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dictate to them what they need and
how to spend it. Every State has dif-
ferent needs, and every State is capable
of providing for their own funding in
this way, making the decisions.

This proposal provides the flexibility,
the STEP 21 proposal provides the
flexibility to tailor transportation so-
lutions to their particular cir-
cumstances by returning the decision-
making to the State and local levels.
Mayors, county executives, Governors,
and other elected officials from around
the country have endorsed the flexibil-
ity of STEP 21 because they would
have the power to determine how
transportation dollars are spent.

One area of the present law which
needs to be changed is the one dealing
with the metric system. Last year I in-
troduced H.R. 3617, which was a bill to
amend the National Highway Designa-
tion Act relating to metric system
highway requirements. Instead of re-
introducing this bill, I am going to at-
tempt to add the language of this to
the current ISTEA legislation.

This language would repeal the man-
date that all Federal-aid highway de-
sign and construction be performed in
metric. Under this legislation, the
choice of whether to use the metric
system in design and construction of
Government projects would be left to
the discretion of the States, as it
should be. My proposal could conceiv-
ably save hundreds of millions of dol-
lars.

For example, just one medium-sized
Tennessee contractor told me that it
will cost his company alone more than
$1 million to convert forms and equip-
ment and train his employees to com-
ply with these metric mandates. In ad-
dition, another company in my State
told me that its cost of conversion
would be a minimum of $3 million.

When I asked the Congressional Re-
search Service to see if there were any
estimates on how much this conversion
would cost across the Nation as a
whole, the only answer they could
come up with was that it could not be
determined, but it would be in the bil-
lions.

There are companies in every State
which face many millions in similar
costs if something is not done. Many
small- and medium-sized businesses
and even a few large American compa-
nies are being hard hit by the metric
requirements, all for the convenience
of a few extremely large multinational
companies which do not really need our
help.

Some people say we must convert to
the metric system of measurement be-
cause most of the world has done so. In
my opinion, this is simply not a good
enough reason to cost American tax-
payers and consumers hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars. These requirements do
not make our roads one bit better.
Simply, the benefits of these metric re-
quirements do not outweigh their
costs.

Removing this metric mandate will
go a long way to help small business.

We have never been afraid to be a spe-
cial and unique Nation in the past, Mr.
Speaker. So to say that we must go
metric because most other nations
have is just not a good reason, either.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support STEP 21. By doing so, they will
be supporting fairness and equity in
our highway funding system. I urge
their support for STEP 21.

I would also like to commend the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
CONDIT] for their leadership on this
issue. We need the STEP 21 legislation
to put fairness and equity back into
our highway funding system.
f

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF STEP
21

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. GOODE] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of STEP 21, and also commend
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]
and the gentleman from California [Mr.
CONDIT] for their leadership and work
on this issue.

There is an old saying in the Fifth
District of Virginia that the best way
to figure out where to build a new side-
walk is to look for the worn path
through the grass. That saying applies
equally well to the construction of
roads.

In my district, which is geographi-
cally larger than some States, there
are barely 30 miles of interstate high-
way and what amounts to miles and
miles of well-worn paths through the
grass and across the creeks and rivers
and through the mountains.

Those well-worn paths are the roads
that comprise the transportation net-
work of the Fifth District of Virginia,
a network that inhibits economic de-
velopment, endangers our citizens who
travel the roads, and were built for far
less traffic than they are asked to han-
dle today.

Yet, in this fiscal year, it is esti-
mated that Virginia will receive only
81 cents in transportation funds for
every dollar in gas taxes that we pay to
Washington. Last year that amount
was 74 cents for every dollar paid.

In fact, over the course of ISTEA,
Virginia will receive an average of only
about 83 cents for every dollar Vir-
ginians send to the Federal highway
trust fund. And so today I rise in sup-
port of STEP 21. STEP 21 is a biparti-
san proposal. It adopts a funding for-
mula to more equitably distribute the
money that Americans pay as gas
taxes. STEP 21 assures that every
State will receive at least 95 cents on
the dollar. STEP 21 will make ISTEA’s
promise of funding fairness a reality.

Mr. Speaker, as the House continues
to consider ways in which to create an
intermodal transportation network
that will treat every State fairly, that
will increase safety on the highways,
and that will create opportunities for

economic development, I urge my col-
leagues to support STEP 21, the ISTEA
Integrity Restoration Act.
f

IN SUPPORT OF STEP 21
PROPOSAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMBEST). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. TURNER] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 647, the STEP 21 pro-
posal, and I join my colleagues in
thanking the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DELAY] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. CONDIT] for the leader-
ship that they have given on this very
important issue. STEP 21 is an effort
to bring equity and fairness to the fi-
nancing of our highway systems in this
country.

Each of us have our individual list of
highway needs. As I look at the Second
District in Texas that I represent, I
know we are working hard to try to
bring about the Interstate 69 project,
which is a vital corridor from mid-
America into and through Texas to
Mexico to access the markets opened
by NAFTA.

We have projects like Interstate 10
that are badly in need of repair, where
a very dangerous curve has cost the
lives of several individuals. We have
projects like loop projects in the city
of Cleveland, projects that cannot be
funded unless we adequately and fairly
fund our highway system.

As a former member of the Texas
Senate, I know how important Federal
highway funds are to our States; and it
is for that reason that I think it is even
more important that that funding be
fair and equitable.

Since 1992, Texas has received back
only 77 cents of every dollar that Tex-
ans contributed to the Federal highway
fund. That is not fair, that is not equi-
table, and that is not consistent with
the highway needs of Texas or any
other State that is short-changed
under the current formulas.

This policy is not only bad for Texas,
it is bad for the country, because it is
true that contributions to the Federal
highway trust fund, those gasoline
taxes that we all pay, are reflective of
highway usage in our States. STEP 21
would ensure that every State gets
back at least 95 cents of every dollar
that we pay in Federal gasoline taxes
to the Federal highway trust fund.

STEP 21 also ensures greater flexibil-
ity in the expenditure of funds by our
States. Having come from the Texas
legislature, I trust Texans to know
what is best for Texas highways, and I
think this proposal gives our States
the kind of flexibility that they need
and they deserve to meet their growing
transportation needs.

This is not just a question of regional
equity. This is a question of national
interest. All of us depend upon a good
system of transportation. The traffic
that flows from Texas to the East
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Coast or to the West Coast is equally
important to all of us. We cannot build
a transportation system that is suffi-
cient to meet the needs of this country
unless we are willing to do away with
the outdated and inefficient formulas
that are in the current law.

Texas and other States who have
been contributing more than they are
getting back want some relief. And in
these times of tight budgets, when we
are working hard to balance the Fed-
eral budget, and when those Federal
dollars are shrinking, it is even more
important that the limited dollars that
we have be passed out in a fair and eq-
uitable manner.

I hope that this Congress will see fit
to enact H.R. 647 because it will bring
fairness to all of our States by improv-
ing the Federal transportation system
that we all depend on.
f

STREAMLINED TRANSPORTATION
EFFICIENCY PROGRAM FOR THE
21ST CENTURY (STEP 21)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BOYD] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I also rise
and want to thank the gentleman from
California [Mr. CONDIT] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] for
giving us the opportunity to address
this issue of transportation funds.

Twenty-five States have received less
than they put into the highway trust
fund, and 17 States have gotten back
less than 90 cents on the dollar. When
that happens, the Federal highway pro-
gram is clearly broken.

Personally, I am also cosponsoring a
piece of legislation called the Trans-
portation Empowerment Act that
would return most of the highway pro-
gram dollars to the States. However,
because of our makeup here in Con-
gress and particularly in the Senate,
that is a piece of legislation which
probably will not move as STEP 21
will. So I am also supporting STEP 21.
I think that is the logical mainstream
proposal that can fix the existing prob-
lems in the current law while still
maintaining an appropriate Federal
role in highways.

It is intriguing to me that as we
stand here, 3 years from the 21st cen-
tury, that we are dealing with propos-
als in our Federal highway funding pro-
gram that uses formulas that date
back to 1916. These two particular for-
mula factors that we are talking about,
lands area and postal route mileage,
come from a time when the national
highway system did not exist, for obvi-
ous reasons; there were not any cars. In
fact, the national highway system did
not come into effect until 1956.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these two
factors, land area and postal route
mileage, may have made some sense in
a time when we were trying to get our
horse and buggy out of the mud, but
today they have little value at a time
when we are trying to get our cars out

of traffic. I would just like to remind
my colleagues that what we are dealing
with here is a gas tax, not a hay tax for
horses.

I applaud the fact that the adminis-
tration has stepped up to the plate and
released their own plan for the reau-
thorization of ISTEA, which is called
NEXTEA, but I want to remind you
that this proposal is a giant step in the
wrong direction.

The proposal maintains a State guar-
antee payback from the highway trust
fund is at 90 cents, 90 percent, 90 cents
on the dollar. However, I would like to
remind my colleagues that over the
last 5 or 6 years, even though we were
guaranteed 90 cents return in ISTEA,
Florida has averaged 77 cents on the
dollar in gas taxes cents to Washington
that would come back to Florida to
help us with our roads. That is unac-
ceptable.

According to the U.S. Department of
Transportation’s own calculations, the
funding allocation under ISTEA for the
State of Florida during the fiscal years
1991 through 1997 was approximately
4.28 percent. Under the NEXTEA pro-
posal, those numbers will move to 4.08
percent. Certainly, that is less money.
I am in the situation, Florida is in the
situation with many other States in
that we will be getting a much smaller
slice of a larger pie, and that is not ac-
ceptable.

Proponents of NEXTEA have been ar-
guing that 49 States also receive more
dollars. But as I said earlier, that is
simply because we have more dollars in
the pot to carve up and we, in fact, will
be getting a smaller slice. As a long-
time donor State, Florida has consist-
ently worked to provide greater fund-
ing equity in the Federal highway pro-
gram. This legislation, STEP 21, is a
clear step in the right direction, while
also giving States more flexibility over
how best to meet their individual
transportation needs.

STEP 21 is a streamlined, common-
sense approach to the current Federal
program. It replaces a 40-year-old pro-
gram, a program which was put in
place to build an interstate highway
system, and it replaces a system with a
more decentralized approach that will
allow the States to the respond to
changing statewide needs with ade-
quate resources.

STEP 21 streamlines the program’s
structure, increases State flexibility
and provides financial equity. STEP 21
will guarantee a return of at least 95
cents on the dollar back to the States.
It does that through allocating 40 per-
cent into a Federal highway pot, and
then it takes 60 percent and returns it
to the States through a new stream-
lined surface transportation program.

Many opponents argue that it will
derail such programs as congestion
mitigation and air quality programs
and also transportation enhancement
programs, such as bicycle trails and pe-
destrian trails. That simply is not true.
There is nothing in this piece of legis-
lation that prohibits those programs
from going on.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that the CMAQ, that is congestion,
mitigation, and air quality program, is
governed by the Clean Air Act, and ac-
tually it is the Clean Air Act and not
the Transportation Act that governs
that.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind
our colleagues that if we truly believe
that we ought to have a government
that is closer to the people, that the
dollars ought to stay back in our
States where they can best be used by
local folks.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DEAL of Georgia addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

BROWNFIELDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr.
MALONEY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to my colleague from
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] for introduc-
tory remarks.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
MALONEY]. We have collectively be-
tween us 10 minutes and we would like
to take this opportunity to talk about
legislation that the gentleman from
Connecticut, the Fifth Congressional
District, and I have introduced dealing
with old industrial sites, abandoned
sites that are not in productive use in
urban areas. These sites, called
brownfields, are the issue that we in-
tend to address tonight and, in fact, ad-
dress in our legislation.

There are about 500,000 brownfield
sites around the country in urban
areas. These sites are old industrial
areas that are basically lying fallow.
Legislation that the gentleman from
Connecticut and I have introduced at-
tempts to address this issue. I would
just say before yielding back to my col-
league for a longer statement, in the
city of Bridgeport, CT, last year the
Clinton administration provided a
grant of $200,000 for us to inventory all
these old industrial sites called
brownfields. This $200,000 was leverage
for another $2 million that helped us
categorize, inventory, and begin to
clean up these sites on a unified basis.

This was an initiative primarily of
the Clinton administration backed by
Congress. Our legislation seeks to add
from the $36 million appropriated by
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