.g that 
could be interpreted to giv.e the State 
complete authori.ty to develop the 
trarisportati.on _ii>.G>rtion .of the State im
,PlementaUGJ!l plan .r-equired by the 
1CJean Air Aet. Our intent was not to 
preclude the participation of r.epresent
.a.tives .of local ·goViernments, State air 
gimllty planning agencies, metropoli
tan planning agencies, .and State trans
portation planning agencies in the de
velopmen:t of this important plan. Nor 
was it the -committee's intent to con
flict with section 17-4 of the Clean Air 
Act which mandates the preparation of 
the 'State implementation plan by an 
origanization which includes represent
ati ve.s of these organi·zations. 

The amendment proposed by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER] as modified, would 
provide for sense of the Congress lan
guage that the performance of highway 
construction work should be enhanced 
to minimize congestion at highway 
work zone areas. It would also call for 
the secretary to study cost-effective 
means of such enhancement and the in
stallation of a telephone hoteline. 

The amendment proposed by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGH
LIN] requires States to establish rail 
transit safety programs establishing 
minimum safety requirements and to 
certify and monitor their enforcement. 
This amendment came to our attention 
late in the process. On its face, it ap
pears to be a good idea and we will 
take a more indepth look in con
ference. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not aware of any 
controversy regarding these matters 
and I urge adoption of the en bloc 
amendment. 

D 1650 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUffiIES 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his inquiry. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, under 
the provision of the rule, do the oppo
nents of this amendment get time? 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
chairman, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ROE], receives 10 minutes 
of time, and the ranking minority 
member receives 10 minutes of time on 
this en bloc amendment. 

Mr. WALKER. So, if the .ranking mi
nority member is in favor of the 
amendment, the fact is that the oppo
nents of the amendment receive no 
time allocated under the -rule. 

Is that correct? 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 

state that the fact is that time is allo
cated at the discretion oJ the chair
man, the ,g;eJiltleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE], and the ~ankin.g minority 
member. 

Mr. WALKER. Eut ther.e is no time 
allocated under the rule to the opposi
tion; is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is correct. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state b.is inquiry. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mir. Chair
man, this is relative to the inquiry 
from the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia. I think subsequen.t amendments 
will be offered and the opposition will 
be allowed the time. Is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct on the following amendments, 
the individual amendments. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his inquiry. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, is there 
any indication as to why there is a dif
ference on this amendment and the op
ponents are not being given an oppor
tunity to ask questions about this 
amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot 
speculate about that. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, 
we should make this man obey the 
rules of the House. That is not a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair so re
sponded. The committee will now re
sume regular order. 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT] is recognized. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of this en bloc 

amendment. It contains a package of 
technical committee amendments and 
amendments offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU
TER], the gentleman from California 
[Mr. WAXMAN], the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER], and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
COUGHLIN]. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. SCHUMER's amend
ment would permit buses funded with 
UMTA funds to provide modified ex
press service to transport school chil
dren along a regular fixed route. Mr. 
BEREUTER's amendment would require 
a study of climate-related stresses on 
highways. Mr. WAXMAN's amendment 
makes a clarifying change in H.R. 2950 
to ensure that nothing in this bill con
flicts with requirements of the Clean 
Air Act. Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER's amend
ment would require an examination of 
ways to improve traffic flow during 
construction. Mr. COUGHLIN's amend
ment requires States to set up rail 
transit safety programs, set minimum 
safety standai1d requirements for these 
systems and enforce those require
ments. 

While the committee has not re
solved all its difficulties with each of 
these amendments, we will accept 
these amendments with the intention 
of working with amendment sponsors 
during the Conference process to re
solve the remaining concerns. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EVANS]. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
express my concerns in this en bloc 
amendment because it includes a provi
sion that identifies Avenue of the 
Saints as traveling through Missouri, 
Iowa, and Minnesota. Several routes 
have been proposed for this highway, 
including one that utilizes U.S. 67, 
Highway 67, and goes through my 
State, Illinois. 

This transportation bill specifically 
designates 20 high priority corridors in 
the National Highway System of which 
the Avenu~ of the Saints is one. This 
bill gives the Secretary of Transpor
tation the authority to prepare a long
range plan and feasibility study for 
these corridors. It is, therefore, com
pletely inconsistent with the intent of 
this legislation to single out one seg
ment in Illinois to be removed from 
feasibility studies for this overall plan. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I believe that it 
would be a mistake to include this pro
vision in the transportation bill. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EV ANS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
EVANS] for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the nature of our 
debate on the floor of the House that, 
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when an en bloc amendment is offered, 
it is usually noncontroversial, and 
most of us have accepted that at face 
value. I might tell my colleagues that 
the amendment which the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. EVANS] makes ref
erence to is very controversial. It is 
controversial within our State of Illi
nois. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an attempt by 
one of the Members of this body to di
rect that a decision be made which ben
efits his State to the detriment of oth
ers. We believe that the decision should 
be made on the basis of the best service 
to the greatest number of people and 
that the State of Illinois should be con
sidered, along with other States, for 
the A venue of the Saints. 

I want to stand behind the statement 
made by my colleague, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. EVANS]. I would sin
cerely hope that the committee will 
not let this issue stop at this moment, 
but will consider it again at a later 
date. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINET A. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ROE] in this effort to get 
the committee amendment en bloc 
adopted at this point. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER], 
the sponsor of one of the amendments. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
Member rises in specific support of one 
particular section in this en bloc 
amendment to R.R. 2950. 

Mr. Chairman, this Member would 
also like to take this time to thank the 
chairman of the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee, the distin
guished gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE] and the ranking minority 
member on the committee, the distin
guished gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT] for offering the provi
sion within the en bloc amendment 
that this Member had proposed. 

Mr. Chairman, it is obvious that cer
tain climatic conditions have an ad
verse impact on our Nation's highways. 
The Federal Highway Administration 
and the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials 
have recognized the need for special 
pavement design for highways which 
experience hard freezes and spring 
thaws in various regions of the coun
try. 

Such climatic conditions result in in
creased construction and maintenance 
costs and decreased service life of the 
highways. Proper design of highways in 
certain regions require considerably 
stronger pavements that may have a 
shorter service life than in other re
gions. In some regions, climatic condi
tions have required an increase in the 
thickness of asphaltic concrete by up 
to 30 percent from the best climatic 
conditions to the worst. 

Although climatic conditions clearly 
and greatly affect the construction and 
maintenance costs of highways, this 
matter has not been adequately studied 
to accurately measure the climatic im
port. Contained herein is a straight
forward effort to examine this si tua
tion and determine the need for any 
possible improvements. It calls for the 
Secretary of Transportation to study 
the effects of climatic conditions on 
the costs of highway construction and 
maintenance. Following the study, the 
Secretary would provide Congress with 
a report of the study results as well as 
appropriate recommendations. 

As the United States moves forward 
with improvements in the various sur
face transportation programs, it is es
sential that the best available data is 
utilized. This amendment is an impor
tant step toward recognizing the prob
lems associated with different climatic 
conditions and developing solutions. 

This Member urges his colleagues to 
support the en bloc amendment and ex
presses sincere appreciation to the 
committee for including in R.R. 2950 an 
authorization for the Niobrara, NE to 
Springfield, SD, bridge and the New
castle, NE to Vermilion, SD, bridge 
which this Member has sought to meet 
pressing transportation needs between 
our two States. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to clarify a portion of the committee amend
ment. In the committee amendment, we have 
included a provision based on existing law that 
increases the Federal share for certain safety 
projects. Traffic control signalization projects 
are among those for which a higher share is 
available. Our intent is that traffic control sig
nalization includes priority control systems for 
emergency vehicles at signalized intersec
tions. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, as the coun
try prepares itself for the 21st century, a na
tional highway system including viable feeder 
routes and important thoroughfares and cor
ridors is necessary to enable Americans to 
compete globally and on an equal playing 
field. This country's economic welfare depends 
on it. 

Not only is it important for farmers and man
ufacturers in northeast Missouri to transport 
their goods to distributors, marketplaces, et 
cetera in neighboring towns and States, now 
these producers must think about world mar
kets, foreign buyers and the Nation's increas
ing and important emphasis on exporting. 

Consequently, the new lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991 is 
one of the most significant pieces of legislation 
in this session. 

The House Public Works Committee under
stands the importance of this legislation which 
will meet the transportation needs of all seg
ments of this country. It has been a struggle 
and considerable hard work has gone into it, 
but this legislation will provide the transpor
tation infrastructure required by a 21st-century 
society. 

One of the most prominent sections in this 
legislation is the designation of corridors of na
tional significance or highways deemed by the 
committee as the "most efficient and effective 
way of integrating regions and improving effi
ciency and safety of commerce and travel and 
further promoting economic development." I 
am proud that the committee. recognized the 
Avenue of the Saints which will connect the 
cities of St. Louis, MO, and St. Paul, MN. 

For the past several years, I have worked 
hard on this project. When the project was first 
proposed, I immediately concluded it was a 
valid proposal and I began working for it. I re
alized how important a total highway system 
that runs north and south through our area 
would be. I worked with the chairman of the 
Public Works Committee, Members from the 
Iowa and Minnesota delegations and other 
Members of Congress to bring this project to 
its completion. I also enjoyed the support from 
a vibrant grassroots effort made up of several 
groups along the Highway 61 corridor in my 
district. 

After a thorough study and review of pro
posed route A-Illinois and Wisconsin-and 
route B-Missouri, Iowa, and Minnesota-for 
the Avenue of the Saints, Secretary of Trans
portation Samuel Skinner determined that 
route B was the most efficient and cost-effec
tive route for Avenue of the Saints. 

However, last-minute efforts were made by 
members of the State delegations included in 
route A to have language included in the bill 
with Missouri, Iowa, and Minnesota for Illinois 
and Wisconsin. 

I am very pleased to work with Congress
men DAVID NAGLE and FRED GRANDY of Iowa 
to convince the Public Works Committee that 
route B-Missouri, Iowa, and Minnesota-was 
the most viable route and that route A-Illinois 
and Wisconsin-should not be considered. 

As a result, Chairman ROE has included in 
en bloc an amendment to exclude Illinois and 
Wisconsin from consideration as the corridor 
for Avenue of the Saints and that route B 
clearly establishes itself as the most efficient 
and cost-effective route for Avenue of the 
Saints. 

I am in strong support of this amendment 
and I urge my colleagues to vote for it. 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to strongly support the en bloc 
amendment offered by Chairman ROE to the 
surface transportation bill. I am pleased that 
Chairman ROE and the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee have included in the 
amendment a sense-of-the-Congress provision 
highlighting the fact that the problem of traffic 
congestion associated with the maintenance of 
our Nation's Federal-aid highways needs to be 
addressed. It also incorporates a measure re
quiring the Secretary of Transportation to con
duct a study on methods to enhance traffic 
flow and minimize traffic . congestion due to 
road construction and to report back to Con
gress on its findings. 

With the completion of our National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways, we will fi
nally begin to redfrect spending to rehabilitate 
the over 60 percent of our Nation's highways 
which now require some form of surface reha
bilitation. 

While the reconstruction and maintenance 
of our Nation's roads improves the efficiency 
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of our highway system, an increasing amount 

· of highway projects also means increased 
c.congestion and frustrating delays for motorists, 
resulting in a waste of energy and increased 
air pollution. Each year the Federal Govern
ment . funds billions of dollars in projects 
throughout the country, implemented by the 
States, affecting each of our districts. Cur
rently,, we do not have a policy in place to help 
control ihe amount of congestion associated 
with the maintenance of our Nation's Federal
aid highways. 

Mr. Speaker, Chairman ROE'S en bloc 
amendment adequately addresses my con
cerns ·_about the need for our Nation to more 

.fully ;:address the problem of increased traffic 
conge.stion during periods of construction on 
our Natiorr.s 7 highways. I strongly urge my col
leagues to support Chairman ROE'S amend
ment. 

.Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I .have no further requests for 
:time, and I ·yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. "ROE. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests ~for time, and I yield 
.back the balance .of.my time. 

The .CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
:tlre amendments .en bloc as modified, 
.uff.er.ed by the ,gentleman from New 
.. Jers.ey [Mr. RDE]. 

The ~menaments en bloc, as modi
i"ied, 'W.e~e :agreed to. 

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. 
'BURTON OF INDIA.'NA 

Mr. . .BUR'l'ON uf 1ndiana. Mr. Chair
man, I offer a ,prefe!lentia1 .m'Dtion. 

The Clerk.read as follows: 
Mr. BURTON of Jndiana moves ·.that the 

Committee do now r.l-se and :report tne bill 
back to the Ho.use with ;the recommendation 
that ·the enacting clause be stri·cken out. 

The C.HAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. :B.NRTON] is .recog
nized for 5 mmute.s Jin support ·of his 
preferential motion. 

.Mr- BURTON 0f Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman. I wo1dd like t:o engage 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] in a brief colloquy because I 
think this is ·extremely important. es
pecially where fairness in this body is 
concerned. 

On page 206 of the bill on line 12 it 
says that any Federal expenditures 
under this section and section 149 for 
such projects shall be treated as part of 
the non-Federal share of the cost of 
such flood control project. 

Now, as I understand it, this involves 
14 bridges, and there is supposed to be 
on these special projects 80 percent 
paid by the Federal Government and 20 
percent paid for by the State, and the 
way this reads, and I want to make 
sure we understand it, this gives the 
Federal Government the ability to 
waive that 20 percent that all the other 
special projects are going to have to 
pay around the country. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
BURTON] is not afraid of talking to the 
Prince of Darkness here on the floor. 
The dark cloud may enshroud him here 
in this discussion. But let us examine 
the reality of it because we did not get 
much of an answer a few minutes ago 
when we had a discussion about it. 

The fact is that under this provision 
there is $9.5 million authorized for the 
projects over the next 6 years of the 
bill. The estimates of the cost is $17.8 
million. The question that nobody has 
been able to answer for us here on the 
floor today is is the $9,5 million the 20 
percent non-Federal share which this 
bill is going to pay and whether the 
Army Corps of Engineers is going to 
pay the other 80 percent. The chances 
are that that is the case. 

D 1700 
The money then for payment of the 

State's share would come out of the 
highway trust fund. 'The Secretary is 
obligated to come up with any addi
tional money that might not be there, 
and the total ])roject would be paid for 
by the Federal Go¥ernment with no 
matching share. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, let me ask the ,gentleman one f.ur
ther question. 

Of the 460 or 459 other projects in the 
country, is there any language that the 
gentleman has been able to find in the 
bill that would exempt the -0U1er 
projects from that 20 percent match? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I must 
say to the gentleman that I have not 
been through tbe whole bill, but I 
would ·say that no, I am not aware of 
that. We find some places where 
obligational authority was for.given 
and where grant money was forgiven. 
There are some things like that, but 
there is nothing precise where .a State 
was treated in a special way to be re
lieved of its entire matching authority, 
as is the case under this particular pro
vision. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman. 

What I would like to do with the re
mainder of my time, Mr. Chairman, is 
to run through very quickly the rea
sons that the administration has for 
opposing this legislation and threaten
ing a veto of it. 

This bill extends the gas tax for 4 
years, and that is in effect a tax in
crease on the backs of the American 
people. It is going to be a 2.5-cent-a
gallon gas tax increase from 1995 
through 1999. 

The administration authorized and 
proposed a 39-percent increase in high
way funding over the 5 years without 
extension of the 21/2-cent gas tax. The 
fact of the matter is, this body and this 
committee wants that gas tax levied. 

The language in section 104 that re
quires CBO estimates to be used for 
purposes of pay-as-you-go scoring vio-

lates last year's budget summit agree
ment, so this legislation does violate 
the summit agreement that was agreed 
to last year. There are 27 projects that 
are going to cost $1.2 billion, but of 
those 27 projects, 20 of them are going 
to cost $23 billion in the out-years, and 
that is not in this bill. 

Of the other 460 projects that are 
going to cost $3.8 billion-that is, spe
cial projects; some people call a lot of 
these pork barrel projects-they are 
going to cost $50 billion in the out
years, thus adding to and exacerbating 
the deficit problem of this Nation. The 
bill not only reduces but also allows 
temporary waivers of current State 
and local matching requirements, one 
of which we just talked about a few 
minutes ago. 

The bill does not adequately fund the 
National Highway System. It provides 
$37. 7 billion over 6 years instead of the 
administration's request for $43.5 bil
lion, so they are setting priorities dif
ferent than what the Department of 
Transportation feels is absolutely nec
essary. 

The bill contains mandatory alloca
tions of highway obligation authority 
to urban areas. These allocations deny 
States the necessary flexibility to tar
get spending to their most pressing 
transportation needs. The Federal Gov
ernment is going to tell them how to 
take care of the problems in their 
States. 

The bill increases annual mass tran
sit operating subsidies from $800 mil
lion, and~get this-to $2.3 billion over 
the next 5 years, and it goes up after 
that. 

More than three-quarters of mass 
transit new start projects earmarked 
by the bill either fail to meet the basic 
cost effectiveness criteria, or lack suf
ficient information for a meaningful 
evaluation. 

Furthermore, the total of the ear
marks for new transit starts exceeds 
$4.9 billion provided in the bill for this 
purpose, and there is $13. 7 billion com
ing out of the general fund. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] 
has expired. 

Does the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE] wish to be recognized in op
position to the preferential motion? 

Mr. ROE. No, Mr. Chairman. I just 
want to thank the Chair and the Mem
bers for indulging us, and indulging our 
colleagues. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the preferential mo
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I thought it 
was 5 minutes for and 5 minutes 
against. 

The CHAffiMAN. Any Member may 
be recognized in opposition to the pref
erential motion for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the preferential mo
tion at this time, because I do hope 
that at some point we can get to my 
amendment that actually would have 
the potential of ·saving us a little bit of 
money. Now, understand, it is just a 
l'ittle bit of money. It is less than one 
one-hundredths of 1 percent of all of 
the money that js in the bill. Neverthe
less, it is an important subject area, 
because what this bill does in one sec
tion is, it creates an Office of 
Intermodalism. 

Now, again, I say to the Members, 
most of you probably do not know what 
that word means. If you come up here 
to our dictionary you will find that it 
is not in there, and that will probably 
lead you to an understanding that this 
is probably something that you may 
not care to understand what it means. 

As nearly as I can tell, the reason 
why we ended up with this office in the 
bill is because there were some groups 
who came before the committee and 
testified in favor of intermodalism. It 
was interesting when they testified. 
Most of them testified against private 
automobiles. They do not like the idea 
that people have private automobiles 
to get out and go wherever they want 
whenever they want. So they decided 
that what we need is some office in the 
Transportation Department that will 
in fact try . to get people out of their 
private automobiles ·and take other 
forms of transportation. 

So the committee has complied with 
this by forming an Office of Inter
modalism. The Office of Intermodalism 
is an anticar office that will be formu
lated under the bill. Now, it is interest
ing to have such an office created. The 
automobile industry contributes one of 
every seven jobs in the country. If ever 
there is a job-killing action, it would 
be to create an office aimed at trying 
to destroy an industry that provides 
one-seventh of the total employment in 
the country. But that is what this bill 
does. 

Now, it is interesting to note that 
particular office, for administrative 
costs, costs $11.5 million a year. We are 
going to spend $11.5 million a year in 
the Department of Transportation try
ing to kill off private automobiles in 
the country. That does not seem to me 
to be a very rational thing to do. 

My amendment would strike the Of
fice of Intermodalism from the bill, 
and thereby giving the Secretary the 
obligation to carry forth the inter
modal activities. After all, intermodal 
activities are supposed to be those 
things that cause transportation to be 
treated as a network. That is the rea
son why the Department of Transpor
tation was formed in the first place. 
That is what it was supposed to do. 
Now we have to create a brand new 
$11.5 million bureaucracy to do what 
the Department of Transportation is 
supposed to be doing all the way along. 
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All I am suggesting in my amend
ment is that we should not create any 
new bureaucracy. If you want to spend 
the money on all these special projects 
in your district, if you think they are 
all worthwhile, fine. But we ought not 
to be about the job of trying to form 
new bureaucracies to do heaven knows 
what. But from the indication of the 
groups that supported this concept, the 
"heaven knows what" is, they are try
ing to destroy the private automobile 
sector of our economy. 

Now, one other thing I ought to men
tion is, my amendment in no way 
touches anybody's intermodal projects. 
I knew that that would probably set off 
all kinds of concerns, if we tried in this 
amendment to knock out projects that 
were put in the bill for intermodal ac
tivities. 

I know a lot of you have a lot of 
intermodalism going on in your dis
tricts and you want to continue that. 
So, therefore, I do not want to do any
thing about those projects. You keep 
intermodaling all you want in your dis
tricts. It is just that the Secretary will 
take care of that, rather than this new 
director of the Office of Intermodalism. 

So I do not want to touch anyone's 
project. All that I suggest is that this 
brand new $11.5 million bureaucracy is 
probably unnecessary. If we want to 
intermodal all over the country and we 
want to have a hearing in the Judici
ary Committee on intermodaling all 
over the country, that is fine with me, 
but let us not create new bureaucracies 
to do all that intermodality. Let us at 
least have a little bit of sense about 
this whole process and not come up 
with brandnew bureaucracies. 

That is all my amendment will do. It 
will be offered later in the process. 
Since I was only allocated 15 minutes 
on the whole amendment, and I assume 
I would only get 7112 minutes of that, I 
thought at least an initial explanation 
of intermodalism might be beneficial 
to the Members. So when Members get 
to the question of whether or not there 
ought to be a brand new Office of 
Intermodalism, I would hope that the 
Members would vote no on that. It will 
save $11.5 million. It is a pittance of 
what is in this bill, but it is an impor
tant pittance, because at least we will 
tell the American people that there is 
$11.5 million of their money that we do 
not have to spend on intermodaling all 
over the country. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the preferential 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The preferential motion was rejected. 
D 1710 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
part 2 of House Report 102-265. 

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MS. NORTON 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
amendments en bloc. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
The text of the amendments en bloc 

is as follows: 
Amendments en bloc offered by Ms. NOR

TON: Page 22, strike lines 11 through 16 and 
insert the following: 
The Secretary determines otherwise-

(A) not less than 10 percent of the amounts 
authorized to be appropriated under titles I, 
Ill, and VI of this Act shall be expended with 
small business concerns owned and con
trolled by socially and economically dis
advantaged individuals, and 

(B) not less than 5 percent of the amounts 
authorized to be appropriated under such ti
tles shall be expended with small business 
concerns owned and controlled by women. 

Page 23, line 11, strike the semicolon and 
all that follows through the period on line 14 
and insert a period. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON] will be recognized 
for 10 minutes, and a Member in oppo
sition will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my decoupling amend
ment seeks to correct a mistake made 
when the Congress simply incorporated 
women into the existing 10-percent mi
nority procurement goal for disadvan
~aged businesses in the 1987 transpor
tation bill. The resulting polarization 
between women and minorities has 
been fierce. When Federal legislation is 
the direct cause of intergroup conflict, 
the Congress has an obligation to 
eliminate that polarization. 

In 1982, the Congress set a goal of 10 
percent of Federal highway and transit 
funds to be spent with minority busi
nesses, omitting women. At that same 
time, the data showed that women ex
perienced the same pattern of almost 
total exclusion. Because the concerns 
and needs of women were not brought 
forward, women were not included in 
the original program. This omission 
has had three unintended con
sequences. It has shortchanged women. 
It has been unfair to minorities. And it 
pitted one group against the other. Let 
me explain. 

In 1987, while the House was consider
ing a reauthorization measure, a floor 
amendment that had never been pre
sented in committee was adopted with
out debate on the floor. It made women 
eligible to participate in the DBE Pro
gram, but squeezed them into the same 
10-percent goal that in 1982 had been 
carved out by this body for minorities 
alone. This was unprecedented and un
professional in affirmative action 
methodology. Just how damaging the 
consequences would be was unforeseen 
at the time. In State after State, re
ports indicate internecine conflicts 
among minorities and women-both 
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disadvantaged groups. Their energies 
should more properly be focused on 
competing with those who have long 
enjoyed a monopoly over the majority 
of these construction contracts. These 
monopoly contractors have been the 
beneficiaries of congressional action 
that has thrown minorities and women 
into the same small share. 

My amendment will allow minorities 
and women to compete separately for a 
fair and realistic portion of the total 
dollars we spend on highway and tran
sit projects, providing a goal of IO per
cent for minority businesses, and 5 per
cent for women businesses. Nationwide, 
minority firms have demonstrated a 
capacity to achieve beyond this goal. 
Women-owned firms have achieved 5 
percent. Both goals, therefore, reflect 
actual experience. 

I preferred a IO-percent goal for each 
group and argued for it in the Rules 
Committee. I believe that if the two 
groups had been before the Congress in 
I982, both would have been separately 
and equally designated, as they are in 
other affirmative action programs. I 
support the amendment reported out 
because it allows both groups to par
ticipate according to their actual expe
rience and therefore, shortchanges nei
ther, and because it rids us of polariza
tion neither the country nor the DBE 
Program can afford. 

The opposition usually raises two ca
nards-higher fraud and lower stand
ards. The occasional fraud earlier 
found in some State programs is no 
longer a significant problem because it 
was exposed and cleaned out. 

The argument that standards will be 
compromised to meet the goal is re
soundingly refuted by the data. Since 
the program's inception, State DBE 
procurement figures have always fluc
tuated from year to year according to 
the availability of qualified firms. This 
experience shows that States adjust to 
the prevailing realities of the DBE 
marketplace. They do not go forward 
in a rigid manner bound and deter
mined to meet unattainable numbers 
but pursue flexible goals. 

I urge support of the amendment. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in opposition to this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] for IO minutes. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this amendment. 

Five years ago, I stood on this very 
floor where I am standing now and pro
posed an amendment to add women
owned businesses as a socially and eco
nomically disadvantaged group for pur
poses of the Federal-aid highway and 
transit programs. Since then, minor
ity-owned businesses and women-owned 
businesses have both been eligible 
under the IO-percent set-aside goal. 

I did that because in the highly com
petitive, capital intensive construction 
industry, both minorities and women 
are equally disadvantaged. The Black 
Caucus and its chairman at the time 
did not object to the amendment. The 
amendment passed unanimously and 
became the law of the land. It has 
worked well and should not be changed. 

Today, I stand here again and defend 
the good policy decision made in I986. 
Unfortunately, some of my colleagues, 
whom I greatly respect, believe that 
minority-owned businesses deserve to 
have a separate goal of IO percent re
served for them, and women-owned 
business only deserve half that goal, or 
5 percent. The amendment not only 
caps WBE's at 5 percent, it removes the 
presumption that women-owned busi
nesses are socially and economically 
disadvantaged with regard to the Fed
eral surface transportation programs. 

In both subcommittee and full com
mittee markups on H.R. 2950, this same 
amendment was offered and soundly 
defeated with bipartisan opposition. 
The reason for its defeat is clear; the 
amendment is wrong, unfair, unreason
able, and should not be enacted into 
law. 

Let us take a look at the facts. First, 
the amendment would result in a ma
jority of States being unable to reach 
the overall 15-percent goal. Prior to the 
inclusion of WBE's in the program, 2I 
States could not reach the IO-percent 
goal. Since 1987, 7 States have volun
tarily set higher DBE goals, 42 States 
have achieved a percentage in excess of 
the established IO-percent minimum, 
and only 4 States have had difficulty 
attaining their goals. The DBE na
tional average is currently I4.3 percent. 

Despite these impressive figures, 37 
States are currently not able to 
achieve a IS-percent goal that would be 
required as a result of this amendment. 
The amendment will penalize States 
which do not have the available DBE 
capacity. 

Second, it is unfair to set two sepa
rate and unequal goals for two equally 
disadvantaged groups. Of the 14.3 per
cent achieved nationally in 1990, mi
nority-owned businesses achieved 9.3 
percent and women-owned businesses 
achieved 5 percent. Twenty-eight 
States surpassed a 5-percent goal re
quirement for WBE's that would be set 
up as a result of this amendment. In 
the first 6 months of I991, women
owned businesses were achieving 5.2 
percent, and 36 States surpassed the 
proposed 5-percent requirement. 

Third, a dual goal program will re
sult in States having burdensome, di
vided DBE goals on construction con
tracts between minority- and women
owned businesses. In other words, the 
available work percentage for minor
ity-owned businesses will have to 
match the available, qualified MBE's 
for that specific work. The same situa
tion will have to occur with the WBE 

goal. It is very unlikely that a typical 
contract would be able to be divided 
very easily on this basis. The sheer 
population of women and minorities 
varies nationwide and varies signifi
cantly from State to State. A single 
goal system is far superior, because 
set-aside requirements can be fulfilled 
from drawing from a larger total pool 
of qualified MBE's and WBE's. 

Fourth, the amendment will result in 
capacity problems. Under H.R. 2950, 
highway construction funding will be 
increased by 40 percent. As a result of 
this increase, DBE's will be capturing 
significantly more dollar volume. To 
raise the overall goal at a time when 
funding is expanding will cause serious 
capacity problems, which will cause 
more States to have to apply for waiv
ers. 

A final fact is that there is not one 
piece of Federal legislation that con
tains a set-aside goal in excess of IO 
percent. Not one. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to op
pose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to elabo
rate on what these facts say to us. 
First, though a majority of States are 
achieving percentages beyond 10 per
cent, a majority of them cannot 
achieve a goal of 15 percent. 

Second, since WBE's are already ex
ceeding 5 percent, it is unfair to limit 
their opportunities to a 5-percent, goal 
when they can currently compete for a 
full 10 percent. 

Third, a dual goal program puts 
added burdens and extra costs on con
struction contracts. 

Fourth, increased funding levels will 
increase the dollar volume for DBE 
firms. If the goal is increased, it is 
questionable whether sufficient capac
ity exists to fulfill the goal. 

And finally, no piece of Federal legis
lation contains a goal beyond 10 per
cent. Mr. Chairman, the facts point us 
in only one direction; the current pro
gram should not be changed. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to op
pose this amendment. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia. 

I believe that this amendment is both 
an appropriate change to the current 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 
[DBE] Program and an adequate com
promise to the issue of decoupling 
women and minorities in the DBE Pro
gram. 

This amendment would create two 
separate goals: a IO-percent goal for 
minority-owned businesses and 5-per
cent goal for women-owned businesses. 

The overall percentage involvement 
by disadvantaged businesses has re
mained constant since 1984. However, 
the 1987 inclusion of women-owned 
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businesses in the DBE Program has had 
a significant impact of the participa
tion of minority-owned businesses. 

The total minor-ity business percent
age per year has declined from 12. 7 per
cent in fiscal year 1985 to 9.3 percent in 
fiscal year 1990. At the same time, the 
participation of women-owned enter
prises increased from 2. 7 to 5 percent. 

According to the Federal Highway 
Administration, between 1987 and 1990, 
the DBE Program has seen a 75-percent 
increase in reported women-owned 
business participation. However, there 
has been a dramatic decrease of 32 per
cent by minority-owned businesses. 

This amendment will return the pro
gram to the pre-1987 status for minor
ity-owned businesses and set a goal for 
women-owned businesses that cor
relates with the national average for 
women's enterprises. 

Perhaps most important, these per
centages are not quotas or ceilings-
they are goals. There is nothing stop
ping any group from surpassing this 
goal. In fact, I'd like to see both 
women and minority-owned businesses 
exceed all past goals. 

There is data, however, that illus
trates minority business participation 
has decreased consistently under the 
post:-1987 DBE goal system. For exam
ple, in 1985, minority businesses were 
achieving 12. 7 participation and wom
ens' enterprises were achieving 2. 7 per
cent participation. In 1990, the minor
ity participation dropped to 9.3, while 
women enterprises increased to 5 per
cent. 

Our goal today should be to return 
this program to its original state. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. CLEMENT], a member of the com
mittee. 

01720 
Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment offered 
by my friend, the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia. 

During the markup at the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation, I 
offered an amendment which was 
adopted directing the General Account
ing Office to study the effectiveness of 
the disadvantaged business enterprise 
program. Until the study is completed, 
which will be no more than 12 months 
after the date of this bill's enactment, 
I believe it is premature to include the 
gentlewoman's amendment in the bill. 

Issues to be studied concern the grad
uation rate of DBE firms, whether the 
graduation date should be accelerated, 
what the average length of time small 
nondisadvantaged firms take in suc
cessfully competing for highway con
struction projects and how that aver
age compares to DBE firms. 

The bill also directs the GAO to 
evaluate the certification process and 

whether the process should be uniform 
and permit reciprocity between States. 

The study also includes several issues 
which I understand the gentlewoman 
herself asked our chairman be included 
at the full committee markup. These 
issues include out-of-State contracting, 
program adjustments, revising the per
formance, and financial capabilities 
used to evaluate DBE's, and whether 
there should be revisions to the en
forcement provisions. 

I would hope that the gentlewoman's 
contribution to the report language 
would indicate her interest in learning 
the study's result before altering the 
program in the way her amendment 
does. 

I oppose the amendment. Let the 
General Accounting Office undertake 
the study provided for in the bill. Then 
we can make such corrections as nec
essary to improve the DBE Program. 

I do think we should look at it very 
seriously, whether women are 
cannibalizing the minority program, 
but we do not have enough facts or in
formation yet. That is why the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation in the markup placed this study 
in the record. I recommend to oppose 
this amendment. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair notes the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT] has 6 minutes remaining. 
He does have the right to close debate. 

The gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] has 4 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS]. 

Mrs: MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia. 
Her amendment would replace the cur
rent set aside of 10 percent for women 
and minorities as two separate and un
equal goals: 10 percent for minorities 
and 5 percent for women. Quite simply, 
this amendment is unfair and it is un
necessary. 

Delegate NORTON'S amendment sends 
a message loud and clear that provid
ing contracting opportunities for 
women is only half as important as 
providing such opportunities for mi
norities. The fact is that women face 
many of the same barriers as minori
ties in establishing their businesses 
and obtaining contracts. 

This amendment is unnecessary for 
several reasons. H.R. 3566 requires the 
Comptroller General to conduct a 
study of the Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprise Program. This bill requires 
the study to address very specific 
items, and it defies common sense to 
make this drastic change to the cur
rent program before this study has 
been completed. 

There is a lot of misinformation 
floating around about this issue, and I 
would like to take just a minute to 
provide Members with the facts. 

Advocates of this unequal split claim 
that minority participation in the pro
gram has been severely eroded. The 
fact is that in 1990, minority businesses 
received 9.3 percent of the contracts 
under the Federal Aid Highway Pro
gram. Women received 5 percent of the 
contracts last year due to the fact that 
some States are exceeding the 10 per
cent, resulting in an overall goal of 
14.3. 

Now, those States with large num
bers of minority-and/or women-owned 
businesses are voluntarily increasing 
their goals, but of the mandate, mi
norities get 9.3 percent of the con
tracts. 

Second, some Members believe that a 
new set aside of 15 percent is in step 
with current program participation 
and will be easily achieved by the 
States. Far from meeting a 15-percent 
goal before women were added to the 
DBE, 21 States were unable to meet 
even the 10 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, this same amendment 
was defeated twice in the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. It 
is not endorsed by the Women's Cau
cus. It is not endorsed by the Women's 
Contractors. 

I .urge my colleagues to follow the 
.committee's lead and to oppose this 
amendment. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SAVAGE]. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, just to 
dispel this nonsense about figures are 
pending, the figures are out. The De
partment of Transportation has the 
figures. The figures are very simple. 

The original bill was adopted in 1978 
to improve the participation of 
minority-owned businesses, and it 
started, as we can see here, down at 
only 3 percent. And then the bill 
worked. 

It went from 3 percent to 4.3 in 1981, 
5.3 in 1982, 9.8 in 1983, 13.2 in 1984. The 
bill was working, and its purpose was 
being served. · 

And what happened? In 1986 and 1987, 
an amendment passed on this floor 
that never saw the light of day in com
mittee, never discussed in committee, 
never debated on this floor. Was not 
even a recorded vote. 

What it did was to collapse what was 
then a 3.2-percent goal for women busi
nesses, meaning effectively white 
women businesses, of course, minority 
women businesses are included in the 
original set aside. 

The 3.2 percent that Elizabeth Dole, 
then Secretary of Transportation, set 
aside for women was collapsed into the 
10 percent set aside for minorities. 

As a consequence, we got a combined 
goal of only 10 percent of what was 13.2. 
It was a one-third reduction, and we 
can look at the chart and that is ex
actly what we see happening. 

The combined has steadily gone 
down, every year until last year. 
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While the women's participation as a 

percentage of the whole has increased, 
the whole has decreased. 

What will happen if we adopt this 
amendment? We will take it back to a 
combined total of 15 percent, which is 
closer to where it once was at 13.2, 
rather than where it is now at 10 per.
cent. 

The reason it needs to be more than 
10 percent is because this particular af
firmative action includes more than 
disadvantaged businesses and minori
ties. It includes women-owned busi
nesses as well. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
woman from Maryland (Mrs. BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by my distinguished committee 
colleague, the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Any effort to create separate and un
equal goals within the Disadvantage 
Business Enterprise Program is unfair 
and unreasonable. It sets the tone that, 
somehow, women are a lower class of 
citizens and deserve a less than favor
able treatment by the Federal Govern
ment. 

A separate, lower set aside goal for 
women is discrimination, and no one 
should support discrimination in any 
form. 

The DBE program works. Minority
owned and women-owned have bene
fited, and this body should not tinker 
with a program that has been advan
tageous to all socially and · economi
cally disadvantaged groups employed 
in the highway construction industry. 

This amendment is a step backward 
for women and I vigorously urge my 
colleagues to reject this discrimina
tory measure. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
woman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANO
VICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of
fered by the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia. 

Under current law, which the bill 
continues, States must award 10 per
cent of their Federal highway moneys 
to disadvantaged business enterprises 
owned by minorities and women. This 
policy has been very successful in my 
State of Nevada. 

In fact, in fiscal year 1990, 29.2 per
cent of the Federal highway construc
tion moneys have been awarded to 
women owned businesses, 7.6 percent to 
minority owned businesses. 

I am concerned that the gentlelady's 
sweeping mandate of 10 percent to mi
norities and 5 percent to women will, 
in the long run, reduce the number of 
contracts awarded to women owned 
companies in my State of Nevada and 
across the country. 

I urge defeat of this amendment. 

01730 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the distinguished chairman 
of our committee, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
very distinguished gentlewoman, a 
member of our committee, for yielding 
time to me. 

I regret that this issue has taken on 
such contention, and in my support 
over the years I have strongly sup
ported the situation that we find our
selves in, and I did support the amend
ment in subcommittee, and I did sup
port the amendment in full committee, 
and I do support the amendment today. 

I think that a better understanding is 
beginning to emerge. I think that as I 
recall back in our deliberations in com-

· mi ttee we do need more information, 
we do need a better understanding of 
this issue. On balance, however, I 
strongly support the gentlewoman's 
amendment that she has offered here 
today. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia on resolving ·a 
problem that has been a very difficult 
one for those of us seeking fairness for 
many years wfthin disadvantaged busi
ness enterprises. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I rise in support of 
the Norton amendment. 

Under current law, States must 
award a minimum of 10 percent of their 
Federal highway funds to disadvan
taged business enterprises, or DBE's. 
When this program was conceived in 
1982, only racial minorities fell into 
this classification. 

However, in 1987 this definition was 
amended to include nonminority 
women-forcing these groups into 
fierce competition with each other for 
the same 10 percent goal. The impact of 
this modification has resulted in a dra
matic reduction in the participation of 
minority businesses in the program as 
prime contractors avoid their utiliza
tion. 

It, is important to remember, Mr. 
Chairman, that this 10 percent goal is 
just that-a goal-for the awarding of 
Federal highway dollars to these busi
nesses. Currently, those goals are eas
ily exceeded: DBE's are currently 
awarded 15 percent of all Federal high
way contract moneys and have been in
creasing their share every year. Mi
norities currently obtain about 9.5 per
cent while women are awarded about 
5.5 percent. This program has been an · 
unqualified success-except for the un
fortunate competition that has re
sulted between women and minority 
contractors. 

The Norton amendment simply seeks 
to codify the current performance 
trend of 10 percent for minority firms 
and 5 percent for women. 

What the Norton amendment will do, 
Mr. Chairman is: 

Eliminate the competition between 
these worthy entrepreneurs by setting 
separate goals for both; 

It will automatically preclude prime 
contractors from utilizing one DBE 
group over the other; 

It will allow both minority and 
women contractors to fully develop in 
the highway construction industry 
without having to eliminate the other 
from competition, as is presently the 
case; 

It will increase the minimum award 
to DBE's from 10 percent to 15 per- ' 
cent-guaranteeing opportunities for 
these groups. 

What the Norton amendment will not 
do is: 

Take hard-fought opportunities away 
from women contractors. 

It will not impose undue burden upon 
prime contractors, since most non
highway State and local government 
'disadvantaged business utilization pro
grams already require separate goals 
for minorities and women, and since 
the current DBE participation is al
ready 15 percent and growing. 

The idea of establishing separate 
goals is nothing new. Currently, in the 
Business Opportunity Development Re
form Act of 1988, Public Law 100--656, 
the President is required to establish 
two Governmentwide goals: One for 
small business concerns, the other for 
small disadvantaged businesses. Con
gress recognized that the only way to 
accurately monitor progress of small 
businesses and small disadvantaged 
businesses was to separate those goals. 
The Norton amendment builds on that 
policy by establishing a separate goal 
for women. 

The Norton amendment is good pub
lic policy, Mr. Chairman. It establishes 
a rational way to measure the partici
pation of both women- and minority
owned businesses in the multibillion 
dollar business of constructing our 
transportation infrastructure. I urge 
my colleagues to join in supporting it. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. MFUME]. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the gentlewoman's amend
ment. 

Let me just say this about the people 
most affected, the women and minori
ties of this country. They want the 
best in America, in their neighbor
hoods, in their communities, and an 
opportunity just like the rest of us. 
They too pay taxes every day. They 
travel the roadways and the highways 
and the byways affected by this bill. 
They pay taxes every day. Some work 
at menial jobs, even for minimum pay, 
but they pay taxes every day. And they 
have supported, ladies and gentleman, 
foreign aid. But they want some do
mestic aid because they pay taxes 
every day. 
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As someone said, let us wait for an

other study, we have had studies on the 
studies, proposals on the proposals, and 
another plan B for the plan A that 
failed. It is always wait until tomor
row, and the next tomorrow, or the 
next election or the next generation. 

These are American citizens who de
sire an opportunity. This is a ceiling 
that we can break. 

People who argue that it is going to 
stifle their opportunities need only to 
look at the current record in this coun
try and they will see they have had no 
real, meaningful opportunity to par
ticipate. 

We have played by the rules, but the 
rules have been changed. I ask Mem
bers to pass this amendment and create 
real and meaningful opportunity for 
the women and the minorities of this 
Nation who do not deserve anything 
less. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SCHUSTER] to close debate for the oppo
sition. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
subcommittee defeated this · amend
ment very handily. The full committee 
defeated this amendment very handily, 
and for very good reasons. 

This amendment should be defeated 
because it is a quota bill. Members can 
call it goals, but the State highway de
partments tell us that they administer 
it as a quota system because they are 
so fearful of the lawsuits which will be 
brought against them if they do not. 

The second reason this should be de
feated is because even if we maintain 
the 10 percent, because of the spending 
increase in this bill there will be a very 
substantial increase in the dollars 
available for this program, from $1.4 
billion to $1.9 billion a year, a 35-per
cent increase in dollars even without 
increasing some 10 percent. 

Another reason why this should be 
defeated is because of the allegations 
of fraud and abuse. Many people have 
heard these stories, but more impor
tant than the stories are the facts. Let 
me quote: 

A federally funded study of highway set
aside programs in nine States estimated that 
roughly 20 percent of minority contractors 
engaged in fraudulent activities. 

That is the reason we passed the GAO 
study. That is why we should have a 
study before we go increasing this from 
10 percent to 15 percent. 

Finally, many women oppose this in
crease. I had a Member on this floor 
tell me today, .who is going to vote 
against this, "You don't help women by 
placing a cap on them which is below 
where they already have achieved." 

So let us have the GAO study. Let us 
proceed carefully before we initiate a 
50-percent increase from 10 percent to 
15 percent, which means that we will be 
increasing not a 35-percent increase, 
but well over a 50-percent increase. Let 

us proceed with a study before we in
crease this from 10 percent to 15 per
cent. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, as we debate surface trans
portation legislation, I rise to support the prin
ciple of separating the minority set-asides from 
the set-asides reserved for women. Mr. Chair
man, today I offer the same argument that I 
presented in an article published in the Sep
tember, 1989 issue of the Congressional Black 
Caucus magazine Point of View. This is a 
statement addressing the philosophical and 
historical background which justifies the use of 
set-asides by the U.S. Government. We main
tain that set-sides for women and other groups 
are needed. But it is important to make a dis
tinction with respect to the rationale for other 
set-asides and the rationale governing set
asides for descendants of African slaves. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer the following statement: 

A PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATION FOR SET
ASIDES 

(By Major R. Owens) 
Attacks continue to come from those who 

seek to wipe out the concept of set-asides by 
classifying all minorities or disadvantaged 
set-asides as "vested interest" legislation. 
Despite the earlier Supreme Court decisions 
supporting set-asides at the federal level, 
this form of attack has continued unabated 
at State and Municipal levels. 

Now, the Supreme Court, in a regressive 
and reactionary decision, has delivered a 
temporary but devastating blow to State and 
Local set-aside programs. 

Attack by dilution or overload is the pri
mary problem at the federal level. Federal 
legislative language evolved from "minori
ties" to "disadvantaged minorities" to the 
broader term "disadvantaged." With the ad
dition of white women as another component 
of the "disadvantaged," we have now arrived 
at a point where the majority of Americans 
are theoretically able to apply for the status 
of "disadvantaged." 

The original intent of bringing govern
mental relief to damaged classes of persons 
has yielded to a process of determining who 
is disadvantaged on an individual case-by
case basis. 

In other words, the burden of proving a dis
advantaged condition has become an individ
ual responsibility with society refusing to 
acknowledge that whole groups have been 
damaged to the degree where each individual 
within the group is automatically disadvan
taged. 

The time has come for the Congressional 
Black Caucus, the originators of the concept 
of setasides, to clarify the intent of the 
original concept. "Reparations" for African
Americans as a class was the original intent. 
The language of the Supreme Court opinion 
which upheld the original set-aside in the 
Public Works Act also reinforces the argu
ment that favorable treatment of a class is 
justified as a means to correct " past injus
tices. " 

Individuals can never be victims of "his
toric injustices"; only long suffering groups 
can qualify. The "past" must not be inter
preted in a petty and narrow fashion which 
limits the time period to the life of one per
son or even several generations. The "past" 
must be defined as the time span which 
began with slavery. 

Individuals are the victims of "current 
conditions" such as low incomes which may 

be used as a determining factor in qualifying 
as a "disadvantaged" person. While it may 
be proper for a society to provide relief to 
such individuals, we must recognize that this 
is favorable treatment for a different reason. 

Although there are now a number of cat
egories or classes that are under the um
brella of "disadvantaged" and all deserve 
special treatment, all of the disadvantaged are 
not equally damaged and thus do not deserve 
to be treated equally. 

At one extreme of the scale of damage are 
African-Americans and American Indians or 
Native Americans. So great has the official 
and governmental damage to these groups 
been that they deserve, as groups, special 
treatment as a matter of reparations for long
term, widespread, debilitating damage. 

The definition of their "past injustices" 
must begin with the founding of the nation. 

At the other end of the spectrum are phys
ically or mentally disabled individuals who 
are "disadvantaged" through no fault of the 
government, but who are in a position to be 
victimized by the larger society if no official 
effort is made to assist them. As a matter of 
general societal compassion and high gov
ernmental morality, these individuals are 
placed under the umbrella of the "disadvan
taged." 

To better illuminate these arguments, a 
chart accompanies this article which indi
cates the major disadvantaging conditions 
and the degree and extent of disadvantage 
among eight major groups: African-Ameri
cans, Native Americans, Hispanic Ameri
cans, Other Ethnic Minorities, Women, Indi
viduals with Temporary or Permanent Dis
abling Conditions, Political Refugees, and 
the Temporarily Disadvantaged. 

The analysis of the extent and degree of 
disadvantage should take into account the 
following: 

The duration of the disadvantage, which 
ranges from as little as a few years, or even 
a few months, to as long as three centuries. 

Enslavement, which, because it involves a 
total denial and destruction of all human 
rights and dignity, is completely different in 
intensity and degree from all other 
disadvantaging conditions. 

De jure exploitation and mistreatment: use of 
the power of government and laws to sanc
tion and encourage the exploitation and vio
lation of its victims' rights produces a mas
sive greater degree of injury than govern
mental neglect or unsanctioned de facto mis
treatment. 

The cumulative and compounding effect when 
a number of highly injurious disadvantaging 
conditions are present, so that they reinforce 
each other, and when this continues for 
many generations. 

In structuring federal policies and pro
grams to compensate the di sad van taged, rec
ognition should be given to all of the 
disadvantaging conditions cited above. How
ever, it is also necessary to give substantial 
additional weight to the particularly injuri
ous results of human slavery and of govern
ment-sanctioned (de jure) exploitation and 
discrimination, especially when they contin
ued for centuries. 

It is especially and critically necessary to 
give great weight to the cumulative effect 
that results from a massive and overpower
ing use of all the resources and voices of so
ciety to exploit and violate its victims. 

When all of the leaders and spokespersons 
of religion, education, business, the arts and 
the intellectual community add their voices 
and their support to the neighbors, store
keepers, employers and others who are en
countered in day-to-day living-and when 
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the violence committed (or condoned) by all 
of these is aggravated and augmented by the 
sanction and support of the government and 
the laws-there is an overwhelming power. 
The whole is much greater than the sum of 
the parts. 

This massive accumulation had a 
compounding effect on the slaves and later 
victims of discrimination who felt totally 
surrounded and could find help and support 
only in their own group, with its tragically 
limited material resources. When all ele
ments of a society joined together to degrade 
and humiliate an entire people, and when 
this continued unceasingly and without res
pite for many generations, the majority of 
the victims inevitably lost all hope, and 
began to believe, as society told them, that 
they were inferior. 

It is not requesting too much when we as
sert that a great nation should be willing to 
"set-aside" as much as 25% of its resources 
to provide special opportunities to all groups 
under the umbrella of the "disadvantaged." 
It would be a gross injustice to lump or 
crowd all of these groups, together, treat 
them equally, and then make no additional 
resources available to them. The following 
distribution formula is recommended: 

1. 10% for descendants of African-American 
slaves and Native Americans. 

2. 5% for Hispanics and Other Ethnic Mi
norities. 

3. 5% for Women. 
4. 5% for Individuals with Temporary or 

Permanent Disabling Conditions Not Caused 
By The Government. 

Another vitally necessary adjustment to 
provide a new collective "mind-set" on the 
question of set-asides and to return to the 
original intent of the law is embodied in the 
following language for a legislative amend
ment: 

All descendants of African slaves and all 
descendants of Native Americans shall be 
deemed to be automatically disadvantaged. 
No means test or other conditions shall be 
imposed on these two classes of disadvan
taged persons. 

An amendment of this nature would return 
to the focus of the original legislation. Spe
cial treatment to compensate for past injus
tices committed against an entire group 
must be implemented in a manner which 
does not raise the question of whether or not 
each individual is currently entitled to such 
treatment. The "reparations" rationale for 
the group must take precedence over the 
"compassion" rationale for the single indi
vidual. 

And furthermore, by limiting the first and 
largest category of set-aside programs to Af
rican-Americans and Native Americans, we 
pinpoint two groups for which the proof of 
"past injustices" is readily available. Part of 
the evidence of official mistreatment is in 
the Constitution of the United States with 
its "three-fifths of a man" designation. Gen
erous amounts of evidence of "past injus
tices" may be found in the recorded history 
and laws of most of the States and Local
ities. 

Until the late 1960's, laws denied African
Americans the right to a license to work as 
a plumber, an electrician, plasterer, etc., 
were still on the books of most of the South
ern states. Even today, de facto rules, regu
lations, traditions, apprenticeship require
ments, etc., still deny African-Americans ac
cess to these vital trades. Experience as 
workers and craftspersons is the natural 
stepping-stone to subcontracting and con
tracting. 

The Supreme Court Richmond decision 
will force us to dig up the evidence, expose 

stinking skeletons and open many rancid 
wounds. There is an abundant supply of evi
dence to prove arguments for, not less, but 
more set-asides for the long-suffering Afri
can-Americans. 

The Eskimos, Aleuts, Pacific Islanders and 
others are not the descendants of American 
slaves and we should not dilute our efforts 
by attempting to bring them under the spe
cial umbrella reserved only for African
Americans and Native Americans. The posi
tion which contended that we could gain 
more support by being more inclusive has 
proven to be a self-defeating approach. With 
the customary African-American compassion 
and generosity we welcomed white women 
into federal set-aside legislation and were 
victimized by this gesture as contracts and 
subcontracts were given to them as a way to• 
avoid giving them to African-Americans for 
whom they were intended by law. Certainly 
we should continue to fight for and with, 
other categories of disadvantaged persons. 
But the Supreme Court ruling now makes it 
impossible to keep everybody under one um
brella. Each group must make its own case 
separately and offer its own historic evi
dence. 

In some ways, Sandra Day O'Connor's 
mean-spirited distortion of the Fourteenth 
Amendment, and her order to "prove" that 
past injustices did occur may clear the air. , 
Too much cluttering under the set-aside con
cept was smothering the originators. Now we 
may return to the original thrust of set
asides as one part of a much-deserved pro
gram to massive reparations for the descend
ants of slaves. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong support of the 
amendment. It is fair. It is right. It is 
just. 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of this amend
ment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, we will 
soon be expected to vote on a measure that 
will replace the Department of Transportation's 
1 O percent combined procurement goal for mi
nority business enterprises [MBE] and women 
business enterprises [WBE] with separate pro
curement goals of 5 percent of women and 1 O 
percent for minorities. This amendment will 
negatively affect women-owned businesses. 

Women business owners are one of the 
most significant economic resources in Amer
ica today-and the most underutilized. Gains 
women have made in the business community 
are doubly impressive because subtle and not
so-subtle discrimination remain pervasive 
problems for women running their own busi
nesses. 

For example, women are virtually excluded 
from government procurement activities. In 
1979, a Presidential report identified lack of 
access to procurement contracts as one of the 
major barriers facing women-owned busi
nesses. Still, more than a decade later, less 
than 1 percent of Federal prime contracts 
were awarded to women-owned firms. 

The Department of Transportation [DOT] is 
the only agency that has any kind of a pro
curement goal for women. The result since the 
inclusion of women in 1979: A 100-percent in
crease in women's participation in the highway 
industry, and a 46-percent increase of minority 
women's participation in the industry. 

Under the current combined goal women 
are receiving 5.2 percent of DOT contracts, 

minority firms are receiving 9.4 percent. Clear
ly, setting a 5-percent goal for women-owned 
businesses is a setback. 

Obviously, this is a controversial issue. 
However, the combined goal was established 
to aid groups disadvantaged by biases in the 
system. Clearly, both minorities and women 
are subject to those biases. Therefore, we 
need a solution that is fair to both minority
owned and women-owned businesses. Sepa
rate goals of 1 O percent and 5 percent are 
not. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the Norton amendment to H.R. 2950. I 
am sympathetic to encouraging greater num
bers of minority- and women-owned business 
receiving highway contracts. However, in rec
ognition that Tennessee is currently having dif
ficulty meeting the mandated 1 O percent DBE 
set aside, I feel that increasing the DBE goal 
to 15 percent would only exacerbate the prob
lem. Nothing in the current law prohibits 
States from raising the DBE goals on their 
own. But raising the DBE goal nationwide 
without respect for the labor pool within indi
vidual States will force States to hire out of 
State DBE applicants. I feel that State flexibil
ity in setting DBE goals reflective of their situ
ation, should not be taken away. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, today, I speak 
to urge my colleagues to adopt the amend
ment introduced by my colleague, the dele
gate from the District of Columbia, which 
would establish separate contracting goals for 
minority-owned and women-owned busi
nesses. These dual goals for minority- and 
women-owned business are essential to main
tain the worthwhile participation of minorities in 
this sector. 

In 1982, this Government made a decision 
to assist the development of minority busi
nesses in the Federal Highway Program. After 
years of intentional exclusion, this was the 
right decision. In 1987, the act was amended 
to make nonminority women eligible to partici
pate as disadvantaged business enterprises. 
Again, after years of exclusion, this was the 
right decision. However, even though this sec
ond and substantial group was added, the per
centage of contract moneys which States had 
to make available to the disadvantaged busi
ness enterprise program was not increased. 

The result of this decision was to keep the 
substantial group of women from participating 
against established white firms and to pit two 
disadvantaged groups against each other and 
force them to fight for a minuscule portion of 
a large pie. The intangible and indelible effect 
has been a significant increase in the animos
ity between these two traditionally disadvan
taged groups. 

I cannot believe that the devastating impact 
which these collapsed categories would have 
on the minority business community was fore
seen in 1987. It seems to me that the laud
able, noble, and necessary objective of en
couraging and fostering the ·economic devel
opment of groups which are underrepresented 
in this industry and in the governmental con
tracting process in general would not have 
been purposely frustrated in this manner. I 
would like to believe that this body is not that 
Machiavellian and uncaring about the eco
nomic development of two groups which to
gether comprise about 70 percent of the popu
lation of this country. 
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By amending this act to establish dual cat
egories this body will take advantage of an op
portunity which few people ever have-to set 
right a horrible and harmful mistake. As lead
ers, we have a duty to be fair and keep in per
spective what this country is and what we 
hope it to be. I believe it to be a place where 
all people are given a real and meaningful op
portunity to pursue their hopes and dreams
unfettered by exclusion based on bigotry. 
However, this vision of a peaceful America 
where people are valued solely on the content 
of their character will only come to pass if we 
first pursue justice for those who have been 
excluded and denied based on race and gen
der. 

I urge you to vote for the language which 
establishes two categories for two groups who 
deserve an opportunity for inclusion in this 
system. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the amendment of
fered by my colleague from the District of Co
lumbia. Over the years, minority and women 
business enterprises have made great strides 
in achieving an equal footing with nonminority 
businesses when competing for contracts 
backed by Federal dollars. However, under 
current law, both of these worthy groups are 
pitted against each other in their quest for a 
mere 1 O percent of contracts set aside for all 
disadvantaged business enterprises. In fact, 
under current law, the participation of minority
owned firms has steadily declined over recent 
years. Certainly this was not the intention of 
this important set-aside program when it was 
originated in 1982. 

With over $150 billion in funds set to be al
located for transportation projects, it is essen
tial that we create safeguards to assure that 
minorities and women receive their fair share 
of Federal contracts. In an effort to promote 
the growth and development of these small 
businesses, this important amendment will 
create two distinct categories of disadvan
taged business enterprises; One for minority
owned businesses which would receive 10 
percent of the contracts in the Federal High
way Program, and one for women-owned 
firms who would be guaranteed 5 percent of 
the contracts. 

Mr. Chairman, the original Disadvantaged 
Business Program was never meant to include 
women businesses, and because of that, both 
women and minorities are being shortchanged 
by having to fight against each for the same 
limited number of contracts. 

In my own district, I have had personal ex
perience with the problem of only a single dis
advantaged business category. In the upgrad
ing of the Dan Ryan Expressway, one of Chi
cago's most vital highways, nearly all of the 
DBE contracts went to women-owned busi
nesses over minority-owned businesses. Ms. 
NORTON'S important amendment would have 
prevented this inequitable distribution of these 
contracts. 

I urge my colleagues to support this amend
ment. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, the language 
in the bill is consistent with current law. A total 
of 1 O percent set-asides with 3.2 percent of 
that being reserved for women. 

Any expansion of this provision would only 
decrease economic competition. Contracts 

and business agreements should be awarded 
to the most qualified bidder regardless of ra
cial, ethnic, or gender criteria. 

We should not be discouraging business
men from bidding for contracts with require
ments that do not pertain to the job needed to 
be done. Instead we should be encouraging 
all businesses to seek Government contracts, 
in order to ensure that all the available options 
are considered before contracts are awarded. 

With limited resources available to meet our 
transportation needs, our primary objective 
must be to use these dollars in the most cost
effective way. We must be able to bid con
tracts in a cost-benefit manner. 

The restrictions which would be created by 
this amendment would unduly interfere with 
our ability to produce the best transportation 
system. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment en bloc offered by the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 133, noes 295, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzio 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boxer 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
de la Ga.rz.a 
De Fazio 
Dellwns 
Dixon 
Downey 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feigrui.n 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 

[Roll No. 335] 
AYES-133 

Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Hall (OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoyer 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kopetski 
Lantos 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfwne 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 

NOES-295 
Anthony 
Applegate 

Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Roe 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sikorski 
Smith(FL) 
Solarz 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Archer 
Armey 

A spin 
Atkins 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barna.rd 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Early 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 

Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
La.Rocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olin 
Orton 
Oxley 

28241 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sangmeister 
Santorwn 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stwnp 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weber 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
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Wylie 
Yatron 

Hopkins 
Neal (NC) 

Young(AK) 
Young(FL) 

NOT VOTING-5 

Zeliff 
Zinuner 

Slaughter (VA) Weldon 
Waters 

D 1757 
Messrs. WILLIAMS, NEAL of Massa

chusetts, CRAMER and HEFNER 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. ROTH changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. . 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider Amendment No. 2 printed in 
part 2 of House Report 102-265. 

D 1800 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAVAGE 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SAVAGE: 
On page 23, after line 14, insert the follow

ing new paragraph: 
(3) ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR MEMBERS 

OF ESPECIALLY DISADVANTAGED GROUPS.-
(A) GENERAL RULE.-In order to be eligible 

to receive funds authorized to be appro
priated under titles I and III of this Act for 
fiscal years beginning after September 30, 
1992, a State or other governmental entity 
must provide small business concerns in the 
State, owned and controlled by members of 
any especially disadvantaged group in the 
State, with such assistance as may be nec
essary to substantially improve that espe
cially disadvantaged group's propartion of 
contracting in the State under title 23, Unit
ed States Code, and the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964 towards attaining for 
that group opportunity for such contracting 
equal to others in the State who are not es
pecially disadvantaged. In compliance with 
this paragraph, priority should be given such 
business concerns from which the especially 
disadvantaged group specially benefits 
through employment and other expenditures. 

(B) ESPECIALLY DISADVANTAGED GROUP DE
FINED.-For the purpases of this paragraph, 
the term "especially disadvantaged group" 
means any group of United States citizens 
historically disadvantaged economically and 
socially, that is identifiable by race, sex, or 
national origin; and, in the preceeding five 
calendar years-

(i) had an unemployment rate at least 50 
percent higher than such rate for the State; 

(ii) had a medium family income rate at 
least 20 percent lower than such rate for the 
State; 

(iii) had a proportion of contracting (in 
value) in the State under title 23, United 
States Code, and the Urban Mass Transpar
tation Act of 1964, which is less than 50 per
cent of that group's proportion of the State's 
total population; and 

(iv) constituted more than five percent of 
the State's total population. 

Page 23, line 15, strike "(3)" and insert 
"(4)". 

Page 24, line 1, strike "(4)" and insert 
"(5)" . 

Page 24, line 11, strike "(5)" and insert 
"(6)". 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SAVAGE] 

will be recognized for 10 minutes, and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I come before you 
with an amendment that cannot be 
much milder nor attractive. It does not 
even ask for boots. It only asks for the 
straps. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is to 
be known as the straps-for-the-boots 
amendment. It does not ask for any 
money. There is already in the bill a 
program to provide the necessary as
sistance. This amendment does not ask 
for any money. It simply asks that the 
program, the money already in the 
budget for that purpose, be so targeted 
so that we can get th.e biggest bang for 
our buck. 

Now, this straps-for-the-boots 
amendment simply says, since we do 
not have enough money to provide ade
quate technical assistance and finan
cial assistance and management assist
ance and bonding assistance, as pro
vided in the bill, it says at least target 
what remains. It asks that the assist
ance be targeted based upon some very 
commonly used and well-known fig
ures. 

Mr. Chairman, it says that you 
should emphasize, you should focus on 
those groups that are most severely 
disadvantaged. 

For instance, if you were talking 
about South Dakota or North Dakota, 
you may be talking about native Amer
icans rather than African-Americans or 
Hispanic-Americans. 

If you are talking about the State of 
Michigan, you may be talking about 
African-Americans as the most dis
advantaged. But then if you were in 
the State of New Mexico, you may be 
talking about Hispanic-Americans as 
the most disadvantaged. 

This amendment simply says use the 
programs where they are most needed, 
targeted to the groups that suffer the 
most. 

How do you determine which groups 
suffer the most? Very simple: It says 
any group will be considered especially 
disadvantaged, requiring special assist
ance or targeting, if that group has had 
an unemployment rate at least 50 per
cent higher than such rate for that 
State for the past 5 calendar years. 

It says, further, that if for the past 5 
calendar years that group would be 
considered especially disadvantaged, if 
it has a median family income rate at 
least 20 percent below that for the 
State. In other words, it says if the 
person obviously has no straps on the 
boots, give the straps to the strapless 
one. That is all it simply asks. 

So it says that the States would give 
priority to such groups that meet these 
criteria. We are not talking about tiny 
groups. The group would have to con
stitute more than 5 percent of the 
State's total population or the impact 

of assistance to it would not be of any 
great consequence. 

It also indicates that it must be a 
group that was receiving a proportion 
of that State's surface transportation 
procurement dollars, less than half of 
that group's numerical proportion in 
the total population. In other words, it 
is an amendment to simply target the 
little we have provided so that the vot
ers will get a better bang for the buck. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, a 
Member will be recognized in opposi
tion for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMDIT. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will rec
ognize the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT]. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Surface Transportation, tlle gen
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I reluc
tantly rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Il
linois. 

This amendment will add a totally 
new category of eligibility to the dis
advantaged business enterprise pr'o
gram. 

Additionally, the amendment re
quires a State or other governmental 
entity to provide assistance "as may be 
necessary" to aid in the improvement 
of participation in contracting oppor
tunities by any especially disadvan
taged business. 

I have concerns about the ambiguity 
of the amendment. The language is 
vague and does not define the require
ments imposed upon governmental en
tities in their efforts to provide assist
ance. 

It is also important to note that the 
participants eligible under the Savage 
proposal already qualify to participate 
in the current DBE Program as eco
nomically disadvantaged individuals. 

Mr. Chairman, the intent of the gen
tleman's amendment is language one. 
However, I am concerned that creating 
a .new subcategory for unique partici
pation will hurt the small economi
cally disadvantaged businesses partici
pating in the current program. There
fore, I must oppose the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the chairman of the full 
committee, the distinguished gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, again this could be a 
contentious area of debate. I really do 
not think it should be. 
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Mr. Chairman, what we are really 
doing here today in this very tortuous 
journey while laboring hard in the 
vineyard is to create intermodal, up-to
date, 20th century transportation legis
lation. It seems to me that this par
ticular matter that the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SAVAGE] 
has raised was brought up in commit
tee, and we did discuss it in committee, 
but it was deferred because the sub
stance of what was attempted to be 
achieved did not really enter into what 
transportation should be all about. I 
think a transportation bill ought to be 
transportation. I think that when we 
get issues that have arisen such as this, 
that they do not really fit here in my 
opinion. 

But I want to make a point very 
clear to all the Members of the House. 
There was an occasion when the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SAVAGE] and 
I did not agree on everything, but I 
want him to know that possibly today, 
in his effort and with his energies, in 
spite of all of that, I know of no one in 
this House that I have more personal 
regard for than Mr. SAVAGE. We do not 
agree on every occasion, but that does 
not mean that I do not mean that I do 
not support him when he needs support 
and when he has got an issue that is up 
front. 

There is one thing I like about the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SAVAGE], 
and I want to share it with my col
leagues. He believes in something. He 
has something he genuinely believes in. 
Now that does not necessarily make 
him right or wrong. 

On this issue his heart is in the right 
direction in my opinion, but the sub
stance of the issue that he .has pre
sented is not. We have listened in com
mittee, we are sympathetic, and I 
think that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MINETA] has presented his 
view, and, as chairman of this commit
tee, the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, I want him to 
know that I will continue to work with 
him personally to help resolve a num
ber of these longstanding matters, and 
I think he knows that. 

Mr. Chairman, I genuinely believe 
that this amendment does not belong 
on this bill, as it was discussed in com
mittee, and I would hope and ask the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SAVAGE] 
to do something for me, if he would 
consider it. It is to debate the issue, 
have the thoughts out here today, but 
let us work on it. Let us perfect it. Let 
us get a chance to get into it. Then we 
can maybe bring something together 
here. 

Mr. Chairman, I would have to be op
posed to this amendment because it is 
not germane to our transportation leg
islation that is before us. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I must 
reluctantly oppose the amendment of 
my friend, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SAVAGE], because it is so vague 
and also not really germane to this 
transportation bill. 

This legislation requires a State to 
promote unlimited assistance to any 
business concerns owned and operated 
by, quote, especially disadvantaged 
groups in the State. Now how much is 
that? Is that $1 billion a year? Is it $5 
billion? Is it $10 billion? Is it $50 bil
lion? It is undefined. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a lawyer's bo
nanza. This will be in the courts by the 
lawyers in order to define this, and in
deed it is so vague that we really do 
not know what it means. 

Further, this is the creation of an
other program without any structure, 
and, while there is a definition of an es
pecially disadvantaged group in this 
bill, there is no qualifying criteria, and 
there is nothing that would limit, for 
example, a billion-dollar corporation, 
owned and run by an especially dis
advantaged group, from being eligible 
for assistance under this program. 

So, while helping the less fortunate 
is a laudable goal, this amendment 
gives us a mandatory program with lit
tle or no structure and is an open
ended, bottomless pit for spending. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we should 
oppose the amendment. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, of course that is as far 
from the truth as one can get. This 
amendment does not propose any kinds 
of extra costs. The language regarding 
the program is already contained in 
the bill, as is the funding authoriza
tion. This amendment changes nothing 
such as that. What it does is to merely 
target the meager resources we have 
for assisting the disadvantaged to par
ticipate more fully on the Surface 
Transportation Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col
leagues, "You must look at ourselves. 
Every time we get on this floor to ask 
for any relief, one thing we get is more 
jail terms, longer terms, more severe 
terms, easier terms. I tell you, when 
you look around you, and you see that 
young black male, one out of four, is 
already involved in the criminal jus
tice system, when you see that the col
lege enrollment of young black males 
is already on the way down, when you 
look and see that the prison population 
here is greater than in South Africa, 
and you keep talking about never any 
assistance? You talk about drug abuse 
and crime. The alternative to drug 
abuse and crime, my colleagues, is 
some hope. Give us some straps. You 
put us all in jail." 

Mr. Chairman, this will not turn 
around the plague that is upon this 
country. Just the other day we found 
that in acquiring mortgages, if a black 
has a higher income that the white, he 

still has a more difficult time. The 
high school dropout rate is up. Will my 
colleagues not be satisfied until geno
cide wipes us all out? 

We are not asking for a dime, not 
asking to change any programs, simply 
to target a program so that the meager 
resources we have will be focused on 
those who have the greatest need. 

But I say to my colleagues that the 
mood of this body is such that I do not 
think it would get anything but more 
prison time for the disadvantaged, and 
I think I am probably wasting my time 
to even pursue this matter. I think 
that our ears are closed and our eyes 
are blind, but one day we will see, and 
I hope that day that we will see it be
fore there is such a conflagration iri 
our country that this could have saved 
our entire history. 

But I say to my colleagues that no 
people can just continue to take more, 
and more and more and more. There 
must be some redress to our griev
ances, some relief. In this instance a 
request will not even be heard that 
asks for more money and requiring 
more language. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAVAGE. I yield 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MFUME], my colleague. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SAVAGE] for yielding and say to 
the gentleman, as the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. ROE] said, that I un
derstand his intentions in this. I am 
glad he has used this forum and this 
opportunity to try to convey it to the 
House. The proper redress of grievances 
is something that cannot go unan
swered without any attention to it, and 
what the gentleman proposes is that 
we look deeper and with real meaning 
at the problems that affect all of our 
people. 

0 1820 
So I want to pledge to him and the 

chairman of the committee, as I have 
pledged to h~m on this is.sue beyond 
this particular bill, and I would hope 
that the Members of the minority side 
would make that pledge, too. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I watched the tele
vision, as I am sure other Members did, 
of the recent confirmation proceedings 
for the Supreme Court Justice, and I 
say that we are not really seeing black 
America when we see these blacks on 
that program. 

I have a district that is 30 percent 
suburban. It is not an inner-city dis
trict. The majority are black. I don't 
know where these people came from. I 
have never seen any blacks like that. 
They are cloning these blacks some
where. That is not what is African
American. 

You need to take a look at what you 
are doing to more than 10 percent of 
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our society, and you have been doing it 
for the past 15 or 20 years. The median 
income of a black family is less now, 
compared to white families, than it 
was 30 years ago. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment by my 
friend Gus SAVAGE-one of our subcommittee 
chairmen and I understand his intention 
here-but the Disadvantaged Business Enter
prise Program has worked successfully over 
the past decade to provide a boost to minority
and women-owned businesses in the Federal
aid surface transportation programs. The law 
requires a-1 O percent set aside requirement, 
and yet the national average for fiscal year 
1990 was 14.3 percent. 

This impressive figure was achieved be
cause 7 States have voluntarily set higher 
DBE goals and 42 States have achieved a 
percentage in excess of the established 1 O 
percent minimum. These facts show that most 
States are going beyond their minimum re
quirements in order to ensure that the DBE 
Program works to its fullest potential. 

My colleague's amendment would require 
States and other governmental entities that re
ceive funding under the highway or transit ti
tles of this bill to provide small business con
cerns, owned or operated by members of es
pecially disadvantaged groups within the 
State, with such assistance as may be nec
essary to substantially improve that groups 
proportion of contracting. The amendment 
then defines the term "especially disadvan
taged group" using certain criteria the group 
met in the last 5 years. 

It is unclear what additional type of assist
ance is envisioned to be provided under the 
terms of this amendment. States are already 
required under the FHWA regulations to pro
vide supportive service programs for DBE's in 
their States. 

The purpose of these programs is to provide 
services and activities which are designed to 
increase the total number of DBE's active in 
the highway program and contribute to the 
growth and eventual self-sufficiency of individ
ual DBE's, so that those businesses may 
achieve proficiency to compete, on an equal 
basis, for contracts and subcontracts. In addi
tion, assistance is also available from other 
Federal sources such as the Small Business 
Administration, and the Department of Com
merce's Minority Business Development Agen
cy. 

In my view, we should not hold up highway 
and transit funds for provision of services to 
advance DBE's which are already abundantly 
available. I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to withdraw this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 

withdrawn. 
It is now in order to consider amend

ment No. 3 printed in House Report 
102-265. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRADISON 
Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment which has been 
made in order under the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GRADISON: 
Strike Section 104(c) of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] 
will be recognized for 71/2 minutes, and 
a Member opposed to the amendment 
will be recognized for 71h minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am offering an 
amendment to strike the directed scor
ing provision from this bill. This is not 
the first time I have had to offer such 
an amendment. I certainly hope, but do 
not expect, that it will be the last. 

This marks the third time we have 
attempted to strike a directed scoring 
provision on the floor of the House. 
The fundamental issue has not 
changed. The 1990 budget agreement 
and the Budget Enforcement Act that 
implements it, provides that OMB is to 
determine the cost of legislation af
fected by the pay-as-you-go rules. The 
House Democratic leadership dislikes 
that arrangement, apparently distrusts 
the executive branch, and wants the 
Congressional Budget Office to deter
mine P AYGO costs. The Democratic 
leadership adopted a rule requiring all 
PA YGO bills considered in the House 
to contain language saying, in effect, 
that the CBO cost estimate must be 
used by the President. The President 
has informed the House that he would, 
as a matter of principle, veto any bill 
that reached his desk still containing 
the directed scoring language. 

Against the background of that veto 
threat, the sponsors of the Surface 
Transportation Act and the leadership 
have inserted directed scoring into this 
bill as section 104(c). My amendment 
would strike this section. 

Keeping the directed scoring provi
sion in the bill needlessly invites a 
veto. If you care about getting a good 
transportation bill enacted as expedi
tiously as possible, you should support 
my amendment. 

The directed scoring provision is un
necessary. A so-called roll-back provi
sion directs the Secretary of Transpor
tation to reduce obligational authority 
in fiscal year 1992 so that no direct 
spending occurs. OMB agrees that this 
provision means the PA YGO cost is 
zero-absolutely no PAYGO cost at all. 
Why, then, would the House want to in
sist on directed scoring when OMB says 
that this bill has no PA YGO impact? 

CBO, in contrast, says the bill's 
PAYGO impact is to save $9 million in 
fiscal year 1992. Keeping in mind that 
the bill provides $151 billion in new 
spending authority, it seems to be a bit 
of a tempest in a teapot to dispute 
whether the PAYGO impact is zero, as 

OMB says, or saves $9 million, as CBO 
says. Both agree that the PAYGO im
pact is negligible. 

Anyone who reads the newspapers 
must be aware that unemployment 
compensation, capital gains, and other 
economic packages are being seriously 
considered at both ends of Pennsylva
nia Avenue. Will the Democratic lead
ership insist on directed scoring on 
those measures as well-even if it 
means standing in the way of achieving 
mutually desired legislative aims? 

Mr. Chairman, the directed scoring 
language in section 104(c) hinders the 
smooth passage of the transportation 
bill. It needlessly complicates the al
ready enormous task of reaching 
House-Senate agreement on a bill the 
President will sign. And it reopens de
cisions that were made in the context 
of the budget agreement. I urge my col
leagues to support my amendment to 
strike this language from the bill. 

I am submitting for the RECORD the 
President's letter of January 3, 1991, 
stating that he would veto any bill 
containing directed scoring language, 
as follows: 
STATEMENT ON THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA

TIVES ACTION ON THE FEDERAL BUDGET 
AGREEMENT, JANUARY 3, 1991 
I am deeply disappointed by and disturbed 

about the vote taken in the House of Rep
resentatives this afternoon which is designed 
to undo the pay-as-you-go enforcement 
mechanism just legislated in the recently 
enacted budget agreement. The vote oc
curred along strictly partisan lines. While 
the Democrats in the House tried to dress up 
their action, the inescapable point is that 
their purpose is to break the agreement that 
was negotiated and passed into law. 

Changing the House rules with a purely 
party-line vote is neither fair nor right. That 
they have sought to break the budget agree
ment in what is virtually their first act of 
the 102d Congress puts in serious doubt what
ever they might say or promise the Amer
ican people on other significant issues in the 
upcoming session. 

The provision the House Democrats would 
undo today is a key to enforcing the controls 
on Federal spending contained in the agree
ment, and uncontrolled spending simply cre
ates excuses for their raising taxes. 

This matter is so fundamental to public 
confidence in the budget agreement and in 
the Government itself that I must state 
again, unequivocally, that I will veto any 
bill that contains the language specified in 
the rule passed by the House Democrats this 
afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] is recog
nized for 71/2 minutes in opposition. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the amendment, and I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER
STAR], who is chairman of our Sub
committee on Aviation and is also a 
member of the Budget Committee. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the opportunity to address 
this issue from the perspective of the 
Budget Committee. It has been said 
that directed scorekeeping is a budget 
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gimmick, and that it subverts the 
budget summit agreement. That is 
really not what is at issue here. The 
Office of Management and Budget real
ly has not prepared sound, factual in
formation in doing their estimate on 
the cost of this bill. The economic as
sumptions that OMB used in coming to 
the numbers that they have presented 
in defense of their position are not ac
curate, they are questionable. At 
worst, their numbers are indefensible 
from the standpoint of the analysis 
that the Budget Committee staff has 
done of this issue. That is not just the 
position of the Budget Committee ana
lysts, or the position of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 
The Congressional Budget Office has 
come to the same conclusion in doing 
their cost estimate on this bill. 

In addition, the Federal Highway Ad
ministration, with years of expertise
and they are the experts in doing esti
mates of costs associated with surface 
transportation construction-they, 
too, dispute the OMB numbers. 

For those who are concerned about 
the budget agreement as a matter of 
principle, we really ought to be ensur
ing that the Congress gets accurate in
formation on the cost of this legisla
tion and not proceed on the basis of 
what is at best questionable economic 
assumptions. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a brief ques
tion? 

Mr. OBERST AR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. GRADISON. OMB scores this as 
zero. Does the gentleman disagree with 
that? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. What I am con
cerned about is what the gentleman 
proposes to do on the basis of using 
OMB as his authority. I thought the 
gentleman's analysts had come to a 
different conclusion. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, it was my 
understanding that the gentleman was 
saying the OMB figures were unreli
able. This is why I was asking the gen
tleman whether he disagreed with their 
estimate as zero. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I am 
disagreeing with whatever OMB has 
given to the gentleman to motivate his 
position when the budget analysts have 
come to us and said that is not an 
issue, that is not the case, and it is not 
necessary to have the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a fight between OMB downtown and 
the Congressional Budget Office. Now, 
we must remember that OMB down
town is that same wonderful organiza
tion that gave us a $100 billion mis
take, as I recall, on their estimates of 

revenue with regard to the budget esti
mate. The CBO estimates are based on 
actual obligational experience, and if 
indeed they are wrong, this bill has in 
it a fail-safe provision, a provision 
which requires a proportional reduc
tion in all program spending if the out
lays should in fact exceed that pro
vided for in the appropriations bill. 

0 1830 
So we should support our Congres

sional Budget Office, a bipartisan of
fice. We should not rely on OMB's fig
ures, because certainly in the past they 
have been very, very unreliable, and we 
should support the committee position. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH], a distinguished 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I am dis
appointed to see that my friend from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] had to 
leave the floor, because I led the effort, 
along with the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SLATTERY] to kill the Lawrence 
Welk home because we labeled it as 
wasteful spending. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
Gradison amendment because it again 
is a rejection of the budget deal we 
agreed to follow when we are not. I un
derstand the efforts that the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] has 
put into this, that as his proposal gets 
attacked, it is almost like attacking a 
child in a way. But I have to rise and 
say that not only do I think that this 
ought to be fixed, but that the efforts 
that the demonstration projects, and I 
wish to say to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ROE] that I see we have re
duced the amount of demonstration 
projects by 29 percent, but that New 
Jersey, California, Pennsylvania, and 
Arkansas are going to get 34 percent of 
the demonstration projects. It is $4.9 
billion in demonstration projects that I 
feel should not be included in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
are sick and tired of this place. They 
are sick and tired of perks, they are 
tired of demonstration projects, they 
are tired of pork, and we have got to 
clean it up. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to support 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADI
SON]. I intend to support every effort 
that is made to get us on-line with 
where I believe the American people 
are. 

To take 34 percent of this money and 
give it to four States in demonstration 
projects is only one point. There ought 
not to be these demonstration projects 
in this bill. But I guess one could argue 
if you are going to have them, spread 
them among 50 States. Do not take all 
the money for four states in the coun
try. 

Mr. Chairman, Ohio is always getting 
the shaft. We got the shaft on the clean 
air bill and we are getting the shaft on 

the highway bill. But do you know who 
else is getting the shaft? Not just Ohio
ans, but the other people that are get
ting the shaft in this bill are the Amer
ican taxpayers, who are sick and tired 
of pork. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1V2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to Mem
bers on this side of the aisle that this 
is demonstrably different than the ar
gument we usually have whether CBO 
should be used or OMB. I think in this 
case clearly the proper way to go is to 
use the CBO figures, because the fig
ures which are being used by OMB are 
demonstrably wrong. 

Mr. Chairman, this arises because we 
are arguing over what are the mini
mum allocation figures. This arises be
cause, frankly, we have an actual num
ber of what was spent last year, $1.1 
billion. That is the figure that is used 
by CBO. 

On the other hand, OMB figures set it 
at $671 million. That has no relation
ship to either the past year, last year, 
or any previous year. 

The risk we run in using OMB figures 
is we could have sequestration. Not be
cause our outlays are too high, but be
cause the assumptions which OMB has 
used are totally haywire, totally 
wrong, and do not have any relation to 
what we are trying to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge defeat of 
the Gradison amendment. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, 
could the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, very 
briefly in furtherance to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], on 
OMB scoring, the problem is that OMB 
scores something one way this year 
and another way another year. What 
we have seen from CBO is a consistent 
pattern of scoring over time. That is 
why I do not think we ought to make 
the change the way the Gradison 
amendment would make it. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me close in this 
way: The discussion as I have been lis
tening to it overlooks two rather im
portant points. One is that there is a 
Budget Enforcement Act which was en
acted by Congress about a year ago 
which governs this issue. It has not 
been repealed. 

The second thing is that there is a 
rollback provision in this bill which 
automatically assures that there will 
not be a sequester. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a fantasy 
world involved in this debate in this 
sense: This House has gorie to con
ference a number of times this year 
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with directed scorekeeping as required 
by the democratically approved rules 
of the House. I acknowledge that. In 
every instance, the conference has 
dropped that provision and we have 
gotten absolutely nothing back from 
the Senate in exchange. 

Mr. Chairman, why have those provi
sions been dropped and why will they 
be dropped again this time? It is simply 
because we want to get a bill signed. 
That is the principal thrust of my ar
gument. 

Here we are, and it is nobody's fault, 
but we are a few months later than we 
would like to be in getting this bill 
into law. By including an unnecessary 
provision, which I am convinced will 
not be in the final bill, we run the risk 
of slowing down final approval of this 
bill even longer. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the argument. 
I do not intend to call for a recorded 
vote on this issue. I will be happy to 
abide by the decision of the House in a 
voice vote. But I think this is an issue 
worth the House's consideration, and I 
appreciate the chance to debate it with 
the able chairman of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA]. the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Surface Trans
portation. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to this amendment. 

The Office of Management and Budg
et has used numbers that are simply 
incorrect. At best, their economic as
sumptions are questionable. Once 
again, OMB proves they can be as 
tricky as a banker with a Swiss bank 
account. 

The official position of the Congres
sional Budget Office, taken from their 
cost estimate of the bill agrees with 
this assessment. It is also important to 
note that the Federal Highway Admin
istration, with years of expertise in the 
highway program, disputes the OMB 
numbers. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not even a 
transportation-related argument. It is 
an attempt to undo the Democratic 
leadership authored House rule which 
states that this institution will have 
the scoring for budget items by the 
Congressional Budget Office, not by the 
Office of Management and Budget. 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps more impor
tantly, this bill will not trigger seques
tration because it does contain a fail
safe provision mandating reductions in 
the bill, if necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], who 
says that Ohio is being shafted by this 
bill, that is blatantly untrue. if there is 
anything that happens under this bill, 
Ohio as a past donor State, as many 
other States that are donor States, 

that formula has been corrected, and 
Ohio does very well under this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to de
feat this amendment. Let us not fall 
for this OMB-directed efforts to relin
quish control and scorekeeping on 
budget issues to the executive branch. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment, striking 
the cost estimate provision of H.R. 2950. The 
issue, simply put, is whether we should use 
CBO or OMB scorekeeping for purposes of 
comparing H.R. 2950 with the DOT appropria
tions bill. Section 104(c) directs CBO 
scorekeeping and, in this bill, I believe that 
this is the correct approach. 

Directed scorekeeping was made necessary 
in this bill because our analysis of the num
bers showed that OMB's estimates for obliga
tions in the appropriations are clearly wrong. 
They do not appear to be based on any realis
tic assessment of the highway program. The 
CBO's estimates, on the other hand, appear to 
us to be valid and based on a careful analysis 
of the highway program. 

The particular problem relates to the esti
mate of obligations from the minimum alloca
tion program. In estimating the amount .of obli
gations that will flow from this program in the 
1992 appropriations bill, current law must be 
assumed. 

Even though minimum allocation obligations 
were $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1991, and have 
been consistently near that level in recent 
years, OMB assumes only $671 million for fis
cal year 1992. This estimate is clearly wrong. 
We have not been able to determine any ra
tional basis for this figure. 

The CBO estimate for minimum allocation in 
the 1992 DOT appropriations bill is $1.1 bil
lion. This is the same as the 1991 figure. 
There is no question that it is based on the 
experience of the existing program. The only 
conclusion that can reasonably be reached is 
that the CBO estimate is accurate and that the 
OMB figure is not even close to being accu
rate. 

I wo~ld urge my colleagues-particularly on 
this side of the aisle-to look at the facts of 
this case and support the committee provision 
on CBO scorekeeping. Please oppose the 
Gradison amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
part 2 of House Report 102-265. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEILENSON 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BEILENSON: In

sert at the end of title I a new section as fol
lows: 
SEC. . GUARANTY AND WARRANTY CLAUSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 114 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(c) GUARANTY AND WARRANTY CLAUSES.
The Secretary may, by regulation, permit a 

state highway department, in accordance 
with standards developed by the Secretary in 
such regulations, to include a clause in a 
contract for engineering and design services 
or for the construction of any Federal-aid 
highway project requiring the designer, con
tractor, state highway department and De
partment of Transportation to warrant the 
services, materials and work performed. The 
warranty or guaranty clause shall be reason
ably related to the services, materials, and 
work performed, and shall not be construed 
to require the construction contractor to 
perform maintenance." 

(b) REGULATIONS.-Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall initiate a rulemaking pro
ceeding for developing standards under sec
tion 114(c) of title 23, United States Code. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL
ENSON] will be recognized for 71/2 min
utes, and a Member opposed to the 
amendment will be recognized for 71/2 

minutes. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from California [Mr. BEILENSON]. 
0 1840 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would make a long overdue 
improvement in our highway construc
tion program by permitting States to 
include contractor guarantees in their 
Federal aid highway contracts. This 
amendment is similar to a measure 
proposed by the President in his sur
face transportation bill, and it is 
strongly supported by the administra
tion. 

Recent press accounts about the out
standing quality and durability of Eu
ropean roads, and the innovative tech
nologies being used to construct them, 
have confirmed what many of us have 
suspected for some time: As other 
countries are aggressively taking ad
vantage of new, technologically ad
vanced materials offering greater dura
bility and smoother, quieter road sur
faces, nearly one-half of our own pri
mary highways are in various stages of 
deterioration, creating intolerable and 
unnecessary traffic delays and costing 
the taxpayers billions of dollars more 
than they should to repair and main
tain. 

One of the most important reasons 
for this, transportation experts agree, 
is that while European countries award 
highway contracts based on a combina
tion of cost, quality and, most impor
tantly, a bidder's guarantee of a 
project's workmanship and materials, 
transportation officials in the United 
States consider cost alone. This low
bid system, far from spurring improve
ments in road quality, instead ensures 
that the cheapest contractor, using the 
lowest quality materials and the least 
expensive labor, is awarded the con
tract. 

Because Federal highway dollars are, 
by law, reserved for construction, rath
er than maintenance, the Federal High
way Administration [FHW A] currently 
prohibits States from requiring any 



October 23, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 28247 
warranties from contractors when 
awarding Federal-aid contracts. But 
the effect of this policy is a Federal 
transportation system which literally 
prevents States from building quality 
performance standards into their con
struction contracts. 

It is not at ·all surprising, then, that 
the private sector in this country has 
invested very little in the development 
and use of new technologies to improve 
pavement durability, focusing their ef
forts instead on ways to reduce costs, 
and have thus fallen far behind their 
counterparts in Europe in this area. 

What is also not surprising is that 
while total Government expenditures 
for roads have doubled over the past 
decade, fully half of all roads in Amer
ica are in only fair to poor condition. 

In a recent report on the quality of 
our public works infrastructure, the 
Office of Technology Assessment found: 

Constructing quality facilities and main
taining them may provide the highest return 
on infrastructure investment. If construc
tion quality is poor and repairs are needed 
constantly ... the costs of providing alter
nate service or of traffic diversion and delays 
can equal the capital cost, doubling the total 
expense of a given project. 

The purpose of this 'amendment is to 
correct these failings, and in the proc
ess save the taxpayers tens of billions 
of dollars. As the Federal Highway Ad
ministrator has argued, contractor 
guarantees will: 

Increase the quality of highway con
struction; 

Decrease the cost of maintenance; 
Reward contractors who are cur

rently performing quality work and en
courage other firms to raise their level 
of quality above the minimum stand
ard; 

Allow States more flexibility in 
order to obtain a better quality of con-
struction; and . ,,r 

Create a win-win situation for both 
the contracting industry and the 
American motorist and taxpayer. 

This logic has been applied to Euro
pean highway construction programs 
with such overwhelming success that 
American highway officials have begun 
competing for the opportunity to copy 
their techniques. European roads, con
structed with a sounder subbase, thick
er pavements, and advanced polymer 
additives, last twice as long as Amer
ican roads. Their roads are also quiet
er, and resistant to ruts, cracks, and 
potholes. They even handle heavier 
loads than are permitted on our roads. 

The disparity between the quality of 
roads in Europe and those in the Unit
ed States is no accident-European 
contractors invest much more than 
American contractors in research and 
development because they compete 
with each other on the basis of quality, 
not cost alone. And if a road fails in 
the first 3 to 5 years it is constructed, 
the contractor is required to replace it. 
It's that simple. Nothing assures qual
ity better than a contractor guarantee. 

Recognizing the senselessness of the 
Federal prohibition on contractor 
guarantees, the Federal Highway Ad
ministrator recently proposed to elimi
nate it-his proposal was included in 
the administration's surface transpor
tation proposal. My amendment would 
add this very sensible proposal to the 
House transportation bill. 

Contractor guarantees would build 
accountability into the Federal-aid 
highway construction programs. They 
would force bidders to work more 
closely with transportation agencies to 
assess performance needs and seek out 
ways to enhance quality. 

According to OTA, "as it stands now, · 
critical infrastructure * * * are break
ing down or wearing out faster than we 
can repair or replace them. The toll on 
national productivity is already sub
stantial, and * * * the situation is like
ly to get worse." This amendment will 
do much to reverse this decline. 

It is time to reform current Federal 
policy and grant States the ability to 
set performance standards for highway 
projects which will spur innovation, 
emphasize long-term quality over ini
tial cost, and reward, rather than pe
nalize, superior workmanship. 

As we embark on a 6-year $150 billion 
program to enhance and expand the 
Nation's surface transportation infra
structure, we owe it to the taxpayers 
to do everything we can to adopt re
forms that will save use money, help 
make the road construction industry 
more competitive, stimulate invest
ment, and make our transportation in
frastructure more durable and effi
cient. If we don't we are just wasting 
their money. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing to me. 

The gentleman from California has 
described it very well. Yesterday in the 
Committee on Rules, there was a very 
interesting debate about this question 
with members of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation and 
my friend from Los Angeles, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN
SON]. 

I think that the question of account
ability, which is something that we are 
all regularly trying to address here in 
this House , especially in recent weeks, 
is very apropos. 

If one looks at the issue as it relates 
to road,s in Europe, of which my friend 
from California is very familiar, as he 
described yesterday in the Committee 
on Rules, I think that trying to apply 
this concept of accountability here in 
the United States would be a very 
great benefit, not only for the motor
ing public but also for the taxpayer, 
when we look at these contractors who 
might have in the past abused it. 

I congratulate the gentleman for this 
amendment. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly support this amendment. We 
are spending $20 billion a year on high
ways, and the States are not even al
lowed to require their contractors to 
put up basically a performance assur
ance in the form of a warranty. It does 
not make sense. 

My State highway department said 
this is probably, other than the 
amount of money in the bill, the most 
significant bit of common sense that 
we have put in this bill that they have 
seen in a long time. 

I think my colleague from California 
has done America a great justice here. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of Congressman 
BEILENSON's amendment. 

The Public Works and Transpor
tation Committee has worked closely 
with our distinguished colleague from 
California on this amendment, and we 
are all in agreement to support it. 

The amendment would require the 
Department of Transportation to initi
ate a rulemaking proceeding to develop 
standards under which State highway 
departments would be permitted to in
clude warranty and guaranty clauses in 
contracts for construction of Federal
aid highway projects. The warranty 
and guaranty clause would extend to 
all contractors involved in the project, 
including those providing engineering 
and design services. 

The Department would also explore 
ways in which the State highway de
partments and the Federal Department 
of Transportation would warranty its 
inspections and approvals on highway 
projects. Should the Secretary deter
mine after embarking into the rule
making process that it is not appro
priate to permit these clauses in con
struction contracts, the Secretary 
would have the discretion to choose 
not to issue a final rule, and the war
ranty clauses would not be permitted. 

I believe this amendment is impor
tant because it will give the Secretary 
of Transportation clear authority to 
permit States to include warranty and 
guaranty clauses in construction con
tracts if deemed appropriate. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. It is an outstanding amendment. 
The highway department in my State 
also endorses it. 
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I think it is an excellent idea, and I 

urge my colleagues to support it. 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I re

serve the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from California [Mr. MINETA] wish to 
be heard in opposition to the amend
ment? 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to speak in opposition to this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this position reluctantly because I be
lieve generally speaking the gentleman 
from California is really on the right 
course. My own background is one of 
general insurance brokerage, where we 
have also in our firm handled contract
ing bonds for contractors. 

This whole issue of trying to get per
formance out of contractors and out of 
the jobs that are let is a very impor
tant one. I think that basically what 
we have done in this bill is to try and 
do something that the gentleman from 
California is offering here. In the past 
we have tried to control what gets done 
in terms of quality by input, how many 
dollars are spent, what is the width of 
the lane, what is the depth of the pave
ment. We have tried to do it by input. 

What we are trying to do in this bill 
is to control quality by output, by 
dealing with performance. So there are 
things like bridge maintenance pro
grams, pavement management sys
tems, safety programs, congestion 
management plans. 

What we are trying to do is deal with 
this issue through performance and re
lated items. I think what the gen
tleman has done is to go one step fur
ther, but I think in going that one step 
further, I believe, and I am not really 
that sure, but I believe he has raised 
some concerns from a surety perspec
tive. 

D 1850 
So because of the concerns about the 

surety industry, I want to take a look 
at this. What I want to do is have some 
hearings on this issue. 

So, to the extent I believe we are put
ting the cart before the horse at this 
point on this issue. I would like to have 
some hearings, and so I reluctantly op
pose the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN
SON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 400, noes 26, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 

[Roll No. 336) 
AYEs-400 

Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 

Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis(CA) 
Lewls(FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Ma.rt In 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCurdy 
Mc Dade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMlllen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller(OH) 
Miller(WA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oaka.r 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens(NY) 
Owens(UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 

Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 

Baker 
Bentley 
Brewster 
Bunning 
De Lay 
Fields 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Grandy 

Frank (MA) 
Hopkins 
Jones (NC) 

Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 

NOES-26 
Gunderson 
Hayes(LA) 
Hunter 
Johnson (TX) 
Lancaster 
McCrery 
Mineta 
Nussle 
Oxley 

NOT VOTING--7 

Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Va.nder Ja.gt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Packard 
Payne (VA) 
Quillen 
Ray 
Schaefer 
Smlth(OR) 
Thornton 
Vucanovich 

Neal (NC) Weldon 
Slaughter (VA) 

· Waters 

D 1913 
Messrs. CAMP, DINGELL, and 

THOMAS of California changed their 
vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. 

BURTON OF INDIANA 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I offer a privileged motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana moves that the 

Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to recap for my col
leagues a little bit of what has hap
pened today because I think it is ex
tremely important that everything be 
put into proper perspective. 

First of all, when this day began 
there were 460 special projects, many of 
which would be considered pork barrel 
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projects. As a result of these 460 pork 
barrel projects, or many of which were 
pork barrel projects, I had my staff go 
through this litany of projects to find 
out the most onerous ones so I could 
present them to this body in the form 
of an amendment, or amendments, to 
try to cut this pork out of the budg
etary process. 

The total of the seven amendments I 
was going to propose was $67 .1 million, 
but the Rules Committee would not 
allow that. 

I want to tell you just a little bit 
about some of those amendments I was 
going to propose, because the commit
tee has said these amendments were 
not pork barrel projects, but were very 
worthy projects. One of them was a bi
cycle path costing $1.1 million in Ten
nessee. That does not sound to me like 
something of utmost importance. 

There is Sl.4 million for another bicy
cle path in Massachusetts. 

These are just a couple examples of 
the pork that is in this bill. I do not 
have the time to go into the litany of 
other projects that are really pork bar
rel projects, but that concerns me. 

We are wasting taxpayers' dollars 
around here and we are not doing any
thing about it. The deficit this year is 
going to be $400 billion plus. The na
tional debt is $4 trillion plus and it is 
going up and we continue on the same 
path of spending money day in and day 
out, without any consideration about 
what the taxpayers are going through. 

We are going to increase the gas tax 
from 1996 through 1999 at 21h cents a 
gallon. Make no mistake about it, it is 
a gas tax increase. 

I was just told that we were going to 
have a recommittal motion to try to 
stop that 2112 cent gas tax increase from 
1996 to 1999, but the committee, I un
derstand, has been able to change one 
of the proponents of the bill who ear
lier spoke for the bill to say that they 
will oppose it so that they can have a 
recommittal motion which will block 
our attempt to stop the 2112-cents-a-gal
lon tax increase. 

Now, I do not think that is fair play. 
The gentleman spoke earlier today in 
favor of the bill and now you have got 
him to change his vote so you can 
block our attempt to stop the gas in
crease tax for the American people. 
That does not seem like fair games
manship to me. 

You know, if former Senator Prox
mire was still around this place, he 
would be giving out a lot of Golden 
Fleece Awards today. 

You know, they say this money is 
coming out of the highway trust fund, 
but do not be misled. The highway 
trust fund is part of the unified budget, 
and if you did not have the unified 
budget, if we took the highway trust 
fund out, the deficit would be $600 or 
$700 billion this year, not $400 billion; 
so every dollar we spend out of the 
trust fund is adding to the problem, es-

pecially if it is a pork barrel project. 
We have a lot of worthy things that the 
highway bill needs to address, but the 
pork that is in this bill should not be a 
part of it. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to say this violates the budget agree
ment that the Democrat Party signed 
onto last year. It violates the budget 
agreement, but to heck with that, busi
ness as usual, go right on with the 
pork. 

So in closing, Mr. Chairman, just let 
me say that I, like all my colleagues, 
am concerned about the infrastructure 
of this country and about the future of 
this country as far as competitiveness 
is concerned. We need good highways. 
We need good bridges, but we do not 
need the pork. We have got to cut it 
out, and the taxpayers and the people 
of this country know what we are 
doing. Make no mistake about it. That 
is why this body is held in such low es
teem, because they know we are spend
ing ourselves into the drink. 

The deficit, one more time, is going 
to be over $400 billion this year. The 
national debt has gone up 400 percent 
in 10 years from $1 trillion to $4 tril
lion. The interest on the national debt 
is about 18 cents out of every tax dol
lar. 

D 1920 
Think about the legacy we are leav

ing to our children. Every bill, every 
spending bill that comes before this 
body should be scrutinized. It should be 
cleansed of wasteful pork-barrel 
projects. We should not go on with 
business-as-usual. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] will be rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote, and 
pending that, I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. One hundred eleven Members 
are present, a quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] for a re
corded vote. 

A recorded vote was refused. 
So the motion was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
part 2 of the House Report 102-265. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOAGLAND 
Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HOAGLAND: 
Page 243, after line 13, add the following new 
section: 
SEC. 181. HIGHWAY TREE PLANTING PROGRAM. 

Section 319 of title 23, United States Code, 
is a.mended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(c) TREE PLANTING PROGRAM.-
"(!) GRANTS.-The Secretary may make 

grants to States-
"(A) for developing a. plan for tree planting 

along Federal-aid highways; and 
"(B) for developing and implementing a 

program for the planting of trees in public 
rights-of-way a.long Federal-aid highways 
where safety, topography, soil, and other 
natural conditions provide that trees may be 
grown satisfactorily and with minimal main
tenance. 

"(2) MINIMUM CONTENTS OF A PLAN.-A plan 
developed under paragraph (l)(A) must in
clude, at a minimum, identification of spe
cies, design standards and specifications for 
tree plantings for States which do not have 
such standards and specifications, and devel
opment of a tree maintenance policy. 

"(3) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.-The maximum ag
gregate amount of grants to a State in a fis
cal year under this subsection may not ex
ceed $500,000. 

"(4) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share of 
the costs for which a grant is made under 
this subsection may not exceed 80 percent. 

"(5) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-The Sec
retary shall take such action as may be nec
essary to encourage the State highway de
partments to enter into cooperative agree
ments with State foresters in implementing 
the requirements of this subsection. The Sec
retary may enter into a cooperative agree
ment with the Chief of the Forest Service of 
the Department of Agriculture for technical 
and other assistance in implementing this 
subsection. 

"(6) ACCEPTANCE OF DONATED TREES.-Noth
ing in this subsection shall be construed to 
prohibit the acceptance of donated trees. 

"(7) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, approval by 
the Secretary of a grant with funds made 
available under this subsection shall be 
deemed a contractual obligation of the Unit
ed States for payment of the Federal share of 
the grant. 

"(8) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) to carry out this sub
section $10,000,000 per fiscal year for each fis
cal year 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996. Such 
funds shall remain available until ex
pended.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
HOAGLAND] will be recognized for 5 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND]. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, today the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] and I are 
offering an amendment to encourage 
the States to plant more trees along 
highways. Now, this is a modest 
amendment, it is a modest but specific 
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program for States to choose to plant 
more trees and it specifies the trees 
would be planted "where safety, topog
raphy, soil and other natural condi
tions provide that trees may be grown 
satisfactorily and with minimal main
tenance.'' 

Mr. Chairman, it would require an 8~ 
20 cost share and limit grants to any 
one State to $500,000. The total amount 
of the authorization is $10 million. 

Let me emphasize that this amend
ment was developed with the help of 
State and national highway officials. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier this evening 
we worked out an agreement with re
spect to this amendment with the 
chairman of the committee and the 
chairman of the subcommittee and 
with staff. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to modify the amendment that 
was previously made in order by the 
rule to reflect that agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the modification to the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification offered by Mr. HOAGLAND: On 

page 2, line 8 of the proposed amendment 
strike "80 percent" and insert "60 percent". 
On page 3 of the proposed amendment, line 3, 
strike "$10,000,000" and insert "$5,000,000." 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the modification offered by the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
HOAGLAND]? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I 
would like for there to be a further ex
planation of what this does, and I yield 
to the gentleman for that purpose. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be happy to describe the amend
ment. The modification strikes the au
thorization total from $10 million to $5 
million, No. 1. No. 2, it strikes the 
match from 8~20 to 60-40. So the 
States are required to put up 40 percent 
of the funds . In every o~her respect it 
is the same. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob
jection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 

modified 
The text of the amendment, as modi

fied, is as follows: 
Amendment as modified offer ed by Mr. 

HOAGLAND: Page 243, after line 13, add the 
following new section: 
SEC. 181. HIGHWAY TREE PLANTING PROGRAM. 

Section 319 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(c) TREE PLANTING PROGRAM.-
" (!) GRANTS.-The Secretary may make 

grants to States-
"(A) for developing a plan for tree planting 

along Federal-aid highways; and 
"(B) for developing and implementing a 

program for the planting of trees in public 

rights-of-way along Federal-aid highways 
where safety, topography, soil, and other 
natural conditions provide that trees may be 
grown satisfactorily and with minimal main
tenance. 

"(2) MINIMUM CONTENTS OF A PLAN.-A plan 
developed under paragraph (l)(A) must in
clude, at a minimum, identification of spe
cies, design standards and specifications for 
tree plantings for States which do not have 
such standards and specifications, and devel
opment of a tree maintenance policy. 

"(3) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.-The maximum ag
gregate amount of grants to a State in a fis
cal year under this subsection may not ex
ceed $500,000. 

"(4) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share of 
the costs for which a grant is made under 
this subsection may not exceed 60 percent. 

"(5) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-The Sec
retary shall take such action as may be nec
essary to encourage State highway depart
ments to enter into cooperative agreements 
with State foresters in implementing the re
quirements of this subsection. the Secretary 
may enter into a cooperative agreement with 
the Chief of the Forest Service of the Depart
ment of Agriculture for technical and other 
assistance in implementing this subsection. 

"(6) ACCEPTANCE OF DONATED TREES.-Noth
ing in this subsection shall be construed to 
prohibit the acceptance of donated trees. 

"(7) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, approval by 
the Secretary of a grant with funds made 
available under this subsection shall be 
deemed a contractual obligation of the Unit
ed States for payment of the Federal share of 
the grant. · 

"(8) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated out of 
the Highway Trust Fund (other than the 
Mass Transit Account) to carry out this sub
section $5,000,000 per fiscal year for each fis
cal year 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996. Such 
funds shall remain available until ex
pended.". 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, let 
me continue just briefly. In America 
today, excluding Alaska, only 5 percent 
of our primary forest remains intact. 
Now, trees along highways have many 
practical advantages. They help us 
fight pollution, both in the air and in 
the water by preventing runoff, wash
outs, flooding and erosion. 

A tree-lined highway, as we all know, 
also cuts heat radiation from the pave
ment. When planted appropriately, 
trees can act as wind and snow breaks 
and prevent soil erosion. 

Today, Congressman DAN GLICKMAN and I 
are offering an amendment to encourage· 
States to plant more trees along highways. 
Our amendment is very similar to a bill we in
troduced, H.R. 2717, the highway tree planting 
initiative. Let me say from the outset that this 
amendment does not require State highway 
departments to rush out and plant trees in 
every available spot of evety highway. It would 
create a specific program for States that 
choose to plant more trees and it specifies 
that trees would be planted "where safety, to
pography, soil and other natural conditions 
provide that trees may be grown satisfactorily 
and with minimal maintenance." It would re
quire 80 percent to 20 percent cost sharing 
and limit grants to any one State to $500,000. 

Currently, there is no specific direction in 
the law which encourages· or requires States 

to plant trees along highways. States are al
lowed to use Federal highway funds for pur
poses of constructing highways, which, in
cludes building the actual· roadway and land
scaping the corridor along the highway. Trees 
are not given a priority. They should be, for 
many reasons. This amendment would estab
lish a program that encourages increased 
State tree planting along federally assisted 
roadways. 

TREES ARE BENEFICIAL 

In fhe United States, excluding Alaska, only 
5 percent of our primary forest remains intact. 
In my State of Nebraska, land with tree cover 
accounts for only 1.5 percent of the total area. 
Some may ask, "Why plant more trees?" 
There are several reasons. 

Tr:ees along highways have practical advan
tages. Trees help us fight pollution, both in the 
air, as filters for air particles, and in the water, 
by preventing runoff, washouts and flooding. A 
tree-lined highway will also cut heat radiation 
from the pavement. When planted appro
priately, trees can act as wind and snow 
breaks and prevent soil erosion. 

One of the most important benefits to be 
gained from the planting of trees is to help re
duce the effects of global warming. We have 
all read and heard the disturbing reports on 
the greenhouse effect in recent years and how 
carbon dioxide gas buildup in the atmosphere 
is partly responsible for this global envirop
mental problem. Trees play an integral role in 
the global warming trend and carbon dioxide 
buildup by acting as a carbon sink. According 
to the American Forestry Association, an acre 
of trees uses about 2.6 tons of carbon dioxide 
per year. Deforestation has had a devastating 
effect on our global climate, second only to 
the burning of fossil fuels as a human source 
of atmospheric carbon dioxide. According to 
the Environmental Protection Agency's own 
analysis, if only 10 percent of the suitable land 
within highway corridors were planted, new 
carbon dioxide emissions from powerplants 
would be significantly offset because trees use 
carbon dioxide in the photosynthetic process. 

Trees have est~etic advantages. Federal 
regulations require highways to blend in with 
the natural environment and provide pleasure 
and satisfaction in their use. What bett~r way 
to improve the pleasure of driving than to drive 
down tree-lined highways? 

STATES ARE RECEPTIVE 

The concept of planting trees along high
ways is not a new one. Prior to 1980, Federal 
funds were specifically earmarked for tree 
planting on roadsides. Since then, we have 
not had a consistent nationwide policy for 
planting trees along highways, but many 
States have recognized the need for more 
trees. In Nebraska, for instance, State agen
cies have developed the living snow fence 
along portions of Nebraska highways. Consist
ing of four rows of shrubs and conifers placed 
safely from the roadside, these natural fences 
provide low-cost, low-maintenance snow and 
wind breaks that help reduce hazardous snow 
from roadways during severe weather condi
tions. 

CONSISTENT WITH HIGHWAY POLICY 

It is important to understand that our 
amendment is consistent with highway con
struction planning. Most people think of high-
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ways as just the pavement their cars roll 
along. In reality, the total highway environment 
consists, not just of the roadway, but of road
side development as well. This development 
includes rest areas, scenic overlooks, travel 
information centers, landscape projects and 
preservation of valuable adjacent scenic lands. 
Obviously, trees can and do play an integral 
part in the total highway environment. Many 
highway corridors have room to plant trees in 
a manner that is consistent with highway pro
gram policy. Trees can be planted in such a 
way that they are safely clear of the roadside 
yet still enhance the natural environment. A 
strip of land on each side of the roadway 
which must be kept clear of immovable ob
jects for the safety of motorists is known to 
highway experts as the clear zone. Our 
amendment stresses that the States shall 
identify suitable areas for tree planting-areas 
not in the clear zone so that they do not inter
fere with highway traffic or safety. 

A MODEST PROGRAM 

This amendment establishes a modest pro
gram in relation to the total highway budget. It 
would set aside $1 O million each year from the 
highway trust fund, which at the beginning of 
the 1991 fiscal year had a balance of $9.6 bil
lion in the highway account. This is a small 
price to pay when considering the environment 
and esthetic benefits that trees provide. The 
amendment sets up a grant program to allo
cate the funds, under which States would 
hc;i.ve to apply and contribute 20 percent of the 
total project cost. With a matching require
ment, States have an incentive to use funds 
wisely. ' 

In order to further save Federal tax dollars, 
our amendment specifically encourages States 
to accept donated trees for their landscaping 
projects and encourages State highway de
partments to enter into cooperative agree
ments with State foresters. Many State for
estry agencies grow their own seedlings in 
large numbers that keep the cost per tree very 
low. Since our amendment specifies that only 
low maintenance trees be planted in suitable 
rights-of-way, the costs associated with the 
upkeep of these trees would be small. For ex
ample, trees would be planted in areas far 
enough from the roadside so that pruning of 
dead limbs would not be needed. 

COMPLIMENTS BUSH'S PROGRAM 

This amendment will enhance and com
plement President Bush's 10-year plan to 
plant, improve and maintain 1 billion trees a 
year. This program, called America the Beau
tiful, was initiated as a result of the American 
peoples' concern for the future of the Earth's 
environment, and the deterioration of our once 
abundant natural resources. 

I urge my colleagues to support what we 
think is a good and necessary amendment. It 
puts into law an economical, safe and environ
mentally sound method of improving America's 
highway environment through the planting of 
trees. This amendment, will, for the first time, 
establish a clear policy of planting trees in 
highway corridors and address what should 
have been done long ago. 

Our amendment is supported by the follow
ing organizations: American Forestry Associa
tion, American Farmland Trust, American 
Planning Association, American Society of 
Landscape Architects, Environmental Defense 

Fund, Izaak Walton League, National Associa
tion of State Foresters, National Audubon So
ciety, Renew America, Scenic America, and 
Wildlife Management Institute. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to be able to support H.R. 2950, the 
Surface Transportation Infrastructure Act, and 
want to commend the House Public Works 
and Transportation Committee for its diligence 
in crafting this legislation. This is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation the Con
gress will consider this session, and I appre
ciate the committee reworking the initiative 
after several Members, including myself, ex
pressed our reservations with respect to a pro
posal increasing the gasoline tax by 5 cents 
and the funding formulas which penalized big 
donor States like Texas. 

The revised bill will make extensive changes 
in existing policy without raising new taxes 
and includes an economic growth program 
which will put many Americans back to work. 
This is exactly what we need in these reces
sionary times-an investment in the United 
States which will benefit all Americans. 

H.R. 2950 increases Federal investment in 
our Nation's transportation infrastructure with
out increasing the Federal tax on motor fuels. 
The plan rebuilds deteriorated highways and 
bridges and improves rural and urban trans
portation systems. It provides for completion of 
the Interstate Highway System and creates a 
National Highway System. It makes an invest
ment in mass transit, and allows States much
needed flexibility in setting transportation prior
ities. 

The bill is a long-term, 6-year bill which en
courages more systematic transportation plan
ning. Texas will receive more than $7 billion in 
Federal highway funds, an average of almost 
$1.2 billion each year. A revised funding for
mula ensures that large donor States like 
Texas receive a greater rate of return on their 
Federal highway tax dollar. The legislation 
provides for a minimum allocation program of 
90 percent and expands the base for its cal
culation to cover the distribution of Federal 
highway funds. This means that Texas' real 
return on its Federal highway user fee dollar 
will increase from its historical 80 cents to an 
estimated 87 cents. 

The bill is also beneficial to States through 
a reduced and simplified Federal Highway 
Program structure. It gives the States greater 
flexibility in deciding how to spend program 
funds, and it simplifies the program structure 
by reducing the number of core highway pro
grams. 

I also support the bill's provisions relating to 
transit operations. Mass transit issues are im
portant to my constituents in El Paso. Not only 
does it assist in moving people to places of 
employment and shopping, but it also helps to 
address air pollution problems in the region. 
The city of El Paso informs me that it has one 
of the highest percentages of local financing in 
the United States from fare box revenues 
which evidences the community's willingness 
to shoulder its share of funding responsibility 
for urban transportation. 

Finally, I am encouraged about the bill's 
provisions related to studying the infrastructure 
needs of the United States-Mexico border. 
With the North American free trade negotia
tions underway, this is an important compo-

nent of addressing the transportation needs of 
the region and ensuring that those areas 
which will be impacted by increased com
merce from Mexico are prepared to do so. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in sup
porting this landmark piece of legislation. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 2950, the Inter
modal Surface Transportation Infrastructure 
Act of 1991. 

The continued neglect and deterioration of 
our Nation's highways and bridges has been a 
major impediment to American commercial 
growth over recent decades. Without a mod
ern transportation infrastructure to efficiently 
move goods from producer to consumer, the 
growth of American business will be stunted in 
this ever globally competitive economy. 

This legislation authorizes the spending of 
$151 billion over the next 6 years for highways 
and mass transit programs. With out tax dol
lars increasingly being spent to pay inter~st on 
debt to foreign bankers, I am pleased to see 
that these tax dollars are heading straight 
back to the American people in, the form of 
tangible projects that . will affect the well-being 
of every American citizen. These programs will 
directly benefit the millions upon millions of 
Americans who own a car, commute to work 
every morning via public transportation, or 
make their livelihood based on the movement 
of goods to market. 

One of the major provisions of this leg1sla
tion which is of particular interest to my dis
trict, Mr. Speaker, is the increased funding for 
urban mass transit programs. H.R. 2950 au
thorizes over $32 billion over the next 6 years 
for public transportation initiatives. Specifically 
in my district, Chicago Transit Authority [CT A] 
provides vital rail and bus links for my con
stituents to the Chicago Loop and other areas 
of the city. In recent years, however, rising 
costs and difficult economic times have forced 
cutbacks in services and schedules. This leg
islation will provide valuable infusion of funds 
to CT A and other mass transit systems around 
the country to hopefully prevent such drastic 
cutbacks in the future. 

The development of mass transit programs 
across the country is vital to our Nation's envi
ronmental well-being and drive toward energy 
self-sufficiency. By getting more cars off the 
road and increasing the availability of public 
transportation to all citizens, we can help 
clean our air and cut our dependence on im
ported oil. Furthermore, we can help increase 
productivity by decreasing the number ' of 
manhours spent in traffic jams and increasing 
the time in the workplace. These dollars are 
truly an investment in our future well-being 
and I commend the Committee of Public 
Works and Transportation for their foresight in 
this matter. 

This legislation also provides $119 billion for 
highway construction, modernization, and 
sat ety programs. For anyone who has driven 
along our Nation's interstates and secondary 
roads, it should be glaringly evident that our 
roads are in a terrible state of decay and dis
repair. H.R. 2950 gives States unprecedented 
latitude in deciding how their Federal allot
ments will be spent. Not only will this funding 
greatly help alleviate the traffic problems of 
Chicagoland and the State of Illinois, but those 
of cities and towns nationwide. 
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I am also very pleased that the bill includes 

a provision which I sponsored to require 
value-engineering reviews of highway con
struction and reconstruction projects. Value 
engineering is a scientific, creative, team-con
ducted process which aims to reduce total life
cycle costs and improve the quality of the 
project at the same time. 

It has been very effective over the years in 
saving from 3 percent to 5 percent of contract 
values, and it has received high acclaim in 
over a dozen GAO reports and the Grace 
Commission report. In one example in 1988, a 
VE review of a bridge repair project in Cleve
land saved $7 million from a $36 million budg
et-27 percent savings-and shortened the 
shutdown of the bridge from 36 months to 
2Q-44 percent reduction. If it continues its 
performance at a minimal 3-percent savings, 
we can expect it to save billions of taxpayer 
dollars by being applied to the $119 billion 
highway portion of this bill. 

Finally, while this legislation does not in
clude the "Nickel for America" increase in the 
Federal gasoline tax, it does eliminate a 2.5 
cent gas tax designed for deficit reduction im
plemented during the 1990 omnibus budget 
reconciliation agreement. What this means, 
Mr. Speaker, is that all of the money collected 
from fuel taxes will now be going directly back 
into the transportation infrastructure and not to 
pay interest on the national debt. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is the embodi
ment of the American spirit. The freedom of 
mobility that ·Americans so greatly cherish is 
assured of being preserved by enactment of 
this sweeping measure. Furthermore, H.R. 
2950 will create hundreds of thousands of new 
jobs and increase the productivity of American 
businesses across the board. For 
Chicagoland, and the Nation, this is one in
vestment which truly is a no-lose proposition. 
I urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991, 
which I hope passes. 

This bill calls for, and let me emphasize, no 
new taxes. I will say it again. It calls for no 
new taxes. It simply uses existing taxes to pay 
for important programs for America's eco
nomic survival. 

There is $151 billion authorized for various 
highway and mass transit programs. This is a 
lot of money, Mr. Speaker, but it is conserv
atively estimated that it would take $500 bil
lion, five times that amount of money, just to 
repair the bridges and highways already dete
riorating in this country. 

There are several matters of importance in 
this bill. It provides flexibility to States and 
local government in how they spend their 
money. It limits, and I think this is very impor
tant, the permitting of the very long highway 
behemoths, these double and triple bottom 
trucks that scare most of us to death when we 
are on the highways. 

It also contains money for the Louisville wa
terfront development highway improvement 
project, which will make much more acces
sible our beautiful historic riverfront in Louis
ville and Jefferson County. For the RECORD, I 
am providing the text of a letter I have re
ceived from city of Louisville Mayor Jerry E. 
Abramson, outlining the importance of this 
project. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a good bill. I hope it 
passes. 

The letter follows: 
CITY OF LOUISVILLE, 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
Louisville, KY, October 23, 1991. 

Hon. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI, 
U.S. Congress, Rayburn Building, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR RON: Thank you for the support you 

and your colleagues have given to the Con
gressional projects outlined in H.R. 2950, the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Assist
ance Act of 1991. We feel strongly about the 
regional benefits that accrue from federal in
volvement in such a project. In Louisville, 
the $5.6 million earmarked for waterfront 
roadway improvements will not only en
hance waterfront development but, more im
portantly, will allow improvements to be im
plemented earlier which will spark public ex
citement and create a level of interest that 
causes private contributions for other public 
improvements. 

As you know, over the past year our com
munity developed a master plan that de
scribes how we intend to clean up the water
front and return it to public use. Much of the 
new design is predicated on adequate auto
mobile circulation in this area. The road 
work made possible by this bill is truly the 
cornerstone of Louisville's riverfront revital
ization efforts. 

Thank you for understanding the impor
tance of this project and working to ensure 
that a major portion of the transportation 
needs in the waterfront are satisfied. 

Sincerely, 
JERRY E. ABRAMSON, 

Mayor. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991 . I 
want to commend Chairman ROE, Congress
man HAMMERSCHMIDT, Congressman MINETA, 
and Congressman SHUSTER for their efforts. 
Clearly, the committee had a difficult task 
when it set about to draft this legislation. As 
with any Member, there are sections I would 
just as soon not have included, but on bal
ance, this is a good bill. 

I'd like to discuss a key provision for the 
44th District of California, namely, the 1-15/ 
40th Street project in San Diego. It is not often 
that we see an urban neighborhood welcom
ing a freeway, but that is precisely what has 
happened in the City Heights neighborhood of 
San Diego. Years ago, most of Interstate 15 
was completed, from the Canadian border to 
San Diego. However, a short stretch running 
along 40th Street in San Diego has never 
been completed. Consequently, freeway traffic 
spills onto city streets. 

The residents of the City Heights neighbor
hood have an ambitious plan to rid their neigh
borhood of freeway traffic and enhance its de
sirability. By building several blocks of cover 
over the completed freeway, City Heights will 
regain its peace and quiet and the community 
will gain several new blocks of open space. 

The design for completion of the freeway 
calls for the depression of the road. The State 
of California and the city of San Diego have 
each committed to fund one block of cut-and
cover tunnel over the freeway. This bill now in
cludes funding toward a third block of cover. 

Mr. Chairman, this project has the strong 
support of Congressman HUNTER, Congress
man LOWERY, Congressman PACKARD and 

myself. I particularly want to thank my col
leagues from San Diego for their assistance 
with this project. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the l-15/40th 
Street project, H. R. 2950 will make a major 
difference in the San Diego area. In particular, 
I salute the committee's decision to provide 
substantial funding for the mid-coast extension 
of the San Diego trolley system. The San 
Diego trolley is a tremendous success story 
and has served as a model for new light rail 
systems across the country. 

This funding for the San Diego trolley will 
complement the existing south, east, and 
bayside lines with a northern extension that 
will link residential neighborhoods, commercial 
areas, tourist attractions, and major univer
sities with downtown San Diego. 

There are other projects around San Diego 
County which receive needed attention in the 
bill. I am particularly pleased that the commit
tee has reached a compromise which provides 
these needed funds without increasing taxes. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleague's support 
for H.R. 2950. The Public Works Committee 
has made a solid contribution to addressing 
the tremendous infrastructure needs of the 
Nation. 

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 
I am opposed to H.R. 2950, the Surface 
Transportation Infrastructure Act, because this 
legislation contains a new Federal gas tax and 
because it does little to benefit the State of 
Maryland. 

In the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1990, the Congress increased the Federal gas 
tax by 5 cents per gallon. Half of this increase 
went straight toward deficit reduction, with the 
other 2.5 cents designated for highway pro
grams. This legislation would extend the 2.5 
cents designated for highway programs for an 
additional 4 years from 1995 to 1999. How
ever, any way you disguise it, this is still a 
new tax. Without this legislation, the increase 
which was enacted last year would expire. I 
understand that the Federal Government 
needs more money to build roads, but a gas 
tax is the most regressive means of obtaining 
this funding. In addition, I am concerned that 
the revenues from this regressive tax will not 
be used for traditional highway programs, rath
er the money will go toward boondoggle 
"demonstration" projects. In times of budg
etary constraint, there is simply no room for 
pork projects. 

I have other problems with this legislation as 
well. Maryland does not fare well under this 
bill. While this legislation provides for signifi
cant funding increases over current levels, al
most one-third more, Maryland does not share 
fairly in this increase. Total funding levels 
under this bill are $151 billion. Considering 
this significant increase, it is inconceivable to 
me why Maryland should see a decrease in its 
highway funding. Some States are receiving 
as much as a 140-percent increase. No State 
should have to suffer a decrease in funding, at 
very least, all States should maintain the sta
tus quo. Under this legislation, Maryland re
ceives a smaller percentage share of nation
wide funding than in the past or than under 
the Senate version of the same bill. The final 
reason I am opposing this bill is because I 
cannot support a bill which will force Maryland 
into becoming a "donor" State. Within 6 years, 
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the duration of this legislation, Maryland will 
receive less back in Federal gas tax dollars 
than it sends to the U.S. Treasury. This is 
hardly an incentive to support an increase in 
the Federal gas tax. 

f'dmittedly, there are programs in this bill 
which are good for Maryland. But, as an over
all package, I cannot support it. I respect and 
appreciate the work of Chairman ROE. But this 
legislation creates a huge new Federal pie
created by a tax increase-of which Maryland 
gets only a sliver. Maryland deserves a better 
shake than this, and all of the Maryland dele
gation should be working to make sure that 
Maryland gets its fair share, instead of sup
porting a tax increase that only gives Maryland 
a few dollars more than it gets today. Thank 
you. 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 2950, the lntermodal Sur
face Transportation Infrastructure Act of 1991 
and the amendment offered by my colleague 
from the District of Columbia, Congresswoman 
NORTON. The Norton disadvantage business 
enterprise decoupling amendment addresses 
the issue of dual goals, where minority con
tracting is referenced in the Federal Highway 
Program. I believe that separate goals in mi
nority contracting is the best approach for fair
ness and growth for all Americans. 

The purpose of minority disadvantaged busi
ness enterprises is to give those American 
contractors that were historically excluded 
from Federal highway contracts a fair oppor
tunity to participate in the contracting process 
and develop in the highway construction in
dustry. The coupling of minority and 
nonminority DBE's within the same 1 a-percent 
goal has caused some minority contractors to 
suffocate due to the competition for this small 
pot of funds. Quite simply, the opportunity to 
participate for many minority contractors has 
declined significantly. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would re
quire States to award 1 O percent of Federal 
highway contract dollars to minority contrac
tors and 5 percent to nonminority women con
tractors. Further, this decoupling amendment 
is not burdensome to prime contractors. As I 
understand, Mr. Chairman, no undue burden 
would be imposed upon prime contractors 
since most nonhighway State and local gov
ernment disadvantaged business utilization 
programs already require separate goals for 
minorities and-nonminority-women. Those 
State and local programs that provide sepa
rate goals for minorities and-nonminority
women in effect, Mr. Chairman, cause friction 
between minority contractors and
nonminority-women contractors. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the dual goals inten
tions of this amendment will automatically pre
clude prime contractors from utilizing one DBE 
group at the expense of the other. Divisive
ness and friction is not in accordance with the 
intent of DBE programs. The intent of DBE is 
to allow both minority contractors and
nonminority-women contractors to fully de
velop in the highway construction industry 
without having to eliminate the other from 
competition. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support this 
amendment and allow all contractors to partici
pate fairly in the productive capacity of this 
Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek recognition in opposition to the 
amendment, as modified? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment, as modified. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT] 
will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT]. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment which would provide 
$25 million in grants to States for the 
planting of trees along Federal-aid 
highways. 

My chief concern is that we have al
ready cut back the funding in this bill 
for very important highway and bridge 
programs, as well as for member 
projects. We have strained these pro
grams to the limit, but this amend
ment would require us to make further 
cuts in order to find $25 million to fund 
tree plan ting programs. 

I am sure this is a very well intended 
amendment that could be supported 
under other conditions. However, I be
lieve we need to retain this funding in 
the core highway programs. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER]. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, based on the offerors' 
willingness to reduce and modify the 
amendment, I am willing to support 
the amendment in committee here, 
with the condition that I understand 
my good friend agrees with my under
standing that it is the committee's in
tent that in allowing this amendment, 
that any tree purchased or donated 
under section 181 shall not be planted 
in any manner such as to obstruct the 
view of a highway business, including 
identification signs and public or pri
vate directional signs. 

Mr. Chairman, would the offeror of 
the amendment, as modified, agree 
with that? 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman would yield, I do agree, 
yes. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I urge my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. LEACH]. 

Mr. LEACH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply would like to 
congratulate the gentleman on the 
amendment, and I would like to para
phrase Daniel Webster and Everett 
Dirksen and simply say that, "This is 
but a small issue, but there are those 

of us who love the initiative. A tree 
here and a tree there, pretty soon add 
up to a clean environment." 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I have had an oppor
tunity to look at the amendment and 
to work with the gentleman from Ne
braska as well as the gentleman from 
Kansas, who are interested in this 
issue, and fully support the modifica
tion and inclusion of their amendment 
in our bill. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment. It is a min
uscule amount of money to beautify 
our highways, it fits in with President 
Bush's beautification program to plant 
trees. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of this 
amendment, as modified. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Finally, Mr. Chair
man, I yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
join my colleague from Nebraska. 
Trees offer not only esthetic advan
tages but environmental advantages, 
including filtering air and preventing 
runoff. 

I rise in support of the Hoagland amend
ment. Our amendment will be very similar to 
H.R. 2717, the Highway Tree Planting Initia
tive of 1991, of which I am an original cospon
sor. Our amendment is consistent with high
way construction planning. Most people think 
of highways as just the pavement their cars 
roll along. In reality, the total highway environ
ment consists, not just of the roadway, but of 
roadside development as well. This develop
ment includes rest areas, scenic overlooks, 
travel information centers, landscape projects, 
and preservation of valuable adjacent scenic 
lands. 

Under our amendment, States would be en
couraged to plant trees where they are appro
priate in terms of safety, soil, and topography. 
Many highway corridors have room to plant 
trees in a manner that is consistent with high
way program policy. Trees can be planted in 
such a way that they are safely clear of the 
roadside yet still enhance the natural environ
ment. A strip of land on each side of the road
way which must be kept clear of immovable 
objects for the safety of motorists is known to 
highway experts as the clear zone. Our 
amendment stresses that the States identify 
suitable areas for tree planting, areas not in 
clear zone so that they do not interfere with 
highway traffic or safety. 

Why do we need more trees along high
ways? Obviously, trees offer certain esthetic 
advantages. But they also play an important 
environmental role by filtering air and prevent
ing runoff. In addition, trees can act as wind 
and snow breaks, which is very important in 
States like mine. 

Currently, there is no specific direction in 
the law which encourages or requires States 
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to plant trees. The States have discretion in 
how they use the Federal highway funds for 
building the actual roadway and landscaping 
the corridors. Unfortunately, trees are not 
given a priority. They should be, for many rea
sons. Our amendment would create a grant 
program to encourage States to plant trees 
along federally assisted roadways. 

We believe that this amendment would pro
vide important practical, environmental and es
thetic enhancements along the Nation's high
ways. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as modified, offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
HOAGLAND]. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. KYL 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the preferential motion. 

The clerk reads as follows: 
Mr. KYL moves that the Committee do now 

rise and report the bill back to the House 
with the recommendation that the enacting 
clause be stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a pref
erential motion. The gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KYL] will be recognized 
for 5 minutes in support of the motion. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, the reason 
for this unique procedure is that we 
need a little bit more time to debate 
the next amendment which is going to 
be presented. Only 7 minutes would be 
allowed for each side to debate a very 
important amendment that the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] is going to offer. 

Therefore, I have sought this time in 
order to get into the debate a little bit. 

I hope my colleagues will support the 
Walker amendment. It is a good 
amendment, for four separate reasons. 
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Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment is to eliminate the office of 
intermodalism from the bill, an office 
which is required to be supported with 
$111/2 million. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an important 
amendment. It may only be $11112 mil
lion that is being saved, but I think 
there are a couple of important prin
ciples here as well. Of course, $11112 mil
lion being saved is not peanuts, but I 
think there are some other reasons. 

The idea of the office of intermod
alism, as I understand it, is to try to 
figure out ways to get people out of 
their cars so that they will move 
around by means other than the auto
mobile. As has been pointed out here 
earlier, one-seventh of the jobs in this 
country are either already or indi
rectly related to the automoble indus
try. So, if my colleagues want a job
killing provision of a bill, I think this 
office of intermodalism is exactly that. 
We are going to kill jobs in America in 

the automotive industry unless we de
lete this office of intermodalism from 
this bill because the purpose of the of
fice is to get people out of their auto
mobiles. 

Now how are they going to get people 
out of their cars? Is it going to be by 
mandate? Are they going to force peo
ple to take some other kind of trans
portation or get where they are going 
by some other means? Will it be by in
centives? 

What we are asking here is: How is 
this Office going to get people out of 
their cars to use other modalities to 
get where they want to go? If it is 
going to be by incentives, we are talk
ing about more money, or disincen
tives, taking away money, or man
dates, further regulations into our 
lives. It is really unclear what they are 
going to do to get people out of their 
car. 

If the idea here is to increase mass 
transit, this bill already does that. It 
more than doubles the amount of 
money for mass transit, whereas high
way spending goes up less than 25 per
cent, and, as a matter of fact, if one 
looks just to the operating expenses of 
mass transit, the operating subsidies 
are going from $800 million in fiscal 
year 1992 to $2.3 billion in fiscal year 
1997. That is a pretty big increase, not 
for infrastructure development, but 
simply operation and maintenance. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I think we are pro
viding a pretty good support for one 
kind of transportation other than the 
automobile right here in what is called 
the highway bill, which in fact, of 
course, is not just a highway bill, but a 
bill that supports mass transit as well. 

I t.hink the bottom line, Mr. Chair
man, is that we can save money by sup
porting the amendment of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER]. We can prevent further regulation 
of people's lives by folks who, I guess, 
have well-meaning ideas about reduc
ing transportation, but frankly could 
put literally thousands and thousands 
of people out of work in this country 
and where we are already supporting 
mass transit to a significant extent 
even under this bill. 

So, it does not seem to me that this 
is a good idea. It wastes money, it is 
going to further intrude into our lives, 
and it is going to put people out of 
work, and for that reason I would hope 
that my colleagues would think long 
and carefully about something which 
puts people out of work and would sup
port the Walker amendment to delete 
the office of intermodalism. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the preferential motion of
fered by the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KYL], and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Has the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
KYL] used all his time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KYL] has 1 minute 
remaining, and he must first use all his 
time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, does the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] 
have the final word? 

The CHAIRMAN. He does. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 

balance of my time to the author of the 
amendment, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], to allow him to 
briefly explain further, and I would ask 
the author if he knows of any taxpayer 
groups, concerned groups, that are in
terested in this bill. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KYL] that it is my understanding 
that Citizens Against Government 
Waste will in fact rate this vote as a 
key vote on their index simply because 
it is one of the only money-saving 
amendments that Members would have 
a chance to vote on in the bill. 

I would also say to the body that, if 
in fact they do not believe what the 
gentleman is saying about the car im
plication of this, I would remind them 
of some of the people who are in the 
fact supporting the intermodalism con
cept who have made some statements; 
Ralph Nader, for example. 

Mr. Chairman, he says: 
Today's intellectuals and reformers have 

little respect for the automobile-or for 
automobile culture. The car's very conven
ience seems an indulgence, a waste of re
sources and money. The Soviet Union's 
greatest contribution to world peace was the 
fact that it did not put a car in every Soviet 
citizen's garage. 

According to Ralph Nader, a sup
porter of this kind of a concept. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to my 
colleagues that this very definitely is 
an attempt to attack the private auto
mobiles and the economy that goes 
with them. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL]. 

The preferential motion was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 12 printed in 
House Report 102-265. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
amendment No. 12 made in order under 
the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: Strike 
Sections 501 through 504 and redesignate ac
cordingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania .[Mr. 
WALKER] will be recognized for 71/2 min
utes , and a Member opposed will be rec
ognized for 7V2 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I guess 

that, if one understands what 
intermodalism is, that perhaps they 
ought to vote for what the committee 
has put in the bill. If they do not know 
what intermodalism is and, like me, 
they cannot find it in any dictionary, I 
suggest this is not something where we 
ought to create an $11112 million office 
that is going to promote something 
that the Department of Transportation 
should be doing anyway. 

Whatever the validity of intermod
alism as a concept, it is now clear that 
an en tire new bureaucracy is needed to 
promote it. In fact, the suspicion is 
that such an office would have its prin
cipal mission attempt to get Ameri
cans to forgo transportation in favor of 
other options. That mission would be 
antithetical to efforts to build the U.S. 
Automobile industry, and it would not 
assure Americans of their continued 
freedom that individual cars afford 
them. 

If my colleagues do not think that 
this is a pro bl em, they heard my Ralph 
Nader quote here a minute ago, that he 
thinks that the Soviet Union was won
derful because citizens never got cars. 
Well, how about another group, one of 
the groups that came out in favor of 
intermodalism as an early concept? 
This group was known as the Campaign 
for New Transportation Priorities. Let 
me quote from them. 

share with my good friend, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER], whom, although we are strong ad
versaries from time to time, by the 
same token I heard him on the floor 
the other day, and he said that "inter
modal" was not in the dictionary. By 
God, we went and looked into some of 
our dictionaries, one of the dictionaries 
that they pass out in the House of Rep
resentatives. There was a couple that 
did not have it in it, and we double 
checked, and I brought this for the gen
tleman, and I am going to autograph it 
for him because in here it talks about 
intermodalism, and this came from the 
Library of Congress, and it says: 

in-ter-mod-al (in'ter mod'l), adj. Transp. 
pertaining to or suitable for transportation 
involving more than one form of carrier, as 
truck and rail, or truck, ship, and rail. 

So, I will not offer this as an exhibit, 
but I will save this for the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] and 
autograph it for him before he leaves 
tonight. 

Intermodalism is simply a very basic 
situation, and let me tell my col
leagues something. What did we find? 
We found in going through our hear
ings for 2112 years that there are 16 dif
ferent committees around here that 
have some kind of jurisdiction over 
transportation. 

01940 

A new vision to carry the country into the Even in the Committee on Public 
21st century is essential. The Campaign for Works and Transportation and even in 
New Transportation Priorities believes that the administration, we passed an avia
a significant portion of the problems associ- tion bill that does not relate to av.ia
ated with transportation stems from the un- tion. we passed a harbor bill; it does 
necessary single-occupant car use and the 
overreliance in general on the automobile not relate, it is a harbor bill. We passed 
for personal travel. an inland water bill; it is an inland 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, these water bill, so it does not relate. We 
are people who have decided that cars passed a highway bill, and it does not 
are not good for us, that people ought relate. Our transportation systems do 
to get out of their cars, and now they not come together. 
want to put in an office in the Depart- There is nothing magical or cynical 
ment of Transportation which is aimed or anything hiding here at all. I ask 
at accomplishing that. the Members to get this and to listen 

I say again to my colleagues that one to me for a minute. The assumption 
out of every seven jobs in this country that we are going to lose automobiles 
is related to the automotive industry. is preposterous. It has absolutely noth
An office that is designed to kill even ing to do whatever with what we are 
a small portion of that industry is not talking about. We are not trying to get 
something that we ought to be endors- people out of their cars. It has nothing 
ing. to do with this section of the bill. 

Now some people have said, "Well, If there is anybody from Tennessee 
WALKER, what you're trying to do is around here that talks about Fed Ex, 
get at the projects in the bill." My the Fed Ex Co. was developed in this 
amendment does not touch any project country, and it is a $2 billion corpora
in the bill. The only thing the amend- tion because they combined air trans
ment says is that we ought not form a portation with trucks. CSX is a multi
new bureaucracy. All of my colleagues national corporation, and it is an inter
who have paraded to the well today and · ~odal corp.oration because .they com
were suggesting that their projects are bme four different types of mtermodal 
good, fine. But they ought to vote ~ransportation. The:y are simply loc~
against new bureaucracy. mg the transportation together. It is 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op- as simple as that. 
position to the amendment. Mr. Chairman, I only have a couple of 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman minutes, but I want to yield time to 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE] is recog- the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
nized for 71/2 minutes. SHUSTER]. I want to say something 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate else. The committee passed a bill in 
being allowed this time, and I want to 1984. It set up a committee that was ap-

pointed by the President. It had an ad
visory board of Malcolm Baldrige, Eliz
abeth Hanford Dole, and a half a dozen 
other leaders in the Nation. The Office 
of Technology Assessment has re
viewed the whole thing in their recent 
report that came back and said that a 
host of governmental associations have 
regulatory and fiscal authority over 
separate elements of regional tra·nspor
tation, that no effective mechanisms 
for intermodals should be done. 

We have another report that came 
out from the National Council on Pub
lic Resources. It is not a mystery. 
There is not any mystery at all. All we 
are trying to do is connect the trans
portation systems of the country. It 
has nothing to do with mass transit. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I do 
support the gentleman from New Jer
sey. I am astonished that my good 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia, says the purpose of this is to get 
people out of their automobiles. It has 
nothing to do with that. The purpose of 
intermodalism is to get people to 
transfer efficiently among different 
modes. 

I am hurt that my good friend from 
Pennsylvania would use guilt by asso
ciation to associate me with Ralph 
Nader. Think about that. I am hurt, 
my friend. I am hurt. I am hurt. 

We hear $11 million in this bill. There 
is no $11 million in this bill. The De
partment can fund this out of their ex
isting funds. There is oniy $3 million to 
set up models to promote 
intermodalism; for example, a terminal 
which will provide transfer between 
cars, trucks, airplanes, boats, ships, 
buses. That is what intermodalism is 
about, a way tb let all the modes work 
together most efficiently. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. This 
amendment would strike provisions in 
the bill to establish as a national goal 
the promotion of an intermodal trans
portation system and eliminate other 
provisions aimed at achieving that im
portant goal. 

Strengthening this Nation's inter
modal transportation network is im
portant to achieving a number of this 
Nation's most vital objectives, includ
ing improved energy efficiency and pol
lution reduction. Economic growth is 
also heavily dependent upon the func
tioning of our transportation system 
and our ability to move freight and 
passengers from railroads to marine 
terminals, mass transit to airports, 
and commuter rail to buses and rail
roads. Those interconnections are vital 



28256 CONGRESSIONAi:. RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
to the efficient operation of our trans
portation system. 

The Department of Transportation 
has recognized the importance of creat
ing a strong intermodal system, but 
the structure of the agency impairs its 
ability to progress toward that goal. 
The department is organized according 
to separate modes of transportation, 
and there is no established mechanism 
to ensure that Federal transportation 
policy and actions are coordinated to 
facilitate intermodal connections. We 
have heard it argued today that estab
lishing an office of intermodalism 
would create another useless layer of 
bureaucracy. To the contrary, an ac
tive office of intermodalism would fi
nally provide the Department with the 
organizational tools it needs to make 
intermodal choices and connections. 

The chairman of the committee, Mr. 
ROE, and the committee as a whole 
should be congratulated for taking 
leadership on this issue. The reauthor
ization of Federal surface transpor
tation programs should be viewed as a 
vital opportunity to promote innova
tive ideas that can help meet this Na
tion's transportation, economic, and 
environmental needs. The Public 
Works Committee has recognized that 
fact. I urge my colleagues to support 
their good work by defeating the Walk
er amendment and then approving the 
committee's bill. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT]. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to this amend
ment offered by my esteemed colleague 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] that would eliminate sections 
of this bill which, in the long run, may 
be the most visionary of all. 

If our Nation is to compete success
fully in the international marketplace, 
we must have a transportation system 
that is efficiently integrated. We can 
no longer afford to operate highways, 
airports, waterways, and transit sys
tems in isolation of each other. Lead
ers of other nations around the world 
have taken steps to integrate their sys
tems. We are far behind now, and we 
need to take aggressive action if we are 
going to catch up. 

In hearings before the public works 
and transportation committee last 
year, when asked who was responsible 
for pursuing intermodal policies, Sec
retary Skinner said-"it's me." In 
other words, the Department of Trans
portation operates as a collection of 
different modal administrations with 
no one looking after the day-to-day de
cisions needed to achieve an efficient 
unified transportation system. 

Freight transportation has achieved 
a remarkable degree of sophistication. 
Shippers are looking for the right com
bination of service, speed, price, and 
reliability to carry their product&-fac
tors that often call for shipment by 

more than one mode. Products are 
picked up by trucks, loaded onto trains 
at the rail head, picked up again by 
trucks, and taken to the port to be 
transported half way around the world 
by ship. Indeed, if "intermodal" was 
not defined in the dictionary, it is de
fined in the marketplace. It's time to 
face reality and make transportation 
decisions by looking at the whole pic
ture. 

I urge my colleagues to think about 
transportation issues that constituents 
have written to us about-heavy truck 
traffic on the highways, underutiliza
tion of raproads and energy efficiency. 
All of these issues need to be addressed 
in a unified, not fragmented, manner. 
Title V of this bill would create an of
fice of intermodalism within the De
partment of Transportation, with a 
clear mission to promote an effective, 
efficient national transportation sys
tem. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
opposing this amendment. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my 
one remaining minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] to strike title V of the 
legislation. 

This title deals with the development 
of an intermodal transportation net
work and is vital if we are to meet the 
enormous challenges of a new century. 

Mr. Chairman, our world is changing. 
If American businesses can't get 

their products to market because our 
goods are tied up on inadequate roads, 
America loses. 

If the American people can't move 
around cities and regions because 
there's no alternative to solo commut
ing, valuable work time and quality 
family time is lost. Again, America 
loses. 

It is time for America to be innova
tive. Title V lays the groundwork for a 
national infrastructure system which 
is tied together by a variety of trans
portation modes. 

Mr. Chairman, title Vis an essential 
facet of our legislation. The develop
ment of an intermodal transportation 
system will not only help us better 
move people and goods, but it will im
prove the quality of our air, the qual
ity of our lives, and the health of our 
economy. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] has 
51/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to note 
that the gentleman has found a dic
tionary that has "intermodalism." Was 
that the Playboy dictionary? It seems 
that I had someone ask me a few min
utes ago whether or not one needed pa
rental permission to do intermodiality. 

I am not certain. This is a real problem 
in the House of Representatives. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that he cannot find the 
Sll.5 million in the bill because they 
did not put it in. But that is what the 
Department of Transportation-I have 
a communication here from them-es
timates the cost of the office is. I have 
all the particulars, including the S5 
million for the database and a number 
of other things. 

This is a Sll.5 million expense that is 
not needed in the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I am glad we figured out what 
that word really means, because I 
could not figure it out myself. You 
have been talking about 
in termodaling, and I wonder if we 
know what that means. I have heard 
that the railroads are generally laid so 
that they lead somewhere, and airports 
are built so they are just in the right 
spot. I have to ask, does the gentleman 
know of any national epidemic of rail
roads leading to nowhere, or airports 
being built in the wrong place? 

Mr. WALKER. I have to say that the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation believes that that is a prob
lem, because what this is supposed to 
do is to bring all these things together. 
They must foresee this major problem, 
that we have a lot of stuff that is not 
coming together out there, so, there
fore, we need to create a new office in 
the Department of Transportation in 
order to take care of it. 

It does not make much sense to me 
why we have to spend $11.5 million on 
it. That is beyond my imagination. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I suggest that an Sll million 
layer bureaucracy added to an already 
bloated Federal Government is some
thing Americans do not want, do not 
need, and do not deserve. 

I understand also that one of the 
long-term objective&-and I think the 
gentleman was quite right in pointing 
this out-is to do away with the pri
vate automobile. 

Economist Brock Yates said that the 
ownership of cars is discouraged in to
talitarian societies, that a mobile pop
ulation is a population essentially out 
of control of a centralized government. 

Are we headed toward that? Would 
the gentleman think that we would pay 
attention to what is happening around 
the world of totalitarian governments 
today? Would the gentleman agree that 
this is just another attempt by our 
Government to control what its citi
zens can do? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, all I 
can say to the gentleman is that the 
groups that testified most heavily for 
intermodalism at the committee-and 
I have a copy of the hearings here-all 
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of these groups were anticar. One has 
to assume that night does follow day, 
that in fact all these groups that were 
testifying in favor of intermodalism do 
intend to have an office that comes out 
of this which is determined to get pri
vate citizens out of their cars. 

So I have to say that I think there is 
a very, very strong suspicion of that 
based upon the testimony that came to 
the committee and which I have copies 
of that I have reviewed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I have heard them say that. It is 
part of the idea to get rid of the car so 
we can improve the environment. Has 
that not been the statement? 

Mr. WALKER. It is environmental, 
but I would also tell the gentleman 
that one of the things that was indi
cated by these groups was that they 
just thought it was a bad idea for peo
ple to be able to get in their cars and 
go down to the local convenience store, 
that we were better off to have them 
walk to do that. They would prefer to 
have them walk rather than use their 
cars. 

I would say to the gentleman that I 
believe the automobile has contributed 
a great deal to our society, that it does 
in fact produce jobs, and that this is an 
attempt to form a bureaucracy which 
is antijob in nature. 

D 1950 
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen

tleman from California. 
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

come from the West, and, of course, we 
are in love with the car, just as the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] is. We have no argument with 
the car. 

But surely the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] is not interpret
ing any effort we make to get people 
out of cars, even walking or on bicycles 
or into buses and trains. The gen
tleman is not interpreting that as an 
effort to kill the automobile? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, all I am saying to 
the gentleman is we do not have to 
form a new bureaucracy to do that. We 
do not have to spend $11.5 million of 
taxpayer money to do that. 

The Department of Transportation 
was put together to coordinate trans
portation policy. That was its whole 
goal when it was put together about 20 
years ago. 

What we are now doing is super
imposing a brand new bureaucracy on 
top of that in the Department of Trans
portation to supposedly do what the 
overall department was going to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply suggest that 
is not needed, it is not necessary, it is 
a waste of taxpayers' money to go 
down that route. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I won
der if my good friend knows that I 
served as chairman of the National 
Transportation Policy Commission, a 
commission created and appointed by 
Ronald Reagan, and our commission 
found and urged that there should be 
substantially increased support for 
in termodalism? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I thank the gen
tleman. The gentleman has put in this 
bill over 1 billion dollars' worth of 
intermodalism projects over the next 5 
years. So the gentleman did his part, 
boy; he helped Ronald Reagan in that 
regard. 

Mr. Chairman, the question is wheth
er or not you need this. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, that is 
not so. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, it is so. 
There is 1 billion dollars' worth of 
projects over the next 5 years that is in 
the bill. My amendment does not touch 
those. All I suggest is that there is a 
bureaucracy here we do not need. Why 
do we have to have the bureaucracy? 
We have had dozens of Members come 
to the floor telling us how good their 
individual project was. I think that is 
fine. But why do we need to create new 
bureaucracies? There is no need for the 
new bureaucracy here. All I am doing 
is striking out the money for some
thing and striking out the language 
that creates a new bureaucracy. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask for a vote 
yes on the amendment, and thank 
Members for their generosity. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ·WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 69, noes 348, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Coble 
Condit 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 

[Roll No. 337] 
AYEs-69 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gilchrest 
Goss 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Heney 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 

Kyl 
Lewis (FL) 
Marlenee 
McCandless 
McEwen 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller(OH) 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Porter 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Sensenbrenner 

Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Stearns 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 

Stenholm 
Stump 
Taylor (NC) 
Walker 

NOES-348 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
lnhofe 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
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Walsh 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan(NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
Miller(WA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
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Roukema. Skelton Towns 
Rowland Slattery Traficant 
Royba.l Slaughter (NY) Tra.xler 
Russo Smith (FL) Unsoeld 
Sa.bo Smith (IA) Upton 
Sa.nders Smith (NJ) Valentine 
Sa.ngmeister Smith(OR) Va.nder Jagt 
Sa.ntorum Solarz Vento 
Sa.rpa.lius Spence Visclosky 
Savage Staggers Volkmer 
Sawyer Stallings Vucanovich 
Saxton Stokes Washington 
Schaefer Studds Waxman 
Scheuer Sundquist Weber 
Schiff Swett Weiss 
Schroeder Swift Whea.t 
Schulze Syna.r Whitten 
Schumer Ta.Hon Willia.ms 
Serra.no Ta.nner Wilson 
Sha.rp Tauzin Wise 
Sha.w Ta.ylor (MS) Wolf 
Sha.ys Thomas (CA) Wolpe 
Shuster Thomas (GA) Wyden 
Sikorski Thomas(WY) Wylie 
. Sisisky Thornton Ya.tes 
Skaggs Torres Ya.tron 
Skeen Torricelli Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING-16 
As pin Goodling Spratt 
Brewster Hopkins Sta.rk 
DeFa.zio Jones (NC) Waters 
Dickinson Lehman (FL) Weldon 
Fra.nk (MA) Nea.l (NC) 
Gingrich Slaughter (VA) 

D 2010 
Mr. DOOLEY changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Messrs. PORTER, CONDIT, ED

WARDS of Oklahoma, and HYDE 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. This completes ac

tion on all amendments in the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, as modified, 
as amended. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. GEP
HARDT] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
PRICE, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. ·2950) to develop a national inter
modal surface transportation system, 
to authorize funds for construction of 
highways, for highway safety pro
grams, and for mass transit programs, 
and for other purposes, pursuant to 
House Resolution 252, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole? If not, the 
question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I am opposed to the 
bill in its present form, Mr. Speaker. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. WALKER. Parliamentary in

quiry, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman will state his parliamentary in
quiry . 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, under 
the rules of the House, does not the 
Member who offers the motion to re
commit have to be opposed to the bill? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania has quali
fied as being opposed to the bill. 

Mr. WALKER. But the gentleman 
has, in fact, spoken regularly for the 
bill throughout the day, and in the 
House has been one of the most vocifer
ous proponents of the bill. Does not 
that make a difference "in the si tua
tion? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the precedents, the Chair cannot judge 
the qualifications by the state of the 
debate during the day. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. SHUSTER moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 2950, the Intermodal Surface Transpor
tation Infrastructure Act of 1991, to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation with instructions to report back the 
same forthwith with the following amend
ment: 

At the end of title I insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 181. FEDERAL SHARE ON SPECIAL 

PROJECTS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Federal share payable on ac
count of any project authorized to be carried 
out under section 128(h), 134(c), 140, 149, 157, 
or 505 (other than a project for a Federal 
lands highway or a federally owned bridge) 
shall be 80 percent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER] is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of the motion to recommit. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I must 
confess that I am disappointed that it 
appears my good friend from Penn
sylvania was questioning my motives. 
But let me very clearly explain my po
sition, because it involves my good 
friend from Pennsylvania. 

During the course of debate today my 
good friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] came to me and he showed me 
a provision in the bill which appears to 
provide 100 percent funding for a spe-

cial project. I told the gentleman at 
that time that that was not my under
standing, that my understanding was 
that in this bill we require an 80-20-per
cent match, and I informed the gen
tleman that I was unaware of any 
projects in this bill that were indeed 
funded at 100 percent. 

But he showed me the page, page 201, 
on which the 100 percent projects ap
pear. I was not aware of this, I say to 
my good friend, and therefore, I have 
offered this motion to recommit, with 
instructions, to change the legislation 
so that no projects are funded at any
thing but 80-20, so there is, indeed, a 
match, and we eliminate that 100 per
cent with, of course, the exception of 
projects on Federal lands and Federal 
bridges. 

So this is something that the gen
tleman brought to light, and of course, 
he also brought it to light in the de
bate on the floor today. In fact, he was 
very vociferous on this point, 100 per
cent funding, and he is the gentleman 
who brought it to light. 

I concur with the gentleman. It is 
wrong. I did not know it was in the bill, 
and this is a motion to fix it. 

So I would urge my colleagues to 
support the motion. 

Mr. ROE. Mr.. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to my good 
friend from New Jersey. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, although I 
still do not feel that the interpretation 
of the section of the bill is correct, just 
so there would be no mistake, which 
was the intent of the committee, I 
strongly support the gentleman's 
recommital with instructions and 
would urge the Members of the House 
to vote for the recommittal with in
structions. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any Member seek time in opposition to 
the motion to recommit? 

If not, without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was agreed 

to. 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 

the instructions of the House, I report 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment which is at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ROE: At the end 

of title I insert the following new section: 
SEC. 181. FEDERAL SHARE ON SPECIAL 

PROJECTS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the Federal share payable on ac
count of any project authorized to be carried 
out under section 128(h), 134(c), 140, 149, 157, 
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or 505 (other than a project for a Federal 
lands highway or a federally owned bridge) 
shall be 80 percent. 

D 2020 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
GEPHARDT). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the agreement and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 343, noes 83, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Cardin 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 

[Roll No. 338] 
AYES-343 

Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 

Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hoagland 

, Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jantz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 

Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan(NC) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Oxley 
Packard 

Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Carr 
Coble 
Condit 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Early 
Fawell 
Fields 

Dickinson 
Hopkins 
Jones (NC) 

Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 

NOES---83 
Franks (CT) 
Gilchrest 
Goss 
Gradison 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hertel 
Holloway 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Kyl 
Lewis <FL ) 
Living.,ton 
Long 
Luken 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McMillen (MD) 
Moorhead 
Orton 

NOT VOTING-7 
Neal (NC) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Waters 

Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 

Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Porter 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Shays 
SkagbS 
SmlLh (TX) 
S:-owe 
Cuiomon 
S tearns 
Stump 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Walker 
Waxman 
Williams 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Weldon 

D 2039 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was annou.Ilced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE NECESSARY TECHNICAL 
AND CONFORMING CHANGES IN 
ENGROSSMENT OF H.R. 2950 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the clerk be author
ized to make necessary technical and 
conforming changes in the engross
ment of H.R. 2950 to reflect the action 
of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
GEPHARDT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on the 
bill, H.R. 2950, just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New Jersey? 

T:q_ere was no objection. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON THURSDAY, 
OCTOBER 24, 1991, OR ANY DAY 
THEREAFTER CONSIDERATION 
OF H.J. RES. 360, MAKING FUR
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it shall be in 
order on Thursday, October 24, 1991, or 
any day thereafter, to consider in the 
House, any rules of the House to the 
contrary notwithstanding the joint res
olution (H.J. Res. 360) making further 
continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 1992, and that debate be limited to 
1 hour, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled by myself and the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MCDADE], and that the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on 
the resolution to final passage without 
intervening motion, except one motion 
to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Mississippi? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I reserve the 
right to object in order to ascertain 
what it is which is in the bill that we 
are going to try to bring up by unani
mous consent. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I would be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 
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Mr. WlllTTEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, the one thing in this 

resolution that was subject to discus
sion in the committee and was changed 
somewhat has to do with foreign aid, 
and the provision that is in the resolu
tion provides as follows: 

This resolution continues all pro
grams that are not yet signed into law, 
at the lower of the House passed rate, 
the Senate passed rate, or the current 
rate, and under the terms and condi
tions of fiscal year 1991. This is exactly 
the same funding formula that is in 
current law and which expires on Octo
ber 29. This resolution continues this 
approach until November 14 for all bills 
except foreign aid, which is continued 
until March 31, 1992, as requested by 
the President. 

Mr. WALKER. If I understand the 
gentleman correctly, most of the 
money that is in this bill is foreign aid 
money, is that correct? 

Mr. WHITTEN. It continues at the 
present level until March 31, which, as 
I understand, is at the request of the 
administration. 

Mr. WALKER. I understand it is con
tinuing at the present level. But, you 
know, we have had an awful lot of com
mentary on the floor here in recent 
days and weeks about the fact that we 
are spending too much money over
seas. We have had the President of the 
United States criticized constantly for 
the fact that he is spending too much 
time with overseas kinds of things and 
we are spending too much money over
seas. 

We had people out here on the floor 
earlier today suggesting to us that we 
do not spend as much money for infra
structure as we spend for overseas. 

Now what I understand is that we are 
about to bring a bill up which would 
even spend more money overseas, is 
that correct? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Well, may I say, when 
the leadership of both parties are in 
agreement on it, about all we can do is 
bring it up as they request. 

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving the 
right to object, the leadership from 
both parties have evidently agreed, but 
evidently Members are not being lis
tened to on the floor with regard to 
these foreign aid accounts. It is clear 
to me that an awful lot of Members 
have decided that this is spending that 
ought to go to other places, and I am 
wondering why we are asking the 
House, then, to consider these kinds of 
measures when there is evidently much 
dissension on your side as to whether 
or not we ought to be spending any 
money in this area. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I will be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
after the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I must 
say, in my experience we have folks 
that hear that just will not heed. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say that 
there is somewhat more money in this 
bill for foreign aid than those of us on 
this side of the aisle wanted, because 
the administration wanted to defer any 
effort to reduce aid to Salvador, for in
stance. 

So, to try to accommodate the ad
ministration, we agreed to defer that 
issue. 

Mr. WALKER. Retrieving my time, 
and I will then be happy to yield back 
to the gentleman, you know, I am al
ways amazed when you can use your 
majority on your side in order to pound 
away at Republicans and the adminis
tration, you are perfectly willing to do 
it. But then, when you come up with a 
bill like this, it is never your fault, you 
simply are accommodating the admin
istration and making certain this 
money gets sent overseas. 

Somehow this gentleman has a little 
hard time understanding why this is 
not also a ball which is in your court. 
Why do you not use your majority to 
kill the money, if in fact all the dema
goguery we have heard on the floor in 
the last few days has any validity to 
it? 

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman would 
yield further, I do not intend to engage 
in demagoguery. I will leave that to 
somebody else. All I can say is that the 
foreign aid section of this resolution is 
here because the administration want
ed the Congress' cooperation in not 
providing $10 billion in loan guarantees 
to another country and, to prevent 
that from happening, we used this de
vice so that the American taxpayer 
would not incur a secondary obligation 
to guarantee a $10 billion loan guaran
tee. 

Mr. WALKER. I see; we have to spend 
$12 billion in foreign aid to assure that 
we do not give away $10 billion in loan 
guarantees, is that what I understand 
the gentleman to be telling me? 

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman would 
yield once more-and I will not bother 
to get into this any more because I do 
not think the gentleman is looking for 
answers, he is trying to prevent the 
facts from getting in the way of his 
making a point-I would simply say 
that our committee has cut your ad
ministration's foreign aid request by 
one-third since I have been chairman. I 
doubt you can show that kind of reduc
tion in any other account in the bill. 

Mr. WALKER. I would say to the gen
tleman I think that is fine except that 
we still hear Members from your side 
of the aisle consistently telling us that 
we are spending vastly too much 
money in this area. Yet we come to the 
House of Representatives and ask 
unanimous consent to bring the bill to 

the floor that continues to spend 
money in that way. I would simply say 
to the gentleman that in an attempt to 
accommodate the business of the 
House, we are willing to be reasonable 
too. I wish that reason would prevail a 
little bit on your side when it comes to 
things like rules and other concerns 
that both the administration and the 
minority have. 

I do not see that happening. I see a 
constant barrage of just outright dem
agoguery. I was not including the gen
tleman in that. I am including the peo
ple who have been doing 1-minutes in 
that regard over the last several days. 

I hope the Members on both sides of 
the aisle will do as they have been say
ing over the last few weeks and will 
vote against this continuing resolu
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
KANJORSKI). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

D 2050 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3543, DIRE EMERGENCY 
SUPPLEMENTALS, DOMESTIC 
DISASTER ASSISTANCE AND IN
CREMENTAL COSTS OF OPER
ATION DESERT SHIELD/DESERT 
STORM 
Mr. BONIOR, from the Committee on 

Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 102-268) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 256) providing for the consider
ation of the bill (H.R. 3543) making dire 
emergency supplemental appropria
tions and transfers for relief from the 
effects of natural disasters, for other 
urgent needs, and for incremental costs 
of Operation Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

THE PROMISE IS OPPORTUNITY 
FOR ALL, NOT CAPITAL GAINS 
FOR SOME 
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, from 
" no new taxes" to creating 30 million 
jobs, George Bush has broken many of 
the economic promises he made as a 
candidate. 

But what concerns me today is not 
the promises he's broken, it's the one 
he 's trying to keep: his capital gains 
tax cut for the rich. 

This plan will not end the recession, 
but it will drive up the deficit. And, it 
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will drive an even larger wedge be
tween the incomes of the weal thy and 
the middle class. 

I am releasing today a Joint Tax 
Committee analysis of the so-called 
Gramm-Gingrich proposal, and its re
sults are alarming. 

Individuals earning more than 
$100,000 per year would get 80 percent of 
the benefits through tax cuts as large 
as $12,500 each. This kind of Republican 
policy has given us the slowest growth 
and job creating record in the post-war 
era. 

Democrats want to generate eco
nomic growth by rewarding middle 
class Americans for their work and by 
restoring their purchasing power with 
a tax cut. The promise is opportunity 
for all, not capital gains for some. 

DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S CAPITAL GAINS PROPOSAL 
[1991 income levels) 

Income category 1 
re

Ntuumrnbserwo1_tfh Percent of Aggregate Pe_rcent dis-
total re Average t

3
ax tax change tnbut1on of 

tax change - change aggregate 
(thousands) tums 2 (millions) tax change 

less than $10,000 ................... ............................................ ............. ........................................................................ .... .......................... .... ......... .......................................................... . 118 0.5 -$105 - $12 0.1 
$10,000 to $20,000 ................................................................ .................................................... .................... ......... ;............... ..... .... ............. ... .. ...... ......................... ............................. 325 1.4 -100 -33 .3 

m:~~~ :~ m:~~~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: m ~ :~ =m =~M 1 :~ 
$40,00 to $50,000 ............... ... .............................. ......... .................... ........... ........................................ ... ....... ......... .. .. ....... .......................................................................... .................. 1,034 10.2 - 256 - 265 2.1 
$50,000 to $75,000 ... ... .. .................................... ............ .......... .. ........ ......... ............................... .................................................. ......................................... ................. .... .................... 1,965 14.3 - 385 - 756 5.9 
$75,000 to $100,000 .... ................................... ...................................................... ........... ............................................................................................................................................. . 981 20.9 -854 -837 6.6 
$100,00 to $200,000 ........................ ......................... ..... ............ .............................. ........ ............................... ...... ... .... .............. ... ............................. .......... .......................................... 1,184 38.0 -1,670 -1,977 15.5 
$200,000 and over ......................................................................................................................................................................................... ! .. ............................ :................................. 684 57.5 -12,526 -8,567 67.1 

Total ............................................................................... '. .................................................................................................................................................... .. ............................. --7-.99_1 ___ 7_.l ____ l,5_9_7 ---1-2,-76-1--10-0-.0 

1 The income concept used to place tax returns into categories is adjusted gross income (AGI) plus: (I) tax-exempt interest; (2) employer contributions for health plans and life insurance; (3) inside buildup on life insurance; (4) workers' 
compensation; (5) nontaxable social security benefits; (6) deductible contributions to individual retirement arrangements; (7) the minimum tax preferences; and (8) net losses, in excess of minimum tax preferences, from passive business 
activities. 

2Total returns include filing and nonfiling units. Filing units include all taxable and nontaxable returns. Nonfiling units include individuals with income that is exempt from Federal income taxation (e.g., transfer payments, interest from 
tax-exempt bonds, etc.). However, individuals who are dependents of other taxpayers are eu:luded. 

J The tax reductioo reported here assumes no change in taxpayer behavior. Thus, this measure understates the tax benefit received by certain taxpayers. 
Note.--Oetails may not add to totals due to rounding. 

H.R. 3130.-ESTIMATED REVENUE EFFECTS OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE ECONOMIC GROWTH ACT OF 1991, FISCAL YEARS 1992-96 
[In billions of dollars) 

Provision Effective 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1992-96 

Title I. Investment and job creation incentives: 

l ~~~:t~~~na~Ju~~~~~l f:ri~~v~~~~~l~d.'.~~.~.~.~.1.~.'. ... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::: :::::::::::::: ...... . 
Jan. I. 1992 ............................. .. 1.0 -3.0 -3.4 -3.0 -3.1 -11.5 
...... do ............. .. ......................... .. .5 -.3 -.9 -1.5 -2.6 -4.8 

3. Enterprise zones .............................................. ............................................................................. .. ........................... .. ... ............... .............. .. ...... do .............. ......... ................. .. (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 
4. Research and experimentation credit made permanent ................................ ............................................................................................ .. ...... do ........................................ .. - .5 -1.0 -1.3 -1.6 -1.8 -6.2 

Title II. Savinas incentives: I. Establishment of individual retirement plus accounts ...................... ... ............................. ................................... .. ...... do ........ ................................. . (3) 3.7 2.0 1.7 -.I 7.3 
Tille Ill. Homeownership incentives: 

I. Credit for purchase of principal residence by first-lime homebuyers ................................................................... ... ................................ .. July 31, 1991 ............................. . -1.1 - .9 -.9 - .9 -1.0 -4.8 
2. Penalty-free IRA plus withdrawal for home purchase, higher education, and health costs .................................. .. ................................ .. Jan. 1, 1992 ........ ..... ................ .. (4) (4) (4J (4) (4) (4) 

Title IV. Work incentives: 
I. Increase in Social Security earnings test .... .. ............................................................................................................................................ .. ...... do ....................... .......... ........ . (S) (S) (SJ (SJ (S) (SJ 
2. Increase in amount of personal exemptions due to economic growth dividend ...................................................... .......... .. Jan. 1, 1993 ............................. .. (6) (6) (6J (6J (6) (6J 

Grand totai ' ........ ................. ...... ......................................... ........... ............................. ..... .............. ..... ....................... .. .. ................. .. 
1 These estimates are with respect to the indexed gain (item 1.2.). 
2 Uncertainty about the size, location. and economic characteristics of enterprise zones to be designated makes the proposal difficult to estimate at this time. 
lGain of less than $50,000,000. · 
4 Included in the estimate of title II. 
souttay estimate to be provided by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). 
6 Based on the CBO forecast, the provision would not become effective due to real economic growth of less than 3 percent per year. 
Note.--Oetails may not add to totals due to rounding. 

TODAY IS THE FIRST DAY OF A 
NEW CAMBODIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, before I 
begin my remarks, I want to commend 
the majority membership and the dis
tinguished gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BONIOR] for requesting the all
night special order on the unemploy
ment crisis. I want to add my voice to 
those of my colleagues speaking after 
me to condemn the President's cruel 
and callous veto of the unemployment 
bill and to support the leadership's ef
fort to enact this critical legislation. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, the American 
people deserve better than being con
stantly written off by the stroke of the 
President's veto pen. 

Mr. Speaker, let me now turn my at
tention to the primary purpose of this 
special order this evening. Sixteen and 
a half years ago new rulers came to 
power in Cambodia. They proclaimed 

Year Zero, the purported new begin
ning of the history of the Khmer peo
ple. Those rulers were the insidious and 
infamous Khmer Rouge. Yet for the 
Cambodian people 1975 began a descent 
into genocidal death and destruction 
and the surrender of their national 
independence. 

Today, October 23, 1991, is truly the 
first day of a new Cambodia. With the 
signing earlier today in Paris of an 
international agreement, the Cam
bodian people now have an opportunity 
to rebuild a civilized democratic soci
ety and to restore their national inde
pendence. Their long national night
mare is now at last coming to an end. 

This was, Mr. Speaker, an extraor
dinary achievement. As the great Chi
nese philosopher, John F. Kennedy, 
once said, "Victory has a thousand fa
thers, while defeat is an orphan," and 
there are indeed many who can claim 
to be the fathers of this agreement. 
Perhaps foremost among them was 
Garrett Evans, the foreign minister of 
Australia, who first put forward pub
licly the proposal to create a United 

-.! -1.5 -4.5 -5.3 -8.6 -20.0 

Nations supervised interim administra
tion in Cambodia which constituted 
the essential framework around which 
this settlement was hammered out. 
Also among them should surely be in
cluded our own Assistant Secretary of 
State for the Far East, Mr. Richard 
Solomon, who was the point man for 
the American effort among the five 
permanent members of the Security 
Council that helped to make this plan 
a reality. 

Mr. Speaker, this agreement which 
was signed in Paris today provides for 
a termination of all Chinese support to 
the Khmer Rouge. It calls for the end 
of sanctuaries for the Khmer Rouge 
previously provided by Thailand. It 
will facilitate the introduction of a 
substantial U.N. peacekeeping force 
and supervisory administrative entity. 
It will also require the withdrawal of 
all Vietnamese forces from Cambodia, 
and there will be provided an oppor
tunity for an internationally super
vised free and fair election in which the 
people of Cambodia will have the op-
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portunity to determine their own des
tiny. 

This agreement is not perfect, but it 
is the only game in town, and it rep
resents the last best hope for a peaceful 
and prosperous future for the people of 
Cambodia. But in order for this agree
ment to work, a truly substantial U.N. 
presence will be required, and that is 
going to cost a substantial amount of 
money. It could come to somewhere be
tween $1 and $2 billion, and the United 
States, together with the other mem
bers in the international community, 
will ultimately be called upon to con
tribute its fair share to the implemen
tation of this settlement. 

We should all be aware that the al
ternative to this agreement, if it 
should collapse, if it should fall apart, 
if it should not be enforceable, is the 
prospect of continuing conflict in Cam
bodia and perhaps the eventual return 
to power of Pol Pot and his murderous 
millions. The last time the Khmer 
Rouge came to power, in the spring of 
1975, the world at least had the excuse 
of not knowing in advance that he was 
about to transform Cambodia into the 
equivalent of an Asian Auschwitz and 
that up to two million Cambodians 
would lose their lives. Now we are on 
notice. We no longer have any excuses. 
We know exactly what will happen if 
Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge return to 
power in Phnom Penh. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I simply want to 
say to my colleagues this evening that 
at some point in the next few months, 
when we are presented, as we undoubt
edly will be, by a request from the ad
ministration for additional assistance 
to make it possible to implement this 
historic agreement, I hope they will re
spond in a positive fashion. It would be 
politically unthinkable and morally 
unacceptable for us to permit another 
genocide in Cambodia. 

SIGN THE DISCHARGE PETITION 
ON H.R. 242 PROVIDING CONSID
ERATION OF THE REPUBLICAN 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
that all of the Republicans, and Demo
crats alike, would listen to the pro
posal that I am offering today. 

Mr. Speaker, today I have filed a dis
charge petition on House Resolution 
242, which is a special rule for the con
sideration of the Republican unemploy
ment compensation bill. 

Listen carefully now. 
Specifically the rule makes in order 

a Democrat bill: H.R. 1367, the Unem
ployment Insurance Reform Act of 
1991, which was introduced by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. DOWNEY], a 
Democrat, back on March 11 of this 
year. 

Following 2 hours of general debate, 
this rule that I am attempting to bring 
to this floor makes in order a sub
stitute, which is S. 1791, which is Sen
ator DOLE and the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. MICHEL] deficit-neutral Un
employment Compensation Act of 1991. 
It would, my colleagues, be considered 
under a completely open rule process 
that any Member, Democrat or Repub
lican, could work its will, as it should 
be, on the floor of this House. Work its 
will. 

The Republican alternative employ
ment bill has been pending in one form 
or another since last August. August, 
September, October; 90 days, while peo
ple are going without unemployment 
checks. Unlike the Democrat alter
nati ve, it meets the pay-as-you-go re
quirement of the budget agreement 
which they all voted for, and, more im
portantly, my colleagues, it has the 
support of the President of the United 
States. 

What does it mean? He has promised 
to sign this bill, and therefore, the 
checks would start to roll tomorrow. 
Their people and mine who have ex
hausted their benefits would be getting 
checks tomorrow. 

Members, the time has come to stop 
holding America's unemployed workers 
hostage to some political game. Wheth
er it is theirs or ours, it does not make 
any difference, and we should get a bill 
enacted into law that will provide im
mediate relief to those people that we 
care about. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col
leagues to sign this discharge petition. 
It is right back here. Sign it to bring 
this self-financing and signable bill to 
the floor now. 

D 2100 
Mr. Speaker, let us stop playing poli

tics. Let us do the right thing. Come up 
here and sign this discharge petition. 
That bill will be on the floor tomorrow. 
One way or another we will send that 
bill to the President, as it should be. 

PROVIDING ADEQUATE UNEM-
PLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR THE 
AMERICAN WORKER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

DURBIN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New· York 
[Mr. FLAKE] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, this ad
ministration continues to report that 
the economy is on an upswing and 
therefore, additional unemployment 
benefits are unnecessary. However, I 
refuse to tell the American people that 
when their benefits expire they will 
live on promises and optimistic fore
casts. These people need tangible, de
pendable, emergency assistance. Maybe 
we should declare our own nation a 
state of emergency in order to provide 
the average American with the finan-

cial assistance he or she so desperately 
needs. 

Unemployment benefits exist for 
those who have worked and will hope
fully return to work when the economy 
is revised. Unemployment insurance is 
insurance, just like car or health insur
ance. These workers have paid into the 
insurance trust fund and now they 
must collect their benefits because of 
unfortunate, national economic dis
tress. Unfortunately, the recession is 
lasting longer than this administration 
had predicated and the private sector is 
continuing to downsize causing people 
to be unemployed longer than had been 
anticipated. 

Under the current administration, 
the average monthly growth in em
ployment has sunk to an unprece
dented-level, which means that fewer 
jobs have been created under this ad
ministration than all the other admin
istrations combined in the last half 
century. Rather than growing, the av
erage monthly growth in employment 
has dropped to a -9,419. This figure 
represents a net loss from the previous 
administration of 185,000 jobs. Much to 
my dismay, there are currently 300,000 
fewer jobs now than existed during the 
previous administration. 

As the White House is encouraged by 
recent economic fluctuations, history 
shows that unemployment declines 
only after the recovery from a reces
sion is well underway; so long-term un
employment will persist for months to 
come. Further, many economists do 
not even believe that America is on a 
stable road to economic recovery at 
this time. Therefore, our workers need 
to be protected today and tomorrow. 
At this point, the unemployment situa
tion of this nation is uncertain. 

I find it unconscionable that this ad
ministration continually turns it back 
on the American worker. To deny the 
unemployed worker an extension of his/ 
her unemployment benefits while the 
unemployment rate continues to in
crease and the economy continues to 
suffer is a slap in the face to the Amer
ican worker. As we witness the decay 
of our major urban areas, the down
ward spiral of our financial services in
dustry, budget deficits and trade defi
cits so huge that they are impossible 
for the average American to fathom, 
and a soaring increase in violent 
crimes, now is the time to enact legis
lation that will help put America back 
on the road to recovery. 

The American family is suffering. 
Far too many Americans are unem
ployed and/or underemployed, in need 
of adequate health care and opportuni
ties that would enable them to improve 
their overall quality of life. This ad
ministration is now 10 million jobs be
hind the promised administration 
schedule for job creation. I would urge 
a Congress that can pay for an S&L 
Bailout off budget, fund a war in the 
Middle East, and provide an additional 
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$80 billion to the Resolution Trust Cor
poration to find the courage and com
passion to enact legislation that would 
protect the American family. 

THE APPLICATION OF THE FREE
DOM OF INFORMATION ACT TO 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA
TIVES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SANTORUM] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, before 
I start to address the subject for which 
I had requested the 5 minutes, I would 
like to applaud the minority leader and 
the minority side for coming to the 
well tonight to engage in a special 
order about not just extending unem
ployment benefits, which this side of 
the aisle was for, but for doing some
thing about job creation. 

I do not think it is enough to just ex
tend the hardship of living on unem
ployment checks, but creating jobs to 
give these people a better chance at a 
better paycheck and creating the pride 
and dignity of returning to the work 
force, that is what the people in Amer
ica want, and that is what we will be 
talking about tonight. 

The principal reason I came here 
today was to talk about a bill that I 
sponsored to make the House of Rep
resentatives subject to the Freedom of 
Information Act. Almost a year ago I 
was sent by the voters of Allegheny 
County to serve in the Congress. Part 
of this service, in my mind, is fighting 
against Government waste, mis
management, and the hypocrisy that 
takes place in Washington, DC. 

It is extremely important to me that 
the taxpayers receive the most effi
cient, trustworthy, and most account
able service from the Federal Govern
ment; that the public gets a Congress 
that all of us can be pround of. Last 
Saturday I was in Scott Township in 
my district, and I got questioned time 
and again about the U.S. Congress. In 
talking to the people in that town 
meeting, I received the impression that 
the people in America, and certainly 
the people in Scott Township-and I 
believe they would all agree that they 
are pretty much mainstream Amer
ica-they believe that the U.S. Con
gress is like a garden club. They be
lieve we all sort of sit around and enjoy 
the privileges and sip tea and do nice 
and fun things, and that we all work 
together. They believe that the institu
tion is run together like the garden 
club; everybody knows everybody's 
business, and that everyone takes care 
to be sure all the checks are paid on 
time and that there are no debts, and 
that that is the situation within the in
stitution now, that everyone sort of 
works together to make the institution 
run. 

Well, the fact of the matter is, that is 
not how the Congress as an instituion 

is run. It is more like the Harlem 
Globetrotters or World Wrestling, 
where the one side has it all stacked in 
their favor. They run the body. They 
make the decisions, and, frankly, ev
erybody else is shut out of the process. 
We cannot find out any information or 
how this place runs, who makes the de
cisions, and where the funds go. They 
do not even audit themselves and make 
it public. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I am sick and 
tired of going out and defending an in
stitution for the way it is run when I 
have absolutely nothing, no say in that 
process. In fact, most of the Members 
on either side of the aisle have no say 
in how this process as an institution is 
run. 

D 2110 
That is the way it is. So as a result, 

I come here today and say not only 
should I as a Member of Congress who 
is in this body know how this institu
tion functions, but every American, as 
the people's body, has a right to know 
what happens in this institution, ev
erything that happens in this institu
tion. 

So I have offered, along with several 
Members, a bill to make the Congress 
subject to the Freedom of Information 
Act, so any member of the public can 
come and see how this place runs and 
where the perks go, who gets the extra 
benefits and who gets the extra this 
and that. That is how it should be, 
open to the public. 

Mr. Speaker, while we are at it,· why 
do we not expand this debate and talk 
about how Congress also exempts itself 
from a myriad of other laws, such as 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil 
Rights Restoration Act of 1988, the 
AIDS Discrimination Act of 1967, the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1966, and the Equal Employment Op
portunity Act, the EEOC, 1972? 

It is shameful that the Congress, who 
stands up here and says that for all 
Americans we have to hold ourselves to 
these righteous standards and we have 
to be better as a society, but we do not 
have to be better as a Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to change the 
double standard. 

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF MEM
BER AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 280 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to remove the 
name of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. McMILLAN] as a cospon
sor of House Joint Resolution 280. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

HIRE A VETERAN WEEK 
RESOLUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from California [Mr. BROWN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in an effort to help create em
ployment opportunities for America's 
veterans." As we know here in Congress, 
the Federal Government funds many 
program to assist veterans in finding 
jobs and to encourage private employ
ers to hire veterans. 

Unfortunately, many employers and 
veterans do not know of these pro
grams. Sometimes, all a good idea 
needs is a little publicity. That's why a 
constituent of mine, Mr. Bill Baker, 
who is a veteran, persuaded me to in
troduce a resolution to authorize na
tional "Hire a Veteran Week." You or 
your staff may even have spoken with 
Bill Baker, since he's taken a week of 
vacation time and flown here from 
California to make phone calls to gath
er support for this resolution. The 
other body has just passed Hire a Vet
eran Week, and 10 more cosponsors are 
needed to bring the measure to the 
floor in the House .. 

During Hire a Veteran Week, politi
cal leaders would be encouraged to re
mind employers and veterans of the 
many programs that exist to promote 
the hiring of veterans. Many Members 
will th ems elves be making speeches 
this Veteran's Day. I would urge every 
Member to include in his or her speech 
references to the many job related 
skills and abilities that America's vet
erans have and to the programs that 
exist to facilitate the hiring of veter
ans. And, if you are able, I would en
courage you to add to the national pub
licity for veterans employment by co
sponsoring Hire a Veteran Week. You 
can see me or call my office to do so. 
Thank you very much Mr. Speaker. 

A NONBIASED APPROACH TOWARD WETLANDS 
DELINEATION 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, last week 
I introduced legislation that should 
help provide a clear, consistent 
science-based wetlands definition-a 
wetlands definition removed from po
litical prejudices. The legislation 
would require the National Academy of 
Sciences to conduct an independent re
view of the science and methodology of 
determining what constitutes a wet
land. 

We have heard the stories of over
zealous regulators who are locking up 
land, depriving people of their private 
property rights, and halting legitimate 
development. I share the concerns that 
have been raised with regard to the 
confusion that has surrounded this 
issue. While I empathize with these 
concerns, I am deeply troubled by the 
fact that we continue to lose thousands 
of acres of wetlands each year. I am 
troubled by the proposition that we 
may be traveling down a path that ul
timately leads to the destruction of a 
precious natural resource. 

Using the administration's August 14, 
1991, Wetlands Delineation Manual, 
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field tests reveal that in a number of 
States more than half of the existing 
wetlands will lose their protection. 
Wetlands experts agreed there was a 
need to amend the 1989 wetlands man
ual in order to provide clarity and con
sistency. But these same experts now 
agree that the newly proposed manual 
is more a product of politics than a 
consensus among scientists. 

Before we make a decision based on 
emotion rather than reality, let's step 
back and look at the facts. It is time to 
put science back into the wetlands 
equation. 

THE NATIONAL LAND-REMOTE SENSING POLICY 
ACT OF 1991 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a major piece of legislation 
that would amend the Land Remote
Sensing Commercialization Act of 1984 
to secure U.S. leadership in land re
mote-sensing by providing data con
tinuity for the Landsat Program. 

The Landsat Remote-Sensing Sat
ellite Program collects images of the 
Earth from space which are used for 
such :purposes as oil and gas explo
ration. environmental management, 
map-making, urban planning, and na
tional .security purposes. Landsat has 
been one of the great triumphs of our 
.space program. providing data of tre
mendous value for the betterment of 
society. 

However. although the United States 
pioneered the technology for land re
mote-sensing from space, its leadership 
in this technology has eroded substan
tially in recent years. 

For more than a decade, in fact, 
Landsat has been surrounded by a 
cloud of uncertainty that has harmed 
market growth and stigmatized the 
program. Part of these uncertainties 
resulted from the past administration's 
premature effort to commercialize the 
program, which simply wasn't ready to 
be transferred to the private sector as 
soon as possible, as was the goal in the 
early 1980's. Additional uncertainties 
stemmed from the failure to imple
ment the Land Remote-Sensing Com
mercialization Act, which envisioned a 
gradual commercialization effort in
volving Federal support for at least 
two spacecraft beyond Landsat 5. What 
we experienced instead was an annual 
struggle to get any Landsat funding 
out of the previous administration for 
the completion of but a single satellite. 

Combined, these two factor&-pre
mature commercialization and poor 
implementation of the Landsat Act
have been nearly disastrous for the 
program. 

In fact, the only reason why the Na
tion has retained a position in civil 
land remote-sensing at all over the 
past 4 years is because Landsats 4 and 
5 have outlived their expected design 
lives by such a considerable margin. 
Landsat 4-launched in June 1982-was 
built with a design life of only 3 years. 
The multispectral scanner aboard 

Landsat &-launched in early 1984-also 
had only a 3-year design life, while its 
Thematic Mapper [TM] sensor had a 
design life of only 1 year. The Nation is 
thus extremely fortunate that these 
two spacecraft remain operational 
today, 9, and 7 years, respectively, 
after they were launched. 

It is important to note here that had 
Landsats 4 and 5 ceased operations in 
accordance with their design lives, the 
United States would have experienced 
a 5-year data gap before the launch of 
Landsat 6. This would have meant that 
all remote-sensing user&-domestic, 
commercial, foreign, and military-be
tween 1987 and 1992-and specifically, 
the U.S. military during operation 
Desert Shield-would have relied upon 
the French SPOT system as their sole 
source of current multispectral re
mote-sensing imagery. Such a lengthy 
data gap as this almost surely would 
have resulted in the complete forfeit
ure of the U.S. position in remote-sens
ing to other nations. 

Mr. Speaker, the Landsat Program 
has been in a state of policy crisis for 
more than a decade, in spite of its con
tained technical success. That crisis 
reached a peak in early 1989, when a 
minor shortfall in funding for the con
tinued operation of Landsats 4 and 5 al
most resulted in the premature termi
nation of those spacecraft. 

As so often is the case, crisis gives 
rise to opportunities. So it was with 
Landsat. The newly formed National 
Space Council, led by the Vice Presi
dent, took on Landsat as its first major 
issue and made a name for itself by 
helping secure the necessary funding 
for continued operations of Landsats 4 
and 5. The Space Council also rec
ommended that the President approve 
a policy statement committing the 
United States to the continuity of 
Landsat-type data, which he did, as an
nounced by the White House on June 1, 
1989. 

However, well over 2 years have 
passed since that announcement, and 
no decisions have been made on imple
mentation of a Landsat-type capability 
beyond Landsat 6. The opportunity to 
put this program back on a steady 
track has not been seized. 

Throughout the past 2 years, I have 
received assurances from the adminis
tration that the decisionmaking proc
ess for Landsat 7 is on a fast track. In 
response to my letters of concern about 
the program, I was told in 1989 that 
Landsat 7 funding would be provided in 
time to be included in the fiscal year 
1991 budget. It didn't happen. I was 
then told in 1990 that a decision would 
be made in time for the fiscal year 1992 
budget. It wasn't. 

I am now told, and have been repeat
edly all year, that a decision will be 
made in time for the fiscal year 1993 
budget. And although I want to believe 
that the administration will honor its 
commitment this time around, I have 

decided not to wait any longer. The 
United States has been squandering its 
position in remote sensing and is jeop
ardizing a program of tremendous 
value for global change research, na
tional security purposes, and a broad 
array of other applications. 

My purpose in introducing the Na
tional Land Remote-Sensing Policy 
Act of 1991 is to help move the Nation 
toward a new consensus on the Landsat 
Program. This legislation is the result 
of several months of activity by the 
Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, with the goal of develop
ing a compromise solution to a policy 
problem which involves many different 
competlng interests. In the course of 
this process, our committee has sought 
out the views of more than 3 dozen ex
perts on remote sensing issues, both 
within the Government and the private 
sect.or. I fully anticipate hearing addi
tional perspectives now that the bill is 
being introduced. That is my intention, 
to get a full airing of this issue with 
the goal of final legislation which we 
can bring to the floor. 

The legislation that we have come up 
with attempts to tackle all of the 
major outstanding issues associated 
with the Landsat Program. Specifi
cally, management and funding, space
craft options, and data policy. Let me 
quickly walk through each of these 
three areas as they are covered by the 
legislation. 

First, management and funding. Es-
. sentially all observers agree that the 
Landsat Program is in desperate need 
of a new institutional home within the 
U.S. Government. The program's cur
rent residence, within the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion [NOAA] of the Department of 
Commerce, simply has not worked. Be
cause NOAA's budget has been ex
tremely tight in recent years as a re
sult of cost overruns in the GOES
NEXT and other NOAA Satellite Pro
grams, it has been very difficult to 
carve out of NOAA's budget the funds 
necessary to complete Landsat 6. This 
problem was particularly acute during 
those fiscal years when the Reagan Ad
ministration requested no additional 
Landsat funding. More importantly, 
however, may be the fact that NOAA 
simply has not been a major user of 
land remote-sensing data. 

In the search to find a .new home for 
Landsat, some have pointed to the De
partment of Defense [DOD]. However, 
it seems clear that giving the program 
to DOD would compromise the broad 
utility of Landsat for the Nation as a 
whole. It should be fully assumed that 
if DOD is asked to pay for the follow
on land remote-sensing spacecraft, 
then that spacecraft would be opti
mized for specialized military mis
sions. This could result in a program 
that yields data which is no longer 
compatible with public access. 

Operating Landsat out of the Depart
ment of Defense also would greatly 



October 23, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 28265 
alter international perceptions of the 
program, which was specifically initi
ated as a demonstration of the Nation's 
commitment to the peaceful uses of 
space. Moreover, DOD control of 
Landsat could permanently preclude 
the eventual commercialization of the 
system, since it could drive up costs for 
the system and greatly complicate the 
effort to service commercial users. 

While DOD control of Landsat should 
be avoided, the Nation clearly cannot 
afford paying for two new broad-area 
coverage, multispectral imagery sys
tems: one classified, and one unclassi
fied. As such, every effort should be 
made to consolidate military and civil
ian requirements, funding, and man
agement responsibilities into a single 
program. My legislation would accom
plish this goal by creating a Joint Pro
gram Office [JPO] involving NASA and 
the Department of Defense, to be 
housed at NASA and managed by a ci
vilian program manager. The two par
ties to the JPO would have equal fund
ing and management responsibilities, 
which would be spelled out in a nego
tiated memorandum of agreement be
tween the two. 

Second: spacecraft options. The fun
damental considerations here are data 
continuity, technological enhance
ments, and cost. All, of course, are 
tightly linked. 

The most important of these three 
variables is data continuity. Data users 
of all kinds-current and potential, ci
vilian and military, commercial and 
foreign-need to know that the system 
will be there 3, 5, and 10 years from 
now. In the absence of knowing wheth
er Landsat will be an enduring system, 
the U.S. Remote-Sensing Program may 
never reach its full potential. 

Data continuity has fundamental im
portance for the U.S. Global Change 
Research Program, for national secu
rity purposes, and for the broad range 
of operational users who need this data 
to carry out their missions. For global 
change, the existing 19-year continuous 
Landsat archive represents a baseline 
data set of fundamental importance. 
The National Academy of Sciences, the 
Committee on Earth and Environ
mental Sciences, and global change sci
entists throughout the country have 
expressed concerns about the potential 
of a data gap-if not an outright termi
nation-in the Landsat Program. 

Similarly, military users are alarmed 
about the prospects of a data gap. Dur
ing a hearing before my committee 
earlier this year, we were told that 
"DOD users for mul tispectral data are 
highly concerned over the prospect is a 
data gap." Specifically, we were told 
that "if a data gap continued beyond 12 
months, DOD users would experience 
significantly downgraded multispectral 
imagery to support" a variety of mili
tary missions. 

With data continuity thus firmly es
tablished as the primary goal, the 

question, then, is now to accomplish it. 
Specifically, what should Landsat 7 
look like? On this topic, there is no 
shortage of proposals on how to build a 
more advanced spacecraft than the cur
rent Landsat design, but there is a 
shortage of money. Many of these pro
posals would double, if not triple, the 
cost of the follow-on system. There is 
also a shortage of time. 

Landsat 6, scheduled for a mid-1992 
launch, has a 5-year design life. Under 
normal contracting procedures, 
Landsat 7 could take anywhere from 
5112 years to as long as 8 years to pro
cure. As a result, late 1997 might be the 
earliest that Landsat 7 could be made 
available for launch. While one might 
hope that Landsat 6 has a longer oper
ational life than 5 years, that should 
not be the basis for our program plans 
since the spacecraft also could experi
ence technical problems or a cata
strophic launch failure. This could re
sult in a data gap of 5 years or longer. 

Over the past several years, many 
proposals have been made on paper to 
implement a generational change in 
spacecraft and sensor design for the 
Nation's land remote-sensing system. 
Specifically, DARPA and the Depart
ment of Energy have proposed so-called 
smallsats as a means of demonstrating 
technological advances that could rev
olutionize the Nation's Land Remote
Sensing Program. Such proposals ap
pear to hold promise, yet have not been 
proven and thus would represent a sub
stantial risk if pursued as the sole 
means of providing data continuity. 
The Nation's experience with the 
GOES-NEXT fiasco demonstrated that 
some risks are not worth taking, espe
cially within an operational program. 
This said, however, I do believe that a 
technology demonstration of advanced 
remote sensing technologies should be 
aggressively pursued as a means of 
helping define the follow-on to Land
sat 7. 

Taken together, the fragile nature of 
our existing remote sensing system, 
the length of time it will take to pro
cure a follow-on to Landsat 6, the im
portance of precluding a data gap, and 
the value of pursuing advanced remote 
sensing technologies have led us to pro
pose a two-part implementation plan. 

First, the U.S. Government should 
exercise all available options to expe
dite the procurement of Landsat 7. Spe
cifically, our legislation directs the 
Administrator of NASA to begin imme
diate negotiations for the procurement 
of Landsat 7 with EOSAT-the com
mercial entity awarded a contract for 
Landsat 6. The bill sets out a special 
120-day expedited procurement process 
to reduce the risk of a data gap. It di
rects that Landsat 7 should be essen
tially a clone of Landsat 6. However, it 
encourages the Administrator to con
sider adding an advanced sensor- such 
as a 5-meter stereo sensor-if the addi
tional development would not signifi-

cantly jeopardize data continuity. If no 
final agreements are entered into dur
ing this special 120-day procurement 
process, then the procurement would 
be opened for competitive bidding. 

Second, the bill establishes a new 5-
year technology demonstration pro
gram to promote the development and 
demonstration of advanced land re
mote-sensing components, sensors, and 
system designs. The bill directs the 
President to designate which agency 
would be responsible for carrying out 
this program. The Landsat Joint Pro
gram Office would have a coordinating 
role in this technology demonstration, 
yet would not necessarily have any di
rect funding responsibility. The goal of 
the technology demonstration is to 
achieve a launch within 5 years of a 
system which would help the Nation 
determine whether Landsat 7 should be 
funded and managed by the U.S. Gov
ernment, by the private sector, or by 
an international consortium. 

If a technology demonstration pro
gram such as this is not pursued, then 
the United States may find itself in the 
late-1990's in precisely the same posi
tion in which it finds itself today-in 
need of a follow-on spacecraft to pro
vide data continuity, yet uncertain 
about the risks of implementing a 
major technological change in the pro
gram. 

Finally, let me address the issue of 
data policy. In many ways, this issue is 
the most important. 

As background, let me review the 
current situation. Under the Land Re
mote-Sensing Commercialization Act 
of 1984, a single private sector entity, 
EOSAT, was awarded exclusive mar
keting rights for the sale of Landsat 
data. The theory behind that legi_sla
tion was that the revenues generated 
from Landsat would grow at a suffi
cient pace that they would result in a 
self-sustaining commercial enterprise 
which no longer needed Federal sup
port. In practice, however, it hasn't 
happened. Whether it was the policy 
experiment's design or its execution, or 
a combination of the two, that failed 
isn't all that important in this context. 
What is important is the fact that full 
commercialization of the Landsat Pro
gram, which would entail complete pri
vate funding of the space segment, can
not be achieved within the foreseeable 
future, and thus should not serve as the 
near-term goal of national policy on 
land remote sensing. 

Market studies conducted in 1988 for 
the Department of Commerce con
cluded that even under the most opti
mistic market growth scenarios, the 
space segment of a U.S. Land Remote
Sensing System could not be commer
cialized during the present century. 
This view is now broadly shared within 
the remote-sensing industry. Although 
certain segments of the remote-sensing 
market are experiencing considerable 
growth, total revenues remain dwarfed 
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by the cost of procuring, launching, 
and operating the spacecraft. As such, 
it is simply unrealistic for the Govern
ment to assume that the revenue from 
data sales will enable the private sec
tor to takeover the full funding respon
sibilities of this program anytime soon. 

The objective of the commercializa
tion effort was to capture within the 
price of Landsat data some of the ex
penses associated with the program. Up 
until now, the only expenses that have 
been covered have been those associ
ated with EOSAT's marketing and 
profit-taking needs, and to cover cost 
overruns in the Landsat 6 contract. 
With the launch of Landsat 6 next sum
mer, however, EOSAT will also be re
sponsible for paying the cost of sat
ellite operations. This is an important 
step, yet remains a long distance from 
the goal of having the revenue stream 
from Landsat data sales cover all ex
penses associated with the program. 

From another perspective, however, 
the cost-recovery goal reflected in cur
rent data prices has had costs of its 
own. Specifically, it has impeded the 
use of Landsat data by scientists and 
other public sector users. 

Over the past 15 years, the number of 
Landsat scenes purchased annually by 
the academic research community has 
dropped precipitously, from a high of 
34,000 in 1976 to a low of 450 in 1990. 
This phenomenon was partly due to de
clining Federal support for Remote
Sensing Applications Programs that 
utilized a large volume of Landsat 
data. Primarily, however, it has been 
the result of price increases that began 
in the late 1970's and continued with 
commercialization. 

At the current rate of $4,000 for a sin
gle Thematic Mapper scene, Landsat 

_.data are beyo:qd the reach of all but the 
most well-funded remote-sensing re
searchers. For global change research, 
which often involves change de.tection 
studies over very large areas of land, 
the use of Landsat data at current 
market rates is cost-prohibitive. As a 
result, researchers are relying upon 
less expensive and less appropriate 
data, such as gathered by the A VHRR 
instrument aboard a NOAA weather 
satellite. Although one cannot quan
tify the loss to society stemming from 
this situation, it is clear that a consid
erable amount of potentially valuable 
research involving patterns of change 
on the planet is not being done because 
the data is too expensive under the cur
rent pricing structure. 

This is a particular concern given the 
enormous importance of Landsat to 
global change research. A 1990 study by 
the Committee on Earth and Environ
mental Sciences concluded that 
Landsat data are mission essential to 
five of the seven science priorities of 
the U.S. Global Change Research Pro
gram. As Bob Correll, who headed the 
CEES report on Landsat, told the 
Science, Space, and Technology Com
mittee earlier this year: 

No EOS sensors will return data 
similar in characteristics to Landsat, 
i.e., high spatial resolution, broad spec
tral bands, and wide area coverage. The 
existing Landsat data provide a unique 
baseline of data to document land con
ditions and changes over the last 20 
years. These data will not be available 
from any other source. In addition, 
Landsat data will be needed to develop, 
test, and validate EOS data processing 
algorithms prior to and after the 
launch of EOS. Thus, the Global 
Change Research Program will rely on 
data from both Landsat and EOS. 

With such considerations in mind, 
some have argued that global change 
researchers should receive Landsat 
data at the marginal cost of reproduc
tion and transmission, which would be 
consistent with EOS data policy. This, 
however, raises a fundamental question 
about the value of Landsat data to the 
U.S. taxpayers as a whole. Specifically, 
why should a global change researcher 
be any more deserving of privileged ac
cess to Landsat data than a Depart
ment of Defense analyst generating im
proved military maps, a Department of 
Interior official seeking to improve the 
management of Federal lands, or an 
Environmental Protection Agency sci
entist assessing coastal wetlands? 

Although I do believe that global 
change researchers are doing God's 
work; so, too, are these other public 
sector data users. As such, our legisla
tion directs that data generated from 
civil remote-sensing satellites funded 
by the U.S. Government should be 
made available to all nonprofit users
defined as Federal, State, and local 
governments agencies, domestic uni
versities, and to other domestic non
profit institutions-at the marginal 
cost of acquisition, reproduction, and 
transmission. 

It is our general view that if the U.S. 
Government has determined that it is 
in the public interest to fund and 
launch a remote-sensing satellite sys
tem, then the goal of U.S. policy for 
those systems should be to maximize 
the public's return on that investment. 
This means that for nonprofit applica
tions, data should be provided at the 
lowest possible cost. Any other policy 
amounts to rationing the data, with 
the greatest impact falling upon those 
users who do not make a profit from 
the data. 

To implement this new policy, the 
legislation directs the Administration 
of NASA to enter into negotiations 
with EOSAT for modified terms and 
conditions for the pricing, acquisition, 
and access of data from Landsats 1 
through 6. Specifically, the legislation 
directs NASA to seek agreement with 
EOSAT that Landsat data shall be pro
vided at the marginal cost of acquisi
tion, reproduction, and transmission 
for nonprofit users, on the con di ti on 
that such data not be used for commer
cial purposes. 

NASA is also instructed to seek 
agreement with EOSAT that data will 
be acquired to meet the needs of the 
U.S. Global Change Research program. 
The problem here is that EOSAT cur
rently collects images only in response 
to specific customer orders. As a re
sult, the annual acquisition of data 
from the system has been declining by 
20 percent or more per year or the past 
3 years. Because of this situation, and 
since global change researchers are not 
currently placing orders, data of high
priority global ecosystems may not be 
in the archives 5 or 10 years from now 
when needed. 

Third, NASA is instructed to seek 
agreement with EOSAT that it will 
make every effort to assist in getting 
data for U.S. nonprofit entities from 
foreign ground stations at the mar
ginal cost of reproduction and trans
mission. A great deal of Landsat data 
of importance to global change re
searchers is contained within the 2 mil
lion scenes held by foreign ground sta
tions. EOSAT is the contracting party 
with those ground stations, and thus 
can assist in getting better terms for 
access to that data. 

Finally, NASA is instructed to seek 
agreement with EOSAT that copyright 
restrictions be waived for nonprofit ap
plications. In so doing, this would en
able DOD, NASA, Interior, and other 
Federal agencies and domestic non
profit users to share data without hav
ing to place multiple orders for specific 
scenes of interest. It makes no sense 
for users in the Army, Air Force, and 
intelligence agencies, for example, to 
have to purchase a scene multiple 
times. 

The legislation specifies that this set 
of negotiations between NASA and 
EOSAT on the procurement of Landsat 
7. Also, as with those negotiations, a 
120-day period is established for the 
discussions. If no agreement is reached 
in this time frame, then NASA is di
rected to report back to Congress on 
options for achieving these policy 
goals. 

Finally, in terms of the rights for 
Landsat 7 data, negotiation of these 
rights may be put on the table during 
the negotiations with EOSAT for the 
procurement of Landsat 7. However, if 
no agreement is reached on Landsat 7 
data within these negotiations, then 
the Joint Program Office is directed to 
conduct a long-term study of options 
for creating a competitive system for 
the commercial marketing and dis
tribution of this data. 

The one aspect about data policy 
that we are sure about is that the Gov
ernment should be excluded of a role in 
the commercial marketing of such 
data. The Government once had this 
role, and demonstrated its ineptness at 
it. Beyond that, however, there are 
many possible approaches to ensuring 
that the private sector perform the 
duty of aggressive market development 
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and responsive data distribution. It 
may take several years of additional 
experience after the launch of Landsat 
6 to know whether the existing for
mula, or some entirely different ap
proach, is the best mechanism. For this 
reason, the report on options for 
Landsat 7 data distribution would not 
be due until 1995, which would still be 
at least a year before the anticipated 
launch of Landsat 7. 

The legislation also provides for an 
enforcement procedure to ensure that 
data received by nonprofit entities is 
not used for commercial purposes. This 
enforcement role is assigned to the De
partment of Commerce. 

The legislation, as my colleagues will 
see, takes the form of amendments to 
the Land Remote-Sensing Commer
cialization Act of 1984. As such, it pre
serves many of the provisions con
tained in that statute. The provisions 
on archiving of data and of the licens
ing of private sector remote-sensing 
systems have been left intact. The non
discriminatory access provision also is 
retained, except for the single major 
exception that domestic nonprofit 
users shall receive data from Govern
ment-operated land remote-sensing 
systems at the marginal cost of acqui
sition, reproduction, and transmission. 
In other cases, data is to be provided 
on nondiscriminatory terms. I believe 
that the nondiscriminatory access pol
icy has served the Nation well in the 
past, and will continue to provide le
verage against the use of foreign sys
tems solely for internal intelligence
gathering. 

Mr. Speaker, I am introducing this 
legislation today as a means of moving 
the process along toward a national de
cision on the future of the Landsat 
Program. I do not believe that this is 
necessarily the best or only way to 
deal with the issues. For that reason, 
the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology will solicit comments on 
the bill both in writing and in oral tes
timony. Within 3 weeks, I intend to 
hold a hearing at which the adminis
tration will be asked to provide a plan 
for meeting its commitment to data 
continuity after Landsat 6. 

My fundamental purpose is to help 
forge a national consensus on how to 
secure the Nation's position in land re
mote-sensing. I recognize at the outset 
that this is a complex issue which in
volves many competing interests and 
perspectives. Nonetheless, these com
peting views cannot be the basis for in
action. Decisions must be made on this 
program, and the time to make those 
decisions is now upon us. 

Mr. Speaker, a section-by-section 
analysis of the bill follows. 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE NA

TIONAL LAND REMOTE SENSING POLICY ACT 
OF 1991 
Sec. 1. Short Title. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Amendments to Title I of 1984 

Landsat Act. 
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Amends definitions in 1984 Landsat Act. 
Sec. 4. Amendments to title II of the 1984 

Landsat Act. 
Substantially amends sections 201-204 of 

the 1984 Landsat Act. 
Amended sec. 201 establishes a NASA-DOD 

Joint Program Office (JPO), which would 
have overall responsibility for the manage
ment of the Landsat system; requires the 
JPO to conduct annual assessment and pro
vide opportunity for public comment on pro
gram. 

Amended sec. 202 sets out a special 120-day 
expedited process to enter into contracts for 
the procurement of Landsat 7 and rights to 
market and distribute Landsat 7 data, and 
provides an alternative procurement process 
in the event agreements are not reached 
within the 120 days. 

Sec. 202(a) and (b) direct NASA to begin 
immediate negotiations with EOSAT (the 
commercial entity awarded a contract for 
Landsat 6 under the 1984 Act) to procure 
Landsat 7. Landsat 7 must be based essen
tially on the design of Landsat 6 and provide 
data continuity; however, NASA may also 
consider adding an advanced sensor (such as 
a 5-meter stereo sensor) if the additional de
velopment would not significantly jeopardize 
data continuity. 

Sec. 202(c) permits NASA to negotiate with 
EOSAT on rights to the data of Landsat 7 
and sets out certain restrictions, including 
requirements that unenhanced data be made 
available to domestic nonprofit users for 
noncommercial purposes at marginal cost, 
and that commercial marketing be the re
sponsibility of the private sector. 

Sec. 202(d) provides that, if no agreement 
for the procurement of Landsat 7 can be 
made within 120 days, NASA must begin a 
competitive procurement process; rights to 
Landsat 7 data can not be negotiated at the 
same time. 

Sec. 202(e) provides that, if no agreement 
on marketing rights to Landsat 7 data has 
been made within 120 days, the JPO would 
conduct a long-term study of options for cre
ating a competitive system for marketing of 
unenhanced data from Landsat 7, report to 
Congress, and solicit proposals from domes
tic private sector firms for data marketing 
and distribution. 

Amended sec. 203 directs NASA to enter 
into contract modification negotiations with 
EOSAT to ensure that data to Landsat 6 and 
earlier Landsats are made available to do
mestic nonprofit users for noncommercial 
purposes at marginal cost. If NASA is unable 
to conclude an agreement within 120 days, 
NASA is directed to report back to Congress 
on options for meeting the data policy goals 
set out in the section. 

Amended sec. 204 transfer the existing 
Landsat 6 responsibilities of the Secretary of 
Commerce to the JPO on the launch of 
Landsat 6 or as otherwise agreed. 

Sec. 5. Repeals title III of 1984 Landsat Act. 
Sec. 6. Amendments to Title IV of 1984 

Landsat Act. 
Makes primarily technical and conforming 

amendments to authority of Secretary of 
Commerce to license private space remote
sensing systems 

Sec. 7. Amendments to Title V of the 1984 
Landsat Act. 

Repeals the specific authority of agencies 
other than NASA to conduct research and 
development on space remote-sensing. 

Adds a new sec. 402, which requires that 
any government-supported space remote
sensing system other than Landsat to pro
vide data to nonprofit users for noncommer
cial purposes at marginal cost. Different 

pricing structures would be permitted under 
international agreements and cooperative 
industry-government research programs. 

Adds a new sec. 403, which establishes a 
new 5-year interagency technology dem
onstration program to promote the develop
ment and demonstration of advanced land re
mote-sensing components, sensors, and sys
tem designs. The program would be designed 
to be responsive to the broad civilian, mili
tary, commercial and foreign interests in 
land remote-sensing. 

Sec. 8. Options for Successor to Landsat 
System 

Adds a new Title V to the 1984 Landsat 
Act, and directs the JPO to report to Con
gress two years after the technology dem
onstration program begins on broad-based 
options for a successor land-remote sensing 
system to Landsat 7, expressing a preference 
for private system operation. 

Sec. 9. Amendments to Title VI of the 1984 
Landsat Act 

Amends sec. 601 to provide that, except as 
required by national security or inter
national obligations, unenhanced data gen
erated by the Landsat system or by any pri
vate remote sensing licensed under the Act 
shall be made available to all users without 
preference to one customer or class of cus
tomers over another. As exceptions to this 
general rule, however, the bill requires 
Landsat data to be made available to domes
tic nonprofit users for noncommercial pur
poses at marginal cost, and permits private 
systems to make data available on more fa
vorable terms and conditions than commer
cial users. 

Adds new sec. 608, directing the Secretary 
of Commerce to develop enforcement proce
dures to prevent nonprofit entities from 
using data for commercial purposes. 

TIME TO TAKE Cl\RE OF OUR OWN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, America's 8.4 
million unemployed workers deseNe to know 
why President Bush won't agree to extend 20 
weeks of unemployment benefits to families 
across this great Nation who are desperately 
in need of help. 

Winter is coming on fast and Christmas is 
barely 2 months off. What will Mr. Bush say to 
these proud but jobless Americans who must 
turn to welfare to support their families be
cause he failed to act on this issue? We saw 
no such reluctance on his part when the Kurd
ish refugees in Iraq were in need. 

As a constituent of mine from Norridge, IL, 
recently wrote: "It's time President Bush 
dropped his opposition to the modest propos
als put forward by this Congress. These ef
forts were designed to help people who have 
exhausted their unemployment insurance, but 
have not yet found work because of the reces
sion." My constituent put the issue into sharp 
perspective by asking the President, "How 
about taking care of our own?" 

Mr. Speaker, if the President would listen to 
Americans as closely as he listens to the 
Prime Minister of Japan or the President of 
Turkey, he'd see the folly of vetoing bills to ex
tend benefits to our Nation's unemployed. 

CRISIS IN YUGOSLAVIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
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D 2120 tleman from California [Mr. PANETI'A] 

is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take a moment today to make an urgent ap
peal to President Bush to exert greater leader
ship with respect to the crisis in Yugoslavia. It 
is especially critical that the United States lend 
its good offices and support to the Inter
national Red Cross, European Community re
lief convoys, the United Nations, and other re
lief agencies as they attempt to minister to the 
wounded and supply humanitarian aid to the 
inhabitants of villages, towns, and cities sub
ject to the incessant shelling of the past few 
months. I urge the President strongly to offer 
every available means of assistance to these 
agencies immediately. 

Croatia and Serbia, Croats and Serbs, are 
locked in a senseless, baseless battle for land 
and security. A seemingly innumerable series 
of cease-fires have failed to prevent both 
small and large factions on both sides from 
continuing their irrational and deadly attacks 
on civilians and militia alike. Vukovar is no 
longer a living city; it is a bunker. Dubrovnik, 
one of the most beautiful and historic cities in 
Europe, is under siege and the threat of bom
bardment. Many other Croatian and Serbian 
towns and cities fear the firestorm. More than 
1,000 children, women, and men have been 
killed in Yugoslavia since June. 

That there is no rhyme nor reason to this 
madness is not in dispute. That the crisis is 
dangerously close to the threshold of civil war 
is unquestionable. Of the import of this conflict 
for other potential ethnic disputes in Eastern 
Europe and central Asia there is no doubt. 
Why, then, is the Bush administration reluctant 
to bring to bear the enormous international re
sources, prestige, and sway of the United 
States in this explosive conflict verging on civil 
war? 

We have got to exhibit stronger support for 
the European Community's mediation process, 
for the rights of Croatia and Bosnia
Hercegovina to secure borders and for the 
rights of Serbs living in Croatia. We ought to 
ask the United Nations Security Council to ap
prove economic sanctions against any republic 
of Yugoslavia refusing to abide by cease-fires 
and to approve a peacekeeping force to en
force cease-fires. We should support Can
ada's demand for an emergency U.N. session 
to address the issue. 

I am a cosponsor of House Resolution 237, 
authored by my friend from Ohio, Representa
tive FEIGHAN, which among other things urges 
the President to support the formation of a 
peacekeeping force by the Cont erence on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe [CSCE] to 
assist the enforcement of a cease-fire and to 
support that deployment as a contribution to a 
comprehensive peace agreement. I am also a 
cosponsor of House Resolution 121, spon
sored by our distinguished colleagues Rep
resentatives KANJORSKI and KLECZKA. House 
Resolution 121 calls on the United Nations to 
dispatch a United Nations contingent to Yugo
slavia to monitor and enforce a cease-fire and 
assess multilateral economic sanctions against 
any party disrupting a cease-fire or refusing to 
take part in peace talks. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed in the Presi
dent and the Secretary of State. I do not need 
to indulge in a history lesson, but their inaction 

leads me to believe that they do not realize 
the significance of this moment, this place, this 
crisis. We are on the brink of a new era. 
President Bush tells us that it will be a new 
world order. 

Let the administration act accordingly. Let 
the Department of State contribute American 
expertise and resources to the resolution of 
this nascent war. Let not this conflict become 
the ominous harbinger of wildfire internecine 
battles and a new world disorder. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN REPUB
LICAN AND DEMOCRAT PROPOS
ALS TO HELP UNEMPLOYED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY
LOR] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard a great deal 
about unemployment over the last sev
eral weeks from Members to the left 
side of the aisle. Helping unemploy
ment is a worthwhile goal, and one 
that I can clearly support. But let us 
view how the two parties have gone 
about it. 

First of all, Members to the left came 
with a bill that would increase the un
employment tax on the average work
ing person to pay for an unemployment 
extension benefit, and that was killed. 
That amendment was killed on the 
floor. 

The Republicans came with a bill to 
cut certain expenditures and to sell 
certain Government assets to cover the 
cost, but that was killed. 

The Democrats then came with a bill 
that charged it sort of up in the air. 
Nearly $6 billion would be charged to 
the deficit. Some future generation 
would have to pay for it. It would 
break the budget agreement of less 
than 1 year ago. That was the second 
method. That was vetoed by the Presi-
dent and sustained. · 

Last week I offered this body a bill 
that would provide 20 weeks of exten
sion of unemployment benefits without 
raising taxes or without charging it to 
the deficit. It would call for cutting the 
budget of Congress by 30 percent and 
by reducing foreign aid by 30 percent. 
It would allow the President to select 
where those reductions would come 
from. 

Mr. Speaker, I noted that the Com
mittee on Ways and Means recently 
voted out a 13-week extension that 
would require, again, a tax on the 
working men and women of this coun
try. 

Mr. Speaker, how can we justify tax
ing working people in this country for 
a 13-week extension of unemployment 
benefits when we have a bill that could 
be brought forward that would give 20 
weeks of unemployment benefit cov
erage by cutting Congress' budget by 30 
percent and cutting foreign aid by 30 
percent? 

Let us look at the Congress's budget. 
We have a budget of almost $3 billion, 
$3 billion. We have increased that budg
et nearly a billion dollars since 1989. By 
cutting it 30 percent, or almost $1 bil
lion, we bring ourselves back to where 
we were in 1989. 

It is a chance for us to show some 
leadership. We have been beaten on 
rightfully in the press for the res
taurant shenanigans, or bank-check 
kiting shenanigans, for other failures 
of this body. 

Here is an opportunity for us to say 
to the working men and women of this 
country, we are willing to sacrifice. 

A little over a year ago, we raised the 
salaries of Congress 37 percent, and we 
did it at a time when we put an enor
mous tax increase on the people of this 
country, $137 billion, a gasoline tax of 
58 percent on the people of this country 
at a time when we said things are 
tough, we have got to raise taxes. We 
have got to cut Medicare and Medicaid. 
We have got to cut a number of areas. 
"And oh, by the way, we are raising 
our salaries 38 percent." 

The public is not stupid. It saw that. 
It saw that this body has to have lead
ership and set examples. And we set 
one, a very poor one. 

Mr. Speaker, we have an opportunity 
to show some leadership and come back 
and look at the bloated budget of the 
U.S. Congress that has grown 50 per
cent since 1989, 4 times the rate of in
flation, and to cut that. That and a 30 
percent reduction in foreign aid will 
allow us to increase unemployment 
benefits by 20 weeks without taxing the 
working men and women, as the gen
tleman to the left want to do and in 
fact have passed to do through their 
committee and without charging it to 
the deficit. 

The choice is clear. It is time for us 
to make it. 

UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

DURBIN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. OWENS] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I want to congratulate the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], 
the majority whip, for organizing this 
special order tonight on unemployment 
and all related matters. I think it is 
very important that the American peo
ple participate with us in this dialog on 
what is probably the most important 
function of our Government. 

To promote the general welfare is the 
most important function of our Gov
ernment. Our specific Constitution re
quires that all decisionmakers in Gov
ernment participate in this process of 
promoting the general welfare. But in 
very general terms any society, any
place where there is a social contract 
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among men, the most important activ
ity is to provide an opportunity for 
people to earn a living, to earn income, 
the opportunity to work, the oppor
tunity to earn income is at the heart of 
the social contract. 

A society which fails to provide this 
opportunity is really uncivilized. It is 
really barbaric. Only barbarians will 
treat unemployment casually and treat 
unemployment lightly and consider un
employment as a matter of statistics, 
numbers, not people. 

It is the duty of every civilized soci
ety to try to create an economy where 
all who want to work can find work. 
We are not talking about spoon-feeding 
people and guaranteeing them a job 
and carrying them to a job by the hand 
and guaranteeing that whether they 
work efficiently and effectively or not, 
they will always have a job. We are not 
talking about those kinds of extremes. 

We are talking about an economy 
which guarantees that there will be an 
opportunity to work for those that 
want to work. If that economy is not 
dynamic, then there will be problems. 
There will be dislocations. There will 
be times when people cannot find em
ployment. 

Therefore, we have devices like pub
lic works programs created and unem
ployment insurance created to deal 
with the situations which arise where 
people cannot find work temporarily. 

The safety nets for workers in a dy
namic economy are very important. 
Unemployment insurance is one of 
those safety nets. So it is very impor
tant we have this dialog, and we are 
going to spend a long time tonight 
talking about it. 

I hope that the American people do 
not grow tired of trying to understand 
what is going on here. We have to sort 
out the kinds of juvenile indignation 
we have heard before about expendi
tures for Congress that ought to be cut. 
Some Members earlier were talking 
about $11 million being spent for the 
Department of Transportation. The 
same Members advocate billions of dol
lars being spent on space exploration. 
The same Members never raise their 
voice when we spend hundreds of bil
lions of dollars in the bailout of the 
savings and loan associations, money 
that has been stolen by crooked bank
ers and their associates. 

We put it back. In many cases we are 
replacing money guaranteeing the de
posits of people who by law are not 
covered, up to $100,000 every Ameri
can's deposit is covered in the bank. 
But there are people who have deposits 
far beyond that we are covering, yet we 
never hear those voices scream loudly 
about saving pennies talk about saving 
real money, billions. 

Overseas bases now are still costing 
us more than $100 billion. If we are 
going to start cutting the budget, and 
we are going to have a dialog about 
where to save money in order to put 

money in the promotion of the general 
welfare, it ought to be to put money 
into providing activities which provide 
jobs. We need to build bridges. We need 
to build schools. We need to build high
ways. 

There are a number of ways we can 
provide jobs at the same time provid
ing benefits that everybody needs, and 
we can get the money from money that 
is being wasted. 

We are pouring $55 billion into the 
economy of Europe in order to def end 
Europe, defend Europe at a time when 
Europe is quite prosperous and can de
fend itself. We poured another $45 bil
lion more into Asia, mostly Japan, at a 
time when Japan can certainly defend 
itself. There are ridiculous things 
going on in the Capital, all the time, 
and yet the people who scream loudest 
about having money can only look at 
pennies. They can only search out ri
diculous kinds of expenditures while 
ignoring the billion dollar waste that is 
going on every day. 

About 2,200 workers are being laid off 
each day because our economy is not a 
vital, dynamic economy at this point. 
Eight point four million Americans are 
unemployed right now because our 
economy is not utilizing the money 
that is being wasted in order to provide 
jobs. Over 2 million Americans have al
ready exhausted their unemployment 
benefits during the first 7 months of 
this year, and this administration 
wants to treat those people as statis
tics and be casual about the fact that 
we have the money already in the 
Treasury, specifically designated for 
this purpose. The unemployment insur
ance has been paid for itself. The 
money is there. 

And they refuse to allow us to use it 
to pay along the benefits. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, this will 
be a long night. 

Tonight the Democratic Party is 
doing something pretty unusual. 

We're enacting what we call a vigil 
on the issue of unemployment benefits. 

At other times, a vigil has meant 
standing watch to make sure an impor
tant issue doesn't get overlooked. 

That's exactly what we're doing. 
Dozens of us will speak through the 

night on the issue of unemployment 
and what it means to our districts. 

We're taking this unusual step be
cause we hope somehow-at a time 
when most people are aslee:p-to wake 
up the administration about the crisis 
that they have until now managed to 
ignore. 

We don't expect people to watch us 
until its time for breakfast. In fact, I 
hope they get some sleep. 

But we know that at whatever time 
of night we're talking, thousands of 
Americans will be listening. 

I hope some of them are in the White 
House. 

D 2130 
Mr. OWENS of New York. I would 

like to thank the gentleman from 
Michigan, the majority whip, and com
mend him for organizing this very im
portant special order on unemploy
ment. 

I yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
an important evening for the House of 
Representatives and I think that the 
work of the majority whip [Mr. BONIOR] 
and my colleague from New York [Mr. 
OWENS] who serves with such distinc
tion on the Education and Labor Com
mittee, as well as the Committee on 
Government Operations should be paid 
homage, and the many Members in the 
Congress who will continue on this dis
cussion tonight that examines the fail
ure of the Bush administration to deal 
with this crisis of unemployment. 

We gather tonight to protest and call 
the Nation's attention to the cruel 
hoax by the administration of what it 
calls its economic policy. The adminis
tration has failed the American people 
in its attempts to manage an economy 
in the grips of a recession and remedy 
the collapse in employment opportuni
ties that we have been witnessing since 
the summer of 1990. 

The President, I submit, is out of 
touch with the pain of the American 
people who live with the scourge of un
employment that now spreads un
checked across our Nation. Under the 
Presidency of the President of this 
country, the American economy has 
grown by less than 1 percent, the worst 
economic record since World War II. 
Presently, the economy is only seven
tenths of 1 percent larger than when 
George Herbert Walker Bush took of
fice, and as a result 81/2 million Ameri
cans are out of work. Real wages of the 
American worker have dropped 9 per
cent below their 1979 level, and since 
the President took office, there is $350 
per person less to go around in our 
economy. 

The number of Americans filing for 
bankruptcy this year will reach over 1 
million. The percentage of Americans 
who are at least a month behind in 
their mortgage payments rose from 5.2 
to 8 percent in the second quarter. If 
the disparity between the rate of eco
nomic growth in Japan and the United 
States during this administration is to 
be allowed to continue, the Japanese 
economy would surpass ours in size be
fore the end of the decade. 

Unlike the economic troubles faced 
by most previous administrations, the 
Bush economic stagnation comes at a 
time of considerable prosperity among 
most industrial nations. There is no 
truth to the administration's conten
tion that their growth strategies have 
fallen victim to a worldwide economic 
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downturn beyond the administration's 
control. 

One of the President's first commit
ments was the creation of 30 million 
new jobs over two terms. Remember? If 
current trends continue, this President 
will finish his first term in office hav
ing created fewer jobs than any Presi
dent in the last 50 years. There are now 
300,000 fewer jobs in America than 
when the President took office. The 
President is now 10 million jobs behind 
his promised schedule for job creation, 
following a veto of critical unemploy
ment benefit legislation and threat
ened veto of today's job-creating high
way bill. 

For the last 31 months, jobs in this 
country have been disappearing at the 
rate of 9,400 per month. One President 
before him, Jimmy Carter, the Repub
lican's favorite whipping boy, created 
209,000 jobs per month, the fastest rate 
of job creation, 2.68 percent growth an
nually. And so some 81h million Ameri
cans are without work. Current total 
employment is now below the level 
that it was when this President took 
office. The situation is far worse for 
more than 1.2 million people, long-term 
unemployed Americans who have been 
out of work for 27 weeks or more. Vir
tually all have exhausted their normal 
benefits and are unable to obtain addi
tional unemployment benefits. 

Long-term unemployment typically 
continues to increase for at least 6 
months after the beginning of a recov
ery. Our labor statistics show that, and 
still the Secretary of Labor, Lynn Mar
tin, testified recently that the adminis
tration believes, "The extended bene
fits program is operating effectively." 

The administration has not proposed 
a single measure to alleviate the eco
nomic pain of this recession, not sur
prising considering that the budget 
submitted in February did not even ac
knowledge that the country had been 
in a recession for 7 months by then, 
since July 1990. Evidence presented so 
far shows that the economy is bumping 
along at the bottom of a recession, and 
there is growing fear of double-dip re
cession, another turndown before real 
recovery takes hold. 

Even if the President miraculously 
produced a recovery today, Americans 
would not feel the difference for 
months. 

The House Budget Committee pre
dicted that income growth, housing 
construction, auto sales and business 
profits will be lackluster well into 1992. 
They expect the unemployment rate 
will remain 6 percent until the end of 
1992, and the Congressional Budget Of
fice does not expect it to fall back to 
the pre-recession level of 5.5 percent 
until 1996. 

The American people are tired of the 
President's unkept promises and tired 
of his pathetic economic policies. 

I will submit for the RECORD, a Wash
ington Post poll released today which 

shows that a majority of Americans 
disapprove of the way that the Presi
dent is handling the economy and feel 
that we need someone in the White 
House who can set the Nation in a new 
direction. 

Seventy percent said they agree with 
the statement that the President 
spends too much time on foreign prob
lems, and not enough on problems in 
this country. 

Nineteen percent named unemploy
ment as the biggest problem facing the 
country. 

Nearly half of those polled said that 
the President cares more about serving 
upper-income people. Only 8 percent 
said that he is interested in the needs 
of middle-income and poor Americans. 

So President Bush and the Repub
licans just cannot get it right. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Will the 
gentleman yield back to me? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, there are a lot of Americans who 
are under the assumption that years 
ago we took care of the problem of 
structural unemployment by passing a 
bill called the Humphrey-Hawkins bill 
which required that the Government 
must take certain steps at certain 
times when the unemployment reached 
a certain level. Why is it that the Hum
phrey-Hawkins unemployment bill 
does not save us in this situation? 

Mr. CONYERS. I am glad the gen
tleman remembers that legislation, be
cause we submitted that during the 
1980's. The former occupant of the 
White House, Mr. Reagan, probably did 
not even know that that was a law that 
was on the books. The Full Employ
ment and Balanced Growth Act, a prod
uct of the former chairman of the Edu
cation and Labor Committee, Gus Haw
kins, and the former distinguished Sen
ator, Hubert Humphrey. They put that 
bill together to reduce unemployment 
by 1 percent each year. 

D 2140 
At that time, we were outraged that 

we had an unemployment rate of a lit
tle bit over 4 percent, and we were de
termined to do something about it, but 
that legislation was never enacted. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. That legis
lation was enacted. 

Mr. CONYERS. It was enacted. 
Mr. OWENS of New York. It has a ca

veat in it which says that the Presi
dent has to determine. It is up to the 
President to determine when it is uti
lized. 

Mr. CONYERS. The President. The 
legislation read that the President 
would come forward at the beginning of 
every year and describe by what means 
he would reduce unemployment by 1 
percent each year, but that, of course, 
never happened, and we are now in the 
throes of unemployment that is far 
more serious involving far more people, 

and yet we have none of these initia
tives. 

I repeat again that this administra
tion cannot get it right, and in the 
midst of this economic devastation, 
they continue to beat the drum for cap
ital gains and breaks for the rich. They 
continue to have their party to which 
98 percent of the Americans are not in
vited, and that this supply-side love 
fest which has made the United States 
the world's largest debtor Nation, 
which has brought us to a trade deficit 
in excess of $100 billion, and which has 
tripled our national debt and has 
devasted our cities and crushed our in
frastructure; they cannot get it right. 
They do not understand that supply
side, laissez-faire, trickle-down eco
nomic policies have hurt America, 
have shattered the dreams of millions 
of Americans. They do not understand 
that the American people are tired 
with bail-outs of foreign nations while 
we veto from the White House des
perately needed unemployment insur
ance legislation. They do not under
stand the pain of the poor and the job
less who need leadership and just can
not seem to get it from the White 
House. 

I have seen that pain in my home
town of Detroit. The unemployment 
situation in the State of Michigan is 
one of the worst in the Nation. 

Over 10 percent of the labor force in 
the First District of Michigan is out of 
work, and the condition of the entire 
city is even worse. Over 13 percent of 
the work force is out of a job. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS of New York. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Michi
gan, the distinguished whip, who is 
himself from the State of Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. For just a chance to 
talk a little bit about our State and 
what people are going through. 

We regretfully are used to these cy
clical ups and downs in our economy, 
but I want to tell my friends and col
leagues that the people of Michigan 
who depend so heavily on the auto in
dustry are really in tough, tough 
times. This recession that we are going 
through right now, and believe me, it is 
a recession, and as John Kenneth Gal
braith said the other day, we are not 
talking about a bumpy recovery bor
dering on a second round of recession; 
he indicated quite clearly, I think, and 
quite eloquently, that we are talking 
about a recession bordering on moving 
into a more serious situation. He used 
the word "recession." 

We have that in Michigan. We have a 
situation that is getting as bad if it is 
not as bad already as it was in 1982 
when I had at one point in my district 
25 percent of my people out of work. 
Today I have about half that; today I 
have about 12 percent of my people out 
of work. 

The automobile industry lost $1.6 bil
lion this last quarter. People are ex-
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hausting their benefits every day by 
the thousands in our State, and so I 
want to tell the gentlemen that are 
here, and I commend my friend in the 
well, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. CONYERS], for raising this issue, 
because the plight of our people back 
home is, indeed, very, very serious, and 
they need some help from this adminis
tration, and they get angry. They get 
upset when they hear the Secretary of 
the Treasury say about this recession 
that it is no big deal. That is what he 
said; he called it no big deal, this reces
sion. The President said this recession 
ended in May. 

These people have no idea, no con
cept of what is happening out in the 
country. The gentleman's comments 
were with respect to what is going on, 
the President's travels overseas, and he 
has lost touch with the economy here 
at home, I think, has really hit home. 
It is time he and his administration 
started to take care of our own right 
here at home. 

I thank my colleague for yielding. 
Mr. CONYERS. I am pleased to hear 

from my colleague, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], our dis
tinguished whip. 

I would like to close with just an
other observation or two about our 
State which has experienced monu
mental drops in retail sales, steel pro
duction, and, of course, in the auto in
dustry itself. 

Just this past Friday in Michigan, we 
learned that another large corporation 
is closing its headquarters in our 
State, and while this looks ominous on 
paper, it is nothing compared to the 
real-life experiences of people laid off 
who have been forced to live in fear and 
poverty. 

In my Detroit office, we receive hun
dreds of phone calls from families who 
want to know what has happened to 
their benefits, who want to know where 
they should turn for help. These people 
should be able to turn to the Congress 
for help and support regardless of how 
many times the President vetoes our 
legislation. 

We must continue the fight for unem
ployment-benefits legislation and pro
tecting the working people of this 
country, the people victimized by the 
recession and unemployment and the 
children who bear witness every day to 
the pain and humiliation being forced 
upon their unemployed parents. 

In the statehouse in Michigan, we 
have had the same line followed as that 
in the administration in Washington, 
funds slashed, legislation blocked for 
the neediest. 

Michigan's Governor Engler has cut 
$500 million from social services during 
the toughest recession in recent mem
ory, and of the $500 million, $200 mil
lion came directly from cutting the 
general assistance, expelling 90,000 pov
erty-stricken people from the program, 
and no safety net there. 

What is even more unconscionable is 
the rationale of the Governor of our 
State for the cut. He believes that it 
will encourage people to become more 
self-sufficient. Will ending payments to 
senior citizens for oxygen encourage 
them to be more self-sufficient? Will 
ending payments for medical supplies 
encourage the sick to fend for them
selves? No. If this administration ex
pects the people of Detroit to believe 
that it is serious about climbing out of 
the pit of the recession, then they had 
better put their money where their 
mouth is. 

And I am tired, my voting constitu
ents are tired, the American people are 
tired of living on the edge of jobless
ness, homelessness, and poverty. They 
are tired of hearing the President say 
one thing and do the opposite, and it is 
in that sense, of all of those folks who 
called in and have written in, some of 
which I will submit their letters for the 
RECORD, that I am very proud to par
ticipate in this important special order 
for this evening. 

Mr. SPEAKER. We gather tonight to protest, 
and call the Nation's attention to, the cruel 
hoax by the administration that it calls its eco
nomic policy. The administration has failed the 
American people in its attempts to manage an 
economy in the grips of a recession and rem
edy the collapse in employment opportunities 
we have been witnesses to since the summer 
of 1990. The President is out of touch with the 
pain of the American people, who live with the 
scourge of unemployment that spreads un
checked across our Nation. 

FAILURE OF BUSH ECONOMIC POLICIES 

Under Bush's Presidency, the American 
economy has grown by less than 1 percent
the worst economic record since World War II. 
Presently the economy is only O. 7 percent 
larger than when President Bush took office. 

As a result: 
Eighf and one-half million Americans are out 

of work. 
Real wages of the average American worker 

have dropped 9 percent below their level in 
1979. Since Bush took office, there is $350 
per person less to go around. 

The number of Americans filing for bank
ruptcy this year alone will reach 1 million. 

The percentage of Americans who are at 
least a month behind in their mortgage pay
ments rose to 5.28 percent in the second 
quarter. 

If the disparity between the rate of economic 
growth in Japan and the United States during 
the Bush administration were to continue, the 
Japanese economy would surpass ours in size 
before the end of the decade. 

Jimmy Carter, the Republicans' favorite 
whipping boy, created 209,000 jobs per 
month-the fastest rate of jobs creation-2.68 
percent growth annually. 

Some 8.5 million Americans are unem
ployed. Current total employment is now 
below the level it was when Bush took office. 

The situation is far worse for the more than 
1.2 million long-term unemployed Americans 
who have been out of work for 27 weeks or 
more: virtually all have exhausted their normal 
benefits and are unable to obtain additional 
unemployment benefits. 

Long-term unemployment typically continues 
to increase for at least 6 months after the be
ginning of a recovery. Still, Labor Secretary 
Lynn Martin testified recently that "the Admin
istration believes the extended benefits pro
gram is operating effectively." 

The administration has not proposed a sin
gle measure to alleviate the economic pain of 
the recession-not suprising considering his 
budget submitted in February did not even ac
knowledge that the country had been in a re
cession for 7 months by then, since July 1990. 

Evidence presented so far shows that the 
economy is bumping along at the bottom of a 
recession, and there is growing fear of a dou
ble dip recession-another downturn before a 
real recovery takes hold. 

Even if the President miraculously produced 
a recovery today, Americans would not feel 
the difference for months. The House Budget 
Committee predicted that income growth, 
housing construction, auto sales and business 
profits will be lackluster well into 1992. They 
expect the unemployment rate to remain over 
6 percent until the end of 1992, and the Con
gressional Budget Office does not expect it to 
fall back to the prerecession level of 5.5 per
cent until 1996. 

The American people are tired of Bush's 
unkept promises, and tired of his pathetic eco
nomic policies. I submit for the RECORD a 
Washington Post poll released today, which 
shows that a majority of Americans disapprove 
of the way Bush is handling the economy, and 
feel we need a President who can set the Na
tion in a new direction-70 percent said they 
agreed with the statement that Bush spends 
too much time on foreign problems and not 
enough on problems in this country; 19 per
cent named unemployment as the biggest 
problem facing the country, up from only 7 
percent in March; and nearly half those polled 
said Bush cares more about serving upper-in
come people; only 8 percent said Bush is in
terested in the needs of middle-income and 
poor Americans. 

George Bush and the Republicans just can
not get it right. In the midst of this economic 
devastation, they continue to beat the drum for 
capital gains and breaks for the rich. They 
continue to have their party, to which 98 per
cent of Americans are not invited. The Repub
lican supply-side lovefest has made us the 
world's largest debtor nation; it has brought us 
a trade deficit in excess of $100 billion; and it 
has tripled our national debt. It has devastated 
our cities and crushed our infrastructure. 

Unlike the economic troubles faced by most 
previous administrations, the Bush economic 
stagnation comes at a time of considerable 
prosperity among most industrial nations. 
There is no truth to the administration conten
tion that their growth strategies have fallen vic
tim to a worldwide economic downturn beyond 
Bush's control. 

One of the President's first commitments 
was the creation of 30 million new jobs over 
two terms. If current trends continue, Bush will 
finish his first term in office having created 
fewer jobs than any President in the last 50 
years. There are now 300,000 fewer jobs in 
America than when Bush took office. 

Bush is now 10 million jobs behind his 
promised schedule for job creation-following 
a veto of critical unemployment benefits legis-
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lation and a threatened veto of today's job-cre
ating highway bill. 

For the last 31 months, jobs in this country 
have been disappearing at a rate of 9,400 per 
month. 

George Bush just does not understand that 
his supply-side, laissez-faire, trickle-down eco
nomic policies have hurt America and shat
tered the dreams of millions of Americans. He 
does not understand that the American people 
are fed up with his bailouts of foreign nations 
while he vetoes desperately needed unem
ployment insurance legislation. He does not 
understand the pain of the ranks of the poor 
and the jobless, who need leadership and just 
can not seem to get it from him. 

I have seen that pain in my home State of 
Michigan and my hometown of Detroit. 

The unemployment situation in Michigan is 
one of the worst in the Nation, Mr. Speaker. 
Over 10 percent of the labor force in my First 
District in Michigan is out of work. That works 
out to being over 21,500 people in just one 
congressional district. And the condition of the 
entire city of Detroit is even worse-over 13 
percent of the work force is out of a job. 

In the last several months, my State has ex
perienced monumental drops in retail sales, 
steel production, and of course the automotive 
industry. Just this past Friday, we learned that 
another large corporation is closing its head
quarters in Michigan. While this looks ominous 
on paper, it is nothing compared to the real 
life experiences of those people laid off who 
have been forced to live in fear and poverty. 
My office in Detroit has received hundreds of 
phone calls from families who want to know 
what has happened to their benefits-who 
want to know where they should turn for help. 
Mr. Speaker, those people should be able to 
turn to this Congress for help and support, re
gardless of how many times President Bush 
vetoes our legislation. We must continue the 
fight for unemployment benefits legislation and 
protect the working people of this country, the 
people victimized by the recession and unem
ployment, and the children who bear witness 
every day to the pain and humiliation being 
forced upon their unemployed parents. 

Republican statehouses have followed the 
Bush line of slashed funds and blocked legis
lation for the neediest. Michigan's Republic 
Governor Engler has cut $500 million from so
cial services during the toughest recession in 
recent memory. And of that $500 million, $200 
million came directly from cutting general as
sistance and expelling 90,000 poverty- strick
en people from the program. What is even 
more unconscionable is the Governor's ration
ale for the cut-he believes that it will "en
courage people to become more 
selfsufficient." Will ending payments to senior 
citizens for oxygen encourage them to be 
more self-sufficient? Will ending payments for 
medical supplies encourage the sick to fend 
for themselves? 

If the Bush administration expects the peo
ple of Detroit to believe that it is serious about 
climbing out of the pit of recession, then the 
administration had better put its money where 
its mouth is. I am tired, my voting constituents 
are tired, and the American people living on 
the edge of homelessness, joblessness and 
poverty are tired of hearing this President say 
one thing and do the opposite. 

We are tired of hearing the President say he 
is concerned about the unemployed, and then 
see him refuse to release unemployment ben
efits. We are tired of hearing George Bush say 
that he is concerned about the working poor 
who have been forced to live without health in
surance, and then see that he does not offer 
any real solutions. 

George Bush refers to the Democratic pro
posals as one more giveaway, one more big 
budget entitlement, as if he is hurling an insult 
at me and every other Democrat in this body. 
I am not insulted-the working people of this 
country are entitled to receive benefits, they 
are the ones who have been putting aside 
money from their paychecks for a rainy day. 
And I submit that this recession is more than 
just a rainy day, this is a downpour of biblical 
proportions. 

Many people have criticized the Bush ad
ministration for spending too much time on for
eign policy than it does on domestic affairs. 
So I will put this Detroit recession, and Detroit 
unemployment into terms that the administra
tion and the American voters can understand: 
The Federal budget gives more money to Ma
nila than it does to Detroit. The point is not 
that we should not assist other countries, the 
point is that the administration can no longer 
insult the intelligence of the American people 
by saying that there is not enough money to 
take care of our own citizens. The voters will 
not swallow that bitter pill anymore. 

My constituents, Mr. Speaker, have been 
made to swallow too many bitter pills by the 
President and the Republicans. The big three 
auto makers, General Motors Corp., Ford 
Motor Co., and Chrysler Corp. are one of my 
district's biggest employers, and part of the 
backbone of industrial America. The auto mak
ers in Detroit have suffered tremendous eco
nomic blows this year, forcing thousands of 
Americans from their jobs, and jeopardizing 
many more-the result of the President's 
failed economic policies. 

The combined losses for the big three this 
year is estimated to be $5.4 billion. 

General Motors announced yesterday third 
quarter losses of $1.1 billion. This brings its 
total losses for the last five quarters to $5.8 
billion. 

Ford announced yesterday third quarter 
losses of $57 4 million, down nearly $700 mil
lion from the third quarter last year. It brings 
Ford's total losses for 1991 to $1.8 billion. 

Chrysler, through the first 6 months of 1991, 
lost $810 million. That is down $1 billion from 
the first 6 months last year. 

Chrysler and Ford reported that together, 
they have been forced to lay off more than 
7,000 workers already this year. Ford will stop 
production at two plants, causing 4,500 cur
rent employees to lose their jobs. 

Ford temporarily shut down 16 different as
sembly plants for a total of 149 weeks this 
year, affecting thousands of workers. These 
plants are not only located in Michigan, but in 
Ohio, Kentucky, Virginia, Minnesota, and in At
lanta, St. Louis, Chicago, and Kansas City. 

And this failure of the President's economic 
policies has a human face, Mr. Speaker. Unit
ed Community Services [USC], an umbrella 
organization in Detroit that provides services 
to the neediest in my city, had some horror 
stories of the President's economic failure for 
my district office: 

A single mother was laid off from a GM 
plant. Unemployment benefits exhausted in 
the process of losing her home; 1987 a father 
and husband laid off from Detroit GM Ham
tramck plant, by 1988 could no longer keep up 
with mortgage payments-used up unemploy
ment benefits. Wife's income as a school 
teacher not enough to provide for family; USC 
notices one suicide per plant closing or lay off, 
a utility company has told USC they have 
turned off utilities to 15,000 homes from Janu
ary to June of 1991. They anticipate another 
10,000 shut offs due to the general assistance 
cuts; and workers at USC are under stress be
cause of the increasing case load. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD some 
of the most poignant letters and reports from 
my district on the unemployment crisis in 
Michigan. These submissions make it clear 
that the President, like his predecessor, is 
working diligently to hide his obvious indiffer
ence to the plight of the unemployed American 
worker through political rhetoric. It is an estab
lished fact that in terms of duration and the 
number of jobs lost, the current downturn 
ranks as the third most severe of the nine 
post-war recessions. 

It is evident that the Republican-proposed 
unemployment benefits bill, S. 1791, or the 
Dole bill, does very little to change anything. 
It does not even come close to addressing the 
plight of the unemployed in States hardest hit 
by the recession. States like: Michigan, West 
Virginia, Mississippi, Massachusetts, Florida, 
California, Pennsylvania, and New Mexico. 

The discrepancies become more apparent 
in S. 1791 when comparing it to the Demo
cratic proposal: 

REACH-BACK BENEFITS 

The Republican proposal appropriates aid 
for workers who lost their jobs the earliest and 
need assistance the most from only 6 States. 
Only 14 percent of those who have exhausted 
their unemployment compensation would re
ceive help under the Republican bill. This 
mean exhaustees in 44 States will receive 
nothing. On the other hand, under the Demo
cratic bill, 89 percent of workers who fall in 
this critical area qualify for reach-back bene
fits. 

HARDEST-HIT STATES 

The Republican proposal appropriates a 
mere 6 weeks of benefits for workers in States 
hardest hit by the recession. States like Michi
gan, California, Florida, Mississippi, and West 
Virginia with unemployment rates as high as 
7, 8, 9, or nearly 10 percent. The Democratic 
bill appropriates 13 or 20 weeks of benefits to 
these states. 

VETERANS 

The Republican proposal not only offers vet
erans less unemployment coverage than the 
Democratic bill, but less unemployment cov
erage than current law. Only those who are 
released for the good of the service, or who 
leave the service after extending their term at 
the request of the service will receive unem
ployment benefits. Thus, those who chose vol
untary separation from the service will not re
ceive any benefits at all. In addition, the Re
publican bill now eliminates coverage for mili
tary persons currently eligible. This includes 
individuals returning from Desert Storm and 
Desert Shield, and others who leave the serv-
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ice after serving out their tours of duty with 
honorable discharge. These cuts under the 
Republican bill constitute a cut of $535 mil
lion--or 65 percent-in unemployment bene
fits for veterans over the next 5 years. 

In contrast, the Democratic bill treats veter
ans as equal to their fellow unemployed Amer
ican workers. Service personnel receive bene
fits if they have completed their first term of 
service honorable, or, if they are honorably 
discharged before their first term is completed. 
In addition, veterans will be given the same 
number of weeks of benefits that the private 
sector employees receive. 

FINANCING 

Once again, the Republican proposal has 
failed. It is based on a fragile proposal which 
will only complicate and delay appropriation of 
money to workers who need it now, not a 
week, not a month, not a year from now. 

The Republican bill has two funding 
sources: First, collecting defaulted student 
loans through current law; and second, selling 
the electromagnetic-communications-spec
trum. The problem is, not 1 penny will come 
into the Treasury until after 1994. Under cur
rent law, if a person receives a student loan 
and then defaults on that loan, the money can 
be collected by the IRS in withholding from 
any tax refund to which that person may be 
entitled. That's in the law now, and is sched
uled to be implemented until 1994. The Re
publican bill simply extends that law for 3 
years in the future. In other words, not a sin
gle penny will not come into the Treasury until 
1994. 

The Republican bill would also force part of 
the eligible spectrum to be sold in 1992-this 
would amount to a quick fire sale that would 
result in loss of billions of dollars to the U.S. 
Treasury. If this sale were rational and 
planned, several billion dollars more could be 
raised. 

Once again, in contrast, the Democratic bill 
would utilize the trust fund for the exact pur
pose it was designed for. The trust fund was 
established for the sole purpose of paying ex
tended benefits during times of economic dis
tress. Democrats believa that it is not fair that 
the unemployment trust fund surplus is al
lowed to continue to grow, while millions of 
Americans are exhausting their unemployment 
benefits. 

The unemployment trust fund contains a 
surplus of nearly $8 billion. This surolus came 
from business contributions to be used during 
such periods of economic distress. Together 
with interest earned on trust fund contribu
tions, the Government will take in 1 O times the 
money that is paid out. This trust fund surplus 
contains more than enough funds to pay for 
the Democratic bill. In fact, even with enact
ment of the Democratic bill, the Congressional 
Budget Office has estimated that a sizable 
surplus will remain in the trust fund. 

Mr. Speaker, I am including for the 
RECORD, as I mentioned, some letters, 
newspaper articles, and Resolution No. 
10. 
To: U.S. Representative, Hon. JOHN CONYERS, 

Jr. 
From: Ms. Willie Mae Thompson, Detroit, 

MI. 
Dear Congressman Conyers: Sir, I am writ

ing this letter to address my concerns on the 

unemployed people in our state of Michigan. 
I am not going to quote numbers, because I 
am sure you already know the statistic of 
the unemployed. 

I am one of the many unemployed people 
in Michigan; I myself do not want to be 
among the unemployed. I am a 48 year old, 
black single (female) whose benefits has run 
out. I am unable to get help from Social 
Services. We the unemployed have no in
come, no insurance, and our future looks 
very dim. 

Congressman, I like others have been look
ing for work, employers want younger work
ers to do the work. Sir, there are no jobs. 
The many displaced unemployed workers 
need help to keep our dignity and self-es
teem; please help us! 

Thank you Congressman for your time and 
endurance in reading my letter. 

Detroit, MI, May 2, 1991. 
Congressman JOHN CONYERS, 
House Office Building, Washington, DC. 

REPRESENTATIVE JOHN CONYERS: This is a 
letter concerning the problem of plant work
ers losing their jobs. The Big Three auto 
makers just lost 2 billion dollars and if they 
don't bounce back that will mean more jobs 
lost. The article in the Detroit Free Press 
about the loss says they will improve. If they 
don't bounce back can you do something 
about the jobs that will be lost. Can you pro
pose a bill that will give them job security or 
a work program. 

Sincerely, 
JASON ATKINS. 

[From the Washington Post, October 23, 1991) 
ECONOMIC WORRIES ERODING SUPPORT FOR 

REELECTION OF BUSH, POLL FINDS 
(By David S. Broder and Richard Morin) 

A sharp loss of confidence in the nation's 
economy is eroding support for President 
Bush's reelection, according to the latest 
Washington Post-ABC News Poll. 

In the survey, 47 percent of those polled 
said they were inclined to vote for Bush, 
while 37 percent said they would prefer the 
unknown Democrati<: nominee. That is the 
first time Bush's "reelect number" has 
dropped below 50 percent in the Post-ABC 
poll, and represents a steep decline from the 
68 to 20 percent lead Bush enjoyed over an 
unknown Democrat last March, at the end of 
the Persian Gulf War. 

According to the poll, a slight majority-51 
percent-agreed with the statement: "After 
four years of George Bush we need a presi
dent who can set the nation in a new direc
tion." But 44 percent agreed that "we need 
to keep the country moving in the direction 
George Bush has been taking us." 

The poll of 1,536 randomly selected Ameri
cans was completed Monday night. 

Bush's increased vulnerability is clearly 
linked to concerns about the sluggish recov
ery and the growing fears of a "double-dip 
recession," a second economic downturn 
after a brief and weak period of growth. 
Those same worries have prompted the presi
dent in recent days to press his advisers to 
come up with an economic stimulus pro
posal. 

In the poll, only 37 percent said they ap
proved of Bush's handling of the economy
down 5 points in the last month-and 70 per
cent said they agreed with the statement 
that Bush "spends too much time on foreign 
problems and not enough on problems in this 
country." That figure has increased slightly 
since September, when 66 percent agreed. 

That poses a potential problem for Bush, 
who is scheduled to begin several weeks of 

almost unbroken overseas travel at the end 
of this month. 

Overall, the percentage of Americans who 
say the economy is getting worse and not 
better has increased from 41 percent last 
month to 56 percent in the latest Post-ABC 
survey. And unemployment has replaced 
drugs and crime as the nation's biggest 
worry. According to the poll, 19 percent 
named unemployment as the biggest prob
lem facing the country, up from just 7 per
cent in March. 

Overall, 42 percent of those questioned 
named unemployment, the federal budget 
deficit or some other economic problem as 
the nation's biggest concern, up from 26 per
cent just last month. 

Nearly half of those interviewed in the lat
est poll-48 percent-said they believed that 
most Americans are worse off now than they 
were four years ago and 41 percent said they 
are no better off. Just 7 percent said they be
lieved that most Americans are better off 
now than they were before Bush took office. 

The news in the latest survey was not all 
bad for Bush. His overall job approval rating 
stands at 65 percent, down slightly from last 
month's 69 percent. The president continues 
to get high marks from the public for his 
handling of foreign affairs. According to the 
survey, 69 percent said they approved of the 
job Bush is doing on international relations. 

But concerns about the economy are clear
ly undercutting support for Bush among vot
ers. Only one-third of those who said the 
economy was getting worse also said they 
would vote to reelect the president. Among 
those who felt the economy was staying the 
same (34 percent) or improving (9 percent), 
Bush was favored by more than 3 to 1. 

The perception that someone other than 
Bush should set a new course for the country 
in part reflects a sense that he favors the 
wealthy and is insensitive to the needs of the 
unemployed. 

According to the survey, nearly half-48 
percent-said Bush cares more about serving 
upper-income people, up from 35 percent in a 
Post-ABC survey in February 1990. 

In the latest poll, only 8 percent said Bush 
is more interested in the needs of middle-in
come and poor Americans. Forty-one percent 
said Bush cares equally about serving all 
people, down from 51 percent in February 
1990. 

The poll also found that by 58 to 40 per
cent, those interviewed said they supported 
the bill Bush vetoed that would have given 
jobless workers as many as 20 weeks of un
employment benefits beyond the current 26-
week maximum. 

Last week, a Senate attempt to override 
the veto fell two votes short. The Senate 
Democrats voted unanimously for the meas
ure and Democratic leaders in Congress have 
vowed to make Bush's veto a campaign issue 
next year. Yesterday, the House Ways and 
Means Committee approved another unem
ployment bill, this one providing up to 13 
weeks of additional benefits paid for by in
creasing the federal unemployment tax on 
employers by $5.3 billion over the next five 
years. 

WASHINGTON POST-ABC NEWS POLL 
Q. Do you approve of the way George Bush 

is handling his job as president? 
[In percent] 

Oct. 21 ......... .. ............................................. ..... ............. . 
Sept. 15 ....................................................................... . 
Aug. 27 ........................................................................ .. 

Approve 

65 
69 
67 

Dis
approve 

31 
26 
26 
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[In percent] 

June 2 ............................. ..............................................• 
April 9 ........................................................................... . 
March 4 .... . 

Approve 

76 
80 
90 

Dis
approve 

21 
18 
9 

Q. Do you approve or disapprove of the way 
Bush is handling the nation's economy? 

[In percent] 

Oct. 21 Sept. July 28 June 2 March Jan. 27 15 4 

Approve ............ 37 42 36 46 49 45 
Disapprove ....... 60 53 60 50 47 49 
Don't know ....... 3 5 4 4 4 6 

Q. Which of the following statements best 
describes your views of how Bush is handling 
his job as president: 

[In percent] 

Oct. 21 Sept. 15 

A. He spends too much time on foreign problems and 
not enough on problems in this country ........... ...... . 

B. He spends too much time on problems in this 
county and not enough on foreign problems, DR .... 

C. He spends about the right amount of time on both 
foreign problems and problems in this country ..... . 

D. Neither/don't know ................................................... . 

70 

24 
3 

66 

30 
2 

Q. If the 1992 election were being held 
today, would you be inclined to vote for 
George Bush or for the Democratic nominee 
for president? 

[In percent] 

Oct. 21 June 2 May 5 March 4 

George Bush ............ . 
Democratic nominee . 
Neither ..................................... . 
Don't know ........................ ....... . 

47 
37 
4 

12 

54 
29 
4 

13 

58 
32 
4 
6 

68 
20 
4 
8 

Q. Which of these two statements comes 
closest to your own views: 

A. After four years of George Bush we 
need a president who can set the 

Oct. 21 

nation in a new direction. .. ............. 51 
B. We need to keep the country mov-

ing in the direction George Bush 
has been taking us. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 

C. Other/don't know ........................... 5 
Figures are based on telephone interviews 

with 1,536 randomly selected adults con
ducted Oct. 17-21. Margin of sampling error 
for the overall results is plus or minus 3 per
centage points. Sampling error is only one of 
many potential sources of error in this or 
any public opinion poll. Interviewing was 
conducted by Chilton Research of Radnor, 
Pa. 

RESOLUTION 10 

Whereas, the true unemployment rate in 
Michigan is in excess of 8.3 percent, and over 
100,000 Michigan workers have exhausted un
employment benefits, and 

Whereas, Congress with total disregard for 
the American worker, passed legislation to 
allow for the negotiation of a Free Trade 
Agreement with Mexico which will force 
more of our Michigan workers into the un
employment lines, and 

Whereas, past Presidents and political 
leaders have unselfishly helped every foreign 
country and its citizens in times of need, and 

Whereas, Congress has passed legislation 
to extend unemployment benefits to those 
individuals who have exhausted benefits, and 

Whereas, there is an $8 billion reserve 
presently existing in the Unemployment 
Trust Fund which is used solely to make the 
Federal deficit look smaller: Now, therefore 
be it 

Resolved, That this 34th annual Convention 
of the Michigan State Building and Con
struction Trades Council go on record as 

asking President Bush to show the same 
compassion to the citizens of this country as 
he has done for so many other countries 
around the world who are in need of financial 
help by declaring an emergency and releas
ing the necessary funds so that states can 
initiate extended benefit payments for work
ers whose unemployment insurance has run 
out, and: Be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be sent to 
our elected Federal leaders with a list at
tached of all delegates to this convention 
and the organizations they represent, and: 
Be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution serve as no
tice to our elected officials that the welfare 
of the citizens of our country must be of pri
mary concern to our elected political lead
ers, and: Be it finally 

Resolved, That the delegates of the Michi
gan State Building and Construction Trades 
Council assembled at the 1991 annual conven
tion support House Resolution 101 and Sen
ate Resolution 78 which will remove the Free 
Trade Agreement from the "Fast Track" 
process. 

Respectfully submitted, 
OFFICERS AND EXECUTIVE BOARD, 

Michigan State Building and 
Construction Trades Council. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman. The gen
tleman is from the State of Michigan, 
and Michigan, like New York and a 
number of other Northeastern States, 
Midwestern States, did not have the 
benefit of one of the fastest-growing in
dustries in the country, and that is the 
savings and loan bailout. The Resolu
tion Trust Corporation is hiring people 
faster than any other organ of govern
ment or certainly even private enter
prise. 

The States that allowed money to be 
stolen from the banks, and the States 
that had the largest number of banks 
to fail, where the crooks made the 
most money, those are the States bene
fiting now from the hiring of the Reso-
1 u tion Trust Corporation. It is a major 
industry putting back the money that 
has been stolen from banks, and States 
like Texas benefit from it greatly, be
cause that is a State where 75 percent 
of the S&L's failed. 

States like Michigan do not benefit; 
States like New York and a number of 
others do not benefit, because they did 
not allow the money to be stolen. 

I mention this because the money 
that ought to be rebuilding our econ
omy, the money that we should be 
using to build schools and highways, 
and the money that would put people 
back to work and create the dynamic 
economy is going down the drain to re
place money that has been stolen out 
of the savings and loan associations 
and, of course, a lot of it has been sto
len out of banks, too. 

We will have the President coming to 
this Congress soon to ask for money to 
bail our the commercial banks as well 
as the savings and loan associations. 

We never hear about this from the 
other side of the aisle. These are bil
lions of dollars that do not buy any
thing. They just put money back in the 
pockets of the wrong people. 

I think it is important to note that 
the same Nation that cannot bring it
self to take care of a major problem in
volving 8.4 million human beings with 
respect to basic survival matters like 
provision of unemployment insurance, 
will come to the floor again and again 
and ask for billions to put in the pock
ets of people who already have ab
sconded with the funds at the expense 
of the American people. 

I thank the gentleman from Michi
gan. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

02150 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, what I would like to do 
is take a couple moments to try to per
sonalize this issue. I guess I will start 
by explaining why it is I got into pub
lic service in the first place. Like a lot 
of people in my generation, we were 
very much inspired by the 1960 cam
paign of Jack Kennedy, which was an 
appeal to idealism and which wa~ also 
a clarion call to the country to get the 
economy of the country moving again. 
Because of that idealism, an awful lot 
of us went into public service because 
that government really was an avenue 
by which we could improve the lives of 
average people, regular working peo
ple. 

The problem is that since the 1980's 
the Government has simply walked 
away in all too many instances from 
its commitment to make better the 
lives of regular working people in this 
country. That is visible in its budget 
actions. That is visible in its tax ac
tions and it is certainly visible in 
terms of what has happened with un
employment. 

If I could just point out on this chart 
beside me, this chart demonstrates the 
difference in the treatment of persons 
who were unemployed under the Ford 
administration, the Carter administra
tion, the Reagan administration, and 
the Bush administration. If you go 
back to 1974-75 in the Ford administra
tion, you will see that almost 90 per
cent of those who exhausted unemploy
ment benefits represented by this green 
line, were recipients of extended bene
fits during the peak months of reces
sion. 

If you take a look at what happened 
under the Carter administration, you 
will see that on average, again rep
resented by this red line, about 60 per
cent of those who exhausted unemploy
ment benefits were eligible for ex
tended unemployment benefits. 

In the Reagan administration, Ron
ald Reagan four times signed legisla
tion providing extended benefits for 
people, even though the percentage of 
people who were covered with extended 
benefits dropped to about 50 percent. 

Then you get to the kinder and 
gentler Bush administration and what 
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you see is that in comparison to the 
large numbers of persons who have ex
hausted their unemployment com
pensation, you see that a very tiny per
centage, only about 5 percent, ranging 
down to 1 percent as of last August 
were actually provided with extended 
benefits. 

What that demonstrates is that what 
is happening today is virtually unprec
edented. Since the Great Depression, 
there has been a bipartisan commit
ment in this country to provide assist
ance to people who are out of work, 
through no fault of their own, for long 
periods of time. We are not talking 
about welfare moochers, the tradi
tional stereotype of welfare moochers. 
What we are talking about is people 
who have worked for a living, who have 
tried to make this country better and 
make a better living for their families 
and this demonstrates how much help 
they have gotten in terms of combat
ing long-term unemployment. 

The fact is that for many people un
employment is a statistic. It is a hap
pening that shows up in somebody's 
economic report, but I think that we 
have to look to our own lives to under
stand the pain and the disruption in 
people's lives that is occurring out 
there in the economy. 

So I am going to talk about some 
personal problems which my own fam
ily had while I was growing up. As I 
said a couple times before on this floor. 
I will never forget the week I went 
away to college because that is the 
week my dad lost his job. I remember 
going to Madison to enroll in college, 
not having any idea what kind of help 
I would be able to get from my family 
because my dad after working 14 years 
in the same company was laid off, and 
it became a permanent layoff for him. 
That experience not only taught me 
something about unemployment, it 
taught me that a young person's access 
to education ought to be determined 
not by how many dollars his old man 
has in his bank account, but how much 
determination he has in his heart and 
how much willingness he has to try to 
make something of himself. 

If you want another example of how 
a family's security can be shattered al
most overnight, again I remember my 
father going to the hospital for an ap
pendix operation and coming out of the 
hospital with his arms paralyzed, to
tally unable to use his arms. That was 
in the days before you sued people, and 
we had no idea whether we had an eco
nomic future or not. He was lucky. He 
gradually got back the use of his arms 
and he was finally able to go back to 
work, but an awful lot of people in this 
country, are not as lucky. For an awful 
lot of them an accident of health, an 
accident of employment can leave a 
family shattered long term in terms of 
their economic prospects. 

It just seems to me if you look across 
the board, what we have seen during 

the 1980's is that families like that 
have been walked away from by this 
administration and by this Govern
ment. Whether you look at deregula
tion or whether you look at the budget 
or whether you look at the refusal to 
provide unemployment assistance to 
people, you see that during the 1980's 
the Reagan and now the Bush adminis
trations have led us away from equity 
and the compassion we used to have for 
one another. 

If you take a look at who is being 
helped by the administration today and 
who is not being helped, you find some 
very disturbing numbers. Right now, 
for instance, the numbers of people un
employed without unemployment com
pensation is the largest it has been in 
the last 40 years. There will be 12 per
cent of all American families over the 
next year who will have one member or 
more of their family experiencing un
employment for some time. 

If you take a look at what has hap
pened to people in other areas, if you 
take a look at income, for instance, 
you see that while we cannot get the 
administration to help people who are 
stuck in the unemployment track, at 
the same time we see the wealthiest 1 
percent of people in this society who 
have had their incomes doubled from 
about $300,000 on the day Ronald 
Reagan walked into the White House, 
to almost $600,000 today. Yet the work
er in exactly the middle of the income 
stream, the wage earner, has seen the 
purchasing power of his wages drop 
about $2,000 since 1980 and, for the last 
year in which records have been com
piled so far, you see it drop by another 
$428. 

The administration will brag about 
the fact that the gap between women's 
incomes and men's incomes is being 
closed in this country. It is slightly, 
but the reason is that men's incomes 
have come down, not because women's 
incomes have come up. 

If you take a look at poverty, you see 
similar numbers. The number of Amer
icans living in poverty grew by 2 mil
lion people over the same period of 
time. 

A lot of people say, well, that is 
largely a problem of racial minorities. 
Baloney. The fact is that two-thirds of 
the people in poverty in this country 
today are white. So if anybody thinks 
that they do not have to worry about 
the problem because of the color of 
their skin, I suggest they ought to take 
a look at the numbers and they will 
recognize otherwise. 

D 2200 
Now we are at a crossroads. Last 

week this very administration that has 
chosen to virtually do nothing to get 
this economy moving again, the admin
istration itself was forced to release 
numbers which show that this economy 
is in a virtual stall. We have to find 
some ways to get the economy moving 
again. 

The administration, in its comments 
on network television last week, indi
cated they were falling back on the old 
saw of a capital gains tax. 

Well, again, who gets the benefits of 
the President's capital gains package? 
If you take a look at the package that 
he tried to get the Congress to adopt 
last October, you see that folks making 
less than $20,000 a year get so little 
from the capital gains tax break it 
barely shows up on the graph. People 
between $20,000 and $40,000 get about 10 
percent of the benefit out of the Presi
dent's capital gains package. But if you 
make more than $100,000 a year, guess 
what? You get about 80 percent of the 
benefit from the President's capital 
gains package. That, I guess, is the ad
ministration's idea of equity. 

I do not think we should be surprised 
by that, however, because as long ago 
as 1981, what the Reagan/Bush plan for 
equity in this country was all about 
was really demonstrated by a famous 
quote from David Stockman, the 
Reagan director of the Office of Man
agement and Budget. In explaining the 
Kemp/Roth tax cut that was passed in 
1981 under Reagan and which started us 
on the road toward triple-digit deficits 
and very weal thy bonanzas for the 
wealthy at the expense of the middle 
class, here is what David Stockman 
said. He said "Kemp/Roth was always 
the Trojan horse to bring down the top 
rate. It is kind of hard to sell trickle 
down, so the supply-side formula was 
the only way to get a tax policy that 
was really trickle-down. Supply side is 
trickle down.'' 

It just seems to me that it is time 
not only to have action on the unem
ployment compensation front, it also 
seems to me that it is time to have ac
tion on the tax cut front. 

I think that we ought to start, cer
tainly, by having a middle-class tax 
cut, such as that laid out in the Dow
ney/Miller/Obey bill, also known as the 
Downey/Gore bill if you include Mem
bers from the other body. 

If we do not begin to deal with both 
of these problems, both the problems of 
the long-term unemployed and the 
problem that the middle-class families 
in this country simply are not able to 
earn enough to get from paycheck to 
paycheck, we are going to continue to 
have an economy that is in a virtual 
stall. 

Now, I would like to make just one 
other point. There are those who say, 
"Well, if you just provide some nice 
growth initiatives, capital gains and 
all the rest, if you just listen to the Re
publican administration, we know how 
to get growth. Let me point out that, 
going all the way back to Harry Tru
man, no Congress has ever changed any 
President's budget by more than 2 per
cent. So the fact is we have been, effec
tively operating under Republican poli
cies for the last 12 years or 10 years. 
And what have we gotten? Compare the 
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economic growth in the United States 
from the first quarter of 1989 through 
the first quarter of 1991; seven-tenths 
of 1 percent growth over that period for 
the United States. Holland, almost 6 
percent; Italy, 4.5 percent; Japan, al
most 12 percent; Germany, 8 percent; 
France, 4.6 percent. 

It seems to me that while the Bush 
administration may be leaders of the 
world in terms of foreign policy, in 
terms of demonstrating how to make 
the economy grow they could learn 
something. 

If you take a look at the growth 
record of the Bush administration in 
comparison to previous administra
tions, the Bush administration at this 
point in terms of overall economic 
growth during the over 2 years that he 
has been President, they have had ac
tual growth of less than 1 percent; 3 
percent if you count their predicted 
growth for the rest of this year. Presi
dent Reagan gave us almost 6 percent 
real growth in the first 3 years; Carter 
gave us 11.7 percent growth; Jerry Ford 
gave us 5.1 percent; Nixon gave us 5.3 
percent; Lyndon Johnson, 17 percent 
growth; Kennedy gave us 14 percent 
growth; Eisenhower gave us almost 6 
percent growth over the same period. 

So I think, again, that the adminis
tration has demonstrated that it does 
not really know much about how to get 
the country moving again. But it cer
tainly does know how to get the pock
etbooks expanding for some people, be
cause if you take a look at this incred
ible series being run by the Philadel
phia Inquirer, you will see, if you want 
to compare what has happened to peo
ple in different income levels, you will 
see that the total dollar value of the 
increase in salaries of people earning 
$20,000 to $50,000 over the last decade 
has gone up by about 44 percent. But 
the total dollar value of the salaries of 
people earning $200,000 to $1 million has 
gone up by 697 percent and the total 
dollar value of the salaries of people 
earning more than $1 million in that 
same period has gone up by 2,184 per
cent. 

That demonstrates who is getting it 
and who is not in this society. That is 
why we are doing what we are doing 
here tonight, trying to draw attention 
to the fact that not only do we have 
gross inequities in this country in 
terms of taxation, in terms of income, 
but we also have gross inequities in 
terms of whose problems are being paid 
attention to by this administration. 

As I said earlier, there is no one that 
more exemplifies the callousness of 
this Administration than those who 
are stuck in long-term unemployment. 

Mr. Speaker, FDR said long ago, 
Better the occasional mistake of a Govern

ment that cares than the inaction of a Gov
ernment frozen in the ice of its own indiffer
ence. 

To me that is what we have: We have 
a Government frozen in the ice of its 

own indifference because the people 
who travel in social circles of the peo
ple running the Government, do not ex
perience the pain that is being experi
enced by the average American. 

I said on the floor last week, and I 
will say again, if you want to know 
what is happening to the average 
American, you do not have to sit in the 
White House reading the economic re
ports of the Council of Economic Ad
visers. You do not have to listen to the 
OMB reports. You do not have to look 
at the Commerce Department statis
tics. 

Just go out in the average neighbor
hood and knock on a few doors. 

Mr. Speaker, I did that last week in 
two communities in my district, Supe
rior and Ashland. It is very interesting 
what you learn. 

I talked to three different people who 
had "the pleasure," in their words, of 
experiencing significant long-term un
employment. I talked to another 
woman who spends her days, day in and 
day out, a young women whose job is to 
care for a very elderly person suffering 
from Alzheimer's. She spends the en
tire day in that home, trying to keep 
this woman from injuring herself, try
ing to provide some human companion
ship. 

What did she ask me for? She did not 
ask me for a tax cut, she did not ask 
for a Government handout. What she 
asked is that we pay some attention to 
the people like the woman that she was 
caring for, who had been either ignored 
by society as a whole or who have lost 
their family and have nobody to care 
for them. 

I went a few doors away and ran into 
a person in quite different cir
cumstances, a person who had retired 
from an income of well over $90,000 a 
year. And what was he talking to me 
about? He talked to me about how he 
wanted a capital gains tax cut. 

Well, I have been impressed through 
my life by the fact that usually it is 
people with the least who expect the 
least, who ask the least from their 
Government. But they have a right to 
get more than table scraps, and that is 
what this administration, in my view, 
has been providing. 

They have been providing table 
scraps for the middle class, table scraps 
for the poor, while they have been sup
porting the tax policies that have given 
the very wealthiest people in this soci
ety, the wealthiest 1 percent, tax cuts 
that average $80,000 per person. 

Now, that is simply bad economics, it 
is bad social policy, it is bad morals, 
and it seems to me that it is about 
time it stops. It ought to stop right 
now with the determination to do 
something to help with the long-term 
unemployed and then to move on to a 
new middle-class tax cut that indicates 
that this city understands the pain, 
does understand the concern and does 
understand the squeeze that most of 

the American families have experi
enced for the last decade. 

D 2210 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, would the 

gentleman yield just to defend his 
charts? 

Mr. OBEY. Surely. 
Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak

er, I think I control the time. 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I am ask

ing the gentleman from New York to 
yield. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. I would 
yield only if there is an understanding 
there will be a reciprocity that, when 
they control the floor, they will be 
yielding for questions. 

Mr. DELAY. Absolutely. 
Mr. OWENS of New York. I yield to 

the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] 
to ask a question. 

Mr. DELAY. Well, if the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Ops 
Subcommittee on Appropriations Com
mittee would pull a couple of those 
charts back up, frankly I did not un
derstand his first chart, and I wanted 
to ask him about the chart that com
pared the administrations. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. I am afraid 
we do not have that much time. We 
have got other speakers that have to 
go. 

Mr. DELAY. We have got all night. 
Mr. OWENS of New York. Well, we do 

not have all night right now. We have 
other speakers that have to go; I am 
sorry. Come back later--

Mr. DELAY. Well, would the gen
tleman from New York yield just to let 
Members know what is going to go on 
here? Are they going to bring informa
tion out here and then not defend it? Is 
that the way this is going to work all 
night? 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, no, I control the time for the next 
15 minutes. There are several speakers 
that have to speak, and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DELAY] will have plen
ty of time tonight if he wants to stay 
here. 

Mr. DELAY. Would the gentleman 
yield further? 

If the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY] would stick around for our time, 
we would like to ·check his charts. 

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DELAY] wants to talk to me 
about the charts, I will certainly be 
available. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. OWENS] for yielding me this time, 
and I am very pleased to be engaging in 
this all-night vigil with a couple of my 
colleagues, and I particularly want to 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BONIOR], the majority whip, for or
ganizing this effort. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we are all here 
tonight to address the American people 
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for two reasons. First, there are 9 mil
lion jobless Americans who need a lit
tle help to make it through this long 
and difficult recession; perhaps, as we 
look ahead for the next couple of 
months, this winter of American dis
content. And, second, we have a Presi
dent who just does not seem to under
stand what those Americans are going 
through. 

At a time when 2,000 workers a day 
are being laid off by U.S. businesses all 
across this country, when almost 9 mil
lion people are out of work, and with 
an economy that has 300,000 more job
less today than it did when Mr. Bush 
took office, the President has chosen to 
veto two measures to provide real re
lief to the worst victims of this reces
sion. We are here tonight to suggest 
that it takes a lot of guts for a Presi
dent who has worked this Nation into 
such an economic difficulty to give the 
back of his hand to jobless Americans. 
We are here tonight for the same rea
son that we are going to pass another 
extended benefits bill next week, be
cause we will not give up the fight to 
help the long-term unemployed, people 
who are simply seeking a return on the 
insurance that they paid over many 
years of their employment. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been criticized 
for the delay in getting these benefits 
to unemployed workers because this 
debate is not about politics, but it has 
become political for the simple reason 
that the Democrats are for this meas
ure and the Republicans and the Presi
dent are against it. Democrats are here 
because we are listening to the people 
back home when they tell us what it 
feels like not to have a job and what it 
feels like when one cannot find one, 
what it feels like not to have a job, but 
to have car payments, not to have a 
job, but to have kids who need diapers, 
who need clothes and who need food, 
not to have a job, but to have a mort
gage to pay month after month after 
month. We are listening to our con
stituents when they tell us that they 
have never been out of work before this 
Republican recession, when they tell us 
what it feels like to send resumes to 
every firm in town without even a nib
ble, when they tell us no matter how 
many doors they knock on, nobody is 
hiring workers, only letting them go. 

Mr. Speaker, Democrats have been 
trying to help these people for a long 
time because we know that only 38 per
cent of the unemployed are today re
ceiving any benefits, and that is simply 
a record low for recent American his
tory. 

Last July, the Democrats in Congress 
passed an extension of the unemploy
ment benefits and sent it to the Presi
dent. The President signed the bill say
ing he was concerned about the prob
lem of the unemployed, but then 
blocked the benefits from going into ef
fect. So, we sent him a second bill, and 
on the morning that Clarence Thomas 

took the stand to face the charges of 
Anita Hill the President vetoed that 
second bill in the media equivalent of 
the dead of the night. 

Well, if the President prefers to deal 
with this issue in the darkness, we are 
here all night to talk about what fami
lies are facing across this country day 
after day after day. 

In my congressional district alone, 
more than 25,000 people were unem
ployed in July, and things have gotten 
much worse since. That is 25,000-plus 
proud, but fearful, families who need a 
hand to keep a roof over head. I have 
heard from a lot of those people in 
townhall meetings and on the streets 
of my district. I have heard from their 
neighbors, families, and friends. They 
have written me letters and called my 
office. They want to know when George 
Bush is going to show that he cares 
about them. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to share a 
few of those letters and some of the 
phone calls I have received as well. 
Here is one from one of my constitu
ents. He says: 

I have been a productive member of society 
all my life (40 years). I am now unemployed. 
I have been unemployed for almost half a 
year. My unemployment insurance benefits 
are due to run out on the 24th of August. I 
don't want to be unemployed and I don't 
want to go on welfare. Somebody has to try 
to get through to President Bush that there 
is a real recession going on out here and that 
it isn't over yet by a long shot. 

Another letter from Benicia, CA: 
A husband and wife both are unemployed. 

She is a paralegal who has been unemployed 
since June 15. Her husband is an MIS Oper
ations Manager whose income had been 
$60,000/year. He was laid off on July 3, 1991. 
They have both been looking for work dili
gently. She says she has sent resumes to 
every law firm in Benicia. She is taking as 
much temp work as she can find. He has been 
enrolled in a program through the state Em
ployment Development Department. He has 
taken a two month assignment at $15/hour. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a man who earns 
$60,000 a year. 

Their living standards are not out of the 
ordinary. They don't have any car payments, 
and their house payment is $1,100/month. She 
feels their ability to find a job is restricted 
by the number of people that are looking
not their efforts in their job search. 

Her family cannot help. Her father made 
his living as a self-employed CPA. He had a 
stroke and her parents used their savings for 
his recovery. 

They cannot sell their home-no one is 
buying. 

Mr. Speaker, they want to know how 
can the President not know what is 
going on. 

I received a phone call from a gen
tleman from Vacaville, CA. He just 
says simply: 

It's about time we did something for the 
people of this country and stop sending all 
our money overseas. I support extended ben
efits to the unemployed in this country. 

Another gentleman from the same 
community is irate that his unemploy
ment insurance benefits ran out, and 

he asked that Congressman FAZIO urge 
President Bush to release the emer
gency funds. 

These people are not asking for a 
handout, Mr. Speaker. They are simply 
asking for access to the insurance that 
they already paid for. But the only 
thing the President is offering these 
Americans and every American strug
gling to make it through this recession 
is a renewed call for the discredited 
policies of the past, a capital gains tax 
cut. 

Today the majority leader and the 
Joint Committee on Taxation issued a 
disturbing analysis of the GOP so
called growth package. It showed that 
more than 80 percent of the benefits 
would go to people making more than a 
hundred thousand a year, the same 
people who have been seeing their in
comes double over the last decade 
while the wages of the middle class 
stagnated, the same people whose tax 
burden fell by more than 10 percent 
while the tax burden of all but the 
poorest Americans remained essen
tially unchanged, the same people who 
have good jobs and are not facing the 
struggle of the unemployment line. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is time to 
stop worrying about the wealthy and to 
start worrying about the middle class 
and the unemployed. We have had 
enough black-tie economics, Mr. Presi
dent. It is not fair, and it is not work
ing. The Nation needs an economic vi
sion which addresses the needs of blue 
collar and white collar Americans. For 
a start, I would support, if I were the 
President, the long-term unemployed 
when the third benefit bill passed by 
Congress' hands on its way to my desk 
sometime in the next couple of weeks, 
and I want to yield now briefly to my 
friend from California. 

D 2220 
Mr. OWENS of New York. I want to 

yield now briefly to my good friend, 
the gentlewoman from California [Mrs. 
BOXER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say that I hope the President is listen
ing tonight. Every time we have talked 
about this before we hear "this is poli
tics, this is politics." Maybe the way 
w~ handle this issue is political, but I 
have news for my colleagues on the Re
publican side of the aisle. This is not 
about politics, it is about people. It is 
about people who are hurting. It is real 
and it is painful. 

In California there is about a 7.7-per
cent unemployment rate, up from 7.3 
percent. There are about 190,000 chil
dren who go to sleep homeless. It is 
painful. There is about a 9.3-percent 
unemployment rate in Los Angeles 
County. One out of seven jobless work
ers lives in California. Benefits have 
been exhausted by a quarter of a mil
lion workers in California. 

Our children are hurting, child abuse 
is up, and neglect is surging; 647 ,000 
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children under the age of 12 were hun
gry in California in 1989. What can we 
do? Tell this President to find within 
his heart the kinder and the gentler, 
and to sign this package as a start. 

President Bush goes to Russia and he 
tells Mr. Yeltsin he is going to help 
him move his economy from a defense
based economy to a civilian-based 
economy. What about America? Let us 
get started, Mr. President. It has been 
too long and it has been too tough. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. In my last 
minute, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
say that it is possible-and I hope the 
American people understand-that we 
do not have a basket-case economy. 
The money to revitalize our economy 
and put all Americans to work is here. 
It is available; $100 billion is still flow
ing out to overseas bases that we do 
not need any more. More than $28 bil
lion is still being spent on the CIA and 
intelligence-gathering apparati that we 
do not need any more. Billions more 
are being proposed for the bailout of 
the savings and loan associations, and 
billions will be proposed for the bailout 
of the commercial banks. 

The money is here. We can spend the 
money to put our unemployed back to 
work. We can build schools, we can 
build bridges, and we can do all the 
things that are necessary to revitalize 
our economy. The will is necessary. 
The President must be made to care 
more about those who are unemployed. 
We owe it. It is a first duty of govern
ment to promote the general welfare. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

OWENS of Utah). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to go ahead with 
my special order. We had an agree
ment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I am not going to 
object. I just want to raise the issue 
with my colleague which I discussed 
with my friend from Georgia and oth
ers on the other side, that we would al
ternate the time. Hopefully we can get 
into a dialog between both of us on 
these issues. 

I understand that there are many 
Members who were here originally who 
wanted to speak, and that may not 
have occurred in the first hour, but 
hopefully we can engage in a dialog. I 
will not object. I look forward to equal 
debate on this issue as the evening goes 
on. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

PROBLEMS OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Michigan. I want to say 
it is my intention, once we have 15 or 
20 minutes on our side, from that point 
on to yield. I think it is much better 
for the country and much better, 
frankly, for us as an institution, to 
have a genuine dialog. That is some
thing we do not do as often as we 
should on the floor, and I think it 
would be a helpful thing. 

Let me just say, listening to the last 
hour, that I was struck with the level 
of chutzpah that our Democratic 
friends were displaying, I think 
chutzpah at three levels. 

First of all, we on the Republican 
side, being in the minority and not 
being able to schedule legislation, 
often have special orders to try to 
bring attention to get bills to the floor. 
It is a little remarkable to have the 
Democratic majority, which can al
ways schedule legislation whenever it 
wants to, having special orders when it 
will not bring certain bills to the floor. 
I think that is just an interesting ex
ample of the difference. 

Second, I think to have the Demo
crats kill the President's growth pro
posals for 3 years in a row, and then to 
blame the President for the lack of 
growth, is an extraordinary thing. I 
think the country ought to understand 
that the President asked for an eco
nomic growth package in January 1989, 
it actually passed the House and was 
killed in the Senate; asked for an eco
nomic growth package in January 1990; 
asked for an economic growth package 
in October 1990; asked for an economic 
growth package in January 1991. 

Senator PHIL GRAMM has introduced 
the Gramm-Gingrich growth package 
to create jobs in July 1991. We asked 
the Rules Committee to bring it up in 
August, we asked the Rules Committee 
to bring it up in October. I moved it as 
an amendment on the House floor, and 
heard the fallowing extraordinary 
statement. This was during a vote on 
the Democrat's unemployment bill. 

I offered an amendment which would 
be added to the unemployment bill, the 
Gramm-Gingrich economic growth 
package to create jobs, and the Speak
er made the fallowing ruling, and I 
quote: 

The amendment proposed in the motion of
fered by the gentleman from Georgia con
tains provisions to provide incentives for 
work, savings, and investment in order to 
stimulate economic growth, for job creation, 
and opportunity. Therefore, it is clearly not 
germane to an unemployment bill. 

Now, I think that is an extraordinary 
example of the logic of the House as 

run by the Democrats, that if you are 
trying to create 1,100,000 new jobs, that 
that somehow does not relate to unem
ployment because you are not just 
sending out a Government check. 

But there is a third level of chutzpah 
which I thought was extraordinary. 
That was to have one of the political 
leaders of the Democratic Party who 
has been running commercials attack
ing us on unemployment stand up to
night to explain that it really was not 
political to be talking about unemploy
ment, although, in fact, the Democrats 
will not bring up the unemployment 
legislation we have asked for. 

I might note that Congressman 
JERRY SOLOMON, the ranking Repub
lican on the Rules Committee, an
nounced today that he has filed a dis
charge petition on House Resolution 
242 to provide for consideration of the 
Republican unemployment compensa
tion bill. Because the Democratic lead
ership will not bring our unemploy
ment bill to the floor, a bill which the 
President will sign which would send 10 
weeks of checks to unemployed work
ers, we are now filing a discharge peti
tion because it is the only way to bring 
it to the floor, with the Democrats con
trolling the legislative process in the 
House the way they do. 

This bill, authored by Senator DOLE 
and Congressman MICHEL, does in fact 
meet the budget requirement, is in fact 
paid for over a 5-year period, and would 
be signed by the President because it 
meets the pay-as-you-go requirements 
of the budget agreement. Therefore, we 
could at any time within, I believe, 48 
hours, have checks going out to the un
employed if the Democrats were pre
pared to allow the bill to come to the 
floor and to be passed. 

But let me go one stage deeper. I be
lieve there is something fundamentally 
different between the two parties, and 
that this debate in that sense is very, 
very important. I believe that anybody 
who analyzes this debate and the last 
few debates on unemployment will see 
two primary differences between the 
Democratic majority and the Repub
licans, and some Democrats in the 
House, and an enormous difference be
tween virtually all the Democratic 
candidates for President and the Presi
dent of the United States. 

The first is the goal we focus on. On 
our side, as Republicans, we are fo
cused on economic growth and job cre
ation, because we believe the most 
powerful, the most profound step to
ward fairness is to help people to get 
jobs. We believe jobs are fairness. We 
believe that economic growth is fair
ness, and we believe that if you are 
going to have a free enterprise society 
and you are going to have a society 
that is an open democracy, as ours is, 
that the most important social policy 
you can have is to create jobs. Then 
once you have your initial, basic job, 
to create better jobs, and then to maxi-
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mize take-home pay to give people a 
chance to have a decent living, to raise 
their family, to create a community, 
and to belong to their neighborhood. 
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I would suggest that if you listen to 
the rhetoric of our friends in the Demo
cratic Party, their focus is on unem
ployment. They understand the pain, 
they do not necessarily understand the 
health; they understand that people 
are ill, they do not necessarily under
stand the medicine. Which gets me to 
my second point, which is that I think 
there is a fundamental misunderstand
ing about how jobs are created on the 
part of the vast majority of the Demo
crats. 

I brought some books tonight. "Mi
nority Party," by Peter Brown; "Why 
Americans Hate Politics," by E.J. 
Dionne, Jr.; "The Other Path," by 
Hernando DeSoto; "The Growth Exper
iment," by Lawrence B. Lindsey; "The 
Way the World Works," by Jude 
Wanniski; and "New York Unbound," 
by Peter D. Salins. 

I brought these books because they 
are a sample of recent literature which 
consistently says the following: If you 
want a free enterprise society, you en
courage people to work, you encourage 
people to save, you encourage people to 
invest, and then you get a dynamic and 
a free enterprise society of entre
preneurs going out and founding com
panies and creating jobs and creating 
take-home pay and creating wealth, 
and then everybody is better off. 

If, for example, the United States had 
grown at the rate of Japan since 1965, if 
you start with the creation of the 
Great Society under Lyndon Johnson 
and you took the Japanese growth rate 
from 1965 to the present, and you com
pared that to the American growth 
rate, if we had simply focused on job 
creation and economic growth, every 
poor person in America would be dra
matically richer today. The budget, if 
current spending was about at its 
present level, the budget would be bal
anced and have a substantial surplus. 
The United States would be about 
twice as wealthy as it is today. We 
would have more than enough re
sources for health care, we would have 
more than enough resources for edu
cation, we would have more than 
enough resources, and, in the process, 
the poor would have gotten richer. 

As John F. Kennedy said, a rising 
tide lifts all boats, and that tends to be 
true everywhere, except in areas that 
have been so thoroughly undermined 
by the welfare state that they suffer 
from a pathology. But virtually every
where in America, if people have any 
chance at all, if the economy rises, peo
ple will rise with it. 

Now, I would just suggest that the 
No. 1 goal of the United States in that 
sense ought to be economic growth and 
jobs. The No. 1 test in this Congress 

every day ought to be are we killing 
jobs or are we creating jobs? 

I find it astonishing that faced with 
an opportunity now for over 2 months 
to bring to the floor an economic 
growth package, and I just want to say 
very briefly, I had a number of steps. 
They created 75 enterprise zones in 
urban and rural areas, in the most poor 
areas, in the areas with the fewest jobs. 
It allowed senior citizens to earn $8,000 
additional without being penalized by 
Social Security every year. Eight thou
sand additional dollars for senior citi
zens. 

It has a $1,000 tax credit for couples 
under $43,000, to enable them to buy 
their first home by giving them a tax 
credit against the down payment on 
their first home, a step, by the way, 
which the home builders have esti
mated would create 220,000 additional 
home sales a year. 

It had an IRA-plus for everybody. An 
IRA, and Individual Retirement Ac
count, that you could use for health, 
education, housing, or retirement. 

It allowed parents and grandparents 
to take their IRA out and loan it to 
their children and grandchildren to buy 
a home, a step that strengthens the 
family, a step that strengthens the 
right of young people to work hard and 
save and buy their first home. 

It created an economic growth divi
dend that said that every time we had 
more than 3 percent real growth in the 
economy, all of the additional money 
would go back to the taxpayer in the 
form of a higher personal deduction. 
And it included capital gains, both in
dexed, which means that in the future 
when you invest and you save, you are 
not going to be taxed for inflation, 
which is paper costs, and it provided 
for a modest capital gains cut. Not 
nearly as much as most of us would 
like, but enough that economists esti
mated it would almost immediately 
create 500,000 new jobs in the first year, 
and 1,000,000 new jobs by the end of the 
decade. 

Now, we have two things that are 
nutty about the Congress. The Joint 
Tax Committee, currently headed by a 
Jimmy Carter Treasury official, a man 
who remember, who worked in an ad
ministration that created 13 percent 
inflation, 22 percent interest rates, and 
set the base for the worst recession 
since the Great Depression, we have a 
Jimmy Carter type economlc expert 
working on the Joint Tax Committee. 
And when they look at a bill, they do 
not believe human beings change their 
behavior if you change the Tax Code, 
and they do not measure the effect on 
the Resolution Trust Corporation. 

The fact is, if you increase the num
ber of homes sold in America, if you in
crease the value of buying property, 
the largest seller of property in Amer
ica today, tragically, is the U.S. Gov
ernment. 

If we increase the amount being paid 
for property held by the U.S. Govern-

ment, we would decrease the costs to 
the taxpayers of the savings and loan 
bailout. 

We had one estimate we just got in 
today that the economic growth pack
age that Senator GRAMM and I have in
troduced would save between $6 and $12 
billion just from its impact on the Res
olution Trust Corporation. 

So I would suggest to you that when 
you have a Joint Tax Committee that 
does not measure human behavior at 
all, that was clearly wrong about the 
job costs of the luxury tax, and that is 
clearly unwilling to measure whether 
or not we have any impact on the posi
tive side for the Treasury of the Reso-
1 u tion Trust Corporation, that in fact 
the Joint Tax Committee is essentially 
destructive of positive, rational, intel
lectual, debate in this House, and, 
frankly, we would be better off if it did 
not exist rather than to have it in its 
current form. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I would be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from North Da
kota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to ask the gen
tleman a question and make a brief 
comment. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH] indicated that the head of 
the Joint Tax Committee is someone 
that comes out of the Carter adminis
tration, and therefore refuses to recog
nize that there are changing patterns 
of behavior if you make changes in law. 

The Joint Tax Committee was headed 
by someone who worked in the Reagan 
administration prior to that. Does the 
gentleman know whether the Joint Tax 
Committee under that leadership pro
vided exactly the same kind of revenue 
estimates? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, yes. I 
can tell the gentleman because of my 
efforts in the Budget Committee and 
the budget negotiations last year, the 
Joint Tax Committee is resolutely 
committed to a medieval level of igno
rance in terms of how human beings 
behave. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. My 
question was whether that was attrib
utable, as the gentleman suggested to 
us , because somebody who worked for 
the Carter administration headed the 
Joint Tax Committee. It seemed to me 
the answer of the gentleman was the 
Joint Tax Committee did the same 
kind of estimating when someone head
ed it who previously worked for the 
Reagan administration. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I would 
simply say to my friend that if I had 
any modest hope at all that under any 
circumstance the Joint Tax Committee 
could be reformed, that hope has now 
been wiped out by the appointment of 
somebody whose background is in the 
most dismal economic period that we 
have had since World War II under 
Jimmy Carter. 
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Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 

Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. I just wanted to make the 
point that when the gentleman stood 
up and talked about the Carter admin
istration and the Joint Tax Commit
tee, let us frame that to suggest that 
the Joint Tax Committee, when headed 
by someone who came out of the 
Reagan administration, did estimates 
exactly the way they now do estimates. 
So the criticism of the gentleman is 
not about somebody who has a philoso
phy that worked for the Carter admin
istration, it is about how the Joint Tax 
Committee does estimates, and the 
gentleman just colored it with a bit of 
history about the Carter administra
tion. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If I might say to my 
friend, I do not suggest any evidence of 
any experience base coming out of the 
Carter administration which would 
give anyone any hope that the Joint 
Tax Committee is in fact going to im
prove. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, it was not lost on me what 
the gentleman suggested. That is why I 
raised the point. 

I would like to make this observa
tion: You know, I listened to the gen
tleman speak, and the gentleman 
strings these words together kind of 
like a streamer. And when the gen
tleman is finished stringing them to
gether, I think, "That sounds good. Let 
me sign up for that." 

And then I look under the hood and I 
see the engine that drives all of these 
words. The engine is a basic Republican 
belief that somehow the country will 
be better off if you simply make the 
rich a little richer; that somehow if 
you provide a full capital gains tax 
treatment, the way we did it in the old 
days, buy a share of stock, hold it 6 
months and 1 day, and pay a much 
lower tax rate than the person who 
works and works hard for 8 or 10 hours 
a day pays. And somehow, if you pro
vide that kind of stimulus to the rich, 
and provide a significant tax break to 
the upper income people in this coun
try, that the rest will magically be bet
ter off. 

The difference is a lot of us on this 
side of the aisle believe that the eco
nomic engine in this country is with 
the rest. That if you give the middle 
class in this country something to 
work with, if you give them some jobs, 
some opportunity, a private sector that 
is healthy, we think that is the sort of 
thing that runs the American economic 
engine. 

We do not believe, especially after 
the past decade in which the rich got 
much richer, the middle class got 
squeezed, and the poor got poorer, and 
in fact the rich end up paying a lower 
effective tax rate, we do not believe the 
solution to reviving the American 
economy is to give an average $25,000 a 
year tax cut to those whose incomes 
are over $200,000 a year. 

The subject tonight is about the need 
for extended unemployment benefits 
for families who have lost their job in 
a recession and cannot find another. 

We are told that the reason for all of 
that is because the American economy 
is in the tank. The solution, give the 
rich some more tax breaks. 

Well, we ought to discuss and we 
ought to debate what the solution is, 
but at least tonight the question is how 
can we extend a helping hand to those 
families that need it. 

I might observe, as I have to the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
previously, that, you know, the Presi
dent goes all over the world extending 
the hand of friendship, and it always 
has a little money in it. 

It says, Kurds, here we are, we want 
to help; Turkey, we want to help; Shi
ites, we want to help; Bangladesh, we 
want to help; Egypt, we want to help; 
Bolivia, we want to help. But when it 
comes to a family in which the bread
winner has lost his or her income, and 
they have exhausted their extended un
employment benefits and need some 
help, somehow it has all gone fishing. 
Nobody is around. Nobody is home, and 
we say we cannot afford it. 
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The money has already been col

lected not only to afford it but to re
quire it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
reclaim my time. I appreciate the gen
tleman's candor. I think he illustrates 
exactly why this country right now is 
economically sick. 

In the first place, to a level we have 
not seen, I think very often in modern 
politics, the facts which I believe the 
gentleman's party actually believes 
simply are not factual. It is just not 
true. Let me give just a couple of ex
amples. 

One of the books I have here is "The 
Growth Experiment," by Lawrence 
Lindsay, who is the President's nomi
nee to be in the Federal Reserve. He is 
a professor at Harvard who is pretty 
widely accepted as a serious economist. 

At page 46, here is what he said about 
the capital gains tax: 

The 1978 Staggers Amendment reduced by 
nearly half the top effective rate of the cap
ital gains tax, the tax on the increase in the 
value of an investment such as stock shares 
paid only after the investor chooses to cash 
in his or her investment. After this reduc
tion the government actually took in more 
capital gains than before, 45 percent more in 
1979 than 1978. New confirmation that high 
tax rates had been shrinking the tax base pe
nalizing supply and punishing the economy. 

The point is very simple and very 
central. We are prepared tonight to 
agree, if the gentleman can get his 
leadership to do it, that we will bring 
up the Michel-Dole bill tomorrow. We 
will pass 10 weeks of extended unem
ployment tomorrow. If we can get it 
through the Senate, we could have it 
signed by tomorrow night. 

I moved to raise that bill in this 
House 1 hour and 30 minutes after the 
Senate sustained the veto of the gen
tleman's bill. I came to the floor and 
said: 

You have failed. The Democratic left does 
not have a constitutional majority to over
ride the President, which is two-thirds plus 
one. You have failed. You cannot impose 
your will. Now if you truly care about the 
unemployed, we can get them 10 weeks of 
checks this week. 

The fact is, the gentleman's side ve
toed it. In fact, ironically, it was the 
chairman of the gentleman's Congres
sional Campaign Committee, who has 
been running the commercials, who got 
up and objected, which I thought was 
sort of the ultimate reason why Ameri
cans get mad at Capitol Hill. They can 
run the commercials but they would 
not bring the bill to the floor. 

We can have, if the gentleman wants 
to test his sincerity, we can have this 
week 10 weeks of unemployment going 
down to the White House. We can have 
the checks sent out next Monday. And 
in addition to that, we can then bring 
to the floor the rest of the gentleman's 
bill. Let us divide the gentleman's bill 
into two parts, the part that the Presi
dent will sign and the part that he will 
not. 

Let us get money to the 2112 million 
American families that we are .pre
pared to send money to this week, if we 
really care about those families, and 
then if we want to, bring to the floor 
the gentleman's bill. Make another run 
at the President, try to override him. 
Run the television commercial. 

Let me get to my second point. Sec
ond, I frankly do not care what the tax 
rate is on the wealthy as long as they 
pay more revenue into the Government 
than they used to. When John F. Ken
nedy came into the White House, he 
asked the Internal Revenue Service
we had a 90-percent top rate-and he 
said to the Internal Revenue Service, 
how many rich people are paying 90 
percent? And the answer was zero, not 
one. 

Now, every left-wing politician in 
America got up and said, we have a 90-
percent top rate on the rich and the 
rich laughed all the way to their Holly
wood movie star fundraiser for the 
Democrats. They hired lawyers and 
they hired accountants, and they did 
not pay a single dime at the 90-percent 
rate. And they were happy, and they 
applauded cheerfully while various 
left-wing liberals got up and said, "We 
are going to sock it to the rich. " 

And we had movie star after movie 
star applauding like crazy because they 
had already been assured by their 
agents, "Don't worry about it. There 
will be plenty of loopholes for you." 

What I care about, and this is my 
challenge to you all, the two simple 
challenges tonight. We have a motto 
which we are trying to teach the Rus
sians and the Hungarians and the 
Czechs. It is called free enterprise. 
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It says basically, if one loves jobs, 

one has to love job creators. One has to 
encourage entrepreneurs. One has to 
create small businesses. One cannot 
love jobs and crush job creators with
out creating a recession. 

So my fi\St challenge to you all is, 
and I think this is the core of our dif
ference, let us debate how we go about 
creating jobs in a free enterprise, non
Socialist society. 

Second, the gentleman wants to talk 
about compassion. He wants to talk 
about poor families. I am prepared 
every day this week, name the time. I 
am prepared to stay over the weekend. 
We will pass 10 weeks of checks, get it 
signed and have the checks going out 
by Monday for 21/2 to 3 million families. 

That is not everything the gentleman 
wants, but he can come back with part 
B and try to pass it over the Presi
dent's veto. But for him to stand there 
tonight and tell us, "Oh, we are con
cerned about these poor families, we 
are so concerned we are going to buy 
three more TV commercials, but we are 
not willing to bring to the floor the bill 
which the President will sign which 
will send checks to 3 million families.'' 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
maybe we can have a discussion with
out some labels. How many Repub
licans voted for the bill that the major
ity Democrats voted for? 

Mr. GINGRICH. My memory is about 
40, I believe. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I think it was over 50. Are they part of 
the Democratic left? 

I think maybe I will come and read 
them name by name, the 50 Repub
licans, and tell me whether they are 
part of the Democratic left. 

Mr. GINGRICH. All of those were pre
pared to vote for the Michel bill. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I'm not ask
ing what they were prepared to vote 
for. They voted for our bill. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me reclaim my 
time. First of all, my comments about 
the Democratic left related to the fact 
that it is their leadership which is run
ning commercials, none of those 50 
Members ran commercials. It is their 
leadership, their leadership which uses 
the rules of the House to strangle our 
bill, which does not allow our bill to 
come to the floor and will not allow it 
to pass. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. If the gen
tleman will continue to yield, I am 
going to now fetch the RECORD. I think 
I can do something tonight, and I am 
going to read the names of every single 
Republican who voted for that bill. And 
I want somebody there among the 
grouping to tell me which of those Re
publicans are part of the Democratic 
left. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I will ask the gen
tleman if any of those 50 had anything 

to do with writing either the rule or 
the bill. And the answer is no. They 
voted for the only thing the gentleman 
would allow. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I think the gentleman from Michigan 
asked a good question, but I think it is 
a little bit disingenuous because part 
of the answer is that no Republican 
had an opportunity to vote for any 
other bill. If we are never given an op
portunity to vote for any bill except 
what the majority in the Democratic 
Party in the House wants to vote for, 
sometimes we have to vote for the 
least offensive provision. 

I do not see, if I were a part of the 
majority that had 260 votes and the mi
nority had 160-some-odd votes, what is 
so wrong with making it in order every 
now and then to let an alternative be 
debated and voted on. That has not 
been done on this. 

I think if we would make that in 
order that 160-some-odd Republicans, 
however many of us there are, would 
vote for that. And if that did not get 40 
or 50 Democrats, sure, 40 or 60 Repub
licans might vote for the next best or 
next worst alternative, however one 
wants to posture it. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. If the gen
tleman will continue to yield, we are 
bringing out the names. Good try, but 
the distinguished minority whip has 
talked about the proponents of the bill 
being part of the Democratic left. 

Mr. GINGRICH. The people who 
brought it to the floor, the people who 
wrote it. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. The gen
tleman said that those who were trying 
to override the President's veto. 

Mr GINGRICH. None of these people 
voted to override the President's veto. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. My guess is 
a good number of them will, and they 
will have a chance. They will have a 
chance. 

For the gentleman to label his fellow 
Republicans and sister Republicans 
part of the Democrat left shows the 
poverty of his rhetoric, unless he wants 
to throw them into the Democratic 
left. 

By the way, a lot of whatever the 
Democratic left is, Democratic center 
and Democratic right voted for this 
bill. 

Let me just ask this question: Why 
don't you just let us vote on another 
bill and not tie it to these other issues? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I will 
answer it very plainly. Why don't you 
just let us bring a bill to the floor to 
rival your bill? What is it you are so 
afraid of that you cannot allow it to be 
made in order? What is it that so terri
fies your leadership that they cannot 
allow for a fair debate and fair vote? 

0 2250 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Nothing. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Then why do you not 
do it? Why do they not do it? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Can I read 
you the names? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Right now I am ask
ing you: Why do you believe, as a mem
ber of your party, why do you believe 
your leadership is afraid to make in 
order a bill that the President will 
sign, and we send out checks to Vh mil
lion people? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Was there a 
motion to recommit on any of these 
bills? 

Mr. GINGRICH. No. They do not 
allow it. In fact, I just read earlier, the 
gentleman may not have been on the 
floor, but I read the Speaker's ruling, 
ruling out of order my effort to amend 
a bill. It was ruled out of order. We 
were not allowed to bring the Dole
Michel bill to the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Because 
yours did not relate to unemployment. 
It had the so-called growth package. 

Mr. GINGRICH. It related to jobs. 
How can jobs not relate to unemploy
ment? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. It does. But 
do not hold the people of this country 
who are unemployed hostage to your 
notions. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Now, wait, I want to 
understand how Michigan managed to 
get into economic trouble. Please, ex
plain to me, how can jobs not be 
central to unemployment? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. They are, 
but they got in trouble because of the 
policies of this administration. 

Mr. GINGRICH. But you will not pass 
the policies of this administration. I 
read the list earlier. The President 
asked for economic growth in January 
1989, in January 1990, and in the sum
mer of 1990, in October 1990, in January 
1991. We actually passed, with the help 
of 64 of your colleagues, we actually 
passed an economic growth package in 
1989, and it was killed by the Demo
crats in the Senate. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. If the gen
tleman will yield, you know very well 
you have been pleading with your own 
White House to come forth with a so
called economic growth package. We 
are ready to talk to you about eco
nomic growth. I have some ideas. 

Mr. GINGRICH. You will not let it on 
the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. We will have 
a package up here, it looks like now, 
but do not hold them hostage. Do not 
hold the unemployed hostage. 

Mr. GINGRICH. We did not. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Yes, you did. 
Mr. GINGRICH. We offered; no; that 

is not true. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. The Presi

dent, when he vetoes the unemploy
ment bill--

Mr. GINGRICH. That is not true. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan [continuing]. 

He holds them hostage. 
Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a second. 
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Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. To your no

tions of an economic growth greater. 
Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a minute; I say 

to my friend that this is a very impor
tant point. It is exactly why we ought 
to have a dialog like this. I really ap
preciate the spirit of this kind of ex
change. 

Let me just say to my friend, first of 
all, we offered the economic growth 
package, the Gramm-Gingrich bill, as 
an amendment to your unemployment 
bill, and I said at the time I would urge 
the President to sign your bill. 

Mr. BONIOR. Does the President sup
port your package? 

Mr. GINGRICH. The President sup
ported the package, yes, sir. 

Mr. BONIOR. He supports the 
Gramm-Gingrich package? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Yes. And the White 
House indicated that they will sign it 
in the context, and let me answer the 
question. It is a very fair question, and 
the While House said unequivocally in 
a policy luncheon in the Senate that in 
the context of your unemployment bill, 
they would support the package in its 
current form, and it would lead them 
to sign the bill. It was offered on the 
floor of the Senate. It got 39 votes the 
first time. Several Democrats said that 
for procedural reasons they would not 
support it then, but they do intend to 
support it in the future. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Fitzwater did not 
say that. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Several Senators 
said it in the Senate. 

Mr. BONIOR. But the White House 
did not say that. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I can quote Darman, 
and Darman said in the policy lunch
eon that the White House supports the 
Gramm-Gingrich package in the con
text of the unemployment debate. 

Mr. BONIOR. But Mr. Fitzwater 
speaks for the President. Darman does 
not speak for the President. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Darman is the Direc
tor of the Budget. 

Mr. BONIOR. I know he is, but when 
he speaks to the press and answers a 
specific question on the Gramm-Ging
rich proposal, they did not support it. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield to me, the President told me di
rectly to my face that we would sign 
the Gramm-Gingrich package; under 
those circumstances, the President 
told me directly that. 

Mr. BONIOR. Why does he not tell 
the American people that? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Wait. Let me say 
that the chief of staff, and I will come 
back to you in a second, the chief of 
staff, Governor Sununu, has also said, 
and I believe it was on the Brinkley 
show 2 weeks ago, that they support 
the Gramm-Gingrich package. They 
are committed in this general direc
tion. Let me make this step further, 
and this is a very important procedural 
point, because clearly you and many of 
your colleagues misunderstood our po
sition. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. No, we un
derstood. 

Mr. GINGRICH. We took two posi
tions. One was that we wanted to add, 
not substitute, but add the Economic 
Growth Act, because, frankly, in a con
versation in the Committee on Rules, I 
was convinced it was a more appro
priate thing to add it rather than to 
substitute it, and so we were prepared 
to send your bill down with an eco
nomic growth attached, but there is a 
second point: The offer to sign 10 weeks 
of extended unemployment into law, 
the Dole-Michel bill, is a freestanding 
offer. This does not tie the unemploy
ment for 2V2 million people to any
thing. It says simply that the bill has 
to meet the budget agreement, and it 
has to be paid for, so on that front, it 
is not at all accurate to charge the ad
ministration or the Republicans with 
any effort to minimize getting checks 
to 21/2 to 3 million people. 

Let me complete with the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Look, this 
has been a very useful discussion. You 
have now reiterated that you are will
ing to go along with the Democratic 
majority bill, and by the way, now I 
have the list of 55 Republicans, and at 
some point I am going to read it and 
find out which Members beginning with 
Bentley and ending with Zimmer, so it 
does not go quite A to Z, it is B to Z, 
are part of the leftwing clique, but be
fore we get to that, so you are saying 
that, yes, you would go for the Demo
cratic package on unemployment com
pensation extension if it is tied to 
something else. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If, in fact, it is tied 
to creating 1,100,000 new jobs and sell
ing 220,000 additional homes a year so 
that when unemployment runs out 
again, which it will, people have jobs to 
go to. That struck me, by the way, as 
a very balanced position to say that we 
will not only extend unemployment 
but we will create 1,100,000 new jobs. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I think we 
need a growth package, and we are 
willing to meet you head-on in terms of 
what is the best economic growth 
package, but what you have acknowl
edged here today, tonight, for every
body to hear, is that you are holding 
hostage--

Mr. GINGRICH. I did not say that. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Let me just 

finish. Approval of an unemployment 
comp bill to your notion of an eco
nomic growth package. 

Mr. GINGRICH. No. let me just ex
plain. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. This is just 
what you said. you said you will go 
along with our unemployment comp 
package if we will go along with your 
economic growth package. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me suggest to 
you that I offered you two ways of 
helping unemployed Americans, two 
ways. I offered to accept your dramati-

cally more expensive bill which is not 
paid for in return for sound economic 
policies which would create jobs. That 
is one option. Or, I said, if you find it 
too hard to vote for free enterprise, and 
you find it too hard to vote for entre
preneurship and you do not want to 
create new jobs, then let us go over 
here and let us accept the Dole-Michel 
package, and we are then prepared to
morrow morning to schedule first thing 
passing a Dole-Michel unemployment 
bill that will send 10 weeks of checks to 
21/2 million people, and during that, or 
to 3 million people, and during that 10 
weeks, you can then run commercials 
and fight over the rest of your bill, but 
at least during that period, you would 
have 21/2 to 3 million families getting 
Government checks. 

The gentleman from North Dakota 
has been very patient, and I yield to 
him. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. This 
has been most interesting. I think I un
derstood the point that has been made 
between you and the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

But as nimble as you are, I say to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH], you at least owe us and the 
American people the sight of you pull
ing yourself up and dusting off your 
suit when you stumble over a couple of 
facts. You do not do that for us. 

Let me just give a couple of exam
ples. The gentleman has just told us, 
and we have known for a long while, 
the centerpiece of your economic 
growth package is capital gains. You 
want a capital gains cut. That is what 
drives America. 

Mr. GINGRICH. The gentleman char
acterized it as the centerpiece. I also 
listed about seven other very impor
tant items. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. You 
and I both know that is the engine, and 
you say that, you know, in fact, you 
said it when you and I were on the floor 
previously about a month ago, you say 
that if we do a capital gains tax cut, it 
does not cost money. The Federal Gov
ernment ends up getting more money. 

I told the gentleman the last time 
that we were on the floor that there is 
a Treasury Department study in 1985 
by the Reagan Treasury Department, 
not Millard Fillmore, not Jimmy 
Carter, but Ronald Reagan's Treasury 
Department analyzed the 1978 capital 
gains tax cut and said it was a loser, a 
loser. 

Now, the second point, you say-
Mr. GINGRICH. Just for 1 second, I 

just want to stipulate for the record, as 
they say in lawyer talk, and I am not 
a lawyer, but I watch TV shows, that, 
in fact, a later Treasury study repudi
ated and withdrew that study. We are 
getting the documents now. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. No; 
no. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I put this in the 
RECORD the last time we discussed this. 
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Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. No. 

You put it in the RECORD the last time, 
and the last time you did this, I re
marked how convenient it was to have 
a Treasury Department that is that 
compliant. What the Treasury Depart
ment did for you later was put out a 
bulletin, not a study, a bulletin in 
which someone down there had a pre
monition or a dream of sorts that said, 
you know, that big study we did in 
1985, in fact, they have done two stud
ies. one was 1985 and the 1978 capital 
gains tax cut and said it was a loser, 
and another study on the 1981 capital 
gains tax cut that said that was a 
loser. Both were Republican studies. 
Now. somebody had a premonition that 
they were going to need a bulletin, so 
they put out a little thin bulletin that 
allowed somebody else to stand up 
later and say that this new Treasury 
Department says that the capital gains 
tax cut was a winner. 

I would like to find a Treasury De
partment like that to work for us, but. 
of course. it is not available at the mo
ment. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. It is called 
winning a Presidential election. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Let 
me just make one other point, I say to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH], you are describing, and have 
been all evening and have been in the 
past, the Dole alternative as if it were 
comparable to the bill we are talking 
about here that the Democrats are at
tempting to get passed to extend the 
helping hand to those families that 
have lost their jobs, and I think you 
know that they are not comparable. 

In fact, the evidence that we have 
suggests that they are radically dif
ferent in the number of families they 
would affect. They are radically dif
ferent in the States that would be trig
gered. In fact, some of the highest un
employment States would not get ben
efits under that bill. And so what we 
are talking about here are apples and 
oranges. 

We have proposed, and will continue 
to propose, that at a time when this 
country can seem to give everything to 
everybody all around the world and we 
are interested in a new world order, 
that it is time for us to pay just a little 
bit of attention to those poor folks 
here at home that have hit a recession, 
lost their jobs and are about out of 
hope. 
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The only hope some of those families 
might get is that enough of us care to 
stand up and say there is money in the 
trust fund. The tax has been paid. It 
has been collected. It is there, and we 
want to use it to extend help to these 
folks who need it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I have to ask my 
good friend something. I voted against 
the budget deal. I thought it was, 
frankly, not a very good deal, and I 

thought it did not make any sense. I 
thought the Democrats would raise 
taxes and start cheating immediately 
and I said so at the time. 

Is it not true that the budget agree
ment in effect the Democrat leadership 
set aside the trust fund money as it 
currently is counted and said we will 
not try to use precisely the argument 
you are now using. 

Is it not a fact that your bill explic
itly violates the budget agreement 
which all of you promised to keep in 
return for raising taxes. 

Is it not a fact that by any reason
able standard even you admit the way 
you wrote the bill that your unemploy
ment bill breaks the budget deal and 
spends money which you had promised 
would not be spent without the Presi
dent's approval? 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. It is 
interesting, Mr. Speaker, because this 
continues a pattern, and certainly con
sistency is a virtue of the gentleman. 

The pattern is that everything that 
is right the Republicans must claim 
and get credit for. Everything that is 
wrong somehow becomes a Democratic 
logo. 

Mr. GINGRICH. There are a number 
of Republicans who are with you on the 
budget deal. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Well, 
I did not vote for the budget deal last 
year, either, because I thought it was 
goofy; but the gentleman is suggesting 
that the budget deal last year, the 
summit, was a Democratic summit. 

Does the gentleman think the White 
House was not at the summit? 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, no. I told the 
White House-listen, I agree with the 
gentleman. I told the White House at 
the time and I said on the floor of the 
House in public at the time that what 
will happen is that we will get the tax 
increases the Democrats want and they 
will then promptly start breaking the 
deal. 

All I am saying is that you-not the 
gentleman personally, but the Demo
cratic Party, the leadership of the 
Democrats in Congress, promised at 
the time that they would not spend the 
money. 

Now, I am just handed a note, I guess 
this is from Today's Congress Daily, 
the National Journalists Congress 
Daily: 

SASSER calls for scrapping Budget Agree
ment. 

Then it goes on to quote the Demo
crat Senate budget chairman. 

My only point is this. If you guys 
want to repeal the tax increases from 
last year, I am willing to repeal the 
budget. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Let 
me just make this final point, I say to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING-

RICH], because it is important. The gen
tleman is suggesting that we know 
what we are doing is violative of the 
budget agreement. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Yes. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. The 

gentleman understands and I under
stand and most of the people involved 
in this debate understand that when 
you declare an emergency, you do not 
violate the budget agreement. 

The gentleman was willing and oth
ers were willing to declare it for Tur
key, but apparently not for people in 
this country who need help. 

We said this is an emergency. A re
cession in this country is as much an 
emergency for people out of work as 
getting money to Turkey, and the gen
tleman is suggesting that the Presi
dent says they are not equivalent. We 
want to give money to Turkey, but the 
hell with the folks in this country. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
yield to my friend, the gentleman from 
Texas in a second, and we will keep 
going on. 

Let me say, we said two things here. 
We said, first of all, we believe helping 
the unemployed is serious enough that 
we are actually willing to pay for it. 

Now, we realize actually paying for it 
is not a Democratic Party tradition, 
but we were willing to actually find the 
money to pay for helping the unem
ployed. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. But 
the point is that it is not as serious as 
the need to get money to Turkey; is 
that not correct? 

Mr. GINGRICH. It is serious enough 
for us to go out and actually find the 
money. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Not 
as serious as it was to get the money to 
Turkey. 

Mr. GINGRICH. In the second place, 
look, I am prepared--

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
think we need to change our name to 
Turkey in this country. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am making you a 
second terrific offer tonight. I have of
fered first to bring up and pass tomor
row morning 10 weeks of help for the 
unemployed, now, immediately. 

I will make you a second offer. I will 
agree that we can go ahead, in fact, I 
would support your budget deal. I will 
support your unemployment bill if we 
can include one paragraph in that un
employment bill which repeals the tax 
increases which were passed last year 
on the promise, the promise that the 
Democrats would actually stick on the 
spending side. 

Now, if you are prepared to repeal 
the taxes, I am very prepared to say let 
us drop the budget deal and we will go 
on to something new. 

But what you want is to have it both 
ways. You want to keep the American 
people's money-and by the way, I did 
not regard a 5- or 10-cent-a-gallon gas 
tax increase as a tax on the rich. I do 
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not think ra1smg the gasoline tax, 
which your party tried to do again this 
summer, is taxing the rich. I think 
that is taxing working Americans. 

But if you are willing to reduce and 
eliminate the tax increases from last 
year, I am willing to talk to you about 
this particular bill. We could get some
thing worked out this evening. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Did the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
vote to leave the budget agreement? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I would have to go 
back and look. I do not think I have, 
not the budget deal. I do not believe I 
voted to waive the budget agreement. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. In any 
case-

Mr. GINGRICH. I want to distinguish 
now between rules and the Budget Act, 
which is a technical thing referring to 
the 1974 Budget Act, and the budget 
deal last year. I have actually tried to 
control spending. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speak er, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

I want to get back to the debate that 
preceded the time of the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] on the 
floor and particularly those people who 
got up and read letters from unem
ployed people in their districts, talking 
about their problems and their plight, 
in the hope they would be receiving un
employment checks shortly, but also 
their hope that they would have jobs. I 
think that shows the distinction be
tween the Democrat approach here and 
the Republican approach and what the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
has talked about. 

We want to give people checks. We 
have a Dole-Michel bill that will do 
that if the Democrats will swallbw 
their pride and live up to the agree
ment and follow the pay-as-you-go; but 
the other thing we want to give them 
along with their checks is hope and to 
have a job you have to have an em
ployer. 

Now, the counterpart to those people 
who want to be employed and want to 
have jobs and hope that along with get
ting a check in the future they will 
have new employment opportunities, 
are employers. There have got to be 
people out there in America who will 
be motivated and we think they will be 
motivated by a capital gains cut to cre
ate jobs, to take risks, to expand their 
factories, to buy more capital equip
ment to put the people on the payroll. 

Now, I talked to one of those people 
today. He is a guy who was a captain in 
the Army about 5 years ago. He joined 
a little medical company. There were 7 
employees. He now has 1,200 employees. 
He is employing 400 people in San 
Diego. Those people have paychecks. 

I ask him today, "What do you think, 
Republicans and Democrats aside"-he 

is a guy who does not describe himself 
as a fierce partisan-"what should we 
do? What could we do that would moti
vate you to expand?" 

He said, "Capital gains cuts." He 
said, "If we have a capital gains bill, I 
think it is going to be good for the job 
situation in the country." 

I guess I would ask my friends on the 
Democrat side of the aisle, why is it 
that you cling to this mentality that 
somehow if you burn down the factory 
it is going to help the workers, because 
you do away with "those rich people", 
those bad people, those people at the 
top end of the economic scale who 
somehow always seem to make it to 
your fundraisers and very seldom over 
to the Republican fundraisers, the 
same people who give the Jane Fonda 
barbecues $1 million take in one night. 

So I would like to ask a Democrat to 
stand up and respond to this reluctance 
and this reticence to really embrace 
any growth package that includes cap
ital gains. 

I say that for this reason. We all see 
the same polls and the polls tell us 
flatly . that if the economy is good, 
Democrat prospects for the next year 
are terrible. The only hope for your 
candidates in the Presidential election 
is no hope. A bad unemployment pic
ture is good for the Democrat Party, 
and it makes it very difficult for me to 
feel that you really are working in 
good faith for a growth package, that 
you really want to see a package out 
there that is going to raise George 
Bush's approval rating to 70 percent in 
February when your candidates are 
starting to gear up. 

Now, you could lay all those sus
picions to rest by embracing a growth 
package. Why do you not do it? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
there is disagreement whether a cap
ital gains cut as proposed by the Presi
dent would generate economic growth. 
The Treasury study under the Reagan 
administration said it would not. Go 
and read it. The Treasury study under 
the Reagan administration said that it 
would not promote economic growth. 

Mr. HUNTER. Is the gentleman say
ing no capital gains cut until the end 
of the world would promote economic 
growth, or until 1995? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. That was 
the Treasury study. We are willing to 
come here and talk about an economic 
growth package. Do not use economic 
growth to prevent the unemployed who 
are looking for work from receiving 
the benefits they worked for. Why do 
you mix the two? 

Mr. HUNTER. The reason I mix the 
two, and I will be happy to ask the gen
tleman to yield to me to answer that 
question, the reason I mix the two is 
simply this. Every letter that was read 

today of people who want to get a 
check because they have been unem
ployed for awhile and they are feeling 
the pinch and they need that money, 
every letter included also a statement 
to the effect that they want to have a 
job in the future. 

I say to my friend, to have a job re
quires an employer. When I ask em
ployers what it would take to get 
them, like the gentleman who I talked 
to today, Ray Larkin, who is the CEO 
of Milcor in Chula Vista, CA, when I 
asked him what it would take to get 
the country moving, to get him and 
other CEO's to expand, to take risks, 
to create those jobs that will help 
those people who write letters saying 
they want not just a check, they do not 
want just a check from Democrats, 
they want a hope. That is the reason 
more of them have been voting Repub
lican lately. 

So the answer to the gentleman is, 
there are two things they are asking 
for. They are asking for a check, yes; 
but they are also asking for an oppor
tunity in the future to have a job. The 
people that I talked to, and I think the 
people the gentleman talks to also in 
the business community who are asked 
what would have the most salutary ef
fect on the economy and what would 
create the most jobs for those people 
whose letters you have read, their an
swer is a capital gains cut. 

D 2310 
Mr. GINGRICH. Let me yield, Mr. 

Speaker, to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. BALLENGER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

If I may, I do not know whether I am 
the only nonlawyer in discussing this 
whole thing here. But I would like to 
know how many people in this room 
have ever actually created a job before. 
I actually started a business as an en
trepreneur, hocked my house, borrowed 
the money, bought the equipment. We 
have 200 people working for us. 

Now, if we have 435 people in this 
Congress producing 200 jobs, that is 
87,000 jobs. I do not want to put lawyers 
down, but how many of them have ever 
had to make a profit, how many of 
them have ever met a payroll? That is 
what runs this place. I am not knock
ing all lawyers. There have to be some 
good ones somewhere. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a lawyer, I started 
a business when I was 21 years old that 
is now a $1 million business and em
ploys a lot of people. I think all of the 
gentlemen on that side of the aisle are 
wrong. You want to know why we do 
not want your growth package? It is 
because we tried them and they do not 
work. Over the 1980's, we became the 
largest debtor Nation in the world. 
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Today we have the largest debt we 
have ever had in history. 

After listening to your growth policy 
for 10 years, that is. 

Mr. BALLENGER. That is not be
cause of what happened here. This Con
gress right here spent more money 
than we had as income, which almost 
anybody in the United States would 
agree was wrong. 

Now, unemployment insurance is im
portant, but job creation is more im
portant. If you really want to do some
thing about jobs, a couple of us here 
have been pushing something called in
vestment tax credit. If you had a busi
ness, you would know today that if you 
wanted to create jobs tomorrow, in
vestment tax credit is it. I have a lot 
business people right now who would 
like to do that. 

Mr. DERRICK. I did it, I did it under 
a Democratic administration. 

Mr. BALLENGER. Did they have the 
investment tax credit? What I am say
ing is that it creates the opportunity. 
Business people are there right now 
worried about what this economy is 
going to do and what this stupid Con
gress is going to do to destroy the 
economy, what little bit of economy we 
have left. If you put an investment tax 
credit in there right now, there are 
business people who would like to in
vest. They are not going to gamble on 
the economy the way it is, but they 
would be willing to invest the money 
to create some new jobs tomorrow. I 
think I have a friend here who would 
agree with that. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Hampshire. 

Mr. ZELIFF. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I could not agree more. 
Like our friend across the way, I have 
three small businesses, and we employ 
53 people. I can remember the days 
when the investment tax credit-I have 
to believe that if you have an incentive 
to invest in the future, and that is 
what is wrong right now: we have no 
incentive to invest in the future; we 
may have lower interest rates, but it is 
not going to provide any incentive. 

I am not finished, please just let me 
finish because whatever you did, you 
did not do right, I say to the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. But what you did did 
not work, it did not work. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). The Chair would insist on the 
regular order. 

Mr. ZELIFF. If I may just finish, the 
key thing is, if you invest in the future 
and you have the right plan, you will 
hire more people and people who are 
employed pay taxes. As you have the 
right plan and you employ more peo
ple, you have to be a little bit more 
successful than you were before. You 
will pay more in taxes. Ultimately, it 
becomes a pump primer. 

I have to agree with my friend that 
investment tax credit is the quickest 

way to create jobs that we can possibly 
think of. The last thing I would like to 
say, after 55 town meetings, people are 
disgusted with us in Congress here. It 
is about time that we not only pass an 
extension of unemployment on a tem
porary basis, properly funded, but get 
on with the progrowth agenda; it is 
about time we do the responsible thing 
to get this country moving, to create 
jobs. It is about time we stopped run
ning our mouth off on both sides of the 
aisle. I think the Republicans now have 
the right idea, and you guys ought to 
listen to it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. BALLENGER. I have one more 
shot at it. Ever since I came to this 
beautiful place, all we have talked 
about what it is we need to make 
American business more competitive. 
We have to compete with the Japanese, 
we have to compete with the Koreans. 
And yet, every day, this body right 
here restricts business in every way 
they can think of. They have more 
costs, they make us more inefficient. 
There is no way that we can continue 
to be competitive in the world market 
with Congress acting the way that it 
does. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, may I 
ask what is the capital gains rate in 
Japan? Japan was offered up as a model 
of economic growth a few speakers ago 
on the Democratic side. 

Mr. BALLENGER. That is one of the 
sweetest little deals you ever heard of. 
Compared to ours, it is nothing, zero to 
5 percent. 

Mr. GINGRICH. One or five percent, 
depending on whether it is net or gross. 

Mr. BALLENGER. The truth of the 
matter is this entrepreneur we have 
been talking about is going to take the 
money that would be provided by the 
investment tax credit and put it into 
his business. Obviously, he is not going 
to do it if there is not some way some
where along the line that he can get 
back some of that money that is nec
essary. And the capital gains is one 
thing that stands in his way from in
vesting in a new business. He cannot 
take-I have a whole bunch of money 
tied up on brick, mortar, and machin
ery. There is no way I can invest in 
anything else, because of our capital 
gains tax the way it is. This is the 
dumbest organization I have ever seen 
as far as the economy is concerned. We 
have a bunch of lawyers writing laws 
for an economy they know nothing 
about. They have never worked, they 
have never hired, never fired. That is 
one of the most disgusting things I 
think we ought to tell the Amercian 
people. Being completely unbiased, I 
turn back. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Hampshire. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to just add one other thing. You 

know, we worry so much about people 
doing well, making sure we tax the 
rich. How about the luxury tax credit, 
the luxury tax that we put in? What we 
have done with that is we have actu
ally destroyed the boat industry, we 
have destroyed the luxury car market. 
Why can we not be smart enough to 
come back to figure out what makes 
this country tick? Again, the invest
ment tax credit, incentives to create 
progrowth, that is the bottom line. I do 
not know why we go after the wrong 
end of the spectrum. Why can we not 
realize what makes this economy grow 
is growth? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. You know, the luxury 
automobile business is not down the 
drain today and the luxury boat indus
try is not down the drain today because 
of the 1 uxury tax; it is because of the 
Republican-created recession that no 
one can afford it. 

Mr. DELAY. Come on. 
Mr. DERRICK. I had a call from one 

of the automobile manufacturers who 
started giving me that line. I said, 
"What about the recession?" After we 
discussed it a while, he finally admit
ted that most of the reason they were 
not selling cars was because of the re
cession. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just say to 
my friend from South Carolina: There 
is no greater outrage on this floor than 
Members of the Democratic majority 
who have consistently refused to bring 
to the floor the President's proposals, 
who then turn and blame the President 
for a recession which occurred, in large 
part, because they refused to pass what 
he has been asking for for 3 years now. 

Now, it would be one thing if you had 
the decency to pass the President's 
proposals. Then you could sit back and 
say that, "We cooperated but you 
failed." 

Mr. DERRICK. We passed those pro
posals back in the 1980's. What did we 
get for it? We got--

Mr. DELAY. Twenty-one million jobs. 
Mr. DERRICK. What did we get for 

it? The largest deficit in the history of 
our Nation. What did we get? The aver
age working man in this country is 
making less today than he was in 1981. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me answer the 
question. 

Mr. DELAY. Wrong, wrong. 
Mr. WALKER. Wrong. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Regular 

order. The gentleman from Georgia has 
the time. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Reclaiming my 
time-we will have plenty of time. 

Mr. DERRICK. We have tried all 
that, we have tried all that. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me reclaim my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] at 
this time ccmtrols the time. I would 
ask my colleagues to stick to the regu
lar order. 
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Mr. GINGRICH. Reclaiming my time. 
Mr. DERRICK. We tried all that. 
Mr. Speak er, I will give him some of 

my time. I beg the Chair's indulgence. 
Mr. GINGRICH. I can appreciate how, 

if you are a member of the Committee 
on Rules for the Democrats and you 
have been consistently strangling ef
forts to bring the President's program 
to the floor, that one would get excited 
and try to use words-is it not an old 
lawyer's rule that if you do not have 
the facts and you do not have the case, 
the best you can do is find something 
to yell about? 

All I am suggesting to you is-all I 
am suggesting is, in the first place, in 
the 1980's, we created 21 million jobs. I 
suggest that most of the people who 
wanted an unemployment check would 
like a job even more. 

Second, that we do have a technique 
for creating jobs. If you want to pass 
the President's program, then it makes 
perfect sense to blame the President. 
But I think for the Democrats to try
let me just finish. 

Mr. DERRICK. Just one moment. 
Mr. GINGRICH. No. You have not 

passed. 
Mr. DERRICK. Would the gentleman 

yield for just a moment? 
Mr. GINGRICH. Just a second. The 

Democrats have not passed any of 
President Bush's requests for economic 
growth packages. They did pass, with 
the help of the Republicans and the 
Democratic coalition, they did pass in 
the early 1980's a series of tax cuts that 
did lead to a 7-year period of growth, 
which is, I believe, the longest peace
time period of economic expansion in 
our national history. It did create 21 
million new jobs. 

The Government's revenue virtually 
doubled, and Congress managed to 
spend at a rate faster than the dou
bling of the revenue. 

But I would argue that, in the Bush 
administration, there is an extraor
dinary level of chutzpah on the part of 
Democrats in jumping up and saying 
that the President-that this is the 
President's recession. If you are not 
going to pass his economic growth 
package, you can hardly say it is his 
recession. 

Mr. DERRICK. Does the gentleman 
blame it on Jimmy Carter? Who does 
he blame it on? 

Mr. GINGRICH. The current reces
sion? 

Mr. DERRICK. No, no. I am talking 
about this recession. You blamed 
Jimmy Carter for everything else. 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, as the Wall 
Street Journal has said, I blame this 
recession directly on the Senate major
ity leader, Mr. MITCHELL'S rejection of 
the capital gains tax. 

Mr. DERRICK. We blame it on Her
bert Hoover. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, we were talking about 
the luxury tax, and since we were, let 
me quote from a recent letter I got 
from the National Federation of Inde
pendent Businesses. They represent 
500,000 members. I take it they are au
thoritative. They say that they support 
the repeal of all 1 uxury taxes imposed 
by the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 
1990. These taxes were expected to gen
erate significant revenue for the Fed
eral Government. Yet it is very likely 
that Treasury will end up losing mil
lions of dollars on these taxes because 
of the cost of collecting the tax. The 
loss of jobs and the loss of income tax 
revenue far outweigh the amount of 
revenue collected by the tax. 

Mr. Speaker, they also point out that 
luxury taxes have not taxed wealthy 
consumers. Instead they have cost 
working Americans their jobs. We are 
talking about employment, we are 
talking about jobs today. They say ap
proximately 16,000 jobs are expected to 
be lost in the marine industry. That is 
only one industry, and over 7,000 em
ployees have been laid off by auto
mobile dealers in the first two quarters 
of the year. Their conclusion: the lux
ury tax should be repealed. 

So, Mr. Speaker, there would be one 
significant step we could take toward 
getting America back to work again. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I am 
about to run out of time, and let me 
just close with a book that I would rec
ommend to all of my friends on the 
left. It is by Hernando DeSoto who is a 
Peruvian. It is called, "The Other 
Path-The Invisible Revolution in the 
Third World." It has an introduction 
by Mario Vargas Josa, the poet laure
ate of Peru. It is a fascinating study of 
economic growth in Peru and what 
kills it, and Mario Vargas Josa in the 
foreword says the following, and I 
quote: 

It is essential that the state remember 
that before it can redistribute the nation's 
wealth, the nation must produce wealth, and 
that in order to produce wealth it is nec
essary that the state's actions not obstruct 
the actions of its citizens who, after all, 
know better than anybody else what they 
want and what they have to do. The state 
must restore to its citizens the right to take 
on productive tasks, a right that has been 
usurping and obstructing. The state must 
limit itself to functioning in those necessary 
areas in which private industry cannot func
tion. This does not mean that the state will 
wither away and die. 

He goes on to talk about what has 
happened in Peru, and let me just sug
gest to my colleagues that the core of 
that quote applies to America. 

I want to close by making two points 
I began this hour with. First, we on the 
Republican side are prepared tomorrow 
morning to vote for the Dole-Michel 
unemployment bill which will be 
signed by the President. If my col
leagues could help get their Demo
cratic friends in the Senate to agree, 
we could have it to the White House to-

morrow night, we could have checks 
going out next Monday to 2lh to 3 mil
lion families, and during the 10 weeks 
that the bill is paid for, which sends 
those checks out, we can argue over 
whatever addition they would like to 
do. But those 21/2 to 3 million families 
would be getting a check. They would 
not be trapped by politicians. 

Second, we believe it is even more 
important in the long run for Ameri
ca's health to get out of the recession, 
to create jobs, to encourage job cre
ators to encourage investment, and we 
would urge our colleagues to make in 
order to bring to the floor an economic 
growth package that would truly cre
ate jobs to give the Members a chance 
to stand up and be counted and to 
agree that we did not go home this fall 
until we passed, and the President 
signed into law, an economic package 
to help the recession. 

Now those two principles, unemploy
ment and jobs, are bound together. To 
talk only of unemployment is to fur
ther re-create the welfare state and to 
mire our citizens down in the kind of 
permanent unemployment that scars 
inner cities and scars West Virginia 
and cripples so many families. We have 
got to talk about jobs as well as unem
ployment, and on our side we stand 
prepared tonight to make an agree
ment-I think I can speak for the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]
that we would bring up the Dole-Michel 
bill tomorrow, if the Democratic lead
ership will let us. 

PROBLEMS OF THE UNEMPLOYED 
IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not in
tend to take the entire 60 minutes, but 
I stuck around because a couple of my 
friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle have some questions about the 
charts that I used earlier. 

Before I get into that, I would like to 
yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK]. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just take this opportunity to say that 
I have listened to this debate, listened 
to the Members on the other side of the 
aisle for the last hour or so talk about 
growth packages. Well, they know the 
reason we are not interested in their 
so-called growth packages is because 
we have seen what they can do to this 
great country of ours. We voted one of 
their great growth packages back in 
1981; Gramm-Latta I think it was, and 
then of course we voted for the 1986 tax 
bill. Well, what that has given us, if 
they are going to blame the 1981-82 re
cession on Jimmy Carter, let us be fair 
about it and blame the 1991 recession 
on Ronald Reagan. As my colleagues 
know, they cannot go on forever blam-
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ing Jimmy Carter for everything, and 
that is exactly what they did dur
ing--

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I will 
not yield any time right now. 

Mr. DELAY. Of course not. 
Mr. OBEY. He does not have the 

time. 
Mr. DERRICK. What the 10 years of 

the Republican administration has 
done, when in 1980, the last year that 
Jimmy Carter was in office, the deficit 
in this country was about $60 billion. It 
got up by the mid-1980's under a Repub
lican administration to over $200 bil
lion, and it is up under their present 
Republican administration for over 
$300 billion. 

What it did: in 1980 we had a debt of 
about $1 trillion. It took us 200 years to 
get there. Under the Republican poli
cies of the 1980's our debt tripled. In 
other words, in 10 years under Repub
lican policies it tripled what it had 
taken us 200 years--

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. May I continue, 
please? 

And in 1980 we were the greatest 
creditor nation. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield? The gentleman inter
rupted--

Mr. DERRICK. We were the biggest 
creditor nation in the world-Mr. 
Speaker, I sat by patiently a few min
utes ago and listened to all their-in 
1980 we were the greatest--

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker--
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would ask 

for regular order, please. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] con
trols the time. The gentleman will 
yield the time accordingly. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, in 1980 
we were the greatest creditor nation in 
the world. In 1991 we are the greatest 
debtor nation in the world. And, if my 
colleagues will go back, and they talk 
about all these jobs that were created 
during the 1980's, to a large degree 
those jobs were two members of the 
family that started working. More 
spouses, particularly women, went to 
work during the 1980's in the history of 
our country, and that is where a lot of 
those jobs were, because today the av
erage working man in this country is 
making about $1.20 an hour in real pur
chasing power less than they were 
making at the beginning of the Repub
lican administration in 1980. 

So, the gentleman asks us why we 
are not enthusiastic about their so
called growth plans. That is why. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield now? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, what I 
would pref er to do is--

Mr. DELAY. Are we going to have a 
dialog here? 

Mr. OBEY. Well, would the gen
tleman let me finish? I was going to 
say that what I prefer to do is get into 
the discussion which the gentleman 
wanted to have concerning the charts 
that I had here. I stuck around an 
extra hour so that I could accommo
date the gentleman who seemed to mis
understand my charts. 

Mr. DELAY. Would the gentleman 
yield then? 

Mr. OBEY. So, that is what I would 
like to do now, if the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DELAY] would like to raise 
the questions he had about them. 

Mr. DELAY. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
yield for the purpose that the gen
tleman asked me to yield for before, 
which is to discuss these charts. Then, 
if he wants to get back to anything 
that was said, I would be happy to do 
it. But first, since he asked me to stick 
around for an hour, I am trying to ac
commodate him. If he does not want to 
ask the questions, he does not have to 
ask them, but this is the chance to 
challenge these charts. Be my guest. 

0 2330 
Mr. DELAY. I appreciate the Chair

man sticking around for an hour. I also 
appreciate that we had, I thought, a 
system set up when our minority whip 
had the time, but now the rules have 
changed since you have the time. You 
get to set the rules--

Mr. OBEY. I have just yielded to you, 
have I not? 

Mr. DELAY. Not for the purpose I 
wanted to be yielded to. 

Mr. OBEY. We will get to that. You 
raised the first question an hour ago. 
You can debate him after I am gone. 
Right now, if you want to debate me, 
please go ahead. 

Mr. DELAY. I understand. The Demo
crats have one set of rules and we have 
another. 

Mr. OBEY. Will the gentleman please 
get to it or yield to someone else. Get 
to it or yield to somebody else. 

What is your objection to these 
charts? These charts show that you 
have laid down on the job and have not 
done one blessed thing to help the per
sons who need help on long-term unem
ployment. 

Now, lay out for me what your objec
tion is to the charts. 

Mr. DELAY. Well, first off, let me 
point out to the gentleman, and I do 
appreciate him yielding, that you 
claim--

Mr. OBEY. It was hard for me to tell 
that. 

Mr. DELAY. I am sorry. Did I inter
rupt the gentleman? 

Mr. OBEY. Go ahead. Go ahead. 
Mr. DELAY. This is not the chart 

that I wanted to discuss. I wanted to 
discuss the chart that you have which 
I think is called economic growth dur
ing the first 3 years of the Bush admin
istration. 

Mr. OBEY. That one, all right. Go 
ahead. 

Mr. DELAY. First, there seems to be 
some sort of selective numbers here. 
You show that the Johnson administra
tion had a growth of 17 percent, the 
Carter administration had a growth of 
11.7 percent, and you very selectively 
take the first 3 years of each adminis
tration--

Mr. OBEY. No, no. 
Mr. DELAY. The chart says 3 years. 
Mr. OBEY. Well, the gentleman used 

this very selectively. Let me show 
what this chart does show. 

President Bush has been in office 
roughly 2 years, right? And we are in 
the third year. I cannot project any 
longer than 3 years, because he has not 
been President for longer than 3 years. 

What we did here was to show, if you 
take not only-if you give the Presi
dent the benefit of the doubt, so you 
take the growth that he has actually 
experienced or the economy has experi
enced so far in his Presidency, and then 
if you add to that the administration's 
own projections for growth for the next 
year-and we do not know what they 
are going to be for the following year, 
so we cannot talk about 4 years. 

Mr. DELAY. The gentleman is an
swering a question I have not asked. 

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman said we 
are using selective years. 

Mr. DELAY. You did not let me finish 
my question, but go ahead and answer 
the question I did not ask. 

Mr. OBEY. You said we are being se
lective. We are not being selective. 
Every President, including George 
Bush, serves 2 years. Bush is in the 
middle of his third year. This compares 
what the economic growth has been in 
the first 3 years of every administra
tion going back to Eisenhower. 

Now, what is your question? 
Mr. DELAY. Will the gentleman 

yield? Can I finish my question? Then 
maybe you can answer it. 

Mr. OBEY. Go ahead. 
Mr. DELAY. Or you could answer my 

statement. I said that you are selec
tively taking 3 years and applying easy 
numbers, because you take the Carter 
years--

Mr. OBEY. Would you answer me a 
question? 

Mr. DELAY. Since the gentleman is 
not going to let me talk, the gen
tleman may have the time. I will re
ceive the time later and analyze his 
chart on my time. 

Mr. OBEY. Well, the gentleman keeps 
suggesting that we have selectively 
picked years. The fact is that we are 
comparing George Bush's 3 years with 
the first 3 years of every other Presi
dent going back to Eisenhower. 

Mr. DELAY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Let me ask the gen
tleman about the other chart he has 
there. 

Mr. OBEY. I wish you would. 
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Mr. WALKER. The numbers on the 

side there are different numbers. The 
numbers that you use on your chart in 
some cases show either 50,000 or 
500,000---it is hard to read them well 
from there. Then on the Bush recession 
all of a sudden it drops down to 35,000. 

Mr. OBEY. What does that matter? 
We are talking about percentages, not 
numbers here. 

Mr. WALKER. But that means that 
you are using different basis figures for 
each chart. 

Mr. OBEY. No. 
Mr. WALKER. The numbers on the 

side are different. They are not the 
same numbers. 

Mr. OBEY. Let me explain to the 
gentleman what these charts dem
onstrate. These charts are trying to 
show what the comparative treatment 
has been under the four administra
tions which have experienced reces
sion, and what they are trying to com
pare is the number of persons who re
ceived extended unemployment bene
fits as a percentage of all of the per
sons at that same period of time who 
had experienced an exhaustion of their 
unemployment benefits. 

What I said is that this demonstrates 
under Gerry Ford that 87 percent of the 
people who had exhausted their bene
fits received extended benefits over 
that period. 

Mr. WALKER. The numbers you use 
on the side for your chart are different 
numbers. 

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman will let 
me finish, then I will take the gentle
man's question. 

What this shows is that under the 
Carter recession, that dropped to 60 
percent of those covered. It shows that 
under Reagan, that because the Presi
dent recognized that what was done to 
the country with Gramm-Latta in 1981 
was wrong in terms of what it did to 
people on unemployment or unem
ployed people-

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is edi
torializing. 

Mr. OBEY. The President signed four 
extensions. He signed four exceptions 
to that Gramm-Latta limitation, 
which enabled 50 percent of those who 
exhausted there unemployment bene
fits to become eligible for extended 
benefits. 

What this chart shows is that less 
than 5 percent of those who had ex
hausted their benefits here, in green, 
had been provided extended benefits. 

So the gentleman can object to the 
size of the chart. This chart is blown 
up, and I think that is the gentleman's 
problem. This chart is blown up to 
equal the size of these, because under 
the Bush administration, those who 
have received extended benefits would 
be so tiny on the chart if we did not 
blow it up that you could not even see 
them. So we did it as a favor to the 
White House. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield, I know the gentleman is looking 

to do the White House a great favor on 
this. This is the reason he made up the 
charts in the first place. 

But the point is that if your numbers 
are different, then your charts make 
absolutely no sense, and they are, in 
fact, a disservice to the discussion, be
cause you have, in fact, at that point 
compared apples and oranges and you 
do not have realistic figures. 

So all I am saying to the gentleman 
is, I believe my point is correct. Your 
numbers on the side are different. They 
are different in each of your four 
charts. Your charts simply show what 
you want to show, and do not nec
essarily related to anything that can 
be regarded as facts. 

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman is trying 
to suggest that these charts address a 
different point. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Would the gen
tleman yield for questions? 

Mr. OBEY. Not until I respond to the 
blather that I have just heard. 

The gentleman is suggesting that 
somehow these charts are supposed to 
be talking about the numbers of unem
ployed. They have nothing whatsoever 
to do with numbers of unemployed. The 
point these charts make is very simple, 
simple enough for every Member of 
this House to understand. The charts 
demonstrate that under Gerry Ford, 87 
percent of the persons who exhausted 
their unemployment benefits were pro
vided extended benefits; that under 
Jimmy Carter, 60 percent; that under 
Reagan it dropped to 50 percent; and 
under Bush it dropped to 5 percent. 

The question here is not the num
bers. It is proportionality. What we are 
talking about is the percentage of per
sons who have exhausted their unem
ployment benefits, who are eligible 
under the existing law which the White 
House is defending for extended bene
fits. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Would the gen
tleman yield for a question? 

Mr. OBEY. The fact is, if you want to 
take a look at the numbers rather than 
the percentage, take a look at the 
numbers. In September, do you know 
how many Americans got extended 
benefits? Do you have any idea how 
many Americans got them in Septem
ber? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Would the gen
tleman yield for a question? 

Mr. OBEY. I am asking the gen
tleman a question. 

Does the gentleman know what the 
number is? 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman has 
the statistics in front of him. I assume 
he knows. I do not have any papers in 
front of me. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Would the 
gentleman from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. OBEY. Surely. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I know you 

are uncomfortable with these figures, 
and you are going to try to shake 
them. But people have exhausted their 

benefits by the hundreds of thousands, 
and this administration has done noth
ing. It did come forth with a dual pro
posal after the Democrats proposed 
something. Here the distinguished gen
tleman from Wisconsin-it is the 
Michigan experience. Under the 
present system, when it was 7, 8, 9 per
cent unemployment, no extended bene
fits. Zilch. Tens of thousands of people 
in Michigan were exhausting their ben
efits. 

D 2340 

On the chart of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], that little pink 
area is the Bush administration. Then 
Michigan reaches 10 percent unemploy
ment. Ten percent. Then we click onto 
the extended benefit system. Ten per
cent. Then Michigan drops below 10 to 
91/2 percent, and the State clicks out of 
the extended benefit program. 

Mr. Speaker, that is an utter dis
grace. That is why the chart says what 
it does. You can make all kinds of ar
guments and talk about this and talk 
about that, but the fact is that for the 
first time we have no benefit program 
for those who have exhausted their 
benefits who want to work, who cannot 
find work. And you are sitting around 
here talking about everything except 
the people who were laid off and have 
exhausted their benefits. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield for a question 
about his charts? 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Answer the 
question about the State of Michigan. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
TORRES). The gentleman from Wiscon
sin controls the time. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I will be happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Go back to the 
chart you just covered up. I take it 
from what you just said, these charts 
have nothing to do, as you say, with 
unemployment? 

Mr. OBEY. The point I am trying to 
make and the point which you are try
ing to obfuscate--

Mr. ROHRABACHER. No, I am not 
trying to obfuscate. I am asking you a 
question. You said these charts have 
nothing to do with unemployment. I do 
not think they have anything to do 
with unemployment. I agree with the 
statement you made. 

I would just like to say, do those 
charts have anything to do with the 
unemployment rate in the Carter ad
ministration? Do they suggest that the 
unemployment rate in the Carter ad
ministration was lower or higher than 
in the Reagan administration? 

Mr. OBEY. I will repeat for the bene
fit of the gentleman, and I know he 
does not want to understand what I am 
saying, but nonetheless I am going to 
hope that eventually he does. The fact 
is that what these charts simply dem-
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onstrate is a very simple point, which 
is that under Presidents, going all the 
way back to FDR, we had a bipartisan 
consensus that when we had very large 
numbers of persons who had exhausted 
their unemployment benefits, that we 
would provide for extended benefits, 
because that indicated the country was 
in much more economic trouble than 
originally had been estimated, and it 
demonstrated that that bipartisan 
commitment was kept right on 
through Ronald Reagan, despite the 
fact that in 1981--

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Do not your 
charts--

Mr. OBEY. I have told you what the 
charts are for. If you want to have a 
chart on some other subject, go make 
your own chart. I am using a chart 
that makes my point. If you want to 
make your point, go to your own chart. 
This is the chart that I want to get to, 
however. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. The gentleman 
is conceding the charts have nothing to 
do with unemployment? The chart does 
not reflect that the unemployment 
rate under the Carter administration 
was so much higher than under the 
Reagan administration. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I will take 
back my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Regular 
order. The gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY] controls the time. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, what I want 
to do is get to the points made by the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
earlier, because what really counts is 
not just what we are going to do on un
employment, but what we are going to 
do on all kinds of economic policy 
across the board. 

To do that, I want to get back to the 
point made by the gentleman from 
South Carolina. We have been told by 
the gentleman from Georgia and a 
number of others that, you know, it is 
terrible, the Republicans have had the 
White House for over 10 years, and they 
had the Senate for 6 of those years. 
They ran the Government, they hired 
the people, they fired them. They put 
out the statistics. They won 98 percent 
of every budget battle since George 
Bush has been elected President. 

They beat the living bejabbers out of 
us in 1981 on both the budget bill and 
the tax bill. Somehow now they want 
to say, but, gee whiz, we didn't do it. 
Somebody else did it. 

Well, I want to go back over the 
record. One of the advantages of serv
ing here longer than 12 years is that 
you do have an institutional memory. I 
remember when I got run over by a 
freight train, because I offered one of 
the two principal alternatives to the 
administration's budget bill and the 
administration's tax bill in 1981, and I 
know what the votes were. 

On May 7, 1981, the key economic de
cision for this decade was made on the 
Gramm-Latta budget. It passed 253 to 

176. Republicans voted for it 190 to zip. 
Democrats opposed it 176 to 63. 

Seven weeks later, they passed their 
tax package. What did it do? First of 
all, it was passed by Republicans 190 to 
1. Democrats voted against it 194 to 48. 
It passed 238 to 195. 

Upon passage of that bill, the Sec
retary of Treasury, Donald Regan, 
went on national television and said, 
"Our program is now in place." 

What happened under that program? 
We went from a deficit of $69 billion to 
a deficit of well over $200 billion. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. Not until I finish my 
point. 

Mr. DELAY. I figured as much. 
Mr. OBEY. I know it hurts to hear 

history repeated to you instead of fig
ures, but I am going to repeat it to you 
tonight. 

We did not quite know how the Re
publicans could think that you could 
double military spending, cut the guts 
out of the Tax Code for high-income 
people, and produce the Republican 
promises, which were added productiv
ity, added savings, and a balanced 
budget within 4 years. 

Then we found out, because David 
Stockman in his famous Atlanta 
Monthly magazine told us what hap
pened. Here is what he said. 

He said: "I have been explaining for 6 
months to those west wing guys that 
the numbers just didn't add." He ex
plained in the Atlantic Monthly article 
that he got his deficit projections down 
to $31 billion "by hook or by crook, 
mostly by the latter." That is his 
statement, not mine. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. Not until I am finished. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask that you keep order 
until I am finished. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would ask Members on the floor 
to maintain regular order. The gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] con
trols the time. 

Mr. OBEY. I know it hurts. I know it 
hurts. 

Then Mr. Stockman went on to say 
this: He said: 

We didn't think it all the way through. We 
didn't add up the numbers. We should have 
designed those pieces to be more compatible, 
but they were moving on independent tracks. 
It didn't quite match. But, you see, we got 
away with it because of the novelty of it all. 

Then he went on to explain that the 
Kemp-Roth tax package was really a 
Trojan horse to bring down the top 
rate. He said: 

It is kind of hard to sell trickle-down, so 
the supply-side formula was the only way to 
get a tax policy that was really trickle
down. Supply-side is trickle-down theory. 

That is what he said. 
It seems to me that what is at issue 

here now is not only what we are going 
to do on unemployment, but what we 

are going to do on taxes and what we 
are going to do to reinvest in the por
tion of the budget that was savaged by 
the Republican decisions in 1981, and 
that is what is going to determine 
whether we turn this around. Because 
if you want to talk about jobs, let us 
take a look at what the average 
monthly growth in unemployment was, 
not under selective administrations, 
but under all of them. 

If you take a look at all of them, 
even Dwight Eisenhower, with the pro
longed stagflation from 1958 to 1960, 
produced an average of 43,000 job 
growth per month on average. Bush has 
produced an anemic 9,419. Carter pro
duced 208,000 monthly job growth on 
average. Reagan produced 174,000. 

So those are the numbers. Gentle
men, you can make all the arguments 
you want to try to hide them, but the 
fact is, they are there. We went 
through them. We see the results, and 
that is why we are here tonight asking 
for a change. 

0 2350 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, I want to commend the gentleman 
for his fine presentation about history. 
I came over here between the Atlanta 
Braves game and the Minnesota Twins 
game. The Braves won, happily. 

When the minority whip said that 
GEORGE MITCHELL was responsible for 
this recession, I felt compelled to try 
and set the record straight on the eco
nomic past. 

If I can just indulge my colleagues 
for a moment, I would like to talk 
about the extended jobless benefits and 
past recessions chart which the gen
tleman has graphically depicted which 
shows the problem that has occurred 
since 1976, which is that there are, of 
the universe of people who are unem
ployed, fewer people receiving unem
ployment benefits. 

As a result of the changes in the 
Gramm-Latta budget in 1981, we 
changed the mechanism by which ex
tended benefits were triggered. We had 
to have a higher rate of insured unem
ployment before people would trigger 
extended benefits. 

So what we see in the Ford recession, 
in the Carter recession was a much 
lower threshold for the extension of 
benefits to apply to those people who 
have received benefits. And what has 
happened since 1981 is the threshold 
has gotten so high, a 5-percent insured 
unemployment rate, that in many 
States that do not have a high percent
age of people receiving the first 26 
weeks of benefits, they will never real
ly trigger extended benefits. 

The absurdity of that situation is 
that today, mired in 16 months into a 
recession, only Rhode Island has an ex-
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tended benefits program working. So 
all the gentleman's chart suggests, and 
I do not think that it is a political 
chart because what it does is say that 
in the days of two prior Republican ad
ministrations, there was a mechanism 
for paying extended benefits, and that 
program has failed. It is incumbent 
upon us, whether we extend benefits 
temporarily or not, to fix what is clear
ly a broken program. I do not see this 
chart so much in the eyes of politics 
but in the eyes of a program that was 
designed to do something that has 
failed. 

Whether we are Democrats or Repub
licans, we should appreciate that that 
needs to be changed. 

Mr. OBEY. The point is simply that 
out of the last four Presidents who 
have experienced recessions on their 
watch, three of the four, two Repub
lican, one Democrat, met their respon
sibilities to the unemployed. And one, 
the present occupant of the White 
House, has not, and that is why we are 
here tonight. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding to me. 

I must say, I do not understand what 
the problem is of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] with the 
chart. It seems clear to me that the 
number of people who are getting ex
tended benefits is minimal under the 
current administration, quite different 
than it had been under other adminis
trations. I think it is very clear. 

I think really what we are talking 
about is what has been happening in 
the country for the last several years. 
My friends on the other side have 
talked about the creation of 28 million 
jobs. I think it is very obvious to them 
and to all of us in the country that the 
great majority of these jobs are pri
marily women who have had to go to 
work. 

An example in my own district, I 
spoke to a woman not very long ago 
who I met at a grocery store who told 
me her husband had been working in a 
steel mill making about $14 an hour. 
He lost his job. He is now making $7 an 
hour and she has had to go to work 
making about S5 an hour. 

Together they are making less than 
he made. That is really happening all 
over the country, and it has been hap
pening for sometime. So while we have 
created new jobs, these are in great 
measure jobs held primarily by 
spouses, largely by women who have 
had to go to work because the fact of 
the matter is that in this country in 
the last 10 years, the standard of living 
has been going down. 

There is no argument about that. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 

from California. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, has 
the gentleman considered the reason 
that we have moved from predomi
nantly a one-income-earner household 
to a two-income-earner household? I 
would suggest the reason that has hap
pened is, I think it is one of the most 
dramatic social transformations prob
ably in the history of this country, and 
that is the burden of governmental tax
ation on the average family has been 
increasing dramatically. And it has 
been his party that has been increasing 
that over the years. People are being 
crushed by the taxes they have to pay. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, that is not true. 

It is true that upper income taxes 
have been down. It is also true that 
within the last 10 years payroll taxes 
have gone up in this country $340 bil
lion. Social Security taxes have gone 
up all over the country. 

In my State of Pennsylvania prop
erty taxes have gone up. Those are 
taxes which weigh on working people 
and middle-class families as opposed to 
the income tax reduction for upper in
come people. 

The fact of the matter is that over 
the last 10 years the taxes on the upper 
5 percent have gone down by 65 billion 
and taxes on the middle 30 percent 
have gone up by 20 billion. That is a 
fact. 

I do not think the gentleman would 
disagree that people are working hard
er than they ever have before in this 
country and they are earning less. 

Would the gentleman disagree? Peo
ple have had to have their spouses, pri
marily women, go to work. People are 
having a tougher time buying a house. 

In affluent areas such as I represent, 
in suburban Philadelphia, it is increas
ingly difficult for young people to buy 
a home in those communities in which 
they were raised. The Reagan adminis
tration said that if you earn more than 
$30,000 a year, you cannot borrow 
money for college. 

The result of what the Bush adminis
tration wants to do really means that 
if you make more than $10,000 a year, 
you cannot borrow money to go to col
lege. 

So whether we are talking about 
taxes, whether we are talking about 
housing, whether we are talking about 
college tuition, life in this country 
over the past 10 years has grown in
creasing difficult and painful for mid
dle class Americans. 

If the gentleman does not believe me, 
ask the American people. Read The 
Washington Post this morning and the 
poll they have taken. A growing num
ber, now a majority of people in this 
country believe strongly that this 
country is headed in the wrong direc
tion, and they are right. 

The country is headed in the wrong 
direction. It is harder to send kids to 
college. It is harder to buy a home. 
Two people have to work, not one. 

Taxes are higher than ever. It is in
creasingly difficult. 

And the gentleman and his friends 
have been running the country for the 
last 10 years. 

Mr. OBEY. Reclaiming my time, I 
want to correct the statement that was 
just made by the gentleman. 

The gentleman indicated that it was 
the Democratic Party that had effected 
the change that he described on taxes. 
The fact is it was my amendment that 
was defeated by the gentleman's party 
in 1981 on the tax bill, which would 
have provided larger cuts for the mid
dle class than the Reagan package that 
passed and much tinier tax cuts for the 
wealthy than the Reagan package 
which passed. And that amendment 
was defeated resoundingly. 

There were five Republicans who 
voted for my amendment that would 
have provided larger tax cuts for the 
middle class than the Reagan bill and 
much smaller tax cuts for high income 
people. 

With all due respect to the gentle
man's memory, I was here when it hap
pened. I know what it felt like to lose. 
We got clobbered. 

Our middle-class tax bill got clob
bered, and the gentleman's "Reward 
the rich" tax bill got passed. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. If the gentleman 
would continue to yield, thank good
ness he did lose. As a result of that, we 
had the largest peacetime expansion in 
history. All people benefited. The 
blacks benefited, had a tremendous in
crease. The women benefited. Every
body benefited as a result of that 
Reagan reform. And this House of Rep
resentatives, if my memory serves me 
correctly, was controlled by the gentle
man's party, not mine, when those re
forms were enacted. 

Mr. OBEY. Again, reclaiming my 
time, the gentleman's facts are wrong. 
The fact is that since 1980, the wealthi
est 1 percent had seen their income 
double from $300,000 to $600,000 a year. 
And the average middle-class American 
precisely at the mean, half Americans 
making more, half Americans making 
less, he has lost the $2,000 on the pur
chasing power of his income since that 
time, and since George Bush has taken 
over as President, he has lost another 
$428. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the majority whip, Mr. 
BONIOR, for organizing this series of 
special orders on unemployment. 

There are many people who are say
ing that it is morning in America, but 
for those who are receiving pink slips, 
for those who are being laid off, for 
those who are unemployed, it is 
evening or maybe midnight. 

This administration is out of step, 
out of tune-this administration is not 
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compassionate; and it is uncaring for 
those who have been left out and left 
behind. 

To many of us, it is strange that we 
can spend billions of dollars to liberate 
people around the world. Yet, we can
not find a few dollars to extend unem
ployment benefits for those who have 
exhausted all of their benefits. All is 
not well in America. 

Something is wrong when more than 
2,500 workers are being laid off or fired 
every single day. We must say to this 
administration that the recession is 
not over. 

There is pain, there is suffering. 
Those who have lost their jobs are los
ing their homes, they cannot pay their 
automobile notes, they cannot provide 
day care for their children-they really 
are living on the edge. 

In the State of Georgia alone, more 
than 100,000 Georgians have exhausted 
all of their unemployment benefits this 
year. 

It is not being fair, it is not being re
sponsible when we can fly off to the 
Middle East, to the Soviet Union, or 
other parts of the World to bring about 
peace and tranquility, when at home, 
our own people are suffering and living 
in pain. 

It is strange to me that we can bail 
out other countries, but we cannot bail 
out the unemployed. We cannot help 
them with their pain, their misery, and 
their suffering. 

The President needs to sign the new 
emergency unemployment bill, which 
we will be sending to him in a few days 
so that we can get this economy mov
ing once again. 

A recent poll in the Atlanta Journal
Constitution showed that people in my 
district have been hit hard by the re
cession. 

Twelve percent of adults questioned 
in the poll said they had lost their jobs 
because of the recession. 

Forty-five percent of those polled 
said they knew people who'd been laid 
off. 

Forty-three percent said that if they 
needed $3,000 in cash within a few days, 
they would have to borrow it. 

Another 33 percent say their finan
cial position is worse than a year ago. 

And 17 percent said they have no 
plans to buy a car or major appliance 
in the next 6 months. 

Yesterday, I got a call from a CPA in 
my district. He has been out of work 
for more than 6 months. He has ex
hausted all of his benefits. He has no 
prospects for a new job. He is scared, 
very scared. 

While walking in downtown Atlanta 
last weekend, a young businessman 
came up to me and said: 

Mr. LEWIS, when you get back to Washing
ton, please tell your colleagues in the Con
gress that the recession is not over. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to tell you 
about another Atlantan who represents 
the hard times brought on by unem-

ployment. Lindy Barnwell is 45 years 
old. She is the mother of two children: 
Stewart who is 15, and Taylor who is 9 
years old. She was a loyal employee for 
Eastern Airlines. She worked hard for 
23 years. It was the only job she ever 
had. 

Until she lost her job when the air
line folded in January, she and her hus
band had a four star credit rating, and 
were solid taxpayers. She and her hus
band, who is also unemployed, are now 
struggling to put food on the table. 
They have no health or medical insur
ance for themselves or their children. 
The funds that they had saved for their 
children's education ran out earlier 
this month. On November 5, if they 
cannot come up with the money, the 
bank will foreclose on their .home. 

She told one of my staff today that 
she is willing to do "any type of work 
that is honorable.'' She said she is 
"working very hard at simply getting 
hired." Her husband is having similar 
problems. They are both too qualified 
for minimum wage jobs. Even if she 
could get a minimum wage job, she 
said: "One person can hardly live on 
minimum wage-much less four!" 

She echoed the sentiments of other 
people with whom my office has been 
in contact. She told a staffer in my of
fice that: 

Responsible leadership does not ignore 
such problems* * *the U.S. government not 
to extend a hand to people who are willing to 
work is disgraceful if we consider ourselves a 
helping nation. 

Margaret Zimlich's benefits are also 
fully exhausted. She is a single parent, 
the mother of two daughters and a son. 
She is 43 years old and lives in Atlanta. 
Like Lindy Barnwell, she has devoted 
her working life to Eastern Airlines. 
She worked incessantly for 23 years, 
sometimes working a second job at 
Rich's department store selling cos
metics. During her tenure for the air
line she took three pay cuts but she 
persevered. She is a hard worker, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Her situation highlights new and dif
ferent hardships not found in my other 
examples of people in need. Ms. 
Zimlich has been forced to dip into her 
IRA's. The problem here, Mr. Speaker, 
is that she receives a penalty for the 
early withdrawal of her money. At the 
end of the year she will be even further 
in debt and have even less money to 
get out of it. She won't have t he money 
to pay her taxes. For her, the shadows 
of destitution are lengthening just as 
the days grow shorter and the weather 
grows colder. 

Most alarming of all her problems is 
that her 16-year-old daughter, Rebecca, 
is having to work 20 hours a week to 
help support the family. This is 20 
hours that she doesn't spend studying, 
preparing for her future, the country's 
future. her brother Aaron and her sis
ter Jessica, too young to work, pitch in 
with odd jobs and babysitting. Working 

is normally regarded as character 
building and good for discipline, but 
when it infringes upon the education of 
our young people, it becomes destruc
tive as any weapon, as debilitating as 
any plague. 

Here are articles that have appeared 
in just the past 2 weeks in my local 
newspaper: "Jobless Report from Two 
Who Really Know." Another article 
was "Unemployed Secretary is Cynical 
About the System." And another arti
cle "Different Workers, Same Humilia
tion" discussing the fact that once 
high-powered professionals are joining 
support groups for the unemployed. 
And still another article: This one re
fers to the "soap opera of desperation" 
and discusses the plight of an out-of
work flight attendant whose family has 
fallen months behind on their mort
gage payments. 

I could go on and on, Mr. Speaker. 
The calls I have received, the reports in 
just my local newspapers, the letters I 
have gotten. They all say the same 
thing: "The recession is not over. I 
can't get a job. Please help me!" 

We must help them. We have an obli
gation, a mandate, to help them. 

The recession is not over. In the 
State of Georgia in the 8 months be
tween January and August of this year, 
more than 80,000 people exhausted all 
of their unemployment benefits. Dur
ing the month of July alone, 13,000 ex
hausted their benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, this administration 
needs to come home-come home and 
pay attention to the hurt and the pain 
of the American people. Instead of put
ting the needs of foreign nations ahead 
of the needs of the United States, they 
should begin to deal with the pain and 
agony of our own people. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are crying out and demanding leader
ship. Jobless Americans-hundreds of 
thousands of them-need help-not 
next year, not next month, not next 
week, but now. 

0 2400 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, 

would the gentleman yield to me for 
just 1 minute? 

Mr. OBEY. Surely, I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want to read yery briefly a letter 
to the President from Mr. Robert L. 
Dickie of Chalfont, PA. 

DEAR GEORGE: Please find enclosed a blank 
map of the continental UNITED STATES. 
The state names have been left blank and 
your job is to fill in each state's name. If you 
find that you can't recall all the states, you 
may find a map of the UNITED STATES and 
fill in those state names which you can't re
member. If you need further help, you may 
call me and I will answer any questions you 
may have. For extra credit, you may fill in 
the percentage by state of the total national 
unemployment figures. Of course, you must 
take into consideration those who have ex
hausted their benefits, as those citizens are 
no longer considered unemployed and will 
not be part of the national figures . 
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Mr. Speaker, this is a map which Mr. 

Robert L. Dickie of Chalfont, PA, has 
sent to President Bush, with the blank 
States. 

I think the point here is that the 
President seems fascinated, under
standably, with foreign policy. These 
are important issues which require his 
attention. He is about, I understand, to 
leave in the coming days for another 
trip around the world visiting a variety 
of countries on important business. 

I think it is time that the President 
paid attention to these problems which 
we face here at home. I think there is 
a growing perception in the country 
and in the Congress, including Mem
bers of his own party, that he needs to 
do that. 

I hope that he will follow my con
stituent's advice and come home and 
begin to pay attention to the problems 
we face here in the United States. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield briefly to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, if I could 
have the attention of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania for just a moment, 
I was intrigued by his comments ear
lier. The gentleman talked about the 
unemployed worker, I believe in the 
coal industry, is that correct? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. The steel indus
try. It is a concern that I think we 
share in common. I represent a district 
that has for years been traditionally 
relying, at least in the northern part of 
my district, on the so-called resource 
industries. Those industries are in de
cline for a variety of reasons, I say to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, not 
the least of which is the general state 
of the economy. 

I just wanted to get the gentleman's 
thoughts on where do we go. Assuming 
that at some point in time we appro
priate funds for extended unemploy
ment insurance benefits, is the gen
tleman saying, and this really goes 
also to the gentleman now in the 
Speaker's chair based on his comments 
just a moment ago, but is the gen
tleman saying that is enough for those 
unemployed workers in those tradi
tional resource industries, or what fur
ther should we do? 

I think that is what we have been 
saying over here, that appropriating 
benefits for the long-term unemployed 
or under-employed is not enough, that 
there is a lot more that we have to do. 
It is on the economic growth side of 
the equation to create jobs, and before 
the gentleman departs into the night, I 
thought we ought to get the gentle
man's ideas on this. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, I do 
not think there is any question, many 
of us on this side would agree the coun
try needs a good growth package. In 
the meantime, we need to provide ex
tended benefits for those who are un
employed. 

The point of the first chart which the 
gentleman from Wisconsin had with 
him a moment ago is that in this ad
ministration, those folks in the coun
try who have run out of unemployment 
benefits have not had them extended. 
That is a break with an historic tradi
tion in this country. That is why the 
pink portion of the fourth chart is so 
small. 

That really is the point we are trying 
to make. 

Sure, I think unemployment benefits 
are a temporary solution to help people 
get through a period of time. They are 
not the answer to the country's eco
nomic problems. 

Mr. RIGGS. Well, what is then, if I 
might ask the gentleman. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I think we do 
need a growth package. I think that is 
important. What I do not think we 
need is a growth package which cuts 
the taxes of the very wealthy while 
raising the taxes of everybody else, 
making housing, tuition, and all the 
rest more expensive. 

Finally, and I would stop with this, I 
am sure the gentleman would agree, 
and I wonder if the gentleman would 
disagree with me, that things have got
ten worse economically for the middle
class in America over the last 10 years 
in this country? That is all I am say
ing. If the gentleman does not agree 
with me, ask the average person on the 
street. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I am going 
to have to take my time back, I would 
say to the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia, because I promised three other 
people I would yield to them. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate the time the gentleman has 
given me. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HAYES]. 

D 0010 
Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

want to thank the gentleman from 
Wisconsin for having arranged to take 
this time. It is already 10 minutes after 
midnight and there are others, I know, 
who want to speak and make their po
sitions known on what I consider to be 
the No. 1 issue facing this great Nation 
of ours today. 

The charts that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] put up there cer
tainly have demonstrated the severity 
of the problem and also, as the gen
tleman indicates, what we have gone 
through under four Presidents, I think, 
to try to find a solution or some help 
for the people who are unemployed. 

I am concerned also about the human 
issue involved in this whole question of 
unemployment. You have heard me say 
this before on the floor of this House, 
that I have experienced drawing unem
ployment compensation, having been 

laid off from the stockyards during the 
period way back in the early forties 
right after President Roosevelt had put 
into effect the kind of thing that we 
talk about now, the privilege of people 
being able to draw some money while 
they are laid off. 

Mr. Speaker, that number of human 
beings is growing in this country. The 
figures that we receive are not accu
rate, because many people who have 
exhausted their unemployment com
pensation are not even counted any
more. 

I would like for us to be able to, as 
Members of this Congress, considering 
the insensitivity of the President in 
vetoing that bill that would have, not 
solved the problem, but it would cer
tainly have been some stop gap help for 
people who are unemployed and who 
have exhausted their unemployment 
compensation. 

I was saddened when the other body 
was two votes short of overriding that 
veto. But feeling that way does not 
help to solve the problem. 

Now what I want to see us do in this 
Congress of which I am a part-and I 
hope the party of which I am a part 
comes up with a solution that will help 
the people and not just give them hope 
and then do nothing about it. This is 
actually what happened within the 
past few weeks. 

Mr. Speaker, I am from Chicago. I 
will tell you right now, and I say this 
and then I will wind up, that there are 
thousands and thousands of people who 
need help. Now, many of them are 
young people, some are resorting to 
crime in order to try to find a solution 
to the problem. Yet at the same time, 
one of the roughest things for them to 
understand-and I do not even try to 
explain it anymore-is how can we jus
tify sending money overseas or forgiv
ing debts to people in other countries 
at the same time that we are going to 
worsen our budgetary position if we 
have this kind of situation we are ask
ing for now with respect to the exten
sion of unemployment compensation? 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say, in clos
ing, I say to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY] please let us try to 
talk to the leadership, make this a 
nonpartisan issue. Let us do something 
to help people who are out there, some 
of them starving, some sleeping in va
cant buildings, in cars and everything 
right in the city of Chicago, one of the 
largest cities of the United States. 

I would like to say also that kids are 
going to school hungry. This is the 
kind of thing that I think we ought to 
understand and do something about, 
not make it a partisan issue. Let us 
stand up and fight for people who need 
our help. That is what democracy is all 
about, to me. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman 
and yield to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. TORRES]. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

- I • • • • • • • • I I -. _, • .. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise to add my voice 

to those of my colleagues, as we seek 
tonight to break the terrible silence 
which has surrounded the issue of un
employment. 

I say "terrible silence", Mr. Speaker 
because this Bush administration has 
refused to face the American people 
with the truth about the reality of un
employment, today, in this country. 
The statistics are hard, and cold: As of 
September 8.4 million Americans, offi
cially, are unemployed. 

Of these, almost 1.2 million, offi
cially, are from my home State of Cali
fornia. Now, the Bush administration's 
response to this situation is to ask for 
a tax cut for weal thy investors. 

This is the famous Bush trickle-down 
remedy for unemployment. I maintain 
that if this had been an honest, work
able solution to unemployment it 
would have worked 10 years ago when 
George Bush used to call it voodoo eco
nomics. It did not work then, it will 
not work now, and George Bush knows 
it. 

In my home State of California, 
thanks in large part to our President, 
the safety net for unemployed Ameri
cans, is unfortunately more hole than 
net and people fall through it. We in 
this Congress have tried to fix this net, 
George Bush responded with the veto. 
Well, as you can see, from our actions 
this evening the Democrats in Congress 
of the United States has not chosen to 
ignore the needs of unemployed Ameri
cans. This evening we are here to speak 
the truth. 

Now, one of the truth's about this 
country that George Bush won't admit 
is that one of the fastest growing 
groups of Americans is made up of 
those who have exhausted their unem
ployment benefits before finding work. 

Let we speak about my State: Cali
fornia's long-term unemployed jumped 
so ·percent since last year. As of July, 
36,684 Californians had exhausted their 
unemployment benefits. 

In Los Angeles County, the number 
whose joblessness has outlived their 
benefits has increased steadily each 
month, from 8,950 in January to a July 
high of 11,993. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, as are my col
leagues, I am an elected representative 
of the people of my district. 

I am here on their behalf, to voice 
their pain, to address their needs. 

All of the statistics in the world 
won't have the power to convey better 
the truth of our unemployment crisis 
than to read to you an actual letter 
sent to me by one of my constituents. 

This letter was written to me at the 
time that Congress had voted to extend 
benefits for those whose unemployment 
had run out. We sent this legislation to 
George Bush, who was enjoying his 
leasure at that well-known hardship 
zone, Kennebunkport. While gazing out 
over his playground, the Atlantic 
Ocean, George Bush exercised his ver-

sion of leadership. George Bush's ac
tion sent a clear message to my 
constitutent, and to others who are in 
his situation. 

The man who wrote these words, ex
pressed in truthful terms, what George 
Bush will not, and this clear, powerful 
statement will tell you why our unem
ployed Americans need our help, and 
why they need it now. 

My constituent wrote: 
My heart was filled with immense sadness 

upon reading in the Los Angeles Times news
paper that President Bush intends to play 
politics with the lives of the unemployed by 
giving his OK to the bill extending unem
ployment benefits up to 20 weeks but refus
ing to sign an emergency declaration which 
would release the funds. This amounts to 
nothing but veto in the absolute truth. 

When I last wrote you, I had lost my job 
from where I was employed for 141h years. I 
was terminated April 12, 1991, and now 4 
months and 4 days later, I'm still unem
ployed. 

I have now contacted 77 companys for em
ployment. I'm getting to the point now that 
I feel that it is futile for me to keep looking. 
I've spent the last 25 years as a machinist in 
the aerospace industry so I know that I'm 
qualified but for some reason or reasons, I've 
been overlooked and turned down on each 
and every job opening that I've applied. 
Maybe I have two things going against me, 
my age and my race. Come April 2, 1992, I 
know that I can a.pply for Social Security 
benefits for at that time I will be 62 years of 
age, but what do I do from the time my un
employment benefits run out, October 19, 
1991, to my birthday? Let's be realistic and 
I've already told Mr. President this. As a 
black American male approaching the age of 
62, I stand a better chance of hitting the 
California lottery where the odds are 1 in 23 
million than ever getting employed again in 
the aerospace industry. I and many more 
millions of unemployed workers do hope that 
Congress will be able to initiate some type of 
legislation to help us all. 

George Bush had the opportunity to 
respond to my consitituent's plight, 
and respond he did. His answer to the 
desperate need for extended unemploy
ment benefits, was the veto. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, as of 4 
days ago my constituent's unemploy
ment benefits ran out. Through no 
fault of his own, a man of proven skills, 
and long years of work service has now 
fallen through George Bush's safety 
net. 

If George Bush had not played his 
politics with the lives of the unem
ployed, my constituent would now be 
receiving extended benefits. Instead he 
is living a nightmare. This is not my 
vision of kinder, gentler, America. 

Let us keep the faith with the Amer
ican worker who wrote this letter, and 
with all of the other workers, men, and 
women, who have labored t o bring suc
cess and profit to the businesses of this 
country. Let us send a clear, simple 
message to George Bush: let us quit 
playing politics with the lives of unem
ployed Americans. Let us pass legisla
tion which will respond to the true 
needs being expressed by all of our un
employed Americans. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
giving this time to relate this impor
tant message from one of my constitu
ents. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I will yield 
to the gentleman from California after 
I have yielded to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANE'ITA] to whom I 
have promised some time. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANE'ITA]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. I 
want to commend the gentleman for 
the statement that he made and also 
commend the leadership for providing 
this time, because it is important we 
draw attention to the situation in our 
economy and the situation that affects 
human beings in our society. 

The reason we are all here is because 
the economy is in trouble, it is in seri
ous trouble. All you have to do is look 
at the facts from last week to confirm 
the reality that our economy is in 
trouble. 

D 0020 
Housing starts fell in September and 

are below the level of September 1990. 
We thought housing starts were begin
ning to move up; they have dropped 
back. 

Industrial production was flat in Au
gust and rose a scant less than 1 per
cent in September. Again housing 
starts we thought were on the way up. 
They have fallen back. 

Auto sales dropped to a near reces
sion low in early October, and the re
port yesterday indicates that the auto
mobile industry is in for its worst year 
ever in the history of the automobile 
industry. 

The foreign trade deficit rose in Au
gust as exports weakened more than 
imports. Again we had a problem of in
creasing foreign trade deficits com
bined with these other problems. 

The so-called Fed's beige book, which 
contains reports from all 12 of the re
gional Federal Reserve Banks says that 
the economy continued to be sluggish 
in September and early October with 
little increase in retail sales, manufac
turing or construction, and, on top of 
this, inflation news from September 
was also bad, suggesting again that the 
Federal Reserve will postpone any fur
ther easing of monetary policy, and 
that raises the specter of a continuing 
sluggish economy bumping along with 
no direction whatsoever. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, in the face of this 
the administration has been, to put it 
nicely, ambivalent. One one hand it 
says everything is 0.K. There is a re
covery that is taking place. Whether 
one listens to Dick Darman, or to Mike 
Boskin, or to the President, the gen
eral feeling is: "Hold up. Things are 
getting better." On the other hand, 
they are saying we need an economic 
stimulus package. What is it? 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me the 
President has a responsibility as the 
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leader of this country to say to the 
American people, "We've got an econ
omy that's in trouble, and it needs to 
be addressed," and the first thing that 
needs to be addressed is the human side 
that is being impacted by this weak 
economy. 

Mr. Speaker, the job market is likely 
to stay weak for months ahead. That is 
the reality. Every day brings new lay
off announcements, which means that 
there are more people in unemploy
ment lines, and this will bring greater 
distress to American families and 
American workers. 

The number are clear. In September 
8,442,000 persons were out of work and 
looking for jobs. Another 1,075,000 
wanted jobs, but did not search because 
they believed that no jobs were avail
able. And another 6,374,000 who wanted 
to work full time could only find part
time work. That means that nearly 
16,000,000 people are either jobless or 
underemployed, the highest number we 
have seen since February of 1984. 

Things are not rosy for people who 
have jobs either. The average hourly 
earnings just kept up with inflation 
over the last year, and, if we look at 
the earnings, the weekly earnings, of a 
family, what we are seeing is that they 
are earning less than what they earned 
in the past. 

The American dream, the American 
dream, the dream that my parents had 
when they came to this country, the 
dream that I think all of our parents 
had, is that they wanted their children 
to have a better life. The reality is we 
are seeing an America in which that 
dream is not being realized. What we 
must do is get the economy back on its 
feet and moving forward. 

And what are the steps? One of the 
steps clearly is to rescue the long-term 
unemployed. We have got to provide 
the help, the safety net, to those fami
lies. Second, we need to restore pur
chasing power to the middle income 
working families in this country, and 
that has to be done. Third, we need to 
keep interest rates lower as we try to 
develop, hopefully renew, growth and 
investment. And we also need to set 
this country on a long-term path to 
higher savings and investment. We 
need to maintain fiscal discipline in 
that process so we do not increase the 
huge deficit that is already dragging 
our economy down. 

In short, I think all of us need to act 
responsibly, both sides of the aisle, the 
President and the Congress, in paying 
for the needed aid that we must pro
vide the unemployed and for the tax re
lief we must provide middle-income 
working families. It is time to put an 
end to the feel-good, trickle-down eco
nomics of the Reagan-Bush adminis
trations. It is time to put our children, 
our families and American workers 
first so that we can begin to rebuilt the 
future. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia). The time of the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 
expired. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to mention for the record 
that I tried three times to have the 
gentleman yield. Do not expect a single 
minute in my hour, not one. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed with my 1-hour special 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

IN RESPONSE TO THE DOOM AND 
GLOOM DEMOCRATS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speak er, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Sure. I would be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] yielding, and, for those 
who may have tuned in now that the 
World Series game is over, and espe
cially for my colleagues--

Mr. WALKER. Should we announce 
the score? 

Mr. DELAY. Atlanta won. 
Mr. WALKER. Three to two. Atlanta 

won. The series is tied at two-two. 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, when this 

all-night special order started, we had 
a little problem in yielding back and 
forth. The distinguished majority whip, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR], and I consulted with each 
other and felt like that dialog was very 
important for the American people to 
understand what is going on. There
fore, we agreed to yield to each other 
and have a free-flowing discussion. We 
did that in the second hour. In the 
third hour that has sort of broken 
down. 

What we have now decided is, and I 
apologize to my colleagues on that side 
of the aisle, but what we have agreed 
on is we are going to take this full 
hour for us, and we are not going to 
yield, and then we will get back to the 
free-flowing dialog, if both sides care 
to do so. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, and, as my colleagues 
know, I hope maybe we can do a little 
better than that because I would like 
to have a dialog, but, dog-gone it, I 
have really been disturbed that the 
only 2 hours controlled by the Demo
crats so far this evening have turned 
into mostly monologues, and where 
they have their plan, and, dog-gone it 
if they are going to let any Repub
licans get in the way, particularly Re-

publicans that start challenging some 
of their basic assumptions that do not 
hold up under argument, and we have 
seen a lot of that so far this evening. 
What we have seen thus far this 
evening is the doom and gloom Demo
crats at full voice on the House floor. 
Of course they are very comfortable 
with what is on the charts that they 
have been showing here this evening 
because it literally shows us how many 
jobs the Democratic Congress has 
killed during the last several years. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats have be
come in the Congress the job-killing 
party. They consistently refuse to 
bring to the floor economic growth 
packages, and they consistently bring 
to the floor things designed to kill 
jobs. A perfect example was something 
that we took up today, and every Dem
ocrat but two voted against an amend
ment that I offered that is designed to 
create an office that will kill off the 
automobile industry, and they do not 
want to believe that. They say that 
that is not the case. The fact is that 
every loony left group that has testi
fied in favor of the office of 
intermodalism was in fact saying flatly 
that they want to get rid of auto
mobiles, and so the bottom line of that 
is at some point that is going to affect 
the automobile industry, and we are 
going to kill off those jobs. Yet what 
we saw was Democrats line up almost 
to a man and woman and suggest that 
that is 0.K. with them, those jobs are 
not needed, despite the fact that the 
automobile industry contributes one in 
every seven jobs in the economy today. 

As my colleagues know, it is almost 
as though we ought to revive some of 
the old sayings which I remember when 
they used to march through the Cap
ital here. I have been around Washing
ton a little while, too, and we had peo
ple marching through the Capital say
ing, "Hey, hey, hey, L.B.J., how many 
kids have you killed today?" What we 
have arrived at now is a position where 
literally the cry would be, "Hey, hey, 
hey, Democrats, killing jobs and get
ting fat," because that is precisely 
where the Congress has ended up. This 
is a place where jobs are not important 
anymore. What they really like to 
show us is what they are doing to help 
the people who they have victimized, 
and so what we get is a series of charts 
and a series of concepts aimed at help
ing those who have become the victims 
of their programs. They have victim
ized millions of Americans by throwing 
them out of work. 

I have a little bit of economic his
tory, too. I, like the gentleman from 
Wisconsin, was here during the period 
of the early 1980's when some of this 
took place, and I think my interpreta
tion of that economic history might be 
a little bit different from his, and cer
tainly my conclusions that I draw from 
it based upon charts that have real 
numbers on them would be entirely dif
ferent about the results of that. 
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So let me talk a little bit about the 
economic history as I see it happening, 
and what really happened during the 
1980's. The fact is that in the early 
1980's the Reagan administration came 
into office at a time when the Presi
dent of the United States had declared 
the country in a state of malaise. We 
were told that we had double-digit in
flation, and we were not going to be 
able to get rid of it for a generation or 
more. We were told that the high inter
est rates were something that we were 
simply going to have to live with. We 
were told that the rising tide of unem
ployment was the result of problems 
that simply could not be managed. 

Now, these problems could not be 
managed by a Democratic Congress, a 
Congress controlled in both the Senate 
and the House by Democrats and a 
Democratic President. Their policies at 
that point had brought us to a time 
when we had 21 percent interest rates, 
when we had double-digit inflation, and 
when the unemployment rate was ris
ing toward double-digit levels. 

In fact, Jimmy Carter in 1976 ran 
against President Ford on something 
called the misery index. It was a com
bined formula showing unemployment 
rates and inflation rates. Jimmy 
Carter ran against Gerry Ford saying 
that his misery index was far too high. 
By the end of the 4 years of the Carter 
administration they had doubled the 
misery index, so people were worse off 
during that period of time. And we had 
the Reagan administration come into 
power promising to turn that situation 
around. 

What happened was that we did in 
fact pass the Gramm-Latta budget, we 
did in fact pass the Kemp-Roth tax 
cuts, and what was the result of that? 
We created 21 million jobs in a period 
over the next few years; 21 million jobs, 
and not hamburger-flipping jobs, as 
many of my colleagues said as we were 
doing that. 

During the period of economic 
growth, consistently we had Democrats 
coming to the House floor suggesting 
that we were out there creating jobs, 
but they were bad jobs. They were 
hamburger-flipping jobs. The fact is 
that the jobs we created during the 
1980's averaged in salary $28,000. Those 
are pretty good jobs. The charts begin 
to show that, because what we see, if 
you take a look at the reality of what 
happened in the 1980's-or is that dur
ing the late 1970's, during the Carter 
administration-the income levels of 
the average family in America were in 
fact dropping for the lowest income 
people, the poorest of the poor. They in 
fact were much, much worse off. Their 
income levels were dropping, and other 
people within our society were going 
up only marginally, the best one being 
the fourth quintile which rose 1.2 per
cent. That is the people who are in 
kind of the upper middle class. They 

went up 1.2 percent during the whole 
period of time. 

During the 1980's under the policies 
that we developed in the early 1980's, 
what you had was virtually every eco
nomic group going up. Now, yes, in
deed, the Democrats are absolutely 
correct that some of the people in the 
very wealthiest categories went up 
more than the people in the bottom 
categories. One of the reasons why 
they did was, we were producing more 
of them. 

In fact, one of the charts shown by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin out of 
the Philadelphia Inquirer makes that 
point. It makes the point that, indeed, 
the wealthy got greater incomes. One 
of the reasons was, there were more of 
them. I thought that that was a part of 
the American dream. 

The doom and gloom Democrats do 
not want to tell you that, but the 
American dream is that we have more 
people getting wealthy, and we have 
more people better off. That is what we 
are supposed to be all about in this 
country, and yet they see that as a 
minus. They come to the floor tonight 
and say that that is a terrible thing to 
have happening. It is a terrible thing to 
have people getting wealthier. It is a 
terrible thing to have people making 
more money. It is a terrible thing that 
everybody during the 1980's ended up 
somewhat better off. 

I will tell you that I think that that 
is a success story, and one we ought to 
be trumpeting. Let us look at a chart 
that is a little bit different now but 
gives the same kind of perspective. 

If you take the median family in
come-the gentleman from Wisconsin 
mentioned median family income here 
a few minutes ago and claimed that we 
were in disastrous shape in terms of 
median family income-let us look at 
what was really happening. 

During the period of 1979 or 1977 
through 1981, the period of time during 
which the Carter administration was 
running things, what you have is, you 
have the median income rising to 
$32,821 in 1979. There was a period of 
time when it did in fact get up that 
high. Then as a result of the policies 
kicking in, the median income imme
diately dropped back, and by the time 
of the recession we had the median in
come clear back to $30,394. 

The American families were taking a 
real kick. They took a kick of more 
than $2,000, almost $2,500, in a period of 
a couple of years. Now, that is a disas
ter for the American working families. 

What began to happen as a result of 
us building economic growth into the 
picture was, the American family me
dian income started up, and it started 
up beginning in 1983 and moved up to 
the point that by 1989 median family 
income in this country stood at $34,213. 
That was a growth of $3,800 during the 
period of the 1980's. 

Now, when the doom and gloom 
Democrats tell you that something 

went wrong during the 1980's, and that 
somehow American families were 
worse off, how are they worse off if 
what they were getting was their me
dian income raised by almost $4,000? 
That is the reality. 

The charts we were shown earlier to
night are charts which even the gen
tleman from Wisconsin admitted were 
made up to make his point. Well, 
maybe these were made up to make my 
point, too. I just found them back here 
in the back room, so I did not make 
them up tonight. These are charts that 
were developed for some other presen
tation at some other time, but they 
make a pretty good point here this 
evening, and are certainly a point far 
different from anything that you heard 
from doom and gloom Democrats. 

Well, that is the reality of what 
began to happen in the early 1980's. 
Now, how did we manage to kill off 
some of the growth that took place? 
Well, in 1983 we had driven the Social 
Security System into bankruptcy. Lit
erally, the Democrats had managed to 
spend away all of the money in the So
cial Security trust fund for retirement 
purposes, so what we had to do was 
come back with a major correction of 
the Social Security System to ensure 
its integrity. It was out of money. 

One of the things done on a biparti
san basis at that point was to raise So
cial Security taxes, a very regressive 
tax. Now, we all agreed to it. I voted 
for it. I think nearly every Member of 
the House voted for it, because it was 
something that had to be done to pre
serve the integrity of something which 
is very important to retired Ameri
cans. 

But the fact is that we began to eat 
away at all of the improved income 
that American working families were 
getting at that point, because we in
creased Social Security taxes and 
began to drag down the tax cuts that 
Americans had gotten even earlier in 
the decade. 

Now, we compounded that in 1986, be
cause in 1986 we came forth with a tax 
reform bill that was supposed to elimi
nate loopholes and get at the rich. I 
mean, this was another one of these 
things where the Democrats convinced 
America that fairness demanded we get 
at the rich. 

So, how do we get at the rich? Well, 
we killed off the real estate industry. 
The way we did it was, we eliminated 
passive loss. we eliminated capital 
gains, we eliminated a whole series of 
things which literally killed the real 
estate industry and sunk it into the 
doldrums. 

So all of a sudden the economy be
gins to struggle. You have higher taxes 
on people as a result of Social Security 
taxes, and you have killed off the real 
estate industry and it begins to strug
gle. 

Even by 1988 we were beginning to 
see that take place, and the economy, 
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instead of growing at the rate that it 
had been growing during the mid-1980's, 
went down substantially, and by 1990 
what we had was an economy that was 
barely moving. It was struggling along. 
It was still growing, but it was hardly 
getting there. 

So what did we deliver to that econ
omy that was struggling along? Well, 
we delivered a massive tax increase. 
We said, "What the economy needs 
right now is a good dose of new taxes. 
Let us just tax the people some more, 
and let us tax the rich. Let us impose 
a luxury tax on the rich. That will 
really help the economy. And let us do 
a few other things. Let us stick a 
nickle gasoline tax on. That will help 
the economy.'' 

We said, "Let us do all of these 
things and kill off the economy," and 
guess what? Even just announcing the 
fact we were going to raise taxes in 
June of 1990 caused investors to begin 
to make some new decisions. 

0 0040 
Virtually every economist now 

agrees that the recession began in July 
1990. Why did it begin in July? Why did 
it happen in July? Nothing, except that 
at the end of June we had the White 
House lawn populated by Democrats 
and the President going out and an
nouncing they were going to raise 
taxes. Immediately people with money 
to invest decided they were going to 
figure out ways to begin to shelter that 
money. They were going to figure out 
ways to divert that money out of pro
ductive activity to something that was 
nonproductive but was safe. 

Immediately, if you look at the fi
nancial markets, what you find is 
money is diverted out of any kind of 
growth-related activities. Guess what? 
An anemic economy plunged into a re
cession. An anemic economy was 
plunged into recession because Demo
crats insisted as a part of a budget deal 
that we had to have taxes. 

Now, I know, I have heard the people 
on the House floor over the period of 
the last few months tell us this is the 
President's budget deal. He crafted this 
budget deal. This is all his. 

Bull. The President said that he 
wanted to have a budget deal , yes. The 
only people insisting on higher taxes 
were the Democrats. The Democratic 
leadership said, "Before we will even 
sit down and discuss details with you, 
you have to agree to raise taxes. You 
have to give away the family jewels. 
You promised no new taxes in your 
campaign in 1988. We are going to call 
you on it. We are going to force you to 
eat crow. That is our cost for sitting 
down and even discussing a budget deal 
with you. You have got to raise taxes 
as part of the deal." 

So every dime of taxes that is in that 
bill is there because Democrats in
sisted that the taxes be there. Every 
dime of it is there because Democrats 

said, " Look, we cannot afford to have 
this economy continue to grow. It is 
not good politics to have a growing 
economy in the future. If we can kill 
some jobs through taxes , that is a good 
way for us to gain some political ad
vantage." 

Folks, this is what we are seeing 
being played out in 1991 and leading 
into 1992. We are seeing the whole proc
ess played out. They killed the econ
omy and jobs with taxes in 1990, and 
now we see the scenario being played 
out where they come to the floor and 
moan about the fact we are the victims 
of what they did. 

I would prefer not to have the vic
tims. I would prefer not to have raised 
the taxes in the first place. I would pre
fer not to have had the kind of problem 
that we created in 1986, with the 
changes in the Tax Code that killed off 
the real estate industry. 

I think it is time to get back to the 
real growth economics, the real supply
side economics we put in place in the 
1980's, which caused a period of growth 
and created 21 million jobs at an aver
age salary of $28,000. 

I would like to see us get back to a 
growth pattern where the American 
median income went from $30,394 to 
$34,213. I think that would be good for 
us. 

Do we get anything from the Demo
crats that indicate that they are will
ing to bring that kind of legislation to 
the floor? No. In fact, every effort we 
have made to bring that kind of legis
lation to the floor has been thwarted 
by Democrats, including the Speaker of 
the House who ruled it out of order, in
cluding the head of the Democratic 
Congressional Committee, who was out 
running ads about joblessness, but will 
not bring a jobs bill to the House floor. 
And he is the one who objected to the 
request of the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH] here the other day that 
we take up the unemployment bill. 

Now, all I am suggesting is that the 
history is a good deal different when 
you look at it from the perspective of 
real figures rather than figures that 
are trumped up to make a point. 

I would tell you that the recession we 
are in, and I still believe we are in a re
cession, but the recession we are in was 
totally unnecessary. The recession we 
are in was not brought about by a weak 
economy, but by stupid policy. We 
showed policy stupidity in this town in 
last year's budget deal. The budget 
deal was largely crafted so the Demo
crats could get their pound of flesh, 
namely, tax increases. 

So we literally have put in place 
what the Democrats wanted, and that 
is a recessionary economy that they 
hope will help drive their political for
tunes in 1992. 

I think that the American people are 
wise enough to know that something 
has gone seriously wrong in this body. 
The folks from the Democratic side of 

the aisle have run this Congress for the 
last 42 years. Every day of the last 42 
years they have been in charge of this 
House of Representatives. 

What I find when I go out and talk to 
people is that they are concerned about 
unemployment, they are concerned 
about the economy. There is no doubt 
about it. But they are just as con
cerned about the fact that this House 
of Representatives seems incapable of 
responding to those concerns. This 
House of Representatives seems to care 
more about what it wants for itself 
rather than what the American people 
need. This House of Representatives 
seems to care more about bouncing 
checks in the bank or doing what is 
necessary to get free meals at the 
House restaurant, or doing anything 
that we can to preserve our political 
careers, rather than doing the things 
which are necessary to change Amer
ica. 

The American people think that it is 
time for a little bit of change here. 
That instead of playing politics with 
these issues, that maybe we ought to 
really deal with the issues. What they 
see is a Democratic Party that not 
only produces charts with questionable 
figures, not only produces gloom and 
doom as their principal way of defining 
America, but, in addition, then runs 
television ads, politically directed tele
vision ads, as their way of trying to 
create a dialog in America. 

That is not what the American peo
ple think is real. The American people 
would prefer to have an unemployment 
bill that actually delivers unemploy
ment benefits, not TV commercials. 
They would like to have something 
happen that really ends up producing 
checks to unemployed workers, not 
simply checks to TV stations to run 
TV ads. 

Yet the Democrats seem more con
cerned about political advantage, let us 
see what we can do now to get the 
President. We have got him on taxes. 
We forced him into a position unten
able on the tax issue. Let us see wheth
er or not now we can use the victims of 
our deal to our advantage as well. 

I think it is a terrible day in America 
when Congress has as its first goal to 
create the victims in the first place, 
and, as its second goal, to use those 
victims as much as possible. 

I would hope that after tonight, that 
at least the dialog that we have on the 
House floor will give us a sense of per
spective about what is really happen
ing in Congress. The Democrats love to 
get up and speak all night talking on 
the House floor about the people that 
they have themselves victimized, but 
they really do not want to do anything 
about really helping the victims with 
programs that might actually give 
them a job. 

The main thing that we have got to 
stop is killing jobs in the Congress. We 
ought to start creating jobs in the Con-
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gress. That is where the difference be
tween the two parties is. The Repub
licans are the creators of jobs, and the 
Democrats are the killers of jobs. 

Hey, hey, Democrats, killing jobs and 
getting fat. 

I will be happy to yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY
LOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding, and I 
appreciate the excellent job he has 
done in showing why we are where we 
are today in this area of unemploy
ment. 

There was some confusion earlier 
about the luxury tax and the fact that 
it had nothing to do with the unem
ployment that we find ourselves with 
today. I would like to tell you, I have 
three motor plants for boats in my dis
trict. One is closed. The other two have 
cut their employment by 50 percent. 

I have talked with the management 
and the salespeople in those plants, and 
they tell me specifically when the lux
ury tax came in, their dealers started 
calling them and saying this thing is a 
disaster. Our folks are dropping their 
orders automatically. The people are 
buying their boats out of the country, 
or keeping older boats. This is a disas
ter. 

Those dealers knew what the cause 
was, and it has created enormous un
employment in my district. We have 
probably lost more revenue, the cost of 
the disasttir in my district alone, more 
than we made out of that whole tax 
deal for all the luxuries. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman makes 
an excellent point about another pro
posal that specifically killed jobs. Here 
is something that was imposed by the 
Democrats with the idea we are going 
to tax millionaires. No one is going to 
hurt but the rich people. Boy oh boy, 
we are going to grab money from the 
rich. 

What it turns out is when they 
grabbed the money from the rich, the 
people that got thrown out of work 
were the blue collar people, because 
the rich did not pay it. The rich just 
decided, "We are not going to pay the 
bill, and so we are not going to buy the 
boat. We are not going to buy the fur, 
we are not going to buy the jewelry, we 
are not going to buy the car." What 
happened? Dealerships shut. 

I have a similar experience. The Tro
jan Boat Co. is in my district. Some 
Democrats said earlier that the only 
reason why Trojan Boat and others 
were in trouble is because of the reces
sion. 

I will say that in 1988 Trojan Boat, at 
the time we were peaking out on the 
economy, Trojan Boat had 450 jobs. 
They tell me in other recessionary pe
riods that 450 jobs would be expected to 
go down to about 290 jobs. 

Indeed, when the recession hit, it 
hurt makers of big boats. So they ex
pected that kind of collapse. 

Do you know where they are today? 
They are at 42 jobs. They have gone 
from 450 jobs to 42 jobs, with at least 
200 of those jobs directly as a result of 
the 1 uxury tax. 

Those are jobs that this Congress 
killed with last year's budget deal. 
That is exactly the point, and I thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. The 
gentleman is exactly right. I would 
like to make one other point. The gen
tleman on the left earlier stated that 
they recognized that the country was 
in a recession as early as July. That is 
the specific statement made by the 
gentleman on the left. 

0 0050 
How cynical is that party, recogniz

ing we are in a recession in July of 1990 
and then pushing for the largest tax in
crease in this Nation's history, $137 bil
lion on working Americans? 

We are not talking about the rich 
here. We put a 58 percent tax increase 
on gasoline, which falls on the average 
working person, not the rich. And to 
compound that, this year that party, 
through its Speaker, its majority lead
er and the full House want to increase 
that tax another 35 percent on working 
men and women. 

And then to say they only want to 
soak the rich. Every time they say 
they want to soak the rich, the middle 
class, the poor take it in the neck. 

Mr. WALKER. Does the gentleman 
know of any economist who suggests 
that one of the ways you deal with a 
recession is by raising taxes? 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
Never heard of it. 

Mr. WALKER. Even some of the peo
ple out on the loony left will tell us 
that it is not a very good idea to raise 
taxes in the middle of a recession, that 
that is probably pretty poor economics. 

Yet that is exactly what we did last 
year, exactly what they want to do 
again this year. In fact, if we had let 
the highway bill come out here in its 
original form, that was one of the main 
vehicles that they were going to use to 
raise taxes. 

It just does not make any sense, and 
yet it is being done. And I think it is 
being done purposely. 

I would like to think I am wrong, but 
I have to tell my colleagues, I see so 
many examples of it that I believe it is 
purposeful. I think they know exactly 
what they are doing, and I think they 
understand that if they can simply 
di'i ve the economy down far enough 
that their political fortunes are much 
better off. 

That is a terrible indictment of the 
Congress, a terrible indictment of the 
Democrats who run the Congress, but I 
am afraid it is very close to what the 
reality is in terms of the policies that 
we have been pursuing. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the 
fact is that since I did not get any time 
from the liberal left a few minutes ago 
after 3 attempts, I would like to reply 
to some of their comments. I thought 
it was quite interesting that a gen
tleman read a constituent letter in 
which aerospace had been cut, and he 
had lost his job. 

I sit on the committee, the Commit
tee on Armed Services, that is infil
trated with the liberal left. It is domi
nated by the liberal left, and every
thing that they want to do is cut de
fense. They cut it by 25 percent, and 
the liberals would still cut it. And that 
is in the name of a defense benefit to 
other programs. 

It does not take an economist to fig
ure it out. 

Mr. WALKER. In other words, when 
the gentleman was talking a little 
while ago about the poor person that 
lost their job in the aerospace indus
try, that may have something to do 
with the fact that Democrats were 
spending their time here trying to kill 
defense budgets? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Trying to kill 
defense budgets. 

Mr. WALKER. There may be a trans
lation here between Democrats trying 
to cut back on defense budgets and the 
fact that there are people out there in 
defense-related industry that are losing 
jobs. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is correct. 
Mr. WALKER. So that is another ex

ample where with their policies they 
have killed jobs. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Hundreds of 
thousands of jobs, as a matter of fact. 

Let us take a look at what the out
come is. We have someone in the aero
space industry that has a job. They are 
receiving pay. They are feeding their 
family. They are paying into this budg
et or tax system that we have. They 
are getting medical benefits. 

Let us RIF them, let us fire them. 
Let us cut defense and put the money 
into social welfare programs. 

What we have just done is RIF that 
person. That person is now drawing un
employment. He does not have medical 
benefits anymore. So we have exacer
bated the problem that we are trying 
to fix. 

Sure, we want the person to have a 
job in this country without cutting 
back defense 25 percent, and there are 
those that want to cut it. 

I heard Jerry Brown the other day 
say 50 to 75 percent. That would be dis
astrous for this country. 

We saw the liberal left on the other 
side trying to save their bases, but yet 
they still want to cut defense. 

Mr. WALKER. They want to cut de
fense, but a lot of them were running 
around trying to save their bases. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. To save their 
bases. 
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Mr. WALKER. Does that not suggest 

what I suggested a few minutes ago, 
that they are more concerned about 
their own political survival than they 
are about what is good for the country? 
It certainly seems to me that that is a 
good example of exactly what has gone 
wrong here and what the American 
people have become so tired of in this 
Congress. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. My colleague 
that had the time before did not listen 
when they were talking about Jimmy 
Carter. I sat in the Pentagon and 
watched Jimmy Carter nearly destroy 
this country. He could not have done 
more harm than if he had been wearing 
a red star on his hat. 

He cut defense. He cut programs. It 
was Ronald Reagan, and I heard it 
mentioned, they doubled the defense 
budget. That is because Jimmy Carter 
cut it. 

In 1980, I flew an airplane in a squad
ron which the average age was over 20 
years. We had people killed because we 
did not have the parts. We did not have 
the planes and the upgrade equipment 
that we needed because the liberal left 
wanted to cut defense. It makes me 
sick. 

The same Members that turned their 
backs and, yes, sir, the same Members 
that turned their backs, the 168 that 
voted against the men and women in 
Desert Storm, turned their backs on 
them, just like they did on me in Viet-

.nam, is what we are fighting here. 
The same Members that want to cut 

defense, and want to cut jobs. And then 
they cry that there is no money for un
employment. 

If we created the jobs and allowed the 
jobs to succeed, we would not have the 
unemployment. 

If we take a look at the deficit, there 
is more money spent on the interest on 
the deficit than all the special pro
grams we have put together. 

Mr. WALKER. In this year's budget, 
as the result of last year's budget, 
which the Democrats forced upon the 
President of the United States, we have 
ended up with a budget that spends 
more paying interest on the National 
Debt than on all the social programs 
combined, all the domestic discre
tionary programs. That includes edu
cation, housing, transportation. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Health care. 
Mr. WALKER. Health care, other 

than Medicare, but all the things that 
are combined, research and develop
ment. We spend more just paying inter
est on the debt that we spend on all of 
those programs combined, and yet con
sistently what we see on the House 
floor are Democrats who enforce poli
cies aimed at more spending and driv
ing up the debt and driving up the cost 
of everything, thereby also killing jobs. 

The fact is that when we are simply 
using money to pay interest on the 
debt, it is not going to productive ac
tivity, either government activity or 

activity in the private sector. That 
means less jobs. 

So it is another way, their spending 
practices here that drive up debt are 
another way that they are killing jobs. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Let us take a 
look at the outcome of their bill. They 
claim there is money in this big pot. 
The money does not exist. It is a myth. 
It does not exist to pay for their bill. It 
would either increase this deficit in 
which we have no money because all 
the money for our programs that we 
want is being spent on interest. It will 
increase that deficit by $6 billion. 

Mr. WALKER. The Members here 
earlier tonight who told us that there 
is money in the Trust Fund to pay for 
the benefits--

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It is already 
spent. 

Mr. WALKER. The money is not 
there. They have spent it away. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is right. 
Mr. WALKER. What did they spend it 

on? Do we have any idea? A little of ev
erything I suppose. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Pork barrel. 
Mr. WALKER. In other words, the 

money that was committed to him in 
trust, in a trust fund for unemploy
ment benefits, they spent away on 
other things and there is no money in 
that? They are telling people all across 
the country that there is money here 
and we can simply get at that money. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. If the gentleman 
will yield, I thought we said this was a 
trust fund. A trust implies a fiduciary 
relationship to conserve the corpus of 
the trust for the purpose of meeting 
the needs of the beneficiary. 

Are we saying that that money is not 
even there? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is correct. 
There is not 1 penny left in that trust 
fund to pay for this bill that they want 
to do. The reason the President vetoed 
it is because we either have to increase · 
the deficit by $6 million or raise taxes. 
And the Democrats would love the 
President to raise taxes again. That is 
what they insisted on in the last budg
et to pay for their spending. 

Then they came back and criticized 
him. 

D 0100 
Mr. WALKER. Well, in fact, do they 

not have an unemployment bill coming 
out of the Ways and Means Committee 
right now that raises taxes again? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. This is true. 
Mr. WALKER. And with knowing 

that tax increases in the economy, tax 
increases imposed upon basically small 
employers will kill more jobs, they are 
willing to kill jobs in order to get these 
benefits rather than do what the Presi
dent wants to do, and that is sell off 
some military radio spectrums and get 
more activity in the private sector? 

Mr. DELAY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. I am glad we got on this 
subject because we are putting it in 
perspective, because earlier tonight it 
seemed that we wanted to avoid why 
we are in the recession, and we wanted 
to avoid the reality, and the real num
bers as to what the 1980's had proven. 
And it is really interesting that the 
American people know what the 1980's 
were. They can try to make it dif
ferent, but the people that lived 
through the 1980's and benefited from 
the 1980's, and had jobs, got jobs from 
the jobs created in the 1980's under
stand what the 1980's were all about. 

But to put it in perspective, they 
talk about the package that the Presi
dent vetoed, that it was going to help 3 
million people that had exhausted their 
benefits. Let me read to the gentleman, 
if you will allow me, from the Unem
ployment Insurance Reform Act Re
port, the committee report that accom
panied the bill. In that report, written 
by the majority, because they wrote 
the bill, it says, "Currently only about 
5 percent of the nearly 1.2 million 
workers who have been unemployed 
longer than 26 weeks receive EB," 
which is extended benefits. "The new 
FSC program," which is this new ex
tended benefit program they tried to 
stuff down the throats of the American 
taxpayer, "probably would raise the 
proportion of those collecting extended 
benefits by about tenfold, to over 
600,000 workers." 

So their bill does not extend benefits 
to the 3 million that they are talking 
about. Their bill extended extra bene
fits to only 600,000 workers. And now 
the bill that they are bringing to the 
floor, that they are raising taxes to 
pay for, will probably extend benefits 
to even fewer numbers of workers. 

Mr. WALKER. Do you mean they 
were wrong by about fivefold? 

Mr. DELAY. The gentleman's arith
metic is pretty good. I think they were 
wrong about fivefold. 

Mr. WALKER. It sounds as though 
their numbers they have been using to 
defend their position are about as good 
as the numbers on the charts they have 
been using. 

Mr. DELAY. It is amazing to me how 
they cook up these numbers and take 
great liberty that not even the most 
liberal economist would take in cook
ing numbers and shifting numbers. 

I mean, in one of the charts they 
claim, they labeled 1991 to 1993 the 
Reagan recession when President 
Reagan was inaugurated in 1981 and 
was not here. But I think the first pro
gram enacted was the Gramm-Latta 
bill. 

Mr. WALKER. Precisely. And they 
backloaded it. Remember? One of the 
interesting things about the tax cut 
was that they backloaded it so that it 
really did not fully get into effect until 
about 1984. 

Mr. DELAY. Exactly. 
The whole point is that what they la

beled the Reagan recession is indeed 
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the Carter recession along with what 
they labeled, and it is the first I have 
seen Democrats label that there was a 
Carter, admitted that there was a 
Carter recession. And I do not have my 
glasses on, but I think they claim it is 
like 1979 to 1980. Let me see if I can see 
that chart here. Yes, I think it is 1979 
to 1980 is the Carter recession, and the 
next year another recession, 1981 to 
1983 when, indeed, what it was a dou
ble-dip Carter recession. 

And then they talk about the Carter 
years creating all of this growth. They 
count the first year of the Carter ad
ministration, which to be fair the 
Carter administration had nothing to 
do with in the first year of their ad
ministration, because it takes a while 
to gear up and get your policies going 
and those kinds of things. That growth 
came from the Ford administration. So 
they are very selective when they start 
talking about incomes and stuff, and 
they always talk about a timeframe of 
I think it is 1977, which is the Carter 
years, to 1989, which is a weird figure, 
11 years, 12 years. So they are con
stantly cooking numbers. 

Mr. WALKER. If I can come back to 
the gentleman, is it not true that on 
the one chart that they had there that 
they did not seem to want to discuss 
with us, that by using the first 3 years 
of each administration what they do is 
ignore the fourth year of the Carter ad
ministration when the whole economy 
was a disaster? 

Mr. DELAY. Exactly. 
Mr. WALKER. And where the whole 

thing plunged into the depths, and so if 
they actually put the fourth year into 
the Carter administration it would 
cause major problems for them. The 
same thing with the Johnson adminis
tration. They use the Johnson adminis
tration, the first 3 years. By the end of 
the Johnson administration the econ
omy was in terrible shape. 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
further yield, they did not even count 
the second 4 years of the Reagan ad
ministration when growth was 14 per
cent. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is cor
rect. They just completely left that off 
the chart, the whole second term of the 
Reagan administration when all of that 
growth was taking place, and we ought 
not ever talk about that because, my 
goodness, that might actually show fig
ures that would ruin your whole point 
about how bad the country was in the 
1980's. When my colleague from Penn
sylvania suggested we go out and talk 
to the people in the country about how 
things are, when · you talk to people 
about how things were in the 1980's, 
they certainly agree with the Demo
crats, things were terrible in the 1980's, 
and they agree right now that things 
are pretty bad, and everybody I talk to 
when I go door to door, or when I see 
people in the streets, or when I go to 
the local McDonald's and sit down and 
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talk to people, sure, they think things 
are terrible right now. And they also 
know something, they know that some
thing went drastically wrong last year 
when we passed that stupid budget 
deal, because up until then everything 
had been going pretty good, and the 
economy had been at least puttering 
along pretty well. And most of them 
were employed. And then all of a sud
den something happened. Most people 
are smart enough to look back and see 
something, to look back and say you 
guys in Washington passed that dumb 
budget deal in the face of reregulating 
America and increasing spending at 
phenomenal rates. Then you get a re
cession, and it is just basic economics. 

Mr. WALKER. And when you tax an 
anemic economy you get a recession, 
and that is exactly what happened. 

And who insisted on the taxes? l do 
not know anybody on the Republican 
side, including the President of the 
United States, who was insisting on 
taxes. The President swallowed taxes, 
but the only people insisting on taxes 
were the Democratic leadership of this 
House, the same Democrats who have 
controlled this house for 42 years. 
There has not been one interruption in 
their control. This is the Democrat 
Congress. This is not a Republican Con
gress. We have nothing to say here. 
The only time we get a chance to say 
anything at any length is in these 
kinds of special orders at 12 o'clock at 
night. 

Mr. DELAY. One o'clock. 
Mr. WALKER. One o'clock, I am 

sorry. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Will the gen

tleman yield? 
Mr. WALKER. I am glad to yield to 

the gentleman from California. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is precisely 

why you see four freshman Congress
men here. In the 9 months we have 
been here we get rolled over every sin
gle day. 

What the American public saw in the 
Thomas hearings is an example of what 
this Congress, this minority party goes 
through on a daily basis. And my col
league fights our battles daily, and I 
commend him for that. The President 
goes through the Thomas hearings 
every single day, because they make 
the rules, the Rules Committee. If we 
want to improve Congress, the first 
thing I would do is eliminate the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. WALKER. And you mean actu
ally have open rules in the House 
where we actually debated real issues 
that were germane to the bills? Wow, 
would that be radical. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. People ask us all 
of the time as freshmen, "Well, how do 
you like your first month?" You can 
make a lot of small victories, you can 
help a lot of people, and I want my fel
low Members on the other side of the 
aisle to understand how it feels on this 
side. Every single day we roll over 

when you want. We had a person's 
words taken last week, and the major
ity leader said, "Oh, wait a minute, we 
didn't think the individual's words 
were going to be taken." That is like a 
coach in a ballgame that is kicked out 
of the ballgame. You cannot speak for 
the rest of the day. But the majority 
leader stood up and said, "Well, we 
think she didn't realize her words were 
going to be taken." She was told three 
times, and then he said, "Well, we do 
not think it is pertinent and let us 
have a vote," because you have the ma
jority and you just rolled right over 
the top of us. 

In the Thomas hearings they saw 
that Thomas was going to be nomi
nated, and they did any sneaky thing 
they could, including releasing an FBI 
report to change that. The President 
faces that every single day. We as 
freshmen see it. 

I talked to my friend on the other 
side of the aisle here about the civil 
rights bill, a bill that was directed at 
the President so bad that the opposi
tion knew that the President would 
veto it, not to help people. Let us take 
a look and lay off politics and stop lay
ing off Americans. 

We would like to come up with a civil 
rights bill. We would like to come out 
with an unemployment bill that is not 
aimed at 1992. 

Our leader, NEWT GINGRICH, told us 
tomorrow, next week we will provide 
checks for unemployment in the next 
weeks, and in the meantime the opposi
tion can argue. We will get those 
checks out. But they do not want to 
hear it. 

D 0110 
What they want is rhetoric for 1992, 

and that is what they stand on. That is 
why they set this session tonight. That 
is what is discouraging about being a 
freshman Member of Congress on this 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DOOLITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
would concur with the remarks made 
here. Something is seriously wrong 
with this Congress. I think everybody 
knows it. We are charged with acting 
in the long-term interests of the people 
of the United States, and we have abro
gated-I should say the Democrat lead
ership-I am not going to take respon
sibility for it. We are the minority 
party here. We believe in jobs, we be
lieve in economic prosperity, we be
lieve in helping the average American, 
all Americans, whatever income level 
or race or creed, to get ahead. 

We are constantly being thwarted by 
empty rhetoric, by little shows that go 
on around here all the time with pretty 
graphs and fine flourishes of rhetoric 
and nothing of substance. 

The American people are fed-up with 
this nonsense. We must do something 
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now to act in the long-term interests of 
the American people. 

You know, I believe Government has 
two primary responsibilities; one is to 
recognize that the family is the basic 
unit of civilization and our policies 
ought to be strongly biased in favor of 
the family. 

Mr. WALKER. Do you think the fam
ily wants a job, or do they want jobless 
benefits? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. That gets to my 
second point. The second point is that 
a job is the best form of welfare ever 
devised because it meets not only the 
material needs but the spiritual needs 
of the person; it builds self-esteem, al
lows people to get ahead. 

Our national policy ought to be heav
ily biased in favor of job creation and 
economic growth. Our policies today 
are not oriented either toward the fam
ily or toward jobs. 

Governmental taxation is killing the 
family. If the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KoSTMAYER], were still 
here, I would engage him in further de
bate. The statistics on the American 
family are shocking. And the Democrat 
irresponsibility and their uncontrol
lable, insatiable appetite for more and 
more spending is destroying the fam
ily. Let me illustrate how. 

In 1948 the average family of four 
with a median income paid 2 percent of 
its total income to the Federal Govern
ment in all forms of taxes combined, 2 
percent. That same family of four with 
a median income today pays 24 percent 
of its total income to the Federal Gov
ernment in all forms of taxes collected. 

Mr. WALKER. In 40 years it has gone 
up 12 times? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes. Do we wonder 
why mothers are forced out of the 
home into the workplace? That charge 
has been laid on to us. They dismissed 
the 21 million jobs created under Ron
ald Reagan's enormous upsurge in eco
nomic activity, dismissed it by saying, 
"Oh, well, those are second jobs." Let 
me tell you second jobs do count. 

Mr. WALKER. They are necessary 
with families struggling under the kind 
of economic burden we have imposed 
upon them. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes. The Demo
crat-imposed spending which has ru
ined the economy, has forced people 
out of the home in order to have two 
incomes. Do you know what? Those 
two incomes do not have any more pur
chasing power than the one income did 
in the early 1970's. I am sad to admit 
that, but I believe that to be true. 

Is that our fault? Is that Ronald Rea
gan's fault? Is that another failure of 
the trickle-down theories that he had? 
No. That is the Democrats' fault who 
have been ruining this country year in 
and year out by their disastrous poli
cies. 

This burden on the average family 
has gone up 12-f old. When you add in 
State and local taxes, the average fam-

ily of four with a median income is 
paying one-third of its total income to 
the Government in taxes. Now, this 
Congress spends billions of dollars on 
different, what are perceived to be dif
ferent, problems. We talk about the 
problem, we hear a lot about the poor 
educational performance of kids in 
school. The implication is that we are 
not spending enough money. That we 
must not have enough Federal spend
ing programs in order to deal with this. 
This despite the fact that billions have 
been spent and there is very little to 
show for it. 

We have the problems of teenage 
pregnancy. We are told, "Well, there is 
not enough sex education. We have to 
teach kids how they become pregnant." 

Well, the more money we spend on 
this the more teenage pregnancies we 
get. 

We have the problem of child abuse, 
the problem of spousal abuse, of home
lessness, drug abuse, and criminal ac
tivity. Let me submit that all of these, 
in my judgment, are not isolated prob
lems, as the liberal Democrats choose 
to view them and choose to concoct 
new programs supposedly to fix these 
problems. There are symptoms, they 
are terrible symptoms of the deteriora
tion of the American family. We have 
heard a lot of debate about unemploy
ment benefits. I am very concerned 
about the unemployed. The Democrats 
solution is to add another, I think, $6.5 
billion just to throw that on to the na
tional debt. It is going to be $350 billion 
in this budget year alone. Why do we 
not do something that benefits all 
Americans? 

President Kennedy said the rising 
tide lifts all boats. He was a good lib
eral Democrat back in the 1960's. 

Mr. WALKER. And what we know 
from this chart is that he was exactly 
right because in the 1980's, when we 
created the rising tide, virtually every 
income group increased its income 
from the lowest to the highest. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. That is exactly 
right. Trickle-down, Reaganomics, or 
whatever derisive term the Democrats 
want to use, let me tell you I would 
love to get back for the American peo
ple the benefits that we had as a result 
of the Reagan tax cut that we enjoyed 
for the first half of the 1980's. 

When we talk about these social 
problems, we are going to spend bil
lions more, and it will be to no ac
count. Why do we not do something 
that does not cost us any money but 
that will benefit every American from 
the poorest to the richest? Let us con
trol the insatiable growth in Federal 
spending. 

You know, I have heard a lot about 
that. I am going to let the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] con
clude, and I will address the insatiable 
Federal spending in the next hour when 
it becomes my opportunity. 

But I will just observe that I think 
all of those terrible symptoms that I 

expressed need to be redressed. Why do 
we have it? Why is it unsafe? Why is 
this the murder capital of the United 
States, Washington, DC? Why are peo
ple concerned to ride the subways in 
New York City? Why do we have to put 
up with this? 

If the Congress changed its policies 
so that we alleviated these problems, 
not through more crazy spending pro
grams but through taking the pressure 
off the American family so that we 
could reduce that tax burden, so that 
we could strengthen the families to the 
fundamental values that should be 
transmitted to children so that the 
children could be educated by their 
parents, with schools assisting the par
ents in the education of their children; 
we would begin to get ahead in this 
country. 

Mr. WALKER. Let me interrupt the 
gentleman to tell him that one of the 
ways in which we might get there is 
the suggestion of the gentleman from 
California, his colleague, made a cou
ple of minutes ago, and that is if we 
could get outside the kind of rules 
process that governs us and allows us 
to debate some of those very issues. 
You know, we have a lot of bills come 
to the House floor that speak to those 
issues where we are not allowed to de
bate the issue. 

When I first came to the Congress, 
speaking of history, when I came to the 
Congress in the late 1970's, most bills 
that came to the floor came under open 
rules. You could literally write amend
ments on the House floor and debate 
them. 

Many times we had wide-ranging de
bates that covered all these topics. For 
instance, when the unemployment bill 
came up, you could actually add 
amendments to it. You could actually 
decide what the right policy was. You 
were not strangled by the Committee 
on Rules that told you that certain 
things are not in order, that only lim
ited amendments were allowed. The 
highway bill that we had today, this is 
the first highway bill we have ever had 
before us that came out under a closed 
rule. Always before, we had the oppor
tunity to debate the bill. 

What did we have on this? We had 
people strangled, we could not even go 
after the major spending in the bill. 

We have limited the ability of this 
House to address the serious issues 
that the gentleman raises, and we have 
done so because the Democrats are so 
unsure of their status in the country 
that they know they cannot allow open 
rules on the House floor. They know 
that some of the things would be 
brought to the House floor, would be 
voted on and their philosophy would be 
beaten. So they cannot afford to do 
that. So therefore they jam down our 
throats unemployment bills, for in
stance, which everybody knows are 
going to fail. If we actually had a 
chance to really debate that and really 
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amend it, the chances are we might ac
tually come up with a bill that the 
President would sign, but we never get 
to that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

D 0120 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 

think why the freshmen are here is 
that it is out of a sense of frustration. 
We watch the other side of the aisle de
bate and only target for 1992 without 
trying to help people. We can sign a 
bill tomorrow to have checks on the 
table for the unemployed if they will 
just come and talk to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]. That will 
happen. It is a promise. We can have 
checks for the unemployed in which 
they want to help and which we want 
to help. 

Stop the rhetoric. Let us help people 
because we have not been able to do 
that as freshmen. We get rolled over, 
and since it is an election year, every
thing that is targeted is for 1992. My 
colleagues sense in the people, and the 
people I am sure that are watching, 
sense frustration and anger. That is be
cause we are not helping people. When 
they say, "Throw the rascals out," 
they are exactly right because we are 
ineffective. We are not doing our job, 
and then we go and raise our pay. 

Mr. Speaker, people are frustrated 
with Congress, and the reason is be
cause of exactly what is going on to
night. What I would much rather do 
than sit up here and belittle each other 
is to sit down and solve some of these 
problems. Let us get the checks out. 
Let us sit down, and negotiate and 
make it happen, and that is why the 
frustration. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] is right. What we need is 
policy rather than politics. What we 
need is to create jobs rather than kill 
jobs, and it sure would be nice to have 
Congress working in those kinds of 
areas rather than trying to figure out 
what the next game of one-upmanship 
is to try to get the President of the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. RIGGS]. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I just want
ed to add maybe a footnote to this seg
ment before we yield back to our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle. 

A recent study was done by the Joint 
Economic Committee, and I think it 
points up very clearly why raising 
taxes to pay for extended unemploy
ment insurance benefits is frankly a 
zero-sum proposition because that 
study clearly showed that for every $1 
in taxes that the Federal Government 
takes in, it costs the Federal Govern
ment $5. For every $1, it costs the Fed
eral Government $5 in unemployment 
compensation and lost income taxes. 

So, we can have all the charts we 
want. 

I am sure we are going to hear in the 
next hour how there are proposals 
ready to come to the floor, and unfor
tunately their proposal will involve 
raising taxes, an insidious payroll tax 
increase, and the reality is that will ul
timately cost us dearly in terms of 
even greater unemployment insurance 
compensation, as well as lost income 
taxes. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I just want to thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] for allowing me to interject 
that. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the first 
alternative was to say to the Presi
dent, as my colleagues know, accept 
this bill and raise the deficit. Now 
their solution is: Accept this bill and 
raise taxes, and in so doing of course 
they are asking the President to do 
like they asked him to do in the budget 
agreement last year, plunge the Nation 
further and further into a recession, 
kill more and more jobs, and, as a re
sult, create more and more disasters. 
That probably serves their political 
game very well. If next summer they 
could point to the fact that the econ
omy is in ruins, that would probably 
serve the politics very well. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the American 
people would prefer to think that Con
gress thinks a little bit better than 
that and would like to see the economy 
back on track by next summer, and 
then let the political chips fall where 
they may, but do not make the Amer
ican people the political pawns, the 
victims of bad policy in Washington. 

We killed the economy with last 
year's budget deal. We plunged it into 
an unnecessary recession. Now the vic
tims of that budget deal are being fur
ther victimized by a Congress that ei
ther cannot act or will not act respon
sibly. 

I think that that is something which 
needs to be understood by all Ameri
cans as they view the proceedings here 
tonight and as they view the proceed
ings that roll out from tonight into the 
next several weeks. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. DERRICK. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to control the next 
hour of time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
KAPTUR). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

THE PROBLEMS OF THE 
UNEMPLOYED IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Sou th Carolina [Mr. DER
RICK] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DERRICK. Madam Speaker, this 
summer we hoped to undo what the Re-

publican administration has done for 
the last decade. We hoped to once again 
rescue this country from administra
tions who are not concerned for the 
middle income, lower middle income, 
probably the upper middle income peo
ple of this country. What they are pri
marily concerned with is the very rich. 

Now let me say that we have heard a 
lot about economic growth policies. I 
must say that I think it takes a rea
sonable amount of brass for anyone on 
the other side of the aisle to stand up 
and suggest that we Democrats adopt 
any of their growth policies. As my col
leagues know, they do have a record, 
and their record is a public record, and 
what that record says is that in 1979-80 
the annual deficit of this country was 
approximately $69 billion, and in 1990 
the total debt of the Federal Govern
ment was approximately $1 trillion, a 
trillion dollar debt that, I may add, 
had been accumulated over 200 years of 
this country's history. In 1980 we were 
also the greatest creditor nation in the 
world. 

As we moved into the 1980's with a 
Republican administration and a Re
publican Senate, I do not know what 
the percentage was; I have heard 98 
percent, and I do not know whether 
that is correct; but they got most of 
what they wanted passed. They sure 
got the big blockbuster passed in 1981, 
the Gramm-Latta tax bill. 

By 1985 the annual defict of this 
country was something over $200 bil
lion. What is that? Four times what it 
was, almost four times what it was in 
1980. Sure, we had prosperity, but I 
want to suggest to my colleagues, if 
they would like to give me a billion 
dollars a year and tell me I only have 
to pay the interest on it, I can have a 
grand old time until the interest 
amounts to a billion dollars, and then 
I have problems. 

Madam Speaker, that is why this 
country has problems today, because 
that interest now is over a billion dol
lars. We saw the Republican adminis
tration piddle away the equity that our 
forebears had built up over a 200-year 
period. We saw our country become the 
greatest debtor nation in the world. 

Now one does not have to listen to a 
Democrat saying this. David Stockman 
in his book, and in his magazine arti
cles and in his utterings said it was all 
a sham, said they knew it was a sham. 
But it was a way to keep administra
tions in business, in office, to get them 
there and to keep them there. 
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So your own great guru, economic 

guru of the 1980's, tells you that it was 
a sham, and basically agrees with what 
I have told you here tonight. I am con
cerned about the folk out there that do 
not have jobs. I am concerned. I have 
never been without a job in my life, but 
I can imagine that it is a terrifying ex
perience to have a family to support, 
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obligations to meet, and not be able to 
find a job. 

Thank goodness we have unemploy
ment compensation, and that helps 
some, but there is one thing that I can 
imagine that is even worse than not 
having a job and having obligations 
and a family to support, and that is not 
to have a job and to have my unem
ployment compensation run out. Can 
you imagine the desperation that fami
lies throughout this country, esti
mated to be 3.5 million this year, must 
feel, the desperation that goes down 
into their very gut that they cannot 
find a job and that their unemploy
ment compensation is cut out? I will 
tell you that I cannot imagine that 
there are many worse feelings than 
that. 

We Democrats, with some Repub
licans, have passed three bills through 
this body and through the Senate to 
help these people out, to extend to 
them a helping hand so that they can 
at least exist until they can find a job. 

Now, you know, we all want to create 
more jobs, but if you are out there 
drowning and you are going down for 
the third time, it really does not help 
much for someone to come by and say, 
"Well, we will come back for you 
later," because most of these people 
will not be there later if we do not help 
them now. 

The business about breaking the 
budget agreement, that is a lot of fool
ishness. The money is there in the 
trust fund to pay for these benefits. It 
has been paid in. It is $8.5 billion, and 
it is there for this very purpose. It was 
paid in so it would be there when it was 
needed, and it is needed today in this 
country for the millions whose unem
ployment benefits are running out. 

So I ask those across the aisle, and 
maybe a few on our side that did not 
vote for it, to vote for an unemploy
ment bill. And I ask the President of 
the United States, who I do not accuse 
of being an inhumane person-I know 
that he feels for these people-but, Mr. 
President, let us sign a bill and let us 
take care of these people. 

I yield to the gentlelady from Cali
fornia [Ms. PELOSI] for 10 minutes. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I wish to thank the 
majority whip, Mr. BONIOR, for organiz
ing this special order this evening, or 
now I guess it is this morning, 1:35 in 
the morning in Washington, DC. It is 
appropriate that we hold this allnight 
vigil to let jobless Americans know 
that their pain is not going unheeded 
by this body, even though the Presi
dent, by his actions and his vetoes, has 
chosen to ignore them. 

I guess the reaction of the public to 
the President's policy is beginning to 
hit home. We see in a local metropoli
tan journal today that the President is 
below 50 percent in his job rating be
cause of the economy, and it is no won-

der we see the members of his party 
squirm when this issue of the economy 
is brought to this floor. 

Madam Speaker, in my State of Cali
fornia, 240,000 have lost their jobs dur
ing the current recession, and 153,000 
people in California are out of work. In 
the Nation as a whole, 8.5 million 
Americans are looking for work. As 
winter approaches and their unemploy
ment benefits run out, they face an 
emergency situation. Our colleague 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] 
very poignantly explained what it must 
feel like to them. How will they pay 
their heating bills? How will they feed 
their children? How will they pay their 
rent or their mortgages? 

With a stroke of the pen the Presi
dent wrote off these jobless Americans, 
and what does the President tell these 
people facing hunger and the danger of 
losing their homes? He says not to 
worry, that there is no emergency, and 
that economic prosperity is just 
around the corner; just be patient. 

In reality, Madam Speak er, in 
vetoing the unemployment benefits for 
jobless Americans, the President has 
abandoned them. 

Until the President has figured out a 
way to jump-start our ailing economy, 
the least he can do is agree with Con
gress that the jobless Americans de
serve extended unemployment benefits. 
Extending unemployment benefits is 
certainly not unprecedented. Previous 
speakers in charts have referred to how 
in a bipartisan way Presidents of both 
parties-President Ford, President 
Reagan, and President Carter-in their 
administration have extended jobless 
benefits in past recessions, regardless 
of party. 

It is only in the Presidency of Presi
dent Bush and in his recession that we 
see the abandoning of that policy that 
has worked so well in past recessions. 

Jobless benefits were extended during 
the economic downturn in 1957, 1960, 
and 1970. During the 1980's temporary 
benefit extensions were approved four 
times. But this year, the President 
says no. 

One of the people that the President 
has said no to is one of my constitu
ents, a young professional. I would like 
to read from a letter that I have re
ceived from her. She says: 

My husband, an industrial designer, was 
laid off in late May and will run out of unem
ployment benefits at the end of the year. He 
has interviewed with every design firm in 
the Bay Area and registered with headhunt
ers working nationwide. He's received a lot 
of encouragement from employers who have 
seen his portfolio but no one is in a position 
to hire. There have been no ads in the paper 
and no feedback from the headhunters. We're 
obviously in for a long haul. 

I work full time and earn 49 percent of my 
husband's former salary. Without the unem
ployment benefits (which are just enough to 
pay our rent) we would have to give up our 
apartment and move in with friends. Six 
months is not enough time to find a job in a 
specialized field like industrial design, espe-

cially when industry is just holding its own 
and not investing in new products or envi
ronments. 

We need and deserve more support from 
the United States government .... 

We have a medical insurance bill of over 
$450 per month due to the "benefits" inher
ent in the COBRA system. Because of a "pre
existing health problem'', I have to stay with 
our present health insurance company until 
such time as my husband finds another job 
with benefits. The health insurance which 
was relatively inexpensive for us when most 
of the premium was paid by his company is 
now exorbitant but we are locked into pos
sibly for the next 18 months. 

I read this letter, Madam Speaker, 
because we are not talking about an 
unskilled laborer, we ae not talking 
about an entry-level person. We are 
talking about people-this has hit 
across the spectrum. This drives fear 
into all Americans. This is not just a 
the lowest level, affecting unskilled 
workers who are marginal and who are 
quick to lose their jobs during a time 
of a bad economy. 
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These are trained, educated people. 

Not that it is any less painful for some
body who is poor or somebody who is 
more in the middle income. But what I 
am saying is nobody is safe from this. 
As educated and skilled and as profes
sionally prepared as people are, across 
the board we are seeing them facing 
this uncertainty. 

It is not only the people who are un
employed, it is those who fear unem
ployment that are concerned about 
what happens to them if they should 
lose their job. A poor economy and an 
increase in joblessness, inadequate un
employment compensation, uneven 
health insurance, joblessness does not 
even tell the whole story, because we 
have many people, as I mentioned, who 
are underemployed and are working at 
substandard wages, wages much lower 
than their skills would warrant. 

Earlier our colleagues were talking 
about competitiveness. When I say ear
lier, I mean much earlier this evening. 

But we must not forget that crucial 
to competitiveness and to productivity 
is respect for the work force. Our inter
national competitors do not ignore the 
worth of the work force. This is part of 
their success. 

So whether it is wages and benefits 
when they are working, or unemploy
ment compensation in the face of a 
downturn in the economy, or health 
benefits in either circumstances, we 
had a bill earlier this year, the Fair
ness Workplace-what was it, the bill 
that addressed permanent replacement 
of people on strike, again striking to 
the morale-

Mr. DERRICK. Striker replacement. 
Ms. PELOSI. Striker replacement, 

hitting the morale of the American 
worker. This is part of that. We earlier 
this year had a debate on the fast 
track, and we kept emphasizing in the 
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debate on both sides of the issue how 
important it was to have certain assur
ances for American workers, that if 
they lose their jobs, there are some 
safety nets for them. 

That is why it is so important for us 
to extend these unemployment bene
fits, so . the American workers know 
that we stand with them as opposed to 
with the wealthy. We stand with them 
in this time that is fragile for them, 
and that the Presidential vetoes do not 
produce jobs nor feed children nor heat 
a home nor pay the rent. The Presi
dent's veto of unemployment benefits 
is an act of cruelty to the American 
people. As he does this, he leaves now 
for several weeks of uninterrupted 
travel abroad. 

I therefore again thank my col
leagues for calling the Nation's atten
tion to this issue. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. I yield to the gen
tleman for about 30 seconds. 

Mr. DELAY. The gentleman gave a 
history of the 1980's. I just wanted to 
add to that history that which he left 
out. I wanted to discuss what the gen
tleman's opening remarks were in rela
tion to the history that he gave about 
the 1980's. 

He failed to mention, assuming that 
Reagan got all of his policies in the 
early 1980's, which he did not, that he 
did not even get the spending cuts he 
wanted. Because the gentleman failed 
to mention in his history that revenues 
increased an average of 7 to 8 percent 
over the last 10 years, yet spending in
creased 9 percent over the last 10 years. 

Indeed, over the last 10 years Con
gress spent $515.8 billion more than the 
President requested. It was not a lack 
of revenues, it was spending. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I will 
take back the balance of my time. We 
are all aware that President Reagan 
signed more tax increases than any 
other President in modern history. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, just last 
August President Bush said, "What I 
think is the economy is recovering. It 
is moving forward." That was just last 
month. 

I do not know where in America the 
President has been traveling to reach 
that conclusion, but it sure was not my 
congressional district. Unemployment 
in my district, the Fifth District of 
South Carolina, is 7.8 percent. That is 
the highest in the State of South Caro
lina. 

Last August when the President was 
speaking so optimistically about the 
economy, there were 21,600 people in 
my congressional district who were out 
of work. They could not find a job. 

Of course, real unemployment is even 
higher, because this number, 21,600, 
only includes the people who are still 
actively seeking a job, who have not 
given up the search. 

Also, 7.8 percent is the average unem
ployment in my district. There are 
counties in my district, some rural, 
some urban, where unemployment is 
even higher. 

In the county adjacent to where I 
live, unemployment there has been 15 
percent. Today it is 13.3 percent. In the 
second largest county in my district, 
unemployment has been over 11 per
cent. It is a mixture of cyclical unem
ployment due to this recession and 
structural unemployment due to the 
closure of businesses, textile firms, and 
other firms where jobs simply have not 
been restored. 

Statewide in the State of South 
Carolina unemployment is just over 6 
percent. One hundred and three thou
sand workers in South Carolina are out 
of a job. In our State we believe we 
still have a work ethic. These people do 
work. They want to work, and if they 
had any possible opportunity to work, 
they would still be working. 

A year ago unemployment in South 
Carolina was 4.4 percent. So in 1 year, 
the last 12 months, unemployment has 
risen by over 1.5 percentage points, 
27,000 people in the State of South 
Carolina. 

Our economy has not improved, not 
in this Nation, not in our State. It has 
gotten worse. I do not know what the 
President has been reading to substan
tiate the remark that he made last Au
gust, but every magazine I pick up, 
every news story I read, has something 
like this article that was in the last 
edition of Time: "The slump that won't 
go away: America's rundown econ
omy." 

According to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, between January and March 
of 1991, which are the last figures avail
able, there were 33 businesses in my 
State, and that is a small State, that 
suffered massive layoffs. Not just fur
loughs, not just cutbacks, but 6,400 peo
ple were laid off in these massive lay
offs. 

As I said, there are many causes for 
unemployment in South Carolina. 
Some are cyclical, some are structural. 
One of the major causes in our State is 
structural, layoffs and shutdowns due 
to the straits the textile industry and 
the apparel industry has found itself 
in, which is largely due to imports. 

In our State the textile industry is 
and has been for years the largest man
ufacturing employer. It has suffered 
blow after blow in the 1980's and on 
into the 1990's. Even when our economy 
was doing well, the textile industry 
was suffering from import competition. 

Between 1980 and 1990 the import of 
textile apparel rose from 28 percent of 
the domestic market to 60 percent of 
the domestic market. Back in 1980 we 
had a textile apparel trade deficit of 
$4. 7 billion. By 1989 that had grown to 
$26.5 billion. It had grown fivefold in a 
period of 8 to 9 years. Today it ac
counts for more than one-fourth of our 
total trade deficit. 

What is the reason here for these 
trade deficits? One major reason is that 
the Reagan and Bush administrations 
both have simply refused to try to 
stem the tide of textile imports. They 
have refused to negotiate tighter 
quotas with exporting countries, and 
have been lax in enforcing the quotas 
we have. 

Congress on three occasions passed 
textile trade bills to stiffen their re
solve. On each occasion either Presi
dent Reagan or President Bush has ve
toed the legislation we passed here by 
large margins. 

What are the results of this laissez
faire trade policy? They can be meas
ured in textile jobs. They are measured 
today. Since 1981, there have been 337 
textile apparel plants in South Caro
lina alone closed. We are a State of 3.4 
million people. We have had 337 plants 
in the last 9 years shut their doors. We 
have had 70,000 jobs lost due to plant 
closures. 

In 1990 alone, 48 plants closed down. 
Ten thousand South Carolina textile 
workers lost their jobs. So far this 
year, 13 more plants have closed down, 
leading to the layoff of another 7 ,800 
workers. 

If this were not enough to harm the 
textile apparel industry, the Bush ad
ministration has been pushing a pro
posal in the GATT Uruguay Round in 
Geneva to eliminate the so-called 
multifiber arrangement, the only legal 
limits that allow us to restrain to some 
extent textile imports. 

If this proposal is ever accepted, if it 
ever gets made into law, this country 
will have virtually no control over tex
tiles from China, Taiwan, Bangladesh, 
and Korea, or any other exporting na
tion, and we could lose another 1.4 mil
lion textile jobs. 

These are good jobs. The people who 
hold them are hardworking people. 
There is no feather bedding in a textile 
mill. These are proud people, and they 
are not asking for a handout. All they 
are asking for is the right to earn their 
way in our society. 

President Bush came to our State 
back in 1984 on the presidential cam
paign. He was confronted by reporters 
with these statistics. When asked what 
his administration was going to do 
about them, he shrugged his shoulders 
and said, "C'est la vie. That is life." 

0 0150 
Madam Speaker, I disagree with 

these trade policies. I believe in man
aged trade for textiles and apparel, but 
I will admit that managed trade versus 
free trade is open to debate. At the 
very least, however, I think it behooves 
those who are in favor of free trade to 
recognize that people will get hurt by 
free trade, that they will be victims. 
Workers will lose their jobs. They will 
lose their jobs to industries where the 
prevailing standards of worker occupa
tional health and safety are much more 
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lax in the United States, where wages 
are a fraction of our wages. And know
ing that, it is at least incumbent on 
those who advocate free trade who are 
going to be the victims of it. 

That is where I have a real problem 
with this administration, particularly 
in a recession like this, because of the 
Reagan and Bush administration belief 
that the market will optimize the out
come. Instead of offering a helping 
hand, they would leave it to the invisi
ble hand. 

Madam Speaker, in the last 1930's, 
after the invisible hand took us into a 
deep depression, this country decided 
we wanted a New Deal for American 
workers. Among the things we estab
lished to remake our economy and our 
society was unemployment insurance. 

Americans came to believe in this as 
part of the social safety net, part of the 
social insurance program that made 
America what it is and made our econ
omy what it is. 

In the 1950's, we added to it by pro
viding extended unemployment bene
fits each time the economy went into a 
deep downturn. In the 1970's, President 
Nixon signed into law the Permanent 
Extended Benefits Program, which 
would be triggered automatically when 
the State economy or the National 
economy reached certain levels of un
employment. 

We all know from this debate and 
from previous debates on the legisla
tion that it would have extended bene
fits for this recession, Gramm-Latta 
back in 1981 tightened that trigger, so 
tight that it hardly works to help peo
ple who clearly deserve the help, even 
though this is the third most severe of 
nine postwar recessions. The trigger 
has affected only one State. 

All we have sought in trying to ex
tend unemployment benefits to those 
whose benefits have been exhausted 
and have run out is to give them a lit
tle help so that they can keep looking 
for a job, so that they can go to JPA or 
go to one of the unemployment train
ing programs, continue to support 
their families while they seek some 
sort of additional and new employ
ment. 

I spoke earlier of a county in my dis
trict, Chester County, where unem
ployment has been 15 percent in the 
last year. I would like to close by read
ing a letter from a constituent written 
not to me but to President Bush, from 
a man in Chester County. 

He is a man who spent 41 years work
ing on the railroad. He is retired now. 
He is not unemployed. He has a rail
road retirement check and some sav
ings that he lives on. 

Here is what he wrote President 
Bush, whom he said he voted for in 
1980, 1984, and 1988. 

There are hundreds of people in our com
munity who are out of work through no fault 
of their own, many from plant closings, store 
closings, firms going bankrupt. You say that 

by extending unemployment benefits, it 
would open "bust the budget." Where are the 
$8 billion in this fund? You people that were 
fortunate enough to have been born into a 
wealthy family and have never experienced 
the trauma of having next-door neighbors 
who are close to becoming street people have 
no idea of what being destitute is all about. 

There is a man who voted for Presi
dent Bush 3 times. I quote him because 
he is graphic and compelling, but I also 
quote him because here is a man who is 
secure. He had a job. He has got retire
ment. He is like millions of other 
Americans who have a job, they are not 
so selfish as to not be able to see be
yond their own self-security. They are 
not so selfish as to not want to under
stand and appreciate that they are 
their brother's keeper. They want to 
help their neighbors who do not have a 
job. 

These people understand the econ
omy of this country viscerally better 
than the President's Economic Advis
ers. They know what America is about 
because they made America. Their sav
ings were America's capital formation. 

Their blood won America's wars. 
Their work is America's productivity. 

The President can ignore our debate 
tonight. He probably will. But he ought 
to stick around. He ought to stay 
home. He ought to travel the country 
and listen to people like these because 
they are the majority. a large major
i ty. And they want to help the 8.4 mil
lion people, jobless in America today. 
They want to help them bear the bur
den of this recession. 

Mr. ESPY. Madam Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. ESPY. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to follow the other gentleman 
from South Carolina. I guess we could 
say this is the southern segue, about 2 
a.m. in the morning. 

Let me begin by just saying that I 
am impressed with what the gentleman 
from South Carolina just said because 
really, as we stand here this morning, 
we have to try to put this in perspec
tive. It is serious problem. 

It is appropriate that we take this 
time to discuss this special issue of un
employment. We have about 2 million 
more Americans out of work than this 
time last year. We have cities all 
across this country going bankrupt, 
and if this economy has a cold, I would 
say from a Southern perspective that it 
is probably appropriate to say that if 
the Nation has a cold, the South has 
pneumonia. Particularly the Deep 
South, the State that I represent is in 
deep trouble. 

I would like to talk about the ill
nesses and try to talk about the local 
impact of this recession and the plight 
of my constituents in my district. 

If I can take off just on one thing 
that the gentleman from South Caro
lina just said, he talked about being 
our brother's keeper. This is really 

what it all about. When we die, and 
hopefully we go to the entrance of the 
pearly gates and we stand before St. 
Peter and the roll will be called and 
the history will be reviewed of our life, 
he is not going to ask us what percent
age we won our last elections by. He is 
probably not going to ask the aggre
gate account about PAC funds. He is 
probably not going to ask how many 
frequent flyer miles we have. 

I would think that he is going to ask 
questions in another sense. I think that 
he is going to ask what did we do while 
we were on Earth to make the lives of 
our fellow men and women a little bit 
better. He is going to ask, when we saw 
some homeless, did we try to house 
them. He is going to ask, when we saw 
some sick, did we try to care for them. 
And he is going to ask, when we saw 
some unemployed, did we try to find 
jobs. And while we were all about doing 
that, did we take care of their imme
diate needs. And that is what this de
bate is all about, taking care of the im
mediate needs of the unemployed men 
and women in America who, through 
no fault of their own, found themselves 
in the unemployed lines. 

We just witnessed the end of another 
game of the World Series, and I am not 
showing any bias but I am for the 
Southern team. The same for this pop
ular American sport goes, strike 3, and 
you are out. I am hoping and praying 
that that will not be true in the real 
game of life for one particular county 
that I am here to address tonight. 

This is the county, one of my 22 
counties in my district. In fact, it is 
the largest county I have. 

In the last few months, not one, not 
two, but three industries have shut 
their doors in this particular county. 
One closure put 70 people out of work. 
The second put 200 of work, and a third 
will put 250 out of work. That is merely 
one community in Mississippi getting 
far too many strikes. That is more 
than 500 families now struggling with 
unemployment. 

This last one really impacted me be
cause of the time the second bell was 
ringing, calling the Members of Con
gress onto the floor to vote for this last 
unemployment benefit bill, which of 
course our President vetoed, I was 
being visited by an agent of that very 
company. I guess this was a massive 
strike. All the Representatives and 
politicians, everyone interested in cre
ating jobs in our district, all were 
being visited at the same time about 15 
minutes before they were telling the 
people at home that they were about to 
lose their jobs. 

D 0200 
And at the same time we were asked 

to come over to vote on an unemploy
ment benefit extension bill we were 
being told that this major American 
company, a multinational company in 
my district was about to close. And I 
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asked the gentleman, I said why are 
you leaving, is it a problem with the 
labor force, do the skills need to be up
graded, do you have some transpor
tation problems, and he answered all of 
these question in the negative. And he 
just blamed it basically on the reces
sion. 

So during our last vote on unemploy
ment, as I said, there was no doubt as 
I walked over from that sad meeting, 
there was no doubt in my mind how I 
would vote on that unemployment ex
tension benefit vote. 

The first unemployment benefit ex
tension bill was vetoed, and the second 
one was vetoed, and none of our com
munities need this third one to be ve
toed. Many of our unemployed who just 
do not have a chance to get a job dur
ing the recession would be sleeping bet
ter tonight if we could make it into 
law, an extension of the unemployment 
benefits. 

In the last 4 months Mississippi has 
either ranked first, second, third, or 
fourth in unemployment. In August, 
another 2,083 Mississippians found that 
their unemployment benefits had been 
exhausted. We have a county in the 
southern part of my district where the 
current rate is a whopping 24 percent. 

So there can be no doubt, Madam 
Speaker, that the recession is throwing 
strikes at communities all across our 
country. We have more than 8.4 million 
Americans out of work. All across the 
country, merely in the last 6 months, 
1.8 million Americans have exhausted 
their unemployment benefits, and the 
most optimistic estimates indicate 
that at least 1.3 million of these Ameri
cans are still out of work and without 
benefits. And in the South, Madam 
Speaker, I will just tell you people call 
a spade a spade. There is little pretense 
in the South. If they like you you know 
it, and if they do not like you you 
probably know that too. 

So the contradictions are apparent 
on their face, and they see contradic
tions in what we do in this body. Early 
in this year we sent $20 million to Ban
gladesh because of their typhoon. Well 
they asked us what about the Amer
ican families struggling during the 
third largest recession for our country 
since World War II? We hear talk about 
supplemental food aid to the Soviet 
Union to forestall the empty stomachs 
in the advent of this long, cold winter. 
Well when are we going to consider an 
emergency to take care of our needs 
and the needs of our people as well? 

We send $725,000 to the Philippines 
for volcano destruction. What about 
our 8 million unemployed? 

So it boggles my mind when I think 
that we can get a consensus to do these 
things for others overseas but not to 
help the people in our own commu
nities. 

So we have to be very honest with 
ourselves. We have a recession that is 
stinging communities all across our 

country, and we have a responsibility 
to reach out and help. 

This is the first recession since World 
War II that we have not extended un
employment benefits. We have been in 
this recession for more than a year. At 
what time will we 'fess up and call it 
an emergency? 

During the recessions of the 1950's 
and the 1960's temporary programs 
were signed into law. In 1970 President 
Nixon signed legislation creating a per
manent extended benefit program. 
Even President Reagan agreed four 
times to permit extended benefits. 

By not extending the unemployment 
benefits we are telling working Ameri
cans that we know that there are hard 
times, that we know that it is a reces
sion, it is hard to find work, we 
empathize, we sympathize, but basi
cally that is just about it. 

The critics for extending unemploy
ment benefits like to point to the pro
jected cost of $6.4 billion. They like to 
say that we do not have the money. 
Well we do have the money in the Fed
eral unemployment trust fund. It is not 
a slush fund. It is no secret fund. It was 
specifically created to cover our unem
ployment during this time of emer
gency. 

So let me finish with a letter that I 
received recently from a constituent in 
my district. Through this letter you 
can hear his pain and you can hear his 
suffering. He told me, Mr. Speaker, 
that "I am behind in my rent going on 
3 months, behind on my phone bill, be
hind on my light bill. I have tried ev
erybody and can't get any help. My 
wife only makes $140 a week. We are 
Christians," he says, "and we pay our 
tithes, plus we buy our groceries. By 
the time we do all of this, if we are 
lucky we might have $40 to live on. I do 
not know if there is any help or not, 
but you are my last hope." He need at 
least $2,000 to come up for air. "Please 
reply as soon as possible," he says. 
"Like I said, you are my last hope. 
Would you please try to help me." 

This is not somebody who wants help 
next month or next week, Mr. Speaker. 
He needs help now, and that is simply 
all that we are trying to do. 

We have done a good job in this coun
try targeting our missiles, and now it 
is far past time that we do just as good 
a job targeting help to our unem
ployed. 

President Bush ordered our bombers 
to stand down. Now we are just asking 
him to stand up for our unemployed 
Americans. 

Mr. DERRICK. I thank the gen
tleman very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and am 
pleased to participate in this all night 
vigil on behalf of the unemployed of 
the United States. 

Let me say, I knew America was in 
trouble when President Bush's Sec-

retary of Labor announced to unem
ployed workers in America that "the 
answer to unemployment was jobs." 
Now, I really don't think there's even 
one unemployed worker in America 
that doesn't understand that. It used to 
be the job of the Secretary of Labor to 
recommend to the President how to 
create the jobs to help move America's 
workers back onto the payrolls and off 
the unemployment rolls. But from this 
President and from his Labor Depart
ment we get silly and immature nos
trums. We also get Presidential vetoes 
of bills to at least provide America's 
unemployed with unemployment com
pensation-which, I might add, these 
workers earned and their companies 
paid for into a trust fund-this is no 
giveaway program. We're talking about 
treating people as the law intended. 
And the law intends that unemployed 
workers shall be compensated. 

Now you might ask, why would a 
President do this? Well the President 
says because he doesn't think unem
ployment is a budget emergency. So he 
vetoes the bill Congress passed 2 
months ago that would have provided 
our workers with 10 weeks of extended 
unemployment benefits. Then when 
Congress, in dismay I might add, de
cided to pass another bill with only 7 
weeks of extended benefits to accom
modate the President, what did we get? 
Another veto. Why? The President says 
its not an emergency. But, of course, 
then the President says that aid to 
Egypt is an emergency. So, he asked 
Congress, over the objections of this 
Members, for $7 billion in loan forgive
ness to Egypt. I ask the President, why 
is $7 billion to Egypt an emergency, 
but $5 billion to America not an emer
gency. Now, you say, well maybe Egypt 
was an exception. But no, then the 
President came back and asked Con
gress for emergency help for Turkey. 
And then he asked for emergency help 
for the savings and loan bailout. And 
then he asked for emergency help for 
the Kurds. I ask myself, do President 
Bush and I live in the same country? 
Well, I decided we don't in fact live in 
the same country. I think the Presi
dent is out of touch. But I can under
stand why. In about a month he is 
scheduled to start another month of 
whirlwind foreign travel. It's hard to 
keep your mind on America when 
you 're meeting with all these foreign 
dignitaries. Today, we had a President 
of a foreign nation who visited Con
gress. And I watched him driven up in 
a huge limousine. In fact, there were at 
least six gigantic, black, stretch lim
ousines, a police escort in front of the 
limousines and more police escorts in 
back, and police motorcycles and si
rens. Well, all in all, you really can't 
feel the ebb and flow of life on the 
streets of America when you're locked 
up in one of those air-conditioned, 
soundproof, mirrored window lim
ousines. So, I can understand how a 
President loses touch. 
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So tonight, I would like to read a let
ter from a citizen of the United States. 
She can't afford to come to Washing
ton. She probably will never visit the 
White House. And George Bush will 
never read her letter. 

There is not time this evening to 
read it entirely into the RECORD, and so 
I will enter it, but she basically says 
apparently--

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. My time is very short. 
I cannot yield right now. I apologize. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
Ms. KAPTUR. It is not a problem on 

Pennsylvania Avenue or in 
Kennebunkport, but it is, in fact, a le
gitimate crisis in northwest Ohio. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
WHEAT). The gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] controls the 
time. 

Does the gentleman from South 
Carolina yield for that parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I have a par
liamentary inquiry. If the gentle
woman fails to yield, there is a House 
rule that you may not read on the 
House floor, and I would insist on it 
unless I am privileged to have a yield. 

Mr. DERRICK. You can do what you 
want to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from South Carolina controls 
the time. 

Does the gentleman from South 
Carolina yield for the purpose of a par
liamentary inquiry? 

Mr. DERRICK. I yield for the purpose 
of a parliamentary inquiry, that is all. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That is all I 
asked. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Dear Mr. President, I 
would like to request that, before you 
issue another rosy statement regarding 
the state of the American economy, 
you spend a morning the way I did 
today-standing in line at the local un
employment office. Be sure you give 
yourself plenty of time, however. Those 
lines are long. 

I am 39 years old, have an I.Q. of 132, 
a college degree, and have worked 
steadily since I was 19 years old. In all 
that time, I had never really had a 
problem finding a job. Afterall, I learn 
quickly, am a hard and dedicated work
er, and have some pretty well-devel
oped people skills. Things have 
changed for me, however, as they have 
changed for far too many Americans. 

After 10 years with the same em
ployer, through no fault of my own, my 
job was eliminated on March 31 of this 
year. Since then I have put a great deal 
of effort into trying to find a new job. 
By July, I had given up the idea of a 
challenging position with some sort of 

future. Even with my sights set lower 
than I would like, I have been unsuc
cessful to date. I have been told more 
than once by potential employers that 
they generally receive approximately 
300 resumes or applications for each job 
I have pursued. 

I have 1 week of unemployment bene
fits left. After that, I presume I will no 
longer be a part of the unemployment 
statistics since I understand these are 
normally pulled from the number of 
people receiving unemployment com
pensation. Those whose benefits have 
expired are not considered-afterall if 
they're not collecting, they obviously 
are employed, right? Wrong, Mr. Presi
dent. 

I'm glad you feel things are going 
well enough that there is no need for 
unemployment benefits to be extended. 
Apparently, unemployment is not a 
problem on Pennsylvania Avenue or in 
Kennebunkport. It is, however, a legiti
mate crisis in northwest Ohio. How un
fortunate your political blinders pre
vent you from acknowledging the situ
ation and providing some relief. 

Now, one thing we're certain of. 
Since George Bush became President 
there are 300,000 less jobs in America. 
Between July 1990 and August 1991, 
total civilian employment in the Unit
ed States dropped by 1.5 million jobs. 
In terms of duration and the number of 
jobs lost, the current downturn, as of 
August, ranks as the third most severe 
of the nine-post war recessions. But be
cause of the Gramm-Latta unemploy
ment trigger-a Republican program 
the qualifying hurdle is so extreme 
that most States were excluded from 
the extended unemployment benefit 
program. As a result, there is no prece
dent for the current situation. And 
Federal legislation is critical to help 
the families who have fallen through 
the safety net owed to them by this 
Nation. 

Now some earlier in the evening 
asked why President Bush has vetoed 
two of our bills to extend benefits. Why 
has it taken him so long to pay atten
tion to this issue. Hobart Rowen, a 
Washington Post reporter, stated it 
well this month when he wrote: 

Earlier this year, George Bush could have 
sought a coalition with the Democrats to 
propose a number of stimulants, including a 
middle-income tax break with a safety net 
package, invoking the "emergency" provi
sion of the budget deficit agreement. It 
would have been first-rate politics and eco
nomics. But Bush's timid group of advisers 
told him to hold off. When Democrats initi
ated legislation extending unemployment 
benefits, stubbornly, Bush refused to go 
along, and his economic advisers hammered 
away at the need for lower interest rates. 
They had no other policy * * * 

So now tonight, we hear some mem
bers of the President's party try to 
cover their tracks. After all, recent 
polls indicate unemployment is now 
the No. 1 concern of Americans, with 
the overall economy right behind. But 

it won't wash anymore. The bill this 
Congress passed months ago, would 
have provided 10 weeks of extended 
benefits to my State of Ohio. But the 
President vetoed that original bill. And 
he vetoed a second bill we passed that 
tried to accommodate the President 
but would have provided only 7 weeks 
of benefits to my State. Now we're at it 
again, trying to craft a third bill on 
which we get the President's signature. 
The bill described by the Republican 
Members on the floor this evening that 
they were supporting-the Dole bill
would only provide 6 weeks of extended 
benefits and the number of eligible peo
ple who have exhausted all benefits 
would be lower. How can any sensible 
Member who has any compassion and 
decency be involved in this process of 
whittling down of our own people? I'd 
like to read from another citizen from 
my district: 

OCTOBER 6, 1991. 
Congresswoman MARCY KAPTUR, 
Ninth District, Toledo, OH. 

DEAR Ms. KAPTUR: I see that the Senate 
approved 65-35, a bill (which I understand 
Bush vetoed) to extend unemployment by 20 
weeks. 

I do not hold with Bush's contention that 
it is contrary to last year's budget. The 
funds should be taken care of by the 8 billion 
that has been set aside by the trust fund for 
that purpose. 

Bush has funds to help the Soviet's, was 
that figured in last years budget? I'm tired 
of his using funds that are designated for un
employment, social security, medicare etc. 
to off-set the deficit. 

The increase to 20 weeks additional unem
ployment is close to my heart. I have a 
daughter approaching her 50th birthday, she 
has been unemployed since Feb. 91. She has 
exhausted her savings. Her children, teen
agers, are living with their father in another 
State. 

Today, I called her and she told me she 
may have to apply for welfare-she can no 
longer keep her health Insurance paid. That 
she hopes they will at least give her Medical 
help-she has several medical problems re
quiring medication. She, "is ashamed to 
apply" she said, but her savings are ex
hausted. 

I am ashamed of myself. I didn't, I couldn't 
force myself to tell her (according to what 
I've read and heard that single people in 
Ohio are not helped). 

My heart is breaking-after medicare is 
paid I have $484.00 Soc. Sec.-1 pay $82.89 for 
Secondary Ins. a month. My husband gets 
$502.00 per. month. He has been disabled for a 
long time. We have never been on welfare. I 
can't bear to think she has to apply. I can 
only help so much-not enough. 

I do not believe everyone eligible for the 20 
weeks, would collect 20 weeks. If the reces
sion is so near to ending Bush should be able 
to see that these people would be back to 
work. The cost would not be $6.4 billion, if 
the recession is soon ending. 

These people who have worked all their 
lives are more than willing to be counted as 
taxpayers and not unemployed. 

President Bush has vetoed two unem
ployment bills since August. He refused 
to declare an emergency, effectively 
killing the bill sent to him in August. 
Several weeks ago he outright vetoed 
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another unemployment bill. The Sen
ate failed to override his veto by two 
votes. 

In addition, President Bush has also 
threatened to veto emergency drought 
relief to farmers. Although 81 counties 
in Ohio have been declared disaster 
areas by the President's own Secretary 
of Agriculture, he still does not realize 
the economic devastation caused this 
summer in America's heartland. 

The President is willing to support 
emergency help to foreign countries-
to Egypt, to Turkey, and to the Kurds. 
The American people deserve his atten
tion first, especially when they're hurt
ing. 

In the next several weeks, the Con
gress will send President Bush yet an
other bill to help millions of unem
ployed men and women in this country. 

Recent polls indicate that unemploy
ment is now the No. 1 concern of Amer
icans, with the overall economy right 
behind. 

In Ohio's Ninth District recent unem
ployment statistics put the percentage 
of those without jobs at 7.3 percent in 
Lucas County; 7 .3 percent in Fulton 
County; and 6.2 percent in Wood Coun
ty. Earlier this summer, the unemploy
ment rate in Toledo stood at 11.3 per
cent-the highest in the State. Those 
numbers, of course, do not include 
those individuals who have exhausted 
all benefits and in many cases must 
seek public assistance. Our general re
lief rolls have tripled since 1980 as peo
ple fall off of unemployment benefits in 
an economy that is dead in the water 
and not growing fast enough to raise 
our standard of living. 

In the meantime unemployment ben
efits beyond 26 weeks-extended bene
fits-are available in just one State
Rhode Island. Since January, more 
than 2 million unemployed workers 
have exhausted their benefits, with 
very few receiving extended benefits 
under the existing system. A record 
350,000 jobless Americans ran out of 
benefits in July, and only 5 percent of 
those were eligible for extended bene
fits. 

Historically, the Federal Government 
has consistently extended the weeks of 
unemployment insurance available to 
job losers during periods of high unem
ployment. Since the 1950's, the Federal 
Government has moved to provide ex
tended benefits each time the economy 
took a major downturn. Temporary 
programs were signed into law during 
the 1957 and 1960 recessions. In 1970, 
President Nixon signed legislation cre
ating a permanent extended benefits 
program. That program was automati
cally activated at either a State or na
tional level depending on unemploy
ment rates. 

The Gramm-Latta II budget cuts of 
1981 targeted the unemployment bene
fit program for several major cutbacks. 
Among these was an upward revision in 
the so-called trigger, or level of unem
ployment. 

There is currently $8 billion in the 
unemployment trust fund. The legisla
tion President Bush vetoed would have 
cost much less than that. Our new bill 
will cost only $5.2 billion. Why won't 
the President release the money that 
rightfully belongs to the American 
workers? Why? Why? Why? All I can 
conclude: He is just out of touch. 

In closing this evening, let me say to 
those Americans who are listening
measure us by our deeds not only our 
words. For those unemployed families 
and individuals who desperately need 
help, know that this evening in our Na
tion's Capitol, during this all night 
vigil, we are sentries at the gate for 
you. We may not always be successful, 
for the opposition we face is indeed 
powerful. And some of it is callous. But 
in your letters, in your faces, in yours 
hearts, we are one with you. And in the 
end, our victory will be yours. For this 
body of the people was meant to be ex
actly that-your refuge in a storm, the 
most democratic institution of govern
ment on the face of the Earth. And as 
our Constitution intended "a legisla
tive branch that would secure the 
blessings of liberty to ourselves and 
our posterity." 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to read a letter 
that one of my constituents addressed 
to President Bush. It is dated October 
8, 1991: 

NORTH AUGUSTA, SC, 
October 8, 1991. 

President GEORGE BUSH, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. BUSH: As I write this letter, the 
U.S. Congress has sent you a bill which 
would provide much needed assistance by ex
tending benefits to millions of unemployed 
Americans. Based on your reaction to these 
and other issues facing our nation, I'd like to 
ask you a few questions. 

Why do you say you'll veto the bill to ex
tend unemployment benefits by calling it a 
"budget-buster"? You seem to have no prob
lem justifying spending millions of dollars to 
send abroad or to buy another sophisticated 
weapon. 

Why do you continually try to blame the 
Democrats in Congress for the budget defi
cit? You know as well as I, that you and Mr. 
Reagan caused our annual deficits and our 
national debt to skyrocket. Not one time in 
yours or Mr. Reagan's administrations have 
you sent a balanced budget proposal to the 
Congress. As a taxpayer, I am appalled at the 
fact that we have to borrow 832 million every 
day of the year just to pay the interest on 
our national debt. We will pay $304 billion 
this fiscal year just to pay the interest of 
which we gain absolutely nothing. 

I suggest that, rather than trying to be the 
President of the so-called "NEW WORLD 
ORDER", you try being President of the 
United States and start showing some lead
ership in solving problems here at home. 

I realize you were born into wealth and 
probably cannot relate to what I'm talking 
about. I doubt if you understand what it 
means to try to feed a family while earning 
minimum wages or what it means to post
pone needed health care because there's not 
enough money for health treatment and 
food. But, you were elected to be my Presi-

dent and I am simply asking you to start 
leading and work with the Congress to solve 
the enormous problems here in America. 

I am also sending copies of this letter to 
various members of Congress in an effort to 
encourage them to keep on working for 
Americans. I am a 56 year old, male who has 
always had to work for a living and my pray
er is that I'll live to see another President 
who has compassion for Americans. Presi
dents like Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Tru
man, John Kennedy, Lyndon Johnson, and 
Jimmy Carter. 

Sincerely, 
THIRD DISTRICT CONSTITUENT. 

Mr. Speaker, this comes from a gen
tleman in my district, and I think he 
says it very well. 

What our folks out there cannot un
derstand, nor do I frankly understand 
as the previous speaker mentioned, 
why we can forgive billions and billions 
and billions of dollars in debt to Egypt, 
to other countries, but yet we cannot 
spend money that is already there that 
has been set aside for that purpose for 
the extension of unemployment bene
fits for Americans. These are not bums 
out there, people that do not want to 
work. These are real Americans, the 
kind of people who have made this 
country the greatest Nation the world 
has every known. 

These are people that fought in the 
trenches in the South Pacific and in 
Europe in the 1940's. These are men and 
women, as taxpayers, who brought 
about the greatest experiment that a 
country has ever brought about on the 
face of this Earth. They not only, in 
the 1940's, agreed to rebuild their al
lies, but they rebuilt their enemies, 
those who, before, would have de
stroyed them. No nation on the face of 
the Earth has ever done this, and these 
are the people who did it, these people 
and their children. 

These are the people who have 
worked for years and years and years 
paying their taxes, fighting our wars, 
sending their sons and daughters to 
fight our wars. These are the people 
that have joined together in laughter 
and joyousness at our successes, and 
have cried and put an extra shoulder to 
the push when we did not do quite as 
well. 

D 0220 
These are Americans in our large 

cities, these are Americans in our rural 
communities, like I represent in South 
Carolina, and, when I go home, I see 
communities that a decade ago were 
prosperous, thriving communities, ac
tive, hopeful for the future, and today 
I see little hope, much unemployment, 
unsureness about the future of this 
country. These are the people that we 
would deny, that the President would 
deny, that the Members of this body 
would deny, a mere extension, a mere 
extension of their unemployment bene
fits until they can get a job. And I re
peat: These are not bums, these are not 
lazy people, these are not people who 
do not want a job. These are people 
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who are actively seeking employment 
and would much rather work than not 
work. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot as a Nation 
with a heart and a soul deny these peo
ple the pittance of our national wealth, 
giving to them a mere extension of 
their unemployment benefits. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WHEAT). The Chair would take this op
portunity to remind all Members that 
remarks in debate should be addressed 
to the Chair and not to any potential 
viewing audience outside the Chamber, 
whether that audience would be tele
vision viewers or the President of the 
United States. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to proceed with 
my special order for tonight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

LET'S STOP THE POLITICS AND 
HELP THE PEOPLE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague, the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], a good friend. 
stated that the President raised taxes 
more than any other President in his
tory. Well, if that is true, then why do 
we have such a deficit? 

The reason and the answer is that the 
Democrats continue to spend day after 
day after day. We fight the battle here 
to cut that spending. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats agreed 
to cut spending by $2 for each dollar in
crease, and when the American public 
asks, "Well, what is it busting the 
budget," and then they say the Presi
dent vowed not to raise taxes and then 
he did, well, the deal, or the budget, for 
every dollar collected, the other side of 
the aisle agreed to cut $2 of spending. 
So. the President agreed, and all it was 
going to be was a tax savings for the 
American public, get us back on a road 
to recovery and balance the budget. 
But instead we continued to spend and 
spend and spend. 

My colleagues, the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] also 
stated that there was money in the ac
count, in the trust account. Well, let us 
take a look at what we are saying, and 
that is trying to deceive the American 
public. 

Let me suggest to my colleagues the 
following, Mr. Speaker. "If you got a 

shoe box with $8 billion in it under 
your bed, and you need some money, so 
you pull out that shoe box, and the 
amount of money that you take out of 
that shoe box you put in an IOU there. 
Now you can only spend this money for 
unemployment benefits. So, you put an 
IOU labeled 'unemployment benefits' 
in that shoe box until eventually all 
that $8 billion is gone, and the only 
thing in there is IOUs." Now how does 
that work? Under the present trust 
fund all taxes and moneys go into the 
general fund. That is why we are say
ing it is so important to keep America 
working, because then they are paying 
into this general fund, and in a year 
where we do not have a deficit, which 
we have not had for a long time, the in
terest or the excess money and the un
employment goes into the unemploy
ment trust fund. And that is a fact. 

I say to my colleagues, "All the 
years back you look and see the 
amount that should be in there is $8 
billion. But because we're in a deficit, 
the government borrows from that and 
puts in that shoe box an IOU. There is 
no money there in that trust fund, and 
the Democrats are deceiving the Amer
ican people by stating that there is." 

Mr. Speaker, it is a fact, and it is not 
true, and I can provide an unbiased, bi
partisan report from CRS that shows 
exactly that fact, and I would like to 
submit it for the RECORD. The money 
does not exist, and I think that is im
portant. Democrats fail to understand 
the simple mathematics and choose to 
deceive the American people instead of 
owning up to the responsibilities. 

The Republican whip, the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], has stat
ed it over and over again this evening. 
When we read the sorrowful letters 
from the other Members, I have empa
thy for those individuals, and the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
stated that, as of tomorrow, next week, 
we will send checks for 10 weeks to 
those same individuals that wrote 
those letters. But will the other side of 
the aisle agree to do that? No, they 
will not. They would rather sit up here 
and lambaste the President for which 
he has no control. 

Mr. Speaker, let us quit bashing, the 
attempted politics, and help people. All 
the other side of the aisle has to do, 
and I would ask the constituents, the 
unemployed, to write their Congress
man and say, "Please accept it. I can 
get a check next week if you will just 
get away from the politics and looking 
for 1992.'' 

Let us take a look at what that does. 
We talked about this big budget and a 
deficit, and national deficit. This bill 
extends that deficit by $6 billion-actu
ally $6.5 billion. We spend more money 
on interest, on the national deficit in
terest, than all of the social programs 
put together-all of them. And, if we 
continue, we are going to turn into a 
pumpkin. So, what do we have to do? 

We have to reduce that deficit. This 
bill raises that deficit by either $6 bil
lion, or we have to raise taxes by $6 bil
lion. 

Now I do not think the President is 
going to move his lips and raise taxes 
again $6 billion because it is precisely 
what we were talking about, not bust
ing the budget. The attempt is to get 
back to a budget neutral, and we can
not do that with the increased spend
ing, and again there is no money in 
that account. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlemen from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM], my colleague, for yield
ing, and I want to go back to some
thing that he said because I think it is 
highly relevant to this debate. He said, 
"Let's forget about politics." I do not 
think the Democrat Party and the 
Members of this body who appeared 
this evening want to forget about poli
tics, and the politics that they are con
cerned about are those that they have 
been instructed about by their own 
pollsters who tell them that the only 
way their presidential candidates will 
have a chance of winning in 1992 is if 
the economy goes bad and people are 
thrown out of work. 

Now we have an interesting situation 
in America today in which the Repub
lican Party needs to succeed, needs to 
win, needs to create jobs in order for 
their party to have political success, in 
order for our candidates, in order for 
our President, to be successful at the 
polls. 

D 0230 
Now, the Democratic pollsters have 

told the leadership of the Democratic 
Party in the House of Representatives 
and the other body that they have to 
fail with respect to the economy before 
their people who are contemplating a 
run for the Presidency will even have a 
ghost of a chance of beating President 
Bush in 1992. I have come to the con
clusion that it is appropriate for the 
American people to be highly sus
picious of Democratic claims that they 
want the economy to do well. 

I guess I would ask my friend from 
San Diego, who is a guy who has 
worked to bring jobs to our State-and 
incidentally, it is interesting that 
Democrats have stood up here and said 
that taxes have no effect on business
mens' decisions. We have watched busi
nesses leaving San Diego and leaving 
California in droves because of the rel
atively high taxes that we have in com
parison to other States in the country, 
including Texas and Alabama and Flor
ida and places where taxes are very 
low. It is interesting when we ask busi
nesses why they go, that they very 
often tell us that high taxes are a 
major reason for their departure, yet 
we have Democrats who stand up here 
and imply that somehow they have 
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never learned this age-old lesson that 
the whole world has learned now, and 
that is that the heavy hand of govern
ment, manifest in heavy taxes, does 
not push businesses away and does not 
restrain businesses from creating jobs, 
expanding their facilities, and doing all 
the things that are important to bring 
out full employment in this country. 

Now, I guess I would ask my friend 
who has been working hard to keep 
businesses in San Diego and California, 
do you think taxes matter? Have taxes 
had an effect on our economy? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. We put together 
a task force in San Diego , thanks to 
my colleague from California, and 
there were several areas all the way 
from environmental concerns to taxes. 
In some of the States they were offer
ing, first of all, that a business could 
have its paperwork done, including en
vironmental impacts done, within 14 
days, and to start that business within 
90 days. 

In the State of California, for exam
ple , it takes 2 years in the high tax 
rates. For example, not only tax rates, 
but Roehrer Industries had its rent 
raised 900 percent. So it is a combina
tion of taxes, laws that we impose, en
vironmental constraints, and across
the-board things that cut jobs. 

I agree that taxes were the number 
one concern out of this commission of 
over 200 businessmen in the city of San 
Diego. , 

Mr. HUNTER. It is interesting to me, 
if my colleague will continue to 
yield--

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I will be happy 
to yield. I will yield. 

Mr. HUNTER. That somehow the 
Democratic mentality of "Let's burn 
down the factory or terminate the fac
tory" and somehow that is going to 
help the worker, continues to pervade 
their policies with respect to the Na
tion. 

The idea that somehow there really 
is not an employer out there, there are 
just employees-when I heard these let
ters earlier this evening that were 
written by Americans who need to have 
a check, and which they can have in a 
couple of days if Democrats can swal
low their pride and simply work 
with--

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I think you 
brought up a very good point. If they 
really care about the people who wrote 
those letters, if they really care, they 
will come to the table and tomorrow 
we will sign checks for 10 weeks for 
those individuals, and then argue out 
our differences on the bill . But in the 
meantime, those unemployed can re
ceive their benefits. 

If those Members really have any 
heart that read those letters and care 
for those people, they will provide the 
means for them to get those dollars. 
The Republican Party, NEWT GINGRICH, 
and the President are willing to come 
to the table and do that. 

But the overriding point is that 
under that bill, it is either $6 billion to 
the deficit or $6 billion increase in 
taxes, and I have already shown you 
that there is no money in the trust 
fund , and anyone that tells you that 
is dead wrong, and I am willing to 
prove it. 

I continue to yield to my friend from 
California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I think we know to go to 
the other side of the job picture, and 
that is the fact that to create a high 
quality of life and to create a situation 
in which jobs are readily available for 
our people, you have to have employ
ers, somebody who is going to go out 
there and take a chance , borrow 
money, take a risk, and create those 
jobs. 

I had a gentleman in today that
since letters are being read by people 
who need jobs-I had a gentleman in 
today from San Diego who wants to 
create jobs, a gentleman from Califor
nia who was a Captain in the Marines 
and who created a company with just a 
few people. He took over as an execu
tive and ultimately became the chief 
executive officer of a company that 
now employs 4,000 people in San Diego. 
Those are 4,000 families that have pay
checks every week because somebody 
was willing to go out and take a risk. 

I asked him, "What can we do to cre
ate more jobs in San Diego?" And he 
said, " The one thing we need is a tax 
cut. I would like to have a tax cut in 
capital gains. That will create jobs. I 
would also like to have a tax cut for 
the middle class. That will have a salu
tary effect on the job situation also." 

So the Democrats are good at giving 
half the picture, and they like to talk 
about the desperation of people who 
write them and say that they need to 
have a check. We agree that they need 
to have a check, and if they will co
operate at all and swallow their pride 
at all and work with this President, 
they will have checks going out within 
a matter of hours to the people that 
need checks. 

But the Democrats, I think, like the 
dependence of people who are des
perate. I think that their pollsters are 
people who see their only political suc
cess being an economic failure. I think 
they do not like the idea of having an 
economy that is booming in the early 
months of 1992, because that means 
they go down in the polls and, you 
know, I get the same feeling that I get 
when Jack Kemp was so hopeful with 
regard to his idea of home ownership 
for people who live in government 
housing and who have subsidized hous
ing. When he brought that idea out to 
the floor and said, "These people"-he 
cited a number of them here in Wash
ington with whom he had become good 
friends-he said, "We have a program 
here that will give these people a 
chance to own their own homes, to buy 

this home from the Government." I 
have never seen such looks of frustra
tion and outrage as I saw on the faces 
of Democrats who realized they were 
about to lose a constituency. These 
people who were dependent on them 
and dependent on the Government for 
their Government-owned housing were 
about to have a chance to buy their 
own housing, and they flocked to the 
floor to fight this bill that would give 
people a right to own their own homes. 

I see a little bit of that same flavor 
tonight. We have a lot of Members who 
stand up and they want to read the let
ters from people who say that they 
need that check, and we all agree that 
they need the check. But I do not think 
they really want to see jobs boom in 
the next 4 or 5 months, because then 
their pollsters are going to come in and 
say, " Listen, your guy is going to lose 
2 to 1 no matter who he is. He is going 
to lose 2 to 1 to George Bush, and some 
of you may lose your job in the elec
tion." 

Now, you ·can tell me-and maybe 
this is a country of hope, and I think it 
really has to be the country of hope for 
us to say, "Yes , we are optimistic and 
we know a number of Members on the 
other side of the aisle do not mind los
ing their jobs because voters may in 
fact give the Republican Party a real 
landslide in the fall of 1992. But they do 
not care about that. They want to see 
the country do well. " 

Now, you can ask me to believe that 
proposition. I find it very difficult to 
do that. I think one reason for the re
jection of the Bush growth package is 
because the political leaders of the 
Democratic Party do not want to see a 
recovering economy, they want to see 
an economy which they can drag down 
to the floor on a daily basis, just like 
they used to drag down to the floor and 
talk about people who need subsidized 
housing. But they never want to be 
able to talk about those people being 
able to buy those houses and have the 
American dream. 

Mr. DELAY. Would the gentleman 
yield on that? 

I just think the gentleman is making 
such an important point here about 
what is happening in this Chamber. It 
is even happening tonight, and it hap
pened all day today. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] al
luded to it in his remarks, and it is 
happening as we speak. 

What is happening is an all-night spe
cial order, called actually by the 
Democrats. They were going to come 
down here and parade and beat up on 
the President, and read their letters, 
not expecting any sort of debate. 

D 0240 
We felt it was a good idea, and we de

cided to come down here and join them 
in a real debate about what happened 
to this economy, who is responsible, 
and who has the ideas that could be 
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brought forward to create jobs for the 
people that are unemployed. 

Yet what we have found is they do 
not want to debate. Like this morning, 
they did not want to debate the high
way bill, so they passed a rule that did 
not allow any substantive amend
ments, completely shut off our side of 
the aisle from debating a 500-page, $150 
billion bill, and we could not even de
bate it because we were not allowed to 
amend it. 

Then they come here and want to 
carry on a dialogue. We were partici
pating in a dialogue. The gentleman 
from Georgia, our distinguished minor
ity whip, opened it up, and we had a 
good dialogue going. 

Then they found that whoops, they 
are being challenged on their numbers 
that are cooked up, their charts that 
are drawn up comparing apples and or
anges, that they are challenged on 
leaving out certain numbers, conven
iently, and they stopped. They stopped 
yielding. They do not want to debate. 

They wanted to get up here for an 
hour and continue their prepared re
marks, reading their letters from poor 
people that do not have their jobs and 
are wondering where their next meal is 
coming from. Yet they do not want to 
investigate in a deep way what is hap
pening in this country and who is re
sponsible for what is happening in this 
country. 

All they want to talk about is the 
new spending program that is a result 
of their economic policies that have 
brought us to where we are today. The 
reason why all these people are losing 
their jobs, there is too much spending 
in this country, there are too many 
taxes in this country, there are too 
many regulations in this country, and 
too much government in this country, 
that is forcing people to shut down 
their businesses and lay people off be
cause they can no longer afford the 
government that the majority of this 
House and the majority of the Senate 
is giving them. 

The President of the United States 
does not write a bill. He does not pass 
a bill on this floor. He cannot amend a 
bill on this floor. He cannot send a bill 
to the Senate from this floor. He can
not participate and vote in a con
ference committee. 

What we are seeing is the result of a 
divided government. Frankly, I think 
it is really unfortunate that the Demo
crats do not want to come down to this 
floor and debate us on what is happen
ing because they are scared of what is 
the truth, and they are trying to hide 
behind the truth. They do not want to 
confront us on that. Where are the 
Democrats. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I think the gen
tleman brought out a very important 
point in the fact we increased spending. 
My good friend and freshman col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DOOLITTLE], brought out earlier, 

and I am going to plagiarize his ideas 
and his thoughts, that a family of four 
in the 1940s paid 2 percent of their pay 
into income tax. Today that same fam
ily of four pays over 28 percent. 

Why? Why do they have to pay? Why 
is it now where both parents are having 
to work, when it used to be when a 
family, the man or the woman, a single 
parent, could provide for that family? 
Because we increased the size of gov
ernment. We increased the cost of gov
ernment, and we have to increase taxes 
to pay for it. 

What does that do? That destroys the 
family life. When we take a look at 
why and how jobs have been cut, just 
on this floor we debated base closures. 
Some of my liberal colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle want to cut de
fense. I heard a presidential candidate 
for their side saying he would cut de
fense by 75 percent. 

Let us look at what that does. If you 
have a person who is working-and one 
of the letters was from a man in the 
aerospace industry-and that individ
ual lost his job. While he had that job 
in the aerospace industry he was re
ceiving a paycheck. While he received 
that paycheck he paid into this "gen
eral fund" that now we have a deficit 
in. He was also receiving health bene
fits. We have health care plans that we 
want to substitute for all people and 
have a health care plan that covers ev
erybody. 

But when he is fired, what happened? 
He loses his paycheck. He is no longer 
paying into that general fund. Instead, 
he is now drawing unemployment, or 
welfare , and he loses those benefits. So 
that exacerbates all the problems in 
our heal th care system for the people 
that we want to service, and causes 
less funds available for that. 

In industry, across the board, we saw 
in Philadelphia a shipyard, thousands 
of people laid off. So when we cut de
fense in this country, without giving 
time to go over into the civilian indus
try, and you have to have a market be
fore you can convert to civilian indus
try, then you cut this country's econ
omy, and you cut literally thousands of 
jobs. 

People say, well, we fired some sail
ors, we fired some defense contractors. 
But whether you sell pizza, whether 
you sell real estate, whether you are a 
worker like was read in these letters, 
you are affected when you cut defense 
in this country, plus you attack the 
sovereignty and defense readiness of 
this country. 

Some colleagues will stand up here in 
demogoguery and tell you we spend too 
much money overseas. The majority of 
the Democrat Party voted for foreign 
aid. I am going to make a point that 
every time I hear a Democrat stand up 
and try to convince their constituents 
that we spend too much money over
seas, I am going to bring up the point 
and point out each one of those individ-

uals that have voted for foreign aid. 
That is a key factor. 

They say well, the President is going 
on a trip. 

Let us take a look at the President. 
If you will not bring and even pay the 
money to the people that are unem
ployed, the Democrats will not come 
over here, and I still invite them to do 
that, and send those checks out tomor
row, what good is the President here, if 
they will not help bring up a domestic 
agenda? All they want to do is lambast 
him. 

Let us take a look at what he has 
done. In Desert Storm, Saddam Hus
sein took over a country. That country 
was an oil producer in which now Iraq 
and Kuwait, he controlled a large por
tion of the world's, not just the United 
States', but the world's energy source. 

His next bid was to take over Qatar, 
which is another oil-producing nation, 
and then to move into Saudi Arabia, 
and then to move into Jordan, and then 
even attack Israel. 

Can you imagine? Many people in 
this room are old enough to remember 
the gas lines in the 1980's. I do. I can re
member people in this country freezing 
because they could not afford oil, in 
this country, the United States of 
America. 

Can you imagine what that would do 
to gas prices, were Saddam Hussein to 
hold this country hostage? Transpor
tation and the cost of goods? 

When we talk about poor people not 
being able to afford goods or consumer 
goods, and one individual only had $40, 
that $40 would not buy a loaf of bread 
if Saddam Hussein had controlled our 
oil, or if we had a nuclear threat. 

Remember, Israel destroyed a nu
clear threat of Saddam Hussein in 1981. 
That was also accomplished in Desert 
Storm. 

So when you talk about domestic 
programs, look what just Desert Storm 
did. Look what the Reagan-Bush ad
ministration did in bringing down the 
Soviet wall. 

I can assure you if Jimmy Carter had 
carried through, that Soviet wall 
would have never come down, or if our 
liberal Democrats had. We even have 
Members of this body that are being in
vestigated for consorting with Sandi
nistas. And you tell me that the wall 
would have come down under Jimmy 
Carter? And even a Speaker of this 
House? 

No. So let us look at the domestic so
lutions of the President. With the wall 
coming down, I would hope that we can 
look beyond our nose. In 50 years I 
would hope that this country is look
ing more toward trade. There is going 
to be 400 million people in Eastern Eu
rope and in the Soviet Union that want 
to live with the standards just like the 
United States. If we can start with free 
trade and create jobs, and when I say 
free trade, I mean fair trade, because 
this country has been skinned alive by 
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our policies from trading with other 
countries, and we have to learn from 
that experience as well. 

D 0250 
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman from San Diego for 
yielding. 

Earlier we were talking about taxes 
and taxes on the American family. 

You were referring to the amount of 
taxes on the median income families of 
America and Federal taxes, 2 percent of 
1950, today we are talking about 24 per
cent. But if you look at that same fam
ily of 4 in 1950 and you look at their 
total tax load, you will see that they 
paid an average of 4 percent of their 
median income in taxes, State, local, 
and Federal. 

Today that average family of 4, me
dian income family in America is pay
ing 34 percent of their income in the 
way of taxes at State, local, and Fed
eral levels, 34 percent. 

When we talk about taxes, though, I 
think we are beginning to look at an 
issue that has come before us that has 
become so serious that something has 
to be done. 

For the moment, think about the 
local political jurisdiction that we live 
in. Anywhere, it is broke. Think about 
the local school district that you live 
in. It is broke. The county that you 
live in is broke. Every State in Amer
ica is broke. And the Federal Govern
ment is more than broke. 

While all these levels of government 
are broke, they are taking 45 percent of 
our Nation's income in direct taxes. 
That does not include the cost of regu
lation and the products that we buy, 
which would move that number up 
about 55 percent of our Nation's in
come. 

While they are already taking this 
vast amount of money in the way of in
come from Americans, they are all 
looking for ways to increase and en
hance their revenue, their ability to 
gain more in taxes because there is 
more that they want to do. 

I think that we are on a collision 
course, because I am still looking for 
that line of taxpayers with their hands 
up saying, "Raise my taxes. I am not 
paying enough.'' 

The fact of the matter is Americans 
are right up to here with paying taxes. 
So we have a government at all levels 
looking for more revenue. We have the 
taxpayer on this side, trying to keep 
money in his pocket to provide for his 
family to keep our economy moving, 
and this collision course that we are on 
has begun some skirmishes. 

In Ohio where I come from, we had a 
$2 billion budget shortfall but through 
work the General Assembly worked 
that out. But if we look at the prob
lems they had in Connecticut, the 
problems they had in California, we 
saw these battles become even more 
significant. 

The fact is we need a direction for 
government, a government that for 
once has to recognize that we cannot 
be everything to everybody. At all lev
els of government we are going to have 
to make decisions about what is the 
appropriate role of each of these levels 
of government, what can we afford to 
do and what is it that we must do as 
our role at these different levels of gov
ernment. 

If we think about the current eco
nomic decline that we are in, the cur
rent recession that we are having, I 
think that we have to go back and 
think about why do we have the prob
lem that we have today. I often think 
about the late 1970's, when I had about 
as much interest in politics as any man 
walking up and down the street in the 
middle of Idaho. 

I was reading about a problem in the 
savings and loan industry, a problem 
that could be cleaned up for $8 or $9 bil
lion. What happened in the early 1980's? 
We did not try to clean it up in the 
U.S. Congress. 

We decided to change the rules. Let 
us deregulate part of the savings and 
loan industry and let them grow out of 
the problem. So they began to grow. 

The problem is not getting any bet
ter. The problem is getting much 
worse. They knew in the early to mid-
1980's that there were severe problems 
in the savings and loan industry that 
could in fact be cleaned up. The cost 
now was $25 billion. But, no, we did not 
do that. 

In 1986, Ronald Reagan and the ad
ministration asked this Congress to do 
something about solving the savings 
and loan problem before it got any 
worse. But, no, we drug our feet again. 

Now we are looking at a savings and 
loan problem that is going to cost this 
country $500 billion, $500 billion to pro
tect those people who had deposits in 
those savings and loans throughout the 
country. 

Then what did we do? In 1986, we had 
tax reform. We took away all of the in
centives to invest in commercial prop
erty, in low income housing, other 
types of income producing assets. We 
took away those incentives. 

So what happens? All of a sudden 
even those companies in America, 
those capital forming companies in 
America that have significant invest
ments in real estate, and who would 
those be, savings and loans, banks, in
surance companies, we take away all 
those incentives, the market drops. All 
of a sudden we are making the problem 
in the savings and loan industry worse. 

We are creating a problem in the 
banking industry, and now we are 
starting to see significant signs that 
we have problems in the insurance in
dustry. And why? 

Because Congress changed the rules 
midstream. We cannot afford to do 
that. 

So what happens? Now that we have 
a recession rather than trying to look 

seriously at changing the reasons for 
the fact that we have a slow economy, 
trying to admit that we made some 
mistakes back in 1986 and maybe we 
ought to change direction a little bit, 
no, we do not want to do that. What we 
want to do is extend unemployment 
benefits for those people whose benefits 
have run out. 

The fact of the matter is, I have 11 
brothers and sisters, all middle-income 
and -lower Americans that are working 
hard to provide for their families. Two 
of them are unemployed. They are not 
in the unemployment line because they 
would not take the benefits. They are 
out looking for a job. 

If in fact we want to help Americans 
and we want to get this economy mov
ing, the last thing we want to do is ex
tend unemployment benefits. What we 
want to do is to provide impetus to this 
economy to create jobs, because the 
best thing we can do for middle Amer
ica is to give them a job, is to help set 
policies that will create an environ
ment where people will invest, where 
people will be comfortable investing, 
where there is a fair return on their in
vestment, not changing the rules mid
stream. 

That is what we can do in this Con
gress tomorrow, if we want to, if we 
truly in fact want to help middle-in
come Americans. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, we 
have heard talk of the terribly nega
tive impact on the family of these eco
nomic policies that basically have been 
dictated by the Democratic majority in 
the Congress. I am very concerned 
about the impact on the family. 

There is a statistic out that says that 
today parents spent 40 percent less 
time with their children than they did 
in 1965. Coincidentally, that statistic 
corresponds with a transition in Amer
ica from predominantly a one-income
earner household to a two-income
earner household. 

Because as my colleague from Ohio 
pointed out, the average family today 
pays over one-third of its total income 
to all levels of government in taxes. We 
are taxing them out of the home, away 
from their children. And what is the 
harvest that we reap? 

The harvest is broken homes. We 
know for years that studies have shown 
that one of the leading causes of di
vorce is financial pressure, financial 
pressure on families is at an all-time 
high today, being applied by Uncle 
Sam, and the other levels of govern
ment which have their hand out de
manding incessantly money from our 
families. 

We are destroying the American fam
ily. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, I think 
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it is really important, the gentleman 
from Ohio also mentioned it earlier, 
the gentleman from California thought 
rightly points out the huge amount of 
taxes that each family pays. I think it 
is more important or as important to 
also point out the cost of government 
along and added to the taxes that each 
family pays, because those families do 
not realize the cost of the goods that 
they buy and the services that they 
buy are increased by the regulations 
that all levels of government put on 
those cost of goods, thereby lowering 
their standard of living. Or another 
way of putting it, raising their cost of 
living. 

So if we add all the costs of govern
ment, taxes, regulations, the increased 
cost due to regulation, we are talking 
about over 50 percent of the family's 
income is going to pay for the cost of 
government. 

0 0300 
That is very significant, the point 

the gentleman is trying to make. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. I appreciate the 

gentleman from Texas making that 
point, because that is absolutely true. 
Government, by its nature, is inher
ently inefficient. That is why our 
founders said and tried to give a sys
tem where as little as possible would be 
done by the Government. They knew 
that this was dangerous. George Wash
ington said once, government is not 
reason, it is not eloquence, it is force, 
and like fire it is a dangerous servant 
and a fearful master. And this force 
today is sapping the lifeblood of Ameri
cans, destroying their families. 

And what is the response of liberal 
government, dominated by Democrats, 
and what has it been for decades in this 
country? More of the same. If the same 
failed programs are not working, in
crease them by 11 percent or 12 percent 
and we will cure the patient, and the 
patient gets sicker and sicker. The 
more the medicine is administered, the 
worse it gets. And, of course, as we in
crease the spending, this slows down 
the growth of our economy. It acceler
ates the rate of inflation. It raises the 
cost of our money that we want to bor
row, because we are competing with 
our own Government in the money 
markets. And it, generally speaking, 
lowers the quality of life, reduces the 
standard of living. 

I am very dismayed to see what is 
happening to our families. I join with 
my colleagues across the aisle. They 
decry the present situation. I decry the 
present situation. This is inexcusable. 

Malcolm Forbes, Jr. wrote a little ar
ticle in something called Imprimis, a 
very interesting article and it is called 
the New World Order of Freedom. He 
says this present recession we are in is 
one of the most unnecessary economic 
downturns of the postwar era. This ba
sically has been created by govern
ment, and he lists several reasons why. 

For one thing, the Federal Reserve de
cides to keep the interest rate too high 
for too long. This is one of the inherent 
problems of having this much govern
mental power concentrated someplace 
over the economy. It is frequently mis
used. It was one of the leading causes 
of the Great Depression. It was back 
with us here, keeping the rates too 
high for too long. 

We also had a reign of terror by regu
lators responding to the banking scan
dal and the junk bond scandal, and 
they so tightened down on the regula
tions that lending institutions were ei
ther unwilling or unable to make loans 
to creditworthy customers. 

We also had the Treasury periodi
cally, he pointed out, embarked on a 
binge to drive down the value of the 
dollar, and of course, the value of the 
dollar dropped until they backed off. 
And then compounding those three er
rors was the grossest error of all, which 
was, and I mean even John Maynard 
Keynes, whom our liberal Democrat 
friends have idolized for decades, even 
he said you never raise taxes in a reces
sion, and yet that is exactly what hap
pened. We hiked the taxes, and we did 
it under the phony guise of trying to do 
something about the deficit. 

How many times have we hiked the 
taxes in order to ostensibly do some
thing about the deficit when its real 
purpose was, in my estimation, to post
pone $100 million or $1 billion in tax 
cuts that would have been mandated by 
Gramm-Rudman. And so we have to 
have some rhetoric and a plan to delay 
what for liberals is the unthinkable, 
the idea that we should have spending 
cuts. If I said tax, I meant spending 
cuts called for by Gramm-Rudman, and 
so we have this phony budget deal, the 
1-year anniversary of which is now 13 
days away. 

Mr. DELAY. Will the gentleman yield 
on that point? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I think the 
gentleman is really getting to the crux 
of the matter, that the budget agree
ment was passed in the face of a reces
sion, a recession that had already 
started when we passed the budget 
agreement of last year. And I under
stand the gentleman was not here when 
we did that. But, I say we. We did not 
do it. It is very interesting, they did it, 
and it is very interesting to note that 
every Democrat Member that has come 
to the floor tonight to speak, to bash 
the President and blame him for the re
cession, voted for the budget agree
ment that raised taxes in the face of a 
recession, every Member except one. 
That is the gentleman from North Da
kota [Mr. DORGAN], and he voted for 
the first one. When we defeated the 
first budget agreement, he voted for 
that one. But he voted against the sec
ond one. But every Member that has 
spoken on the floor in this all night 

special order from the Democrat side of 
the aisle voted for the budget agree
ment that raised taxes in the face of a 
recession, that put the very people out 
of work that they are trying to pass 
the unemployment compensation bill 
for. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank my good 
friend, the gentleman from San Diego, 
for yielding, and I appreciate the re
marks of my other friend, Mr. DOO
LITTLE, who has made some very co
gent commentary on this issue. 

One thing I think we have to con
tinue to remind our friends on the 
Democrat side of the aisle is this: they 
are not giving any money to the Amer
ican people who are unemployed. They 
are not taking any paychecks out of 
their pockets. They are taking tax 
money from the American people and 
redistributing it back to the American 
people. And it irritates me to hear 
these statements of compassion for un
employed people which they would 
meet by sending the people' s tax 
money back to them. 

There are no Members on the Demo
crat side of the aisle tonight who have 
offered to give any money from their 
own paychecks to the American people. 
Let us make that very clear. What we 
are saying on the Republican side of 
the aisle is simply this: we know, there 
is no longer even a facade, the Demo
crats have been told you have to have 
a continued recession or you are not 
going to have a chance in 1992, kiss the 
White House goodbye and any chances 
whatsoever of winning the election. We 
know that the Democrats have to have 
the recession extended, and that is why 
when I lay a few bets around here I am 
betting they are not going to come 
forth with any package, they are not 
going to agree to any growth package, 
not because they think it will not 
work, but because they know it will 
work. The last thing they want to have 
is a booming economy with Americans 
going back to work. 

They have exactly the same attitude 
that they had with respect to the 
homeless. When Jack Kemp said yes, 
let us let the homeless have some 
homes, let us let them purchase some 
of these homes from the Government 
which are being given to them, where 
they are being kept as a cons ti tu ency 
of the Democrat Party, people that are 
dependent, let us let them have their 
own homes, well you saw nothing but 
long faces on the other side of the 
aisle. The idea of letting people have 
the American dream was horrible from 
a Democrat perspective because they 
lost those people as political constitu
ents. And they do not want to lose 
these unemployed people as political 
constituents. The last thing they want 
to see is these people who are writing 
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them letters saying I do need my un
employment check either first, getting 
that check, because the Democrats 
have worked with the Dole-Michel bill 
to see to it that those checks go out, 
and the whip said they would go out 
within 48 hours, they do not want to 
see that. And the second thing that the 
Democrats do not want to see is those 
people getting jobs, because those peo
ple then are not going to the polls and 
vote Democratic. They are going to 
vote Republican in increasing numbers. 

We have to maintain prosperity, my 
colleagues. The Republican Party has 
to maintain prosperity. The Democrats 
need recession, and that is why my bet 
is we are not going to see them sign up 
on any growth package, and they want 
to see this debate on unemployment 
benefits extended as long as possible, 
and they will not work with the Presi
dent for a signable bill. That is my 
nonoptimistic assessment. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. If the gentleman 
will give me just 1 minute of my time, 
I have talked to many of my freshmen 
counterparts on the Democrat side, and 
they want as much change as the fresh
men present here tonight and I think 
the Republican leadership. I think that 
the American people are upset and 
they are mad because this Congress 
does not do its job. When we target, 
just like the gentleman from California 
stated, when they target 1992 in a Pres
idential election instead of helping 
people, that is wrong. 

D 0310 

I have some colleagues on the other 
side, many colleagues on the Demo
cratic side, that want to see that 
change also, but it is the liberal leader
ship that will not let that happen that 
is looking toward 1992. and I would 
plead with my freshmen colleagues on 
the other side to come forward and ac
cept a bid to give checks to those peo
ple. 

I would hope that my colleagues read 
10,000 of those letters, 10,000 of them, 
because if they have any compassion 
whatsoever in their hearts, they will 
come forward and provide those 
checks, and the Republican Party will 
meet them halfway. That is all we ask 
is to meet us halfway. 

And with that, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
He makes an excellent point follow

ing the other gentleman from Califor
nia pointing out how this is nothing 
more than politics. 

Many of the Democrats that have 
come down to the floor tonight have 
talked about the President declaring 
an emergency for the Turks and an 
emergency for this foreign group and 
that foreign group, and he will not de
clare an emergency for the unemployed 
in this country. 

Now, it is, I grant you, an emergency 
if you have lost your job. It is an emer-

gency to that person that lost a job, 
and my heart goes out to them, and 
hopefully, as the gentleman points out, 
we can pass a bill that the President 
will sign. 

But what they do not point out is 
that unemployment today is 6.8 per
cent, 6.8 percent. Now, we have ex
tended benefits before on unemploy
ment compensation three times in the 
recent past since 1970. 

The first time unemployment was 6 
percent, and I remember, we were al
most in revolution because unemploy
ment was 6 percent, and we took away 
the extended benefits when unemploy
ment reached 4.9 percent. 

Now, the real emergency came in 1974 
during the Carter years. We have had 
Members come down here for the first 
time since I have been in Congress 
lauding the Carter years, which boggles 
my mind, but in the Carter years when 
unemployment reached 7.2 percent, 4 
percentage points above what it is now, 
we extended benefits for almost 3 
years. When unemployment went down 
to 6.8, which it is right now, we took 
away the extended benefits. Then, as a 
result of the Carter years, the reces
sion in 1981, we implemented extended 
benefits again in a real emergency 
when unemployment was 10 percent, 
10.1 percent, in September of 1982, and 
took it off, and it took this Congress to 
do that, took it off when unemploy
ment reached 7 .3. 

Now, what they are claiming is that 
there is this huge emergency out there, 
6.8 percent, and we have to extend 
these benefits. Well, the President is 
willing to extend the benefits in the 
Dole-Michel bill; they extend the bene
fits for 10 weeks, and they pay for it 
through rather ingenious ways. 

Mr. BONIOR. Is the gentleman sug
gesting there is not a big emergency 
out there? 

Mr. DELAY. No. I am saying--
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Parliamentary 

inquiry. 
Mr. BONIOR. Or that it was such 

that--
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Point of order; 

regular order, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. BONIOR. Would the gentleman 

yield? Is this gentleman suggesting 
that there is not a real emergency out 
there? 

Mr. WOLPE. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. No, I will not, 
and I will tell you exactly why I will 
not yield. 

Because I asked three times when the 
Democrats had the time, and they ab
solutely refused, Mr. Speaker, and I 
refuse to give up the time that I was 
denied to debate. Now, if in the next 
hour you wish to restore that debate, 
the future hour, I would be more than 
happy to give it. 

Mr. BONIOR. Well, I am just dis
appointed that the gentleman will not 
answer a question of whether this is a 
big deal or not. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
WHEAT). The gentleman from Califor
nia has the time. 

Mr. DELAY. I think the gentleman 
from California is very right in not 
yielding, because all of a sudden we 
have awakened the Democrats, and 
now they want to debate. But I will an
swer the distinguished majority whip. 

I think that there is an emergency 
when you lose your job, and there is an 
emergency. The President has recog
nized, but it is nowhere near the emer
gencies of the past, and the President 
has recognized that there are some 
that have lost their benefits, and he is 
willing to go 10 weeks, but he pays for 
it through ingenious ways and does not 
bust the budget agreement or raise 
taxes to pay for it. 

Raising taxes puts more people out of 
work. They did not learn the lesson of 
last year of raising taxes in a recession 
and put hundreds of thousands of peo
ple out of work. They are going to 
come back and, because of this emer
gency, want to raise taxes again to put 
more people out of work. What happens 
then? 

Do they go to an even more extensive 
unemployment compensation package 
that extends benefits even more and 
then raise more taxes, put more people 
out of work? It is a never ending cycle. 
That is what we have been talking 
about all night tonight, the bankrupt 
economic policies of the Democratic 
Party which have put people out of 
work. 

They now want to come back and put 
expensive programs and do not want a 
bill signed, because if they did, they 
would work with the President and 
pass a bill that he will sign, but they 
do not want that. They want to keep 
passing these bills so that the Presi
dent has to veto them so that they can 
continue their commercials and their 
ads to try to make political points. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Let me make a point to my friend, 
the distinguished majority whip. 

As a member of the Republican lead
ership, I watched this debate. I 
watched it initially commence with 
statements by the distinguished whip 
from the majority side, answered by 
statements from our whip, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]. 
The gentleman from Georgia gave a 
large amount of his time to the other 
side to respond, yielded very liberally, 
I might add. 

When the next Speaker took his turn, 
who was the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. OBEY], the gentleman from Wis
consin refused to yield and was, in my 
opinion, less than polite to the Mem
bers of our side who wanted to engage 
in debate. 

Now, I can appreciate the gentleman, 
the majority whip, not wanting to ex-
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change and have a debate which we on 
the Republican side thought we were 
going to have, but I sat here for about 
45 minutes until I simply left in dis
gust, because the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY] cut off every Repub
lican attempt to engage in any debate, 
any statement that went over three 
words and was, in my opinion, less than 
polite to the Republican side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming a lit
tle bit of my time--

Mr. BONIOR. I would respond to that, 
but the gentleman will not yield to me. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] did 
the same thing. I requested three dif
ferent times to each of the gentlemen 
to speak. 

Mr. BONIOR. I would be delighted to 
respond to my colleague, if he would 
yield, and of course I will take the next 
hour, and I will share it with those who 
wish on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. In that case, I 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BONIOR. Let us be very clear 
about what happened over the last cou
ple of hours. We had a large number of 
Members here, more than the Repub
licans had; we had about 40 people, and 
that is not to suggest that you have 
not participated, because you have had 
a large number as well, who were 
backed up here who wanted to talk. 
The problem became obvious that we 
had to have people use their time dur
ing the hour that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] controlled, and 
the hour that the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] con
trolled. 

I told the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY] that once a debate proceeded 
beyond those two gentlemen into my 
time and time after that, we would 
reengage in the debate process that we 
did have and that you correctly point
ed out that the minority whips lib
erally yielded to us. 

So I anticipate that will occur after I 
make a statement and yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. WOLPE], and then we would hope 
in the next half hour we would be de
lighted to engage you in debate after 
that. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the dis
tinguished majority whip. 

I was disappointed myself though. 
There were several occasions in which 
we could have spent at least as little as 
20 seconds to answer a question, and we 
were denied that right. We will con
tinue yielding as necessary. 

I think that one of the important fac
tors that comes up and that I would 
like to point out, and we look again at 
some of the things that cause a loss of 
jobs and that cause this country ill, 
and I would still beg, and I would get 
down on my knees if the Members from 
the opposite party would service the 
people that are unemployed by accept-

ing this side's humble plea to provide 
those funds but without raising taxes, 
without increasing the deficit, and we 
would be happy to do that. 

I take a look at some of the things in 
San Diego that we have an immediate 
problem with, and I would ask help in 
the future for those things. 

D 0320 
The reason I bring this out, and we 

are talking about jobs, we have 10,000 
illegal aliens per day coming across the 
border in San Diego. Seventy percent 
of all babies born in Los Angeles hos
pitals are to illegal aliens, and when we 
talk about jobs for the American peo
ple, we need help. We are being in
vaded. We need to shut it down, and I 
have still been unable to receive any 
help from the majority side. 

I heard that we need cops on the 
beat. Well, I want to tell you, Mr. 
Speaker, the cops in San Diego, the law 
enforcement agencies, are on the beat 
and they are working hard. We have 
only 800 border patrolmen to stop that 
flow. 

I would ask the other side, because I 
have talked, as I mentioned, to some of 
my freshman Democrats, they want to 
see a change and they want to see this 
political rhetoric stopped and they 
want to help people, all the way from 
civil rights bills to unemployment 
bills. Instead of lambasting the Presi
dent, if you really care about those 
people you read the letters from, if you 
really do care to help the unemployed, 
negotiate with this side and you will 
have it in 48 hours. If you do not, I 
think it shows the American people 
where your true values lie. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

THE PAIN OF THE UNEMPLOYED 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

WHEAT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, let me say 
at the outset that I wish at this point 
to make clear to my colleagues that 
after a statement that I will make, I 
will yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from Michigan, and my friend, the gen
tleman from Indiana, and to whomever 
else on my side. We hope to conduct a 
debate with ourselves for 30 minutes 
and then we will open up to any of our 
colleagues on the Republican side who 
wish to engage us in debate. 

Mr. Speaker, we can cite statistics 
until the cows come home, but nothing 
I think brings home the pain of unem
ployment more than a family from my 
district, Warren, MI, who recently 
called my office. The father is a skilled 
tradesman, worked 20 years, but he has 
been unemployed since March. He has 
looked all over. One day he sat down 
with the yellow pages and made 300 

phone calls and did not get one inter
view. This family has three children. 
The 12-year-old has allergies that 
turned into asthma. By now they can
not afford to take him to the doctor. 
They finally talked the doctor into 
taking a postdated check for $72 to 
take care of this young man's problem. 
There is no telling when there will be 
money in the bank to cover it. 

Is this an usual story, Mr. Speaker? 
Well, by no means. We have an eco
nomic disaster in Michigan. I have 12 
percent of my people out of work. They 
cannot pay their mortgages. They can
not pay doctor bills, like the one I just 
described. They are having a difficult 
time even putting food on the table be
cause of the policies of the Governor of 
the State with regard to people who 
are in desperate need, whether it is 
housing, food, or energy assistance. 

Unemployment was at 8.3 percent in 
July. In August it jumped to 9.1 per
cent in Michigan. Now it is 10 percent 
and it is even higher in places where 
the auto industry is predominant. 

I have got 25,000 people out of work. 
Let me tell you about my district 

northeast of Detroit, a suburban coun
ty made up of people who came from 
Detroit, whether to Warren or to Rose
ville or St. Clair Shores. In 1940, 
Macomb County had 107,000 people. 
Now it has 717,000 people. It is bigger 
than seven States of the Union. They 
are hard-working people. They are peo
ple not used to the idea that they 
might not be able to find work or find 
a job, people like a man from St. Clair 
Shores who wrote me last week and 
said: 

I am the father of four girls, two of whom 
are in college. A third is a junior in high 
school. I have been laid off for 21 weeks. So 
far the only jobs I could find pay $5 and $6 an 
hour. One person cannot live on this, let 
alone a family, especially with the taxes we 
have to pay. There won't be many payroll 
taxes taken out, but we still have FICA to 
pay, sales tax to pay, utility bills, and my 
house taxes are going through the roof. I am 
lucky. I just landed a temporary job that 
hopefully will last until Christmas. By that 
time I hope President Bush's economy will 
have turned around or that you will have 
pushed through a bill that will have ex
tended the unemployment benefits until it 
does turn around. 

President Bush should also be told that 
charity begins at home. Instead of sending 
money to other countries, he should be tak
ing care of his own in this country. America 
is bleeding. We need help now. 

Mr. Speaker, I have got lots of letters 
like that. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why I am here 
today. That is why my colleagues, the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Vrs
CLOSKY], my colleague, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT], my friend, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
WOLPE], and the gentlewoman from the 
State of Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD] is 
here. We are here because we have got 
a serious situation on our hands. We 
have got people who need help. 
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Listen to what a conservative writer, 

Mr. Fred Barnes, writes about Presi
dent Bush. He is a conservative writer: 

Bush bristles at the notion that he is a for
eign policy President who ignores domestic 
problems, but the idea has stuck for good 
reason because of his itinerary. Check his 
itinerary this year. 

Barnes went on: 
He went to Mexico. He swung through 

France, Britain, Greece and Turkey. He was 
at the Moscow Summit. He visited Czecho
slovakia, Germany, France, on a one-day 
foray . Canada, Martinque and Bermuda on 
another, and he is not finished. In November 
he will travel to Japan , Korea, Singapore 
and Australia. He will also drop by meetings 
in Italy and the Netherlands and if a Mideast 
Conference begins this fall, as it will be, Ge
neva is the likely location. 

Mr. Barnes is wrong on that. Mr. 
Barnes is often wrong. 

He will be in Madrid. He wouldn ' t miss it, 
and we wouldn't want him to miss it. 

But the point is that the President 
has been all over the world. He needs to 
focus his attention here at home. With 
the entire cold war international sys
tem disappearing before our eyes, it is 
no surprise that our attention is riv
eted to the dramas that are unfolding 
in other parts of the world, but those I 
think who gaze across the Atlantic 
imagining ways to play a role in these 
momentous, and they are momentous 
events, have only really to turn around 
to see another dramatic story, the 
story of courageous hard-working peo
ple who also need help, and I am talk
ing about Americans in each of our dis
tricts, Americans who have been 
squeezed, squeezed by a deep, and this 
is a deep and prolonged recession, 
squeezed by tough competition from 
Germany and France and the countries 
of the Pacific rim, squeezed by a sys
tem that has raised taxes for the poor 
and middle class, but given a $25,000 a 
year cut to the richest 1 percent, 
squeezed by a heal th care system that 
cannot afford to take care of that 12-
year-old boy of that father who is out 
of work, a health care system that is 
inexpensive for those who have insur
ance and devastating for 37 million 
Americans who do not have a dime of 
insurance and cannot afford it. 

But this administration has not no
ticed that Westinghouse lays off 4,000 
workers because of a $1.5 billion third
quarter loss, and President Bush says, 
"As you can see, the economy is recov
ering.'' 

In my State, 437,000 people are unem
ployed, 437,000 people, and Budget Di
rector Darman says the recession 
ended in May. 

DuPont lays off 5,300 workers. Boeing 
lays off 2,500 workers. American Ex
press, 1,700 workers, and the Secretary 
of the Treasury, Mr. Darman, says that 
this recession is no big deal. 

Well, it is a hell of a big deal to a lot 
of people in those numbers. They are 
real. They are suffering. They have 
pain. They have the dignity of work 

that has been taken from them and 
they need help. 

We sent a bill to the President to 
help millions of Americans, many job
less for the first time in their lives to 
get back on their feet, and the Presi
dent calls it garbage and vetoes it, gar
bage. The President declares an emer
gency to help the Kurds. He has de
clared an emergency to help the Turks. 
He has declared an emergency to help 
the people of Bangladesh. Why will he 
not focus in on these people, 437,000 in 
my State, 25,000 in my district? 

D 0330 
Why won't he help Americans take 

care of our own? Why turn his back? 
Why apply this crazy double standard: 
Help for those overseas, neglect for 
those at home? 

Well, I am here to tell you, and my 
colleagues who have been here tonight 
and will be here in the morning are 
here to tell you, that we are not done 
yet. If the President wants to sit down 
and negotiate a bill, we are obviously 
willing to do it, but we are not going to 
sign away our responsibilities as Con
gressmen and Congresswomen and let 
him write every piece of legislation he 
wants down. That is not why we are 
here. 

We have come a long way. He vetoed 
the last bill we sent him. He neglected 
the first bill we sent him. Now we are 
back to a third bill. We have come 
down on the benefits. We have even 
taken some of the options to pay for it 
that he has in his own bill, the Dole 
bill. We expect the President to make 
the next move. We expect the President 
to come forward and suggest ways of 
dealing with this unemployment com
pensation issue. 

That is why we are here tonight. We 
want to call attention to the issue. We 
want to talk to the American people 
and we want to tell them how we are 
going to come back to the President 
with another bill, and we will do it 
again and again and again until he gets 
it right. 

It seems to me that the message 
ought to be sinking in. All one needs to 
do is to look at the polls to understand 
this issue is mortally wounding the 
President. He does not need to have 
this wound in him. He is down in the 
polls. This is the No. 1 issue people 
mention when they are asked, "What is 
on your mind? What do you think the 
Congress and the President ought to 
addressing?" Twenty percent of the 
people say "unemployment." An addi
tional 17 percent say "the economy." 

Mr. Speaker, let me close with yet 
another letter from one of my constitu
ents in Mount Clemens, my home town 
in my district. Listen to what he said 
about his family. He said: 

We are educated people. I have an elec
trical engineering degree. To serve my coun
try I did a tour in Vietnam. Now I need help. 
With a wife and three children, we are living 

with shattered dreams and in fright from day 
to day. My savings are gone and we may soon 
have to put the home we worked 18 years for 
on the market. 

The American dream, to have a 
home, a family , and then, barn, and it 
is gone. And it is happening in every 
community in this country. People are 
scared to death. They are losing their 
homes, Mr. President. 

He asked me at the end of this letter, 
"Is there any hope in sight?" Well, I 
would like to say to my constituent 
that there is hope on the way. Here is 
a man who wants nothing more than 
the dignity of work, a chance to work 
to provide for his family. For years he 
supported his family, worked hard, 
paid his mortgage. He has put food on 
the table. He did not complain. He 
served the country when he was called. 
Now he needs help. 

We have a trust fund with $8 billion 
from his pay, def erred pay from his em
ployer that the employer had put in 
there for this purpose. We have a ter
rible economic situation on our hands 
with millions of people out of work, 
and we cannot get the President, we 
cannot get my colleagues-not all of 
them, I should say to my friends who 
are listening across the country and 
who may be listening in their offices
there are many who voted on this side 
of the aisle on our unemployment com
pensation bill. We got 300 votes in this 
Chamber. Fifty-five Republicans joined 
us on the bill that we sent, that the 
President turned his back on and ve
toed. 

So I say to you, my friends and col
leagues, that our job tonight is to 
mark a third attempt to get the Presi
dent to do what is right. We are giving 
him another chance next week and I 
hope he takes it, and I hope he under
stands the real necessity of moving 
this economy forward. We did a couple 
of things already last night. We passed 
a major bill, a transportation bill, with 
huge margins, 340-some votes, I believe, 
way over the necessary numbers to 
override. 

The President has threatened to veto 
that bill. That will put 2 million people 
to work over a 6-year period. We did 
that, and we are going to get that bill 
out of conference and on his desk soon. 

We have passed an unemployment 
compensation bill twice. We are going 
to pass it a third time, and hopefully 
he will join in and reason with us, and 
get something that can help people. 

Then we are going to come back with 
a growth package for middle-income 
people, providing tax cuts for the mid
dle income in our society, so we can 
have a little bubble-up instead of this 
old trickledown that does not seem to 
trickle anywhere except in the pockets 
of the wealthy of this country. 

I hope the President understands 
that we are serious. We want to get our 
country moving again. 

Mr. HUNTER. Will my good friend 
yield? 



28316 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
Mr. BONIOR. I will yield for a sec

ond, and then I want to yield to my 
good friend [Mr. WOLPE], the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, my 
friend, the distinguished majority 
whip, talked about working with the 
President and the President working 
with Congress. The President obviously 
will sign the Dole-Michel bill that pays 
for 10 weeks of benefits, and we have an 
assurance that that will be signed by 
the President within a few hours after 
its passage here. 

If the gentleman is sincere, could he 
give us an assurance on the part of the 
Democratic leadership that it will pass 
the President's bill, the Dole-Michel 
bill, the one he says he will sign, so 
they can get those checks? 

Mr. BONIOR. The Dole-Michel bill is 
not going to meet the needs of the 
country. The Dole-Michel bill does not 
even take into consideration the needs 
of veterans who voluntarily removed 
themselves from the service and are 
thrown back in an economy that can
not take care of itself. The people who 
went over and fought for us, came 
back, and came back into this econ
omy, they get short shrifted under that 
bill. Everybody else receives 26 weeks 
of unextended benefits. We try to bring 
veterans up on our bill to the same 
level that the rest of the society has. 

The Dole-Michel bill does not do 
that. Dole-Michel leaves out and does 
not reach back and take into consider
ation the almost 800,000 people that our 
bill does. 

Now, we are not suggesting that we 
have to go 100 percent in the direction 
that we are after in those two areas 
and in others, but the Dole-Michel bill 
is woefully inadequate at this point, 
and it is certainly not something we 
are going to buy. 

Mr. WOLPE. Would the gentleman 
yield just on that part? 

Mr. BONIOR. Yes, I will yield. 
Mr. WOLPE. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
One of the things I found most trou

bling in the debate that has occurred 
up to this point has been the sugges
tion from the other side of the aisle 
that somehow the issue would be to
tally resolved simply by acceptance of 
the bill that the President has indi
cated he would be prepared to sign into 
law, suggesting that all that is at 
stake here is a little political squabble. 

You know, one of the things that is 
really absolutely remarkable is that 
my own State of Michigan, the State of 
the gentleman in the well right now, 
happens to be the State with the sec
ond highest unemployment rate in the 
United States. West Virginia is the 
only other State that has an unem
ployment rate higher than our own. 

And do you know that under the bill 
the President would sign there is not a 
single worker in our State that would 
be eligible for additional benefits? That 

is the kind of assistance that the Presi
dent proposed to extend. 

Mr. BONIOR. Not one? 
Mr. WOLPE. Not one. So then you 

ask, "Gee, whiz, why don't we just roll 
over and accept the President's wishes 
on that kind of issue?" Well, that is 
unconscionable. 

Mr. WISE. Would the gentleman 
yield for 30 seconds? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to my friend 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. WISE. Just for 30 seconds, since 
West Virginia was mentioned. 

Under the President's bill, it is inter
esting to note that as far as reachback 
benefits, those who have exhausted 
their benefits and would be seeking ad
ditional benefits under the Democratic 
bill, which the last bill would have pro
vided 20 weeks for, the President's bill 
does not provide one time, zero, none. 

For those who would go forward, 
those who will exhaust their benefits in 
the future and who would be eligible 
for extended benefits, the President's 
bill provides up to six weeks. The 
Democrats' bill provides 20 weeks. No 
money for those who have exhausted 
benefits and would seek additional ben
efits, absolutely none under the Presi
dent's bill. 

Mr. BONIOR. We have come down on 
our third bill from 20 to 13 weeks. We 
are not exactly being obstreperous. 

Mr. DELAY. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. Yes, I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. DELAY. What the gentleman 
from California and our Whip had sug
gested is that if you really wanted to 
do something, we could have done it a 
long time ago, and done it with the 
Dole-Michel bill, and then fought out 
all this other stuff that you were talk
ing about that we have disagreements 
over. That is what we are talking 
about. We are not even talking about 
the President's bill in lieu of your bill. 

We are saying that if you were really 
interested in having the checks flow as 
quickly as possible, you would have 
taken one that the President would 
have signed right away, and then 
fought out the rest of it. 

Mr. BONIOR. The President did sign 
the first one right away. Then he re
fused to release the funds. 

Mr. HUNTER. He failed to sign the 
emergency clause because he would not 
say this country is in a state of emer
gency. 

Mr. BONIOR. You do not think it is? 
You do not think 437,000 people in my 
State alone is not an emergency? 
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Mr. HUNTER. I would say at a time 

when we are trying to assure financial 
markets, at a time we are trying to 
make the economy go, the idea that 
the President is going to go out and 
call the American economy a state of 
emergency may not be a good idea. No, 

I think, let me just say I agree with my 
friend from Texas that there is plenty 
of room and plenty of time, and there 
has been plenty of time for the Demo
crat leadership to work with the Presi
dent. Because the main problem that 
the President has had with the bill has 
not been the coverage that the gen
tleman talks about, it is the pay-as
you-go. 

Mr. BONIOR. I do not know that the 
President has made one entree to the 
Democratic leadership that I am aware 
of. He may have and I may not be 
aware of it, but I am not aware of any, 
to try to deal with this problem in a re
alistic way. 

The answer that the President has 
had has been this is garbage. The an
swer that the Secretary of Treasury 
has had is that the recession is no big 
deal. The answer Dick Darman has had 
is that these extended benefits perpet
uate people to stay on unemployment. 

It hardly signals they are interested 
in dealing with the issue. 

Mr. HUNTER. The President's rep
resentative appear as Mr. MICHEL on 
our side and Mr. DOLE in the other 
body. Those gentlemen are always 
available to work on this with the dis
tinguished majority whip, and they 
will be available in a couple of hours to 
continue to work on it. Would the gen
tleman be interested in working with 
them? 

Mr. BONIOR. We are delighted to 
work with anybody interested. I want 
to get benefits to my people. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, I want to 
respond to the gentleman from Texas 
who said-I have been hearing this re
frain all night as I have been listening 
to this discussion of "the checks will 
flow, the checks will flow." 

Madam Speaker, that is the point: 
the checks will not flow under Dole
Michel. They will flow for 6 weeks to 
those in the future who exhaust those 
benefits. To those on July 17 triggered 
off, and a number of States triggered 
off on that date, of which West Vir
ginia is one, no checks will flow. Dole
Michel does not help. 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE]. 

Mr. WOLPE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

There is a journalist in my district in 
the city of Lansing by the name of 
John Schneider, who wrote a piece for 
the Lansing State Journal very re
cently. I would like to read a small 
portion of that article of his. 

William Trice, Jr., died Saturday of intes
tinal cancer at the age of 23. 

On Sunday morning, his widowed mother, 
Chevey Trice, went around to local churches 
with a tin cup in an effort to collect enough 
money to bury her son. She came up short. 

On Sunday afternoon she left this message 
on my office answering machine: "I'm call
ing to find out if there's any way you could 
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run something in the paper to help me bury 
my son. He died yesterday. I don't have any 
insurance. The undertakers can't do any
thing to help me because social services isn ' t 
paying anything now. Anything you could do 
to help me would be appreciated." 

Chevy Trice is broke. Her son is dead after 
an excruciating illness. Now she has to beg 
for the money it will take to put him in the 
ground. 

And we call ourselves a civilized society. 
A so-called "glitch" in the state budget 

has left $43 million in emergency funds up in 
the air, including money for indigent funer
als. 

Mr. Schneider goes on: 
They call it fiscal responsibility. They call 

it politics. They call it a " glitch" in the 
process. 

By any name, it is a mother having to beg 
for money to bury her son. 

Madam Speaker, I read that article 
because I do not know of any more 
poignant way to try to convey the 
human face that lies behind this deep, 
deep recession that we face in my State 
of Michigan, and that is faced in States 
all across this country of ours. 

I happen to have the congressional 
district in Michigan that has the low
est unemployment rate. There is no 
other district that has a lower unem
ployment rate: 7.2 percent. However , 
the unemployment rate in my congres
sional district is still higher than the 
national average. 

In district after district all across my 
State there are unemployment rates of 
8, 9, 10 percent, and higher. Ours is a 
State in crisis. Human misery is every
where. People are frustrated. They are 

. angry. They frankly cannot understand 
how a President can see fit to declare 
an emergency in order to trigger fund
ing to meet human needs around the 
world, from Bangladesh to Turkey to 
the Kurdish population, and somehow 
cannot find it within his grasp to iden
tify an emergency right here in our 
own country. 

Mr. BONIOR. How much money has 
the President declared, I might ask my 
colleague, in emergency funds for 
around the world, and how much has 
declared at home here? 

Mr. WOLPE. As of this date, there 
has been some $1 billion declared in 
emergencies, for emergencies around 
the world, and there has been $36 mil
lion committed to domestic emer
gencies. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Would the gen
tleman yield for 10 seconds? 

Mr. BONIOR. I will yield. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would ask the 

distinguished majority whip, did the 
gentleman vote for the foreign aid bill? 

Mr. BONIOR. Which one? 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Any of them. 
Mr. BONIOR. Some I have , some I 

haven' t. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Daily we hear 

that we spend too much money over
seas, and the majority from the Demo
crat Party have voted for the foreign 
aid bills. Yet they say we spend too 
much overseas. 

Mr. BONIOR. The Republicans have, 
too. Let us be clear about that. Repub
licans vote for the foreign aid bills as 
well as Democrats do. I voted for some 
and I voted against some. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I have no contest 
for that. I voted for the foreign aid 
bills. I do not stand up and lambast 
that we are spending too much over
seas in demagoguery. 

Mr. WOLPE. The point we are at
tempting to make here is that it is a 
double standard. It seems much easier 
for the President to declare an emer
gency elsewhere to allow the expendi
ture of funds that would otherwise be 
curtailed under the budget agreement. 
But when it comes to dealing with the 
situation right here at home, he finds 
himself unable to declare that same 
emergency. That is the problem we are 
trying to address. 

It is important to understand that in 
our State of Michigan not only do we 
have these extraordinarily high rates 
of unemployment, we also have a tre
mendous number of people who have 
been unemployed for a long period of 
time. There are over 750,000 individuals 
in our State that have already ex
hausted their unemployment com
pensation benefits. There are in the 
neighborhood of 134,000 people that are 
likely to exhaust their benefits in the 
next 10 months. 

Clearly, the situation we face is truly 
of critical proportions. We have a State 
in which the whole economy is falling 
apart. We have an auto industry that 
just this past week reported losses of 
some $5 billion. We have State govern
ment layoffs occurring by the thou
sands. 

Just a couple of weeks ago our Gov
ernor announced that there were some 
82,000 people being dropped from gen
eral assistance rolls. I could go on and 
on and on. 

The consequences of this recession 
are evident when you travel in my con
gressional district and throughout my 
State. 

What is happening in Michigan is not 
an isolated phenomena. It has been fas
cinating this evening to listen to the 
debate and discussion on the floor. 
Sometimes we in Michigan think, my 
gosh, it cannot be as bad elsewhere. To 
hear my colleagues from the South and 
colleagues from all around this country 
describing what is happening to people 
within their communities, within their 
local districts, it is clear that we have 
a national economic recession that is 
costing this country enormously in 
terms of economic productivity and in 
terms of human sadness. 

We are a country of increasingly 
sharp inequalities. It is absolutely re
markable that we can have a situation 
now where the top 1 percent, the 
wealthiest Americans, have as much 
income as the bottom 40 percent com
bined. What an incredible comment on 
the kind of economic concentration 
that has occurred. 

Over the past decade, just the in
crease in the income of the top 1 per
cent exceeds the increase in the income 
of the bottom 90 percent of the Amer
ican population. So not only are there 
many, many people in our country that 
are suffering as they have not suffered 
probably since the years of the Great 
Depression, but they are doing so in 
the context of seeing a very few in our 
society benefit enormously by the eco
nomic policies of this past decade. 

We have a standard of living that is 
eroding. Americans today are finding it 
increasingly hard simply to make ends 
meet. It takes two incomes simply to 
hold a family together. That is why is
sues like health care, issues like day 
care, issues of tax relief for the middle 
class, are issues that have become so 
much more central to our national po
litical debate. 
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There is probably no element of the 

population that we profess to care 
more about and yet are more victim
ized by what has been happening to our 
economy in the last decade than our 
children. What an extraordinary com
mentary it is to find that there are 
over 13 million American children 
today that live below the poverty line. 
One in every five American children 
lives in poverty, and if recent trends 
continue, one in four will be living in 
poverty by the year 2000. To make mat
ters worse , between 9 million and 12 
million of our children in this country, 
and more than 14 million women of 
child-bearing age , have no health in
surance. 

Approximately 7 million of our kids 
today do not even receive routine child 
care or medical care. In 1986, 37 percent 
of the children between 1 and 5 that 
were in families below the poverty line 
had not seen a physician within the 
past year. 

Immunization rates for preschool 
children against diphtheria and teta
nus and similar illnesses averaged 41 
percent higher in many Western Euro
pean countries than in the United 
States. 

In 1990, more than 25,000 cases of 
measles were reported in the United 
States, almost 17 times the all-time 
low number reported in 1983 and almost 
half of these cases were reported 
among preschool children. 

Something is wrong when we have a 
society that has the kind of weal th 
that is evident, if we just look at the 
upper income portion of our popu
lation, and yet we cannot meet the 
basic human needs of the children of 
our society who, I think, represent our 
future. There is something sadly wrong 
with our priorities and something ter
ribly wrong with our direction. 

We wonder, in the midst of all that 
kind of evidence of human misery, of 
neglect , why it is that people are frus
trated, why they feel alienated, why we 
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have rising ethnic and racial tension in 
our society. 

It is so clear that there is simply not 
the sense of hope that has been char
acteristic of the American experience 
over so many earlier generations. 

We are in the process right now of 
producing the first generation of Amer
icans that will not be able to keep up 
with that of their parents in terms of 
their living standards and in terms of 
their own sense of opportunity in the 
years ahead. My hope is that if we can 
begin to broaden the public debate and 
if people begin to zero in on precisely 
how truly serious our economic decline 
has been, then maybe we can mobilize 
the kind of national effort that will fi
nally get the President's attention. 

This debate over unemployment com
pensation benefits is a critical debate 
in and of itself because there are so 
many people out there that are des
perately, urgently in need. If we can re
spond to those people, we can begin to 
regenerate that sense of the possibility 
of change, the sense that there can be 
a better future, that the Government 
will finally do something meaningful 
to meet their problems and their needs. 

I hope that we do not stop there. 
There are so many other things we can 
do and must be doing in the weeks and 
months ahead. I hope the President 
will be with us rather than resist us at 
each of these steps. 

It is time to reduce the economic 
squeeze on the middle class. We can do 
that by the kind of child-care tax cred
its and tax relief legislation that have 
been offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. DOWNEY] in the House 
and Mr. GoRE in the Senate. We can 
move that legislation this year. I hope 
we will. 

We can begin to rebuild America. We 
began that process, I think, today with 
passage of the Public Works transpor
tation infrastructure legislation. We 
can begin to really create new jobs, de
cent, well-paying jobs for American 
workers throughout this land of ours 
by doing all those things that have 
been so neglected in the past decade: 
rebuilding our roads, bridges, and high
ways; attending to our educational sys
tem; beginning by making the public 
investments that are critical to our 
economic future. 

We have a huge homeless population 
today. People say, "Why are there so 
many homeless out there?" 

Well, when we cut the kind of Fed
eral support that has been out there to 
assist senior citizens and low-income 
citizens by over 70 percent in the past 
decade, of course we are not going to 
have enough housing available for peo
ple who simply do not have the pur
chasing power to acquire that housing. 
There are tremendous needs out there, 
and we can begin to meet those needs if 
we can begin to change our priorities. 

It is a big debate. I do not understand 
why there should even be a debate 

about whether or not we should go 
back and take a second look at the 
budget agreement we entered into a 
year ago. A lot has happened in this 
past year. 

The President himself has finally ac
knowledged that it is time to roll back 
the armaments, to begin to reduce our 
nuclear arsenals. Yet even as we speak, 
we have a defense budget in the neigh
borhood of $300 billion, over 60 percent 
of which is targeted at the defense of 
Europe. Is it not about time we re
evaluate where we are with all of the 
tremendous changes that have oc
curred in the course of this year? 
It is time to take that second look, 

to begin to retarget and redirect those 
resources, both to reduce the deficit 
and to meet these high priority domes
tic needs that have been so neglected 
for so many years. 

I think that if we can begin to de
velop that sense of commitment to the 
redirection of our national goals and 
priorities, we can regenerate within 
this society of ours a new sense of faith 
and confidence on the part of the 
American citizens that this Govern
ment of theirs is really working for 
them. I think that is the challenge to 
all of us in this body. 

I think that is the challenge that is 
really before our President as we speak 
this evening. I hope that President 
Bush will heed the urgency of the cries 
that are going up, not only from my 
State of Michigan but from across this 
country of ours. The need is urgent. It 
is real. It is time that he respond. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for his eloquent statement and his con
cern and his thoughtfulness about the 
future direction of the country. 

I yield to my friend from Missouri 
[Mr. WHEAT]. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

I appreciate the fact that Members 
on the other side of the aisle also want 
to participate in this debate. I have, in 
fact, listened intently to what the 
Members on the other side of the aisle 
have had to say this evening on this 
very important question. 

I came this evening to tell the story 
of one constituent of mine, but I think 
it is important before I tell her story 
that I clear up some misperceptions 
that I think have been created in the 
minds of some who may be listening to 
this debate, because as I listened, I got 
the feeling from some of the state
ments that were made that we were 
talking about a different kind of unem
ployed person than unfortunately those 
I have had the opportunity to become 
familiar with. 

The kind of people that I heard being 
talked about from the other side of the 
aisle were the people who could be 
given an incentive to go out and get a 
job by denying them unemployment 
benefits. I understand that there are 
all kinds of economic theories. I under-

stand that the gentlemen on the other 
side are sincere in their beliefs and sin
cere in their entreaties to those on this 
side of the aisle. But I think it is im
portant to recognize that when we are 
talking about unemployed people as 
counted for unemployment benefits, we 
are only talking about people who are 
seeking jobs. 

I would say I do not know how it is 
done in other States except that it is 
done the same way in every State of 
the Union, that you have to certify 
that you have an ongoing search for a 
job on a weekly basis in order to be eli
gible for unemployment benefits. 

In fact, when people become so dis
couraged after a long search for a job 
and they have been unable to get one 
that they stop looking for a job, they 
are then no longer eligible for unem
ployment benefits and not counted in 
these unemployment statistics we are 
talking about. 

In my own community in Kansas 
City almost every job that is adver
tised at a new plant opening, for every 
one job advertised, there will be hun
dreds of people who are applying for 
that job. 

But I think it is also fair, as I point
ed out, that we do not want to have a 
misconception or a misperception 
about the people who are unemployed, 
that we not have a misperception 
about the leaders of this country, and I 
have listened to some of the debate 
about the President's travels. I for one 
think it is appropriate that the Presi
dent travel around the world. I recog
nize that we in this Nation have re
sponsibilities around the world and the 
President as the leader of our Nation 
has responsibilities around the world 
also. As a Member of Congress I have 
had the opportunity to do a little trav
eling, some with the distinguished 
chairman of the Africa Subcommittee, 
Mr. WOLPE. I have traveled with him to 
South Africa, and I have traveled with 
the chairman of the Select Committee 
on Hunger to places like Peru, and 
Haiti, Somalia, the Soviet Union, 
Sudan, and Ethiopia. I have had the op
portunity to see the miserable and the 
wretched of the Earth. And we have 
started to judge some of these nations 
and the conditions in these countries 
by how they treat those in their soci
ety with the least potential to take 
care of themselves, the children in 
those countries. 

Recently, I had the opportunity to go 
to a country where the statistics and 
where the children were in a miserable 
condition in that country where one
fifth of all the children lived in pov
erty, one-fourth of all the children 
went to bed hungry every night, one
third of all of those children received 
inadequate if any health care, and one
half of all of the new homeless people 
in that country were children. Where 
was this wretched country? In Africa, 
in Asia, in South America? I think ev-
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eryone understands that the answer is 
no. This country described by a pre
vious chairman of the Select Commit
tee on Hunger, Mickey Leland, as a 
beautiful country suffering through a 
nightmare is in fact our very own be
loved United States of America. And 
this is a country that, as a result of our 
depressed economic conditions, and the 
fact that people have lost jobs through 
no fault of their own, is no longer able 
to care for its children in an appro
priate way. 

It is with this backdrop that I give 
you the story of Bonita Smith, a con
stituent in my district, one of those 
people who is currently unemployed, 
one of the people I want to defend be
cause she has been actively, like many 
other people in Kansas City, looking 
for a job for many months. 

I first came to know Mrs. Smith last 
year when she contacted me to request 
assistance with a tax liability problem 
she had. She had inadvertently be
lieved that she did not have to pay 
taxes on a deferred savings plan of ap
proximately $4,000. She was laid off 
from her job at the phone company 
where she had worked for some 19 
years. Last week she called me and 
told me that she was distraught and 
upset because her tax liability, which 
was originally about $1,400, was now 
$2,000 and growing. The reason it was 
growing is that she had been paying $50 
out of her unemployment benefits to 
attempt to cover this tax liability. The 
$50 was not enough to cover the prin
cipal and the interest and the pen
alties, and she was afraid she was going 
to lose her home because the IRS had 
placed a lien on her home. She told me 
she could no longer afford to make the 
payments because her unemployment 
benefits had run out, and she did not 
have any other source of income. She 
also said that without any income she 
did not know how she was going to be 
able to buy food, pay her utilities, pay 
for her mortgage, pay Uncle Sam, or 
pay the IRS. In tears she told me that 
she had been working for over 30 years, 
and that she had always paid her fair 
share of taxes, that she had even con
tributed time and money to help the 
needy and had not expected to become 
one of them. 

In preparation for her retirement 
years she had set up a savings plan to 
supplement her retirement pension and 
Social Security. Unfortunately, she did 
not plan to lose her job after 19 years, 
and she did not plan for it to take her 
months, if not years, because of a de
pressed economy, to be able to find a 
new job. She did not plan to spend her 
entire severance pay of $13,000 and her 
entire savings to keep a roof over her 
head and food in her mouth, because no 
one would give an individual in their 
fifties a job. 

I understand the rules of the House 
do not allow Members of Congress to 
talk directly to the President. But I 

think the President would want to hear 
from Mrs. Smith. She wanted the 
President to know that he should be 
ashamed of himself for vetoing the un
employment bill. Her unemployment 
benefit was her only source of income, 
and the only thing that kept her from 
being hungry and homeless. And it is 
the only source of income for hundreds 
of thousands of others in my area. She 
asked me: "Doesn't he understand that 
people are suffering in America?" I ex
plained to her that we did have respon
sibilities overseas. She answered that 
she felt sorry for the people around the 
world and that she felt sorry for the 
hungry people in the Soviet Union, but 
she reminded me and she wanted me to 
remind him that the American people 
put us in office, not the Soviets, and it 
is time that the President made the 
American people a priority. 

Mrs. Smith lost her home. I would 
like to be able to tell you that this is 
an isolated story. But unfortunately, it 
is not. These people have lost their 
jobs. They have lost their jobs and 
their livelihoods through no fault of 
their own. No matter who you blame, 
the Government, the President, the 
Congress, it is through no fault of the 
working people of this country that 
they cannot find jobs. 

It is time to respond to that situa
tion, to make sure not only that we 
have a growing economy, but until the 
time that the economy is capable of 
taking care of all of the displaced peo
ple in our economy, that unemploy
ment benefits continue so that people 
can continue with their lives. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for his eloquent statement. As I said 
earlier, statistics do not really I be
lieve tell the pain that is out there. I 
think my colleague from Missouri, as 
my colleague from Michigan, has viv
idly and poignantly demonstrated the 
real agony and pain out there. 

Before I yield to my friend from Indi
ana [Mr. VISCLOSKY] I want to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] 
and then I will yield after my friend 
from Indiana to the gentleman from 
the State of Washington. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. I will be 
very brief because this is a very com
pelling and a very sad story that the 
gentleman from Missouri tells. And the 
gentleman from Missouri is one of the 
better Members of this House. He is a 
very caring man and a very thoughtful 
man. 

But what we are talking about here 
is setting priorities. The lady that he 
described has every right to have those 
feelings about the President. But I 
wonder how she would have felt if she 
was told that we could have paid for 
those benefits that the gentleman from 
Missouri wants by taking it from other 
programs. To give an example, I have a 
whole list of them here, but would the 
woman he described be interested to 

know that those who are doing re
search in animal waste are doing quite 
well, and we could have taken that pro
gram. There are a lot of programs that 
we could have either reduced or elimi
nated to pay for the benefits that the 
gentleman wants for this lady, and ev
eryone wants. 

The problem here is that the Presi
dent is demanding that we pay for the 
program rather than just carte blanche 
say no, we are not going to set prior
ities. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend from Missouri to answer. 

Mr. WHEAT. I understand that the 
gentleman has asked the question in 
all sincerity, and we could talk about a 
number of budgets where the funds 
could come from to pay for unemploy
ment benefits. I for one would disagree 
strongly with the idea that we should 
sell off the airwaves at fire sale prices 
to fund unemployment benefits when 
in fact funds are available in the trust 
fund to pay for those benefits in our so
ciety. 

0 0410 
But I think what is most compelling 

would be to point out to the gentleman 
that the bill that the President is de
manding be passed would not have 
helped Mrs. Smith or any of my con
stituents at all, because under the very 
complicated formula that is included 
in that bill, despite the fact that this 
has been one of the most severe reces
sions we have ever faced, my constitu
ents would not be eligible for the ex
tended benefits in that bill. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague 
for pointing that out, as is the case in 
Michigan as well and West Virginia. 

I yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. VISCLOSKY]. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding. 

In this case, I am happy to point out 
that Indiana is not a national leader. 
We are not No. 1. We are not No. 2 in 
terms of unemployment claims in the 
United States. 

Indiana's annual rate at this point in 
time is 5.7 percent, although in terms 
of congressional districts, the First 
District in Indiana, which I represent, 
is the highest within the State, 6.6. 

What I would like to talk about be
fore I get into the question of the un
employed are those who no longer live 
in northwest Indiana who are working 
for less money than they earned just 
several years ago. 

In the previous hour, several of the 
speakers talked about the whole con
cept of hope, and I would have to agree 
with that. I think the question of hope, 
the idea of progress is fundamental in 
terms of the United States of America, 
that that next generation is going to 
be better than the last. 

When I grew up in the Glen Park 
neighborhood of Gary, it was my im
pression that that was the American 
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dream. People immigrated to the Unit
ed States of America so that they 
could get a job at that point in either 
an oil refinery or a steel mill or the an
cillary industries around them so that 
they, for the first time, could make 
sure that their children graduated from 
high school, their children could go to 
college and improve their conditions so 
that their grandchildren could have a 
better life. 

I went to school with a gentleman by 
the name of Nick Zuckatansky, a fel
low Slovak. I went to high school with 
Nick. At the end of high school when 
we graduated in 1967, we decided to 
take different career paths. I went on 
to college in Gary, IN, and Nick went 
to 4th and Broadway to get a job with 
USX Corp., a job from time to time 
from which he was laid off, but which 
he retained for nearly 16 years. 

By the end of the 1980's under Ronald 
Reagan and George Bush, his economic 
circumstances became untenable. Nick 
Zuckatansky does not show up in the 
unemployment rate in northwest Indi
ana, because he had to move. He is now 
living in the State of Arizona making 
significantly less in terms of his hourly 
wage rate, and certainly enjoying fewer 
benefits. 

I do believe it is the American tradi
tion to move to improve yourself. It is 
not the American tradition to move be
cause you are forced to, because no one 
cares about your economic plight. 

During a pancake breakfast at a 
Lions function during the spring of this 
year, I bumped into a gentleman whom 
I did not recognize who indicated that 
we had met at some time before, sev
eral years before, at a plant called 
Combustion Engineering in East Chi
cago. Subsequently that plant closed, 
and I asked him what he is doing. He is 
now working in the State of Illinois. 
He had to move to get a job. I asked 
him, "Relatively speaking, what are 
you making now compared to what you 
were making 3 years ago?" He is mak
ing half of what he made before at an 
industrial position, and his wife, who is 
a legal secretary in the city of Chicago, 
is making more than he is. · 

The fact is, in terms of studies for 
Lake and Porter Counties in Indiana, 
the personal income for nonfarm work
ers has collapsed. From 1980 to 1988, 
that percentage dropped by 22 percent 
in Lake County. It dropped 19 percent 
in Porter County. 

Certainly we see, in terms of national 
statistics, that same type of collapse. 

So I think that what we are talking 
about here is not just those raw per
centages of people who are not working 
in Gary, IN, or East Chicago, but peo
ple who have had to leave their fami
lies, who have had to leave their 
churches, who have had to leave their 
neighborhoods, their groups, social or
ganizations to get a job somewhere 
else, and in some instances, at half of 
what the rate was before. 

In terms of what the unemployment 
situation looks like today, I think it is 
grievous. The month that George Bush 
took office as President of the United 
States, 3,038,000 Americans were unem
ployed. In the month of September, 
4,801,000 individuals lost their jobs. 

Now, as I indicated on the floor of 
this Chamber 2 weeks ago, that rep
resents one American worker losing 
their job for every minute George Bush 
has been President of the United 
States, and to now not act in a decisive 
fashion, forgetting for the moment all 
of those who have seen their income 
collapse, but those who have no source 
of income, I think is unconscionable. 

The previous speaker, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE], talked 
about that next generation, and I re
turn to the concept of hope. I think 
that is why we are all, Republicans and 
Democrats in this Chamber and in the 
Government, is to make sure that that · 
next generation has a better life. 

When I was growing up during the 
1960's, the theory was "Do not trust 
anyone over 30. '' Personally, being the 
type of individual I am, I figured time 
was on my side. I did not necessarily 
subscribe to it. I think the saying has 
a lot of truth today, and in terms of 
young families aged between 25 and 34, 
if you look at their income decline, if 
you look at the slowdown of their earn
ings, if you look at their lower wage 
rates, we see a continual decline in 
terms of the types of employment, if 
employment is even available. 

I do think that we have reached a 
moment in our Nation's history where 
we have got to deal with those people 
who find themselves in a desperate sit
uation. The unemployment rate in my 
district, while not high by some States' 
standards such as the gentleman's 
State of Michigan, is, nevertheless, at 
a 5-year high in Indiana, and I do think 
it is time for the President of the 
United States to act. 

Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I want to get the gen
tlewoman from Washington on, because 
she has been here all night. She has not 
said anything yet. I only have 5 min
utes left. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. You told us you 
would yield time, 30 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Pardon me? 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. You told me in 

the beginning when you were yielding 
time that you would yield 30 minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman from 
California has been talking on this 
floor all night. He is standing up now, 
and he is suggesting that my friend, 
the gentlewoman from Washington, has 
no right to speak. I do not appreciate 
that. I do not appreciate your attitude. 
I do not appreciate the idea that you 
would come to the floor and impugn 
the integrity of the gentlewoman from 
Washington. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am impugning 
your integrity. 

Mr. BONIOR. I do not yield to the 
gentleman; I do not yield; I do not 
yield to the gentleman, wherever you 
are from. I yield to the gentlewoman 
from Washington. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Michigan controls the 
time. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Vote for the San
dinistas. 

Mr. BONIOR. That is the type of ar
gument, Mr. Speaker, that is the type 
of thing these people have resorted to. 
Now they are back to foreign policy. 
They cannot deal with the heartache at 
home. The gentleman from California 
cannot deal with the fact that his ad
ministration, his party, has put so 
many people out of work. 

The gentlewoman from Washington. 
Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. BONIOR. I will not yield. 
Mrs. UNSOELD. There has been com

ment made tonight that we on this side 
of the aisle would be able to have the 
unemployed receive benefits imme
diately if we would simply go along 
with the proposal that is coming from 
the other side of the aisle, that some
how the Democratic proposal which 
would provide an extension of benefits, 
and this time is our third attempt to 
get a bill that would be signed into 
law, 7 weeks and 13 weeks, that some
how that is a budget buster, but that 
the Republican version for 10 weeks is 
going to provide checks tomorrow. 

How could there be such a difference, 
with a maximum of 3 weeks, that one 
would be a budget buster and one 
would be a panacea for this problem 
that the United States faces? 

In the President's veto message that 
was issued earlier this month, he com
plained that the Democratic bill, un
like existing law or what DOLE was pro
posing, used the State's total unem
ployment as a standard, as the trigger 
for determining whether that State 
would be able to make use of extended 
unemployment compensation. The ad
ministration wants to use as a trigger, 
as a standard, only those unemployed 
who came from insured jobs. 

About half would not be covered 
under that kind of a standard, and, 
hence, the trigger would not take 
place. 

It is no wonder that the Republicans 
say that their bill would be preferable. 
They are going to define out of exist
ence States that have workers who 
have dropped off the edge of the cliff 
because they no longer have the ability 
to receive unemployment compensa
tion. They have not been able to stay 
in a program long enough to be able to 
get retraining. They have no options, 
and very cynically the Republicans 
would say, "We will give benefits with
in 24 hours if you will go along with 
our proposal," but they will not allow 
a trigger that would go into effect to 
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really provide the assistance we need 
right now. 

D 0420 

I regret, I say to the majority whip, 
that I have to yield back the time. I 
am going to stick around because this 
issue is too important. I have workers 
in my area who are going through such 
pain and I want to tell some of those 
stories before this night is over. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. I appre
ciate that the hour is about 4:20 a.m. 
We are all tired. We have had a long 
day. Maybe we can just take a deep 
breath and try to come to some under
standing. 

I just want to ask the gentleman, be
cause he is in the leadership and a very 
distinguished Member of the House this 
question. Why do the Democrats not 
write an unemployment compensation 
bill that is paid for, that sets prior
ities, that looks at other programs, and 
decides that maybe we could forgo a 
particular program in order to pay for 
this, in order to adhere to a budget 
agreement that the gentleman voted 
for? 

Mr. BONIOR. Well , I would answer 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas, by saying as I have on half a 
dozen occasions on this House floor, we 
believe this program has already been 
paid for by the employer through com
pensation from the employee. We have 
$8.2 billion in this fund that can and 
should be spent for those who need it. 
We tried that. We tried it twice. The 
President said no. 

But I might add, we had 365 Members 
of Congress, Republicans and Demo
crats, who agreed with that position 
the last time around. 

So we came back and we decided we 
would try something different. We de
creased the benefits. We provided a 
mechanism to finance this. We also 
took even from the President's own bill 
a partial finance mechanism that deals 
with students defaults. 

Now the President, and obviously 
Members of your own party, are sug
gesting that this is not good enough. I 
do not know where we have to go to get 
this resolved, but we will keep trying 
until the American people understand 
that we are serious about taking care 
of these people who are suffering, as 
my colleagues have demonstrated in 
their remarks this evening. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I need not say 
anything after I've said that West Virginia's un
employment rate at the present time is just 
short of being in double digits. Currently, West 
Virginia's rate is 9.8 percent. That's an aver
age statewide unemployment rate. But, Mr. 
Speaker, the unemployment rate in many 
towns and cities located in my district are in 
double digits-some that in the past relied 
solely upon the coal industry for their eco-

nomic well-being are nearing 50 percent in un
employment statistics. 

Twice we have sent the President bills that 
would have extended unemployment benefits 
for those who have exhausted the first 26 
weeks without having found a new job. Our 
bills would have extended those benefits for 
up to an additional 20 weeks, depending on 
which States have the highest rates of unem
ployment-and West Virginia would have 
qualified for the extra 20 weeks-and twice he 
has vetoed the legislation. 

It makes me wonder, really, just what is 
going on around here. 

Do we have a Democratic majority in both 
the House and the Senate, or not? Our peo
ple-all hard-working Americans who are sud
denly unemployed through no fault of their 
own-but because businesses are downsizing, 
or undergoing reductions in force for reorga
nization purposes, or going bankrupt-and 
these people have worked for decades in the 
same job, during which time their employers 
and they have contributed to what is called the 
unemployment insurance trust fund. That fund 
now boasts a surplus of $8 billion-and still 
we are told that the Congress can't override a 
veto because we provided no way-no new 
tax-with which to pay for the new extended 
benefits. We are told that to send the Presi
dent a bill with no means of paying its costs 
is bursting last year's budget agreement on 
pay-as-you-go requirements. I don't care. I 
voted against last year's so-called budget 
agreement that was built on new taxes. 

What is that unemployment insurance trust 
fund for? Why do we need a new tax if we 
have a trust fund bursting with surplus funds, 
intended for this very purpose? 

Is this trust fund, like the highway trust fund, 
being held hostage in order to mask the real 
size of the deficit-making it look smaller than 
it is? Oh. I see. Sort of the same way we used 
the Social Security Trust Fund until it was 
taken off budget, right? 

Do you want to know what I think? I think 
Americans are entitled to get back what 
they've paid into the trust fund for just such 
emergencies as this-a prolonged recession. 
This recession has cost millions of people 
their jobs, and it continues to keep jobs from 
becoming available, which in turn keeps able 
and willing workers from getting jobs, which in 
turn caused them to use up their unemploy
ment benefits. These people-and you've 
heard this all before-have home mortgages, 
children in school, young adult children in col
lege, car payments coming due, food that 
needs to be bought, and heating and medical 
bills to be met-and their benefits have run 
out and they have no place to go-except to 
their elected representatives. That's us. And 
we have tried and tried-twice going on three 
times now-to extend those benefits so 
homes are saved, and cars are not repos
sessed, and college tuitions can be paid, and 
food and clothing can be bought, and people 
don't die from lack of medical care. 

The esteemed chairman of the House Ways 
and Means Committee has a new extended 
benefits plan, which does raise taxes in order 
to fund the bill, at lesser costs, but with the 
top extension of benefits amounting to only 13 
instead of 20 weeks. Will the President find 
this one acceptable? Or will he veto it, too? 

Will either body be able to override the veto. 
I think if the House has a chance to vote it will 
be able to override a veto this time around, 
just as it would have overridden the veto of 
the last bill , had it had a chance to vote. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a lot of talk going 
around that the recession is over. Well, it isn't. 
And even if it were, it is common knowledge
common sense to everyone but the White 
House-to acknowledge what is true, and that 
is the fact that even when a recession ends 
the unemployment rate does not suddenly 
drop. Business and industry are still hesitant 
to start hiring again-and indeed a recent sur
vey of business and industry showed that they 
have no intention of taking on new hires in the 
immediate future. 

And what about areas of the country where 
it isn't bad enough that business and industry 
have a freeze on new hires for the foresee
able future-but where plant closings continue 
to be the order of the day? 

Where is that happening? In West Virginia, 
in my Fourth District. 

Once again, the Maidenform plants located 
in Princeton in Mercer County, and in Hunting
ton in Cabell County, WV, are closing down 
those two plants, tossing another 220 workers 
into the pool of the unemployed. In Mercer 
County that means 145 people out of work; in 
Cabell County, 75 persons are out of work by 
the end of this year. Merry Christmas and 
Happy New Year! 

Where will Maidenform relocate? We are 
not sure. The union representatives seem to 
think they are headed for Mexico-or offshore 
to one of their other plants already working out 
of Jamaica, the Dominican Republic, or Costa 
Rica. Or how about Florida, a right-to-work 
State. Always, when plants close in our States 
and districts, the owners seem to be headed 
anywhere where people will work for prac
tically nothing, or as in right-to-work States, at 
nonunion wages. 

This is part and parcel of what I feared the 
most when Congress agreed to the Mexico 
Free Trade Agreement and put it on a fast 
track. Every time one of us got up on the floor 
of this House and warned that jobs would dis
appear-others got up and said they wouldn't. 
They have, and they are, and they will con
tinue to move offshore and south of the bor
der, putting more and more Americans out of 
work, who will probably exhaust their unem
ployment benefits before business and indus
try begin to rehire, because this recession isn't 
over yet, whether the President has the com
mon sense to understand that or not. 

If that is what this body agreed to-and it 
did-to allow those jobs to move south-to 
move off American soil onto foreign soil-then 
the least this body can do is to enact legisla
tion allowing those who are unemployed as a 
result to draw unemployment benefits beyond 
the normal 26 week period, should they find 
themselves still unemployed at the end of that 
time period. 

Mr. Speaker, there are 11,019 workers in 
West Virginia who have exhausted their unem
ployment benefits; they've received not one 
dime since March of this year. There are 
7,442 who have exhausted their benefits, but 
are still actively looking for work. Between Oc
tober of this year and June of next year-an 
estimated 13,752 West Virginians will exhaust 
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their benefits and be eligible for extended ben
efits-if we can get a bill through. 

That is a snapshot of West Virginia's unem
ployed. 

We are told that the average American 
worker can expect to face the loss of a job at 
least once or twice during a lifetime of work
ing. Because of that, the Federal Government 
has always offered extended weeks of unem
ployment insurance to those who have lost 
jobs during periods of high unemployment. 
Since the 1950's the Government has moved 
to provide these extended benefits, each and 
every time a major economic downturn has 
occurred. 

It was during Reagan's first 100 days that a 
so-called upward revision in the so-called trig
ger or level of unemployment was enacted, 
which States were required to meet before ex
tended benefits could be made available. The 
economic conditions required to trigger ex
tended benefits under the Reagan law, which 
we are currently dealing with, are so extreme 
that most States are excluded from receiving 
them. Even so, during Reagan's administration 
we were able to get permission from the White 
House to extend benefits on a temporary 
basis on four separate occasions. 

There is no precedent for the current situa
tion. None at all. Yet between July of last 
year, and August of this year, total civilian em
ployment in the United States dropped by 1.5 
million jobs. This downturn ranks as the third 
most severe of the nine postwar recessions. 
Yet it still does not trigger automatic extended 
benefits under the Reagan trigger, and Bush 
refuses to ease that trigger. 

We have 8.5 million Americans out of work 
and out of benefits. Add the 1 million who are 
believed to have stopped looking for jobs that 
aren't there, and that total is 9.5 million Ameri
cans out of work and out of luck. It is esti
mated that an additional 2.8 million will join 
the 9.5 million out of work Americans over the 
course of the next 1 O months. That will bring 
the total to 12.3 million Americans out of work. 

Just let me reiterate here, Mr. Speaker, that 
West Virginia is one of the four States-in
cluding Michigan, Mississippi, and Massachu
setts-with the highest unemployment rates in 
the Nation. Running a close second to those 
four States just mentioned, are California, 
Pennsylvania, and New Mexico, with the sec
ond highest rates of unemployed workers. 

I know that many of us are asking President 
Bush to come back to America, and begging 
him to stop focusing on foreign affairs in order 
to help us get our own house in order. But let 
me tell you something I don't want Bush to 
come back if he is going to wear his rose-col
ored glasses through which he sees only rosy 
scenarios. We know well enough that when he 
is looking through those glasses, he sees the 
recession at an end and no need for extended 
unemployment benefits, or any other domestic 
aid. 

Take off your rose-colored glasses, Mr. 
President, and join us in a walk down Main 
Street, America, and tell us what you see, and 
what you intend to do about it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the Demo
cratic Party has traditionally been the party of 
the working-class and middle-class Americans. 
Never has this fact been so apparent as dur
ing the debate on extending unemployment 

benefits. In late July, Democrats moved to ex
tend unemployment benefits to help workers 
displaced through no fault of their own by this 
unyielding recession. Unfortunately, these ef
forts were rebuffed by an administration that 
wrongly viewed extending benefits as an im
pediment to an economic recovery, a decision 
that has defied the prescriptions of econo
mists. They assured Congress that recovery 
was right around the corner. Here we are, 
nearly 3 months later, and the recession is still 
with us. American workers are still suffering, 
and unemployment is still an emergency in 
this country. 

Democrat proposals during the summer 
tried to provide relief to those workers to help 
them get back on their feet again before the 
problem got out of control. These efforts ran 
into the brick wall of the Bush administration 
and its veto power. In July, Office of Manage
ment and Budget [OMB] Director Richard 
Darman stated that the administration would 
veto extended unemployment insurance bene
fits because the situation "would not in our 
judgment be an emergency * * * benefits 
have the perverse effect of becoming an in
centive to be unemployed." Congress, realiz
ing that the unemployment rate was growing 
without incentives, passed the first jobless 
benefit bill. 

However, the escalating unemployment rate 
was not deemed an emergency by President 
Bush, who vetoed the measure. Despite the 
President's veto, Democrats drafted another 
proposal, S. 1722, to help out-of-work Ameri
cans. This legislation provided a minimum of 7 
weeks of extended benefits for all workers 
whose benefits have expired, and a maximum 
of 20 if the State's total unemployment rate 
was above 8 percent. S. 1722 would have pro
vided extended benefits to about 80 percent of 
all individuals who exhausted their benefits 
within the last 6 months, as well as to all indi
viduals who are expected to exhaust their 
benefits in the next 10 months. California, 
whose unemployment rate was 7 .9 percent in 
September, would have been eligible for 13 
weeks of extended benefits. 

These efforts were again thwarted by the 
administration. On the positive side, some 
progress was made. Although the administra
tion still did not consider unemployment to be 
a domestic emergency, at least they recog
nized that there was a problem. In response, 
a Republican alternative was offered by Sen
ator DOLE. Members of Congress urged this 
bill to be passed because the President would 
support its passage. Unfortunately, this was a 
case of too little too late. This bill would pro
vide 6 weeks for benefits if a State's adjusted 
insured unemployment rate exceeded 5 per
cent, and 1 O weeks if it exceeded 6 percent. 
This measure would have excluded more than 
80 percent of individuals who have exhausted 
benefits during the last 6 months. Under the 
Democratic bill, the unemployed would have 
received, on average, about $655, or 57 per
cent, more in total benefits than under the 
Dole proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has requested 
emergency funding to help the Kurds, Turkey, 
the Sudan, Angola, Bangladesh, and Ethiopia. 
He has denied such funds to the unemployed 
of America. Maybe this is why 70 percent of 
the American people think that the President 

spends too much time on foreign problems 
and not enough on the problems of this coun
try. Only 37 percent approve of his handling of 
the economy. It is time to get this administra
tion to concentrate its vision on the problems 
in our country. 

Unemployment statistics continue to illus
trate the seriousness of this situation. Between 
July 1990 and August 1991, the U.S. economy 
lost 1.5 million jobs. During the last 6 months, 
more than 1.8 million Americans have ex
hausted their unemployment benefits. While 
these numbers are sobering, they do not tell 
the frustration and the pain felt by the individ
uals who have been affected by this impasse. 
People such as Donald Lebel from Long 
Beach, who has been out of work for a year 
due to the recession. His benefits ran out 6 
months ago, and he and many others in my 
district want to know what we are going to do 
about it? I say to Donald and to the rest of the 
people in my district that the Democratic Party 
will continue its effort to pass an unemploy
ment bill that will provide real help during your 
time of need. We will be where we have al
ways been, on your side. 

Mr. STOKES. I want to thank the distin
guished majority whip, Mr. BONIOA, for orga
nizing this special order to emphasize the 
plight of the unemployed in America, and the 
imperative need to provide these honest, hard
working people with extended unemployment 
benefits while they continue to search for 
work. I also want to thank my colleague, the 
gentlelady form Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR], for talking 
this time to participate in the special order, 
and allow other members of the Ohio delega
tion to share their thoughts on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I deem it an utter travesty that 
we are still here discussing the need for ex
tended unemployment benefits after Congress 
has already enacted two bills to provide these 
benefits to America's unemployed. It is uncon
scionable that the President has not recog
nized the urgent need for extending unemploy
ment benefits, and continues to cling to the 
theory that the recession is over, and that ex
tended benefits are unnecessary. I think that 
the President's position on this issue is, to use 
his own words, "pure garbage." 

I raised the issue of an extension of unem
ployment benefits with the administration dur
ing appropriations hearings, and was told that 
the administration anticipated a mild reces
sion, with relatively few people exhausting 
their unemployment benefits. The numbers 
have proved otherwise. There are over 8.5 
million Americans out of work, and 3.5 million 
unemployed workers are expected to exhaust 
their benefits this year. Only 38 percent of 
those out of work get unemployment bene
fits-a historic low. 

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe that legislation 
to provide extended unemployment benefits is 
absolutely necessary in light of the current re
cession. Permit me to cite unemployment sta
tistics from my hometown of Cleveland, OH. 
According to a recent report of the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, in 1990, Cleveland had the 
highest unemployment rate for blacks among 
large U.S. cities for the second year in a row. 
The overall unemployment rate in Cleveland in 
1990 was second in the Nation, trailing only 
Detroit among large cities. These rankings do 
not tell the whole story; the actual numbers 
are startling. 
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In 1990, the black unemployment rate in 

Cleveland was 20.7 percent. In other words, 
more than one in five of Cleveland's blacks 
was unemployed. The overall unemployment 
rate was 13.8 percent, meaning that more 
than one in eight of all Clevelanders was un
employed last year. 

More importantly, these numbers do not tell 
the real story, because unemployment figures 
are not valid estimates of the true unemploy
ment rate. Official Government unemployment 
estimates do not count workers who have ex
hausted their benefits or given up searching 
for jobs that simply are not available. These 
statistics also count part-time workers as part 
of the labor force, which completely ignores 
the fact that these lndivtduals are under
employed. 

In addition, the unemployment rate does not 
even begin to touch upon itil'e most painful as
pect of the current recession that was brought 
about by 1 O years of Reagan-Bush economic 
policies which reaped massive budget deficits, 
the savings and loan debacle, and tripled the 
public debt. The most painful legacy of the 
Reagan-Bush era is the sickening statistics on 
the growing poverty rate in America. 

In Cuyahoga County, OH, nearly one-fifth of 
the population live jn poverty. Within the city of 
Cleveland, over 40 percent of the population is 
poor. Since 1980, the county's poverty rate 
has increased by 41 .8 percent. An even more 
disturbing trend reflected in these factors is 
that during the last 5 years, a large majority of 
the county's poverty growth has been in the 
suburbs, not in the city of Cleveland. 

Mr. Speaker, extending unemployment ben
efits beyond 26 weeks is absolutely nec
essary. I can hardly imagine a situation which 
could be more damaging to the self-esteem 
and mental health of an individual than to be
come unemployed. Consider how much more 
painful it must be to still not be able to find 
work after searching for work for more than 6 
months. 

The administration tells us that the recovery 
has begun. Where is the recovery in Cleve
land, Mr. Speaker? Our unemployed workers 
cannot use promises of a recovery to pay their 
rent, or to purchase food and clothing. Our un
employed workers cannot use statistical deci
mal points from Labor Department reports to 
buy supplies for children preparing to start 
school this fall. 

Opposition to extending unemployment ben
efits on the basis of an illusory promised re
covery is a slap in the face of millions of citi
zens. If the President can find an emergency 
in Kuwait, or im Kurdistan, what about Cleve
land? Let's ·not hear talk about the budget or 
the deficit from the administration whose 
budgets and economic policies over the last 
11 years produced the deficit and the reces
sion that produced the unemployment situation 
that ·extension of benefits 'is designed to ad
dress. 

I urge President Bus.h to staow compassion 
to the millions of Amet:icans who .face the trag
edy of being unemployed ,every day. Show the 
working men and women that yoo :care about 
them and their plight by sjgning jegislation to 
provide extended benefits to help them when 
they are in their time of most desperate need. 
President Bush, sign 1egislation to extend un
employment benefits because •t is the cam-

passionate and humane thing to do, because 
it is reasonable and absolutely necessary for 
millions of American workers. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, each time the 
House has considered legislation to extend 
unemployment benefits I have supported it, al
though reluctantly. I was not reluctant to pro
vide benefits to these workers-it clearly is the 
right thing to do. Rather, I was reluctant to 
support the previous bills because they did not 
meet the pay-as-you-go requirements that 
were established in last year's budget agree
ment. I feel that complying with the budget 
agreement-as it is written today-is crucial if 
we have any chance of reducing the Federal 
deficit which continues to skyrocket. Because 
the bill before the House today meets the pay
as-you-go requirements established last year, 
I wholeheartedly support it. 

This bill clearly and straightforwardly ad
dresses the concerns raised by the President 
when he scuttled the iJ'r:evious two bills that 
this Congress has ·passed. The benefits are 
completely funded ·CJWr :the next 5 'Years so 
that it will not add 1to this Nation's lllorrendous 
deficit. 

The measures adopted to finance the bill 
are reasonable. One of the provisions-per
manently exlemaing the IRS' tax refund offset 
program-is "the .same as was proposed in the 
Republican extended benefit bill. The other 
two measures-extending the temporary por
tion of the Federal unemployment tax for an 
additional year and temporarily increasing the 
tax base by $700--are natural provisions for 
funding an extension of unemployment bene
fits. 

The funding provisions of the bill were de
signed so that they would not exacerbate the 
difficulties employers are facing in today's 
economy. The changes to the Federal unem
ployment tax paid by employers will not begin 
to take effect until 1993, when it is widely ex
pected that the economy will be in better 
shape. By delaying this tax increase until 1993 
we allow employers to recover from the reces
sion. 

In addition to being fiscally responsible, the 
bill makes two changes to the unemployment 
compensation system that Congress has pre
viously supported. First, it allows the States to 
provide unemployment benefits to nonprofes
sional school employees between academic 
years or terms. This provision has passed the 
House three separate times, only to be strick
en by the Senate. 

The other provision provides unemployment 
benefits to ex-service members on the same 
basis as we provide benefits to civilian em
ployees. Currently, ~ex-service members must 
wait 4 weeks before tthey can begin collecting 
unemployment benelits. Civilian employees 
begin receiving benefits after only 1 week. Ex
service members also ;cmly receive 13 weeks 
of benefits, instead of the 26 weeks that are 
provided to civilian empkl>yees. This bill puts 
ex-service members on an f.0ven basis with ci
vilian employees. 

In summary, this bill does all the right 
things. It provides desperately needed benefits 
to unemployed workers, and it does so in a 
fiscally responsible way. Jt also corrects two 
aspects of the current unemployment com
pensation system that should be corrected. 
Now we need to do the right thing and pass 
this bill. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, a single night 
cannot solve the increasing problem of unem
ployment in America. 

But perhaps, Mr. Speaker, a single night
a vigil by Members of Congress from all 
across this Nation-will send a message to 
the White House that will be heard, and that 
will be heeded. 

That message, Mr. Speaker, is that the 
American people are hurting. 

We are suffering from the bruising effects of 
domestic economic policies that have failed, 
that are insensitive, and that are the product 
of ideologues at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. 

I would like to congratulate our majority 
whip, my fine friend and colleague, DAVID 
BONIOR of Michigan, for his leadership in con
fronting this legacy left to our Nation by the 
Reagan and now the Bush administrations. 

And I would also like to thank the distin
guished majority whip for this opportunity to 
get the message to the White House that 
Americans are suffering from the recession 
that the White House would have us believe is 
over. 

More than eight million Americans are un
employed in America tonight 

Their unemployment benefits are expiring 
rapidly. 

In many cases. those benefits have expired 
already. 

Is the recession over when 6 million Ameri
cans cannot find jobs and less than 40 per
cent of these parents and pr:()fessionals con
tinue to receive unemploymer.it benefits? 

No, Mr. Speaker. l dofil't think so. And those 
8 million Americalils 'know so. 

People are givirig up, drmpping out of the 
statistics. 

Others are taking part-iime jobs or mini
mum-wage jobs that cannot meet their finan
cial needs. 

Even in mor.e prosperous regions 'like my 
own home-Silicon Valley, CA-the cost of liv
ing is so high that when people are suddenly 
out of work and unable to find 1obs, they find 
it immediately difficult to put food on the table 
and keep a roof over their heads. 

Oftentimes, Mr. Speaker, their only option is 
the supplement provided by amendment insur
ance benefits. 

And with the recession draggiA.Q ·On and 
those benefits running out, the only thing on 
the increase is desperatioir-not hope. 

Every day, my office receives ca.Us from 
constituents who spend hours fining out appli
cations for employment, yet find opportunities 
scarce. 

This Member of Congress needs no lectures 
from the White House. 

Don't try to oonvince me that people aren't 
suffering, or that they'd use extended benefits 
as an incentive not to work. 

Americans want to work, Mr. Speaker. 
Americans want to pay their own way. 
But housing costs money. Real money. 
So does food and electricity and clothing 

and transportation and medical care. 
How can anyone seriously believe that un

employment benefits are anything more than a 
temporary safety net? 

How can anyone seriously believe that un
employed breadwinners want to watch their 
families doing without, that they want to watch 
everything that they've ever worked for go 
down the drain? 
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How many Americans have become re

signed to living out of their cars or in shelters? 
Tell me, Mr. Speaker, is that now the Amer

ican dream? 
I certainly hope not. 
This Congress passed a modest provision 

to help people survive while Democrats try to 
redirect our national priorities and undo the 
damage of the last 1 O years of the Reagan
Bush White House. 

The first time we sent our bill up to the 
White House, the President signed it into 
law-but he then refused to implement it. 

And then, more recently, he just said no, 
and the Senate failed to override his veto. 

I cannot understand how the President of 
the United States can look out of the oval of
fice window and fail to see millions of unem
ployed Americans who need to be helped dur
ing the recession which he and the ideologues 
at the White House have created through 
failed economic policies. 

Americans are willing ta help people all over 
the world, and I hope that will always be the 
case. 

But we must also help our own, and we 
must do it now. 

When faced with pictures and videotapes of 
the damage and destruction wrought by the 
firestorm that recently swept through the Oak
land-Berkeley Hills area in California, the 
President reacted, as he should, in an imme
diate and humanitarian manner. 

How then can he continue to ignore the 
cries for help of those people who, through no 
fault of their own, find themselves unemployed 
and in need of help? 

These are Americans who do not readily 
ask for assistance. 

These are Americans who want jobs, who 
want to work, who are asking only for a short
term assist during this particularly trying time. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that our 
friends and neighbors are due that much from 
Washington, at the very least. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to echo 
my colleagues' most serious concern for the 
economy and especially for those Americans 
who have been hardest hit by the current 
recesssion-the unemployed. 

Americans across the country share this 
concern. Today's Washington Post reports 
that 42 percent of Americans named unem
ployment and the country's economic prob
lems as their biggest concern, and nearly half 
of those interviewed believed that Americans 
are worse off now than they were 4 years ago. 
According to the poll, 60 percent of those sur
veyed disapprove of the way the President is 
handling the economy. 

Many working Americans who sympathized 
with the unemployed a few months ago are 
today finding themselves out of the work force. 
And, unfortunately, there is no guarantee that 
more jobs won't be lost tomorrow, next week, 
or even next month. 

And what is the administration's response? 
They keep repeating the same old rhetoric
there is no emergency, recovery is right 
around the corner, and what we need is a cut 
in the capital gains tax to stimulate the econ
omy. 

Well the economy has not improved since 
we first debated an unemployment benefit ex
tension in August, and in fact it has gotten 

worse. Even greater numbers of unemployed 
Americans have exhausted their unemploy
ment benefits, and they are growing weary by 
these day as they struggle to make ends 
meet, hold on to their homes, and feed their 
families. 

I would like to share with you the excerpts 
of a letter I have received from one of my con
stituents in southern New Jersey. 

Mrs. Janet Kauffmann from Bridgeton, New 
Jersey, writes: 

"My husband was laid off December 17, 
1990, because of restructuring within the de
partment. He was told he had been a good 
worker-he worked for this company for 15 
years-but he made the most money in his 
department and the easiest way to cut costs 
was to let him go. 

They gave him 6 weeks severance pay, and 
health insurance for 3 weeks. Then he signed 
up for unemployment. My husband was a 
maintenance supervisor and now he can't 
find a job pumping gas. You see he is 50 years 
old. 

He received 61h weeks of extended unem
ployment, now that has run out. He is still 
looking for work daily, applying to places as 
far away as Philadelphia which is 1 hour and 
15 minutes from our home. 

My husband has a child from a previous re
lationship. He is expected to continue to pay 
$65 per week in child support even though his 
unemployment has run out he has absolutely 
no income. 

I have a 12-year-old daughter that lives 
with me on a shared-custody basis. I make 
$17,000 a year as a secretary. I am the sole 
support of our family right now, trying to 
make ends meet, feed the family, and pay all 
the bills. 

We have gone through more than half of 
our savings, just to keep up with the month
ly bills, Now with Christmas on the way, and 
with a 9-year-old and a 12-year-old, how 
merry will it be? 

I see recession in my future. I do not see an 
economic upturn. Do you think you and your 
family could live on $17,000 per year? If not, 
please help the unemployed, while they con
tinue to look for work, for their self esteem, 
and a decent standard of living. Please vote 
to extend the unemployment benefits." 

Mr. Speaker, we owe it to American fami
lies, like the Kauffmann's, to provide what little 
relief we can during these difficult economic 
times. I strongly urge the President to recon
sider his position on the extension of unem
ployment benefits. 

A thousand points of light will be a little help 
or consolation to the families of unemployed 
workers this holiday season because too 
many Americans have had their lights extin
guished by the recession. 

We can, however, make this holiday season 
a little brighter for American families. Let's 
give these families some hope by passing an 
unemployment benefit extension. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, it is a real 
shame that we are here again to discuss un
employment compensation extension legisla
tion. Hopefully, this time, with a little coopera
tion from the President and the Senate, we 
can enact legislation to extend unemployment 
benefits to those Americans who have ex
hausted their compensation. 

Yesterday, the House Committee on Ways 
and Means marked up the bill, H.R. 3575, the 
third unemployment compensation extension 
plan this session. I am sure I do not have to 

remind my fellow Members and the American 
public what happened to the previous two un
employment measures we sent down to 1600 
Pennsylvania Avenue for approval. To put it 
mildly, the needs and cries of the American 
people were flatly ignored. 

In an effort to make the White House and 
the Senate a bit more receptive to the idea of 
extended benefits, the provisions in this legis
lation permit up to 13, rather than 20 weeks of 
additional assistance for people who have ex
hausted their benefits. 

Fortunately, there are many of us who will 
continue pushing for extended unemployment 
benefits; we will not stop our fight to bring re
lief to the constituents in our congressional 
districts who have exhausted their benefits, 
and those who are about to. Unfortunately, Mr. 
Speaker, we have a President who does not 
see or understand the unemployment prob
lems facing our Nation. He feels that we just 
want to give handouts to people who are too 
lazy to work or look for a job. 

Well, I can assure the President that we are 
not giving handouts to anybody, we are mak
ing an effort to give the people back some of 
their hard-earned tax dollars to keep them on 
their feet while they continue their search for 
some type of employment. 

Currently in the United States, there are ap
proximately 8.5 million Americans who are out 
of work. Another 423,000 have just filed their 
initial unemployment insurance claims. Back 
home in my district, we have lost thousands of 
jobs over the past few years and we have lost 
them because of unfair foreign competition 
that has deindustrialized the United States. 

During the so-called largest economic ex
pansion of our time, the Reagan revolution, 
southwestern Pennsylvania continued to lose 
thousands of manufacturing jobs to overseas 
competitors who manipulate our market for 
their own selfish interests. Can anybody tell 
me why we are letting so many foreign goods 
into this country when it is obviously destroy
ing our manufacturing infrastructure and job 
market? We are not even treated fairly in the 
international marketplace. As a resultant, there 
are lost jobs in McKeesport; lost jobs in Pitts
burgh; lost jobs in Pennsylvania; and yes, lost 
jobs in America. 

As I have stated on this floor countless 
times before, my own district has undergone a 
transition that has forced the jobs of some 
40,000 steelworkers to be reduced to barely 
5,000 workers involved with the creation of 
steel, iron, and coke. Now, even as we speak, 
some of those remaining 5,000 workers are 
worried about where their next paycheck will 
come from. 

Of the 67 counties in Pennsylvania, Alle
gheny County has the second highest number 
of unemployed people in the State. In Alle
gheny County alone, there are 34,300 people 
who are out of work; and another 7 ,515 have 
exhausted their unemployment benefits. 

Westmoreland County is also hard hit. Al
though Westmoreland County is less popu
lated than Allegheny County, there are 10,600 
people who are jobless and 2,753 of them 
have · exhausted their unemployment benefits. 

If you put these figures together, these two 
southwestern Pennsylvania counties account 
for a total of 44,900 people who are out of 
work and another 10,268 who have exhausted 



October 23, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

their unemployment benefits between the 
months of March and August 1991. Do these 
figures portray an economic recovery in the 
United States? If there has been one it sure 
seems to have either ignored or bypassed 
southwestern Pennsylvania. 

Since 1988, the present administration has 
been touting an economic policy which has 
the lowest growth rate in modern history-less 
than 1 percent in over a 3-year period. Even 
President Ford, who was in office less than 3 
years had a better growth rate than this ad
ministration. I personally cannot recall a time 
when economic growth has been so stagnant. 
The situation we are confronted with tells me 
we have a President who is more concerned 
with his image overseas than he is with the 
welfare of the American people. Mr. Speaker, 
it is obvious that he lacks the wherewithal to 
produce an effective domestic policy. 

Many will say that new jobs have been cre
ated in some other sector of the economy and 
I will agree with them; but those workers who 
are fortunate enough to step into one, do it 
knowing they are going to earn considerably 
less, they know they will be denied adequate 
health care and possibly even a feasible re
tirement plan. They take the job because they 
have to provide for themselves and their fami
lies. 

As we are discussing a method to extend 
unemployment benefits, I must wonder why 
the American worker has been put on the 
backburner and misled into believing that this 
Nation is on the road to economic recovery. 
The American worker has helped us industri
alize this Nation; they have helped us win 
wars; and they have helped us become one of 
the strongest economic countries in the world. 

Mr. Speaker, we must make the President 
understand and admit that there is a problem 
out there and steps need to be taken to help 
relieve those people who have lost their bene
fits and who are suffering because of the re
cession that is plaguing our country. I believe 
it is high time we start repaying American 
workers for what they have done for America 
and the least we can do is grant them an ad
ditional 13 weeks of unemployment benefits. 

The administration and this body have been 
eager to assist nations overseas who have 
been struck by emergencies, let us now give 
the American people the same consideration. 
Mr. Speaker, when this legislation is consid
ered on the floor of the House, it will be our 
job to send a message to the White House so 
our President recognizes the unemployment 
emergency existing in his own backyard. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to join 
my colleagues in this special order discussing 
the sad state of our economy and the despair 
of many Americans. For America's working 
families and those who have lost their jobs are 
suffering during these recessionary times. 
Don't let anyone tell you any different. 

Since last July, Congress has been working 
to provide emergency unemployment insur
ance compensation to thousands of Ameri
cans who are unemployed. We have already 
passed two emergency unemployment bills, 
but to no avail. S. 1722, our most recent bill, 
would have provided up to 20 weeks of vital 
relief for Americans who have lost their jobs 
by no fault of their own. Unfortunately, our 
kinder and gentler President vetoed this bill. 

He did not want to admit to the American peo
ple how much trouble our economy was in. 

Well, today's headlines and the latest polls 
show that Americans are suffering. They know 
that business losses are growing and that 
there has been a loss in the number of avail
able jobs and a steady increase in the number 
of unemployed and underemployed Ameri
cans. The polls show that unemployment has 
replaced crime and drugs as the Nation's big
gest problem. 

President Bush maintains that the Nation's 
economy is on the upswing and the recession 
is over. Recently, the Labor Department an
nounced that the unemployment rate for the 
month of September fell to 6.7 percent. The 
administration portrays this as an indication 
that the job situation is improving. This is an 
illusion. The number of discouraged workers
those who have given up looking because 
they cannot find work-rose in September 
alone, by 106,000 to 1 .1 million. Furthermore, 
aggregate unemployment figures obscure the 
severity of the situation in particular States. 
For example, in Michigan, unemployment is at 
9.7 percent; in Massachusetts, it is 9.2 per
cent; in California, it is 7.7 percent. 

A constituent of mine in Los Angeles who 
asked that I support the Emergency Unem
ployment Insurance Act wrote: 

I agree with all Senators who stated that 
the Congress must take care of Americans in 
our present recession, without the Presi
dent's obvious apathy toward the American 
people. The President allows emergency aid 
for Desert Storm and Kurdish aid, why not 
the similar interest toward citizens of our 
country? 

That's a good question. Congress has been 
addressing the needs of those at home as 
well as those abroad. We have consistently 
supported measures that provide support for 
the working people of America. Measures 
such as the Family and Medical Leave Act, 
Higher Education Act, affordable housing, 
child care and Head Start for our Nation's chil
dren have demonstrated our commitment to 
working families. 

We now have a compromise unemployment 
bill coming through the pipeline. With its own 
funding mechanism, this measure would pro
vide up to 13 weeks of extended unemploy
ment benefits for an estimated 3 million vic
tims of the current recession. Hopefully, the 
President will not deny the American people 
any longer. 

People out of work need help with their 
mortgage payments and other essential 
household expenses, including food. The new 
bill will ease the minds of unemployed people 
by helping them out for a few more weeks. 

THE UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
EVANS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DOOLITTLE] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I misspoke 
earlier. I said that every Member from 
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that side of the aisle who has spoken in 
this all-night special order voted for 
the budget agreement and I excepted 
the gentleman from North Dakota who 
voted against it, but I did say that he 
voted for the first budget agreement 
that was defeated, and I misspoke. 

The gentleman from North Dakota 
[Mr. DORGAN] did not vote for either of 
the budget agreements, and I might 
add that the gentlewoman from Wash
ington also voted against both budget 
agreements. Therefore, I do not hold 
them responsible for all the jobs that 
were lost because of the budget agree
ments. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Let me direct my remarks to the ma
jority whip who has just spoken. 

Once again, I have watched on the 
House floor and I would like to get the 
attention of the majority whip, from 
the beginning of this special order. 

First, I watched our people yielding 
in a give and take that I thought was 
beneficial to the debate. That abruptly 
ceased with the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY] taking his hour and 
refusing to yield, being less than cour
teous to our Members. 

I watched the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] a few minutes 
ago stand up for about 25 minutes wait
ing to get one question in. When he ob
jected to the whip not yielding to him, 
the whip abruptly turned on him and 
lost his temper. 

I guess I have come to the conclusion 
that if this is the same comity with 
which we are working, you believe you 
are working in a reasonable way with 
the administration on putting together 
an unemployment insurance bill for 
the people of this country, I can under
stand why there has not been an agree
ment between the administration and 
the Democrat leadership of this House. 

Now, the majority whip also said, 
"Why are you bringing foreign policy 
into this?" 

The gentleman from San Diego, CA, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, brought it in for the 
simple reason that it had already been 
injected in the debate by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE], 
who is the chairman of a major sub
committee with respect to Africa and 
funding, sending American foreign aid 
dollars to Africa. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
WOLPE] was implying that the Presi
dent of the United States, in fact say
ing the President of the United States, 
spends a great deal of time and money 
helping other people around the world. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] was responding to that 
particular point with respect to foreign 
policy. 

So let me just say to my friend, look
ing at this from an objective viewpoint 
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as a guy who likes give and take debate 
and who has engaged in it with the 
gentleman from Michigan on several 
other occasions when we have had spe
cial orders, it looks to me like the time 
that we have had tonight has been done 
under the basis of what is the Demo
crat time is Democrat time, and what 
is Republican time is negotiable. 

I would like to ask the gentleman to 
yield to the whip for a response. I 
think the whip owes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] an 
apology. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Well, on the contrary, 
Mr. Speaker, quite the contrary. 

Let me just say that before I spoke I 
laid out for my colleagues on this side 
of the aisle what we were going to do. 
I was going to make a statement. I was 
going to yield to my colleagues who 
had not spoken who had been here all 
night. 

The gentleman fro!£ California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM], the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. HUNTER] and others have 
been speaking on this floor. We have 
had people all night who have not had 
a chance to respond. I yielded a half a 
dozen times during my time in the 
well, so it is not fair to suggest that I 
did not yield. I would have yielded 
longer, except I have people here who 
have been here all night who need to 
make a statement. 

Now, with respect to the foreign pol
icy issue, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] stood up and 
called me a Sandinista. I did not ask 
that his words be taken down. The gen
tleman knows and I know and every
body else knows what that means. He 
was basically calling me a Communist 
on the floor of the House. I did not ask 
that his words be taken down, because 
I thought that would be going too far. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, without 
addressing the gentleman's discussion 
with the gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM], let me simply go to 
the first point that the gentleman 
made. The first point that he made was 
that Democrats have waited for a long 
time to speak and he wanted to make 
sure they had a chance to speak. 

My suggestion to him would be sim
ply this, that in that case he could 
have explained that in an even-handed 
manner. 

Mr. BONIOR. I did twice. 
Mr. HUNTER. Well, let me just say 

this gentleman thought that the way 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] described it, we were 
going to have a back and forth discus
sion. That was my understanding. 

But second, we have had Republicans 
waiting. 

Now, when the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. GINGRICH] was yielding and 
other people on his side of the aisle, we 
had eight Republicans waiting here for 
their time. Some of them left because 
they never got a chance. 

Mr. BONIOR. So did our people leave. 
Mr. HUNTER. The point is that both 

sides had people inconvienced because 
of the fact that we had a back and 
forth discussion. That was not unrea
sonable from our point of view, and I 
do not think it should have been unrea
sonable from the majority side. 

Mr. BONIOR. But common courtesy, 
obviously, we have seen people sitting 
here for hours. Let them make a state
ment before I yield. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me just say to the 
gentleman, the gentleman lost his tem
per. 

Mr. BONIOR. I did lost my temper. I 
lost my temper on what I lost my tem
per on. 

Mr. HUNTER. Now, we have sat here 
on this side of the aisle and heard some 
pretty strong language from the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
without anybody getting up and re
turning it in kind. 

I think as the gentleman from Texas 
said, it is a later hour. We have had a 
long debate over a very important 
issue. I simply think that the gen
tleman has not been temperate in his 
treatments and I do not think that the 
majority side has been fair in their 
treatment in this special order. 

Now, I have mentally allotted this 
time that we have had on back and 
forth discussions, and I would simply 
say that it looks to me it has been 
about two to one on our side. Our peo
ple have been yielding about twice as 
much time as the other side has. 

Mr. BONIOR. Well, there are more of 
us than there are of you. 

Mr. HUNTER. Well, I think that is 
true, and I think that attitude has per
vaded these special orders. 

Mr. BONIOR. Well, it is a reality in 
terms of people speaking. I mean, the 
gentleman will admit that. 

D 0430 

Mr. HUNTER. No, I am saying with 
respect to the speakers who have stood 
up. 

Mr. BONIOR. Is the gentleman deny
ing the fact that we have more Mem
bers than yours and that our people 
want to speak here? 

Mr. HUNTER. No. Taking that as a 
given, I am saying for every Democrat, 
in my estimation, who has stood up 
and taken his time, he has yielded 
about half as much as the average Re
publican who has stood up and taken 
his time to speak on the House floor. 
So in my estimation these has been un
equal treatment. There has not been 
comity on the floor of the House to
night, and that has been the result of 
some unreasonable refusing to yield on 
your side. 

I do not think we need to beat this 
thing to death. But when we have our 
discussion in the future, I think the 
gentleman on the other side respects 
and appreciates a good back-and-forth 
debate as much as we do and we would 
be happy to give more time to the 
gentlelady from Washington who wants 
to talk about her unemployment situa
tion in Washington. 

We would also like to talk about the 
spotted owl because I think they 
have-my visit to Washington indi
cated to me that they also had a part 
to play in this situation. 

But I thank the gentleman for listen
ing to me, and I hope that we can have 
a little more comity in the future. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, first of all, Mr. Major
ity Whip, I sat here for a full hour and 
requested time to speak and I was de
nied. I sat a second hour, requested 
three times and was denied, regardless 
of the number of people, to make a 
point. 

When I had my time, the gentleman 
asked if he could speak, and I was still 
upset at not having any opportunity to 
speak, and out of courtesy to the ma
jority whip I stated I would be happy 
to, even in lieu that we were not given 
time. At that time he stated that we · 
would be given time in the debate, 
back and forth. 

I would like to make clear also for 
the record that I did not call the gen
tleman a Sandinista, I said "support 
your Sandinistas." The gentleman 
talks about foreign aid, you talk about 
who we support in foreign aid, and that 
is exactly what I was talking about. 

I apologize for losing my temper. 
But at the same time, I was denied 

time for 3 hours in a row, I say to the 
majority whip, and that is not right. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. RIGGS]. 

Mr. RIGGS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

This is really for the purpose of ad
dressing the majority whip because I 
too was waiting with a great deal of 
anticipation for the second half-hour of 
his hour during which he promised the 
opportunity for some debate or at least 
a colloquy. I harken back to the major
ity whip's comments when this legisla
tion first came before the Committee 
on Rules because I watched that tele
vised proceeding in its entirety and I 
can well recall, as I am sure the major
ity whip does, that when the minority 
whip came before the Committee on 
Rules and offered his economic growth 
package either as an en block amend
ment or as a substitute amendment, 
the majority whip showed some inter
est in that legislation. In fact, I think 
the majority whip made some com-
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ments to the effect that there were 
some things in that package that the 
majority whip would like to see actu
ally become legislation at some point 
in time. 

So I had intended, and that is why I 
prevailed on my colleague to yield to 
me now, I had intended to ask the ma
jority whip if he could identify for us 
what in that package he found attrac
tive, since there have been allusions on 
his side of the aisle this evening about 
moving the economy forward, getting 
that economic engine going again. I 
cannot quite see how, as important as 
it may be, how unemployment com
pensation benefits or the extension 
thereof would help to start that eco
nomic engine again. 

Furthermore, the majority whip re
ferred to apparently some recent public 
opinion surveys where this whole issue, 
as he described it, the unemployment 
compensation issue is very much on 
the minds of Americans. But by his 
own statistical breakdown, I think he 
referred to a 20-percent figure of the 
Americans listing unemployment con
cerns as the No. 1 issue on their minds 
and 17 percent, almost an identical 
number, concerned about the general 
condition of the economy and our eco
nomic future in the short term in this 
country. 

So I thank my colleague for yielding, 
for this opportunity to pose that ques
tion to the majority whip. Again, he 
showed some interest, some receptivity 
to the minority whip's comments be
fore the Committee on Rules. I would 
like to know what in that package he 
found attractive, what we can do to get 
the economic engine going again and, 
frankly, when we might be able to look 
to some sort of initiative on that side 
of the aisle so that we can focus on 
these very important economic growth 
and job-creation measures as well. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the minority whip, 
when he came before the Committee on 
Rules, laid out his package which in
cluded five or six different programs of 
growth, some of which I think were 
very helpful and positive, and I will 
just give an example here. 

He talked about enterprise zones. I 
am an advocate of enterprise zones. I 
am an advocate, quite frankly, of cap
ital gains targeted to enterprise zones. 
I have seen them work in cities. I 
would suggest that that is not a bad 
component to have, from my own 
standpoint-I do not speak for my 
party; this is my own personal view-in 
a growth package at some point. 

Now, whether that is possible, given 
the complexity of putting together a 
package this fall, I do not know. I 
think the heart of our package or any 
package that we do this fall in the mid
dle-class tax cuts, I think ought to be 

the heart and soul of the engine that 
makes it go. 

But enterprise zones and other issues 
that the gentleman from Georgia 
raised that were attractive, and I am 
sure would be attractive to others in 
our party. 

First, Senator BENTSEN is interested, 
obviously, and attracted to the IRA 
proposal. 

So that is my answer to that. 
Mr. RIGGS. I appreciate the majority 

whip's observations and simply would 
point out that much of what we have 
heard tonight on the other side of the 
aisle I think is really based on genuine 
human concern and compassion for our 
fellow Americans. 

But I have to believe that that still 
falls short of addressing the needs of 
Americans, without a real emphasis on 
economic growth, job-creation meas
ures. So, hopefully, we will be able to 
take the majority whip at his word and 
see again some sort of initiative com
ing forth on that side of the aisle. 

Again, I thank my colleague for 
yielding. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the con
cerns, everyone's concerns, particu
larly those of the majority party, in 
discussing the needs of those who are 
unemployed, are very legitimate. I am 
very concerned about the grave state of 
the economy, and I have so commu
nicated that concern to the President. 
I am urging that we get a growth-ori
ented package. But I think that we 
need to focus on a version of history 
here that I do not really think is fair 
or is accurate, which has been given. I 
would like to go back to the 1980's, the 
Reagan economic policies which have 
been derided here again. We have heard 
trickledown did not work, when in fact 
statistics are quite to the contrary. 

After the Reagan tax cut took effect, 
which was a three-stage tax cut that 
was phased in, I think it was over ape
riod of 21/2 years, the median family in
come hit a record level. The inflation 
adjusted gross national product rose by 
32 percent during those years; 20 mil
lion new jobs were created. The propor
tion of the U.S. population holding jobs 
reached a new record of 63.1 percent. 

Inflation adjusted income for all seg
ments of the population rose. 

For black Americans it jumped by 
16.5 percent, whereas previously it had 
actually declined by over 10 percent. 

Inflation adjusted median income for 
women climbed by more than 28 per
cent, whereas previously it had dropped 
by nearly 3 percent. 

Inflation adjusted income of the bot
tom 20 percent of families rose by al
most 12 percent; previous to that time 
it had dropped by over 12 percent. 

These are significant gains, dramatic 
gains. 

Mr. Speaker, I would submit that if 
we want to get out of the doldrums 

that we have fallen into, we have a pat
tern and we can follow that pattern. 

I know we are speaking at 20 minutes 
before 5 a.m., to a nearly empty Cham
ber, but those Americans who may 
watch this later on in a rebroadcast or 
someone who has gotten up early per
haps and sees it now, I hope you realize 
that this is our opportunity to explain 
some of the most pressing issues of the 
day. 

0 0440 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen

tleman from California. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 

when I left this Chamber about 4 hours 
ago I vowed that I would come back 
and participate further in the debate. 
When I left we were looking at charts 
that I did not have a chance to ques
tion the gentleman who was making 
the presentation on because he decided 
that instead of answers, we were going 
to have filibusters. 

I would just like to say that before I 
left, the charts I saw, and this ground 
has probably been covered, but I would 
like to just note as I go into my re
marks, I saw charts being presented to 
the American people that looked like 
beautiful charts but, interestingly 
enough, the charts had absolutely 
nothing to do with unemployment, 
which was supposedly what was the 
motivating factor on the other side of 
the aisle. 

In fact, the individual portraying 
these charts admitted that they had 
nothing to do with unemployment. In 
fact, when you looked at the charts, 
they also had nothing to do with job 
creation. We saw the charts, and they 
also had nothing to do with job cre
ation. We saw the charts, and they also 
had nothing to do with inflation and 
other ideas and concepts that deal di
rectly with the weal th and prosperity 
of our people. 

What we saw, and I think it is down 
there at this point, at this time, what 
we saw was a chart that dealt with how 
many people were covered by unem
ployment insurance. Let us note that 
that chart made Jimmy Carter look 
very good. Usually when the Demo
crats had both control of the Presi
dency and both Houses of Congress, any 
chart dealing with unemployment ben
efits looked good because you have so 
many more people on unemployment 
benefits. 

It is often said that Democrats like 
the poor so much, they make a lot 
more of them. 

One of the charts I saw was a chart 
which, by the way, presents such an in
accurate image of reality it is almost 
humorous, and it was so skewed that it 
was presenting just the first 3 years of 
various administrations and portraying 
to the public exactly how much growth 
was experienced during those adminis
trations. 
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Under that scenario, of course, you 

have Jimmy Carter, and I think it had 
11 percent growth under the Carter ad
ministration. 

You cannot fool the American people 
with phony baloney like that. They 
know what happened under the Carter 
administration. Nobody wants to go 
back to the Carter administration. 

But you can have all charts you 
want. Ronald Reagan was not reelected 
in 1984 because the people were so dis
satisfied with him, and all of a sudden 
the good days of the Carter administra
tion turned into a disaster, but they 
were blinded by some commercial on 
TV. The reason Ronald Reagan was re
elected by such a great degree and that 
President Bush was elected thereafter 
was because the American people felt 
they were better off. 

Indeed, no lines on a piece of paper 
are going to convince them otherwise. 
In fact, most of the charts that we 
have seen coming from the other side 
of the aisle over the last 3 years have 
a funny component to them. It is al
most every time you take a look at a 
chart that says look how bad the 
Reagan years were, if you look real 
close at the figures of what they are 
actually analyzing, they have added in 
the Carter years to the Reagan years. 
In fact, usually their charts leave out 
the last couple of years of the Reagan 
years, which were also growth years. 

The American people are not going to 
be fooled by people trying to tell us 
that things were so great under Jimmy 
Carter. I have something in my pocket 
when we were speaking of charts that I 
thought was interesting. I just sort of 
while I was watching the gentleman on 
the floor present his charts and talking 
about how bad the Reagan administra
tion was and how bad the 1980's were, I 
remember him talking about how he 
was there in 1981 when the Reagan poli
cies were first put in place. I thought it 
was very interesting that this is a 
newspaper clipping that I just hap
pened to find in my pocket. 

This was taken out of the paper 
about a month ago. It was taken out of 
the Washington Times. I have another 
clipping from the Washington Post 
which says the same thing. It says 
"U.S. poverty rate up. Median income 
.fails." 

The Washington Times has a chart, 
and it has this headline: "The first rise 
in poverty since 1983.'' 

Now, one of the most important as
pects of these headlines is the fact that 
it is suggesting that for the first time 
since 1983 there has been an increase in 
poverty. If you listen to the other side 
of the aisle you would think that the 
Reagan administration had brought 
great increases in poverty upon our 
people. 

That has not happened at all. In fact, 
we have the first increase in poverty 
since 1983, which suggests it was going 
in the opposite direction for all of 
these years. 

Now, why is that? Well, I think it has 
something to do with the policies. 
What is also interesting about the poli
cies when you take a look at the num
bers and the years you are talking 
about what policies affected what ad
ministrations, I worked in the Reagan 
administration. I knew what policies 
we were putting in place and when they 
were put in place. I also could say that 
it takes a little time for those policies 
to actually impact upon the economy. 

Usually what happens in a Presi
dent's third term is when his economic 
policies actually begin impacting on an 
economy. So usually if you really want 
to analyze how policies are impacting 
on an economy, you do not chart the 
first 2 years of an administration. 

Yes, if you took a chart of Jimmy 
Carter's first two years, you would 
think perhaps the growth rate and the 
job rate and some of the other factors 
were pretty good, because his policies 
had not had a chance to come on-line 
yet and to affect the economy. 

Anybody who stands in front of this 
body and tries to tell the American 
people that you are going to judge 
Jimmy Carter by the first 2 years of 
his administration, and leave out the 
figures for the last year, is-well, I do 
not think the American people will buy 
that. Let me just put it that way. 

The fact is that you look at an ad
ministration, you look at their poli
cies, and you take about 2 years for 
those policies to really have maximum 
impact. You sort of judge the adminis
tration from the third year. 

If you judge Jimmy Carter by that, 
and you analyze the Carter administra
tion at a time when this body was con
trolled by the Democratic Party, the 
Senate was controlled by the Demo
cratic Party, the executive branch was 
controlled by the Democratic Party, it 
became an unmitigated disaster for the 
United States of America. 

If we had charts to show what was 
happening when they had control of 
this body and the Senate and the exec
utive branch, the charts would go like 
this. Unemployment would start going 
like this. Inflation would start going 
like this. Interest rates would start 
going like this. The poverty rate would 
start going like this. 

In fact, when Ronald Reagan's poli
cies began to have effect, which we 
start in about 1983, it would start going 
in exactly the opposite direction. 

The American people know that. You 
cannot fool the American people with a 
bunch of squiggles on a piece of paper. 
The American people I hope by now un
derstand that poor President Bush has 
been put into a corner time and time 
again by liberal, big spending Demo
crats who have forced him to accept 
more spending than he would have 
liked. In fact, what we are experiencing 
now, the lament that comes from the 
other side of the hall, is lamenting 
policies that they forced upon the ad-

ministration. They actually put the 
President in a box and said you have to 
reverse your position on taxes. 

Well, I stood at this very spot a year 
before these maladies had come on and 
said if we increase taxes at a time 
when you have a faltering economy, we 
are going to have massive increases in 
unemployment. You will have undercut 
economic growth, and you will have a 
high deficit and higher unemployment 
and higher taxes, the worst of all 
worlds. 

Do people really believe that Presi
dent Bush wanted to break his word, 
wanted to go back and gleefully went 
back on his word in terms of no new 
taxes? 

He was forced into that position by 
liberal Democrats who were absolutely 
joyful when they managed to get him 
to a position where he felt he had to 
give in to the Democratic pressures to 
raise taxes. 

Well, that joy on the other side of the 
aisle has led to misery for the Amer
ican people. All of the things that we 
have heard tonight about the lament
ing may be honest concern. The people 
on the other side of the aisle may have 
honest concern for the well-being of 
certain individuals, and we hear case 
after case after case after case where 
this individual is going through a hard
ship. 

Do not point your fingers at me. Do 
not point your fingers at the adminis
tration, when you are saying why this 
individual is going through hardship. 
Those individuals who supposedly, the 
other side of the aisle is so caring and 
concerned about, are being put through 
the wringer by the fact that we were 
forced to raise taxes at a time when 
our economy was weak. It was predict
able. I know I predicted it. I know ev
erybody who is standing here today 
predicted it. So do not come back and 
say, "It is the administration's fault." 

All revenue bills start in this body. 
Anybody who complains about the tax 
structure of this country favoring the 
rich better look and see who controls 
this body. Revenue bills begin in the 
House of Representatives. In fact, when 
we hear people complaining about Ron
ald Reagan's terrible policies, let us 
also remember that if the Democrats 
wanted to stop it, they controlled this 
body every single year of the Reagan 
administration. 

Let me add, when I was in the 
Reagan administration, yet, I remem
ber that on some of those tax bills, 
there were some things that we 
thought were unfair. I remember that 
the liberal Democrats themselves had 
put on major special interest proposals 
within our own tax legislation, and we 
were concerned about that. 

In fact, I remember listening to 
Democrats attack the administration 
for being so much in favor of the spe
cial interests and such. We looked back 
during the Reagan years, we found out 
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that in all of the machinations that 
were going on when the tax bill was 
going through that it was actually the 
liberal Democrats that put on the most 
odious special interest legislation or 
provisions of the tax bill. 

We had a very simple idea, and that 
was across-the-board tax rate reduc
tions so that every American would 
benefit equally. 

Do not tell us, the people who do not 
control this body, that the loopholes in 
the tax system are coming from the 
Republican Party. Those loopholes are 
not being put in by the Republican 
Party. We have no control of that. 
Anything that goes through this body 
is controlled by the people on that side 
of the aisle. It is as simple as that. 

Unless they would go along with it, 
those provisions would not be in the 
Tax Code. Thank God, early in the 
Reagan administration, and we were 
able to attract enough support from 
that side support from that side of the 
aisle to at least have this overall re
duction by 25 percent in the tax rate, 
which brought about a greater prosper
ity and greater job creation and a 
longer period of extension than this 
country had ever known in its history. 
If Ronald Reagan, instead, would have 
not been elected and those policies that 
were being followed under the Carter 
administration, which we were suffer
ing under by them, it was not the first 
2 years of the Carter administration, It 
was the last 2 years, when his policies 
had impact. If those policies had re
mained in place, the deficit which we 
also hear lamented from the other side 
of the aisle, the deficit, they say. 
"Look, under Ronald Reagan the defi
cits are going like this." 

What would have happened to that 
Jefici t had we had the same increase in 
unemployment, the same increase in 
inflation? The same increase in inter
est rates that were going on because of 
the Carter years? That deficit would 
not have been going like this, as it did 
under the Reagan administration. It 
would have been going like this. It 
would have been totally out of control 
early on. 

What has happened now? What we are 
experiencing right now is the fact that 
in 1986 the liberal Democrats retook 
the U.S. Senate and step by step by 
step have been reinstituting regulation 
and overtaxation; namely, the same 
policies that got us into the mess in 
the late 1970s. 

And as liberal Democratic policies 
are being put in place by a Congress 
that is controlled in both bodies by lib
eral Democrats we are facing hardship. 
We are facing decline. We are facing 
the potential of higher inflation. 

As we have heard over and over and 
over again this evening, we are facing a 
situation where individual Americans 
are going through great hardship. 
Their families are being wrenched. Yes, 
alcoholism, drug use, all of the things, 

child abuse, all of the terrible social 
problems that flow from hard times 
and unemployment are coming out in 
our society. But those things are com
ing out not independent of the policies 
that were put in place but because of 
the policies that have been put in 
place, not by the President of the Unit
ed States but by the liberal Democrats 
that control both Houses of Congress, 
by the liberal Democrats who forced 
the President of the United States and 
gleefully forced the President of the 
United States into a massive tax in
crease at a time when our economy was 
on the edge. 

And it pushed our economy right 
over the edge. No one can tell me that 
they are sympathetic for individual 
Americans while they go about system
atically destroying the economy of the 
United States of America, because it is 
that economy that permits our people 
to live in prosperity and decency. And 
those hardship cases that we hear 
about bear a direct relationship to the 
high taxes and big spending that took 
place in the 1970's and brought us mis
ery and have been taking place now. 

When we hear people lamenting 
about the unemployed, what is fas
cinating, it is as if by magic, by la
menting and showing we are so con
cerned that all of a sudden our policies 
will have a good impact on the unem
ployed. That is not the case at all. 
Simply because one is concerned does 
not mean one is right headed, does not 
mean one's ideas are correct. 

In fact, since I have been here not 
only the tax policies have been wrong. 
What I have seen from the other side of 
the aisle is the most efficient and effec
tive job-destroying machine in the his
tory of mankind. It has been seated on 
the other side of the aisle with a smil
ing face and good intentions. 

Good intentions do not feed anybody. 
Good intentions do not bring down the 
deficit. Good intentions do not help 
people out of their misery. 

When we have legislation and our 
major legislation projects are aimed at 
supposedly helping people but in the 
end destroy job creating business, we 
are not doing anybody a favor. If we 
have got a civil rights bill that is a 
quota bill and does nothing but provide 
work for lawyers but destroys the ca
pability of businessmen to do their jobs 
because of excessive litigation, what 
we have done is help lawyers and hurt 
the average American. 

We keep hearing about competitive
ness and we keep hearing about job cre
ation, but we see things like mandated 
leave. Mandated leave? It might be 
very well-intended. What is the project 
of mandated leave? 

What we are going to have is fewer 
jobs created, and mandated leave may 
be well-intended, but in the end it may 
be the straw that breaks the camel's 
back and puts certain businesses out of 
business, perhaps it is the quota sys-

tern or the quota civil rights bill that 
will put them out of work. 

If that does not, perhaps striker re
placement will do the job. There is a 
bill that guarantees that America is 
going to have more strikes and that 
labor relations within our companies 
are going to be more costly. 

Is this what we should be doing dur
ing the weak economy, basically pro
vide more incentives for strikes and 
conflict between labor and manage
ment? 

That is something for people who 
really are concerned and care about the 
unemployed and the downtrodden. 
That it creates ill will between man
agement and labor by changing the 
rules of the game to encourage strikes. 
Then we have got something else. After 
all, being compassionate, why do we 
just not let business bear the total ex
pense of a national health care system? 
Does that not sound great? We are giv
ing the people health care, and we do 
not even have to raise taxes. We will 
just put it on the small businessman. 

Boy, it really sounds like we care 
about people that way. 

D 0500 
The only trouble is you end up with 

people who now have jobs ending up 
without jobs. So they not only do not 
have health care, they do not have jobs 
anymore. 

Now all of these are very well in
tended, and perhaps all of the rest of 
the spending programs that go through 
this Hall, this Hall that is controlled 
by liberal Democrats, perhaps all of it 
is very well intended. I mean I know 
that some people have hearts that 
bleed from everything from the snail 
darter to little birds, the spotted owl 
and birds' nests. I know they care 
about people because they say it over 
and over again. That does not mean 
their policies are going to result in a 
healthy economy. That does not mean 
that their policies are going to end up 
with jobs and a decent living for indi
viduals. 

After forcing businesses, both small 
and large, to pay for all of their ill-con
ceived and anticompetitive measures, I 
have no doubt that if the Democrats 
succeed in these things that I have 
talked about, which is their agenda, 
which they have to some degree, that 
businesses, yes, businesses will be 
forced to lay off people, and more peo
ple will be added to the unemployment 
rolls. 

And there is another thing, another 
thing that I am certain of, that if that 
happens, and as we see our economy is 
sputtering, the Democrats will blame 
the President, yes, blame the Presi
dent. You can have as many anti
competitive measures, you can raise 
taxes and kick the economy right 01f 
the edge of the cliff, but then you 
blame the President, as if the Presi
dent-of course, you blame the Presi-
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dent for any inequities that are in the 
tax system. Holy cow, who makes the 
laws around here anyway. 

I know, and I think the American 
people are beginning to become aware 
of this. It is happening over and over 
and over again. 

When you take a look at the mini
mum wage increase that we had, and 
you know I will have to say on the 
minimum wage, again, obviously, who 
does not want people to earn more 
money? Who does not want to have 
people at the lowest income levels 
earning more money? What we have 
done with the minimum wage, and 
every economist of any prestige has in
dicated over and over again that what 
the increase in the minimum wage was 
going to do was it was going to hurt 
the very poorest Americans. It was 
going to hurt the very people who were 
struggling the most, they would be 
hurt by an increase in the minimum 
wage. And, by the way, more unem
ployment was predicted when we in
creased the minimum wage from $3.80 
to $4.25, but that did not make any dif
ference. Just the fact that it was going 
to increase unemployment did not 
deter any of those good-hearted people 
on the other side of the aisle who voted 
for that. 

When we increased the gas taxes, 
when we had a 60-day plant closing no
tification, what happened? Or when we 
had an increase in the so-called luxury 
tax? I do not have to go over that and 
over that again. We keep going over it. 
I think the American people are get
ting the idea. We raised the taxes in 
order to pay for the programs, pro
grams aimed at helping people who are 
out of work and poor Americans. Sure, 
we raised the luxury tax, and what did 
it do? It put more people out of work, 
so we have more people that we need to 
help, and the fact is that the luxury 
tax did not raise any money at all. It 
resulted in a net decrease in money 
coming into the Government, and it re
sulted in major increases in unemploy
ment because businesses that were 
once healthy are no longer healthy, 
and they are laying off people. And I 
would imagine tonight some of the 
hard-luck stories that we have heard, 
and I do not say hard-luck stories with 
a hardened heart, they are hard-luck 
stories because these people are suffer
ing, but the fact is those hard-luck sto
ries perhaps can be traced right back 
to the increase in the luxury tax which 
put out of work some people who have 
been perhaps working in the boat in
dustry. The luxury tax has totally de
stroyed the boat industry. 

Now our economy is sputtering and 
staggering around like a drunken sail
or, and Democrats who control this 
body and control both bodies of Con
gress have been running around like 
pranksters trying to trip a disoriented 
economy by increasing spending and by 
raising taxes. And I will tell you, at a 

time when this body began, let us not 
forget that the people who are telling 
us they are concerned about these indi
vidual cases that we have heard about, 
these are the same people that were so 
concerned that they managed to give 
themselves the largest pay increase in 
the history of this country. You cannot 
have it both ways. You cannot put 
$50,000 more a year in your own pocket, 
and then sit there and lament and la
ment how hard it is for the unem
ployed. You just cannot do it. 

I am not saying that a lot of Repub
licans did not vote for that pay raise. A 
lot of Republicans did vote for that pay 
raise, sure they did. But I will tell you 
one thing. I do not know of anybody in 
the majority, I do not know of anybody 
who did not vote for it, and I will tell 
you this much, that it would never 
have happened had the Democratic 
leadership not been pushing for that 
pay raise. If they would not have 
pushed for it, if the word would have 
gone out that I am sorry, we have a sit
uation where some Americans are 
going through some rough times and it 
is not a good itme, it is not a good time 
to increase our own pay by $50,000, I 
can tell you there would have been no 
pay raise whatsoever. Do not let any
body kid you that anything can get 
through this Hall if the Democrat lead
ership decides they do not want it to go 
through this Hall. So do not tell me 
that just because a few Republicans 
voted for that pay raise that in any 
way this party deserves the respon
sibility. A lot of us in this party fought 
against it and spoke against it, and I 
remember delivering petitions up on 
the steps. And there were a few people 
from the other party as well, stalwarts. 

And what do the unemployed want, 
they do not want to hear people saying, 
"We care." They do not want to hear 
people say, "Oh, we are crying every 
night for you and we know how hard it 
is." They do not want that. They want 
a job. They want an economy that will 
help them improve their condition. 

Yes, it is nice to hear somebody say 
words that let you know that they 
have got a good heart, and I know 
there are some people around Washing
ton who spend all of their time trying 
to prove that they have got a good 
heart, and a lot of people think that 
they do not have a very good head on 
their shoulders because they run 
around with policies that are actually 
going in exactly the opposite direction 
in terms of the well-being for average 
working people. 

What African-Americans want is 
they do not want a quota, they want a 
fair chance, and you can have all of the 
quota civil rights bills that you want, 
but if our economy is going downhill, 
black Americans and all other Ameri
cans are going to suffer, and they are 
not going to have any jobs, and there 
are not going to be any businesses or 
lawyers to file lawsuits against, be-

cause those people are not going to 
have the jobs in the first place because 
they will not exist. I think what work
ing men and women in this country 
want are jobs, and what the people who 
create jobs want is to get the Govern
ment off their back so that they can 
move forward and produce the products 
and the services that they sell to the 
public. 

We are in an internationally com
petitive situation, yet we see our busi
nesses loaded down, burdened with 
more and more regulations, more and 
more well-intentioned legislation, and 
we are providing a well-intentioned 
path to economic hell for our own busi
nessmen, and thus our own working 
population. 

The fact is we live in an internation
ally competitive market, and every 
time we do something to burden our 
own businessmen unnecessarily what 
we are doing, even if it is well-inten
tioned, what we are doing is putting 
people out of business, and what we are 
doing is putting people to work on the 
Pacific rim in other countries. 

Democrats have shown us since they 
took over the Senate in 1986 that they 
were willing to force the President of 
the United States into higher taxes and 
into reaccepting the Carter policies 
that led to disaster in the United 
States of America. I happen to believe 
that the Government which governs 
best governs least. And I happen to be
lieve that Thomas Jefferson and some 
of these things have truths that ring 
true to us and not only create freedom 
but create prosperity. 

Ronald Reagan, a man who I worked 
for, when his policies were finally put 
in place, as time went on, the type of 
headlines we had were dramatic de
creases in unemployment. If we could 
have a chart showing, and I do not 
know if we have it on the board there, 
but if we could have a chart showing 
how many people were unemployed 
during the Reagan years we would find 
it was like this at the beginning when 
the Carter policies were in place, when 
the policies that were put in place 
when the Democrats controlled both 
Houses of Congress the unemployment 
rate you would see being like this, and 
the number of unemployed Americans 
like this, that is what the chart would 
look like, and that is the kind of poli
cies we should have now. But the Re
publicans do not control both Houses of 
Congress. 

Instead, what we have is an increas
ing, an increasing Federal budget and a 
decreasing family budget. 

0 0510 
And we are talking about what is 

going on with the typical American 
family. It does not happen independ
ently of the fact that our Government 
is sucking up all the investment cap
ital for new jobs and sucking up more 
and more of the family's income in 
taxes. 



October 23, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 28331 
The projected outlays for 1991 are a 

staggering $1.35 trillion. Now, that is 
an increase from 1988 of $286.8 billion in 
just 3 years. Today's budget gobbles up 
25 percent of the Nation's GNP, and the 
liberal Democrats who control both the 
House and the Senate continued their 
program of trying to buy. off voters or 
trying to save people with very good
hearted but wrong-headed policies. 
What is going to happen if we keep up 
this spending spree that we are on, and 
regulating spree? By 2020 the Federal 
budget will take 41 percent of the gross 
national product. 

You cannot have a private-sector 
economy thriving, you cannot have pri
vate people, you cannot have private 
citizens prosper if the Government is 
sucking up all the resources of the so
ciety, while in the Eastern bloc we see 
these people jumping over walls trying 
to get here, struggling to create free
enterprise socieities, the liberal, big
spending Democrats who control both 
Houses . of Congress are hell-bent to 
take us to the very system that they 
are trying to escape, which is more and 
more Government, even though it is 
very well-intended Governm~nt. It .is 
more and more Government control. 

I happen to believe that, free of Gov
ernment1 mandates, directions, its in
structions, commands, and obligations, 
the American people will see to it that 
our economy will grow and prosper if 
they have the resources in their hands 
to invest; they will invest in new busi
nesses, and businesses that provide 
goods and services that the people 
want. . 

Our job is to reduce that Government 
burden that weighs down the produc
ers, the producers who produce both 
jobs and wealth for our society. 

Let us give Americans the freedom to 
get back to work. Let us not give them 
a handout. Let us not stand here and 
keep debating what we are going to 
give to the people. 

Because we cannot give anything to 
the American people that we do not 
take away from them with our other 
hand. Let us talk about freeing them 
from the burden of Government, free
ing them from nonsensical policies 
that put them out of work. Let us talk 
about freeing them from these social 
ill& that come with unemployment by 
creating an economy that will give 
them jobs. , 

The American people , b~lieve in free 
enterprise. The American people know 
that . free enterprise has worked for 
them in the past. The Republicans in 
Congress are offering alternatives that 
are progrowth, projob, profree enter
prise, and proprogress. 

We care .more about people and jobs 
than we do snail darters, than we do 
about creating charts that look nice 
but do not tell the truth to the people 
about their own condition, and those 
charts that we saw earlier are not 
going to fool anybody when ~e talk 
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about tax increases during a recession, 
which is what was foisted upon the 
American people and forced upon the 
President last year. They know that 
that is what is causing this problem 
that we are going through today. 

We have lots of proposals on this side 
that will help that cannot even get to 
the floor. We have heard a lot about 
capital gains tonight. OK, people real
ize it, the liberal Democrats are not 
going to permit a reduction in the cap
ital gains tax, because that will deny 
liberal, big-spending Democrats the 
right or the ability to pit one group of 
Americans who are less fortunate, 
against another class of Americans 
who are more fortunate. It is called 
class-warfare politics or ward-style 
politics. 

But we can, if they will not do that, 
at least they could repeal the earnings 
limitation on elderly Americans. There 
is a proposal for you that would help a 
lot of these people who are going 
through hard times now and suffering 
because they are older Americans. 
They can barely get by, but yet we, and 
I say we, the people who control this 
body, refuse to permit us to repeal a 
tax which actually taxes older Ameri
cans at a level, at a higher level, than 
what Donald Trump is taxed. The high
est tax rate in this country is not on 
the rich; 1the highest tax rates in this 
country are on elderly Americans who 
want . to work, elderly Americans who 
need to, work, and if this body and the 
people who control this body wanted to 
relieve that burden on elderly Ameri
cans, they could dQ it tomorrow, but 
they will not do that in the same _ way 
they will not relieve the burden of 
those people who are unemployed by 
permitting our unemployment benefits 
bill to come to the floor. 

You know, for example, we are talk
ing about creating a free trade associa
tion between Mexico and Canada. 
These are initiatives of the fresident. I 
do not know how much support that is 
going to have on th'e other side of the 
aisle. I am going to .wait and see ex
actly how much support it has from 
the Democratic leadership. 

We could pass the balanced budget, 
and it would have some disagreement 
on my side of the aisle, too, I might 
add, but we could pass the balanced
budget amendment, . and there is noth
ing that would give more confidence to 
people who are trying to create busi
nesses in this country or people ,who 
want to invest, or people who have the 
long-term interests of our country and 
our . people at heart than if we passed 
the balanced-budget amendment or 
gave the President of the United States 
line-item authority over the budget. 
There would be no confidence-.building 
measure that would work faster than 
that in terms of turni.ng· around the 
dismal attitude,, we find among inves
tors and businessmen today. 

If we want to help the less fortunate 
among us, why can we not pass rurban 

enterprise zones? You know, Ronald 
Reagan talked about it and pushed for 
it for years. I wrote speeches for Ron
ald Reagan about urban enterprise 
zones 10 years ago. And do you know 
why we did not have urban enterprise 
zones? Because the liberal Democrats 
who controlled this body all of those 
years refused to let that legislation 
even onto the floor. 

If you are concerned about the least 
fortunate among us, let us help work
ing elderly Americans who are barely 
making it. Let us set up urban enter
prise zones and give the least fortunate 
among us a chance. That is the way 
you help people. You do not put them 
on the dole. You do not make them 
more dependent on Government pro
grams. You free them from the Govern
ment burden and you perhaps give 
added incentives so the free-enterprise 
system will focus on their special 
needs. 

Passing these Republican initiatives 
will help spur and create new jobs. It 
will spur growth and create jobs. It will 
bring about progress, but more impor
tantly, what it will do is it will help 
the individual Americans who are 
going through such great hardship now, 
people who are .'having trouble with 
their families, people who have no
where to turn. They do not know what 
is happening. They know that during 
the 1980's they were working, because 
the unemployment rate went down dra
matically during that time, but now, 
try as hard as they can, they cannot 
find a job and, that is right, I am con
cerned about that. 

But the way we turn that around is 
to create more jobs and to make sure 
that any American who wants to work 
has a job and can find a job. That is not 
going to happen with the policies we 
see coming from the o.ther side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BOEHN:ER. I thank the gen
tleman from California and , congratu
late our good friend from southern 
California for his excellent remarks 
this morning. 

He talked about the regulations that 
this Congress and Congresses before 
have imposed on the private sector. 
There are some economists that have 
pointed out and suggested that this 
may be tb,e first true regulatory reces
sion that this country has ever faced. 

The Government has so strangled the 
private sector .that it cannot operate. If 
you look at what is going on with the 
banks and savings and loans, the prob
lems they are having with the regu
lators, the probl.ems we are having 
with credit, if you are looking for the 
probl~ms that we have among. our busi
nessmen and our small businesses in 
America, ·they- are being strangled by 
regulation 

You even talked about some of the 
new regulations, the Civil Rights Act, 
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striker replacement, parental leave, 
OSHA reform, but, you know, what the 
most amazing part of all that is, is 
that all of these regulations that we 
put on the private sector we, in Con
gress, exempt ourselves from those 
laws, "Well, it would not work; it is 
really not constitutional; well, you 
know, really, it would not work in a 
congressional office, because this is not 
like the real world." 

Well, they are right, this is not like 
the real world. But what it is, it is hy
pocrisy. That is the point I am going to 
make, it is hypocrisy that we will not 
live under the same laws in this insti
tution that the American people will, 
because the majority party in this in
stitution that has run this institution 
for over 40 years will not allow it to 
happen, because they have gotten 
themselves up on a pedestal. 

D 0520 
So why do I bring up hypocrisy? Well, 

that is really why we are all here to
night. Never a word was said in this 
Chamber before July 15 about helping 
those people who ran out of unemploy
ment benefits. It was never brought up. 
All of a sudden in the last two weeks of 
July we have got this big issue. We 
have this major problem in America 
about helping those who have lost their 
unemployment benefits. 

A bill was passed here before we re
cessed in August. The intent was not to 
help unemployed workers. It was to 
create a political issue that the Demo
crats could carry for the month of Au
gust when we were not going to be here 
so they would have some way to bash 
the President and the White House 
press operation. 

So we come back. They are finished 
with their month full of bashing. 

The next issue is, well, we are going 
to send another bill down there and 
the President has to sign this bill or 
veto it. 

What is this all about? They know 
full well the President is not going to 
sign this bill. The whole issue again is 
to send a bill down there, not to help 
unemployed workers, but to create a 
political issue. 

Now we are going to go through it 
again next week, another political 
issue, a charade that is being played on 
the backs of the least well off people in 
America, those people without a job 
whose unemployment benefits have run 
out. 

A lot of us are here tonight to talk 
about a growth package. Let us not 
deal with the symptoms. Let us begin 
to deal with the real problem that we 
are having in this country. Let us cre
ate some jobs. Let us admit that we 
made some mistakes in the last year in 
some of the policies that we passed in 
this House; but no, we are not going to 
deal with that because that will not fit 
the political agenda of the Democratic 
Party for 1992. It is hypocrisy. The 
time for hypocrisy, I think , is over. 

It is time for the people in this House 
on both sides of the aisle to sit down 
and begin to work out policies that are 
truly going to help every American in 
this country. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, my 
time is about gone, but I will have the 
opportunity I am sure to jump in here 
further . 

I would just conclude that the 
Reagan economic package as we had 
taking us out of terribly high inflation, 
extremely high interest rates, and very 
high unemployment, the conditions we 
faced when Ronald Reagan took office 
in 1981, that formula which produced 20 
million jobs, gave us a record high 
level for median-family income, did 
something remarkable, brought infla
tion under control at the same time 
that we had a tax cut, and raised basi
cally everybody's standard of living. 
That formula is what we are going to 
look to, I believe, for success today. As 
we do that and as we talk about capital 
gains, I think we are going to make 
some progress, and unless and until we 
do that, I do not see us doing anything 
but limping along here and millions of 
Americans are going to be needless, 
hapless victims of this. 

FURTHER ANALYSIS OF THE 
UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
EVANS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from West Vir
ginia [Mr. WISE] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to say to my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, I would like to explain my 
situation before we start. Our situation 
on this side of the aisle is that we have 
an estimated 10 or 11 people who will be 
rolling in during this hour. Many are 
already here and many have been wait
ing for a long time. I want to try to en
courage debate as much as possible, 
but I would also ask that we permit 
these people to make their remarks. I 
am going to make mine fairly short 
and thus save more time for those who 
will be coming. 

Just opening up this section on un
employment, Mr. Speaker, I think it is 
important to note what unemployment 
compensation is and what it is not. It 
is not any kind of welfare. It is not a 
handout. It is not something, I have 
heard the words bleeding heart tossed 
around here. Unemployment compensa
tion is something that working people 
who are temporarily out of work need 
in order to sustain themselves so that 
they can work again. These are ex
tended benefits that because the reces
sion is gripping our country in many 
areas of our country, it is not possible 
to find new work within 6 months, the 
26 weeks that is the normal unemploy
ment compensation program, that then 
extended benefits are necessary for 
those persons so that they can keep 
body and soul together. 

It is interesting that when a bank 
has a problem or a savings and loan, 
when business has a problem, a large 
corporation, it is called a liquidity 
problem and you help them out. You 
give them time to carry their loans or 
whatever. 

When an unemployed person has a 
problem, though, it is 26 weeks appar
ently, according to this administra
tion, and then shut it down. 

I think it is interesting to note that 
we build, and I think it is important to 
be focusing on the infrastructure of 
many nations, and we ought to include 
ourselves in that, but at that same 
time the infrastructure of our families 
is often neglected. Unemployment 
compensation helps those people who 
have been paying taxes for years, work
ing Americans paying taxes. It helps 
them to be able to pay taxes again. 

But it seems to me that if this Con
gress is going to be asked shortly by 
the administration to come up with 
probably $30 billion for additional sav
ings and loan deposits, perhaps as 
much as $80 billion, I have heard $30 
billion for banks and so on, that this 
Congress and the President ought to be 
willing to recognize that the people of 
this country, the working person who 
is unemployed, has been a depositor 
and is entitled to the same respect. 

One personal anecdote. I was coming 
out of a Burger King at home the other 
day about 3 weeks ago. A fellow in a 
pickup truck drove up and stopped. He 
saw me and recognized me and came up 
and said- gave me his name, I will call 
him Roy-and said, "Will the President 
sign this new unemployment bill?" 

And then he told me his story. He 
had been laid off in the previous March 
with 300 others from a manufacturing 
plant. There were no jobs in the area. 
He was doing all he could. He was out 
that day looking for work and he was 
saying, "I've got trouble making, of 
course, the truck payment, the home 
payment and also the tuition payment 
for my daughter to be at the State uni
versity.' ' 

So a family trying to keep it to
gether and trying to make sure that 
they get higher education for their 
children, and do what some of the folks 
on both sides of the aisle have been 
talking about tonight, invest in them
selves. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
graphs. As one who is chairman of the 
Democratic Study Group, I guess we 
put out more graphs and many of them 
have been used tonight. I just would 
like to note that I think we probably 
do not need graphs. The working per
son does not need graphs because the 
facts speak for themselves, that in the 
almost 3 years of the Bush administra
tion there has been the lowest growth 
of any postwar President, seven-tenths 
of 1 percent. 

Someone raised the question, "Why 
do you point to 3 years?" 
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Well, we are trying to compare it to 

previous Presidents. For instances, 
Ronald Reagan had almost 6 percent 
growth; Jimmy Carter, 11.7 percent, 
Gerald Ford, 5.1. 

At the optimum, and this is using the 
administration's own figures, at the 
optimum the growth at the conclusion 
of the Bush administration after 4 
years will be 3 percent. 

There is a budget deficit. There is a 
job deficit, too, 300,000 jobs lost, less 
jobs from the time that President Bush 
came into office until today. Working 
people know that. 

As somebody has pointed out on the 
other side of the aisle, both sides can 
wave graphs. They know the situation. 

At this point, as I say, I have a large 
number of Members on our side of the 
aisle. I would like to ask them if they 
could keep their remarks initially to 
somewhere between 3 and 5 minutes so 
we can get everybody in. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. 
UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I have been reminded tonight by a 
Republican campaign manual that was 
discovered by the press in my State a 
few years back. There were a couple 
recommendations in it, that the truth 
did not matter, it was what you could 
get the public to believe that mattered, 
and that if you said something over 
and over again, the public would come 
to believe it. 

We are here tonight because we be
lieve that the American public de
serves to know the truth. 

I have a couple cases in my State 
that I would particularly like to talk 
about, but I want to place their situa
tions into a context of what has been 
happening to the hard-working Ameri
cans and families in this country, be
cause they are having a really hard 
time right now, in addition to unem
ployment. 

Look what has happened in the last 
decade. For the top 1 percent of this 
country, income measured in today's 
dollars, their income rose from an av
erage of $203,000 per household in 1977 
to over $450,000 in 1988, more than dou
ble. 

D 0530 
The lowest 60 percent, that is, the 

majority of this country, the lowest 60 
percent enjoyed less than a 1 percent 
income growth in the last decade. For 
the poorest one-fifth of households, the 
average cash income after taxes actu
ally dropped 10 percent and 9 out of 10 
Americans, Madam Speaker, are pay
ing more taxes today while the top 1 
percent, with average incomes over 
$549,000, now enjoy an average tax cut 
of over $82,000 per year. That is what 
has been happening in the last decade. 
It is not fair, but it is a very Repub
lican policy. 

It is the direct result of more than a 
decade of Reaganomics that also 
brought us a tripling of the national 
debt, and it began the closing down of 
support for middle America in our so
cial institutions. 

Adjusted for inflation in 1989, we 
were spending the same for education, 
training, unemployment and social 
services as in 1975. What we need in 
this country is jobs, we need to put 
people on welfare back to work and 
make jobs for the hardworking Ameri
cans who want to support their fami
lies. The President says the recession 
is over. 

Madam Speaker, how many people in 
this country do you think agree with 
that statement? Every day I hear about 
new layoffs, jobs disappearing, unem
ployment compensation running out, 
and the unemployment figures would 
be a whole lot higher but folks have 
dropped off the charts because they 
have been out of work so long. 

I received a letter from a women. She 
and her husband came to testify at a 
hearing we had in the district. She 
wrote me this last week that, · 

As a family of five, we have gone through 
more crises in the last year than most people 
do in a lifetime. In October 1990, my husband 
lost his job as a logger. That was blow No. 1. 
Then in January 1991 we had to file for bank
ruptcy. That was blow No. 2. The same 
month I was hospitalized for viral meningi
tis. We paid our medical premium in order to 
have the hospitalization covered. That was 
blow No. 3, which meant that we could not 
make a mortgage payment for this month, 
blow No. 4. 

When we went down to apply for food 
stamps, $50 was all we were allowed because 
we were told medical insurance is not nec
essary under Federal regulations. Well, in 
March my husband began college, blow No. 6. 
He was not eligible for any program dollars, 
so we had to completely change our life 
style, too. I had to go to work full-time, 
making one-third of what my husband made 
working in the woods. Our feelings are that 
they say to retrain, but they do not offer any 
support system. They say to compromise, 
but so far we are the only ones giving. Our 
children sacrificed their time spent with 
their mom and my husband had to go 
through all the red tape to apply for a Pell 
Grant. 

I also have somebody who wrote me 
who has been working with the unem
ployed in the State. He says that, 

Initially, most individuals were in disbelief 
that their company would actually lay them 
off. Next came anger once they realized that 
they really were laid off. And then came ac
ceptance and working toward finding an
other career. The time involved in between 
each of these feelings varied with each indi
vidual. 

He talked about one case where a 
man in his early 50's came to see him. 
He was a logger, had worked for the 
same company for approximately 25 
years. He got the basic information 
from the man and then started inquir
ing about what direction he wanted to 
go in finding a new job. The man, in his 
50's broke down in tears. When this as-

sistant inquired as to what the problem 
was, the unemployed person informed 
him that he could not read or write and 
would probably not be able to find a 
new job. He thought his life had come 
to an end because of this turn of 
even ts. He blamed himself for the fact 
that his company closed down and that 
he was thrown out of work. 

Madam Speaker, what we need to do 
at this time is to invest in jobs. We 
need a massive investment in this 
country to build the infrastructure. 
The program that we adopted yester
day on the House floor is a start in 
that direction to provide real jobs for 
the people of this country. I heard 
mention tonight about poor President 
Bush, who was forced to adopt taxes 
because of the Congress. This is the 
most vetoing President who has ever 
been. The Democrats had to back down 
last October on the budget resolution, 
and the President got what he wanted, 
which included taxes. It included a sep
aration between savings in the mili
tary to be able to apply toward rebuild
ing this country. 

The President gets exactly what he 
wants through his veto power. Madam 
Speaker, we do not have the two
thirds' vote to be able to turn the pro
gram around so that we can provide an 
extension of the unemployment com
pensation, so that we can provide jobs 
for the hardworking people of this 
country, so that we can provide health 
care for those who do not have it, be
cause we do not have a two-thirds' 
vote. 

Madam Speaker, the people of this 
country need to know that. 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I just wanted to ask 
the gentlewoman from Washington, she 
is not suggesting that George Bush 
wanted those increased taxes in the 
budget agreement last year, that he ad
vocated the increased taxes in the 
budget agreement last year? 

Mrs. UNSOELD. The President, I be
lieve, had a ceremony in the Rose Gar
den or someplace like that, expressing 
great delight with that package; yes, I 
am suggesting that that was his pro
posal. 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs. KENNELLY] 

Mrs. KENNELLY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to 
begin my remarks this morning by just 
pointing out that I had asked the gen
tleman from California to yield, and I 
understand the time is very tight on 
both sides, and he could not. 

Mr. ROHRBACHER. If the gentleman 
would yield, I apologize for that. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. I thank the gen
tleman. 



28334 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
Madam Speaker, I wanted to make 

the point for the RECORD because the 
gentleman did say that all revenue 
bills begin in this Chamber, in the 
House, which is usually, except under 
certain circumstanc'es, correct. They 
then go to the other Chamber and then 
become law when they are signed by 
the President of the United -States. I 
just wanted to point out that it was al
ways remarkable to me, as a meinber 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
that the Treasury would come over, 
whether it be Mr. Regan or Mr. Baker, 
and he would express the desires and 
needs of President Reagan during · the 
Reagan years, those "It·'s morn'ing in 
America" years. c 

They were done professionally and 
done to the point and legislation would 
go forward because legislation is nec-
essary to run the country. · 

Then, in spite· of all the rhetoric, in 
spite of all the anti-tax stances, I think 
most of us ar.e anti-tax, none of us en
joys paying ·our taxes; but in spite of 
all the rhetoric for all those years, it 
was always remarkable to me that 
President Reagan would very ' quietly 
sign those tax bills year after year 
after year. That was the only point I 
wanted.to mention. ' 

Madam Speaker, I am a membe_r.,.. of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. -We 
deal in facts. We not only deal in facts; 
for some years now we have been. under 
the restriction of pay-as-you-go. That 
is ·kind of a new idea since this summit. 

We have been doing that for a nur;n
ber of years. The bill gets out of com
mittee, you pay for it. So that is what 
we are attempting to do with the un
employment compensation benefit and 
the extended benefits that we are ad
dressing tonight. 

I would like to just get us back to 
the point: I watched as this ·debate 
began earlier in the evening. I think we 
tried to have some comity, but the1f we 
lost it. 

I heard a great many things talked 
about, which is what we do here, we 
talk back and forth, we debate. 

D 0540 
Madam Speaker, I heard people talk 

about growth packages, I heard people 
talk about capital gains. Just a few 
~rm~s~ol~~~~n~m~ 
from California 'talk about enterprise 
zones. I have been an advocate, ~ push
er, of enterprise zones as long as I have 
been 'in this Congress, but I. heard a lot 
of things being talked about. 

However, Madam Speaker, I be"lieve 
what the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BoNIOR], our majority whip, when 
he took out this time to have this ·situ
ation taken up, what he wanted to talk 
about was unemployment compensa
tion. What we had hoped we would dis
cuss is unemployment compensation 
and extended benefits. 

Now let me just read to my col
leagues what we were going to ' talk 
about. 

The Social Security Act of 1935 (Public 
Law 74-271) created the Federal-State unem
ployment compensation (UC) system. It has 
two main objectives: (1) to provide tem
porary and partial wage replacement to in
voluntarily unemployed workeI'.S who were 
recently employed; and (2) to help stabilize 
the economy during rcessions. 

Madam Speaker, these are the two 
reasons we have unemployment com-
pensation. 1 

The U.S. Departm~nt 9f Labor oversees th~ 
system, but each State administers its own 
program. Because Federal law defines the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands as "States" for the purposes 
of unemployment compensation, there. are 53 
State programs. 

The Federal Unemployment' Tax Act of 
1939 (Public Law 76-379) and titles III, IX, and 
XII of the Social Secur:i ty Act form the 
framework of the system, The Federal Un
employment Tax Act (FUTA). .~ 

That is capital F, capital U, capital 
T, capital A. That is what it stands {or, 
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act. 

FUT A currently imposes a 6.2 percent 
gros,s tax rate on the first $7 ,000 paid annu
ally on covered employers to each employee. 
Employers in States,yvith programs .approved 
by the Federal Government and with no de
linquent Federal loans may credit 5.4 per
centage points against the 6.2 percent _. tax 
rate. ' · 

And the des ,ription of the program 
goes on. 

In 1976 .. Oongress passed a temporary 
surtax of 0.2 percent of taxable wages 
to be added to the permanent FUTA 
tax. This was Public Law 94-556. Thus, 
the current tax rate has two compo
nents. 

I could continue 'to read from this 
book that' makes up programs to help 
run this country, but what I am trying 
to make is a point. It is we are talking 
about unemployment compensation, 
and we are talking about extended ben
efits. 

Now to thos.e people, when they 
think about unemployment compensa
tion, they never quite ge·t to the · poi1it 
of extended ,benefits because they do 
not think they are going ·to be unem
ployed. But they probably do think 
about the FUT A tax, ahd, when they 
look at the FUTA tax and the little 
piece of paper that comes with their 
pay check, they say, "Oh, my he.avens. 
What I could do with that money if 
that did not have to go toward runem
ployment compensati0n." But every 
once in a while something happens to 
surprise someone, or shock someone, or 
they cannot quite believe it; and· for 
hundreds and thousands of people in 
this country what happens is they are 
unemployed, and, because they are un
employed, they need unemployment 
compensation, and they think, "For 
heaven's sa.ke. I hope that's going to 
take care 'of it', and, befqre my unem
ployment compensatl.on runs out, I'm 
going to have a job again." However, as 
my colleagu~s know, when we have a. 
recession it is a little hard to get a job. 
So their unemployment compensation 

runs out, and they say, "I hope I have 
extended benefits in my State." 

Well, the way the program is at this 
point, it is rather difficult to get those 
extended benefits, but, if we. get to the 
point where Qur unemployµient does 
run out, a situation that is bad enough, 
maybe they do qualify for extended 
benefits. ~ 

What I am saying here is every one of 
us hopes that we never have to collect 
unemployment compensation, that we 
never have to worry about extended 
benefits. The fact of the matter is hun
dreds of thousands of American ci ti
zens are , in the position wb.ere the:v, 
have run out of their unemployment, 
and they need extended benefits, and 
that is what the whole question is. 

I do not care what charts my col
leagues are looking at; I do not care 
what siVµation they are thinking 
about. If someone is .unemployed, they 
have responsibilities. · They have re
sponsibilities to their family, .they 
have responsibilities to pay a mort
gage, they have resp_onsibilities to pay 
the car payment, they have respon
sibilities to just keep going, and that 
time has come· in their life when they 
might never have had to look to their 
Government, never had to look to our 
Government; for anything. They were 
independent, they ' worked, they took 
care of themselves, they took care of 
their ' family. They did not need any:
thing. But they were '.a good citizen. 
They were ·willing to pay their taxes 
and do their fair share, and they knew 
that FUTA was coming out of their pay 
check, and though they did not appre
ciate it, it was part of what is and how 
we run this country. But then they lost 
their job, and they, who never had to 
ask their Government for anything, 
certainly expected that that money 
would be there to give them a hand to 
carry out their responsibilities. 

Yet somehow . we have reached the 
point, a time in this country, where we 
are arguing, debating, having vigils 
like we have had tonight back; and 
forth, up and down, saying, "Will we 
have extended benefits, or won't we?" 
We tried it once one way, and I have to 
admit it was disingenuous the way it 
was done. The President had two 
choices. One choice let him sign the 
bill, and nothing happened. That was 
the first thing that happened. The sec
ond time' the legislation was pa~sed. We 
say, ."All right, Mr. President. Declare 
an emergency so these extended bene
fits can happened. People that are uni 
employed need them so badly." That 
did not work either, 'and so we are back 
the third time. 

Madam Speaker, we are back where I 
have been before. We. are back to pay
as-you-go, and this t~I}le we can say all 
we want. We can debate for hour after 
hour. This time everything is in place. 
The legislation was passed yesterday 
out of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. It is paid for. Next week it 
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comes to the floor of the House, and I 
would only say that anybody who has 
debated tonight, or anybody who ·is 
going to debate next week, this is an 
up or down calling. 

I say to my colleagues, "You either 
believe in extended jobless benefits, or 
you don't. You either believe American 
citizens lost their jobs, having paid in 
from their own pay checks to a trust 
fund, that they expected would be 
there when they needed it. You either 
are for that or you are against it." 

Madam Speaker, I am embarrassed 
that we had to try to do this three 
times, but that is the way it is, and 
where we are right now is an up or 
down vote next week on whether we be
lieve in extended benefits for people 
who are unemployed. 

Oh, I have got my story. I came over 
with my story, and I have got a perfect 
right to tell my story, and Madam 
Speaker, I am going to read just a por
tion of a letter from one of my con
stituents, an out-of-work legal assist
ant. This letter was sent to me, a copy, 
because the original was sent to the 
President. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: For many months I 
have been extremely displeased with your 
domestic programs (or, perhaps I should say, 
your lack of some) .. 

I happen to be one of the unemployed. I am 
54 years old, divorced, not in the best of 
health and worried sick that I will soon end 
up on the street. I am exhausting my savings 
and am "bone weary" from disappointing job 
interviews where I find I am one of 50 or 60 
who are vying for the same position. I do 
temporary assignments when they are avail
able . My unemployment compensation is 
about to run oµt and when I heard on the 
evening news last night that you have no in
tention of signing an extension for unem
ployment benefits, I just knew it was high 
time to sit down and send this letter to you. 

Mr. Bush, I live in one of your "home" 
states. Up until a year and a half ago I had 
a good job w:ith a firm in Hartford. Since 
that time I have had to rely on. temporary 
assignments, unemployment compensation 
and my savings. _ 

If you have no plan to extend the unem
ployment insurance benefit, then what in the 
heck do you think people (such as myself) 
are supposed to do? 

Madam Speaker, the letter goes on, 
and I think the people on the other side 
of the aisle have their letters, and we 
all certainly have had our letters. But, 
as my colleagues know, a letter can 
say a certain amount, but look in the 
eyes of somebody who is out on unem
ployment compensation, and their ben
efits are about to run out, and they are 
not sure that they are going to be eligi
ble for extended benefits, let alone will 
those ·extended benefits be there. 

That happened to me this summer 
when I was walking into the Stop and 
Shop. There was· a table set up, and 
there was some gentleman selling tick
ets for a veterans fund raiser. We have 
all done this , volunteered to do this 
type of thing, and four gentleman were 
sitting together , and one of them said, 
" BARBARA, you 're ·not the Congressman 

in this district. Another woman is my 
congresswoman. But you're here, and I 
've got you here , and I want to ask you 
something. What are you going to do 
with me?". 

Now here is a gentleman, does not 
look different than anybody else, sit
ting with his friends. One could tell 
that he did not want to say anything 
about himself being unemployed, but 
he had a Congresswoman, and he was 
going to tell her what he thought. 

He said, "I've never asked for any
thing. I've never needed anything. But 
I've lost my job, my benefits' are about 
to run out, and I need extended bene
fits . I would hope, if you do one thing, 
you vote for extended benefits. I hope, 
if you are down there getting that 
large pay check and you get, that you 
could do one thing for me, and that's 
vote for extended benefits." 

D 0550 
I looked him in the eye and he looked 

me in the eye and neither of us were 
very happy. I could not just say to him, 
of course, this is going to happen. I re
alized this thing had become so con ten
tious that nobody knew exactly where 
they were or what they were doing. 

So I say to my colleagues, to end my 
remarks, next week let us be able to 
look all ·our constituents in the eye and 
say that we finally can get something 
straight, that we can vote up or down 
on extended benefits, that we believe in 
unemployment compensation because 
it was there and is a trust fund and the 
people paid for it, and that we know 
who we are and what we are about and 
that this country, if you work for a liv
ing and try to take care of your family 
and try to make your payments and 
you lose your job, there will be some
body there to help you. That was what 
you did when you worked to pay for ex2 
tended benefits. · 

I just ask my colleagues, let us get 
together: Republicans and Democrats, 
conservatives and liberals, and vote yes 
next week. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for her remarks. 

At this time I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. EVANS], who is about 
to speak. The gentleman just pointed 
something out·. I was saying we are 
going to have to limit our remarks, we 
have so many people here. 

He said how good that is; that at a 
quarter of 6 in the morning there are 
that many that have been waiting for a 
long time to speak. That is how in
tensely we feel about this unemploy
ment issue. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I think 
some of the most compelling testimony 
that I heard regarding the unemploy
ment compensation legislation that we 
have been promoting here on· the 
Democratic side was given by Charles 
Chappel , a very highly decorated com
bat veteran of Vietnam who spoke be
fore the Joint Economic Committee. 

I have an excerpt from his testimony 
that I will read from. He said, 

I received many medals in Vietnam. I do 
not expect to get any medals for surviving 
this recession. But I do expect my Govern
ment, 1that I put my life on the line for , to 
fulfill its responsibilities to the • citizens of 
this country. We need jobs. In the past the 
Government has created job programs to 
help people through recessions. If the Gov
ernment will not provide jobs, then we-need 
a way to survive in the meantime, We need 
mbre weeks of unemployment benefits now. 

It also needs to be pointed out that the bill 
that Bush killed wouJd have prQvided the 
same 26 weeks of unemployment to people 
coming out of the military as the rest. of the 
working population. Currently, there is only 
13 weeks of unemployment benefits available 
to those people in the Armed Forces who are 
unable to find a job. 

This Nation moves the world. But it is peo
ple like ourselves who move the Nation. And 
there are millions of us who are doing noth
ing but moving backwards, not forward. It is 
time to turn things around. 

We have heard a lot about the Repub
lican plan on unemployment, yet this 
Republican plan propos~s to cut unem
ployment benefits for veterans in a 
way that is unfair 'and wrong. The Re
publican plan not only offers veterans 
less unemployment coverage than the 
Democratic bill, but less unemploy
ment coverage than the current law. 

It gives unemployment benefits only 
to those released for the good of the 
service or those who leave the service 
after extending their term· at the re-
quest of the service. , 

This means that those who chose vol
untarily to separate from the service 
at the completion of their incurred ob
ligation will not receive unemploy
ment under the Republican bill. And to 
add insult to injury, the Republicans 
change the law to eliminate coverage 
of military men and women who are 
currently eligible. This includes veter
ans returning from Desert Storm and 
Desert Shield and other service person
nel who leave the service after serving 
out their tours of duty with honorable 
discharge. , 

Those cuts amount to a cut of $535 
million or 65 percent in unemployment 
benefits for veterans over the next 5 
years. , 

In contrast, the Democratic bill that 
we are' supporting re'tains the basic eli
gibility rules established in 11982, 
whereby service personnel receive ben
efits if they have completed their first 
term of service honorably or they have 
been honorably discharged before their 
first term is completed, such as early 
release for such reasons as for the con
venience of the Government or medical 
disqualification for hardhip. We also 
restore equity for ; veterans by giving 
them the same weeks of benefits that 
the private sectbr employt;les receive. 

This is not the only group of peo'ple 
who are not reachetl by the Republican 
plan, because a good many people have 
previously exhausted their benefits and 
will receive absolut ely no help' from 
the Republican plan. 
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The Republican bill helps jobless 
workers in only six States. In Illinois, 
no workers now jobless and out of ben
efits would get any help. The bill re
ported out of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, however, this week recog
nizes that there are over 90,000 jobless 
workers in Illinois who have run out of 
benefits. And this bill provides them 
with extended benefits. 

I am very pleased to join with the 
gentleman's special order, and I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman. I 
know he has been involved and how ac
tive he has been on this issue. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SERRANO], who has also 
been very eloquent on this issue many 
times before. 

Mr. SERRANO. I thank the gen
tleman for the opportunity, Madam 
Speaker. I always find myself in a di
lemma whenever we discuss something 
this important on the floor. That is , to 
see to what extent I should stay strict
ly on the subject at hand and not bring 
in information or a conversation that 
speaks about other related issues. 

However, today as I do on so many 
other occasions, I come to the conclu
sion that I cannot just discuss just 
what is at hand because representing 
the poorest district in the Nation indi
cates that I have knowledge that some 
of my colleagues on the other side may 
not have. And that is what we are see
ing here today, this opposition to help
ing people who are in need, is some
thing that is not new where I come 
from. 

We have been hovering around 20-per
cent unemployment for the last 10 to 12 
years. That is a fact. The Labor De
partment in this country finds it dif
ficult at times to determine how many 
people in my community are looking 
for a job and how many have in fact 
dropped out of looking for a job be
cause they have just given up. 

The good news is that I have that in
formation. The bad news is that there 
is very little being done to correct that 
information. 

When you add, then, all of those is
sues together, you find that an area · 
like the South Bronx suffers from re
lated issues, issues which then speak to 
the fact that people would like to see a 
better tomorrow. Where there are peo
ple who are employed in my district, I 
probably have a very large number, if 
not the largest number of under
employed people. 

I probably supply more dishwashers 
to the economy than anywhere else in 
the country. I supply more domestic 
workers to the economy than anywhere 
else in the country. And what are we 
saying here? That on top of the misery 
of living in that part of the world and 
having to deal with that kind of a situ·· 
ation within the greatest and richest 
country on Earth, you are now, if you 
do find a job and find yourselves unem-

ployed, going to be told by the same 
government that for years has told 
you, your cousin and your brother that 
there was nothing for you to do in this 
society, that now you will not even get 
some extended benefit s to cover you in 
the hope that someday you will be able 
to be one of the few in my area that 
may find a job. 

Then you have to deal on a daily 
basis with all the other problems that 
affect the society. How many of my 
colleagues have really ever seen a 
crack-addicted baby? A baby shaking 
at birth because that baby is addicted 
to crack? It looks in a horrible way 
like taking a spider and turning it up
side down and, as the legs begin to 
shake, that is what the baby's limbs 
do. 

I realize that there are Members, es
pecially on the other side, who would 
say, " Wait a minute, don't come blam
ing this on this particular issue. There 
are people here who in the final analy
sis have created those situations for 
themselves." 

Well, granted. And in the final analy
sis, a crack-smoking pregnant woman 
did that to herself. But in the initial 
analysis, there is a society that created 
situations and allowed situations to 
take place, not for all, I do not make 
excuses for all, but certainly for most. 

Tuberculosis, a word that is now part 
of our history, not in the South Bronx. 
It is part of our present. Tuberculosis, 
outbreaks of tuberculosis, not related 
only to the AIDS epidemic but tuber
culosis with babies, with new arrivals, 
with people who are poor. In my dis
trict, you go to the local hospital, Lin
coln Hospital , and you begin to leave 
for the hospital around this time, not 
only are they not watching me in my 
district because I am probably the only 
part of New York City that does not 
have cable TV yet, but they are leaving 
for the hospital now, to begin at 7:30 to 
line up. And if they are lucky by 4:30 or 
5 o'clock that afternoon they would 
have seen a doctor. 

D 0600 
Again, a related subject? Absolutely 

so, all related to a government basi
cally and an administration that for 
the last 10 years or so has said hey, if 
you are in that condition it is because 
you have brought it onto yourself, and 
if you do not get some of this trickle
down that we keep sending you, then it 
is your problem, not mine. We have the 
will, but we do not have the wallet. 

I know there was a discussion when I 
came in around 4 o'clock that we 
should not bring foreign affairs in, but 
I do remember a few months ago when 
we had the will and therefore we had 
the wallet for Kuwait against Iraq. I 
wonder if the same wallet is not avail
able for my people in the South Bronx 
for some extended unemployment bene
fits . 

I really think that the tragedy of 
this country is that people who were 

never affected before are now begin
ning to see what it is like to live in 
other parts of the country. And I could 
sarcastically say, " Well, welcome to 
the club. It looks like you may not get 
extended unemployment benefits, '' be
cause the same administration that 
has been saying no to my community 
in general is going to say no now to 
you on this specific issue. But I am not 
that sarcastic and I am not that cruel. 
I want people to get their extended 
benefits. 

But do you know something, you 
take two babies in this society, take 
two women giving birth. One woman 
gives birth in my district , and they 
both will go through the same beau
tiful, maybe painful but joyfully pain
ful situation. And I was part of that re
cently, about 21/ 2 years ago when my 
son was born, and I was in the delivery 
room, and it was the greatest thing 
that ever happened, my fifth child, and 
yet it was wholly a new experience to 
see it happen, and that baby was born 
in the South Bronx. In Spanish we have 
a phrase which I will translate which is 
dar a luz, which means brings a child 
to light. When a baby sees light in the 
South Bronx, it is destined to run into 
all kinds of misery. 

What people with unemployment in
surance who are lacking benefits are 
now beginning to see is some of that 
misery. They are beginning to come to 
the conclusion that the administration 
would rather play around with 30-sec
ond spots than to say to them you are 
hurting and we are going to help you. 

So I stand here today joining my col
leagues, not saying I am not going to 
care about those people who are unem
ployed because I have bigger problems. 
What I am saying is those of us who 
have an opportunity to get a job in the 
South Bronx are now going to be told 
that since they are going to be hurt by 
the economy even more than they were 
before they cannot get unemployment 
insurance. And second, I am standing 
here to remind us that we are using the 
word " extension. " This is an extended 
part of the misery, of the indifference 
of a gove;;nment that says you can 
make it on your own; I am not going to 
give you a hand. But if you move out of 
the country and you fall under a Com
munist regime, then obviously I am 
going to give you a hand. 

That is why it has to change. That is 
what has to change. That is why it is 
6:03 in the morning. I am here to say do 
not allow what has happened to my dis
trict, that indifference, to prevail 
throughout the rest of the country. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman 
very much for his very powerful state
ment. I now turn to someone who has 
been very, very active on this issue 
speaking in many ways, the gentleman 
from Rhode Island, Mr. REED. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to discuss this 
critically important issue. 
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Many of my colleagues have been be

fore me all evening talking about these 
statistics. They are stark and brutal. 
In my home State the unemployment 
rate is 9.1 percent. It is probably higher 
than that, but the way we calculate un
employment in America is that we do 
not count those people who have ·given 
up hope and are simply not even look
ing for work. 

My State was one of the first States 
to qualify for extended unemployment 
benefits. Ironically, those benefits ter
minated last week. We have approxi
mately 40,000 people in Rhode Island 
who are unemployed, and unless we do 
something they will be unemployed 
without hope, without means of sup
port, without means to sustain them
selves in a crushing economic down
turn. 

Those are the statistics, but the 
human face of this dilemma is much 
more compelling. And like many of my 
colleagues, I have received letters from 
Rhode Island. I received a letter from a 
woman in Narragansett. 

She writes: 
NARRAGANSETT, RI. 

Today I was informed by the Department 
of Employment Security that my extended 
benefits would cease at the end of Septem
ber. Since I have only collected this money 
for 2 weeks, I was shocked. 

I worked for one of the credit unions that 
was closed last January, and was unable to 
find employment until 3 weeks ago. The posi
tion I have consists of only 19 hours a week, 
and the Department of Employment Secu
rity made up the difference. In 2 weeks I will 
not receive that difference. 

I certainly hope that you are accepting the 
deception that less people are unemployed 
the fact is, in Rhode Island, and most of the 
Northeast, more people than ever are unem
ployed, but because their benefits have been 
exhausted, they are no longer part of the sta
tistics in the unemployment role-leading 
one to assume fewer people are unemployed. 

This is simply not true. 
How am I to survive as a recently divorced 

woman, age 55, working 19 hours a week, 
earning $6.00 per hour? 

ANN DURANTE. 

I think the people of America have a 
much keener sense of the reality that 
they face than does the President who 
continually refuses to recognize the 
dire circumstances that people face. 

Here is another letter from a Rhode 
Islander: 

LINCOLN, RI. 
What is being done to extend unemploy

ment benefits? It took me 6 months to qual
ify for unemployment after being laid off 
from a job I had only had for 5 months. What 
I am collecting is minimal to say the least. 
I now understand there will be no extension. 
How am I supposed to live? 

What is being done to give recognition to 
people like me who I am told fall through 
the cracks. I am a 49-year-old widow who 
earned a 4-year college degree in 3 years and 
owes the Government almost $13,000 in stu
dent loans. 

I graduated from college in December 1989. 
I completed five internships while in college 
and did all the networking I was told would 
ensure a position when I graduated. It didn 't. 

I searched for help while I kept applying 
for work. I went to welfare. They said I don't 
qualify. I have called just about every agen
cy in this State to no avail. Displaced home
makers said I am one of the people who fall 
through the cracks. Several agencies said I 
am one of the people that fall through the 
cracks. 

I do not live in a crack. I need help, not 
charity but help. I have been working hard 
to better my life. 

I need assistance and there seems to be 
none for me, why? 

CAROLYN BROOKS. 

Why, Mr. President? I cannot answer 
that. We have sent you bills. We have 
given you the authority to declare an 
emergency. We have asked you, we 
have pleaded with you, and you have 
turned your back on people like this. 

I could go on and on with the record 
of human misery, of suffering, a record 
that belies what many people struggled 
for in building this country, a country 
where people have opportunity, a coun
try where people can make themselves 
better through hard work, through edu
cation. That economy, that country is 
disappearing. People are appalled. 
They disbelieve. They cannot under
stand why the President is so insensi
tive to this issue and I cannot either. 

They also cannot understand why he 
does not sense that this is a problem 
not of some invisible group of people 
that show up periodically as transient 
employment. These are our neighbors, 
these are people who I grew up with, 
who I went to school with, who until 
recently were working as I am work
ing. 

This country was built by genera
tions of people willing to sacrifice, con
tribute, to build. They left us a legacy 
which we are not fulfilling, and that is 
at least at a minimum providing oppor
tunity to our citizens in times of dis
tress. We must respond to this. We 
must provide unemployment extension 
benefits, and we must do it promptly. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman from a State that also has 
high unemployment, the State of 

· Rhode Island. I know very well of what 
the gentleman is speaking and he 
states it well. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] , also a very active Member 
on this issue. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding. 

This morning, Mr: Speaker, my 
Democratic colleagues and I remain 
awake to show our support for the mil
lions of middle class Americans who 
are struggling really to try to make it 
through this devastating recession, but 
who have callously been ignored by 
their President. 
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My Democratic colleagues and I care 
about those millions of Americans who 
will go sleepless tonight because they 
have lost their jobs, or they do not 

know how they will be able to make it 
through tomorrow or the rest of the 
week or how they are going to pay 
their bills at the end of this month. 
These Americans who only wish that 
they could find a job, keep their homes 
heated, put food on the table, and pay 
for health care for their families have 
been consistently neglected by an ad
ministration that cares more about a 
capital gains tax for the rich than for 
the tragic plight of working Ameri
cans. 

We are here this morning because we 
are deeply concerned about the present 
and the future direction of this coun
try. We are facing an emergency. 

Democrats have been trying to do 
something about it , but the President 
has yet to act. In my home State of 
Connecticut, we know the havoc that 
this recession is wreaking on middle
class families perhaps more than any 
other State. 

An article in yesterday's Hartford 
Courant quotes an economist of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston as say
ing that in New England the economic 
downturn has not yet hit bottom. Two 
years of recession in the Northeast, 
and we still have not hit the bottom. 

How much more can people take? 
Since the mid-1980's, our region has 
lost a quarter of its manufacturing 
jobs, and the manufacturing sector is 
the single most important indicator of 
economic health and the possibilities 
for recovery. 

These recent statistics prove that 
our economy is sick and that there is 
no cure in sight. 

In New England, we have been suffer
ing from the recession for over 2 years, 
longer than any other region of the 
country, and the middle class is being 
hit the hardest. This is a middle-class 
recession. 

If the President does not want to lis
ten to Federal Reserve economists, 
then that is his prerogative, but it is 
his job to listen to the people of this 
country. 

I did not need to read these statistics 
in yesterday's paper to understand the 
depth of the recession. Since my first 
day in office, I have heard from my 
constituents who have been telling me 
of their fears, of their pain, and of their 
sleepless nights. 

I recently received a letter from a 
constituent, and I will read briefly 
from the letter: 

Never did I think I would ever go on wel
fare. My husband and myself have worked for 
our money since we were 18. 

Now we had no hope, except that he would 
get unemployment compensation. In the 
meantime, months of rent bills, loans, edu
cation bills were piling up. We lived day to 
day. 

I myself tried submitting resumes every
where and I decided to apply a temporary 
agency, and I was employed by mid April. I 
was fortunate , my husband was not so fortu
nate. Meanwhile, our daughter only knew 
that her daddy lost his job. Before you know 
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it, children feel pressure, they know some
thing is wrong. What qo you tell a child? 
What about future education or employ
ment? 

By then my husband was submitting re
sumes to so many companies, there just are 
not enough jobs. He is still submitting re
sumes but no luck. It's a .shame he worked 13 
years and can't receive more benefits, an ex
tension on his unemployment. 

We are still struggling week to week now. 
My job is a temporary assignment and they 
say any time this assignment is over. Our 
medical benefits ran out in February of this 
year and my daughter's medical alone has 
cost us $300 so far. 

Now another winter. What is in store for us 
now? What I can't believe is that President 
Bush will send "foreign aid" to other coun
tries when we have people starving here, and 
homeless people here too? 

Mr. Speaker, I spend every weekend 
at home listening to my constituents, 
and what they tell me is no different 
than what I have been hearing for 
months. People are scared about the 
future, that old American dream no 
longer seems within reach of average 
working families, and they want some 
answers. 

The White House listens to the cri.es 
of the . Kurds and the cries of the 
Bangladeshis. Why cannot the White 
House acknowledge the anguish of 
American people? It is time for the 
President to wake 'up to the reality of 
what is going on in this country. 

The reality is unmet car payments, 
looming mortgage notes, · m;1reachable 
tuition payments, and crushing health 
care premiums, and most of all, the re
ality is that millions of people are un
able to sleep tonight, unable to sleep, 
Mr. Speaker, and this one night we 
spend together is a symbol of our ·soli
darity and to let people in this country 
know that we have' not forgotten them. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentlewoman. 
The next person I would like to yield to 
is the gentleman from rFlorida [Mr. 
BACCHUS]. . 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia. I 
thank him for his leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been listening to 
this debate through much of the night, 
and now into ~he morning. An hour ' or 
so ago I listened to my friend and col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. ROHRABACHER]. I listened to him 
frequently. 

He and I serve together on the Com
mittee ori Science, Space and Tech
nology. He and ·I work together to try 
to get America back on the cutting 
edge and competing edge in high tech
nology, and that is certainly one thing 
we need to do as a country. 

I agree with much of what he said 
this morning about the need to· invest 
in the future, the productivity, the 
capital formation, and I am one Demo
crat who supports a balanced-budget 
amendment to the Constitution so that 
we can make the difficult choices and 
move beyond this pointless and self-de
feating budget agreement. 

As a former trade negotiator for this 
country, I believe we need a new and 
vigorous and effective and strong trade 
policy. I certainly believe strongly that 
we need some tax reform, and espe
cially tax relief for the middle class. I 
am one Democrat who is willing to 
consider and support restructuring of 
capital gains as part of that tax reform 
package. 

I believe we need a Marshall Plan for 
America. We have rebuilt Japan, and 
we rebuilt Europe. Now we need to re
build the United States of America. 

But in the meantime, in the mean
time, Mr. Speaker, look at the reality 
we face in this country, and look at the 
reality we face in my district, the 11th 
District of Florida in central Florida, 
in a place that includes Disney World 
and the Kennedy Space Center and the 
high technology corridor and .much of 
what is good and progressive and pros
perous about America. Look at what is 
happening in central Florida. 

In Orange County, there are 5,579 of 
my constituents who have exhausted 
their unemployment bene,fits. In 
Brevard County, .. there are 3,363 who 
have exhausted their benefits. In In
dian River County, there are 1,165 who 
have exhausted their unemployment 
benefits. In Osceola County there are 
762 who have exhausted those benefits. 
That is 10,869 of my constituents who 
have exhausted their benefits among 
about 33,000 who are unemployed. 

This is in the midst of central Flor
ida, in the midst of a place that is still 
among the most prosperous places in 
this country. Our unemployment is the 
highest it has been in a decade. 

Statewide in Florida we now have 
126,000 people who have exhausted their . 
unemployment benefits. , 

Now, these are not people who are 
not looking for work. These are not 
people who are looking for a handout. 
These are people who

1
want very much 

to work and who have been a part of 
making America work in recent years. 
They are engineers, they are bankers, 
they are people who have been in our 
service economy, they are people who 
have been in our manufacturing econ
omy making boats and cars. I am con
cerned about them. 

I am concerned about their families. 
I want to do everything that I can to 
help them by changing our economic 
policies and restructuring our taxes· 
and investing in the future. 

But in the meantime they need to 
pay the grocery bill. They need to 
make the auto payment. They need to 
make the house payment. And I want 
to help them .do that. . · 

They are entitled to "have a govern
ment that is on their side, and also I 
am concerned especially about the 
businesses in central Florida and what 
the impact of not extending unemploy
ment benefits will be for the business 
community. 

What if the default rate goes up on 
credit cards? What will that do to an 

already precarious banking situation 
in central Florida and elsewhere? what 
if people cannot make their car pay
ments? The auto industry is already in 
the doldrums. What if these people can
not position themselves so that they 
can take advantage of those new high 
technology jobs that happen to come 
along? Where will they be then? And 
what will we be able to do to make the 
transition we have to make in our 
economy? 

Our residential housing industry in 
central Florida is in the dregs. What if 
these people ·cannot make their house 
payments? 

0 0620 
What is the ripple effect on the busi

ness community? 
Finally, Madam Speaker, if all this is 

true in central Florida, if all this is 
true in the haven of Disney World and 
for hope and for sunshine, then what 
are things like in West Virginia and 
the south Bronx? 

I represent my district and I work as 
hard for my district as I can. I believe 
fervently that unemployment com
pensation needs to be extended to the 
people in my district, but as a Member 
of the House of Representatives I think 
of the Nation as well, and I believe I 
must speak up for the Nation as well as 
for my district. · 

If we are suffering in central Florida, 
as we are in a place that is still more 
prosperous than many other places 
throughout America, then'. how many 
more are suffering around the country? 

I believe we need to do a lot to im
prove our economy. We need to do 
much in this Congress to restore the 
faith and confidence of the people in 
the Congress; but I believe the best 
thing we can do, Mr. Speaker, is to 
begin to be responsive to the real needs 
of the people, and among the real needs 
of the people I represent is the need to 
extend unempl,oyment compensation 
benefits. · 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, l thank 
the gentleman for his very moving re
marks. The gentleman from Florida 
has stated very well the problem that 
many of us are having across the coun
try. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from New Hampshire 
[Mr'. SWETT]. 

Mr. SWETT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my distinguished colleague for 
the opportunity to' speak this morning 
about the ., unemployment situation 
here in this country. 

Madam Speaker, there are 55,000 rea
sons why I rise to speak about the im
portant issue of unemployment. As I 
am limited in time, I will focus my at
tention only on three reasons: Peter 
Pollet, William Koski, and Gordon 
Liptak. 

They are just three ordinary people, 
who've worked hard all their lives, paid 
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their taxes and expected very little, in 
return from their government. Now, 
they are unemployed. Their pain and 
agony must become our concern. 

Madam Speaker, during the 1980's 
New Hampshire was the land of oppor
tunity. The Granite State was the fast
est growing State east of the Mis
sissippi River. The unemployment rate 
was low, wages were high, land specula
tion was rampant. New Hampshire was 
in a drunken stupor-drunk on bor
rowed money and driven by the desire 
to make a quick buck. Well, Madam 
Speaker, the drinking binge is over and 
we are feeling the hangover. 

Unfortunately, this hangover not 
only hurts our heads-but also our 
hearts and souls. It is hurting those 
who speculated and those who saved. 
Those on Wall Street and on Main 
Street. Everyone is hurting. 

Personal income has declined ln New 
Hampshire inore than any another 
State. 

There are at least 55,000 people unem-
ployed. ·' 

More jobless workers have exhausted 
their unemployment insurance in the 
first 8 months of this year than the last 
2 years combined. 

Eighteen hundred manufacturing 
jobs left New Hampshire 'since 1988-
that is 16 percent of that work force. 

Welfare cases 'have increased by 44 
percent over the past year. 

Bankruptcies are the highest in the 
country. The top five banks have 
closed taking with them nearly 500 
jobs. ' 

Madam Speaker, my focus is on jobs. 
Producing jobs, keeping jobs, and im
proving the economic climate. We 
must remember-the best social pro
gram is a good job. 

Peter Pollet: Bill Koski, and Gordon 
Liptak represent to me a human trag
edy. They are hard-working A:tnericans, 
proud and independent. They are not 
looking for a handout-they are look
ing for a job. I would like to tell you a 
little bit about each of , them so you 
and all America can understand their 
plight. 

Pete Pollet is an unemployed pur
chasing agent from Concord, NH. Two 
years ago, he w~s earning a good ·living 
and looking forward to his retirement 
years. He . worked hard all his life. He 
was happy and secure. Today, he is 
scared. His unemploym.ent insurance 
has been . exhausted. He has borrowed 
money from friends and family and 
drained his savings. He has been to.Id 
by the local welfare office that he is in
eligible for any form of assistance until 
he cashes in his $2,000 IRA. Pete may 
be .broke, but he is not broken. Pete 
helped start an unemployment network 
group, that offers moral and technical 
support to the unemployed without 
spending a nickel of. taxpayers' money. 

For the first time in 40 years, Wil
liam Koski, from Keene, NH, is unem
ployed. He lost his job as a service 

manager at a local car dealership. His 
unemployment benefits will run out 
soon. In New Hampshire, the maximum 
unemployment insurance benefit is $179 
per week. Regardless of previous in
come the largest amount issued per re
cipient is less than $5,000 yearly. I 
spoke to Bill last week and he ex
pressed his frustration with the Presi
dent's veto of the unemployment insur
ance extension bill. He asked me how 
we can send money all over the world
and then cannot take care of our peo
ple at home, particularly after paying 
into the system for 40 years. Where 
does he fall on the list of national pri
orities? He told me that he thought 
about calling the White House to ex
press his concerns, but decided against 
it because he thought no one would 
care. 

Madam Speaker, I do not know Gor
don Liptak and I might not have the 
opportunity to meet him. He is from 
Plymouth, NH, and worked in sales 
prior to becoming unemployed. He was 
a member of Pete Pellet's unemploy
ment network. I say "was" because he 
is leaving New Hampshire. Today, he is 
in Wichita, KS to interview for a job at 
the Boeing factory. I would like to 
share with you a letter he sent the 
group prior to leaving. "My wife and I 
love New Hampshire," he wrote, "But 
we can no longer make a living here 
and keep a home with the opportuni
ties very low for the next several years, 
an increase in property taxes, and a 
failing bank system which has become 
quite harsh on its customers. We must 
imm~grate to a more fertile land as our 
parents did." 

Madam Speaker, Pete Pollet, Bill 
Koski, and GordonJLiptak need and de1 
serve our help. 

We need fairness and responsibility 
in government. That's why I am proud 
of my vote on the extension of unem
ployment insurance benefits. · 

I have focused my attention on two 
areas, both of which produce jobs for 
New Hampshire. 

First, I am working hard to make 
sure that New Harp.pshire gets its fair 
share of Federal funds. As a member of 
the Public Works and Transportation 
Committee, I have fought for the inclu
sion of $10 million in New Hampshire 
highway projects for the 2d congres
sional district of New Hampshire. The 
highway bill will include three major 
infrastructure projects including the 
replacement of the Ledyard Bridge in 
Hanover and the Winchester Bridge and 
the Second Nashua River Crossing. 
These highway projects will mean · an 
influx of money to New Hampshire's 
economy, jobs for our citizens and irrt
proved highways for our State. 

The second area I have tried to ad
dress, as it relates to jobs, is economic 
growth. As a Member of Congress, I 
have taken advantage of every oppor
tunity to ·promote New Hampshire. I 
have aggressively sought to build rela-

tionships between New Hampshire busi
ness people and their counterparts both 
nationally and internationally. We 
must recognize that a rising tide lifts 
all ships. A strong economy makes for 
a strong society. 

This summer, I was pleased to host 
the delegation meeting between the 
United States Congress and the Euro
pean Parliament. This was a unique op
portunity for' our business community 
to expand their contacts. This meeting 
has resulted in at least one signed con
tracts. This meeting has resulted in at 
least one signed contract and several 
others pending. These relationships 
will mean jobs for New Hampshire. 

During the Persian Gulf war, I had 
the opportunity to help Test Systems, 
Inc., a small company in Hudson, NH, 
that was trying to get the Pentagon to 
listen 'to their proposal to combat the 
.problems of "friendly fire." 
, The Pentagon had hundred of firms 
working on this and seemed uninter
ested in listening. I was able to call at
tention to this issue and give Test Sys
tems, Inc. a chance to compete. Con
sequently, Test Systems, Inc. won the 
contract with the Department of De
fense and went on to save lives 1 in the 
Persian Gulf and to create jobs in New 
Hampshire. · 
· Madam Speaker, when are we going 

to respond to the needs of the average 
American citizens? When will we take 
responsibility for the problems our 
folks ·are having? 

It is not too much to ask Toreign 
countries, who have benefited for the 
last 40 years to start paying for their 
security provided by the United States. 
It is not too much to ask that foreign 
debt be repaid just as our banks expect 
us to repay our loans. It is not too 
much to expect us to ask this govern
ment to provide a temporary measure 
of relief for those in financial need. I 
am aware of the questions: "Where 
does it come from?" and "Who will pay 
for it?" · 

But, my reply is: Who paid .for 1 the 
forgiveness of the $7 billion loan to 
Egypt? Why can we not close bases 
overseas and keep our security forces 
at home:? Who paid for the $100 billion 
bill for the Persian Gulf war? 

Let us be realistic and fair when we 
look at these issues. The budget agree
ment has been broken time and time 
again by the administration and the 
Congress alike. Let us not play politics 
witli innocent people's lives. Let us 
help them in this time of need and then 
go to work solving the budget problem 
immediately afterwards, · and put a 
stop, once and for all, to these partisan 
attacks by both parties because of 
th€(ir mutual irresponsibility. , 

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, our time 
has expired. I appreciate the remarks 
the gentleman 'has made about what is 
going on in New Hampshire. I know 
how liard t11e gentleman has been. fi1?ht
ing. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 60 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
DELAURO). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
RIGGS] who in a very short period of 
time, less than a year, has already dis
tinguished himself in this House. 

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman for his kind 
comments, and I also thank him for his 
leadership that I have heard on this 
side of the aisle. It has been a long 
evening and hopefully we all have 
learned a little something from it. 

The thought that keeps coming to 
my mind as I have listened to the de
bate, with numerous speakers on both 
sides of the aisle, into these wee hours 
and now the dawning of a new day is 
that they still do not get it. 

What we heard tonight is a proces
sion of speakers on the other side of 
the aisle talking about, frankly, let us 
be honest, austerity, and what we have 
heard on our side of the aisle is a pro
cession of speakers talking repeatedly 
about growth. I do not think the con
trast could be more stark, particularly 
in terms of the future of the very 
Americans that we are both concerned 
about. 

First of all, we are still debating this 
issue over what do we do or how do we 
fund extended unemployment insur
ance benefits. 

I think it is important and note
worthy to go back over some basic 
facts, that we have just concluded a 
Federal fiscal year with a record budg
et deficit, annual budget deficit in our 
country's history, with a figure some
where in excess of $350 billion. Spend
ing is now 25 percent of the gross na
tional product and increasing all the 
time, particularly with the debt service 
on the national debt compounded. 
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Taxes are peaking back up to where 

they were before the Reagan tax cuts. 
We have heard about the very delete
rious effects on the economy as a re
sult of that bleak fiscal situation. 

We have also talked a little bit to
night about taxes. I find it ironic, and 
I sometimes wonder how much more 
evidence our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle need before they be
come convinced that additional taxes 
is just not the answer. 

There is a lot of published research in 
this area. The U.S. Chamber of Com-

merce study of the period between 1940 
through 1988, which concluded that 
every time taxes are increased by $1-
I am sure this has been mentioned on 
this floor before-but spending in
creases by $1. 72. 

More recently, a very interesting ar
ticle pertaining to the luxury tax, 
which my good friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] 
stressed in his very, very articulate re
marks. I mentioned this earlier this 
evening, but I want to mention it 
again. 

According to a recent study by the 
Congress's Joint Economic Committee, 
that is, our committee, a bipartisan 
committee, as they all are in the 
House, according to the study produced 
by that Joint Economic Committee, 
the luxury tax, and here we are talking 
about not just a tax on boats or yachts 
in excess of $100,000 but also the luxury 
tax on private airplanes and cars, is es
timated to cost 9,000 jobs in America. 
What is the further down side to that? 
Of course, according to this study, that 
is costing us, our Government, $5 in un
employment compensation-were we 
go again, unemployment insurance 
benefits-and the lost income taxes for 
every $1 that that luxury tax has net
ted. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, could 
the gentleman repeat that again? 

Mr. RIGGS. I will read right from the 
USA Today article. I want to stress 
that again. 

According to a study by Congress's Joint 
Economic Committee, the luxury tax will 
cost more than 9,000 jobs. On top of that, it 
is costing the Government nearly $5 for 
every $1 in taxes it gains because of unem
ployment compensation and lost income 
taxes. 

So we heard a lot of talk tonight. 
They stopped just short, on the other 
side of the aisle, of endorsing a tax in
crease, but I want to remind my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
that someone in this body who has a 
thing or two to say about tax in
creases, the illustrious chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, was 
also quoted recently in USA Today, 
and this is a direct quote attributed to 
Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI: "The worst 
thing you can do is raise taxes in a re
cession." 

That is a pretty basic economic argu
ment, but it is one that I think has to 
be stressed and repeatedly stressed to 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, because there is, frankly, an al
ternative. Many people who preceded 
me tonight have talked about those al
ternatives. They really go back to our 
fundamental agenda on economic 
growth and job creation. The gen
tleman has an outstanding piece of leg
islation that unfortunately we are not 
able to see fast-tracking on, or as much 
consideration as we would like to see 
on this side, I am proud to say I am a 
cosponsor of that. There are others, 

other proposals as well. The majority 
whip's. The whole emphasis over here 
is on empowerment and economic 
growth versus more welfare, more food 
stamps, more AFDC, more public hous
ing, because we really do think that it 
would make a fundamental difference 
in the future of this country. We think 
it makes a lot of sense to link effort 
and reward, which is a compelling ar
gument for empowerment and welfare 
reform. 

We say on our side of the aisle, and 
there are others in our party who have 
been saying this, Secretary Kemp; you 
say, "Soak the rich," we say "Create 
the circumstances where you can get 
rich." 

That is, again, a very fundamental 
difference between our parties. We 
want to see an economic growth pack
age. We heard the majority whip, when 
I pressed him on this point earlier 
today before the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] arrived, I 
pressed him on this point because he 
did make some committal comments 
when the unemployment insurance bill 
went to the Committee on Rules for 
the first time. I pressed him on that 
point as to what he had in mind in 
terms of an economic growth package. 
We heard something about enterprise 
zones or enterprise zones where a cap
ital gains taxation rate would be in ef
fect. As far as I am concerned, it does 
not go nearly far enough, but at least, 
apparently now, there is some willing
ness, perhaps as a result of today or 
this evening's or this morning's disclo
sure, to consider an economic growth 
package. 

I say let us lower the capital gains 
taxation rate. 

You know, we keep hearing over and 
over and over again that that is a tax 
for the rich. I do not get that kind of 
feedback when I go home and get out in 
my district and talk to average Ameri
cans, small business owners. 

What I get is they believe from their 
perspective, and these are people who 
are engaged in economic activity day 
in and day out, that they believe it 
would be a direct stimulus or an incen
tive for them, a direct stimulus to pro
mote investment in savings and, there
fore, reinvestment and job creation in 
the economy. 

But I harken back to the President's 
State of the Union Address. I can re
member he was right here in this body 
and he laid out on the table for our 
consideration the possibility of doing 
some sort of study as to whether or not 
truly reducing the rate of capital gains 
taxation on long-term assets would 
generate revenues or, for that matter, 
cause a loss of revenues to the Federal 
Treasury. That idea, tucked away in 
the State of the Union Address, was 
dismissed as dead on arrival by our col
leagues on the Democratic side of the 
aisle. 

So we are, I think, looking for some 
sort of sign, some sort of recognition, 
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maybe I ought to say, from our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
that it is at least equally important, if 
not more important, to talk about eco
nomic growth and job creation within 
the context of this debate on unem
ployment insurance benefits. 

Maybe we can flesh out the economic 
growth agenda, talking about IRA's for 
first-time homebuyers again, a concept 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY] has embraced in his bill; 
greenlining neighborhoods, eliminating 
capital gains taxes al together in those 
areas. We attempted to take a small 
step in that direction by the bank re
form bill by greenlining neighborhoods, 
that is to say, reducing bank premiums 
for financial institutions that will lend 
in those urban neighborhoods. 

But I think there is a small recogni
tion there on the part of the 50-some
odd members of the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
that there is good credibility or good 
validity for pursuing this idea further. 

I noticed the other day in the paper 
that Secretary Kemp, when he was out 
our way in San Francisco, speaking to 
the Commonwealth Club, embraced 
what he described as a radical idea. He 
said, "Why don't we eliminate all in
come and payroll taxes," I think he 
said up to 190 percent of the poverty 
level for the poorest Americans in our 
society, a wonderful idea, as far as I am 
concerned. Again, it goes to the heart 
of the agenda we would like to promote 
on this side of the aisle. Again, that is 
enpowerment, empowerment which 
leads to self-sufficiency; empowerment 
which leads to the creation of produc
tive, meaningful jobs for those Ameri
cans who are unemployed or under
employed in the private sector. 

Those are fundamental ideas to Re
publicanism, ideas that I think we can 
be very proud of embracing on our side 
of the aisle. 

So, again, I thank the gentleman for 
his leadership in organizing our re
sponse to the special order, and I will 
continue to stand alongside him and 
support him. I do not know if the gen
tleman would like to pick his time up 
again here or what, but I will stick 
around until a little bit later. 

Mr. DELAY. I appreciate the remarks 
of the gentleman. The gentleman has 
been here all night long, along with 
several of us, defending the honor of 
this side of the aisle and defending it 
very well. And I really appreciate the 
time that the gentleman has spent. 

His constituents should know, 
Madam Speaker, that this gentleman 
puts his money where his mouth is. He 
spends many, many hours at it. 

We have been in this special order 
since a little after 9 yesterday evening, 
and it is now 20 minutes until 7 in the 
morning on Thursday, discussing the 
economy of this country and what is 
wrong with it, who is responsible for it 
and what we can do with it. 

We have before us the distinguished 
economics professor from Texas, who is 
also the ranking member on the Joint 
Economic Committee and a very astute 
man as to what is happening and why 
with our economy and what we ought 
to be doing about it. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I have always been 
fascinated by the debates in the U.S. 
Congress and in the Government gen
erally with respect to what to do about 
the vagaries of the business cycle. 
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I remember, for example, during the 

1960's, when we were involved in the 
war in Vietnam, and at the same time 
the Johnson administration wanted to 
engage in what he called the War on 
Poverty massive increases in Govern
ment spending for both military rea
sons and for domestic spending pro
grams. It was at that time, as a matter 
of fact, that we made a fundamental re
structuring of the Federal Govern
ment's budget and began the process of 
entitlement growth to the point where 
entitlements that amounted to about 
16 percent of the Federal budget in 1963 
have grown to the point today where 
the entitlements are about 52 percent 
of the budget. 

Now an entitlement program is a pro
gram where by some enabling legisla
tion we define certain characteristics, 
if they are displayed by an American 
citizen, automatically entitles them to 
a Government subsidy or a Govern
ment check. Once these programs are 
put in place, then the expenditure of 
funds for those programs will grow by 
the number of people who exhibit those 
characteristics for which the Govern
ment spending is designated unless 
there is some redefinition of the pro
gram. And of course, as entitlements 
have grown from the 1960's, the deficit 
has grown, the budget has grown, and 
it has become increasingly more imper
ative that the Government take in
creased dollars from the American tax
payers. 

Now I remember in that great debate 
about the simultaneous launching of a 
war on poverty and the escalation of 
the war in Vietnam under President 
Johnson, when he was cautioned by his 
economic advisers that we had to ei
ther have increased spending on one 
side or the other side, or match the in
creased spending with increased taxes. 
He said, "No, we can do both, and we 
can do it without increasing the 
taxes." That set off a phenomenon in 
the history of business cycles, not only 
domestically or internationally, but 
something nobody had ever seen before, 
something we called stagflation, the si
multaneous occurrence of inflation and 
recession, and of course this had a tre
mendous impact on the American peo-

ple, particularly the older people who 
were living on retired incomes as their 
incomes were eroded by that inflation 
that went on throughout the 1970's. 

Most of us remember the 1970's. I re
member the 1970's vividly, and these 
were not good times for the American 
people. In fact, the American people 
became so discouraged about the in
ability of the Federal Government to 
do anything that even Jimmy Carter 
proclaimed we were in the days of mal
aise, and frankly he was just totally 
frustrated. 

Now Ronald Reagan came along at a 
time when the economics profession 
was stumped by stagflation, when the 
Carter administration was absolutely 
devastated by stagflation, when Nixon 
had been frustrated, Ford had been 
frustrated, Johnson had been bewil
dered by this phenomenon. Reagan 
came along, and he clearly saw early in 
his first term that the first thing that 
had to be done was to break the back of 
inflation. And my colleagues will recall 
he did that with extremely tight 
money policies early in the 1980's, 
which did cause a recession early in the 
1980's, and then of course, once that in
flation was broken and we stabilized 
prices, we then had the economic mir
acle of the 1980's. 

Madam Speaker, in terms of writing 
the history of one decade after another, 
the Democrats in Congress continually 
tried to write, rewrite the history of 
the 1980's. It appears as though they 
cannot stand prosperity, and I suppose 
it is no wonder. They do not do well 
under good times. But the fact of the 
matter is the 1980's, especially in com
parison with the 1970's, was an extra 
extraordinary prosperous period of 
time, and in fact, if we have honest re
porting of the statistical record of 
these two periods, it is clear that the 
only period of time in the recent his
tory of this country when in fact the 
rich got richer, albeit by not very 
much, and in fact the poor got poorer, 
was in the last 4 years of the 1970's, 
when in fact Jimmy Carter was the 
Democrat President with a Democrat 
Congress, and Democrat policies 
reigned in this country. Now that is in 
fact a fact that is distorted by Demo
crat controlled Government reporting 
agencies, particularly the Congres
sional Budget Office, an agency that is 
infamous for its inaccuracy and its 
ideologically driven analysis, as if it 
somehow was a failure of the 1980's. 
But the 1980's were not a failure. 

Now we come along after the longest 
peacetime growth period in the history 
of this country with stable prices. The 
economy was headed in the last years 
of the 1980's for a recession. This is 
seen, incidentally, very clearly, the 
coming of the recession. The softening 
of the economy was seen very clearly 
by two particular men in this Congress, 
one a Democrat, one a Republican, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], 



28342 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE October 23, 1991 
the ranking Republica~ on the Com
mittee on 4 Ways and Means, and the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. JENKINS], 
a Democrat member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, that put together 
in 1989. the Archer-Jen kins proposal for 
the reduction of the capital gains tax. 
This was opposed by the chairman of 
the committee. It was opposed by the 
Democrat leadership in both the House 
and, the Senate .. But it was such .a 
clearly understood alternative to the 
impending recession that .in fact the 
entire Committee on Ways and Means, 
over the objections of their committee 
chairman, passed the Archer-Jenkins 
capital . gains r~duction proposal · in 
1989. It . was brought to the floor of the 
House, passed the House of Representa
tives by a 100-percent ,margin be.cause 
we saw the recession coming and want
ed to head it off. And then, of course, it 
was killed in ,the Senate by Senate Ma
jorjty Leader MITCHELL. 

Why? Why would we kill a proposal 
that everybody would understand 
would avert a recession? Because of an 
ideological perspective that is frankly 
goofy, that somehow or another it is 
immoral in this country to be .success
ful and to have that success rewarded 
with higher incomes, that it must be 
necessary to punish the rich; nor to 
pass any law that can be perceived as a 
concession to the rich. 

Now let me talk about capital gairis 
taxation -for a moment. When we go to 
work at 'cmr jobs and take our incomes 
in the form of wages and salaries, we 
have that income taxed. One of the 
tliings incidentally that r find obnox
io'us about the manner in which any in
com~ is taxed, and my· colleagues' in
come is taxed, and incidentally my in
come tax when I was a college profes
sor, not in the Government, is that I 
have been personally required all my 
working life, which began when I was 
14 years old, to take some portion of 
my income and put it into the most ill
conceived, badly managed retirement 
program in the history of Western civ
ilization called the Social Security sys
tem'. I did not 1particu1a·rry like putting 
my money in a program mismanaged 
by the Federal Government as opposed 
to the other places I Il).ight have put 
my savings for my retirement where I 
could have managed them myself, but 
the law left me no choice. -My Social 
Security tax is also included in my 
gross taxable income, and I pay income 
tax on that money. So, the Govern
ment is in fact literally taxing my in
come and taxing the taxes on that in
come with. the FICA tax, that aberra
tion in the ta~ code thii.t ought to be 
attended to. 
· Now let us say, after I get done pay
ing all my .taxes, doing what I can for 
my children, my family, paying the or
dinary expenses of mortgage, car pay
ments, groceries and everything, I 
managed to save something. " 
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Now, if in fact you are going to save 

and you are going to do so productively 
for yourself and your family in the fu
ture, you are going to put those sav
ings someplace where they will, one, be 
safe; and, two, have a chance to grow. 
And you might do that in this great 
country of free enterprise by buying 
equity in American business enter
prises. This is called a capital pur
chase. In doing that, buyin_g that eq
uity, you make money available for the 
great corporations of this country with 
which to invest in the machines and 
equipment where ,!;heir labor force will 
be employed. _ 

I was standing oh the floor of a fac
tory in my district talking to a skilled 
machinist one day. He was showing me 
a new machine, a million-dollar ma
chine, with which he , worked in that 
factory making landing gear for air
craft. He pointed out to me that he 
could not, nor could his entire family, 
with an entire ·generation of life sav
ings, have acquired enough equity cap
ital to have purchased this machine 
and have it put in place. So it was 
bought by a lot of folks : J 

So let us say that you hold that cap
ital interest that you hold in the form 
of, perhaps, a stock, or perhaps in the 
form of an IRA account, or in the form 
of a retirement account, and as it ac
crues in value over the years, the in
crease . in that value is · mitigated 
against by the -inflation in prices, so 
that you have in fact a nominal value 
increase that will be greater than the 
real value increase, because, of course, 
as prices go up the purchasing power of 
your dollar goes down. ·-i 

You may get, for the dollar you put 
in this year, a dollar and a half 5 years 
from now, but if the dollar and a half 5 
years from now only has 90 percent of 
tP,e purchasing power of, the -dollar you 
put in, you only really then received 
$1.35 worth of income, or 35 cents worth 
of increase, rather than 50 cents worth 
of increase, because of the inflation 
mitigation. _ 

Now, in our Tax Cqde we do not al~O'f 
that person who has the discipline to 
save, to invest, to make capital forma
tion possible, to index that capital gain 
for inflation so that they pay taxes on 
the real increase in the value. They are 
asked to pay taxes on the entire in
crease, which is in effect, again, taxing 
that same money over again. If you put 
your money in a savings account, you 
are taxed again. 

What happens is that American peo
ple begin to realize, as Richard Kra
mer, a high school pal of mine, told me 
in 1958 ''There is no sense in saving 
your money." I always call this the 
Kramer effect. That is because if you 
save your money, you are going to 
have inflation that is going to reduce 
its purchasing power 5 years from now, 
and even if you have anything left 
a~ter the inflation has eroded the value 

of that money, the Government is 
going to tax it away. So his point was, 
"I will spend it now instead of later." 

Now, if in fact we all spend it now in
stead of later, then we have nothing to 
supply the process of investment for 
which the machines can be purchased. 
Now, reverse that process. Let us say 
that we, No. 1, allow people who are 
disciplined and who have the right to 
index the increase in the value of their 
savings for inflation, so that in fact 
they are reporting to the Government 
their real gain, not an illusionary gain, 
and pay taxes at a lower rate on that 
real gain. Now, all of a sudden people 
have a greater incentive to save. 
"There is something in it for me." 

I will guarantee you that I am no dif
ferent than any other citizen in this 
country. I am not going to make a sac
rifice of something I have now for 
something in the future unless I clear
ly see there is something in it for me 
that compensates for the sacrifice, and 
if in fact the potential gain that I can 
find is taken away from me, either by 
inflation or by government taxes, I am 
not going to make "the sacrifice . . 

So if in fact we then urge that by a 
capital gains reduction people will in 
fact save more, investment will go for
ward, jobs will be created, .and that is 
what history has proven. 

Now, then, why would somebody 
want to kill the Archer-Jenkins pro
posal and create this ' recession, as the 
Senate majority leader, MITCHELL, a 
Democrat from Maine, did? Bec.ause, 
rather than understanding the way the 
economy works and th~ way people 
work within the economy, he was hide
bound by an ideological proposition 
that somehow or another it is just that 
the rich be punished, and the mistaken 
conception that it is oniY the rich that 
enjoy capital gains income. 

The fact of the matter.,--and le.t me 
close ·on this point-is if you are an 
American citizen today and if y,ou have 
worked hard all your life, and if you 
have put any part of your earnings into 
a retirement program that you your
self control, rather than one controlled 
for you by the Government, that re
tirement program has its gain, its 
growth, its prom~se for your retire
ment security in the fact that it is held 
in the U.S. corporate securities in an 
equity holding with resp~c_t to the 
great firms of this country. 

If you impose a capital gains tax, you 
are reducing the value of those retire
ment programs for all those hard
working Americans across this coun
try, and they are the first, worst losers 
of these capital gains taxes. Not only 
do they lose the value of their retire
ment program, but they lose , all too 
often, their ability to hold and main
tain a job. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. DELAY. I am just constantly 
amazed at the gentleman from Texas' 
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total grasp of what drives this engine 
we call the eco.nomy that brings the 
lifestyle .and the standard of living that 
we have all come to enjoy in this coun
try. 

You know, I have been standing and 
participating in this special order all 
night, and I have been listening to . all 
of the pr~sentations, especially the 
presentations brought by the other side 
of the aisle. They called their all-night 
special order to illustrate the need and 
the emergency for having extended 
benefits for unemployment compensa
tion. · I commend them for their dili
gence and activism in that regard, but 
I think I would like to recap what I 
learned during the evening. 

First off, according to the Democrats 
on that side of the aisle, there is a 
whole different history from the his
tory that I remember living through .i11 
the 1980's. There ·is an incredible di.stor
tion. All night long we have heard how 
bad the 1980's were, how bad' .Reagan
omics was, how the people suffered, 
how incomes weBt down, and how the 
country was in terrible shape. 

I do not remember those 1980's. I re
member the 1980's of a completely dif
ferent nature, and I think the people in 
this country who lived through those 
1980's understand it too. All incomes 
went up, some more than others, but 
all incomes went up. It is just fact. 

We created, .over a long period of 
time, if you take 8 years, 17 million 
new jobs; 10 years, 21 million new jobs, 
the longest-you have heard it before
the longest peacetime growth in the 
history of this country; ·growth, real 
growth in our economy. 

But then I heard all the negatives of 
the 1980's blamed on Ronald Reagan. 
They gave him no ere di t for the good 
thing-s · that happened. In fact, they 
claimed there were no good things, and 
then they blamed the·debt and the defi-
cit on Reagan. ' • 
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They were very careful, very careful 
to leave out some very important facts, 
that because of the Reagan policies 
that he was able to put in place, and he 
was not able to put all policies in place 
when he first took office, over the pe
riod of the 8 years that Ronald Reagan 
served, yes, the debt went up and the 
deficit went up under his administra
tion. But I am quick to point out some
thing that the Democrats failed to 
point out. That is that revenues almost 
doubled in that 10-year per~od, espe
cially if we count 1989 and 1990. Reve
nues doubled. They went up an average 
of 7 percent to 8 percent a year every 
year in 'the 1980's. The only problem 
was that spending went up an· average 
of 9 percent. ·: ., - 1 

They also pointed out, I think erro
neously, that Congress never spent 
over the President's request, that we 
always adhered to the President's 
budgets. I serve on the Appropriations 

Committee and I know all of this 
works. We always pass out bills that 
are usually below the request of the 
President, usually leaving out ·massive 
programs that we put back in 
supplementals later on. J 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEIJA Y. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, let me 
first of all say that this point about the 
President's budget is a sore spot with 
me. I remember the passage of the 
Budget Reform and Impoundment Con
trol Act of 1974. That act inspires me to 
Armey's axiom, which is any time the 
Democrats pass legislation with the 
word "reform" in the title, one must 
ask what is being taken away from the 
American people. And the Budget Re
form Act of 1974 was designed to cut 
the. President out of the budget proc
ess. 
. The fact of the matter is in early 
January, in every calendar 'yea+, 'the 
President mm~t submit a budget for the 
ensuing fiscal year. An<;l every· Presi
dent since I have been in Congress has 
met his deadline · of January 3. The 
budget has been submitted to Congress. 
It has been a very thick <document, per
haps 1,000 pages in great detail, spell
in~ o~ t the programs· and recommenda
tions of the President .. And understand, 
the ,. President makes ·a budget· 'rec
ommendation to Congress, and· the 
Presidents have met · th,at deadline and 
~ade their recommen~l;\~ions in great 
detail. Congress then, in the Budget 
Committee that I serve on, has set tl}.at 
set of recommendations aside· l;>y the 
President, given it nothing but ridi
cule, particularly focusing year after 
year on the economic assumptions of 
the President and belittling those as
sumptfons. And then, in their efforts to 
meet a legal mandate to have a budget 
by April 15, they have neve'r met the 
deadline to have their budget proposed, 
they have brought it out in October 
after the fiscal year has begun for 
which the budget is supposed to gov
ern, and come to the floor of this, Con
gress with a budget proposal from the 
Budget Committee that is ' generally 
less than t):lis in its detail and has ac
cepted all of the· assumptions of the 
President that they belittled all year 
long. ' · 

Mr. DELAY. And I might, add to the 
gentleman, waived that budget every 
time it got in the way of increasing 
their s~ending. 

1 might also point out that over the 
last 10 years this Congress has spent 
$515.8 million more than the President 
has request~d. . , . · · 

Mr. A:ftMEY. If · t:Q.e , gentleman will 
yield, the fact is if the Democrats who 
control Congress want the !;>resident to 
be responsible for the budget process, 
then they should pass a new Budget Re
form Act that says the President will 
sign the budget that Congress creates 

or veto it, and that the Congress will 
then abide by the budget that is then a 
legally binding document. But let the 
American people understand that the 
budget, whatever form it , takes-a 
thorough, complete job by the Presi
dent, or a piece of flimflam by the Con
gress-is nothing but a political docu
ment. Once it is passed and Congress 
has done all of their political postur
ing, they simply go .. about their busi
ness, spending the people's money as 
foolishly as they like in total disregard 
even to their own budget. 

Mr. DELAY. And usually -prese'nted to 
the President, those spending bills, in a 
take-all-or-nothing mode. 

Mr. ARMEY. Absolutely. , 
, Mr. DELAY. He has to either sign it 
or shut down the Government, which in 
some cases creates great controversy 
in this country. 

.Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
win the gentleman yield? . 

"Mr. DELAY. Does the gentleman,wish 
to talk on this topic? · · 

1 Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes, I do. 
Mr. DELAY. We are talking about the 

deficit and the· debt blamed on Ronald 
Reagan during the 1990's.' That has been 
going on this whole night. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. I think it is itnpor
ta.nt to note th'at the money w~ spend 
just on interest on the 'deficit is more 
than we spend for all of the social pro
grams \ tog~ther. Let t,ne repeat that. 
The money spent on interest is more 
than all of the social programs put to-
gether. ' 

1 

Why is that important? The gentle
woman from the other side of the aisle 
on the Ways and Means Committee 
said 'that the unemployment bill 1that 
the Democrats put out was paid for. 
A.nd how. was it paid for? It was paid for 
out of a:· trust ' fund. :_,That money does 
not exist. I would like to submit the 
CRS nonpartisan report that shows 
how that money does not exist. 
· If you have a shoebox and you have $8 

billion in it, and you need some money, 
you put in an IQU in there because that 
money can~only be spent for unemploy
ment, and pretty soon you take more 
money out, and put in another IOU 
until you have a lot of IOU's in there 
worth.' $8 billion: that saY, unemploy
ment. How that works in the real world 
is you have .taxes which feed the gen
eral fund, and in a nondeficit year, yes, 
th'at money, that excess money would 
go into that trust fund. But in a deficit 
year that money is drawn in and an
other IOU is ,placed in there. That 
money does not exist, and the Presi
dent promised he would veto a bill that 
would increase t:P,e deficit by $6 billion 
or it; he had to raise taxes. 

Now the Democrats would love the 
president 'to have to raise 1taxes so that 
they can lambast him again. But he is 
not going to do that. 

And I would say to my colleagues 
under NEWT GINGRICH'S plan, the Dole-
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Michel amendment, it may not cover 
all of the people but at least we will 
get checks out. No checks will be put 
out if the Democrats want to proceed 
with their plan. 

Let us sit down and get the Dole
Michel money out, the checks out to 
those folks it covers, and then I would 
ask my colleagues to sit down and we 
will discuss and argue out the rest and 
get the rest of the checks out that we 
need, and it will not cost the American 
public an increase in the deficit or an 
increase in taxes. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
only would just say we ought to get 
this deficit issue straight. Ronald 
Reagan never ended up with a budget 
that he did not want, because he could 
have vetoed it. No budget that becomes 
law went into effect with an override. 
When he became President the deficit 
was $900 billion from George Washing
ton to the first day of Ronald Reagan's 
term, and now we are at $3.2 trillion, 
and most of that was under Ronald 
Reagan's watch and George Bush's 
watch. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. If the gentleman 
would yield back, would you say that 
President Bush wanted the tax in
crease? The budget deal was that for 
every dollar raised in increase that we 
would cut spending $2, and what we are 
doing here is busting that agreement. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. What I recall of 
the budget summit, and I was not a 
summi teer, was that the place the 
President drew the line in the sand was 
when someone proposed taxing people 
with $1 million a year in income. He 
was happy to tax boaters, he was happy 
to tax other people in lots of ways as 
long as it did not tax the richest 1 per
cent in the country. 

Mr. DELAY. Just let me say the 
President was not happy to tax any
body. The Democrats would not come 
to the table unless the President put 
taxes on the table. 

Now I do not guarantee, but I would 
be willing to bet, that if you asked the 
President today did he make a good 
deal, I think he would admit that it 
was a pretty bad deal. Anyway, the Re
publicans on this side thought it was a 
bad deal. We defeated the vote on the 
first budget agreement and tried very 
desperately to stop the second one. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. The only peo
ple I know in this town who are happy 
about increasing the taxes are liberal 
Democrats who believe that bigger gov
ernment leads to a better life for the 
people. Now they honestly believe that. 

President Bush does not believe that. 
President Bush was boxed in. He knew 

he was going to have to go back on a 
campaign pledge, but the Democrats 
gleefully boxed him in. 
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And now we hear this debate about 

really heart-wrenching stories. This is 
what we have heard all night from all 
across the country from people who are 
unemployed. Believe me, I feel just as 
bad when I hear these stories as any
one. 

The question is, who made these peo
ple unemployed. Who is putting these 
people through the wringer? Who put 
these people through the wringer, who 
made them unemployed are the people 
who were taxing our economy out of 
existence, the people who are taxing 
private-sector jobs away and putting 
American citizens who could live in 
prosperity and happiness and should 
live in an economy where they can 
have a choice of jobs, they are putting 
them right out of work, and they are 
sucking all the money here. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. It is as if you ig
nore history. Out of the last 24 years, 
there have been Republican Presidents 
for the last 20 years. President Bush 
has the lowest growth rate of any 
President since Eisenhower. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But Presidents 
are not the ones who pass the laws. 
This idea that Ronald Reagan created a 
higher deficit, my gosh, if the same 
policies would have remained in place 
as when Ronald Reagan became Presi
dent which then gave us, by the way, 
those policies gave us high inflation, 
high interest rates, much higher unem
ployment, if those policies would have 
stayed in place, the budget deficit 
would have been twice or three times 
as big. 

The fact is it is not the President 
who passes the laws. President Rea
gan's policies were enacted to a certain 
degree, and to the degree that they 
were--

Mr. GEJDENSON. He claimed victory 
when they happened. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. To the degree 
that they were, we had less of a deficit 
and lower unemployment. 

Mr. DELAY. Let me reclaim my time, 
because I am running out of time, and 
there are a couple of points I really 
want to make. I appreciate the discus
sion, and I think it is very, very useful. 

But I just want to get back to why 
we· are here tonight. And the reason we 
are here tonight is that the Democrats 
are blaming President Bush for not 
passing an extension of benefits to the 
unemployment compensation. All we 
are saying is pay for it, just pay for it. 

I asked the majority leader earlier 
this morning, "Why do you not write a 
bill that you pay for?" And he says, 
"Well, we have a trust fund. We have 
already addressed that." There is no 
trust fund, so we are just asking you to 
pay for it by prioritizing spending in 
this country. 

For instance, President Bush on this 
side of the aisle all night long has been 
blasted because he declared emer
gencies in order to bust the budget 
agreement to take care of people in 
foreign countries. 

From the report on the Democrats' 
own unemployment, their own unem
ployment compensation extension bill, 
it says that, "But what is an emer
gency? The majority is arguing that 
the President and Congress has de
clared a host of emergencies already." 
Reference is then made to all manner 
of disasters all over the world. In fact, 
however, Congress and the administra
tion have used the emergency clause of 
the Budget Act to exempt a total of 
only $1 billion from Budget Act provi
sions. 

This money has been used for three 
purposes. Now, let us get this straight. 
What are the three purposes that Presi
dent Bush is being bashed about? One 
is $236 million for disaster assistance to 
the Kurds and others affected by 
Desert Storm. No, we all understand, 
and I do not want to debate Desert 
Storm again. But all of a sudden that 
side of the aisle that voted against 
Desert Storm were all for it when it 
was going on, and then when that ter
rible disaster happened to the Kurds, 
that the Kurds would have lost their 
lives, lost their lives, not their jobs, 
the American people and this Congress 
decided to declare an emergency of $236 
million. 

The second one that the President is 
being criticized for is the most impor
tant one, and they will not tell you 
what that is, but I will. This is incred
ible. The President is being criticized 
for declaring an emergency overseas 
for what, $59 million to protect and 
evacuate Americans from the Persian 
Gulf region. 

The third one is for, what, $850 mil
lion for Israel and Turkey to help them 
defray the costs incurred in supporting 
the U.S. in Iraq, and that was a major, 
major battle, if you will remember. Is
rael came in and wanted another $600 
million on top of the $3 billion that 
they already received. 

Now, all we are saying is that it is a 
disaster. It may be an emergency. We 
can debate that. But why do you not 
set priorities? 

For instance, have unemployment 
compensation extension of benefits and 
pay for it by Congress' foreign travel. 
Give up your foreign travel, no more 
flights across the borders of the United 
States which will help pay for those 
people that we have heard from on all 
of these letters that were read all night 
long. Let us stop foreign travel by 
Members of Congress. 

I do not know how much money that 
is, but I am willing to bet you that 
that is a big pot of money that can go 
to extended benefits for the unem
ployed. If you are so concerned about 
the unemployed, give up your foreign 
travel. 
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How about a whole list of things that 

we have suggested, an incredible list? 
Just pick a few out of here, like, oh, 
how about $500,000; eliminate $500,000, 
or save it, and send it to unemploy
ment compensation 'by stopping re
search on animal waste. Research on 
animal waste? $500,000. How about 
$60,000 for surveying the nursery indus
try, or $450,000 for collecting the data 
necessary to produce the report, to 
produce the report on cotton gins? 
What about, let us just put a morato
rium on Agriculture Research Service 
buildings and facilities that amount to 
$50 million? 

I guarantee you you could find the $5 
billion to $6 billion in this whole list of 
things like that in this. We are just 
asking you to set a few priorities and 
pay for this program. You do not want 
to pay for it. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If the gen
tleman will yield further, for one mo
ment, every one of those items that he 
is talking about, how did those get into 
the budget? They got into the budget 
because the people who control this 
body, the liberal big-spending Demo
crats who control this body were serv
icing special-interest groups at the tax
payers' expense. And what we have had 
is tremendous irresponsibility by suck
ing money out of the private sector, 
out of job-creating private-sector com
panies and transferring it to garbage 
special-interest programs like we have 
just heard, and they are so numerous, 
no wonder people are unemployed. 

Mr. DELAY. I want to make my 
points, and I will get back to the gen
tleman. 

I will give the gentleman just one 
more. Yesterday we debated the inter
modal bill, and some called it the high
way bill, but the intermodal bill be
cause a lot of :t goes to mass transit. 
We doubled the money, almost doubled 
the money, for mass transit. We took 
$13 billion out of general revenue and 
put it into mass transit, general reve
nue. We could have cut that in half and 
paid for this unemployment compensa
tion bill. 

Let me just go on and finish it, be
cause I wanted to yield to the gen
tleman for his point. 

Now, what we heard, this side of the 
aisle is talking about job creation, 
jobs, give these unemployed people the 
opportunity to get jobs. 

This side of the aisle's answer to the 
economy is, first, the Gore-Downey 
bill, which is their growth answer, be
cause I do not count any other growth 
packages that have come in the last 2 
weeks of polls showing that it is popu
lar to be progrowth all of a sudden, and 
a lot of Democrats have gotten reli
gion, and they started copying some of 
our progrowth packages and manipu
lated them a little bit to please some 
political constituencies. 

The Gore-Downey bill, there is noth
ing in the Gore-Downey bill that is 

progrowth. The Gore-Downey bill is a 
reflection of Democratic philosophy. It 
is a redistribution of wealth. It is tak
ing from one group of Americans and 
giving it to another group of Ameri
cans, and nothing changes as far as cre
ating jobs. That is one. 

Their second answer is the highway 
bill. We are going to put everybody 
back to work by building highways and 
rail systems. 

Now, I have got a little report here 
that was done, a summary, done by 
CBO, the Democrat group, the CBO. 
This report shows that in these high
way bills, jobs, new jobs, are not cre
ated immediately. In fact, nearly 4 
years, and I am quoting from the re
port, nearly 4 years after the trough of 
the recession and 2 years after the pas
sage of the initial MPW, which is a 
highway bill, authorizing legislation, 
do effects happen to create new jobs. 
The jobs are not even going to be here 
when they want them. They are going 
to be 4 years down the road. 

We did not change anything. Only 30 
percent of construction spending goes 
to labor; 70 percent goes to material. 
So that $150 billion bill, only 30 percent 
goes to labor, and then we restrict that 
to Davis-Bacon so that only unions get 
this highway money. 
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That is not going to help the auto

worker in Michigan or the poor person 
getting a job in the South Bronx or in 
these other places that we have heard 
the hard luck stories from. That is 
their growth package. 

The Gore-Downey bill which is redis
tribution of wealth, the highway bill 
that only affects one industry and one 
type of worker, and then we go into ex
tension of unemployment benefits to 
take care of the problems that were 
created by the budget agreement, that 
by the way every Member who has spo
ken here tonight voted for the budget 
agreement, except two, the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] and 
the gentlewoman from Washington 
[Mrs. UNSOELD]. 

I exempted the freshmen because 
they did not have the opportunity, al
though I bet a bunch of them would 
have voted for it. 

That budget agreement has cost 
more jobs than you can imagine. They 
are responsible for passing it, and now 
they turn around and want an exten
sion of unemployment benefits that 
they will not prioritize and pay for. 

Our view is not more new taxes, cut 
spending and have real growth pack
ages, and I have got one real quickly. 

A real growth package creates jobs 
by lowering the cost of labor, lowering 
the cost of capital, and lowering the 
cost of savings. 

My bill that I have offered, and I 
have offered it back in February before 
the polls hit, my bill lowers the cost of 
labor because it cuts payroll taxes. You 

know, a lot of Americans pay higher 
payroll taxes today than they pay in
come taxes. It cuts the cost of labor. 

We cut the cost of capital, and we 
had a discussion about cutting capital 
gains to 15 percent. 

We move capital by moving deprecia
tion, which is nothing more than a gov
ernment scam. When somebody buys 
something, you have to expense it over 
a period of time so that the govern
ment does not lose revenue. 

We phase that out into expensing so 
people start buying machinery and 
start turning production and start cre
ating jobs because people are building 
that machinery to fill those factories, 
and than lower savings by new IRA's, a 
real IRA where people can invest up to 
$6,000 a couple and take it out tax free 
when they want to take it out, or take 
it out in the middle for buying your 
first home or educating your children 
or catastrophic illness. That is real 
growth. 

What we are witnessing here tonight 
and the whole reason for the nightlong 
special order is a frustration of divided 
government. 

Madam Speaker, the only thing I can 
ask the American people is do not give 
us any more divided government. Ei
ther give us a Democrat President or a 
Republican Congress. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Madam Speaker, will 
my friend yield for a second? 

Mr. DELAY. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Madam Speaker, be
fore I get into my point, I want to 
thank the gentleman for the hospi
tality of this past weekend when I hap
pened to be in the gentleman's district. 
I enjoyed being with the gentleman 
very much. 

I would just like to make, with re
spect to my friend, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] the fact 
that just a second ago he was casti
gating big spending, leftwinging Demo
crats in these bills, that they spend 
wildly and everything; but I recall viv
idly last night barely a few hours ago 
the gentleman came over to pay trib
ute to the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. ROE] who was managing this bill 
that we had on the floor, the highway 
bill, which has received a lot of dis
approbation during this special order, 
and he came over and said, "You made 
a good effort and I am going to vote for 
your bill." 

So I mean, this is some evidence of 
the fact that these bills that are craft
ed by left leaning wild spending Demo
crats are not all that bad. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield so I can 
answer that, the fact was that I voted 
for that bill after we put our enormous 
energy and giving major speeches on 
the floor trying to pressure the Demo
crats out of raising the gas tax an 
extra nickel which would have hurt av
erage Americans, after a great deal of 
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strain on our part and pressure on our 
part to take some of the pork out of 
the bill, and I thought that the chair
man had made a good faith effort to 
try to meet Us halfway, but it was a 49-
to-51 decision; but the gentleman is 
right, but we only did it because of 
pressure from this side of the aisle. 

THE NEED FOR UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Ms. 
DEJLAURO). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from 'Con
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] ·is recognized 
for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GE.JDENS0N. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the distinguished majority 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT]. .· 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam1 Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Madam Speaker, the city of Washing
ton, 'the Capital of th·e United States, 
and· the "one city in this vast country 
that belongs to evei'y Americanh s very 
beautiful and very quiet at 6 o'clock in 
the morning, eastern ·time, as this 'spe
cial order begins. The· Capitol building, 
usually teeming with tourists d'u'ring 
the busines~ day; is eerily quiet; iso
lated. 

In many respects, this stillness has a 
symbolic quali ty above and beyond the 
beauty of the morning. It is representa
tive of the feelings 'of isolation that 
people fe~l toward' their government. 

The electorate, I know, deeply . dis
trusts this Government. · 

In virtually ev~ry poll published in 
the last years, the ,Aml3rican publip is 
downbeat about the direction of the 
country. They believe it is the servant 
of special interests, and the rich. The 
broad middle class doesn't believe gov
ernment represents them. 

Twenty years of st~gnant . in~.9.mes 
hi;ts , contributed to this mistrust. A 
generation of governmental failure
Vietnam, 'Yatergate, the pii' embargo, 
the hostages, the f,IUD and S&L scan
dals, et · cetera.-cemented these· f~~l-
i:r:igs. ' 

Government is no longer viewed as 
fair a'.nd is no longer seen as capable of 
solving pro,blems. ' · 

As my friend, Scott Miller, has writ-
te'n: ' · 

''f. I f J 

Government is the window at the erid of 
the long aggravating line that sa ys "closed," 
the instructiohs that don't make' sense in 
English, the check th,at get s lost in h ie mail, 
the mutUal scratching of backs over crystal 
glasses of Chardonnay, the grant to inves
tigate the sex lives of Rhesus Monkeys. : ~ 

Poli tics is no longer seen seeking so-
1 utions but is seen instead as the 
search for power and a competition for 
the spot atop a grleasy pole. · 

A deeply concerned an_d ' committed 
group of people have done something 
extraordinary beginning last evening 
and into this morning. 

Knowing of this isolation, and . mis
trust , they stayed at work all night to 
talk about ·our country, our economy, 
and the recession. Some will say, talk 
isn't action. But that is wrong. 

For starters, we are discussing the 
history of why, after a recession that 
has harmed us for more than a year, 
the unemployed people of this country 
have not received extended unemploy
ment benefits. 

That history needs to be understood, 
and it needs to be repeated; over and 
over again. President Bush-the man 
who promised a kinder, 'gentler admin
istration-failed to be either kind or 
gentle to more than 3 million Ameri
cans who lost their jobs for an ex-
tended period. "' 

And we will discuss that' history 
again. 

But1at a more basic level, this· discus
sion is necessary because a vital de
mocracy requires an ongoing dialog be
tween the people and those they· elect 
to serve them. • J 

In a democracy, · talk is ·action be
cause the1 freedom :to discuss these is
sues is what makes· Ametica ·the special 
place it ,is, and the better · 'place we 
·want it to be. •, 

Congressman DA vrn · BONIOR, a Rep
resentative from Michigan, and the 
House majority :whip, Js responsible for 
this dialog. And he deserves special 
recognition for the role he is playing. 

More important, he has been the leg
islative strategist helping the Demo
cratic leadership in the House pass the 
unemployment compensation legisla-
tion. ' 

And I want to than~ him for 'bringing 
this discussion to the 'American people 
all night, all morning, for · thE) last 3 
m0nth'.s,' and for all his hard' work until 
we get 'this job done. " 

ECONOMIC BACKDROP 

The Republicans don' t ·want to talk 
about the 8.5 million ,Amerfoans who 
are out of work. The Republicans don't 
want to discuss the (lowest record of 
economic ' growth for any President 
since the end or'World War II_:_a record 
established by Pr~sident Bush. 

They don't want to acknowledge that 
working Americans· are paying more in 
taxes, getting fewer Government serv
ices, and experiencing stagnant or 
<frapping incomes: 

Our economic growth' is lower than 
that of Japan, France, Germany, Hol
land and Italy. Countries whose laws 
provide their workers better skills, 
longer vacations, and family leave', 
also have higher levels of economic 
grow-th and larger manufacturing 
wages than the United States. ' 

Our competitors hav:e discovered 
what we have forgotten: When you 
keep a contract of coOperation and con
science with your working families, 
they will make your society more pro
ductive. That is why Europe and Asia 
are growing, and America is standing 
still. 

America has always looked to the 
m!ddle class, our working families, as 
the strength of our system-politically, 
socially and culturally. 

Democrats believe that now is the 
time to invest in our workers because 
prosperity in the homes of middle-in
come families is now understood to be 
the foundation ·of national prosperity 
and national economic strength. 

The American economy for more 
than 40 years was the envy of the 
world. It was the engine of growth and 
social justice. It produced goods and 
services and food in abundant quan
tities. 

Our economy funded a humane public 
agenda that raised the incomes and as
pirations of a growing middle class and 
improved the lives of the underclass. 
We had problems from time to time, 
but we grew and we produced jobs and 
we created oppovtunity. 

For the last 10 years, ,D~mocrats have 
warned of a day of· reckoning. We 
warned that .excessive tax cuts for the 
rich, wa.steful military ' spending, and 
neglect of the middle class would some
day, comqine to dampen .. our abundance 
and diminish our prospects. · 

We warned that high deficits, reduced 
tinvestment in public works, huge trad.e 
imbalances, and a stagnant standard of 
living for middle class people would 
hurt us not just individually but na-
tionally. · . 

We may have been heard, but we were 
igno~ed. We lived ·a paper prosperity 
'and existed'. on fool 's gold. And now, I 
believe, the day of .reckoning is her,e. 

·" Since.last summer, America has been 
ill recession. Layoffs and business fail
ures have cascaded through this econ
omy. Auto sho~ro0ms are empty. Ho
tels ca11not give thei,r rooms away. · . 

Consumer confidence is virtually 
nonexist!3nt. Profits are declining. Peo
ple who served in Desert Storm are 
being "discharged and they have no
where to bring their skills. The work
ers who welded and shaped our defenses 
have lost their' job

1

s, and. they linger 
we. ' . ' ~ ' 

'The problems of our economy are 
de~p ,. they are structural, and they wl.ll 
take ' Y.,ears to fi~. But there are some 
problems, like helping the unemployed, 
that can . be solved today, now, imme
diately. And I am not talking about 
welf,are or short-;.t~rm fixes. ' 

When America .has _gone into reces
sion, we have ty,pically enacted long
term benefits to. ·help the une:rpployed, 
and others. In a recession, this country 
makes a promise not simply to th,,e job
less but to all of us. 

By providing unemployment benefits 
to workers, we replace their wages and 
enable · them to eat and take care of 
their children, ahd we fight recession 
by maintaining, even for a limited 
time, their purchasing power. 

That is a promise we kept during the 
last Republican recession, and that is a 
promise we .have wanted to keep during 
this Republican recession. 
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Unemployment insurance _is not a 

welfare program. Every unemployed 
worker entitled to insurance checks 
has already paid a premium to the gov
ernment while he or she was employed. 

When you are 1in a recessi9n, it often 
takes more than 26 weeks for the aver
age worker to find a new job. That is 
why' we pay long-term benefits. ' 

While President Bush . wants to k'eep 
this money in Washington, we believe 
the money in the trust · fuhd belongs. to 
the unemployed people who paid for 
these benefits. . 

He wants to kill t-he check$, we want 
to mail the money tn the pe_opJe to 
whom it is owed . ., · · 

We should be paying those benefits 
now, and we' would be-but for massive 
resistance .on the part of the· President, 
his administration, and his allies in 
Congress. L • 

HISTORY OF UNEMPLOYMENT BATTLES THIS 
YEAR • 

In the beginning, when the recession 
was upon us, they were simply insensi
tive. Treasury Secretary Brady . said 
the recession was "no big deal." It was 
administration's policy to. say: the re
cession doesn't exist, and it will be 
short. Or, the recession· doesn't exist, 
but we're coming out of it. . . 
· Their reaction was cruel, political; 
an act of denial. And they wouid not 
work with us to p-µt togethe"r an unem
ployment com.pensation bill. 

Finally, we decided to pass legisla
tion over the adm'inistration's objec
tions. The Labor Secretary caUed our 
effort a deterrent to. economic growth'. 
Budget Director Darinan said jobless 
benefits encourage ~ people to .. become 
Jlnemployed. The:q they . stopped argu
ing and begG\n deceiving the .American 
people. ' .. · · , -. ,· 

For months, the administration has 
been handing out foreign aid benefits 
to countries across th~ globe by using 
a loophole in the budget law. 

The budget law generally prohibits 
new spend:ing, b:ut ,Permits the Presi
dent to decla e emergencies and spend 
our money unila~erally. · 

And so the President saw suffering 
among the Kurds in Iraq. He .. declared 
their plight an emergency. And , aid 
paid for by the gen~rosi ty of ,the Kiner
ican people fe,d and .l\ouse.ci · aJ?.d ·pro
tected the Kurdish people .' 

The President saw' suffering in Ban
'gladesh, and he sent them aid to stanch 
it. The President saw the economic 
problems of 'EgyJlrt~ arld'1ie forgave their 
debts tq us. · ' 

Time and again, the President saw 
suffering' over'seas, 'and he used . the 
loophole in our budget law to ' spend 
American fax dollars to help forejgn~ 
ers. And these were worthy causes all. 

This President is farsighted, no ques~ 
tion about it. Not in the philosophical 
sense, but farsighted the way optom
etrists mean it. The President can see 
suffering · overseas but not when it is 
happening right before-his 'e'yes. 

Madam Speaker, ' $55 billion in help 
for 'disasters from Bangladesh to 
Kurdistan-aid to Egypt, Pola.nd, Is
rael, and Turkey. But what about the 
jobless1 here at home? 

Most of us in Congress· thought the 
disasters here at home commanded our 
attention. 

We thought jobless Americans in 
Caird, I+.i were as important as star~ing 
people Jn Cairo, Egypt. 

We thought the loophole in the budg
et law should be' used to treat the eco
nomic 'emergency at home b-y permit
ting tli'e expenditure of funds for unem
ployment benefits. 
' So we sent the President a law that 

enabled him to sign ·legislation -and de
clare an emergency and help· the job
less'. And here is where the deceit came 
in. 

The President sign'eCl the bill to show 
his concern. But then he failed to de
clare the emergency, because he was 
more concerned about the deficit than 
jobless Americans who couldn't feed 
their kids. · ' 

That wasn't concern, it was cyni
cism; it was heartlessness; it was irre
sponsibility · The kind of irresponsibil
ity that leapt through the President's 
comment at a • $1,000-a-plate fundraiser 
when he called our'bill garbage. 

So, the President killed our unem
ployment benefits bill· last August. 
When we reconvened after Labor Day, 
Congress enacted another unem·ploy
ment benefits extension measure. 

we · adopted a bill that didn't enable 
the President to shOWt his concern. Our 
proposal simply said: This is an emer
gency. Our people need additional 
weeks · of extended benefits. And we 
urged him to sign the legislation. 

The proposal we sent to the Presi
dent attempted to . . meet this need 
though not extravagantly. In my:home 
district, for .example, the av_erage bene
fits for unemployed workers is around 
$143 a week. 

These are not poor people, these are 
working people, and they deserve our 
help through a rough time, because 
they built .this c~untry. And this pro
gram is .tP.eir insurance program
bought and paid for. 

In September, I walked som~ neigh
borhoods in St. Louis without mailing 
notices ahead · of time. Spontane01J.sly, 
on every block, people pou~ed out of 
.their homes, and I ended up having an 
ad lloc town meeting on the street. 

Among the participants were laid-off 
workers, .. middle-class people, angry 
and perplexed by the actions of a Presi
dent to block these benefits. All I could 
do was tell them we'd fight as hard ~s 
we could to get him to change his 
mind. . . 

We sent him the bill during the un
fortunate events. ' which gripped our 
count°ry just a few weeks ago. As my 
colleagues will recall, the President' re
ceived the measure during the secopd 
set of hearings which involved .his Su
preme Court nominee. 

r 

We hoped · t1ie President would sign 
the· bill. But he did not. 

With the public's attention properly 
turned to the Senate, the President 
quietly vetoed the unemployment ben
efits bill. . 

I don't think it's an exaggeration to 
say, he told the un'employed to drop 
~~- ' 

This week, the House Ways and 
Means Cammi ttee reported out our 
third attempt to win benefits for the 
long-term jobless among us. 

Next week, the legislation will be on 
the House floor. We will pass it. The 
Senate, I am sure, will do the same. 

We speak to the American people in 
these extraordinary circumstances be
cause we want them to rise with us and 
to urge the President to recognize their 
suffering. We urge the President to rec
ognize the pain caused' by this reces
sion. 

We want him to sign the unemploy
ment compensation bill and to go 
about the great work that ·must also be 
·done to • rebuild this Nation · economi
cally. 

Tonight, as my colleagues know, the 
administration again threatened to 
veto our unemployment .bill. This is 
our reply: I know the President is more 
concerned about his foreign travel than 
unemployed Americans, but we feel dif
ferently. 

We want to help the jobless feed their 
families, and a veto override might re
mind the President of his responsibil
ities here at.home. 

ECONOMIC POLICIES FOR THE FUTURE 

Madam Speaker, . before yielding to 
some of r:ny colle~guesi let me close 
with these thoughts .- , 

America's role as the peacekeeper ,in 
the last half of the 20th century will be 
much heralded and studied by histo
rians. But this much is clear: Our 
unstinting acts of protection. for free-
dom were also acts of sacrifice. · , 

As we r.ebuilt our weaponry, our com
petitors rebuilt themselves economi
c~lly . .We did no~. And now we are in a 
recession. 
· Th!3 . great casualties of the 1980's will 

be r 'emembered as communism, whose 
passing we do not lament, and1 )the 
American standard of living, ' which we 
must revive. 

As we seek to define our future, we 
must ask the President this question: 
Wher-e do working Americans fit in 
'your new . world order? While he .ex
tends his hand outward to help those in 
need overseas, he' slams . it down on 
working families here at home. 

He stops us from cutting their taxes, 
and insists we raise) taxes on the mid
dle class. · He stops us from helping 
them find heal th care,. , 

He stops us from helping them send 
their kids to college and get the loans 
to do it. And, with one stroke of the 
pen, the President's hand wilf stop us 
from providing them unemployment 
benefits when the Republican recession 
cost them their jobs. 
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Fewer people are working today than 

on the January day in 1989 when Presi
dent Bush took office. On that day, he 
promised to use his power to help peo
ple. 

Today, he can use the power he has 
to help the American people weather 
the recession he and his economic poli
cies helped create. 

Tomorrow, we can turn our attention 
to the pro-growth policies we must 
adopt to catch our allies in the inter
national economic competition. 

So now is the time to act, and to 
take actions that will make a real dif
ference in the lives of the American 
people. 

Not the deceit of a capital gains tax 
reduction; that will only widen the gap 
between the richest in this society and 
the rapidly shrinking and deeply de
spairing middle class. 

Not the absurdity of cutting more 
people from the Guaranteed Student 
Loan Program so that fewer middle 
class kids go to college. Because the 
fact is, we need to cut middle class 
taxes and expand the number of their 
children who go on to higher edu
cation. And Democrats expect to bring 
legislation that does those things to 
the floor this fall and next year. 

Even if the President declines to act, 
we will act. Because we will stand with 
America's working families and work 
to rebuild this Nation economically. 

CONCLUSION 

I came to Congress in 1976 because I 
believed that a wise government can 
attend to the needs of the people we 
are sent here to serve. I believe that 
even more passionately today. I believe 
that action is what the people are de
manding, and I understand that inac
tion is what frustrates them about 
Washington and the political system 
which seems frozen in the ice of its own 
indifference. 

We cannot recapture their trust with 
one action; dedicated action is required 
overtime. But I say to the American 
people: hear our voices even now, at 6 
o'clock in the morning, as the Sun 
rises over your Capitol. We are here to 
serve you, and we will try to do better 
in the days and weeks ahead. 

D 0740 

Mr. GEJDENSON. I would like to 
commend the majority leader, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] 
for his well-focused remarks. The only 
thing that I would like to add to it is 
that the picture is actually worse than 
even the majority leader portrayed it. 
In the case of some of our closest allies 
the United States has for some 50 years 
subsidized their defense. In the case of 
countries like Germany, France, and 
England, American military personnel 
and American taxpayers have been pro
viding subsidies to their government. 
About $140 billion goes to Western Eu
rope and Japan some 50 years after the 
end of World War II. 

So, I wanted to find out what kind of 
benefits they had in Germany for the 
unemployed, particularly for people 
who are unemployed in their midfifties 
and later, where oftentimes it is hard
est, even in a growing economy, to get 
a new job. 
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In Germany they have 130 weeks of 
unemployment for some of these peo
ple. Now, why can they afford not only 
130 weeks of unemployment, parental 
leave, and national health care? Be
cause American taxpayers are transfer
ring $140 billion from this country to 
theirs so that they can pay for health 
care and education and unemployment 
compensation which we apparently, ac
cording to the President, cannot afford. 
We hope the President would lead the 
administration to negotiate with our 
NATO allies to stop this. Let them pay 
for it. Their per capita income is high
er than ours, their economies are grow
ing faster than ours, and frankly, we 
need to bring those dollars home to re
vive our economy. 

Let me spend one moment on what 
unemployment compensation does for 
our economy, not the people that are 
unemployed. The difference is clear. If 
you want the President's proposal, you 
are talking about helping less than 400 
people in a congressional district, as 
compared to over 3,000 people in the 
proposal the majority leader outlined, 
per congressional district. I do not 
know what the President and his ad
ministration think is going to happen 
to the over 2,000 people that he pays no 
attention to, but for us in this Con
gress, I think it is our responsibility to 
make sure that they are well taken 
care of. 

But it is the same thing that happens 
in a housing crisis. If everybody is sell
ing their house in the neighborhood, 
the value of your house is going to go 
down. If we are dumping real estate on 
the market, everybody's real estate 
starts to fal 1. 

It is the same thing with the unem
ployed. As the unemployed lose their 
purchasing power, as they are no 
longer able to take care of the needs of 
their families, everybody in that com
munity is impacted. People lose their 
jobs because these former workers no 
longer are able to buy the necessities 
for their own families, and as they lose 
their homes, other people's homes lose 
value in the same community. 

This is not simply a program that 
helps those who have a right to expect 
it after having worked for decades pay
ing taxes, providing for the assistance 
to pay for NATO and for our support 
for the Japanese, and now we say we 
cannot afford to help these people. 
Hopefully this will also be a lesson to 
America in general. 

There is a feeling often that Congress 
gets gridlocked. Congress is not 
gridlocked. We passed this bill twice by 

two-thirds in the House, by just two 
votes short of two-thirds in the other 
body. It is not the Congress that is 
gridlocked on reviving the American 
economy, it is the administration. 

Running this government by veto 
and threat of veto is what has brought 
us to this point, with deficits that an
nually are larger than the entire 4 
years of the Carter administration. 

You know, it is interesting. The ad
ministration and its predecessor run 
for office based on the fact that the 
President leads the country and sets 
the direction and the tone of the coun
try, and then when they get there, it is 
everybody's fault but theirs. We are 
going to have to take the challenge 
here. We have the votes in this body to 
pass this extension by over two-thirds, 
and I hope we can work with the Mem
bers of the other body to make sure 
that Americans are not left behind. 

At this time I would like to yield to 
Mr. DYMALLY. 

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Let me express my deepest dis
appointment that my colleagues on the 
other side indulge in partisan rhetoric 
rather than facing up to the problems 
which we are now experiencing with 
the unemployed all over this country. 
Rather than addressing unemployment, 
or rather than addressing the issue be
fore us, they are defending President 
Reagan, who is in retirement, receiving 
large honoraria from Japan. That is a 
very irrelevant response to a very criti
cal issue here today. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to speak on 
behalf of the jobless men and women of 
our Nation. Those who have labored 
long and hard to make sure that our 
Nation is an economic world leader, 
but instead discovered that more and 
more of them are without jobs. Amer
ica, despite its military prowess, is no 
longer an economic superpower but 
rather is struggling to survive strong 
competition from Japan and Europe. 
We are in the middle of one of the 
worst recessions, in fact the third 
worst recession since World War I. 

By July of this year, the national un
employment rate was 6.8 percent, this 
means that more than 8.5 million 
Americans are jobless, and actively 
looking for work. Unfortunately, this 
is not the whole story, because this fig
ure, depressing as it may seem, does 
not include the 1 million workers who 
had given up their search for jobs that 
do not exist, and have dropped out of 
the work force. Unemployment affects 
all regions of the United States. The 
highest unemployment rates are in 
West Virginia, Massachusetts, and 
Michigan; other States suffering higher 
rates than the national average in
clude, Florida, Pennsylvania, New Mex
ico, and my home State of California 
which ranks ninth in the Nation. My 
district suffers from an average 7.6 per
cent unemployment rate this year. Yet 
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the trend is more disturbing. Since 
March there has been an increase in 
unemployment reaching levels of up to 
8.5 percent. Again these figures are 
misleading because they fail to show 
the number of people who have given 
up on looking for work. 

During the past 6 months, more than 
2 million people have exhausted their 
unemployment benefits. At best 1.3 
million of those are still jobless, and 
without benefits. Historically, the Fed
eral Government has shouldered its re
sponsibility by providing an extended 
unemployment benefit program to help 
workers during an economic downturn. 
During the Reagan administration's 
budget cuts, the level of unemployment 
required before extended benefits could 
be made available was so extreme that 
most States were excluded from the ex
tended benefit program even when the 
Nation plunged into its deepest reces
sion of the postwar era in 1982. 

Currently, only a few States offer ex
tended benefits, and less than 5 percent 
of the 334,000 people who exhausted 
their regular benefits reside in any of 
those States. 

Congress has tried twice this year to 
fulfili its responsibility to the Amer
ican people by passing-in July-legis
lation extending jobless benefits for up 
to 20 additional weeks in States hit 
hardest by the current recession. It 
was not implemented because the 
President refused to declare an emer
gency. Congress then passed a second 
bill, S. 1722, which contains within it 
the declaration of emergency. Again 
the President refused to allow this bill 
to become law. Only this time he ve
toed it. S. 1722 would have provided ex
tended benefits to 80 percent of all 
those who exhausted their benefits in 
the last 6 months, provided that they 
continued to look for work. And to all 
those who expected to exhaust regular 
benefits during the next 10 months. 
Under S. 1722 the number of weeks of 
extended benefits depend on the sever
ity of unemployment in the State. 
While all those exhausting their bene
fits in the future would receive a mini
mum of 7 weeks, those in States with a 
7- to 8-percent unemployment rate 
would receive 13 weeks of benefits. A 
State like California with an unem
ployment rate exceeding 8 percent 
would be eligible for 20 weeks. 

We have no alternative but to pass 
another extended unemployment bene
fits bill until all jobless Americans are 
helped. We have to ask the American 
people to support us in making their 
voices heard, because no one can be 
certain who will be on the unemploy
ment rolls next. 

Madam Speaker, I say all this with 
seriousness because any one, who was 
in a period of his life jobless, knows 
what this means for him, or her and for 
a family. Yet, I do realize that what we 
are trying to do here is a short term 
solution; it is similar to a cold medi-

cine-where the symptoms are relieved 
but the disease is not affected. We have 
to examine our society, after more 
than a decade of Republican rule and 
try to devise a policy which will save 
our Nation from this recession. If we 
look around, it is not difficult to see 
that the problem of homelessness has 
not improved but rather increased. The 
cost of affordable housing is still be
yond the means of many young people. 
The quality of life for the middle class 
has declined. In fact the middle class 
shrank, at the same time that the rich 
got richer. 

We have to take a hard look at our 
policies, increase our investment in 
education, job training, and job cre
ation. We have to ensure that our sys
tem of taxation is more equitable for 
the middle and working classes of our 
society. And we must support our in
dustrial sector as we convert from a 
war to a peace economy, retrain our 
workers, and help them find new jobs. 
We have to deal with the problem of 
job migration by irresponsible corpora
tions, who regardless of their increased 
profits, dismantle their U.S. factories 
and relocate to where the rate of ex
ploitation of workers is greater. It is 
troublesome when one talks to average 
Americans or reads some of these hor
ror stories such as the one cited in the 
October 20, 1991, Philadelphia Inquirer. 
A metal stamp worker, Mollie James, 
worked for 33 years to earn a $7 .91 
hourly wage, only to see her job termi
nated as new management transferred 
jobs to Mexico where the hourly rate is 
$1.50. All that Mollie James got for her 
33 years of service was $3,171.66 in sev
erance pay, or a little under $100 for 
each year she had worked. 

Mr. Speaker we have a responsibility 
to the Mollie James of this Nation, not 
to allow this to happen again. We must 
protect their jobs, and failing that at 
least provide them with adequate un
employment l;>enefits. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been a long and 
impassioned night of concern and com
mitment about this issue, and the sun 
is rising over Washington, DC. But for 
many Americans, it is still night. Mr. 
Speaker, there are Americans who are 
getting up this morning and about to 
send their children off to school in tat
tered clothes because they cannot af
ford new ones, without enough money 
in their pockets to pay for a decent 
school lunch, and for them it is still 
night. 

There are Americans who will sit in 
courtrooms this morning across this 
country in foreclosure proceedings as 
they lose their homes and their busi
nesses, and for them it is still night. 
There are Americans who will leave 
their homes this morning and go stand 

again in the unemployment line, if 
they have not already exhausted their 
benefits, and for them it is still night. 

It has been a long night of a long re
cession, and the minimum that we can 
do is that we extend a helping hand to 
those in the middle of that night with 
some brightness and some hope in the 
form of an extension of unemployment 
benefits. It is the minimum standard of 
decency that we extend some help to 
those people. 

What we ought to be doing and what 
I hope this body will do in the future, 
is to talk about getting them back to 
work. Where do we find the money to 
get them back to work? Take it from 
the foreign defense subsidies, as Mr. 
GEJDENSON just said; take it away from 
the bailout of the savings and loan in
stitutions; make the RTC act more like 
a business; take it away from some of 
the wasteful programs that get funded 
year after year after year here in 
Washington, and to make people who 
have fathered children start to take 
some responsibility for the children 
they have fathered. 

Take it from there. End the long 
night for people who have suffered and 
begin some ray of hope, some rising 
sun in their lives. I hope we will begin 
by passing this bill next week, having 
the President sign it, and moving on to 
economic growth. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, the long
term unemployed are bearing the brunt 
of the continuing downturn in the 
economy. The longer these persons are 
unable to find enployment, the more 
critical the impact is on them and on 
their families. The families in Okla
homa, unfortunately, are not exempt 
from the effects of this continuing re
cession. 

Unemployment is a reality, and a 
long-term reality. Many of my con
stituents are unable to find jobs after 
being laid off. This means that many 
cannot pay basic expenses and thus 
face the loss of homes they worked so 
hard to purchase. 

The high school graduates and col
lege graduates cannot find employment 
and if they are so 1 ucky it usually 
means a job in low paying service jobs. 
These jobs are often wit.hout any long
term benefits, health insurance, and 
pay minimum wage or only slightly 
above minimum wage. These jobs de
stroy any dreams of owning homes or 
supporting a family. Many of these 
kids end up living with their parents 
for longer and longer. 

It is inconceivable to me that Presi
dent Bush has vetoed two different un
employment benefits bills on the basis 
that they would bust the budget. The 
unemployment trust fund was designed 
specifically to address the need for un
employment benefits in time of crisis. 

The refusal to use the unemployment 
trust fund for its intended purpose 
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means that businesses alone are p~ying 
a special tax used only to reduce the 
deficit. They are contributing more 
than their fair share of deficit reduc
tion. At the same time, emergency 
funds are allocated to pay for overseas 
emergencies. 

Under Presidents Eisenhower, Nixon, 
Carter, and Bush, extended benefits 
were provided. President Bush has 
failed in his obligation to the Amer
ican people to provide for them in time 
of greatest need only because of his 
fear of being proved wrong about the 
state of the American economy. 

The time is long overdue for Presi
dent Bush ' t·o spend time in his own 
country talking to people that have 
been actively looking for jobs for over 
26 weeks. He' needs to get out off his 
lecture circuit and his rounds of for
eign meetings and see what is happen
ing in America. Maybe then will he un
derstand the need to stop playing poli
tics with the disadvantaged in this 
country. 

D 0800 
Mr. GEJDENSON. , Mr. Speaker, I 

yield to 'the ·gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. MAZZO LI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my friend from Connecticut 
for yielding this time. I want to salute 
the leadership for having scheduled 
this special order which has gone ori 
through the evening, because it does 
focus attention in a ' very poignant way 
on just exactly What we mean when we 
talk about unemployment. 

I can give you the statistics for Ken
tucky, my home State: 7.7 percent un
employment translates into 140,000 peo
ple. That is up 50 percent in 1 year. 

In the Third District which I am 
privileged to represent, which is con
stituted in Louisville and Jefferson 
County, KY, 7.2 percent are unem:.. 
ployed. That translates into 21,000 peo
ple. That is up 35 percent. 

Now, those are the raw numbers. 
That is important, and that is cer
tainly a detail which we have to seize 
upon. But much more important than 
the numbers are exactly what those 
numbers mean. Those numbers mean 
men and women and people who have 
been workers steadily for many, many 
years. It means people who have been 
contributors for many years. Those are 
the people that stand behind each and 
every one of these numbers. 

So what this special order has done 
and what the majority leader's state
ment a moment ago did very vividly is 
to paint the real human dimension of 
this thing we call unemployment. 
Therefore, having voted for the unem
ployment bills that passed this sum
mer, the unemployment · bill that 
passed this month, I intend to vote for 
the unemployment bill which will be 
on this floor next week. 

I would only ask the President to 
look behind the numbers and see the 

faces of the Kentuckians, the Oklaho
mans, the Missourians, the New York
ers, and all the· people who stand be
hind those numbers. I hope the Presi
dent, looking at the human di'mension 
of unemployment, will sign this bill 
into law. ' 

Mr. GEJDENS.ON. Mr . . Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, last week, the Encore 
Shoe Corp. in Chase City, VA, an
nounced that it · will be closing its 
doors at the end of January; 207 · em
ployees will lose their jobs. 

This is the 10th business or industry 
that has closed its doors in a 3 county 
area since last November. Encore's 
Earl Kanz had this to say to the Chase 
City and Clarksville ' news people fol
lowing the announcement: 

This was an extremely difficult decision 'to 
make, and not a pleasant one. 

The econom.~ and the availability of lower
priced imports played an extremely impor
tant part in the decisionmaking process. 

We're .being ;driven by! the , retail clim~ye 
and the very fact [th~t] there is a decre,ase in 
the prices people can pay for merchandise. 

Like so many of the accounts we 
have heard over and over since iast 
night, this announcement has a tragic, 
human dimension to it; 2.07 more peo
ple-many with families-will lose 
their jobs. , 

Darlene Clark, after learning she 
would lose her job .at Encore, had this 
to say: "I wh.nt another job, but I don;t 
know where to look., ; ' 

How. many more Darlene Clarks are 
there in the Fifth Congressional Dis
trict who want another job, but don't 
know where to look? '' 

How many mo,re Darlene Clarks are 
there across Virginia? Across America? 

Mr. Speaker, in my Southside Vir
ginia District, I ain concerned that fe·w 
of those laid dff from , the Encore shoe 
plant have any hope, of finding another 
job any time soon-full-time or part-
time. ' 

Listen to the unemployment figures 
from my rural congressional district. 

According to the latest figures avail
able to me this morning, unemploy
ment now stands at 18.5. percent in 
Lunenbud C.ounty, 12.4 percent in 
Prince Edward County, 8.6 percent , in 
Fr;anklin County, 8.3 percent in Char,-, 
lotte County, and 8.1 percent in Halifax 
County. · 

In Matinsville, it is 9.8 percent. 
Danville, the largest city in the Fifth 
Congressional District, has an unem
ployment rate of 12.5 percent. These 
statistics represent families, friends, 
and neighbors who, through no fault of 
their own, are .out of work. 

Thousands of these workers have 'now 
exhausted their unemployment bene
fits. Thousands of these workers are in.:: 
creasingly unable to make mortgage 
and car payments, or pay the rent, or 
afford the weekly grocery bill. 

Congress has approved legislation 
that would allow every State to pro
vide emergency unemployment com
pensation benefits to unemployed 
workers who have exhausted their un
employment benefits. 

We proposed to 'pay for those benefits 
by drawing from the extended benefits 
account of the unemployment trust 
fund. 

The balance, paid by employees, in 
that fund now totals approximately $8 
billion. 

The Department of Labor estimated 
that after financing the full $6.4 'billiorl. 
of the emergency 'unemployment com
pensation benefits, the trust fund 
would still have a balance of nearly $2 
billion at the end of the fiscal year 
that ends September 30, 1992. 

I would like to read a letter I re
ceived recently from Betty Coffey, a 
constitUent who lives in Altavista, VA. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PAYNE: I was dis
appointed last night when I heard the Veto of 
the unemployment bill was n'ot overridden. 

My husband was laid off from work at the 
Lynchburg Foundry March 15, 1991, because 
they did not have enough orders. My husband 
is 591h years old. •. 

On September 12, 1991, he went to work for 
BGF in Altavista. On Monday October 14, he 
was told Friday the 18th would be his last 
day. He was also told he was a good. worker 
and it was not anything he had done. Busi-
ness has slowed down. · 

We feel the millions of unemployed out 
there should be helped until the recession is 
over. 

sincerely, 
· . Betty Coffey. 

· P.S. Fred's unemployment ran out in Sep
tember. 

I believe that our Government must 
provide a · safety net for its citizens 
when a weak economy means that mil
lions · of Americans have no immediate 
prospects for employment, especially 
when dedicated· trust funds are si ttlng 
idle and unspent in Washington for just 
these types of circumstances. ' 

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is our duty 
to the citizens of this dounty to quick
ly extend our unemployment benefits 
to our workers until our economy gets 
back on its feet. · I hope the President 
will focus on the importance of helping 
our unemployed citizens and join with 
us in doing our duty providing ex
tended unemployment benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, I request that a copy of 
two articles from the O'ctober 14, 1991, 
edition of the News-Progress Of Clarks
ville and Chase City be entered into the 
RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, for the RECORD I submit 
the newspaper articles concerning the 
Encore plant closing. 

ENCORE CLOSING DOORS 
(By Cathy Cochelin) 

CHASE CITY.-More than 200 area residents 
will lose their jobs by the end of January 
when Encore Shoe Corp. closes its 3-years
old Chase City plant, officials with the New 
England-based company announced last 
week. 

"This was an extremely difficult decision 
to make and not a pleasant one," company 
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official Earl Katz said Thursday by tele
phone from hi's Rochester, N.H., office. 

"The economy and the availaility of lower
priced imports played an extremely impor
tant part in the decision-making process. 
We're being driven by the retail climate and 
the very fact there is a decrease in the prices 
people will pay for merchandise." 

News of the closing was delivered to Chase 
City on Tuesday by Encore's vice president 
of manufacturing, who spent the day in 
meetings with plant manager Eugene 
Allgood and employees, Katz said. 

Layoffs of the Dodd Street facility's 207 
employees are expected to begin Friday and 
continue until the plant closes on Jan. 31, he 
said. 

"We've talked about mothballing the plant 
until spring to see if conditions improve such 
that we could resume operations, but all of 
that is just up in the air right now," Katz 
said. 

The company, which manufactures men's 
and women's casual and dress shoes under 
the "Zodiac" label, closed another plant in 
New England last winter, and when the 
Chase City plant is gone, only a manufactur
ing facility in Rochester, N.H., and · an im
ports warehouse in Maine, ·will remain as En
core Shoe Corp. 

When the Encore plant first opened in 
Chase City, the company did not import 
footwear, but Katz said that in the last two 
years the firm has had to join the import 
business. 

"It's extremely difficult to compete with 
countries such as · China that pay employees 
$1.50 an hour," he said. ' 

The Chase City plant opened in April 1988 
under a five-year $165,000 lease-purchase 
agreement with the Town of Chase City for 
the building and a contract .with former oc
cupant Craddock-Terry Shoe Co. for the 
equipment .. 

Craddock-Terry closed its operations in 
Chase City after declaring banknuptcy in 
1987, and the town later purchased the 46,000-
square-foot facility with industrial develop
ment funds and entered into the agreement 
with Encore. 

The company added an additional 6,000 
square feet of space ·.to the facility in 1989. 

Chasec City Town Manager Rickey Reese 
was out of town when news of the closing 
was first made pubiic last week, but he said 
Thursday that he talked with Katz by tele
phone as soon as he was told of the shut:. 
down. ~ 

· "Of course, we 're very sorry that people 
will be out of work, but hopefully, 'the retail 
climate of the shoe industry will change and 
either Encore can -rtiopen here or another 
shoe manufacturer will come into tqe facil-
ity," Reese said. , 

He said Encore officials sa'id they might be 
in a position to help the town secure another 
shoe manufacturer for the building should 
Encore be unable to return. 

Meanwhile, Katz said his company would 
continue to make monthly payments to the 
town according to the lease-purchase agree
ment. Those payments fall between $3,000 
and $4,000 per month, depending on the qur
rent interest rate, Reese said. 

"They have assured me that they will con
tinue with their obligation to the town," 
Reese said, "And again, hopefully, the econ
omy will take an upturn and they will be 
able to come back to Chase City." 

News of the shutdown came as a shock to 
many plant employees Tuesday, according to 
plant manager Eugene Allgood of Victoria. 

"We had no idea this was coming," Allgood 
said. "Things had been a little bit slack in 

! • 

the last few weeks, but just before that, we 
were working steady and even had overtime. 
Domestic shoes are just not selling." 

He said some of his workers had already 
found new jobs and he expected others to 
leave as the days go by. 

Katz said his company is taking steps 
through the Virginia Employment Commis
sion to place eligible ei:iployees in retraining 
programs. 

"We have had pleasant relationships with 
the people in Chase City," he said. "Our em
ployees have done an excellent job for us and 
this closing is in no way a reflection on their 
workmanship." 

ANNOUNCEMENT ROCKS COMMUNITY, NOT 
WORKER!:? 

CHASE CITY.-News of the impending clos
ing of Encore Shoe Corp.'s local plant spread 
quickly through Chase City late last week as 
employees and their families, merchants, 
business leaders and town officials con
templated the loss of an arinual payroll esti
mated in excess of $2 million. 

Although officials at Encore's home office 
in Rochester, N.H., refused to release total 
annual payroll statistics for the local plant 
because of fluctuations as the number of em
ployees and the hours they work, the loss of 
weekly paychecks for the 207 people to be af
fected by the closing is sure to be felt in 
Chase City and the surrounding area. 

To be hardest hit by the closing, which is 
scheduled for completion on Jan. 31, are em
ployees of the plant, many of whom have 
worked at Encore since it opened here more 
than three years ago. 

"I hated to hear about the closing," said 
Shirley Barnette of Chase City, a 34-year-old 
single mother of two. "But I knew that there 
was notning I could do about it. I shouldn't 
have hung in here until they decided to 
close." 

EmployE,Jd in the plant's shoe sole pairing 
department for more than a year, Barnette 
said she intends to look for another joJ:>, al
though she hasn't decided on' a new occupa-
tion. ' 

Darlene Clark, a 22-year-old Chase City 
resident who has been in the plant's cutting 
department for three years, said she· might 
use the closing as an opportunity, to return 
to school. 

"I'm not sure what I'll do bE,Jcause there 
are no more jobs out there," Clark said. "All 
the jobs are taken. I want to find another 
job, but I just don't 'know where to look." 

In recent months, she said her hours at En
core had dwindled to about 13 per week·. 

Joyce Daniel, 33, of Chase City, the mother 
of four, said she was not shocked to learn of 
the closing because rumors to that effect had 
b~en traveling among employees for months. 

As far as benefits, Encore Shoe Corp. of
fered its employees in the Chase City plant a 
health insurance plan that is financed equal
ly by the employee and the company. Encore 
officials said Friday that they did not know 
how many employees were enrolled in the 
plan. 

Outside the walls of Encore, members of 
the Chase City business community received 
news of the closing with concern. 

"Any business that closes down in Chase 
City is not good news," said Allen Murray of 
Central Fidelity Bank. "It affects the indi
viduals per"sonally and jeopardizes the stabil
ity of the community. Everyone is affected." 

Murray said townspeople must join to
gether in securing a replacement industry if 
Encore is unable to return. 

"I've been very distressed and concerned 
over this announcement," said Chase City 

Council member Ruth Scott. "I'm just sure 
it's going to be felt all over town, by the 
merchants, in the restaurants. It's a great 
loss to the town and I just don't know where 
these people are going to find work." 

Representatives of the Virginia Employ
ment Commission in South Hill met with 
plant management Thursday and said they 
would return to the plant next week. 

"We presented several ·options to the plant 
manager and supervisors and now it is up to 
them to decide what to do," said VEC super-
visor Midge Shipley. ::.. 

She said her office could begin registering 
employees for job services before the plant 
actually closes, as well as provide in-house 
seminars on topics such, as stress and budget 
management. 

Approximately 10 businesses and industries 
in Mecklenburg, Brunswick and Lunenburg 
countries have closed since last November, 
Shipley said. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. KILDEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, my mother is 91 years 
old. Every Sunday morning after Mass 
I have breakfast with her and get great 
wisdom from her. 

Recently she said, "You know, DALE, 
things are getting like they were back 
in the 1930's." 

I said, "What do you mean, Mother?" 
She said; "Well, the unemployment 

we have here, Flint has been terribly 
stricken by unemployment, automobile 
city." She said, "The way we are treat
ing their unions at Castle's, they just 
busted the union there." She said, 
"They don't like sharing this country 
with us." 

My mother is a very wise woman. 
"They don't like sharing this country 
with us." · l 

You know, my mother is a matriarch 
of a family that has always worked. 
She went to work when she was 16 
years of age in the factory in Muske
gon, MI. She is worried about her chil
dren, mostly her grandchildren and her 
great-grandchildren, who are not able 
to get jobs. She has seen this country 
in good times and in bad times, but she 
has concluded they don't want to share 
this country with us. 

Mr. Speaker, that is great wisdom. I 
have seen this change, and she has seen 
this change in her 91 years. We have 
got to turn this country around and 
make sure that everyone in this coun
try has what .is right. Unemployment 
compensation is a matter of simple jus-
tice. ~ 

Here is a woman who since she was 16 
years old went to work, and all she is 
asking for is help for those people who 
are willing to work, people that have 
shown they want to work. 

Mr. Speaker, / my mother is right. 
Please tell President Bush to share this 
country with us. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr . . Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. GLICKMAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, DALE 
KILDEE's mother and my father must 
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have either gone to the same school or 
been of the same generation, because 
my father has etched on his mind the 
image he has conveyed about the Great 
Depression-hopelessness, frustration, 
the seeds of economic and political 
chaos. 

Out of that depression grew a govern
ment that provided confidence for peo
ple, an administration that said we 
care about folks that are hurting, and 
out of that came the safety net of the 
New Deal. 

Kansas, where I am from, is not a 
high-unemployment State. Our num
bers are less than 4.5 percent. Yet in 
my own district there are nearly 15,000 
people unemployed, many of whom 
have fallen through that safety net and 
are no longer eligible for unemploy
ment benefits. 

In my whole State there are 60,000 
people unemployed. Those numbers do 
not reflect the sorry state of American 
agriculture, which has suffered so dra
matically and whose numbers do not 
compute into the national unemploy
ment figures. 
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But as I said before, etched in my 

mind is the Great Depression, the life 
that my father and mother shared dur
ing that time period, and the fact of 
what government can do, which is sev
eral things. One is to help people 
through the tough times. That is what 
President Bush seems to have forgot
ten about. 

Millions of Americans are having ex
traordinarily difficult personal times 
in their lives, and the extension of 
these unemployment benefits will 
allow the people to make it through 
the tough times, make it through with 
some dignity. 

But beyond that, our Government 
can provide people with the confidence 
and the job-building capability in order 
to ensure that jobs will be there in the 
future. The years during the Bush ad
ministration have been the worst eco
nomic growth in the last 40 or 50 years. 
Our job is to turn that around. Our job 
is to give people confidence that this 
country can work and provide opportu
nities for the folks who are working 
and for their children and grand
children. 

The first step is to pass an extension 
of unemployment compensation which 
will take the sting away from our bad 
economy. Our next steps are to build 
the confidence, to build jobs so that 
folks 10 and 15 years from now will not 
have to face this problem again. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

would just say more supply-side eco
nomics is throwing these people who 
have lost their unemployment benefits 
a lifeline after they have gone under. 
Even if you believe that we could go 
through this supply side ruse one more 
time, and there are not a lot of people 

trotting out Professor Laffer as their 
economic guru these days, by the time 
the recovery will come these people 
will have lost their homes, their cars, 
and their kids will have been pulled out 
of school. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a fascinating ex
ercise because you can use a lot of 
rhetoric, you can use a lot of descrip
tive language, you can use a lot of ev
erything with the command that you 
have of the English language, but you 
cannot obscure the facts. No matter 
what you say from this well or from 
the committee table or the President 
says from the White House, you cannot 
obscure the facts. 

The facts in Florida are that in my 
16th Congressional District for the last 
data available, 27,625 people were un
employed. That is 8.4 percent of the 
work force. 

You cannot dispute the fact that in 
the period January to March of this 
year alone 22,000-plus workers were laid 
off, and of those, 3,000 had already ex
hausted their benefits. 

You cannot dispute the fact that 
there are every day more and more 
downsizing, bankruptcies, closings of 
plants and businesses, day by day put
ting more and more Americans out on 
the street. 

The President can continue to have 
his advisers come forward and be dis
ingenuous enough to . tell Americans 
that the recession is over. They know 
better. We know better. When you go 
home and you go to the unemployment 
office you see more and more new 
claims being established by people who 
for some reason do not have any idea 
the recession is over. They just got 
fired for no fault of their own. 

Florida Power & Light has just an
nounced a downsizing, 1,500 people. Al
lied Signal just had a downsizing, 6,000 
people. Delta bought Pan Am, a num
ber of thousand will be laid off. Eastern 
went out of business, 6,000 more in my 
area laid off. 

These are facts, and the President of 
the United States can sit in that White 
House all he wants and wag his finger 
and say, "I feel terrible, but I am going 
to play golf. Tell me when this is 
over." And by the way, you, Mr. 
Boskin, and you, Mr. Darman, and you, 
Mr. Sununu, and you, Mr. Fitzwater, 
the ultimate in twisting the realities, 
go out and tell them the recession is 
over. They will believe you. We created 
a few jobs. 

The difference is the number of jobs 
that are being lost has far exceeded the 
number of jobs that are being created. 

These are Americans. These are our 
constituents. These are our friends and 
neighbors. These are people that make 
up the backbone of this country, and 
they are being neglected by the man in 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. · 

America must wake up. This is going 
to continue. It is going to get worse 
until the President of the United 
States decides to join with the rest of 
us who have twice voted to extend 
these unemployment benefits to 
friends and neighbors who deserve 
them, people who fought in Vietnam, 
people who fought in the Second World 
War and people who fought in Desert 
Storm. 

You cannot mouth platitudes any
more. You do not get bread from being 
concerned, you get bread from work
ing. 

The President has a job. Now is the 
time to give the rest of Americans who 
do not have any more benefits a chance 
to live like decent human beings until 
they can find that job so that they can 
support and feed and clothe and house 
their families, their kids, the future of 
our country. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. I thank the gen

tleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle

woman from Indiana [Ms. LONG]. 
Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 

to join the dozens of Members who 
have-throughout last evening and this 
morning-spent hours discussing a real 
problem facing real Americans. As we 
know, the problem is unemployment in 
our Nation. As we also know, this is a 
problem that the Congress has ad
dressed by passing legislation to extend 
unemployment benefits. And as we 
also-unfortunately know-the Presi
dent did not agree that these measures 
to assist unemployed Americans and 
their families were worthy of his sup
port. 

One of the reasons that the adminis
tration opposed the measures was that 
they believed that the recession was 
over and that the need for extended un
employment benefits had passed. 

This is simply not true. As econo
mists will testify, the unemployment 
rate is one of the last economic indica
tors to show improvement when you 
come out of a recession. With the 
growth rates coming out of this reces
sion projected at about 2 to 2.5 percent 
of GNP, uncharacteristically low by 
historical standards, we can expect the 
number of long-term unemployed 
workers to continue to rise, even after 
we are officially out of a recession. 
Clearly, the administration argument 
that we don't need to extend unem
ployment benefits because the reces
sion has ended is a red herring. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to call attention 
to the fact that while September's un
employment rate stands at 6.7 per
cent-about 8.5 million people-only 
14,000 individuals currently qualify for 
extended benefits. This year, less than 
40 percent of the unemployed workers 
receive unemployment benefits. In ad
dition, this country now has over 4 mil
lion uncompensated unemployed work
ers. In contrast, in 1975, the unemploy-
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ment rate was 8.5 percent. However, 
over 900,000 workers qualified for ex
tended benefits and 75.5 percent of the 
unemployed received benefits. Even 
though the unemployment rate was 
higher in 1975 than it is in 1991, we have 
twice as many workers not receiving 
benefits than was the case in 1975. 

In addition, there has been constant 
growth in the extended benefit trust 
fund balance since 1986; This year, the 
balance in the trust fund is over $8 bil
lion. It doesn't take a genius to figure 
out why this fund has been growing by 
leaps and bounds-those who need ex
tended benefits cannot qualify for 
them. What good is an extended benefit 
program if it does not serve those who 
need it the most? 

When individuals are faced with 
these critical situations, and they see 
Government failing to address their 
problems, they get angry. I get angry 
too. The unemployment insurance sys
tem in this Nation was designed to as
sist unemployed Americans. Americans 
paid into the unemployment insurance 
trust fund. Employers paid into the un
employment trust fund. Money is in
and has been in-the unemployment 
trust fund. It is there ready, and wait
ing to be used for its intended purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, nobody likes to be un
employed and throughout last evening 
and this morning, we have heard sto
ries of good, decent, hard-working 
Americans who face-for the first time 
in their life-almost unbearable eco
nomic hardships. Though their hard
ship was brought about by an economic 
recession, the fact that this country 
has a broken unemployment compensa
tion system only adds to their plight 
and frustration. 

The hard-working constituents in my 
district, unfortunately, are intimately 
aware of this country's failures with 
regard to unemployment compensa
tion. It fact, we had one frustrated in
dividual from my district who called 
and described his plight. His unemploy
ment benefits expired, he could not 
find a job, and he was frustrated. When 
he visited my office, he had just been 
evicted from his apartment. The only 
option available to this individual was 
to seek shelter at the local rescue mis
sion. 

Families in my district are also suf
fering due to the failures with the un
employment compensation system. I 
recently had a call from a family with 
six children. Like many families, both 
parents had to work in order to feed 
and clothe their children. Several 
months ago the father lost his job and 
exhausted his unemployment benefits. 
Even after constant searching, ·he still 
cannot find work. This family does not 
ask the Government to provide them 
with a handout, they simply would like 
an opportunity to support themselves. 

The Congress sent the President leg
islation to address this issue. The 
measures did waive the requirements of 

last year's budget agreement in order 
to assist unemployed Americans. The 
measures would not have-I repeat 
they would not have required the 
President to raise taxes. We do not 
need to raise taxes to pay for extended 
benefits. As I stated a few moments 
ago-there is a surplus in the trust 
fund. 

Mr. Speaker, when my constituents 
see the President willing to declare it 
an emergency for foreign policy consid
erations, but not willing to address the 
pressing needs of the unemployed in 
this country, they feel like they have 
been let down. I agree with them. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
loss of unemployment benefits is a sig
nificant and growing problem which is 
squeezing already pinched middle-in
come Americans. I am hopeful that the 
Congress and the President will join to
gether in a bipartisan effort to address 
this urgent issue. I hope that work be
gins today. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Mis
souri [Ms. HORN]. 

Ms. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to just use this brief amount of time to 
give a couple of names and perhaps 
faces to some of the statistics we have 
been hearing. 

Mary Reedy in my district was laid 
off from her job as a program analyst 
with McDonnell Douglas a year ago. 
She estimates she sent out more than 
700 resumes and had a couple of hun
dred job interviews. For that she got 
two temporary jobs and lots of dis
appointment. 
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Mary says she has fought depression 

while laid off, sometimes having to 
force herself to get up and face the day. 
Laid-off workers often feel shock, de
nial, depression, rejection, and loss of 
identity. These are people who are used 
to working, who want to work. 

When a person is laid off, it affects 
the whole family. Stress is high. Fi
nances are tight, and the roles of fam
ily members change. 

The St. Louis area has lost 11,500 
manufacturing jobs, 4,800 construction 
jobs, and 4,400 wholesale and retail jobs 
in the last year alone. 

In August, 91,000 people were unem
ployed in the St. Louis area and look
ing for work; 47 ,500 of them had been 
laid off. 

To put another name and face to 
these statistics, Mike Pullum wants to 
work, too. It has been a year since this 
32-year-old electrical engineer lost his 
job at McDonnell Douglas in the first 
wave of this company's 11,000 layoffs. 
After 12 months of filling out applica
tions, mailing resumes, and sweating 
through interviews, Mike is still look
ing for work. He said it is a joke to 
turn on the news or read in the paper 
that the economy is easing up. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to add my 
voice to all of these that have spoken 

so eloquently throughout the night 
about the need of our American people. 

Mr. Bush, wake up and listen. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen

tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]. 
Mr. SCHUMER. First, I want to say 

that this has been the House at its 
best, and I think that we ought to be 
doing things like this, real debate, 
much more often and bring the issues 
to the American people. 

I just want to say, and I want to ask 
the President to look into the faces of 
the people who have come up to me in 
the last month: a woman who has 
worked at a firm for 30 years, day in 
and day out. The firm closed. Her un
employment benefits are gone. This is 
a woman who wants to work, who still 
has a family and a house and a mort
gage to pay. Look into her face and 
then tell her "no." How about a young 
family man who came up to my office 
the other week, just had twins, been 
with the same company doing a me
chanical job for 8 years, for no reason, 
nothing due to him, the company says, 
"No more." 

The President ought to look into his 
face. You ought to look into his face 
and still vote "no." 

These are people who want to work. 
These are the backbone of America. 
They are hurting, and for the first time 
that I can remember, this country is 
saying "no" to those types of people. 

Well, my colleagues, the day we say 
"no" is the day we stop being the 
greatest country in the world. We must 
move this legislation. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. DOWNEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I had the opportunity 
this Monday to go to the Patchogue 
unemployment office in Brooklyn, NY, 
to talk to those that have just started 
filing for claims, and a lot of those 
folks who are in the process of exhaust
ing their unemployment benefits. If 
you speak to them, you realize that to 
make an argument, as some of our col
leagues have made, that the growth 
package will provide them jobs and 
really provide them hope is an absurd
ity. 

These people face in the next week or 
two the reduction of benefits. They 
have to tell their families how they are 
going to pay their rent. They simply 
cannot do it. 

The other point that I find fascinat
ing is that somehow the Democrats are 
to blame for offering a bill that is more 
generous and more complete and that 
if we would only accept what the Presi
dent offered us, which would mean that 
900,000 people would not get benefits, 
everything would be OK. 

This is also preposterous nonsense. 
The Republican Party, the President of 
the United States, did not show up 
with a plan until this was on the floor. 
The Vice President of the United 
States still runs around talking as 
though there is no recession. 
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We need to wake up. We need to pass 

this bill and get on with the business of 
helping people who want help tempo
rarily before they get back to work. 
That is what this bill is about, and it is 
desperately needed, not rhetoric about 
who will grow and when, but benefits 
now for people who need it. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. I would like to 
just commend the gentleman for his 
work on middle-class tax relief as well 
as on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I commend our majority 
whip, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BoNIOR], for organizing this debate 
on unemployment and just to join 
those voices of my colleagues and say 
that we owe the people of this country 
nothing less than the passage of this 
bill, and the President owes the people 
of this country

1
his signature. 

We are talking about individuals and 
families who have gone to work every 
day, who work hard, and for ~he most 
p11rt , through no fault of their own, 
their job had disappeared out from un
derneath them. The economic 
underpinnings of their families, of 
their security, of their future, of their 
hopes and dreams have now · dis
appeared. They have paid into the un
employment fund. The employers have 
paid into the unemployment fund. It is 
time now to give this money back to 
these individuals so they will not lose 
their homes, so they will not lose the 
college education for their children, so 
they will be able to pay their bills until 
they can get another job. That is what 
they are doing. They are looking for 
work. 

Our obligation is to help them in 
that effort. That is what a kind coun
try, that is what a compassionate 
country, and that is what· a very smart 
country would do. 

It cannot be the answer to the reces
sion is to create more poor people. 
They need unemployment benefits, and 
tney need them now. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen

tlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER]. 1~, 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

I really want to follow on what the 
gentleman from California was saying 
and the gentleman from Connecticut. 
This is about families. This is about 
tearing at the very fabric of families. 

Imagine what unemployment does to 
how a family survives. It is also that 
they paid into this insurance, and it 
kind of feels like the average insurance 
policy most Americans know, that 
when you need it you cannot get it out. 
Why? Because the administration 
wants to use it to offset the deficit. Let 
us be perfectly clear on that. 

Well, they did not cause the deficit. 
The administration did. Meanwhile, 

the money they paid in for their insur
ance is being held hostage, and they 
cannot make their payments. That is 
outrageous. 

Yes, the other side's plan is cheaper. 
Of course; because it leaves almost a 
million people out of it. A million fam
ilies. 

Why in the world would we do this? I 
really salute the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] and all the 
Members who ' stood here and talked 
about the very, very difficult problem. 

This is not a kinder, gentler America 
if we do not take action. This is out
rageous. So, for America's families, for 
the future, for heaven's sake, let us do 
this, and let us do it and get the Presi
dent to sign it. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DYMALLY). The Chair wishes td remind 
all Members that remarks made should 
be addressed to the Chair. 

WHAT ARE THE AMERICAN PEO
PLE LOOKING FOR FROM THE 

·· CONGRESS? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 'a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. ROTH. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Very quickly before the 
gentleman starts his remarks, I appre
ciate the gentleman, and I do not want 
to disrupt his train of thought. 

I just am sorry to see that the gen
tlewoman has left the floor, the gentle
woman from Indiana has left the floor, 
becau~e I wanted to get some time to 
compliment the gentlewoman, because 
I have been keeping a tab on everyone 
who has spoken on this issue tonight. 

Every person who has spoken on this 
issue tonight with the exception of the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
DORGAN], the gentlewoman from Wash
ington [Mrs. UNSOELD], and the g_entle
woman from Indiana [Ms. LONG] has 
voted for the budget agreement that 
caused the loss of so many jobs that 
brings us to this ·point today, and the 
gentlewoman from Indiana had every 
right, more right than any other 
speaker on that side of the aisle, · to 
speak about the plight of the unem
ployed, because she had no hand in the 
deepening and lengthening of this re
cession. 

Mr. ROTH. I was happy to yield to 
my friend from Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been asked: what 
are the American people looking for 
from the Congress? 

Let me say that they are looking for 
four things: courage, judgment, integ
rity, and dedication. Quite frankly, we 

have had an all-night session. I have 
not seen that much integrity, because 
many times people on the other side of 
the aisle would not yield. It was a po
litical tirade against the man down in 
the White House. 

But after this marathon of words, I 
would like to quote the favorite author 
of the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. GEJDENSON], my friend from Con
necticut, Goethe, who said, "We have 
had enough talk; now, let us see the 
deeds." And I think that is what the 
American people are saying. We have 
had enough talk. Now, let us see the 
deeds. 

You know, you can talk to 10 dif
ferent (ec'onomists, and you get 10 dif
ferent answers, but _they all sing out of 
the same hymn book when you ask 
them what is the biggest cause of our 
problems in the economy today. They 
say the huge deficits. 

Now, who is causing the huge defi
cits? For 38 years, 38 consecutive years 
this House, the House of Representa
tives, has been ruled by the Democratic 
Party. Every single, chairman, every 
single Speaker; ' every single sub
committee chairman all have been 
Democrat. Today we have 267 Demo
crats and 168 Repu~licans. That is all, 
just 168. But we . have 267 Democrats. 
They can do anything. 

My good friend from Colorado who is 
still · on the floor, and I was hoping I 
could talk to some others, but she is 
the only one left, so I have to, I guess, 
address my remarks to ,- her' . said, 
"These deficits caused by this adminis-
tration." ' 

Well, my dear friend from Colorado', 
the President of the United States can
not buy this pen witho,ut the approval 
of this House. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? · 
' Mr. ROTH. I would be happy to, and 

you have 267 Members. I am happy to 
yield.-

0 1230 •1' 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the gentleman would also agree 
that the President of the United States 
is the Chief Fiscal Officer and we can
not do anything until he sends a budg
et up here. That is step one. He has al
ways started with a higher deficit than 
we have ever ended up with, so let 'us 
put it in that context. 

Mr. ROTH. Well, Mr. Speaker, I am 
glad to respond to that, and I am glad 
I yielded time to my friend, the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

When Ronald Reagan was in the 
White House, I was in the Oval Office 
with him one time and I said, "Mr. 
President, these deficits, we have got 
to address these deficits:" 

The President said, "You are abso
lutely right. We need a balanced budget 
in this country." 

But he looked at me and he said, 
"But what have you done with every 
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budget I have sent to Capitol Hill? You 
have thrown it in the wastepaper bas
ket." 

And do you know, it is true. We did 
not adopt in the entire 8 years of Rea
gan's Presidency, we did not adopt his 
budget once, not once. 

Our friends on the other side of the 
aisle have 267 Members. We have 168. It 
takes 217 Members to do anything in 
this Congress, except change the Con
stitution, and they have got 267 votes. 
You have got 40 more votes than you 
need to pass anything through this 
body, and yet you are in all night long 
bashing the President. 

I have somewhat of a solution. Why 
do we not forget about Democrat and 
Republican and look at what is best for 
the Nation for a change? If we really 
want to help the people who are out 
there working, let us put aside these 
partisan differences. Let us ask our
selves what is in the best interests of 
the country? What is in the best inter
ests of the working people? What is in 
the best interests of the long-range 
good of this country? What is the best 
interests of my kid and your kids. That 
is what we should be asking,. 

You know, I asked the Democrat 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT] to yield ,to me because 
I wanted to ask him som~thing. He said 
that the President is only interested in 
foreign affairs. He does not care about 
domestic affairs at all. 

Well, we know that is not the case, 
but today we have a bill on the cal
endar, the Democrat foreign aid bill, 
S25 billion to send overseas, $25 billion 
that the Democrats are asking the 
American people to borrow and then 
ship ov~rseas. 

Now, wait a minute. What kind of ,a 
foreign policy is that? How is that 
helping working people? 

You know, we have boat manufactur.
ers back in my home State of Wiscon
sin. We had a lot of jobs there building 
boats, but after the majority . in this 
House passed the so-called boat tax, 
what happened? These jobs are now in 
the Caribbean. They are all ,overseas. 
They are not here in America anymore. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to stop pos
tur~ng. That -is why when people say, 
"What do the American people want 
out of Congress?" They want people 
with courage, judgment, dedication, 
and yes, integrity. 

What does integrity mean? It means 
that we, say what we feel here in our 
hearts. That is what it means. It means 
more than just posturing. That is why 
I think it is so important for us to take 
a look at these issues and say, "Yes, 
let's move forward. Let's do what is in 
t}le best interests of the country. Let's 
do something about the real estate 
tax." 

In 1986 this Congress passed a change 
in the real estate law, and what hap
pened? Commercial real estate and 
housing in this country dried up. 

Since the end of the Second World 
War, we have had eight serious reces
sions and in each recession the loco
motive that brought us out of that re
cession was the construction industry. 

So if we, Democrats and Republicans, 
want to do something for working peo
ple in this country, want to do some
thing for this country, then let us take 
a look at that law. We can repeal that 
law today or change that law to give 
incentives again to building. 

We talk about capital gains. Some 
people say capital gains, well, they are 
not for capital gains because they say 
it is not going to help the poor. · 

Well, capital gains not only will help 
the rich and the middle class, it will 
help the poor, too. 

Why? Because it is going to stimu
late the economy. The first year, you 
are going to get $5 billion additional 
tax funds into the National Treasury if 
we pass capital gains. Anyone who sells 
their house is going to have some cap
ital gains consequences; so when people 
say that capital gains only helps the 
rich, that is nonsense. That is political 
demagoguery. and that is the type of 
thing that I think the American people 
are upset about and the American peo
ple want us to overcome that. 

We have got problems in savings and 
loans. We have problems in banking. 
Where is the banking bill? Why do we 
not pass a decent banking bill? 

I do not care what two powerful 
chairmen do. Out of 435 Members, we 
have two powerful committee chair
men who are tying up the banking bill. 
It is going to cost the American people 
billions of dollars. 

If we were truly men of judgment and 
integrity and dedication, we would say, 
"Gentlemen, I don't care what kind of 
fights you have behind closed doors, we 
are bringing the banking bill ,to the 
floor. We have got to address th.is 
banking issue, and we have got to' do it 
now." . 

We have got what they call the Reso
lution Trust Corporation. It is now the 
largest corporation in the United 
States, set up by this Congress to dis
pose of assets taken over by the failed 
savings and loans. 

Yes, let us have pay-as-you-go. Some 
of my friends on the other side of the 
aisle ~ say that is true, let us have pay
as-you-go. Let us do it, but let us come 
tb the floor and tell the American peo
ple how we are going to do it. Are we 
going to borrow money? Are we going 
to tax? Are ' we going to cut spending? 
And where are we going to tax and 
where are we going to cut spending? 
That is what we mean by judgment, in
tegrity, and dedication. 

We have legislation coming to the 
floor, as we have mentioned before, 
dealing with the boat tax. That has 
caused a big problem for us back home. 
There are many people who are very 
much concerned about this legislation. 

Why is this legislation tied up? Why 
is it not on the floor? We could be vot
ing on this bill now. 

We have all kinds of people who have 
said, well, we are not concerned about 
the poor, the working people. I do not 
know of any party that . is more con
cerned about working people than the 
Republican Party. , After all, I did not 
see any Republicans over here voting 
for a 5-cent-a-gallon gasoline tax or 
even proposed it. Who is that going to 
hit the hardest? Mr. Rockefeller? Of 
course not. It is going to hit the people 
I represent who are driving to work 
every morning. 

So that is what I mean by courage, 
judgment, .integrity, and dedication. 

Mr. Speaker, I know there are other 
people who want some time. Let me 
just say a few words here that I jotted 
down of a speech not given by me, of 
course, but given by someone from the 
other side of the aisle. I hear this so 
often, people up here wringing their 
hands. What do the American people 
want of their Congressmen? 

Well, let me tell you what I think 
they want from their Congressmen. 
Here is what one man from the other 
side of the aisle years ago said: 

When at some future date the high court of 
history sits in judgment on each of us re
cording whether in our own brief span of 
service we fulfilled our responsibility to our 
country, our success or failure will be meas
ured by four questions, and they are these: 

One. Were we truly men and women of 
courage, with the courage to stand up to 
one's enemies and the courage to stand up 
when necessary to one's associates. 

And how often do we have to stand 
up, how often do we have the courage 
to stand up to our associates, to our 
good friends, like the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] who is such 
a great Congressman. Do I always have 
the courage to stand up to him when I 
think that he is wrong? 

The courage to resist public pressure as 
well as private greed. 

The second question is: 
Were we truly men and wome.n of judgment 

with perceptive judgment of the future as 
well as .of the past, of our own mistakes as 
well as the mistakes of others, with enough 
wisdom to know what we did not know and 
enough candor to admit it. 

We have had an all-night session. I 
am sorry to say that I do not think we 
have had a lot of candor. We have had 
a lot of bashing of each other, but not 
a lot of candor. 

Three. Were we truly men and women of 
integrity, men and women who never ran out 
on the principles in which we believed, never 
ran out on the people who believed in us, 
men and women who neither financial gain 
nor political ambition could ever divert from 
the fulfillment of their sacred trust. 

We have a sacred trust here. 
Four. Were we ' truly men and women of 

dedication with an honor mortgaged to no 
single individual or group. 

How often do we have to vote here 
because some interest group pressures 
us, or some interest group tells us we 
have to do this or that. 

Honor mortgaged to no single individual or 
group and compromised by no private obliga-
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tion or aim, but devoted solely to the public 
good and the national interest. 

Courage, judgm~nt, dedication, and 
integrity, that is what we have to get 
back to again. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DOOLITTLE], who has been 
waiting patiently. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, begin
ning at 9 o'clock last night we have 
been as Republicans slammed regularly 
by the Democrats for not supporting 
their bankrupt and bankrupting unem
ployment benefits extension bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we need to get 
right to the essence of this issue. This 
is just typical of the approach of the 
other side. 

D 0840 
They wanted to deal with symptoms 

and not with the problem. I think we 
must deal with symptoms and with the 
problem. We have indicated we are 
ready at a moment's notice to pass a 
bill that extends the benefits for 10 
weeks and we pay for the bill. 

What happens if we pass this bill that 
our Democratic colleagues say is so 
necessary? They say, "let us do it." 
Well, that costs an extra $6 billion. 
They have identified no source. So the 
source will be the same one we always 
use, the good old American taxpayer; 
throw that little bit of extra burden on 
him, make people work a little longer, 
a little harder, and make the standard 
just a little bit lower than it is today, 
and then we will have some new rhet
oric when the 20 weeks runs out and 
when the economy is still stalled, be
cause that is the problem. 

We do not have an economy that is 
growing. It is burdened down by exces
sive taxation and by spending that will 
not quit. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin is ab
solutely right, there is a lack of integ
rity in their approach, the approach of 
that side. Let us get right to what the 
problem is. It is excessive spending on 
the part of the Government. 

You know, in the decade of the 1980's, 
every year we had inflation at an aver
age rate of 4 percent. Every year we 
had an increase in revenues to the Fed
eral Treasury of 7 percent. Every year, 
on the average, we had an increase in 
Federal expenditures of 11 percent; 4 
percent annual inflation, 7 percent an
nual increases to the Treasury, 11 per
cent in annual spending increases. 

Our total national debt is over $2.7 
trillion. And, you know, it is funny, we 
always hear from the Democrats how 
we are going to do something about the 
deficit. That always means, by the 
way, that we postpone something more 
immediate, which was to happen, like 
the Gramm-Rudman cuts which would 
have kicked in 100 billion dollars worth 
of cuts. 

In exchange for that we get a tax 
hike with the promise that things will 

get better when we deal with the defi
cit. And yet it is just fascinating that 
that never works out. Every time we 
have the tax increase, it is folluwed by 
a higher deficit. 

Guess what; this year it is no dif
ferent. Our deficit this year is $300 bil
lion. That makes the deficits running 
during the Reagan years look smaller. 

Next year's smaller deficit in the fis
cal year in which we are presently, it is 
estimated to be $350 billion or higher. 

Now, our Democratic friends, along 
with a lot of rhetoric, a lot of crying 
out there, pretending to-I guess in 
some cases it is not pretending, but I 
have to be a little cynical about it 
based on what the realities are-con
veying their sense of sympathy with 
those who are unemployed. and yet it 
is their economic policies that are 
keeping our people unemployed. 

There is no excuse for the greatest, 
the strongest and the richest country 
in the world having this kind of an 
economy. The key to getting this econ
omy growing again is, as the gen
tleman from Wisconsin alluded to, a 
cut in the capital gains tax. 

We have heard a lot of demagoguery 
going on for months now about how 
this is terrible, we are cutting taxes for 
the rich. Well, you know what? A great 
Democratic President once said a ris
ing tide lifts all boats. 

Now, another way of saying that is 
that the poor get richer when the rich 
get richer. 

You have to recognize that concept 
in order for us to advance economically 
in this country. 

Let me tell you something about cap
ital gains. I think this is interesting. 

You get the feeling that these are 
multimillionaires declaring their cap
ital gains, that the average person is 
not able to avail himself or herself of 
this. 

Well, 70 percent of the taxpayers who 
report capital gains have other income 
less than $50,000. Let me say that 
again: 70 percent of Americans who de
clare capital gains have other income 
of less than $50,000. That amounts to 10 
million Americans-$50,000---that does 
not sound like millionaires, Mr. Speak
er. That sounds like people who, for a 
variety of reasons, are seeking to get 
out of their old investment and get 
into another one. 

Let us take an example or two. A 
middle-class family has a piece of real 
estate in which they have invested for 
their son or daughter to be able to pay 
for the college expenses. That piece of 
real estate is sold. Well, because we tax 
capital gains at a higher rate, and by 
the way, we have the highest capital 
gains tax rate of the major industrial 
nations in the world. This is incredible. 

So that poor family that has been 
having this investment for college, 
about a third of that investment is 
going to be made up of inflation. 
Right? Which even though we consider 

it low, 4 percent a year, low by com
parison with what it was during the 
Carter years, even so, 4 percent begins 
to add up. So a third of the value of 
that property is inflation because we 
do not have lower capital gains tax 
rates and this family gets taxed on 
what is inflation. 

It is not real income to them. But 
they are going to pay the full freight 
for it because we as a Congress, be
cause the Democrats will not let us be 
reasonable and lower this rate. 

That is hurting the middle-class 
working families. Look at the widow 
who has a ranch, her husband had a 
ranch and she wants to sell off some of 
the land in order to make ends meet. 
Well, same problem, going to pay full 
taxes on all of that despite the fact 
that a lot of it is due to inflation. 

It is a gross injustice and it needs to 
be changed. 

Here is a interesting item, by the 
way: Malcolm Forbes, Jr., in an issue 
of something called Imprimis, gave a 
dissertation on what we need to do in 
order to get on the road to prosperity, 
in order to help people. That is what 
we are talking about, helping people by 
putting the economy in order. 

He compared what has gone on in 
Japan with what goes on here in this 
country. He looked at Japan in the 
middle 1960's Their version of the Dow
J ones average at that point was just 
slightly above 1,000 and ours was just 
right at 1,000 during that same time pe
riod. 

Earlier this year there was a big flur
ry when all of a sudden we touched 
briefly the 3,000 mark on our Dow
J ones average. And now the Japanese 
just crossed 22,000 on their Dow-Jones 
average. 

So we went from 1,000 to 3,000. They 
went from 1,000 to 22,000 despite a se
vere stock market crash last year. 

What is the difference? Well, the dif
ference is, during the time when our 
capital gains tax averaged between 28 
and 35 percent, theirs averaged between 
O and 5 percent. That is the difference. 
The Japanese are also being cited for 
this, that, and the other thing relative 
to the impressive performance of their 
economy. Funny, is it not, that they 
treat capital gains differently than we 
do? 

It js no mistake that they have the 
gains that they are having. We treat 
caiptal gains very punitively. We dis
courage people from making new in
vestments, from turning over those 
dollars, creating new jobs. 

We talk about jobs·. Let me tell you, 
coming from California I am very wor
ried about jobs. We have over 20 per
cent of the defense expenditures being 
made. in this country. We all know 
what is slated to happen to defense ex
penditures. 

We all know that we are having a re
duction by 500,000 people in the next 
year, out of the Armed Forces. Califor-
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nia is in a severe recession. What are 
we going to do when all these people 
come out onto the streets, either com
ing out of the military without jobs or 
coming out of the defense industry and 
they will not have a job? So what are 
we going to do then? Are the Demo
crats going to offer us a $12 billion op
portunity to address their needs with 
no more real long-term solutions, just 
more demagoguery and posturing be
fore the media? 

Why do we not do something now 
that actually creates jobs? Let us help 
the people that need the help. I am for 
that. 

If you do not have a job, you have a 
crisis, I will stipulate to that. The 
President, and we as Republicans, have 
offered to support that. We would get 
checks out tomorrow if the Congress 
would meet today and pass this bill, as 
the various speakers have indicated. 

Then we deal with the immediate 
problem, but, more importantly, in my 
opinion, by making this reduction in 
the capital gains tax, we begin to deal 
with the long-range problem. 
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Let us do something that creates eco

nomic growth and job creation because, 
Mr. Spea.ker, we think we have a prob
lem now. Wait until we start turning 
people out. We have got to create jobs 
for them in the private sector. If we sit 
back and do nothing, like the Demo
crats have typically done, a lot of hot 
air and no meaninglful action, we are 
all going to be much worse off as a 
country. 

I would like just to observe another 
great Democrat, one I claim as a Re
publican. He was head of the Democrat 
Republican Party, Thomas Jefferson. I 
think the Democrats have an annual 
dinner every March or April to honor 
him. He said in his inaugural address: 

"What more is necessary to make us a 
happy and prosperous people?" 

Here is the answer he gave: 
"A wise and frugal government which shall 

restrain men from injuring one another, 
which shall leave them otherwise free to reg
ulate their own pursuits of industry and im
provement, and shall not take from the 
mouth of labor the bread which it has 
earned." 

Labor is every person who works for 
a living today, and, as we have heard in 
earlier testimony on the House floor, 
the average family today is paying 
over one-third of its income in taxes to 
all levels of government. This is a trav
esty. Our tax policy is driving our peo
ple out of their homes in order to work 
to pay their tax bill. The family is 
breaking down. As a result of the 
breakdown of the family, we are seeing 
enormous social problems emerge, and 
the typical liberal response is to throw 
more money at each one of the individ
ual symptoms coming from this break
down of the family. But they do not see 
it as that. They see them as individual 
problems. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats say, 
"We're going to have to do something 
over here to help the homeless, and 
something over here to help with drug 
abuse, and something over here to help 
with teenage delinquency, and some
thing over here to help the poor edu
cational performance of the kids in 
school." 

Mr. Speaker, all of these problems 
are really symptoms of one problem, 
the breaking down of the family, and 
we have got to do something about it, 
and that something consists of getting 
the economy growing again, cutting 
the capital gains tax and restraining 
spending. If we would restrain spending 
for 5 years, increases to no more than 
the rate of inflation, our budget would 
come into balance. That is the way to 
balance the budget, and, once we bal
ance the budget, then we will relieve 
the pressure on the financial markets, 
the lending rate can drop, and we can 
have ever-increasing opportunities for 
people, economically speaking. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Doo
LITTLE] for his excellent contribution 
and for his dedication here on the floor. 

I yield to my friend, the other gen
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS]. 

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] 
very much, and I just want to add a 
punctuation point to the comment of 
my good friend and colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. Doo
LITTLE], and that was in the wee hours 
of the morning, for those of us who did 
dawn patrol duty here in the House 
today, I was able to engage the major
ity whip in a bit of colloquy in terms of 
those elements of the economic growth 
package he might find acceptable, and 
he made a very revealing comment, I 
thought, because he talked about and 
endorsed enterprise zones, and within 
the context of that conversation al
lowed as to how perhaps we ought to 
have a reduced rate of taxation on cap
ital gains in those enterprise zones. So, 
I am hoping that my colleagues can 
help me because perhaps I am missing 
something here, and the majority lead
er stalked off into the night, so I did 
not get a chance to ask him a followup 
question with regard to this. But I am 
puzzled. 

Mr. Speaker, I fail to see how capital 
gains tax reduction in so-called urban 
enterprise zones can be effective and 
yet not be effective in other areas of 
the country, in other parts of the econ
omy, and I do not know if my colleague 
was following that particular col
league, but I just wanted to add a punc
tuation point to that. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
the majority leader is going to be an
swering the gentleman's question for 
him. The majority leader is also going 
to, I am sure, answer the questions 
today when the bill comes up. 

See, here in the House we have 267 
Democrats. We have 168 Republicans. 

There are 99 more of them than there 
are of us. 

We talked a little bit ago about 38 
consecutive years of the Democrats 
running this House. Thirty-eight con
secutive years. Every spending bill, 
every tax bill, must originate in this 
House. 

I heard on the radio last night driv
ing in that the spending bill that Sen
ator BENTSEN is talking about, he says: 

Yes, but it's got to start in the House. Ac
cording to the Constitution all these tax 
bills have to start in the House of course. 

Thirty-eight consecutive years every 
Speaker, every chairman, every sub
committee chairman, has been a Demo
crat, and we are going to have to 
change this country, and the way to 
change it is by changing this House. 

Now my friend from California 
talked indirectly about integrity, and 
he asked a question of the majority 
leader, and I would have another ques
tion to ask of the majority leader who 
spoke here this morning. He said that 
the President is only interested in for
eign affairs. He said he does not care 
about the people domestically. And he 
said this: He said it is time to take 
care of our own people and our own 
problems first for a change. 

Mr. Speaker, I endorse that. I believe 
that. But we have to remember integ
rity. When the majority leader was on 
the floor, I wanted him to yield to me 
because, when he was talking about 
foreign policy today, I mean that takes 
real chutzpah. Today the Democrats 
have on the floor, on the calendar, a 
bill to send $25 billion overseas that we 
are going to borrow and saddle on our 
kids, and then to say the President 
does not care about the American tax
payer, he only cares about foreign pol
icy. At the same time on the same day 
they have on the calendar to borrow $25 
billion and shovel it overseas. Now that 
takes chutzpah. 

In addition there is in this bill, on 
this foreign aid bill, $2 million to teach 
the American people-yes, there is $2 
million, I say to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER]-to 
teach the American people why they 
should love foreign aid. We are talking 
taxpayer dollars for trying to brain
wash our own people, and we wonder 
why people are upset with Congress. Is 
that courage? Is that judgment? Is that 
integrity? Is that dedication? 

Now the majority leader is going to 
answer the gentleman's question, I am 
sure, and I am sure he will answer ours, 
too. 

As my colleagues know, there is such 
a thing as posturing, and then there is 
such a thing as integrity, and, when I 
hear some of these comments during 
the night, there is a word for that. It is 
rich in our American agricultural tra
dition, but I cannot use it here on the 
floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. RIGGS] . 
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Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman. I just wanted to point out 
that my earlier comments were refer
ring to a colloquy between myself and 
the majority whip, so, if I said the ma
jority leader, I apologize, but I did, as 
the' gentleman correctly pointed but, 
attempt to get the majority leader 'to 
yield to me to no avail. 

I -might also add that of course the 
ma1ority leader was the person of a 
passing parade of prime time players 
on the other side of the aisle who 
trooped in here in the early morning. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
point out to the majority leader,' be
cause I believe he was one of the adv·o
cates of the luxury tax, th'at our Joint 
Economic Committee has· now ~'Sti
mated that that luxury tax, talking 
about ·real Americans and putting a 
face, if my 'polleagues will ; on the un
employmen'.t picture could cost us 9,000 
jobs, and the committee furthermore 
says that it is costing the Federal Gov
ernment nearly $5 for every $1 in taxes 
it gains through this 1 uxury tax . be
c~use Of unemployment comp~IfSatfon 
and lost income taxes, arid I simply 
wanted to have the opportunity to pose 
that point to the majority leader and 
see if he would acknowledge me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to yield to 
the gentJerrian from California [Mr. 
DQOLITTLE]. . ~ . • 

_Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, . I 
would just lil~e to quote Malcolm 
Forbes wh'o, I think we would acknowl
edge, is somewhat of a financial ·expe,rt. 
This is out of Imprimus again. • 

One of tl).e , biggest c1tnards ever foisted 
upon the American public is thlit capital 
gains cuts exploit the poor ~nd shield the 
rich. The truth is they be'nefit everyone. By 
the same reasoning high capital gains tax 
has hurt everyone, regardless of their tax 
bracket· . . 

Mr. Speaker, if we had ·done what the 
Japanese had done, then pethaps our 
Dow Jones would be at 22,000 today ·in-
stead of'sorrieplace under 3,000. · -' 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California [Mr. boo-' 
LITTLE].'for his contribution again. We 
know that is tfue,' · and the other side 
knows it is ·true, too. '_ ti ·· 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. 'Mr. Speaker, a mo
ment ·ago the gentleman from Wiscon
sin made reference to the foreign aid 
appropriations bill or· authorization 
bill; I am not sure which one 'he was re
ferring to, as . a bill fostered by the 
Democratic side of this Chamber. I 
think in fairness and accuracy it is leg
islation the administration, the Bush" 
administration, supports. 
· Mr. ROTH. I am glad the gentleman 

brought. that up. The Bush administra
tion does not support the bill. The 
Bush administration does not ask for 
the bill. But they have got it on the 
calendar, and I will be happy to yield 
again, but this is a very important' 
point to make: · 

President ·Bush did not come down 
and put this bill on the calendar. The 
Democratic leadership did. 
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I would be happy to yield again, but 
first I believe this is a very important 
point to make. President Bush· did not 
come down and put this bill on the cal
endar, the Democratic leadership did. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr . . Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

The administration does support .for
eign aid legislation, ·maybe not every 
jot and tittle of the bill, but the admin
istration does strongly support foreign 
aid. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, let me re
spond to my friend from Minnesota by 
saying that the Democratic leadership 
put this foreign aid bill-this is a 
Democratic leadership's foreign aid 
policy which they put on the calendar 
for the date. The President did not ask 
it to be put on. In fact-; the President 
opposed the bill. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. The administration 
does support foreign aid programs. 

Mr. ROrr'H. It does not support this 
bill, but'. it is on the calendar for today; 
and :i the Democratic leadership put · it 
up, and y'our ' leader had the chµtzpah 
to come to· the floor and :to say·tha't all 
the Pres1ident cares about :ls· foreign 
aid: You people put the $25 billion bill 
on the calehdar for today. That is wh"at 
strHrns me. That is why I say he has 
reai ChUtz·pah. ' • I 

I a:rh going to yi~ld to th~ gentleman 
from California. . 

Mt'. OBERSTAR. What is your basis 
to support -that?· The •gentleman ·has 
made .. a statement which is not sup-
ported. . ., ' J • 

Mr. ROTH. :-At this time I will yield 
to my friend from California. ' 
' Mr. ·OBERSTAR. The gentleman has 
not responded. · " . 

·The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DYMALLY). The gentleman from Wis
consin controls the time. · · 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield ' to 
the gentleman from California. -

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
do not believe the important thing is 
foreign aid, I because there are Members 
on both sides to , support foreign aid. I 
do · believe demagoguery exists ·When 
those same people claim we do not 
have enough domestic spending and 
then go ahead and support a $25 billion 
foreign aid bill. · 

The majority leader 'kind of skated 
out, and l also 'wanted to ask him' sev
eral questions. As a matter of fact, he 
rejected or turned down an appeal to 
yield so that we could: ask those ques..'. 
tions. · 

I guess the majority l'eader grew up 
in a different State than I did. I grew 
upon the State of Missouri, his State, 
in a little town of 2,013 folks, some of 
the finest people in the world. They 
call it the "Show Me State." ' { 

But the majority · leader used the 
term "deceiit." The American people 

saw real Democratic deceit in the Clar
ence Thomas -hearings, . and it was 
criminal deceit. I hope that criminal 
process is completed. 

In the "Show Me State" they say, 
"Show me." The majority leader artd 
other Members have said .that the bill 
has been ' paid for with an $8 billion 
trust fund. I have here a document 
from the Congressional Research Serv
ice, by the Library of Con&'-ress, that 
states irrefutably that that money 
does not exist. · . r <· 

The quota bill-the civil "rights bill 
was not a quota bill, but it was a quota 
bill. The money exists, but the money 
does not exist, and it is proven right 
here in this research. How does that 
work? The general fund is supported 
with . taxes, and then' in · a normal, 
nondeficit year, which we have riot had 
for a long time, those benefits are 
transferred into the trust fund. In a 
deficit year the government borrows 
against that trust fund. Those are des
ignated unemployment dollars, s·o you 
put a piece of paper in. there that is an 
unemployment dollar. 

Pretty soon you take up the $8 bil
lion in notes. The ' money does not 
exist, and it is an important factor.· 

Mr. ROTH. I thank my good friend 
from California for making .: those 
points. As always, he is very scholarly 
ahd his research is always right on the 
mark. 

I yield to my good friend from Wis
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER]. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr, .. Speak
er, I had not planned to participate 1n 
the special order, but ·I thank my , col
league from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] for 
argui"ng it,· because I believe· that it is 
important to set the -record straight 
after · the night of hot air that' the 
Democratic majority has • emanated 
from this Chamber. 
· l . am convinced after listening to 

many of the speakers ·.on ·the .nemo
cra tic side of the aisle that the way to 
ob,tain a majority of 38 years in :the 
U.S. House of Representrutives is to run 
away from your- own record. Because 
practically every ohe of those speakers 
ran away from the record of the Demo
cratic Congress over the last 38 years. 

Unless the Constitution was changed 
last night while the .Americanrlpublic 
was asleep·, ' Congress still ··has ' the 
power of the purse. No President since 
George Washington has spend ' a dime 
that was not appropriated by th'e Con
gress of the United States. By the Con
stitution, all tax bills must originate 
in the Hou~e o{ Representatives. By 
tradition, all appropriations bills must 
originate in ·the House 'bf Re1>resenta
ti ves. The House of Representatives 
has been controlled by the Democratic 
Party since January of 1955. ~ 

Speaker' ·after speaker on the Demo
cratic side of the asile has- tried to 
blame President Bush and President 
Reagan for· the huge Federal b'udget 
deficits that have been run up during 
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the last 11112 years, and yet Congress 
has the power of the purse. The 1974 
:Budget Act, which was passed before 
all of us who speaking on the Repub
lican side were elected to Congress, re
quires the 'President of the Uni'ted 
States to spend every dime that is ap
propriated by the Congress. A failure 
to do so is an impeachable offense in 
the eyes of the Democratic majority. 

·It was the Democratic majority that 
passed that 1974 Budget Act, because 
they objected to then-President Nixon 
impounding funds when he thought 
that Congress had overfinanced pro
grams. So now the President's hands 
are tied. When he thinks Congress had 
appropriated too much money, all that 
he can do is to send a bill to the Appro
priations Committee either rescinding 
or deferring previously enacted appro
priations. · 

What happens in the Appropriations 
Committee, controlled by senior Demo
crats who have been here for a long, 
long time? That rescission bill ends up 
getting pigeonholed, or they shift 
money from things that were 
overfunded into other unnecessary 
spending programs. 

After listening to many of the Demo
crats speak last night, you would think 
that it was a Republican President and 
his budget proposals that ended up run
ning up the deficit and causing the eco
nomfo problems that the Am·ericah 
people are suffering with today.. I 
would remind you, Mr. Speaker, that 
the only budget Ronald Reagan got 
passed was his ffrst budget, and every 
other budget after that first budget 
that President Reagan sent to Congress 
was pronounced dead on arrival by the 
Democratic chairman of the Budget 
Committee, and none of George Bush's 
budgets has been enacted. They have 
been duly interred by the funeral par
lor in the Democrat-controlled Budget 
Committee, and the Congress has 
passed its own high-deficit budgets and 
has tied the hands of the President of 
the United States through high appro
priation bills and the requirement of 
the 1974 Budget Act that the President 
and the executive branch spend every 
dime that has been ap,Propriated by 
Congress, and not one penny less. 

Now, despite the overspending by the 
Congress tllat has not been' controlled 
by the ·President's party, there have 
been significant increases in tax reve
nues. Despite the two large tax-rate 
cuts spearheaded by President Ronald 
Reagan, the amount of money collected 
bi the Internal Revenue Service in the 
last decade doubled, and one would 
have thought that the doubling of tax 
revenues would have been enough to 
give the Federal employees a raise to 
take care of the pressing needs of the 
American people and to reduce the 
Federal budget deficit. 

But what did the Congress do? It 
spent the money that .was collected 
from those tax increases and then 

some, and as a result, the deficits went 
up, the national debt went up, and now 
the second largest line item in the Fed
eral budget is the payment of interest 
on the debt, where the American public 
and others have decided to finance the 
deficits by buying Federal Government 
obligations that are' issued in the bil
lions of dollars, rat~er than ' the mil
lions of dol!ars of just a few years ago. 
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It was not Republican Presidents 
that spent the tax revenue increases. It 
was the Democratic Congress that did 
that. I think the American public real
izes that Congress has the power of the 
purse, and the fiscal problems are 
caused by the Congress. They also 
know which party has controlled this 
:flouse for the Jast 38 years and which 
party has controlled the U.S. Senate 
for the last 6. It has not been the party 
of the Republican Presidents, it has 
been the opposition party that have 
frankly passed fiscal policies that have 
been designed to hamstring the Repub7 
lican President and to use the Repub
lican President as a convenient scape
goat for my friends on the Democratic 
side of the aisle who have manage.d to 
get theirselves a majority for the last 
38 years by running against their own 
record. 

One of the things that absolutely 
flabbergasted me just a few moments 
ago was the gentlewoman from Oolo
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] coming and say
ing that .George Bush was keeping 
away from employees the . unemploy
ment compensation taxes that they 
had. paid in. 

The gentlewoman from Colorado 
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] ought to know bet
ter. The unemployment compensation 
tax is not levied on employees, it is 
levied on employers'. That fund is cre
ated by taxes that have been levied ex
clusively on those who provide jobs for 
the American people. 

Maybe the gentlewoman :from Colo
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] ;is letting the 
cat out of the bag and there will be an
other tax increase, this time ·i:m:posing 
an unemployment compensation tax on 
those people who have been able to 
maintain their jobs. I hope that is not 
the case, because the last thing this 
country needs is another new tax. 

'I think one final point is ·necessary. 
Later on today the House of Represent
atives will vote on an Interior appro
priations bill that is 8 percent above 
the amount of money that the Presi
dent requested to finance the Depart
ment of the Interior and related agen
cies. This includes money fof 'things 
like the National Endowment for the 
Arts, which has been very, very 'strong
ly priti,dized on .how it wastes the.' tax
payers' money in financing artists that 
create p'ornography. 

You will see most of the Republicans 
in the House of Representatives vote 
against the 8-percent increase in the 

NEA funding because those kinds of in~ 
creases are what cause the big deficits 
that throw people out of work. 

It is by our votes that we should be 
judged, not by our talk. I challenge 
Members on the Democratic side of the 
aisle, Mr. Speaker, to vote down this 
overspending Interior appropriations 
bill, because that is the best thing that 
we can do for the unemployed today, 
and that is, stop the spending and stop 
the deficits. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH] for yield
ing'.' 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER] for his excellent 
contribution. As always, his remarks 
are very well on target: I will say this, 
he is very conservative with the tax
payers' money, and he is very liberal 
with his own. That is the type of per
son I like to be associated with, too. 

Mr. Speaker, for 30 hours a Member 
has been waiting here on the floor. I 
cut him somewhat short a little while 
ago, and I want to apologize to him. 
Any man that waits here 30 hours to 
make his statement has a right to 
make a statement. So I am glad to call 
on him for a second time to finish his 
statement. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. I will be brief. 

Mr. Speaker, we established that the 
trust fund does, not exist, so how do we 
pay for it? The interest rate that we 
spend on the deficit is more than all 
the social programs put together. Then 
why will the President veto this? 

If it is true that the interest on the 
deficit is more than all the social pro
grams, and we increase the deficit by $6 
billion, we are going to turn into a 
pumpkin. Either that, or we increase it 
by $6.5 billion and increase the taxes. 

The Democrats would love to have 
the President have to raise taxes, espe
cially during a recession. 

Twenty-five percent is what the lib
erals want to cut defense. Yes, defense 
shou.ld be cut in some areas, but not 
with a meat ax, l;>ecause you have cut 
millions and millions of jobs directly 
and indirectly. 

I remember the base closures and the 
Democrats from Philadelphia out cry
ing because jobs 'were lost and people 
were laid off. '- I remember 'the luxury 
tax with 9,000 and tens of thousands on 
the spotted owl, the knatcatcher, the 
smelt, and salmon. · 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask all the 
Democrats that brought letters up, if 
you really care, if you really have com
passion for those members, for those 
individuals and those citizens that are 
without jobs, help support the Michel
Dole-bill. In 48 hours checks will go 
out. For those that it does not cover, 
we will sit there and talk and discuss 
how we are going to pay for it. The rest 
of the people will receive their checks. 

We can do it if you really care. I do 
riot think you do. I think the ' inten-
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tions of the majority leader and the 
Democratic Party are to discredit the 
President. I would hope that the 
former is the case. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, again I 
thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] for his excellent re
marks. I know he has done a lot of re
search. We appreciate his scholarly ap
proach. 

I would now like to yield the remain
ing time to my friend from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY], who on our side of the aisle, of 
course, spearheaded this over 12-hour 
debate. We are very proud of him. He is 
a real dynamo, and it is good to have 
him in the Congress. He speaks for the 
American taxpayer, and we wish we 
had more TOM DELAYS. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for coming to the floor 
and taking the last hour of the 12-hour 
overnight debate. I have to admit to 
the gentleman that this dynamo has 
very little pop left in him. 

It has been a long and I think a very 
fruitful debate, and I have to commend 
the Democrats for starting this all 
night special order. They intended to 
come to this floor, and they did, bash
ing President Bush because he does 
not, in their words, have compassion 
for those that are unemployed. 

Yet every Member except three and 
some freshmen that came to the floor 
on the Democrat side during the night 
voted for the budget agreement that 
raised taxes, that increased spending, 
that put people out of jobs, because 
that budget agreement deepened and 
lengthened the recession. 

Then they had the nerve to come to 
the floor and say that the President of 
the United States has no compassion 
for the unemployed. What the Presi
dent of the United States has is com
pa:ssion not only for the unemployed, 
but fur the taxpayers of this Nation. 
A!TI he asked the Democrats to do is 
_pa,y for their bill. 

'The first two bills that they brought 
to this filoor and passed very quickly, 
and., I might add, with rules that were 
closed, it did not allow us to make 
amendments, which has been the nor
mal course of business in this House, 
those two bills that came to this floor 
did not pay for the extended benefits. 

I asked the good and distinguished 
majority whip why they did not pay for 
the bills. His response was, well, we 
have the trust fund. 

We have already established all night 
long that the trust fund has no money 
in it, that it has nothing but I.O.U's. It 
is like every other trust fund around 
this building. When the Government 
needs money, they put an I.O.U. in the 
trust fund and take the money out and 
use it for all these programs. 

So they did not pay for the bill. The 
President said, "I am not going to de
clare an emergency when you cannot 
set priori ties to pay for this bill." 

Then he was criticized, all night 
long, for having declared emergencies 

for the Turks, for Turkey. I notice that 
nobody on this floor wanted to criticize 
the President for declaring emergency 
money to go to Israel, a very heavy 
constituency of the Democrats in this 
Nation. I notice they did not enumer
ate those emergencies. 

I just want to point out again for the 
benefit of the House that there were 
three emergencies that the President 
declared so that we could bust the 
budget agreement. One was $236 million 
for disaster assistance to Kurds and 
others that were affected by Desert 
Storm. We know that story. We would 
have had Kurds, women and children, 
massacred in the hills of Iraq and in 
Turkey if we had not come to their aid 
because we caused the problem. 

Now I think we will probably get a 
lot of that money back because the 
United Nations participation is paying 
for this. 

The Democrats certainly did not 
point out to the American people that 
one of the emergencies that the Presi
dent called for was $59 million to pro
tect and evacuate Americans from the 
Persian Gulf region. 

I do not blame the President for that. 
We made plenty of suggestions of how 
to prioritize the spending around here 
to pay for this unemployment benefit, 
and one of the ways we suggested was 
that this House give up all its foreign 
travel. That would be a good start. 
There were many other similar type of 
wasteful spending around this House 
that we suggested, including in the so
called highway bill yesterday. We dou
bled the money for mass transit. Part 
of that money, $13 billion, came right 
out of general revenue. 
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Cut that in half and you pay for the 

unemployment checks. There are plen
ty of ways do it. The Democrats do not 
want to prioritize spending. They just 
want to spend more. That is the whole 
point of this special order. 

I just want to close by commending 
my side, the Members of my side of the 
aisle, especially the gentleman from 
California Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. Doo
LI'ITLE, and Mr. RIGGS for spending the 
entire 12 hours of this overnight special 
order here defending the President and 
their point of view, an economic phi
losophy that creates jobs, that rebuilds 
America, that we have suggested from 
the very beginning, before the polls 
came out, growth programs that create 
jobs, not more spending, more health 
programs and things of that sort. 

I commend them and all the other 
Members that participated in this spe
cial order, and I hope that more. of 
these will be held because I think it is 
very helpful for the American people to 
delineate between the two parties of 
the House, the one party that has 257 
Members in the majority and the other 
party that has only 168 Members, a mi
nority, and controls no committees of 
this House. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I was de
lighted to yield the time to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY], who again is the mastermind 
in this all-night session, all the people 
who contributed and who were here. 

I also want to thank the reporters 
and the staff that had to be here all 
night to work here and also who are 
going to have to be working here all 
day today. We appreciate their special 
attention and their special help. 

SOME PERSONAL VIEWPOINTS ON 
UNEMPLOYMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SKAGGS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. SYNAR] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, as we 
begin the 13th hour of this debate, I 
think it is only appropriate that we 
kind of try to summarize what we have 
heard over this last 12 hours. I think 
the American public has had probably 
as good a view of the different philoso
phies which are trying to run this 
country as they have ever had probably 
in any 12-hour period. 

I think during the night they got to 
see some of the best debate, both 
Democrats and Republicans can offer 
with respect to what their philosophies 
are. I think they got 'to see a little bit 
of the sensitivities or insensitivities 
that both parties have with respect to 
the problems that face aver~ge work
ing families in America. 

As we begin this final stage of the de
bate, I want to call on some Members 
throughout this country which really 
has some personal observations about 
how this unemployment situation is af
fecting them and the people that they 
represent. 

At this time I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. AN
DREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak
er, one of the puzzles, the great puzzles 
to me throughout this entire debate 
over the last few months has been not 
so much the philosophical differences 
on how we address the economics prob
lems facing this country but, indeed, it 
is the actual question of whether this 
Nation is facing an economic crisis. 

We heard from the administration 
that the recession ended in May. We 
heard from others in the administra
tion that the recession, the unemploy
ment facing this country is no big deal. 

I have a problem with anyone who 
can suggest that this recession and this 
devastating unemployment is not big 
deal. 

I will give the President of the Unit
ed States credit. He has the good sense 
to leave Washington from time to time 
and come to the great State of Maine, 
my district, to relax and put every
thing in perspective. When he did that 
last summer, I wrote to the President. 
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I welcomed him to the State of Maine 
and I said: 

While you are in the State of Maine, per
haps you will not be able to understand the 
great devastation that unemployment and 
economic recession is having in our State 
from your vantage point on Walker's Point 
in Kennebunkport. Perhaps you should trav
el to places like the West End of Portland, or 
perhaps you should go to Augusta, perhaps 
you should go to Sanford and Bi tterford and 
look into the eyes of those people like I have 
who are facing the front lines of this eco
nomic devastation, 24,000 people in the State 
of Maine having lost their jobs since March. 

Earlier, in fact about an hour ago we 
heard from the other side a question. 
Where is the money going to come 
from to pay for this extension of unem
ployment benefits for those thousands 
and thousands of people who are suffer
ing as we speak? And the answer that 
they gave was, well , there is no place 
where it is going to come from. 

I beg to differ. This is my final point, 
Mr. Speaker. That money is going to 
come from what we call a trust fund, a 
fund that was established with tax dol
lars and put away in the event that the 
economy should turn so bad, so dev
astating and create such hardship that 
we would need to extend unemploy
ment benefits to those people who are 
on the front lines of that suffering all 
across this country. 

It is called a trust fund. We asked the 
people of this country to have trust in 
this Government, to make those funds 
available to them if and when they 
need it. 

Mr. Speaker, those people need it 
and, as a matter of trust , as a matter 
of integrity, as a matter of fairness, it 
is time for us to not use that trust fund 
continually to mask the deficit. It is 
time to use that trust fund for what it 
was for . 

Every penny of the proposal that we 
have laid before this Congress can be 
paid for by that trust fund. I think it is 
critical that this Congress reestablish 
trust with the American people, that 
we live up to our word and that we pro
vide relief to those people on the front 
lines of this devastation by tapping 
this trust fund for this extension of un
employment benefits. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, being af
fected by this unemployment really 
knows no barriers. Someone who has 
really been very active in the area of 
trying to make sure that her constitu
ents are sensitive to the fact that we 
are trying to deal with it is the Con
gresswoman from the District of Co-
1 umbia. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] . 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I was 
here earlier in the wee hours of the 
morning and so pleased to find that 
there were so many people standing in 
line for this special order that I had to 
come back. 

As I spent my youth sitting in, it is 
not too much to stand up and stand in 

for the unemployed this morning. We 
are talking about a recession that 
began in July 1990, and we are talking 
about the highest number of 
uneligibles for unemployment insur
ance in our history. 

Forty percent of those who have ex
hausted their unemployment insurance 
live in 13 States and the District of Co
lumbia. I am, therefore, particularly 
concerned. 

We have two industries, real estate 
and banking, that we believe will not 
go up for a very long time, even if the 
rest of the country goes up. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here to say a word 
about those who have no unemploy
ment insurance, those who have had no 
employment. They are the voiceless, 
the forgotten during this period of 
great recession. It is completely unnec
essary. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in a period of 
baby bust. If our economy had been 
managed even mildly correctly, we 
would not have a nationwide recession 
that keeps kicking in instead of going 
out. 

The decline in the standard of living 
since 1973 has occurred even through 
the 1980's. The frenzy during which we 
were assured that we were in an ever
lasting boom, the fact is we are paying 
for the frenzy of the 1980's. And we are 
needlessly paying because there is an 
excess of supply over demand for labor, 
if this were an economy that were 
doing mildly well. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a President 
who has managed foreign policy. He 
has now shown he can manage the 
economy and he certainly has not 
shown that he can manage a recession. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, one of 
probably the hardest hit areas is the 
area of northern Minnesota. The person 
who represents that area has probably 
spent the better part of his career mak
ing sure that the people of Minnesota 
understand that government can and 
will respond when problems of unem
ployment and job shifting does occur. 

I yield to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 
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Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen

tleman for yielding. 
Earlier this morning, our colleagues 

across that aisle, one after another, re
ferred to 38 years of Democratic leader
ship in the House of Representatives 
and pointed to that leadership as the 
source of and cause of the economic 
woes of the country. I would like to 
focus on just the last 10 years, 10 years 
in which the Republicans have con
trolled the White House, 6 years of 
which Republicans controlled the U.S. 
Senate, and 4 years of which they had 
working control of the House of Rep
resentatives, the combination of votes 
from this side of the aisle and their 
votes on the other side. 

Statistics do not tell the story. They 
are people without blood and spirit. We 

have 10,000, and maybe as many as 
14,000, people in northeastern Min
nesota out of work. 

I want to relate a human story. the 
front page of the Hibbing Daily Trib
une in October 1980 bore this story: 
"Bobby Skorich Has a Job." It went on 
to tell that Bobby Skorich had been 
employed at the St. Louis County 
Courthouse in Hibbing as a janitor 
under the CET A Program, the Com
prehensive Employment and Training 
Act. There was much rejoicing that 
Bobby Skorich had a job, because he 
had been longtime unemployed. In fact, 
this was his first real working, paying 
job. 

A year later, an inside-the-front-page 
story ran, "Bobby Skorich Now Unem
ployed." What had changed in 1 year? 
It was that Ronald Reagan had become 
President. 

His budget and Reconciliation Act of 
1981 had been enacted, signed into law. 
Mr. Meese, his counselor, said, "We 
have got 98 percent of what we want
ed," and part of what they got was wip
ing out the funding for the CETA Pro
gram. Bobby Skorich was unemployed 
again, and would never have a job. 
Bobby Skorich was mentally retarded, 
physically handicapped, and would 
never again be employed. One human 
story, one Government program that 
worked, one program that helped peo
ple find jobs. 

The Economic Development Adminis
tration program to create jobs to help 
comm uni ties help themselves was 
slashed two-thirds, not the fat, two
thirds. The Appalachian Regional De
velopment Commission was slashed 
more than 70 percent. Those are pro
grams that worked, that put millions 
of people into productive jobs across 
this country. 

We have not been able to recoup. The 
Bobby Skoriches of this world do not 
have jobs, because there are not ways 
to find employment for them. 

EDA and ARC and other programs 
that the Democrats initiated that had 
bipartisan support, I might say, in this 
body and in the other body over the 
years cannot be revived because we 
have a White House that will not sign 
bills into law because we have a Presi
dent who says no, who says let the 
economy work, and now it is not work
ing, and now we are looking for some 
support from the President because we 
cannot govern by two-thirds. 

For the Democrats to assert their 
programs and their ideas and to push 
them into law, we need two-thirds in 
both bodies. The Constitution never in
tended that we operate on two-thirds 
but on a majority rule, and on a major
ity basis, the people of this country are 
losing. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. SYNAR. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my colleague for yielding. 
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Mr. Speaker, today more than 8 mil

lion Americans, and almost 400,000 
workers from my State of Ohio, are out 
of work. These people are not dead
beats-they have worked all their lives. 
But now they spend each day looking 
for jobs which aren't there. 

I have received scores of letters from 
people who have been laid off, have run 
out of unemployment benefits and now 
fact dire circumstances. Listen to a 
letter from one of my constituents, 
Mrs. Pat Parker of Mentor, OH: 

I am a 56-year-old woman who has worked 
all her life. I was laid off from my job after 
20 years with the same company. I have long 
since run out, of (unemployment) benefits. 
We are now hitting rock bottom and facing 
the reality of losing our house. We purchased 
our house on our combined salaries .. Now we 
can't find any employment. 

Mr. Speaker, when a member of my 
staff told Mrs. Parker yesterday that 
the President had vetoed the extension 
of unemployment benefits, she said, "I 
can't believe it." • 

But Mr. Speaker, not only did the 
Pre.sident veto the bill, he earlier char
acterized it as garbage. I can not imag
ine our .President characterizing a bill 
w:hich would help hard working, intel
ligent rund ·eoncerned Americans like 
_Mrs. Parker in such a fashion. And yet 
he has done so. 

It is a sad day when a President of 
the Unite.d States can voice such utter 
disregard, and in fact near contempt, 
for sincere and hard-working citizens. 
Our; Nation deserves much better than 
•t'.brrot. 

Mr. 'SYNAR Mr. Speaker, I yiel~ to 
the gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. 
COLLINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I've heard rumors that the Chicago 
Cubs are thinking of signing up a 'new 
left-handed slugger for next year's sea- · 
son. Hi'S nam;e is Geor,ge Bush and he's 
ba·tting l.1000 in the veto department 
against pitching from the Congress, 
and the overwhelming majority of 
hard-working, tax-paying Americans. 

Twice this year the Congress has sent 
the President legislation which would 
have extended unemployment benefits 
to those Americans whose benefits 
have been exhausted, and twice the 
President has said no. He said, quite 
elegantly in fact, that he will not sign 
such garbage because it will violate the 
budget agreement. However, he ne
glected to mention that he · did it for 
Bangledeshis, the Kurds and others. 
People are hurting in this country too, 
Mr. Speaker, and they don't have the 
resources to fly to northern Iraq to get 
relief. 

Once again the Congress is working 
on and is likely to send the President a 
bill to extend unemployment benefits. 
They say the thira time's the charm, 
but I don't think Mr. Bush believes in 
superstition. I don't think he really 
knows the suffering taking place right 
here in America. While much of the 
rest of the worl_d grows and prospers, 

our citizens are going hungry and our 
factories are chaining their gates 
closed. 

Just because the President believes 
that the recession is over, doesn't 
mean that all of a sudden the millions 
of unemployed, underemployed, and 
discouraged workers are suddenly back 
at work. The great economic recovery 
of 1991 has yet to reach inner city Chi
cago, Mr. Speaker. It hasn't reached 
the rest of America either. The lines of 
unemployed Chicagoans continue to 
stretch out the doors of the local bene
fit offices with no relief in sight. 

The Bush administration was swept 
into office on the promise of 30 million 
new jobs over the 8 years the President 
expected to , be in office, a pretty tall 
order indeed. Well just like the no-new
taxes pledge, this promise too fell by 
the wayside. In fact, since the time . 
George Bush took office, there are now 
300,000 fewer ., jobs in this country. 
That's .not just a tragedy, but an in
dictment of the faiied economic _poli
cies of the Reagan/Bush era and the 
lack of commitment our President, 
George Bush, has to assuring the wel
fare of our Ameriean work force. 

Let's look at the President's past 
record with regard to the American 
worker, and look at what he's promised 
to veto in the future. It's not a pretty 
sight, Mr. Speaker. He twice vetoed un
employment extension benefits for 
those whose benefits have expired. He 
vetoed minimum wage legislation. He 
vetoed plant closing notification legis
lation. Furthermore, he has threatened 
to veto the Civil Rights Act and mem
bers of his administration have been 
actively engaged in sabotaging produc
tive talks between the business and 
civil rights communities. And he has 
threatened to veto H.R. 5, the Work
place Fairness Act as well as H.R. 2, 
the Family and Medical Leave Act. 

-I wish the President would go out to 
the inner cities and small towns to see 
the faces of those Americans, and more 
importantly the faces of their children; 
who have lost their unemployment 
benefits. Unfortunately, we don't have 
many attractive photo opportunities in 
parts of my district like Lawndale, 
Garfield ·Park and Justin; Cabrini
Green and ,other housing developments ' 
comm uni ties comfortable confines of 
the beltway. What we do have, Mr. 
Speaker, are a lot of people who are 
down on their luck and having dif
ficulty buying into the President's eco
nomic plan. 

Let's forget about the budget agree
ment, and economic indicators, and 
housing starts, and statistics for a mo
ment. What this issue boils down to is 
a matter of simple compai:;sion for 
those working men and wHmen who 
have put their _faith, and their tax dol
lars, into the unemployment system in 
the hope that it would be there for 
them in their time 6f need. We cannot 
simply pass over these Americans in 

the name of preserving the budget 
agreement. While the need to keep last 
year's budget accord intact is impor
tant, is it more important than keep
ing food on the tables of America's 
downtrodden families. 

Christmas · is coming soon, Mr. 
Speaker, and there are going to be a lot 
of families with nothing under the tree 
this year. I hope the President will re
consider his previous stand on the un
employment extension and give all 
workers a gift they so desperately 
need, and deserve. 

Mr. SYNAR. Well Mr. Speaker, we 
come to the end of this great debate, 
12-plus hours have gone by, and the 
gentleman who started this whole 
thing rolling yesterday is going to con
clude for our side. :ij:e is .a gentleman 
that ~as nobly arid also energetically 
represented the fine people of Michi
gan, and he is the one who, I think, 
really expresses the type of sincerity 
and sensitivity that the Democrats are 
so proud to march behind. 

.Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Mic-q.igan [Mr. BONIOR] for the 
final speech. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for his very kind and gen
erous remarks. I want to thank all of 
my ·colleagues on my side of the aisle 
and my friends on the other side of the 
aisle who participated in this. 

There were over 60 Democrats who 
talked about the issue of the unem
ployed in t}lis economy throughout the 
night for 13 hours. · 

I also want to thank _the staff. I know 
it is difficult. It is not an easy task to 
be here, especially those who are re
cording our words . . They are limited in 
number, and they have to work very 
hard, and I want to express my appre-
ciation to them. ' 

Over ,the last few . hours, the Amer
ican people have been waking up, and 
they have been going to work, and 
many of us are. just winding up, wind-
ing up a very important debate. , 

As I said, we have been here all night 
carrying out the vigil we planned on 
the issue of unemployment benefits. 

We hope the President is waking up, 
too, not just to another day of reading 
foreign communiques or planning his 
next foreign tour. We hope that he 
hears the alarm bells that are going off 
all over America. We hope he realizes 
the anguish, the mental, physical an
guish of' people who, through no fault , 
of their own, called in by the boss one 
day, were given a pink sli'p-told they 
are out of a job-people who have 
worked hard all of their lives, working 
people. These are get-up-early, punch
in, volunteer-for-overtime-work-at-a
second-job type of people. 

The President has said that the un
employment bill was garbage. The Sec
retary of the Treasury thinks this re
cession is no big deal. 

Well, look at ,the headlines, Mr. 
Speaker, because the headlines just 
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today say: "Economic Ills;" "Economy 
Weaker" in another major daily; 
"Economy Absolutely Stalled" in a na
tional newspaper. How can this admin
istration delay with phony alter
natives? How can it delay with irrele
vant arguments? How can it use a veto 
depriving the American public of a bill 
that, by a margin of 2 to 1, the Amer
ican people want, and by a margin of 
365 Members of this body, and the other 
body, we decided we wanted not too 
very long ago? 

Mr. Speaker, through the night we 
sent a message to the White House. We 
say, "Come home, Mr. President. For
get about the gimmicks, forget the de
ceptive alternatives, too little, too 
late, and two-timing the unemployed." 

Forget these tax cuts for the rich. 
Come home, Mr. President. You helped 
the Turks, you helped the people of 
Bangladesh, you helped the Kurds. 
Now, help some Americans. Help us 
take care of our own here at home. 
Help working people get back to work 
again. Mr. President, you should have 
acted in July, you should have acted in 
September, and now you have yet an
other chance to do the right thing for 
your people. Use it; use it, Mr. Presi
dent, to give hard-working Americans 
another chance. 

I thank my colleagues. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AN
DREWS of Maine). The Chair wishes, 
first of all, to remind all Members that 
remarks in debate should be addressed 
to the Chair and not be directed to oth
ers such as the President of the United 
States. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, for 5 
minutes today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. SANTORUM) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. SOLOMON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DREIER of California, for 60 min

utes each day, on October 23, 24, 25, 28, 
29, 30, 31, and November 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
12, 13, 14, and 15. 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes each 
day, on November 19, 20, and 21. 

Mr. SANTORUM, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. McEWEN, for 60 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HARRIS) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 
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Mr. SOLARZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PEASE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KILDEE, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. FROST, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. TOWNS, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. OBERSTAR, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS of Utah, for 60 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GEREN of Texas, for 60 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. ESPY, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mrs. PATTERSON, for 60 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. ROTH, for 60 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. VOLKMER to revise and extend 
preceding en bloc amendments in the 
Committee of the Whole today on H.R. 
2950. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. SANTORUM) and to include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
Mr. PURSELL. 
Mr. LEACH in two instances. 
Mr. Cox. 
Mr. HOBSON. 
Mr. MACHTLEY in two instances. 
Mr. BLAZ. 
Mr. GALLO. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. 
Mrs. BENTLEY in two instances. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mr. CRANE. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HARRIS) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FASCELL in five instances. 
Mr. MRAZEK. 
Mr. DYMALLY. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. 
Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. 
Ms. PELOSI. 
Mr. SLATTERY. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. SANDERS. 
Mr. TALLON. 
Mr. PANETTA. 
Mr. TOWNS. 
Mr. SWETT. 

Mr. TRAFICANT in three instances. 
Mr. HERTEL. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
Mr. OLVER. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. DARDEN. 
Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. 
Mr. KOLTER. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 2622. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury Department, the U.S. Post
al Service, the Executive Office of the Presi
dent, and certain Independent Agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1992, and 
for other purposes; and 

H.R. 1720. An act to amend the Saint Eliza
beths Hospital and District of Columbia 
Mental Health Services Act to permit the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services to 
enter into an agreement with the Mayor of 
the District of Columbia with respect to cap
ital improvements necessary for the delivery 
of mental health services in the District, and 
for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 9 o'clock and 40 minutes a.m., 
October 24, 1991), the House adjourned 
until Thursday, October 24, 1991, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

2244. A letter from the Mayor, District of 
Columbia, transmitting a copy of the 1991 
edition of INDICES: A Statistical Index to 
District of Columbia Services; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

2245. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a memorandum of justification 
regarding assistance to the Economic Com
munity of West African States; to the com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

2246. A letter from the Administrator, Gen
eral Services Administration, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled, "Fed
eral Employee Mileage Reimbursement Act 
of 1991"; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

2247. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting notifi
cation of transfers of authorizations within 
the Department of Defense, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 101-165, section 9011 (103 Stat. 1131); 
jointly, to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices and Appropriations. 

2248. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department's report con
cerning the probable impacts of extension of 
the American Canal on rates of groundwater 
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declines and resultant surface subsidence in 
the El Paso-Juarez area, pursuant to Public 
Law 101-438, section 4 (104 Stat. 1003); jointly, 
to the Committees on Interior and Insular 
Affairs and Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as fallows: 

Mr. WHITTEN: Committee on Appropria
tions. House Joint Resolution 360. Joint reso
lution making further continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1992, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 102-266). Referred to the 
Committee of the While House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. F ASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. H.R. 3489. A bill to reauthorize the Ex
port Administration Act of 1979, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
102-267). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York: Committee 
on Rules. House Resolution 256. Resolution 
providing for the consideration of H.R. 3543, 
a bill making dire emergency supplemental 
appropriations and transfers for relief from 
the effects of natural disasters, for other ur
gent needs, and for incremental costs of "Op
eration Desert Shield/Desert Storm" for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1992, and for 
the purposes (Rept. 102-268). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN: 
H.R. 3614. A bill amending the Land Re

mote-Sensing Commercialization Act of 1984 
to secure U.S. leadership in land remote
sensing by providing data continuity for the 
Landsat Program and by establishing a new 
national land remote-sensing policy, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. COYNE: 
H.R. 3615. A bill to provide that the IO-per

cent additional tax on early distributions 
from qualified retirement plans shall not 
apply to distributions from certain plans; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CRANE: 
H.R. 3616. A bill to repeal the statutory au

thority for the Corporation for Public Broad
casting; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. GALLO: 
H.R. 3617. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide a permanent ex
tension of the credit for increasing research 
activities and of the allocation rules for re
search and experimental expenditures; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GILCHREST: 
H.R. 3618. A bill to provide a program of 

Federal supplemental compensation, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means and Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. McCOLLUM: 
H.R. 3619. A bill to amend title 11 of the 

United States Code to establish a priority for 
the payment of claims for retiree health ben
efits in liquidation cases under chapter 7 and 
11; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R. 3620. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 to enhance competition 
at, and the provision of essential air service 
with respect to high-density airports, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. WYLIE: 
H.R. 3621. A bill to require the Board of 

Governors of the Federal Reserve System to 
conduct annual on-site examinations of all 
primary dealers in government debt instru
ments, to prohibit federally insured deposi
tory institutions from engaging in certain 
transactions with registered government se
curities dealers which do not meet capital 
requirements established for registered bro
kers and dealers, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. WHITTEN: 
H.J. Res. 360. Joint resolution making fur

ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1992, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. HOYER: 
H.J. Res. 361. Joint resolution designating 

November 22, 1991, as "National Ice Hockey 
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. STEARNS: 
H.J. Res. 362. Joint resolution designating 

October 30, 1991, as "National Stay in School 
Awareness Day"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GOSS: 
H. Con. Res. 225. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of Congress that the laws 
that apply to the private sector and the 
other branches of the Federal Government 
should apply to Congress; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. OWENS of Utah (for himself 
and Mr. GEPHARDT): 

H. Con. Res. 226. Concurrent resolution to 
commend the participants in the Middle 
East Peace Conference to be held in Madrid 
on October 30, 1991; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. TRAFI
CANT. Mr. ACKERMAN' Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. ROE, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. DELLUMS, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. YATES, 
Mr. SWIFT, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. JONTZ, 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. 
STOKES, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. SKAGGS, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
KOSTMAYER, and Mr. EVANS: 

H. Con. Res. 227. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
President should encourage the contracting 
parties to the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade to support national and inter
national efforts to protect the world environ
ment, and that the President should oppose 
certain actions under such agreement which 
discourages protection of the environment 
and wildlife by the United States; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MICHEL: 
H. Res. 254. Resolution electing Represent

ative Cunningham of California to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor; considered 
and agreed to. 

By Mr. MICHEL (for himself, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. LEACH, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. Goss. and Mr. BROOMFIELD): 

H. Res. 255. Resolution creating a task 
force of Members of the Foreign Affairs Com-

mittee to investigate certain allegations 
concerning the holding of Americans as hos
tages in Iran in 1980; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York: 
H. Res. 256. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of the bill (H.R. 3543) making 
dire emergency supplemental appropriations 
and transfers for relief from the effects of 
natural disasters, for other urgent needs, and 
for incremental costs of "Operation Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm" for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1992, and for other pur
poses; House Calendar No. 65. House Report 
No. 102-268. 

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself, Mr. 
THOMAS of California, Mr. ANTHONY, 
Mr. BARRETT, Mr. DORGAN of North 
Dakota, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. GLICKMAN, 
Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. JOHN
SON of South Dakota, Mr. RoBERTS, 
Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. NUSSLE, Ms. LONG, 
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. LEACH, and Mr. 
MARLENEE): 

H. Res. 257. Resolution to express the sense 
of the House of Representatives regarding 
enforcement of the oilseeds GA'IT panel rul
ing against the European Community; to the 
Committee on Ways and Mean. 

By Mr. HAMILTON (for himself, Mr. 
GEPHARDT, Mr. FASCELL, and Mr. 
DERRICK): 

H. Res. 258. Resolution creating a task 
force of Members of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee to investigate certain allegations 
concerning the holding of Americans as hos
tages by Iran in 1980; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 11: Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 251: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 330: Mr. ATKINS. 
H.R. 467: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. HOLLOWAY, and 

Mr. DE LUGO. 
H.R. 501: Mr. RoE, Mr. ROYBAL, Mrs. BOXER, 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, and Mr. 
BILBRAY. 

H.R. 561: Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 580: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 688: Mr. OWENS of Utah. 
H.R. 722: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 723: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 812: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. ESPY, Mr. MINETA, 

Mr. VENTO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. RoWLAND, Mr. BOUCHER, 
Mr. SWIFT, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
GALLO, and Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 917: Mr. OLVER, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
Russo, and Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 

H.R. 1049: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. LOWERY of 
California, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. BLILEY. 

H.R. 1147: Mr. OWENS of Utah and Mr. 
SHAYS. 

H.R. 1200: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
CLAY, Ms. COLLINS of Michigan, Mrs. COLLINS 
of Illinois, Mr. DICKS, Mr. FRANKS of Con
necticut, Mr. Goss, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. HORTON, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. MFUME, Mr. OWENS of New 
York, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. SKAGGS, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. WASHINGTON, Ms. WATERS, 
Mr. WHEAT, Mr. WISE, and Mr. YATES. 

H.R. 1288: Mr. WILLIAMS. 
H.R. 1300: Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 1330: Mr. EWING and Mr. GoODLING. 
H.R. 1414: Mr. CARDIN. 
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H.R. 1417: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 1418: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 1515: Mr. MFUME, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 

FISH, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. CAMP, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, and Mr. WALSH. 

H.R. 1516: Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. GUNDER-
SON, Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. OXLEY. 

H.R. 1522: Mr. MRAZEK. 
H.R. 1527: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 1601: Mr. BILBRAY. 
H.R. 2012: Mr. EWING, Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey, Mr. GLICKMAN, and Mr. FRANKS of 
Connecticut. 

H.R. 2115: Mr. RICHARDSON. 
R.R. 2142: Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. HOR

TON, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. DELLUMS, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
JONTZ, Mr. ROE, Mr. JEFFERSON, and Mr. 
FISH. 

H.R. 2149: Mr. WOLF. 
H.R. 2215: Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan, Mrs. 

COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. FRANKS of Connecti
cut, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RoSE, Mr. 
SOLARZ, Mr. STOKES, and Mr. TRAXLER. 

H.R. 2258: Mr. DIXON, Mr. MORAN, Mr. SABO, 
and Mr. TRAXLER. 

H.R. 2309: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 2374: Mr. EVANS and Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 2390: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 2645: Mr. WASHINGTON. 
H.R. 2695: Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. 

VOLKMER, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. YAT
RON, Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. FEIGHAN, 
Mr. RoHRABACHER, Mr. JAMES, Mr. HEFLEY, 
Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. KLUG, Mr. TALLON, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. LAROCCO, Mrs. MORELLA, and 
Mr. SCHAEFER. 

H.R. 2768: Mr. cox of California. 
H.R. 2779: Mrs. SCHROEDER and Mr. ECKART. 
H .R. 2781: Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
H.R. 2806: Mr. MORRISON and Mr. ABER

CROMBIE. 
H.R. 2838: Mr. MFUME, Mr. EDWARDS of 

California, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, and Mr. FEIGHAN. 

H .R. 2872: Mr. FISH and Mr. APPLEGATE. 
H.R. 2906: Mr. DERRICK. 
H.R. 2915: Mr. RAVENEL and Mr. BARRETT. 
H.R. 3049: Mr. SCHAEFER. 
H.R. 3070: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. ZIM

MER, Mr. GIBBSONS, Mr. WISE, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. JONES 
of Georgia, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. DUN
CAN, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. LIPIN
SKI, Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. MAZZOLI, 
Mr. ROEMER, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
SHUSTER, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 

DOOLITTLE, Mr. OBEY, Mr. FIELDS, and Mr. 
Cox of California. 

H.R. 3147 Mrs. MORELLA. 
H.R. 3164: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. CALLAHAN, 

and Mr. SISISKY. 
H.R. 3198: Mr. BEVILL, Mr. GEREN of Texas, 

Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. PERKINS, 
Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. SLAUGHTER of Vir
ginia, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. GALLO, Mr. DORNAN 
of California, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
ROGERS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, Mr. LANCASTER, and Mr. SAXTON. 

H.R. 3217: Mr. LUKEN, Mr. DANNEMEYER, 
Mr. KLUG, Mr. LENT, and Mr. BOEHNER. 

H.R. 3226: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. BILIRAKIS, 
and Mr. BOEHNER. 

H.R. 3250: Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. 
FISH. 

H.R. 3253: Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. 
VENTO. 

H.R. 3334: Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Ms. 
NORTON, and Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 3425: Mr. FROST, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Ms. 
KAPTUR. 

H.R. 3439: Mr. TAUZIN. 
H.R. 3441: Mr. TAUZIN. 
H.R. 3442: Mr. TAUZIN. 
H.R. 3462: Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. BROOM

FIELD, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. EVANS, Ms. SLAUGH
TER of New York, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, and 
Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 3489: Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. YATRON, Mr. 
SOLARZ, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. BER
MAN, Mr. WEISS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. OWENS 
of Utah, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, and 
Mr. LEACH. 

H.R. 3502: Mr. SKEEN. 
H.R. 3514: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 3516: Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 3528: Mr. FROST, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. 

KAPTUR, Mr. WILLIAMS, and Mr. PERKINS. 
H.R. 3550: Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. RAHALL, 

and Mr. WASHINGTON. 
H.R. 3555: Mr. LEACH, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BAC

CHUS, Mr. SHARP, and Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 3569: Mr. KOLBE. 
H.R. 3595: Mr. STOKES, Ms. HORN, Mr. MAZ

ZOLI, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. FAWELL, Mrs. LLOYD, 
Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. 
GUARINI, Mr. ROE, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BREW
STER, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. HOB
SON, Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. ECKART, Mr. MCCLOS
KEY, Mr. YATES, and Mr. KOLTER. 

H.J. Res. 21: Mr. LUKEN. 
H.J. Res. 175: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. SARPALIUS, 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. PETERSON of Min
nesota. 

H.J. Res. 212: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. 
PANETTA, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. BROWDER, 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
EARLY, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. MARTIN, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. PRICE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. MORAN, Mr. FISH, 
Mr. MANTON, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio, Mrs. MINK, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
Mr. RITTER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. RAVENEL, and Mr. 
STOKES. 

H.J. Res. 242: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MANTON, 
Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
ARCHER, and Mrs. BYRON. 

H.J. Res. 261: Mr. STAGGERS. 
H .J. Res. 321: Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWDER, 

Mr. DARDEN, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LEVINE of 
California, Mr. MOODY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, Mr. TANNER, Mr. SANGMEISTER, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. v ALENTINE, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. WATERS, 
Mr. WILSON, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. YATES, Mr. HAM
MERSCHMIDT, and Mr. ROE. 

H.J. Res. 326: Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. DREIER of 
California, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. HANSEN, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mr. DICKS, Mr. GORDON, Mr. HAMILTON, 
Mr. LOWERY of California, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. PRICE, Mr. 
QUILLEN, and Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. 

H.J. Res. 356: Mr. ESPY, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
ANNUNZIO, Mrs. MINK, Mr. MCMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
PASTOR, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. WATERS, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ROE, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. MFUME, Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. AP
PLEGATE, Mr. COYNE, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. GUAR
INI, and Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 

H. Con. Res. 56: Mr. KOPETSKI. 
H. Con. Res. 81: Mr. FISH. 
H. Con. Res. 202: Mr. APPLEGATE. 
H. Res. 161: Mr. FROST, Mr. KOSTMAYER, 

and Mr. MANTON. 
H. Res. 204: Mr. MARTIN, Mr. FISH, Mr. 

MCNULTY, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
w ALSH, and Mr. HOBSON. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule :XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.J. Res. 280: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro
lina. 
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