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want to tell you, when it comes to free
speech, you can hang your hat on free
speech if you want to, but the thing
that makes this system rotten is that a
guy who can afford to belly up for
$100,000 gets a lot more free speech
than some guy giving $25. The reason
he doesn’t give $25 is because he knows
it gets him nothing—not even good
government.

So I plead with my colleagues, for
God’s sake, let’s do something that the
vast majority of the American people
want us to do—that is, to level the
playing field for all parties. You don’t
have a democracy when the people we
elect and the laws we pass depend on
how much money we raise for it.

I yield the floor.

f

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the motion to invoke cloture.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close the debate on S. 25,
as modified, the campaign finance reform
bill:

Thomas A. Daschle, Carl Levin, Joseph I.
Lieberman, Wendell Ford, Byron L.
Dorgan, Barbara Boxer, Jack Reed,
Richard H. Bryan, Daniel K. Akaka,
Christopher J. Dodd, Kent Conrad, Rob-
ert G. Torricelli Charles S. Robb, Joe
Biden, Dale Bumpers, Carol Moseley-
Braun, John Kerry.

CALL OF THE ROLL

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). By unanimous consent, the
quorum call has been waived.

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on S. 25, a bill to re-
form the financing of Federal elec-
tions, shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are required under
the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 270 Leg.]

YEAS—52

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Chafee
Cleland
Collins
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

McCain
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Snowe
Specter
Thompson
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—47

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Coats
Cochran
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi

Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott

Lugar
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—1

Mack

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 52, the nays are 47.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader.
f

INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF
1997—MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to
proceed to Calendar No. 188, S. 1173, the
so-called ISTEA legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion. Is there de-
bate?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
was that a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. LOTT. No. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield, it is a motion.
But it is debatable. I understood the
Senator from New Jersey intended to
debate the motion.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes.
Mr. LOTT. Could I inquire of the Sen-

ator from New Jersey how long he
thinks that he would need to do that?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I can speak for
myself, I think, about the bill that I
want to explain but I can’t certainly
speak for any other colleagues.

Mr. LOTT. I am not asking for a spe-
cific hour, just some general—an hour
or two.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is not my in-
tention to tie the Senate up with this
for some indefinite period—not at all—
but I do want to discuss some of the
problems that I see with the bill.

Mr. LOTT. Does the Senator think an
hour is about what he is thinking
about?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am not going
to enter into a time agreement.

Mr. LOTT. I am not asking for an
agreement—just for the information of
all Senators so we know when there
might be some further action—just
some general idea of the time expected.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. In fairness to the
majority leader, who I have found to be
an understanding person, I would take
the time necessary; probably—I do not
know—an hour or so.

Mr. LOTT. That would be fine. Will
the Senator require a rollcall vote?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No.
Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor, Mr.

President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if
we can achieve order in the Chamber,
it would be easier for us to commu-
nicate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senate come to order?

The Senate will come to order.
The Senator from New Jersey.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I

thank the Chair.
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I make a

point of order that the Senate is not in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The Senator from Kentucky is
correct. The Senate is not in order.

The Senator from New Jersey.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

once again, I thank you.
Mr. President, we are about to con-

sider a radical departure from the
structure as we have known it to take
care of our highway and transportation
needs for the next 6 years. But I view
this approach as somewhat premature
and want to discuss what some of the
problems are with it. As a member of
the Environment and Public Works
Committee, and also, Mr. President, as
having been the chairman of the Sen-
ate Transportation Subcommittee of
Appropriations, and currently the
ranking member, I view it from a par-
ticular vantage point.

So I want to use this opportunity to
alert my colleagues to some of the
problems that I see with the bill and
those opportunities perhaps to change
it. I know, Mr. President, that when I
discuss concerns with this bill that I
also reflect——

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senate please come to order? The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has the floor and
has the right to be heard.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
thank you and the Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is still not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from New Jersey hold for a
moment? Will those having conversa-
tions please take them to the Cloak-
room so we can hear the Senator from
New Jersey?

The Senator from New Jersey.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

once again I thank you. I sense that
the excitement about the comments
that I want to make has just overtaken
the Senate and it is hard for people to
settle down. But if they will settle
down and listen, their fondest dreams
will be realized.

Mr. President, I think we ought to
take some time to pause before we talk
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about amendments to the bill known as
ISTEA to consider what it is that we
are about to discuss, and amendments
we will be offering once we are engaged
in debate about the bill. But before we
start that debate, again I want to point
out what I think are some of the seri-
ous discrepancies in its development.

I am not alone in my concerns about
it. As I have indicated, other States—I
know my friends and colleagues from
Illinois have distinct concerns about it.
I was particularly interested in a dis-
cussion that we had just a while ago in
a conference with some of the Demo-
cratic Members to learn some of the
facts about Illinois roads that I am
sure the senior Senator from Illinois
will want to discuss. Our colleagues
from Massachusetts have some mis-
givings about the bill. The Senators
from Maryland have also indicated the
fact that they are not happy with what
has been offered in this bill. My col-
leagues across the river in the State of
New York have indicated to me that
they are looking seriously at the bill,
as other States not exactly in the
Northeast corner have also indicated—
as I mentioned, the State of Illinois. I
know there are some concerns in the
State of California and some concerns
in the State of Pennsylvania. Again, I
will not speak for those Senators, but
those are the States where the formula
change wound up dealing with these
States in a fairly negative fashion.

So, Mr. President, as we begin to dis-
cuss bringing this bill to the floor for
discussion, it is time, I think, to begin
debating not simply the motion to pro-
ceed but the substance of the bill.

This 6-year authorization bill which
governs transportation spending and
planning is going to set the future of
every State’s transportation system
into the next century. As we go for-
ward with this debate, we better be
sure that the serious transportation
needs of the American people, of their
businesses, of their jobs, of their re-
gions, and their States are being met
by this bill.

Frankly, there is some good to be
said for this legislation. I have my
doubts that ultimately it achieves the
goal that the distinguished chairman
of the Environment and Public Works
Committee and the distinguished rank-
ing member are seeking. Those are not
the objectives that we see being met as
we discuss the reauthorization of
ISTEA.

Transportation, as we all know, is
not just about roads, rail, and bike
trails. It is about the economy. It is
about jobs. It is about moving goods ef-
ficiently and effectively. It is about
building better communities. It is
about a quality of life that surrounds
our transportation networks or, in
fact, is developed as a result of effi-
cient and competent transportation in-
frastructure. It is about smart invest-
ment. It is about protecting our envi-
ronment and human health. It is about
quality of life in its fullest expanse. It
is about making sure that we do what

we can to leave a clean environment
for future generations. It is about
being more independent and not simply
just asking other countries to supply
us with oil at whatever price they de-
termine the market will bear. We never
know when that changes, as we saw if
we look at history back just a couple of
decades.

So this is far more than simply,
again, roads and rails and waterways.
It is about quality of life. It also,
frankly, tells us what America is going
to be doing in the next century to be
more competitive in this global mar-
ketplace. That is a very serious ques-
tion for us, because as we see the Euro-
pean Union forming to establish its
economies, we know they are going to
be using the latest in technology. They
have far, far better rail and transit sys-
tems than we see typically in our coun-
try—high-speed rail. We see roads
where the pavement endures a far
greater period of time than do those in
our country and in our States.

So we have to think very long and
hard about how this Congress is going
to make its mark on transportation in-
vestments and policies for the next 6
years. The question is, Does this legis-
lation fully address the needs of the na-
tional transportation system and pro-
vide necessary funding and guidance
where it is most needed? Do we con-
sider transportation issues as if they
affect the whole country? Because
whether they are about roads in New
Jersey or roads in Illinois or roads
throughout the Northeast or North-
South, the fact is it has a bearing on
the way society functions, the way our
country’s economy produces.

Sometimes those issues get lost, Mr.
President, when we see the regional
differences kind of expand, when we see
that now suddenly in the closing period
when the original version of ISTEA
was produced, there is a change being
attempted in a very short period of
time to change formula, to change the
way we function. I do not care which
party is in power or which region of the
country has more seniority. The fact is
that we have to work together as a na-
tional enterprise because otherwise we
will pay a price that is not yet seen nor
understood.

When we talk about a transportation
bill, do we consider such critical fac-
tors as relieving choke points of con-
gestion, ensuring adequate infrastruc-
ture in ports and along corridors to ne-
cessitate the free flow of goods, provid-
ing sufficient access to remote areas of
the country. I know that we hear from
Senators whose States are more rural
than mine or some of the States that I
have named in my list, but that does
not mean that those people ought not
have available transportation facilities
so that they can get their children to
school or get to the marketplace or get
to their jobs. I am honestly concerned
about that. The Senators from the
more rural States know very well that
Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG from New
Jersey has tried to preserve things like

essential air service so that commu-
nities are not suddenly isolated and re-
moved and not able to communicate
with the rest of the world outside their
direct boundary.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield for a question?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Does the bill en-
sure that the most heavily traveled
corridors and highways are fully main-
tained and upgraded to handle not only
the traffic of today but the expecta-
tions for traffic tomorrow? So as I said
at the beginning of my statement and
as we are seeing, I have my doubts.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield for a question?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will be happy
to yield for a question.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I would like
to put a question to the Senator from
New Jersey. The Senator’s points are
very well taken and particularly the
point that the Senator makes with re-
gard to the synergies, if you will, be-
tween different types of transportation
modalities and how all of them come
together in this ISTEA legislation.

I would like to call to my colleague’s
attention a picture really that I shared
earlier this morning concerning the
pivotal role as almost a hub State that
Illinois plays in terms of national
transportation. Because our State, Illi-
nois, is situated kind of in the middle
of the country as it is and goes from
north to south, as it turns out, most of
the commodity flows—this is from
1993—as you can see, most of the com-
modity flows go through the State of
Illinois. Whether from California on
the west, Florida on the south, Florida-
Texas, or from the east coast, they
come together at the hub in Illinois.

Yet, having said that, it is also a fact
that Illinois right now is suffering from
inadequate attention to the conver-
gence of transportation and transit ac-
tivities in the State. We have seen in
my State real difficulties with road
funding to begin with. I have some
headlines here: ‘‘Illinois Roads in
Shambles,’’ and then it goes on with
report after report regarding the dis-
mal shape of Illinois roads. ‘‘Illinois
Roads Among the Worst in the Na-
tion.’’ That is on the road part of the
equation.

On the transit part of the equation, it
is also news back in my State that
there have been reductions in service
for public transportation, moving peo-
ple from place to place so as to give a
breadth, if you will, to the economic
activity in the State.

So with both the road aspect of fund-
ing as well as the transit function, Illi-
nois winds up being a hub State. Actu-
ally, in addition to being a hub State,
Illinois is a donor State. We wind up
contributing more to the funding of
our interstate highway program than
many other States. We are way down
there in terms of dollars sent to Wash-
ington and dollars received back.

My question to my colleague would
be whether or not the formula with re-
spect to highway funding takes into
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adequate account the importance of
the hub activities, of the convergence
of transportation modalities in a State
such as Illinois and whether or not this
legislation addresses the transpor-
tation needs of the country by failing
to adequately do so?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator from Illinois for her question be-
cause it ties exactly into things that I
see. The situation is not dissimilar, as
I am sure the Senator is aware, from
my State of New Jersey. Much as Chi-
cago and environs in Illinois are just at
the crossroads where the traffic flows
east and west from the rich agricul-
tural sectors of our country to the ex-
port opportunities at the ports on the
east coast or the marketplaces on the
east coast and to the places where hab-
itation is large and the materials have
to move rapidly in order to get there at
an appropriate time for the product to
be effective in the marketplace, we
have the same thing. Our corridor is
north-south.

If one travels north-south in New
Jersey, it helps originate some of the
jokes that frankly I don’t like about,
‘‘You live in New Jersey. What exit?’’
People, trying to make jokes—again, I
think poor jokes—think of New Jersey
as a large highway with some occa-
sional rest stops along the way. But we
carry that traffic. We want to play our
role in the national being, in the na-
tional economy.

We try to make it convenient for the
trucks and the traffic to pass through
expeditiously, but we can’t do it unless
we have particular funding addressed
to those issues. Why should New Jersey
be the recipient of foul air created by
that incredible amount of vehicular
traffic when it is not ours? We do not
gouge the travelers at our service sta-
tions or towns. Our prices are in keep-
ing with the marketplace because we
want it to be a comfortable place. We
don’t want the trucks and everybody
else to wind up in traffic congestion,
spewing foul air. But we cannot pay for
it entirely by ourselves. We are being
asked to carry a load for the whole sec-
tor of the country. The Senator is right
on the mark, and I hope she will take
note of that as she evaluates this bill
that is being proposed.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield for another question? Is it
not a fact that the original ISTEA,
Intermodal Surface Transportation
Act, referred to the needs of local and
interstate commerce, the national and
civil defense? And, in so doing, makes
direct reference to the needs of the var-
ious States to work together to col-
laborate in behalf of our national inter-
est in commerce, in both local com-
merce and national commerce, as well
as our defense needs? And is it not also
a fact, therefore, that to the extent
that this legislation focuses in just on
miles of road as opposed to these goals
of the act, that it not only creates a
burden for the States so affected, but
also creates a burden for the country in
failing to meet the express goals of the
original legislation?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We certainly
must consider that. If one looks back
to the origination of the highway sys-
tem, going back into the 1950’s, much
of that was designed to assure that, if
necessary, our defense capability was
strong, that we could move the traffic,
move the equipment, move the person-
nel rapidly through our society. And
that cannot be ignored. So that all of
these things relate to the same needs.

That emphasizes the fact—and once
again I am grateful to my colleague
and friend from Illinois—it emphasizes
the fact that this has to be considered
a national enterprise. And, suddenly,
one region’s gain against another’s
does little for the country. It may look
like a new sector is gaining something.
They gain nothing if they don’t have
the marketplace, if they don’t have the
access, if we can’t move our troops and
equipment, Heaven forbid at a critical
time, rapidly and efficiently. Then we
have lost a lot more than the simple
gain from an adjustment, untimely as
this one, frankly, seems to be.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. If the Sen-
ator will yield, I suggest the biggest
threshold challenge that we have to
overcome in this debate is a matter of
one’s perspective. If indeed this is seen
as pitting one State’s interest against
another State’s interest, then one can
arrive at a formula that rewards the
powerful and ‘‘who is on the commit-
tee,’’ and all kinds of factors that have
nothing to do with commerce, with our
national civil defense, with transpor-
tation or, indeed, our economy.

If, on the other hand, our perspective
is one of those larger goals that were
pointed to in the original act, then
that would lead to a formula in the
first instance that would produce a
very different result, or a different re-
sult than the one that we see here.

So I ask my colleague whether or not
it is his impression, since he has
worked so diligently and closely on
this matter over time, whether or not
the formula itself may be flawed in
that it sets up this competition among
and between the States instead of re-
quiring us to focus on what is in the in-
terests of our country, what is in our
national interests, what is in the inter-
ests of transportation as a generic
label for all the ways we move goods
and services and matters of interest
around, within the United States.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. My answer is
that if there was—and there has been—
a concern about the formulas by which
funds were distributed, that a review is
certainly in order. But the review, in
my view, ought to take place in an or-
derly fashion so it can be debated here
on the floor, so it can be debated in the
respective committees. There are sev-
eral committees that have jurisdiction
over parts of this. So it takes a little
bit of time to get this done.

Now, because we have procrastinated
so long in getting this done, it seems
we have to rush to put in the new bill.
Something that affects so much of the
way we function as a society I think

deserves more than a rush to judgment.
Frankly, my offhand suggestion would
be that we extend the current bill for a
period of time. And I think 6 months
would be a disaster; probably a year, so
that we can consider in a thoughtful
forum what we ought to be looking at.

The Senator mentioned something
very interesting. Right now there has
been a change in the manner, the phi-
losophy of the way this body operates.
Power has moved in a particular direc-
tion. But what goes around comes
around, as is said. Are we going to be
looking at changes in structure for
something as important as our trans-
portation infrastructure differently
every time there is a power shift? If it’s
Democrats one time and Republicans
the next; if it’s western one time and
eastern or southern or central the
next, will we therefore at that point in
time suddenly make changes that take
care of our region? Do you know what
that will produce? Everyone knows
what that will produce: Chaos. It will
produce competition at the worst level.

I see it now in State after State,
where some States are willing to mod-
ify their environmental requirements,
willing to modify their labor require-
ments, to try to steal business from an-
other State. What good does it do us in
the final analysis? It does us no good
because eventually the price is paid. I
am going to talk about that a little bit
later.

My State is a State that has pros-
pered. We benefited from some of the
ingenuity that went into the develop-
ment of the industrial revolution.
Much of it took place in the State of
New Jersey. Edison and his numerous
inventions were largely out of New Jer-
sey. We have a high-technology busi-
ness in pharmaceuticals and elec-
tronics and computers. As the Senator
knows, I was in the computer business
before I came to the Senate. Some
days, ruefully, I look back, especially
payday. But the fact of the matter is
that we are a high-technology State
and thus we have been able to create a
pretty good job market.

The result is that New Jersey is No.
50 among States—last—in getting a re-
turn on the tax dollars it sends here to
Washington. And I hear about it from
all of my constituents, let me tell you.
They don’t understand why it is we are
sending money down here and, where
we have a slight advantage, which has
been in ISTEA, the transportation bill,
suddenly now it is being taken away.
The question is being asked back home,
whether by a newspaper or in town
meetings or just individual discussions:
Are they after New Jersey again? Do
they want to make us pay more of our
tax dollars into the national interest
so States that are poverty stricken or
don’t have the job network or don’t
have the economic infrastructure that
we have, they want to take it again
from New Jersey? My answer, unfortu-
nately, has to be, ‘‘I think so.’’ Because
that is the way it looks, based on what
the formulas are.
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I want to see the day when we stand

on the floor of this U.S. Senate and we
talk about distributions of tax dollars
received here in Washington. Maybe
what we ought to do is put this under
an umbrella that says everybody gets
100 cents on the dollar. Every State,
send your money to Washington, you
get it back. We will see how the roads
that cross through some States func-
tion; and we will see how welfare, and
how education assistance, and nutri-
tion for children gets taken care of in
those States.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. If the Sen-
ator will yield for another question?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Please.
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That seems

to me exactly the point. When you base
a formula on per capita income, what
happens then is, No. 1, just at the out-
set you wind up penalizing those States
that are contributing the most.

There is an interesting quote out of
the Advisory Committee on Intergov-
ernmental Relations, which I want to
call my colleague’s attention to, which
says, ‘‘Per capita income is not a proxy
for State wealth.’’

That is exactly what is happening,
using that as a proxy for State wealth.
It is much to the point. It is not just a
matter of sharing. Because, if any-
thing, I would encourage the Senator
from New Jersey and my colleagues to
think about this as something in which
we are called upon to share. We are
called upon to share resources in our
national interest to see to it that the
transportation needs of our country
are adequately addressed.

But what we have here, it seems to
me, is a formula that is flawed—No. 1,
in regards to the numbers that go un-
derneath it that are used to determine
State wealth, on the one hand. It seems
to be flawed also in not giving ade-
quate consideration to the use and
reuse and overuse, in some instances,
of transportation modalities, whether
they are roads or highways or transit
systems. The fact is, the more people
you have the more these systems are
going to be used. Just like any other
physical thing, the more that it is used
the more it deteriorates.

So we have a situation in which in-
frastructure, as a fundamental issue, is
addressed in this legislation based on a
series and a host of factors and consid-
erations that may not adequately com-
prehend that this infrastructure is in-
frastructure that serves all of our
needs. It’s not just New Jersey’s roads
or Illinois’ roads. It’s roads through
which American products will move,
roads over which Americans travel,
transportation that allows for an
American economy. All of us have an
investment and a stake in seeing to it
that all of the States that form the
crux of our economic mix get ade-
quately served by the allocation that
this formula represents.

So, my question to my colleague—
and this will be my last question to my
colleague—my question to my col-
league is whether or not he believes

that it will be possible for us to engage
with the committee and others—I am
not a member of the committee but at
the same time have tried to interact
with the committee that made this de-
cision—but whether or not, if we were
given the additional time to take up
these questions, in terms of whether
the formula presently being used to al-
locate resources actually meets the
needs of our country—if given addi-
tional time we might be able to re-
shape some of the integral parts of that
decisionmaking in way that it would
more closely serve the goals of the
Transportation Act?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Once again, I say
to my colleague from Illinois, I agree
fully with the response that was elic-
ited, because of the nature of the ques-
tion. It is our Nation. It is a national
goal. It is a national objective and we
have to keep that in mind.

I know the Senator from Illinois
shares my view that when an emer-
gency comes in our country, and
whether it be floods or earthquakes or
tornadoes, our hearts are breaking
here. I say, this was across party lines,
both parties. When we saw the people
in North Dakota and South Dakota and
States like that during the flood, I
never voted against funding for FEMA,
for our Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, or those actions that
were taken to get a community re-
stored after a natural disaster. It is
then and then only, it seems, that we
are reminded that we are a national
unit, that we are a national federation,
that we are one country.

Suddenly we will spring into action
when it comes to relieving the distress
that results from a natural disaster; a
consequence. We have to keep that in
mind when we look here at what we are
doing on the floor of the U.S. Senate
today. That is, ensuring that all States
in all parts of the country are treated
with a degree of fairness. I know we
will hear from other colleagues who
say: Well, New Jersey has been a donee
State, gotten back more than it has
sent down in gasoline tax.

I say yes, that is true. That is true.
It was the only place, as I mentioned
earlier, that we could make up for the
deficiency in return on our tax dollars
that we usually get from the trans-
missions that we make. So this is why
I am so intent on making sure that
this new piece of legislation, this reau-
thorization, this NEXTEA, or whatever
we want to call it, reflects the fact
that New Jersey is being shortchanged
here as are these other seven or eight
States, drastically shortchanged, and
that we want to try to restore it if he
we can and bring sense to the thing. We
will have an earnest debate, however
long that takes, to see that the adjust-
ments are properly made.

The Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act, known as
ISTEA, expired less than 2 weeks ago.
ISTEA in its origination was far-reach-
ing and visionary, and we ought to
keep that as a theme for what we are

doing now. It declared for the first
time that the interstate system was
complete and that transportation pol-
icy and planning should shift the focus
from building eight-lane highways to
improving the transportation systems
in our communities.

Earlier transportation policies spe-
cifically encouraged people to abandon
existing communities and cities in
favor of new development in previously
untouched green spaces—the suburbs.

(Mr. THOMAS assumed the chair.)
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

the suburbs have become the residen-
tial location of choice, and traffic pat-
terns have shifted accordingly. I have
seen it, once again, in my own State,
and I have seen it in bordering States,
where a new highway will be built
which is designed to serve traffic that
exists there and traffic that might de-
velop. Within no time—and I say this,
again, coming from the most densely
populated State in the Union—in no
time, there are traffic jams on those
highways, be it Highway 78, Highway 24
or Highway 80. I can give you the list of
highways that were built which looked
like they were the highways of the fu-
ture and, before you know it, they are
the highways of yesterday, because
people took advantage of the oppor-
tunity to move out of town: ‘‘Let’s get
out of here.’’

It hasn’t spoken very well of our
urban policy, I will tell you that, be-
cause what happened in the grand de-
sign that emerged in the early fifties
by my former commander in chief, also
the commander in chief of the Senator
from Rhode Island, then became Presi-
dent, was a system for national high-
way transportation that had an unfor-
tunate consequence. The distinguished
Senator from New York, Senator MOY-
NIHAN, often talks about how it enabled
people to leave the problems of the
cities behind, move out to the suburbs
and, as a consequence, we have had the
despair that has followed in the cities
because the revenue bases were taken
away from them.

We found out that that is not a par-
ticularly good policy for America and
that we have to make sure we have a
balanced transportation network, one
that permits a city dweller to get to
work in another part of the city or an-
other city, just as it does to aid the
rural resident in getting to his or her
place of work and the needs that each
of the families has.

A 1996 report conducted by the Eno
Transportation Foundation entitled
‘‘Commuting in America II,’’ found
that today, the dominant commuting
flow pattern is suburban, with 50 per-
cent of the Nation’s commuters living
in the suburbs and over 41 percent of
all jobs located there, up from 37 per-
cent in 1980. Suburban areas are now
the main destination of work trips. The
report also found there was a substan-
tial increase in reverse commuting,
central city to suburbs, commuting
rose from 9 percent share of growth
over the decade from 1970 to 1980 to 12
percent from 1980 to 1990.
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However, earlier transportation poli-

cies also discouraged land use plan-
ning, creating new and growing conges-
tion around new and growing commu-
nities. While our cities died, our metro-
politan areas grew too quickly and
overwhelmed the infrastructure. So
there is a paradox here: In one way, the
cities were falling moribund and, in an-
other way, suddenly these metropoli-
tan areas just grew around them and
became almost the definition of—cer-
tainly far more than a metropolis. The
suburban sprawl drew industry to the
suburbs and drained cities of income
and jobs. This trend continues today
and is even expanding.

The effect of this trend on such criti-
cal issues as quality of life, safety, the
environment and economic develop-
ment is undeniable. I want to read
from a study by the Surface Transpor-
tation Policy Project. It said:

One of the most far-reaching effects of our
transportation spending patterns is the in-
creasingly spread-out pattern of American
cities. The results of this new pattern range
from the loss of open space—

We know that happens regularly.
sprawl consumes a million and a half acres of
farmland each year—to more driving and the
problems it creates.

One study found that vehicle miles
traveled per household increased by 25
to 30 percent when residential density
is cut in half. Just think about it. Ve-
hicle miles traveled per person in-
creased by 25 to 30 percent when resi-
dential density was cut in half.

Do you know what that means, Mr.
President? Cars, cars, cars, cars, cars.
And how do you handle them effi-
ciently is a large question. We have
talked at times about the elimination
of Amtrak as a real possibility if we
don’t tend to its capital needs, the
elimination of our only major inter-
city passenger rail service in the coun-
try. Look at what happens if that dis-
appears.

If it disappears, the airspace between
Boston and Washington would require
that we put up 10,000 737 flights a year
or more. Can you imagine? Right now,
look at Newark Airport. It is beau-
tifully designed, a very progressive air-
port. Constant delays. Why? Because
the airspace above the airport cannot
accommodate the number of flights we
would require.

Look at the highways. It would put
hundreds of thousands of cars or more
per year on the highways between Bos-
ton, New York, and Washington. Not a
terribly good idea.

ISTEA was designed to try and grap-
ple with these problems in trends in a
fair, sound, and efficient manner. It
sought to employ sounder land-use
planning by incorporating commu-
nities into the process. It recognized
good transportation policy does not
mean simply pouring more concrete
and asphalt. Instead, it focused on
moving goods and people in a way that
makes the most sense for our Nation,
our States, our economy, and our com-
munities.

ISTEA increased planning and flexi-
bility and placed emphasis on local de-
cisionmaking, encouraged new tech-
nology and made environmental and
social needs a priority. I saw some of
that new technology in place yesterday
when a coalition of firms appeared in
the Capitol and showed us what might
be by way of new transportation oppor-
tunities with the use of technology.

They talked about an experiment
near San Diego, CA. A 7.2-mile section
of road was equipped with magnets. We
heard from someone from the Depart-
ment of Federal Highways about a ride
that she was taking at fairly high
speeds, the normal speed for this sec-
tion of the country on these highways.
She suddenly realized that her driver
was reading USA Today looking at the
sports section.

I asked if he got in the back seat and
she drove the car. She said, no, he was
still in the front seat behind the wheel,
and here he was reading a newspaper as
he was traveling along at 60 to 70 miles
per hour. They employed new tech-
nology, and when they equip the cars
with the appropriate transmission and
receiving response from the magnets
on the highways, they are able to move
along with the traffic. You can go to
sleep if you want to, and if the traffic
slows, the vehicle slows.

It is a wonderful thing, but it needs
investment. In order to do that, we
have to make sure that our transpor-
tation planning incorporates all of
these suggestions, as well as more
highways and more transportation op-
portunities are made available.

I know that in the New York-New
Jersey region, there is a new tech-
nology to pay tolls. It is relatively
painless until you get the bill, and then
you see it has been a daunting experi-
ence. But with just a little device put
on the windshield, you can ride
through tolls on the George Washing-
ton Bridge, and the other bridges and
highways around the New York area. It
is going to be expanded. It shows what
can happen when there is cooperation
among various agencies on a bi-State
basis. You can improve things without
impairing any State’s right to grow
and develop. It is working very well.
That is just a small precursor of what
we might expect in the future if we em-
ploy technology properly.

Those are the kinds of things that we
have to think about as we invest in our
transportation system.

ISTEA is where this regard for tech-
nology really developed. It was then
called Intelligent Vehicle Highway
Systems. I was the author of much of
that part of the bill. I tried something
different. I tried to develop what we
might call intelligent drivers. It was an
impossible task, Mr. President. So in-
stead, we tried to develop intelligent
technologies so that the car would take
over driving; it didn’t have to depend
on the driver’s emotion to keep it cool
and keep it straight.

It worked very well. The advances
are just beginning to develop. That is

so consistent with what our future
planning ought to be about that we
have to make sure that everything is
encompassed in this very important
piece of legislation.

ISTEA increased planning and flexi-
bility, placed emphasis on local deci-
sionmaking, encouraged new tech-
nology and made environment and so-
cial needs a priority.

ISTEA strongly reaffirmed the Fed-
eral commitment in transportation
planning and investment. While the
Nation’s existing infrastructure con-
tinues to decay and we face reduced
budgets, economic competition de-
mands ever increasing efficiency and
growth. Federal policy should continue
to emphasize these goals while empow-
ering local and regional governments
to make their own decisions on trans-
portation investment. As we approach
the close of the 20th century, we need
to build upon ISTEA’s successes to pre-
pare for more intense global economic
and technological competition.

Transportation investment has a di-
rect and indirect impact on our econ-
omy and society. Transportation by it-
self generates 20 percent of the gross
domestic product. Each billion dollars
invested in transportation produces
more than 25,000 construction-related
jobs. A sound, efficient, and innovative
transportation system will make a
major contribution to national efforts
to match the productivity of our trad-
ing partners.

As we begin to consider the next sur-
face transportation reauthorization
bill, we need to think more deeply
about what it is that we really want to
achieve. The most important goal is to
ensure a sound transportation system,
one that recognizes that commerce and
travel does not necessarily stop at a
State’s border. It recognizes that we
are a nation of States and not autono-
mous nation-States. Our economy de-
pends on the free and efficient flow of
goods. It depends on one sector taking
advantage of its natural opportunities,
be it agriculture or lumber or other
things, while another State takes care
of its availability of energy and an-
other takes advantage of its ability in
telecommunications and electronics.

That is what makes us the Nation
that we are. I have great respect for
the farming and agricultural popu-
lation of our country. The exchange of
opportunity for them is important to
me. I cooperate, as I said earlier, when
they need flood control measures or ir-
rigation opportunities. That then
ought to beget reciprocation from
those parts of the country when we
look at a State like New Jersey, an in-
dustrial State.

The distinguished occupant of the
chair is not at liberty to answer, but I
will pose a rhetorical question. That is,
which State has the most horses per
acre of any State in the country? I will
answer because I know that the occu-
pant of the chair, being a Senator from
Wyoming, would love to respond, but I
will take advantage of my position
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having the microphone to answer. It is
New Jersey. New Jersey has more
horses per acre than any other State in
the country.

That surprises people because they
think of us as having more smoke-
stacks than any other part of the coun-
try. Well, the fact is that New Jersey is
a place where people like to live,
horses like to live, and we raise them.
We do not have, I do not think, the
bucking bronco type that we see in Wy-
oming, but we have horses fleet of foot
and the headquarters of the equestrian
society in this country.

So we are interconnected, inter-
related. That is what intermodal talks
about. Simply put, that means the suc-
cess of our transportation policy can-
not always be measured by an evalua-
tion of dollar-for-dollar return on gas
consumption or other criteria that de-
nies real transportation problem solu-
tions and trends confronting the entire
Nation.

I would wager—and I have traveled
across most of this country, so that I
have seen small cities in less populated
States—one thing I have noticed is
that they all have something in com-
mon, the cities in my State and the
cities in other States. They have traf-
fic congestion at the wrong time—at
perhaps the right time, because that is
when people are commuting from work
and from school and from home and
shopping and all of those things.

Our policy should not be designed to
pit State against State but should be
designed for effective, efficient, and
economically sound transportation,
while at the same time it encourages
rational and reasonable planning and
new construction to meet anticipated
new growth.

As I have said, I fear that for all of
its good intention, this bill does not
succeed in accomplishing this goal. We
need one national transportation pol-
icy to promote a national system. In
an era of a shrinking budget, the least
we should do is prioritize our invest-
ments, the least that we should do is to
ensure that our existing transportation
system is adequately maintained and
preserved before there are significant
investments in new capacity.

Unfortunately, the incentive at the
State and local level is to build new
roads, complete with ribbon-cutting
ceremonies and all of the hoopla that
goes along with an occasion like that,
but to rather do that, it seems, than
the less glamorous job of investing in
the proper maintenance of existing
roads. That is a less glamorous pursuit
and does not get the same kind of in-
terest. But if you are driving along and
you are bouncing on potholes and you
can’t get by road construction projects,
it is quickly understood.

Since 1991, more than half of the
highway money available for repairs
and to be spent in metropolitan areas
has been diverted to State departments
of transportation to pay for the con-
struction of new highways. This, in my
judgment, is a bad way to invest.

Building a new road costs far more per
mile than repairing an existing one.

New roads in metropolitan areas
have been estimated to cost as much as
$1 billion a mile. And I can give a spe-
cific example in the New York metro-
politan area. In contrast, the Federal
Highway Administration estimates
that it costs approximately $1.26 mil-
lion for 1 mile of pavement reconstruc-
tion on urban highways.

Put another way, the way to fix what
we have in favor of building new capac-
ity also costs money. The FHWA esti-
mated the cost of routine maintenance
of pavement in good condition at about
8 cents per square foot, whereas the
cost of rehabilitating failed pavement
was closer to 80 cents per square foot—
10 times the amount that it would re-
quire if it was maintained in good con-
dition.

There is another thing, and we have
been reading a lot about it of late, and
that is the time that pavement lasts in
other countries, especially in Europe,
is far, far longer than we see in our
country. We ought to be looking at
that problem as we review our highway
needs to see whether we can get longer
use out of existing roads without hav-
ing, again, construction blockades and
things of that nature.

This bill as written abandons
ISTEA’s programs that place emphasis
on preservation and maintenance of
the existing infrastructure in favor of
laying new roadbed. In my opinion, we
are headed in the wrong direction. We
must first take care of what we have
rather than spend billions of dollars on
new paving.

Mr. President, I have not risen to
speak in order to deny new transpor-
tation needs. That is not my mission,
because I have had a long record of in-
volvement with transportation. I am in
the Senate now 15 years and have been
involved with transportation for all of
those years, because in my State trans-
portation is the lifeblood of our exist-
ence.

So I favor spending more money on
transportation infrastructure. I favor
the modality of rail and high-speed
trains and aviation and highways and
waterways. We are now seeing a pro-
liferation in the New York area of fer-
ries crossing the Hudson River and the
East River to get people from State to
State without having to wait for long
lines through tunnels and bridges and
congestion, and working very well.

So all of these things have to be con-
sidered. I want us to invest in all of
them. What I am talking about this
very day is to consider that these are
national obligations and we ought to
invest accordingly.

Any legislation we consider and pass
should recognize the fact that what we
face in critical transportation cor-
ridors is crumbling infrastructure,
roadways that are falling apart and un-
able to bear the load they carry.

My plea here is for prudence and
sound economic policy. What I am
talking about is ensuring that our tax

dollars are used wisely and well and
that our transportation policies will
meet the real needs of both today and
the next century.

We underinvest in our transportation
infrastructure, Mr. President. Our Na-
tion’s future standard of living depends
on our infrastructure. Yet, for many
years we have failed to make needed
investments, and Americans are paying
a price for this failure. In metropolitan
and suburban areas throughout our
country traffic congestion has become
a major problem. Commuters waste
hour after hour sitting in traffic. They
sit in their cars unproductive, tempers
running away from them, time lost,
time away from families, away from
spouses, away from children. It is a ter-
rible waste of time, and it is eroding
the quality of life for millions of Amer-
icans.

Our roads are not being maintained.
Potholes mar our streets and high-
ways. Bridges are deteriorating. Our
railroads and transit systems are not
being maintained sufficiently nor being
invested in sufficiently to take advan-
tage of new technologies.

Too many airports are under-
equipped, and delays are rampant. The
sky can be used far more efficiently
than we are using it. We get tied up
with weather delays in this country. In
other countries, some of them have fig-
ured out how to land in weather in
which it is almost ground zero. It is be-
cause the technology is available. We
do not use those techniques in our
country. The scope of these problems is
enormous, Mr. President.

In 1994, the Federal Highway Admin-
istration estimated that 57 percent of
all roads have been allowed to deterio-
rate into poor quality, into mediocre or
fair condition. They also estimated
that 30 percent of major urban roads
suffer from congestion.

According to the 1995 National Bridge
Inventory, there are 186,000 struc-
turally deficient or functionally obso-
lete bridges. That is a terrible condi-
tion. We have seen the bridge collapses.
We have seen tieups around bridges. We
have seen sudden emergency calls to
replace the bridges which cannot be
done in a hurry. We ought to be taking
care of the maintenance of these things
in a proper fashion.

Mr. President, failing to meet our
transportation infrastructure has real
economic needs. One study estimated
that congestive roads in our Nation’s 25
largest urban areas costs motorists $43
billion annually in wasted time and
fuel— $43 billion. I guess when it is said
like this, the impact isn’t real. When it
is translated into costs per person or
cost per family, it comes down to a sig-
nificant burden that we all have to
carry.

Another study estimates that Amer-
ican motorists spent an additional $21.5
billion in extra vehicle operating costs
in 1994 as a result of driving on roads in
poor or fair condition.

I will not identify the community,
but I was driving Friday night, it was
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after dark, about 8 o’clock at night,
and I hit a pothole that was so deep
that I thought the wheels fell off my
car. I got out to see if there was any
damage, and I could not see it. But this
thing was 11⁄2 feet deep. Imagine hitting
that if you are going 30 miles an hour
and suddenly—and it had to be 2 feet
wide, so it caught the wheel very, very
fully.

We see it all the time in all the
States across the country. I hear about
the condition of roads. The Senator
from Illinois held up a newspaper arti-
cle in which it said Illinois had among
the worst roadways in the country.
Well, I think that can be imagined by
lots of people as they travel the roads
in their own States. It is an inexplica-
ble condition that arises around when
we say that we want things to be better
but we are unwilling to make the in-
vestments in maintenance and care
that we ought to.

Meaning no slight to the auto and
truck repair industry, with statistics
like these it is clear that at least one
sector of our economy will continue to
prosper if these conditions are not ad-
dressed.

According to the Department of
Transportation, in 1994, $57 billion in
capital investment would have been re-
quired from all levels of Government
just to maintain—now that is in 1994,
$57 billion would have been required
just to maintain 1993 conditions in per-
formance. Imagine that. In 1 year we
created a need for $57 billion in capital
just to maintain the level of quality
that existed on our roads.

In 1993, by comparison, we spent only
$40 billion on highway and transit cap-
ital investment compared to the $57
billion that would have been required a
year later.

In other words, to simply maintain
current conditions and performance on
our highway and transit systems we
would have to have increased invest-
ments by over 40 percent. This kind of
dramatic underinvestment, Mr. Presi-
dent, simply cannot be sustained with-
out our entire country paying a severe
price in the long run. Keep in mind,
Mr. President, that what we need to do
more than simply maintain current
conditions of performance if America is
going to compete successfully in the
future, we need to make improvements,
as well. There is just no escaping the
need for a greater commitment of re-
sources.

For example, to invest in all those
highway improvements that would
yield greater benefits than costs, the
Department of Transportation esti-
mates we would have to invest $80 bil-
lion. In other words, to improve condi-
tions to optimal levels based on eco-
nomic and engineering factors, we have
to double our current capital invest-
ment in highway and transit.

We, in this body, often talk about the
importance of the marketplace in driv-
ing the economy. Well, Mr. President, I
have owned, started, and operated a
business and I know firsthand that in-

vestment in the long term is required.
The first question that we should ask
of any legislation that purports to ad-
dress transportation needs is whether
in the long term it is going to help or
hinder our Nation’s ability to compete
effectively in the global marketplace,
and whether it will meet the needs of
our citizens on a day-to-day and year-
to-year basis.

I feel especially strongly about the
importance of transportation because
in my State, as I said earlier, it is crit-
ical.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am happy to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. SARBANES. This transportation
bill is critical to every Member of the
Senate. It is highly critical to every
State, is it not?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It certainly is.
To answer the question of the Senator
even more broadly, the fact of the mat-
ter is that in this change in program
some States have had adjustments that
are as high as 48 or 50 percent over
their previous year, while other States
took a cut. So when the Senator asks
is it critical to every State, absolutely.

In a State like that of the Senator
from Maryland or my State, it has a
unique character because of the crowd-
ed conditions under which our people
live—densely populated States, metro-
politan States.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield further for a question, I simply
ask the Senator, in fact, my State is
the second-highest traffic density on
the urban interstates of any State in
the Nation. You may be No. 1. Now,
that makes a very important point.

The purpose of the Federal Highway
Program is to provide a high-quality
road system. I understand the claim of
donor States and I am not trying to
minimize that. I think attention has to
be paid to that.

On the other hand, I always thought
that the system was directed toward
the system’s needs. The purpose is to
construct an interstate highway sys-
tem that serves the entire country, and
I think if you are going to have real eq-
uity in the distribution of highway
funds you need to look at things like
urban areas of highway traffic density,
high volume of vehicle miles traveled
per lane mile, other systems that indi-
cate how heavily the infrastructure is
being used. I understand in rural
States they have a different kind of
problem and we need to take account
of that as well.

One of my difficulties with this bill,
and I ask the Senator whether it is the
same, if he has the same perception, is
that this aspect of developing an inter-
state highway system—of course, we
built the system. Much of it now needs
repair and rehabilitation

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Or maintenance.
Mr. SARBANES. In my State, we

have not yet finished the interstate
system. We have some very pressing
problems in the Western part of my

State with respect to certain inter-
changes. It was not done the way it
should have been done to begin with,
and we now have to address that prob-
lem.

I say to the Senator from New Jer-
sey, I take it it is your perception, as
well, that these considerations of sys-
tem need and the needs of the heavily
urban areas in which there is this very
heavy, heavy traffic, have not been
adequately addressed in this legisla-
tion.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I could not agree
more.

What has happened is the proposed
formula is a much more mathematical
exercise. It says if you put in this dol-
lar’s worth of gas tax, that you have to
get back your dollar’s worth of invest-
ment in the highways.

On the other hand, States like yours
and States like mine get a far less re-
turn on our total tax dollars, those dol-
lars sent to the Federal Government,
than many or most States in the coun-
try. In my case, we happen to be num-
ber 50 in return on dollars that we send
down to Washington. This was one
place that there was an opportunity to
regain some of the advantage that was
rightfully ours, and it is being ignored.

So to answer the Senator’s question,
there are many conditions that ought
to be evaluated in terms of a national
transportation investment that go be-
yond simply the dollar-for-dollar re-
turn on gas tax. It ought to consider
what contribution does the State of
Maryland, does the State of Rhode Is-
land, does the State of New Jersey
make to the national economy, to the
national well-being as a result of hav-
ing its roads available and open and in
decent condition so that traffic that
goes from place to place—from the
market, from the farm to the port,
from the factory to the airport—what
kind of a return ought we to get for
that? What kind of compensation
ought we get for that?

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield further, I think he is addressing a
very important point.

Let me give an example from my
State. Maryland has one of the highest
density levels on urban interstate in
the country, as I said before, second.
Apparently, New Jersey is first. The
Baltimore-Washington region inter-
states are the second most congested in
the Nation. Now, my colleagues can ap-
preciate this because they are here in
Washington and they have some experi-
ence with this highway network I am
talking about.

We are in the center of the I–95 cor-
ridor, the north to south corridor. This
corridor generates a huge amount of
commercial and passenger traffic. It is
adjacent to the Nation’s Capital which
generates additional commercial and
personal through traffic. We are serv-
ing not just our own needs but national
needs by having a first-rate interstate
system here. In fact, we have a dis-
proportionately large responsibility for
complex infrastructure projects that
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need maintenance and rehabilitation.
These projects—I–95, the Capitol belt-
way, the Baltimore beltway, I–70—all
carry through traffic generated outside
the State of Maryland. Now, there are
other States along the eastern cor-
ridor—New Jersey is an obvious exam-
ple—that are sort of through States. In
other words, a lot of highway traffic is
moving through those States, going
from one point to another point, and
neither point related to the State
through which they are passing.

Yes, we have to invest significant
amounts of money, not only the Fed-
eral share that we receive, but State
and local share as well, in order to
maintain this highway network if we
are going to maintain the existing in-
frastructure and have the efficient
movement of freight and passenger
traffic.

Now, my perception of this bill is it
does not adequately address that con-
sideration, that that is one of the
things that has not been focused on.

The formula allocation represents a
very significant drop for my State from
1.72 to 1.51. The amount of money now
that is provided for the interstate dis-
cretionary program, as I understand it
in this legislation, is severely limited.
As I understand it, and I ask the Sen-
ator from New Jersey, there is only
$140 million a year nationwide for both
interstate highways and bridges, is
that correct?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is correct,
and it is an appropriate deficiency to
note.

By the way, as the Senator talks
about the State of Maryland and a
change in formula, ours goes from 2.82
to 2.41. There is a difference of more
than 15 percent in just that change in
formula.

The Senator was not in the Chamber
when I talked about the fact that if
changes were necessitated in formula,
they should have been debated at
length. They should have had the ap-
propriate kind of committee reviews. I
know the Senator sits on the commit-
tee where transit needs are considered.
We have the Commerce Committee in-
volved with aviation and rail, we have
the Environment Committee on which
I sit and under whose auspice this bill
is presented for highway and road trav-
el. To suddenly change that formula
without considering the national as-
pects of the requirements that Mary-
land has imposed upon it or that New
Jersey has imposed upon it—Maryland
happens to be in a critical location in
terms of our defense needs. If there is
an emergency, we have to be able to
move troops and equipment through in
a hurry. That readiness costs some-
thing to maintain.

There is also a requirement, I know
the State of Maryland shares with New
Jersey an interest in having high-speed
rail service pass through your State
and commuter rail service. Look at the
success we have seen just with the es-
tablishment of WAMATA. The invest-
ments in those areas are critical if we

are going to have a national perspec-
tive.

Can you imagine a system to serve
the Capital and environs that isn’t con-
tributed to in significant measure by
the Federal Government? As it hap-
pens, it is, but it describes very poign-
antly the need that exists when you
participate in a national scheme.

Mr. CHAFEE. Could I make a correc-
tion? The Senator from Maryland was
in error in a statement.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am happy to
yield for a response.

Mr. CHAFEE. There was only $140
million available for interstate repair
and maintenance. That is in the Sec-
retary’s discretionary account and that
is exactly what he has under the cur-
rently existing ISTEA measure, but di-
vided among the States it is some $6
billion—with a ‘‘b’’ for billion.

So it is a long way from the $140 mil-
lion the Senator thought was all that
was available.

Mr. SARBANES. The amount that is
divided among the States, as I under-
stand it, is a formula allocation.

Mr. CHAFEE. That is right.
Mr. SARBANES. I recognize there is

a formula allocation. Here is the prob-
lem, and I am glad the Senator inter-
jected because I think it is very impor-
tant to focus on this problem. I under-
stand the committee’s problem. The
committee had to do a formula alloca-
tion, Members are at them from all
over the place, about the formula allo-
cation.

Now, I concur with the Senator from
New Jersey, and I appreciate his con-
tinuing to yield to me for a question.
We didn’t know what the formula fig-
ure was going to be until the commit-
tee came out with the formula figure,
and then we were presented with this
formula figure. So we take a strong hit
on the formula which I think does not
adequately recognize the kind of trans-
portation challenges with which we are
confronted which have a national im-
port.

Now, in addition to the formula allo-
cation, there are also other moneys
that are available in the legislation—
various discretionary programs. The
interstate discretionary program is
one, the public land highways is an-
other, the Appalachian regional high-
way program is yet another, and there
are others, as well, which can be used if
the committee is saying to us we can’t
do the formula allocation in a way that
takes into account all of these consid-
erations. Then the least the committee
should do is have these other programs
which can then be used to offset the
unfavorable impact of the formula allo-
cations. It is my perception that that
hasn’t been done, as well.

Now, we have one unique problem in
my State that I want to bring to peo-
ple’s attention, and that is, the Federal
Government owns the Woodrow Wilson
Bridge; it is federally owned. It is the
only facility on the interstate system
in which that is the case. Now, the
committee has provided $900 million,

and that is certainly an important step
forward, but it is barely over half of
what would be required to get a new
Woodrow Wilson Bridge, which every
expert agrees is necessary.

Now, the States have indicated that
once a new bridge is done, they are
willing to take over the responsibility
of maintaining it from then on out.
But it is clearly unfair to dump the re-
sponsibility upon them that was not
met by the Federal Government. There
is no way the States can pay for this
thing. Maryland receives, under the
formula allocation, a little over $300
million a year in Federal highway
money. We are going to need, for one
bridge, $1.6 to $1.8 billion, and this leg-
islation provides $900 million. I think it
is the Federal Government’s respon-
sibility, frankly, to deal with the prob-
lem of this bridge. They need to face up
and deal with that problem. Once they
have dealt with it, then it can be shift-
ed over to State responsibility. But
you ought not to dump this respon-
sibility, which the Federal Government
failed to meet, upon the State. So this
is a whole list of the kind of problems
we are talking about, which this legis-
lation fails to come to grips with.

(Mr. SANTORUM assumed the chair.)
Mr. CHAFEE. Well, if I might say to

the Senator from Maryland, $900 mil-
lion gets you a pretty good bridge, I
think, if the Senator is discouraged by
only $900 million for the bridge. I ap-
preciate their approach to that as well.
There have been some estimates that
go as high as $1.6 billion. But the Sen-
ator ought to be aware of what the
House proposal is.

Mr. SARBANES. I am aware of what
the House does. I am not arguing the
House bill.

Mr. CHAFEE. The House bill left it
entirely up to Virginia and Maryland.
So I would hope that the Senator
would be somewhat grateful for what
the Senate is doing.

Mr. SARBANES. Well, I think we in-
dicated that we understood the com-
mittee has done something. I am point-
ing out that it is not adequate to meet
the problem. This is a pressing problem
in the interstate system. The House ap-
proach would actually create a gaping
hole in the interstate system. I think
the committee recognized that problem
at least. But, again, I am talking about
this in the context of the other things
that are happening in this legislation.
If the committee came to me and said,
look, we have to redo a formula alloca-
tion, we understand the problems it
creates for you, we understand you
have some other pressing highway
needs, and we are trying to help you
address those, but that hasn’t hap-
pened. Any effort to try to get at that
hasn’t met with any success.

I understand the committee has a dif-
ficult job and I, frankly, have been sup-
portive of the effort to try to find more
money with which the committee can
work. I say to my friend from New Jer-
sey, isn’t it a fact that if more money
were available, it would be easier to
work out these problems?
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Mr. LAUTENBERG. Absolutely.
Mr. SARBANES. Some of us have

supported the committee in its effort
to find more money, and you come in
and you are confronted with a bill like
this.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I had an oppor-
tunity earlier today to talk about that.
I will soon yield to my good friend
from Montana. I had an observation
earlier today in a discussion that we
had in miniconference out here that
more money is more money, except
that if more money comes and we con-
tinue to lose our share, it doesn’t do
what we think it ought to do, which is
to improve the system generally, but
not at the expense of our respective
States. That is really the nub of our
discussion.

If the Senator from Montana is ask-
ing if I will yield for a response, I am
happy to yield without losing my right
to the floor.

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator.
This is basically a discussion here on
the bill. Obviously, it is the goal of the
committee and the Senate to come up
with a fair highway bill. That is what
the Senator from Rhode Island is at-
tempting to do and the Senator from
Virginia, who was on the floor, the
Senator from Montana, and the two
Senators now speaking seek that same
goal. It is also true that we are in a
transition.

This country is changing. The coun-
try, in 1997, is not what it was in 1987,
not what it was in 1980. The fact is
that, in 1991, in an ISTEA bill, the
highway bill, this Congress essentially
did not update data. It just took the
1980 data. That is, lane and miles trav-
eled, vehicle miles traveled. We even
used a postal roads component which
was enacted maybe at the turn of the
century. We used very old data when
we wrote the ISTEA bill that we are
now currently operating under. It is
just unfortunate.

At the same time, in the earlier
ISTEA bills—not the one before us, but
current law and the earlier one—the
main effort was to complete construc-
tion of the interstate system. That was
the main purpose of the program in the
first place. The current ISTEA bill—
not the one on the floor, but current
law—based its formula essentially, as I
said, on old data and upon completion
of the interstate program, and that is
what we did.

In 1991, we just built upon the earlier
data, which was data for the comple-
tion of the interstate. And in this last
ISTEA, we then apportioned more dol-
lars to States which were completing
their interstate system, compared with
States that were not completing their
interstate system. And the current law
basically completes construction—not
maintenance, but construction—of the
interstate system. And so now, in 1997,
the new transportation bill we are
writing is one that recognizes that the
interstate system has been completed.
We are now moving toward mainte-
nance and intermodal systems, intel-

ligent highway systems, and other pro-
grams to modernize, update, and make
sure that the current transportation
bill is no longer based upon older data,
but rather is based upon current data.

That means that those States that
got a lot of interstate completion
money in the last several years are not
going to get the same additional dol-
lars in this bill for the very simple rea-
son that their interstates are com-
pleted. On top of that, many States
built their interstates financed with
tolls. That is, Federal dollars were not
sent to those States; rather, those
States charged their motorists tolls
and they built their own interstates,
feeling that either they wanted to do it
earlier or that way was a better way to
do it, et cetera. A lot of these States,
after completing construction of their
interstate systems, based upon tolls,
have now come back to the Congress—
in fact, in the last ISTEA bill, they
were able to convince this Congress
that they should get reimbursed again,
even though those interstate systems
were paid for by tolls. This Congress
paid Federal money again on top of the
completion of the interstate.

So we have some States with lots of
dollars in the last several years of the
interstate system—that is, States with
lots for interstate completion and
States with what is called interstate
reimbursement dollars going to those
States. I know this is not a com-
fortable position for some of these
States to be in when they look at only
the dollars because, obviously, those
States would like to have a percentage
increase again in the current years
over the past dollars they have been re-
ceiving, even though their interstate
construction, which is more expensive
in maintenance, is complete, and even
though those States got interstate re-
imbursement dollars on top of inter-
state systems that were financed by
toll roads.

So here we are trying to write a bill
which recognizes, again, the comple-
tion of interstate construction and
rather moves toward the current new
era which, as I mentioned, recognizes
the completion of the interstate con-
struction. Now, the Senators make a
very good statement and point when
they talk about congestion and the
number of miles—the amount of con-
gestion on I–95 or on the eastern cor-
ridor. In fact, as the Senator from
Maryland said, Maryland ranks second
in the Nation in urban congestion.
That is a fact. The State that ranks
No. 1 is California. New Jersey is not
too far down the list.

My thought here is that we have the
challenge before us of trying to address
what I think are legitimate concerns
and that is the congestion factor that
the Senators talk about. We are oper-
ating under very severe constraints;
that is, the amount of dollars in this
ISTEA bill is pretty tight, based upon
the budget resolution, the President’s
proposal to Congress, and the increase
in ISTEA dollars in this bill is not as

much as was the increase in ISTEA
dollars in the last ISTEA transpor-
tation bill. So it would be my thought
that we find a way to amend this bill
so that, in effect, if not this year, at
least next year, there are potentially
more dollars available, and in a way
that certainly it may recognize the
concerns of the Senators.

I am not prepared at this point to say
what that might be. There needs to be
more discussion to determine that. But
I think that if the amendment that we
know is going to come up is passed,
there might be a way to address that.
You certainly have the assurance of
this Senator to work in the context of
that amendment to see if we can poten-
tially address some of the concerns the
Senators have. But the main point is
that we are trying to work this all out.
We hear what you are saying. There
are many opportunities: there are
amendments, there is a conference, and
it is my hope that we can pass a bill
which is fair to all regions of the coun-
try. You have my assurance that I will
do all I can to achieve that goal.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
hear the Senator from Montana’s inter-
ests and concerns. I know that he is
sincere. We have worked together for
many years, as I had with the chair-
man of the committee. But if this bill
goes as it is, the chances for recovery,
I think, are pretty slim. And once in
place, we will be running uphill to try
and recover.

What I would rather see is some kind
of a consensus developed that includes
the States that are now disadvantaged.
I was looking at the States and I see
that percentage points in a State that
borders both of our States—Pennsylva-
nia—is down to 20-some percent from
its formula share from where it was
—22 percent, I think. We can’t deal in
this room, at the moment, with the
poor fate that befell Pennsylvania. I
don’t know how their Senators are
going to respond to it. I think if an ad-
justment is going to be made in the
formula, there has to be a period of
transition so that States are held
harmless from where they were as ad-
justments take place. This isn’t to sug-
gest that review is out of order, not at
all. I think reviews of the formula are
always in order. But I think the Sen-
ator from Maryland made an important
contribution to this debate when he
highlighted the national interests and
national obligations that some of our
States have, being corridor States, as
expressed earlier by the Senator from
Illinois. A corridor that runs east and
west produces a lot of traffic through
the State of Illinois.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
yield for a moment?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes, I will.
(Mr. ALLARD assumed the chair.)
Mr. SARBANES. My State has one of

the Nation’s great ports, the Port of
Baltimore.

Mr. President, the road network from
that port to the West is critical for the
commerce of the Nation—not just for
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the commerce of Maryland, but for the
commerce of the Nation. A proper sys-
tem of access for the movement of
goods is extremely important to the
economic health of the country. So all
of this needs to be taken into account.
We are on a major corridor for the
movement of passengers and traffic
north and south, and because of the
port, we have a major corridor that
goes to the Midwest that is critical for
the economic activity in the Midwest.
In many respects it is more critical for
the economic activity in the Midwest
than in my own State. Those things
need to be considered in this legisla-
tion.

The Woodrow Wilson Bridge that we
talked about—and I think the chair-
man is right, they have certainly done
a better job than they have done in the
House. But we still have to get up to a
point where we can do this bridge, and
this level will not allow that to hap-
pen. That is a major link on the entire
interstate highway system. Every ex-
pert who has examined it says the
bridge needs to be replaced within the
next 5 to 6 years. We have to move on
that project.

Those are items that could be ad-
dressed I think in this legislation.

I also agree with the Senator from
New Jersey. If you are going to start
adjusting the formula in recognition
of, let’s say, population shifts, which is
what the argument is that is being
made, at the least—of course, I argue
that you have to look at system needs
in a much more significant way than I
think has been done in this legislation.
But leaving that to one side, at the
very least, the transition period has to,
in effect, cushion the impact of it so
that States don’t all of a sudden find
themselves unable to carry through on
committed transportation projects
which are essential for the vitality of
their economy. That is what the whole
issue is that we are discussing here.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the Senator is right. The fact of the
matter is that among the items that
have to be considered in establishing a
proper formula has to be the amount of
mileage recorded within the States’
roadbed systems. In my State we have
north-south I–95, east-west through to
I–80, and all kinds of cargo and mate-
rial pass over these roads and cause
enormous traffic congestion in New
Jersey. Our roads are beat up, with
heavy trucks taking more than their
fair share of the abuse. We stand there
and kind of grin and bear it. But it is
in the national interest.

If one wants to use an analogy, we
have to look at what happens in envi-
ronmental legislation. New Jersey,
being in the location that we are on
the east coast, is the unfortunate re-
cipient of material carried by the pre-
vailing winds from west to east. They
carry all of the pollutants and all of
the particulate that is thrown up by
stacks across the rust belt, or the iron
belt, or the steel belt in the mid-
western States. Some of that material

travels hundreds of miles to arrive at
its place of deposition, which is New
Jersey, Maryland, and New York, in
the eastern States.

So, as we consider environmental leg-
islation, we try to accommodate what
causes the problem. The problem is
caused by the energy and industrial na-
ture of things from the Midwest. That
is part of the formula. Here we are say-
ing, listen, as we create new formulas,
we ought to debate them more thor-
oughly and let’s talk about the conges-
tion on our roads that we receive as a
result of being a corridor State.

New Jersey is a corridor State. Com-
merce travels in the Northeast and the
rest of the country. Over 60 billion—
with a ‘‘b’’—vehicle miles are traveled
on my State’s roads annually. Our
State is the Garden State. It is one of
the most important links in our Na-
tion’s transportation system.

The Senator from Maryland talked
about the value of the port. I know
that the Senator from Rhode Island,
the chairman of the committee, is try-
ing valiantly to improve the efficiency
of the port outside of Providence by
making sure that there is rail access
and truck access that is good. I respect
him. And, frankly, I see it as a positive
thing for my State of New Jersey.
Could it be competitive? Of course, it
could be competitive. But I don’t look
at it that way. I think our country is
obligated to continue to produce to the
best of our ability to the maximum of
our capacity. So we need these facili-
ties.

So whether it is specifically located
in New Jersey or Maryland or Rhode
Island, the fact of the matter is that
what happens in the West, what hap-
pens in the South, and what happens in
the center of the country depends very
much on the capacity of our States in
the East to be able to help their export
market, which is such a big part of
things, and also the industrial market
because parts go from one place to an-
other and assemblies are done in dif-
ferent States often than where most of
the parts are manufactured. It is an es-
sential part of our national being. Ten
percent of the Nation’s total freight ei-
ther originates, terminates, or passes
through New Jersey. Almost 60 percent
of this tonnage is strictly through traf-
fic. Imagine that, 10 percent. Goods
traveling just 24 hours on a truck from
New Jersey will reach a market of 40
percent of the population of the United
States and Canada—over 100 million
people.

Mr. President, these aren’t just cars
from New Jersey; they are vehicles
from every State in the Nation, as well
as Canada, Mexico, and other nations.

In short, and to rephrase an old
joke—I don’t like jokes about my
State—but if you are traveling on the
east coast and you don’t go through
New Jersey, you just can’t get there
from here.

Millions of people travel along New
Jersey’s highways. They travel from
the South, the West, New York City,

Boston, and New England. People in
New York and New England on their
journeys travel to places like the sea
shore, Florida, Washington, DC, the
Eastern Shore, or trying to get to Long
Island Sound and sallying up out of
Rhode Island and those places. So we
have to make sure that our roads are
efficient and functioning, and that we
are not drowning in pollution.

Every day 324,000 tons of goods made
in my State of New Jersey are trans-
ported on New Jersey’s roads by 134,000
trucks. Many of these trucks are com-
ing from the ports of Newark and Eliz-
abeth. They are transporting cars and
other goods that arrive from countries
like South Korea, Great Britain, Ger-
many, Taiwan, and Indonesia. The en-
tire port of New York and New Jersey
is the busiest port on the east coast.
Despite the critical importance of New
Jersey’s infrastructure to the Nation,
it is in dismally poor shape and getting
worse by the hour, by the day, and by
the week. Nearly 20 percent of New Jer-
sey’s interstate mileage is in poor or
mediocre condition, and more than 45
percent of our bridges are in deficient
condition. They are functionally obso-
lete in many cases.

Mr. President, New Jersey’s roads
and bridges take an unbelievable
pounding in hot summers, and harsh
winters take a huge toll on our infra-
structure. Road salt in the winter and
ocean salt year round add to the dam-
age.

In addition, New Jerseyans and those
who travel through my State often face
unbearable congestion. Travelers in
cars and trucks struggle for hours
every day with New Jersey’s highway
stops and starts, and our heavily used
roads and bridges are badly in need of
additional maintenance.

Mr. President, the status of New Jer-
sey’s transportation infrastructure has
a direct effect on the State and the re-
gion’s economic vitality and on every
resident’s quality of life. But more im-
portantly, it affects the entire Nation’s
economic vitality. The future chal-
lenges to that infrastructure are omi-
nous. In the next 6 years there prob-
ably will be more travel on our roads,
more cargo coming into our ports, and
more rapid deterioration of our trans-
portation infrastructure. That is not a
particularly pleasant prospect, and I
think that we have to prepare for it in
the best possible way. The best possible
way is to recognize that States like
mine and those such as the State of
Maryland have unique conditions that
have to be met.

I once again would like to review and
restate the number of States that are
included—Maryland, New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, Ohio, California, and Massa-
chusetts, to name but a few. There are
eight States in all that seem to have
the heaviest share of the load. Unfortu-
nately, the ISTEA bill before us does
not adequately respond to the chal-
lenge that we face. It doesn’t address
New Jersey’s growing needs.

Note that the highway title addresses
density on highways, or congestion.
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While it recognizes the particular situ-
ation of some States, when it comes to
heavily used, densely populated urban
States with significant commerce and
trade traffic, the bill is virtually si-
lent. If a State’s motorists choose to
not guzzle gas, either by using mass
transit, walking, or biking, this bill
will penalize them. Therefore, it has to
be improved. I am not saying that New
Jersey should get more than its fair
share. I am simply saying, Mr. Presi-
dent, that it should and must get its
fair share—nothing more, nothing less.
The bill just doesn’t do that.

Mr. President, there is another bit of
word and verbiage that goes into the
debate on highways. We talk about
donor States and donee States. The dis-
tinguished colleague of ours from Lou-
isiana said you can’t explain that to
the folks back home and said they
want to see whether or not their road
and their infrastructure is getting at-
tention, whether the potholes are being
filled, and whether the roads are being
maintained in a suitable fashion.

So I get tired of hearing complaints
that emanate from the so-called donor
States. To make it very simple for any
who might be listening or watching,
donor States are those that send down
more in tax revenues, gasoline taxes in
particular, than they get back. The
others are called donee States. The
donor States complain about how they
don’t get their fair share of highway
and transit funding. Many of those
donor States do quite well when one
examines the total of Federal return on
the dollar. Many of these States simply
don’t have the same needs as New Jer-
sey and other high-density transpor-
tation corridors.

Mr. President, when it comes to de-
fense spending, spending by the Inte-
rior Department, agriculture spending,
many urbanized, densely populated
States come out year after year after
year as big losers. But we have not said
yet that the Government must spend
as much on national parks in our re-
gion as we spend in western States. We
have not yet demanded an equal share
of the defense spending or an equal
share of agricultural spending. It is not
realistic. Those States that now have
these investments being made have
particular needs.

Those needs strike me as being part
of the national requirement. If there is
a national park in Colorado, I would
like to see it maintained because in
visits by my constituents or my family
or people from around the country, I
want them to be proud of it. I want
them to say, why, there is nothing
prettier than Estes Park and other
parks that exist in Colorado, and so it
should be. I want to make sure if air-
space is needed so that our airplanes
can fly and practice and train—our Air
Force Academy is in the State of Colo-
rado—we continue to invest in that and
in that skill we have. I think it is
going to be more required in the fu-
ture. But a large part of that invest-
ment vests in Colorado. So what. It is
part of my national interest.

Or an equal share of agriculture
spending. New Jersey is still called the
Garden State, and despite the density
of population that we have—the most
densely populated State in the coun-
try, I remind everybody—about 25 per-
cent of our State is still forested, and
that is really pleasant to see. I see it
often from airplanes. We have one re-
serve that is a million acres today. But
we are not looking for assistance with
our agriculture, even though our farm-
ers perform an important service for
the community, because these demands
are unrealistic. They do not take into
account the real needs of the entire Na-
tion. They do not consider that there is
a benefit for all Americans by strategi-
cally focusing resources to meet criti-
cal problems.

I said earlier and I repeat, when
floods took over the Dakotas and parts
of Minnesota or Missouri, I wanted us
as a country to help out, and I was very
vocal about it. I felt it was a respon-
sibility that we had, again, to confirm
that we are one nation.

The fact is each State has its own in-
dividual needs, and they change from
time to time. New Jerseyans send $15
billion more per year to Washington
than they receive in total Federal dol-
lar return—$15 billion more. The Fed-
eral Government’s job is to apportion
funding where need is greatest, and
sometimes we swallow hard and we
say, if one State has a higher need for
family spending, welfare, OK, we are
willing to take some share of that.

On the other hand, Mr. President,
when it is our turn, I think we ought to
get some consideration. The one area
where we are a donee State is transpor-
tation, and that is because there was
some recognition that so much of the
Nation’s traffic load was carried by the
State of New Jersey. But now the in-
tention is to change it. If I may say
so—and I do not mean to castigate
—the fact is that it was almost whim-
sical in its development, because
States like mine took some pretty big
hits.

Well, my State and my region’s needs
are largely in transportation. That is
our equivalent to agriculture for Iowa
and Nebraska and those States. We are
in the most densely populated part of
the country, with some of the most
highly traveled and congested roads.
Anyone who has driven the New Jersey
Turnpike, Route 1, Atlantic City Ex-
pressway, Interstate 80 can attest to
these needs. As I have already noted,
many of these vehicles on these high-
ways are from States other than New
Jersey. My kids used to love to play a
game when they were little. We would
write down the States from the license
plates that we saw, and we would get
pretty close to 49 besides ours because
there were so many. I didn’t always
enjoy being in the middle of that con-
fluence of traffic, but at least it kept
the kids seated.

Mr. President, New Jersey isn’t just
asking from the Federal Government
transportation dollars. We are invest-

ing our own funds in our infrastructure
as well. State and local governments in
New Jersey spend more highway dol-
lars per lane mile than any other State
in the Nation—our money, reinvested
in our infrastructure. We made this
commitment to transportation simply
because our needs were so great. But
that does not excuse getting our fair
share from the Federal Government.

There is nothing in any study, census
projection, or economic trend to indi-
cate that these needs will diminish in
the future. In fact, quite the opposite is
true. Some States are arguing that
they should get back at least 90 per-
cent of those payments they have made
into the highway trust fund. But I still
think that their needs have to be ex-
amined before that return is justified.
It is part of a contribution to the na-
tional well-being, and it makes no
sense to take away funds from regions
that have greater needs.

I remind everyone that we are a sin-
gle nation, one nation, and not a col-
lection of autonomous sovereignties.
Can you imagine what would have hap-
pened if at the Constitutional Conven-
tion our delegates included a clause in
the Constitution mandating that each
State must get back from the Federal
Government 90 percent of what it paid
in taxes? What would have happened to
our country? We have people now who
individually say, well, I don’t want to
pay for this. We have people from ex-
tremes on the right like militia who
say, I don’t want to pay for the kind of
liberal judicial system that we have, or
I do not want to pay for that program
or this program. Then we have people
on the other side who say, I am unwill-
ing to have my dollars go for defense
needs. But we say, too bad; you are an
American; you are part of American so-
ciety. You are part of a great nation.
You are part of a country the likes of
which has never existed on this Earth
before and perhaps never will again.
But we say, that’s your obligation. We
are one country. We are one people
with sometimes different actions, but
we come together when we have to.

Those of us old enough to have served
in World War II saw it, as did the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Environ-
ment Committee, who had a very dis-
tinguished war record. Mine was not so
distinguished, but I did what I had to
in Europe in World War II. We came to-
gether as a country. We sometimes for-
get that obligation, that we are one na-
tion and we ought not to pick at one
another’s opportunities or advantage
and say, OK, you’ve got this because
you are a donee State and therefore we
are going to take it away from you.

Unless the whole picture is examined,
it is not a complete one. We certainly
never could have maintained our great
national parks and forests; we could
never have saved thousands of family
farms from bankruptcy in difficult eco-
nomic times; we could never afford to
pay for emergency relief from earth-
quakes, floods or hurricanes; we would
certainly not have a national transpor-
tation system; some States would have
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paved roads and some States would
have dirt roads; there would be no
interstate highway system, no airports
in rural areas if we said it wasn’t part
of the national responsibility.

I repeat that I am a supporter of es-
sential air service for which the Fed-
eral Government pays a significant
subsidy. For every passenger that flies
into some of those airports, the Fed-
eral Government will pay two or three
times, four times the cost for the seat
because we do not want to see those
communities isolated. They are very
dependent. So we say, OK, it is part of
an obligation we have. We certainly
wouldn’t have a national passenger rail
system. It may be more regional than
national, but it travels through impor-
tant regions of the country. I don’t
know of any State, as infrequent as
Amtrak rail service might be, that
wants to give it up very quickly. We
would not have a space program; we
would not have a National Science
Foundation; we would not have the Na-
tional Institutes of Health; more im-
portantly, we probably would not exist
as a nation because we would have no
national defense, no Army, Navy, Na-
tional Guard, Air Force.

Thanks to the wisdom and fore-
thought of our Founders, there is no
minimum guarantee clause in the Con-
stitution except to protect the individ-
ual rights. Perhaps some in New Jersey
think we might be better off if there
were. We have a high per capita in-
come, but we ought not to be penalized
for it. We make our contribution in
many ways. The fact is our Nation is
stronger because Federal aid has been
provided to areas with the greatest
needs, and that is the way it ought to
be.

I want to talk for a moment about
another matter that is important to
my State, mass transit. Good public
transit increases the efficiencies of ex-
isting roadways, especially in con-
gested areas where many people live.
Transit is essential to rural, suburban
and urban residents. It is a cost-effec-
tive solution to health care access, a
key to successful welfare reform, and
an environmentally sensible way to
meet commuting needs. It is an in-
creasingly important service for the el-
derly, for persons with disabilities, for
students and those who cannot afford a
car.

Anyone who questions the necessity
for transit services only has to visit
some of the more populated States like
New Jersey or New York or California,
where they do not have enough public
transportation, or Maryland or the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The most densely
populated State in the Nation, New
Jersey has also the most vehicle den-
sity on its roads. Located between two
heavily populated metropolitan areas,
New Jersey is known as the corridor
State. Over 60 billion vehicle miles are
traveled on New Jersey’s roads annu-
ally. The ability of trucks and cars to
move freely on New Jersey’s roads di-
rectly affects our economy. It affects

the congestion, which has a dramatic
effect on the individuals living there.

It is also a primary commuter State.
Millions of New Jerseyans face serious
commuter problems each day. In many
areas of New Jersey there is nowhere
else to put a new road. Many of our
people work in New York City, and
their residences are in New Jersey. Or
in the southern part of our State, many
of our people work in the city of Phila-
delphia. They have to be able to get
back and forth to work. But we simply
can’t build ourselves out of congestion.
That is why my State is so heavily re-
liant on mass transportation. Nearly 10
percent of the New Jersey work force
uses mass transit.

We have a line just recently created
called the Midtown Direct, a project in
the urban core, which is a program
very successful thus far, designed to
bring together railroad connections
that exist throughout our State into
New York. Midtown Direct was one
part of it, and it was inaugurated 1
year ago. Within weeks, the ridership
doubled its projections.

Transit in New Jersey is well used
and well supported. Nationally, transit
has also proven to reduce congestion
and, of course, save dollars.

A 1996 report conducted by the Fed-
eral Transit Administration found that
the annual economic loss to U.S. busi-
ness caused by traffic congestion is $40
billion, and the additional annual eco-
nomic loss if all U.S. transit commut-
ers drove instead would be $15 billion.
So we are looking at huge differences
in our economy.

It is also obviously good for the envi-
ronment. According to the Federal
Transit Administration, transit use
saves 1.5 billion gallons of auto fuel in
our country each year, 1.5 billion gal-
lons. If one wants to worry about what
happens to America’s independence,
one need only look at the quantity of
imported oil that we are bringing into
the country. Transit is energy effi-
cient, and the less gasoline used the
less the United States is dependent on
foreign oil.

Americans also see direct public
health benefits from transit use. Ac-
cording to the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, up to 110 million Ameri-
cans breathe air that is unhealthful.
The American Lung Association esti-
mates that the national health care
bill for air-pollution-related illness is
$40 billion a year. Transportation
sources cause 40 to 60 percent of pollu-
tion that produce ozone, and 70 to 80
percent of carbon monoxide emissions.
Nearly one-third of carbon dioxide
emissions, the most significant green-
house gas, comes from transportation
sources. And, on this debate, no matter
how detached or how unbelieving a per-
son might be, one cannot be uncon-
cerned about what we see happening
with our climate, what can be happen-
ing with our health in this country.
Much of the problem, in my view, ema-
nates from the fact that we have these
emissions in ever-increasing quantities

in this country, as much as we fight
against it.

The fastest growing source of carbon
dioxide emission is the transportation
sector. Transit produces real environ-
mental benefits. On average, riding
transit instead of driving cuts hydro-
carbon emissions that produce smog by
90 percent and carbon monoxide by
more than 75 percent. One person using
mass transit for a year instead of driv-
ing to work saves our environment 9
pounds of hydrocarbons, 62 pounds of
carbon monoxide, and 5 pounds of ni-
trogen oxides.

It doesn’t stop there. Over the past 30
years, the U.S. transit industry and its
riders have prevented the emission of
1.6 million tons of hydrocarbons, 10
million tons of carbon monoxide, and
275,000 tons of nitrogen oxides into the
air; the importation of 20 billion gal-
lons of gasoline; and the construction
and maintenance of the 20,000 lane-
miles of freeways and arterial roads
and 5 million parking places to meet
demands, saving at least $220 billion a
year.

Transit is an important part of our
Nation’s transportation system, and we
ought to ensure that it is afforded the
same priority as other modes of trans-
portation.

It is obvious, this bill also needs to
address a crucial safety question, and
one that I have worked on very hard
over the years. That is, in the pursuit
of safer highway travel we ought to do
what we can to get drunken drivers off
the road. This bill has to include a re-
duction in the blood alcohol measure,
from .10 to .08 as a national standard.
It is already, by the way, the standard
in 15 States.

Let me explain why we need this new
standard. In 1996, 17,000 people died in
alcohol-related traffic accidents; 17,000
people. By the way, if we examine the
history of the Vietnam war, where we
lost over 50,000 of our service people,
the high year was about 17,000 people
killed. Every year in America, 17,000
people die in alcohol-related traffic ac-
cidents. It is a national disgrace. Of
those, 3,700 people, almost 9 percent,
had alcohol levels below the .10 stand-
ard that most States enforce. Mr.
President, .08 BAC laws have proven to
have an effect on even heavy drinkers.
The beverage industry fights us, and
will continue to fight us on this. They
tell you that it will ruin business, that
the .08 law targets social drinkers and
makes criminals out of them. Nothing
could be further from the truth. When
I wrote the law that made the drinking
age across this country 21, the mini-
mum drinking age, the beverage and
the hospitality people said you are
going to ruin our business.

Ruin their business? We saved 10,000
kids from dying on the highways since
I wrote that law in 1983. Mr. President,
10,000 families don’t have to mourn the
loss of a young child. One can hardly
say that business in restaurants, tav-
erns, and social places has been bad.
They can’t say it now.
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To make the point, a man of my

height and weight could drink four
beers in an hour on an empty stomach
and still not hit .08. If I drank a fifth
beer, I would be over the .08 but I would
still be under .10. Should anyone be le-
gally entitled to drink that much alco-
hol and then get on the road? The ques-
tion answers itself. Of course not. Keep
this in mind, when you look at a group
of people in a bar or restaurant having
drinks, the .08 law would only affect
one of those people, and that is the per-
son driving a car.

We are not asking people to stop
drinking. This is not a morality play. I
am not telling people that they should
not drink to their pleasure. If someone
falls off a bar stool, as long as he
doesn’t fall on me it doesn’t hurt me.
But if he gets behind the wheel of a
car, Heaven forbid, he could take away
a child, a grandchild, mother, father,
brother, sister. It should not be al-
lowed. It’s a criminal act. It turns an
automobile from a thing of pleasure to
a lethal weapon.

We say just control your habits.
There is a point at which they need to
put the cork on the bottle for their
own safety and for the safety of every-
one else who shares the road with
them. Studies have shown that States
that have adopted .08 laws have had
significant drops in alcohol-related
traffic deaths and that a national .08
law could prevent up to at least 500 to
600 fatalities a year. Just that dif-
ference, from .08 to .10, could save 500
to 600 people a year from dying on the
highways.

In the State of Virginia, after it
adopted its .08 law, it saw a drop not
only in traffic deaths but in driving
under the influence arrests as well.

The Federal legislation that I intro-
duced years ago to make 21 the na-
tional drinking age engendered a heck
of a fight with the liquor lobby. But
the law has saved 10,000 lives, it is esti-
mated. I believe that .08 will save thou-
sands more in a period of time. If we
want confirmation whether or not we
are on the right track, the people who
support the .08 limit include the Amer-
ican Medical Association, the Amer-
ican Insurance Association, the Amer-
ican Trucking Association, the Na-
tional Safety Council, and the National
Sheriff’s Association.

Those who oppose .08, and I have to
ask why, are principally in the bev-
erage and hospitality area. We ought to
let them know that we don’t oppose so-
cial behavior of one’s choice in res-
taurants and public gatherings, but we
don’t want to add anything to the fa-
tality rate that can be prevented.

Another safety issue that we are
talking about in the legislation is big
trucks. Trucking companies are trying
to get Congress to allow bigger trucks
on the highways, double and triple
trailers. My view, and that of many
others, is no. Motorists in my home
State of New Jersey want relief from
the rising death toll of the past few
years. Consider what we are talking

about here. A triple trailer can be 120
feet long, longer than a Boeing 747 jet-
liner. And it can weigh 64 tons. That is
quite a behemoth on the highway. I am
sure if you let your imagination work,
and think about what the consequence
can be when you are driving on a high-
way on a dark night, it is raining,
doing about 55, maybe 60 miles an hour.
That’s a safe speed in these conditions.

Suddenly a line of trucks starts to
pass you. It is scary enough when the
truck is a standard 44-foot length. But
what is it like if a line of three of these
120 footers went by, each one of them
three times, practically, the size of the
single truck that has you worried in
the first place? It would be like driving
through an eclipse. For more than a
solid minute the trucks would block
your view of the road except for what
is directly in front of you. For more
than a minute your windshield would
be sprayed by the tire wash off 32 sets
of wheels.

Your heart jumps each time one of
those triple trailers weaves slightly
into your lane. You know this type of
truck needs at least 11⁄2 football fields
to come to a stop. Imagine that, 11⁄2
football fields. And it’s worse in the
rain. This kind of heart-thumping drive
would become more common if we al-
lowed triple trailers greater access to
highways. I know the people in my
State don’t want it. In 1994 to 1995,
fatal accidents involving trucks were
up 13 percent. Trucking accidents over-
all were up 16 percent, 84 people died in
each year, 1994 and 1995, and one
stretch of road in my State, route 287,
saw the numbers of accidents involving
trucks quadruple between 1988 and 1994.

I agree with them, the only cargo ve-
hicle this size should also have wings
and be racing down a runway, not bar-
reling down a highway.

Mr. President, the debate on ISTEA
is not only inevitable, it’s essential, be-
cause this is such an important piece of
legislation in our national structure. I
agree that the chairman of the Envi-
ronment Committee, the ranking mem-
ber of the Environment Committee,
wants to do the same things in their
objectives as I do, and almost everyone
else does. That is to continue to invest
in our infrastructure, our transpor-
tation infrastructure, making sure
that we develop and refine, to the best
of our ability, each of the modes of
transportation: Highways, aviation,
rail, transit, waterways. We want to
know that all of these things are oper-
ating in the safest manner that can ac-
commodate most of our people effi-
ciently.

The potential is there. I have been
working publicly and privately to help
meet that objective, as have my col-
leagues, but this bill just doesn’t do it.
I want to help bring a bill to the floor
that meets these needs.

(Mr. BROWNBACK assumed the
chair.)

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
think our colleagues in the House have
the right idea, and that is to pass a

temporary extension. If we pass a tem-
porary extension, I think it has to be
based on the formula, upon the struc-
ture of ISTEA as it presently is, not a
newer version that changes things.
Then we can sit down and create a plan
that is fairer to all States in all re-
gions and addresses these crucial
needs. But it will take some significant
discussion.

This is a major, major change that is
contemplated, and because it was con-
centrated in ultimately a few hands
doesn’t mean that it didn’t pursue the
right path, but what it does mean is
that it has not fully considered all of
the needs of the country, as we see
from the resistance to this, opposed by
a number of us from States particu-
larly in the East, but not exclusively.

My proposal is to see if we can find,
not necessarily in order of importance,
A, a substitute; B, a program that in
transition will give States a chance to
make adjustment, will hold those
States that are being asked to take
less of the funding pie harmless from
year to year as the formula changes. I
think that is the fairest way to do it;
C, to listen carefully to what our col-
leagues in the House of Representa-
tives have to say about their version of
ISTEA. I am not talking about the 6-
month bill that we see out there, nec-
essarily, because I don’t see a 6-month
extension coming unless it proceeds
under the present formula and struc-
ture. But to take perhaps another year
in transition and try to develop a fairer
piece of legislation, try to develop a
piece of legislation that considers the
needs, not just the tax cash-flow that
results from gasoline taxes, because, to
be repetitive for emphasis, just because
a State sends down a dollars’ worth of
tax dollars doesn’t necessarily mean
that it ought to get a dollar in return
on transportation investments if it, in
fact, gets other returns that are far
greater than the tax dollars they send
down.

I call painful attention to the fact
that my State is 50th in return on the
Federal tax dollar. The State of New
Jersey is 50th. To make it abominably
simple, it means that if we send down
a dollar in taxes, we get 69 cents back—
69 cents; 31 cents of New Jersey tax-
payers’ contributions go to programs
that benefit other States, other regions
of the country.

We haven’t seen a tax revolt in New
Jersey. We swallow hard. We think we
ought to get more. We don’t have the
need for an agricultural subsidy, but
listen, if it is going to be given away,
we are going to want our share. If when
we do have some advantage because of
need, like transportation, and we are
not getting our fair share return on
that, then we are going to say, hey, lis-
ten, when I look at the defense bill—
and I sit on the Defense Subcommittee
of the Appropriations Committee—I
want to look at that bill to see if New
Jersey gets a fair share.

How absurd a conclusion that would
be. Can you imagine, someone looking
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at the defense bill and saying, ‘‘Wait a
second, does my State get its fair
share,’’ or is the question really, is my
country best protected? As silly as that
sounds, to say, well, give me my fair
share, that simply means spend the
money in my State, even though we
don’t accomplish the objective, I hope
that it will be out of consideration be-
cause it just doesn’t make any sense.

A bill that doesn’t take care of the
needs of my State, which I interpret as
the needs of the country, is equally un-
fair. So I hope as the discussion goes on
that those who agree with me that this
bill needs some further review—I real-
ize that this is not untimely to con-
sider reauthorizing the bill because the
other one has expired, but I would like
to make sure that we include the needs
that my State and others have.

I would like to reread the policy
statement that accompanied the origi-
nal ISTEA legislation. These are the
views of our distinguished colleague
and friend to just about everybody here
and one of the best-informed people on
transportation infrastructure. That is
Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN of
the Empire State, the State of New
York. Again, Senator MOYNIHAN has
studied the transportation needs of
this country. He knows so much about
the origins of parts of our transpor-
tation system, going from the early ca-
nals to the development of the Na-
tional Highway System. He said:

I am especially proud of the principles we
set out in ISTEA 6 years ago and wish to in-
clude them in this bill.

It is the policy of the United States to de-
velop a National Intermodal Transportation
System that is economically efficient and
environmentally sound, provides the founda-
tion for the Nation to compete in the global
economy, and will move people and goods in
an energy efficient manner.

The National Intermodal Transportation
System shall consist of all forms of transpor-
tation in a unified, interconnected manner,
including the transportation systems of the
future, to reduce energy consumption and air
pollution while promoting economic develop-
ment and supporting the Nation’s pre-
eminent position in international commerce.

I think it is fair to say that that
summarizes certainly the beginning
principles of ISTEA’s development, and
we are living off of what I would say is
a successful period of investment in
our transportation needs, intermodally
balanced, not quite perfect in every as-
pect, not quite sufficient funding.

When I see what we invest in our
transportation infrastructure in this
country, it saddens me because in some
cases we are ranked among the lesser
developed countries of the world in-
stead of the most developed countries
of the world. When I look at high-speed
rail passenger service, our per-capita
spending is way below the average, and
it is not right. This Nation ought to
have a transit that can move at 180
miles an hour on a consistent basis as
they have in France, or faster in
Japan. I saw the other day where a
train in Japan for a limited length of
travel was at over 300 miles an hour,
and they are looking to make it even

faster. It would relieve our skyways, it
would relieve our highways, and would
broaden the opportunity if we have the
investment in intercity rail that we
need.

So, Mr. President, I am sorry that we
have not come to an agreement on
what is an appropriate renewal or a
new version of ISTEA as it expires.
Again, I am hoping that we will have
time for debate on it. It is also my un-
derstanding that we are going to have
a discussion on the appropriateness of
continuing an affirmative action pro-
gram in ISTEA, and I welcome that de-
bate because I believe that DOT’s af-
firmative action program continues to
be necessary and could withstand con-
stitutional scrutiny under the stand-
ards set forth in the Adarand decision.

I have been told that the junior Sen-
ator from Kentucky may be offering an
amendment to strike the Disadvan-
taged Business Enterprise Program
from this legislation. Perhaps he is
content to believe that we are now in a
colorblind society, but I plan to oppose
that amendment because I don’t think
we are.

The Department of Transportation’s
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise
Program, or DBE Program, provides a
10-percent national contracting goal
for socially and economically disadvan-
taged small businesses. Congress cre-
ated this program in 1982 because mi-
norities and women were shut out of
transportation construction contracts,
shut out not because they were any
less able to perform the terms of the
construction contract, shut out not be-
cause their bids were higher than their
competitors, but shut out because they
were not white, in some cases they
were not men. We decided in the 1982
highway bill that the old boy network
was no longer acceptable in Federal
transportation construction contracts.
We were right then, and the chairman
of both the Transportation Sub-
committee and the full committee
were right to continue this program in
S. 1173.

I expect we will hear opponents of
the DBE Program say that it imposes a
quota or a set-aside for women- or mi-
nority-owned firms. It doesn’t do that.
The statute provides a 10-percent goal
which may be modified by the Sec-
retary of Transportation. States and
municipalities are able to set their own
goals which may be higher or lower
than 10 percent. If a State doesn’t
reach its goal, there is no adverse con-
sequence.

I repeat, Mr. President, because it is
an important point and one which the
opponents to the DBE Program may
not mention, the DBE Program pro-
vides a goal, and if States do not meet
this goal, DOT does not directly with-
hold transportation dollars. There is no
adverse consequence.

So why do we still need an affirma-
tive action program for Federal con-
struction contracts? Because we know
the private sector looks to the public
sector for leadership on this issue. If

we eliminate the DBE Program at this
time, we will return quickly to the
good old boy network that excludes
women and minorities. How do we
know that? Because several States
eliminated their versions of DOT’s DBE
Program, and within a matter of
months, minority- and women-owned
and controlled businesses received
fewer, if any, construction contracts.

Minorities comprise approximately
one-fifth of our population. Just under
10 percent of construction firms are mi-
nority owned and controlled, yet re-
ceive only 5 percent of construction re-
ceipts.

I will give you another statistic, Mr.
President. White business owners in
the construction industry receive over
50 times as many loan dollars of equity
capital as minority owners with the
same borrowing characteristics.

Mr. President, I ask opponents of the
DBE affirmative action program to ex-
plain why these numbers are so dis-
proportionate if we did, in fact, live in
a colorblind society.

I expect, Mr. President, we are going
to have a lengthy discussion about the
DBE program and whether or not it is
constitutional. Again, I look forward
to the debate because I believe after a
full discussion, the majority of my col-
leagues will agree that the DBE pro-
gram is constitutional under the
Adarand standard.

In the 1995 Adarand decision, seven of
the nine Supreme Court Justices recog-
nized the continuing need for affirma-
tive action programs to remedy the lin-
gering effects of racial discrimination.
After Adarand, affirmative action pro-
grams must serve a compelling govern-
mental interest and be narrowly tai-
lored to address that interest.

The first court to apply this strict
scrutiny standard set forth under
Adarand found that Congress met the
compelling-Government-interest com-
ponent. It disagreed that the DBE pro-
gram was narrowly tailored, but the
district court judge went far beyond
the Supreme Court’s holding by vir-
tually deciding that no affirmative ac-
tion program can be narrowly tailored.

The Justice Department is rightfully
appealing this decision.

Mr. President, there will be time to
discuss this matter further at a later
time. I look forward to that.

I am confident that the Senate will
accept the responsibility of looking at
this program calmly and rationally
rather than simply trying to fuel the
fires of passion and hatred which the
issue of affirmative action can ignite.
Should the junior Senator from Ken-
tucky offer this amendment, I hope my
colleagues will oppose it.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. CHAFEE. What is the question?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
f

INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF
1997

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1173) to authorize funds for con-

struction of highways, for highway safety
programs, and for mass transit programs,
and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works, with amendments, as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken appear in black brackets and
the parts of the bill intended to be in-
serted are shown in italic.)

S. 1173
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1997’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definition.

TITLE I—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
Sec. 1001. Short title.

Subtitle A—General Provisions
Sec. 1101. Authorizations.
Sec. 1102. Apportionments.
Sec. 1103. Obligation ceiling.
Sec. 1104. Obligation authority under sur-

face transportation program.
Sec. 1105. Emergency relief.
Sec. 1106. Federal lands highways program.
Sec. 1107. Recreational trails program.
Sec. 1108. Value pricing pilot program.
Sec. 1109. Highway use tax evasion projects.
Sec. 1110. Bicycle transportation and pedes-

trian walkways.
Sec. 1111. Disadvantaged business enter-

prises.
Sec. 1112. Federal share payable.
Sec. 1113. Studies and reports.
Sec. 1114. Definitions.
Sec. 1115. Cooperative Federal Lands Trans-

portation Program.
Sec. 1116. Trade corridor and border crossing

planning and border infrastruc-
ture.

Sec. 1117. Appalachian development highway
system.

Sec. 1118. Interstate 4R and bridge discre-
tionary program.

Sec. 1119. Magnetic levitation transpor-
tation technology deployment
program.

Sec. 1120. Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge.
Sec. 1121. National Highway System compo-

nents.
Sec. 1122. Highway bridge replacement and

rehabilitation.
Sec. 1123. Congestion mitigation and air

quality improvement program.
Sec. 1124. Safety belt use law requirements.
Sec. 1125. Sense of the Senate concerning reli-

ance on private enterprise.
Sec. 1126. Study of use of uniformed police offi-

cers on Federal-aid highway con-
struction projects.

Sec. 1127. Contracting for engineering and de-
sign services.

Subtitle B—Program Streamlining and
Flexibility

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 1201. Administrative expenses.
Sec. 1202. Real property acquisition and cor-

ridor preservation.
Sec. 1203. Availability of funds.
Sec. 1204. Payments to States for construc-

tion.
Sec. 1205. Proceeds from the sale or lease of

real property.
Sec. 1206. Metric conversion at State option.
Sec. 1207. Report on obligations.
Sec. 1208. Terminations.
Sec. 1209. Interstate maintenance.

CHAPTER 2—PROJECT APPROVAL

Sec. 1221. Transfer of highway and transit
funds.

Sec. 1222. Project approval and oversight.
Sec. 1223. Surface transportation program.
Sec. 1224. Design-build contracting.
Sec. 1225. Integrated decisionmaking process.

CHAPTER 3—ELIGIBILITY AND FLEXIBILITY

Sec. 1231. Definition of operational improve-
ment.

Sec. 1232. Eligibility of ferry boats and ferry
terminal facilities.

Sec. 1233. Flexibility of safety programs.
Sec. 1234. Eligibility of projects on the Na-

tional Highway System.
Sec. 1235. Eligibility of projects under the

surface transportation pro-
gram.

Sec. 1236. Design flexibility.
Subtitle C—Finance

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 1301. State infrastructure bank pro-
gram.

CHAPTER 2—TRANSPORTATION
INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCE AND INNOVATION

Sec. 1311. Short title.
Sec. 1312. Findings.
Sec. 1313. Definitions.
Sec. 1314. Determination of eligibility and

project selection.
Sec. 1315. Secured loans.
Sec. 1316. Lines of credit.
Sec. 1317. Project servicing.
Sec. 1318. Office of Infrastructure Finance.
Sec. 1319. State and local permits.
Sec. 1320. Regulations.
Sec. 1321. Funding.
Sec. 1322. Report to Congress.

Subtitle D—Safety

Sec. 1401. Operation lifesaver.
Sec. 1402. Railway-highway crossing hazard

elimination in high speed rail
corridors.

Sec. 1403. Railway-highway crossings.
Sec. 1404. Hazard elimination program.
Sec. 1405. Minimum penalties for repeat of-

fenders for driving while intoxi-
cated or driving under the in-
fluence.

Sec. 1406. Safety incentive grants for use of
seat belts.

Sec. 1407. Automatic crash protection unbelted
testing standard.

Subtitle E—Environment

Sec. 1501. National scenic byways program.
Sec. 1502. Public-private partnerships.
Sec. 1503. Wetland restoration pilot pro-

gram.

Subtitle F—Planning

Sec. 1601. Metropolitan planning.
Sec. 1602. Statewide planning.
Sec. 1603. Advanced travel forecasting proce-

dures program.
Sec. 1604. Transportation and community

and system preservation pilot
program.

Subtitle G—Technical Corrections

Sec. 1701. Federal-aid systems.

Sec. 1702. Miscellaneous technical correc-
tions.

Sec. 1703. Nondiscrimination.
Sec. 1704. State transportation department.

Subtitle H—Miscellaneous Provisions
Sec. 1801. Designation of portion of State Route

17 in New York and Pennsylvania
as Interstate Route 86.

TITLE II—RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY
Subtitle A—Research and Training

Sec. 2001. Strategic research plan.
Sec. 2002. Multimodal øtransportation re-

search and development pro-
gram¿ Transportation Research
and Development Program.

Sec. 2003. National university transpor-
tation centers.

Sec. 2004. Bureau of Transportation Statis-
tics.

Sec. 2005. Research and technology program.
Sec. 2006. Advanced research program.
Sec. 2007. Long-term pavement performance

program.
Sec. 2008. State planning and research pro-

gram.
Sec. 2009. Education and training.
Sec. 2010. International highway transpor-

tation outreach program.
Sec. 2011. National technology deployment

initiatives and partnerships
program.

Sec. 2012. Infrastructure investment needs
report.

Sec. 2013. Innovative bridge research and
construction program.

Sec. 2014. Use of Bureau of Indian Affairs ad-
ministrative funds.

Sec. 2015. Study of future strategic highway
research program.

Sec. 2016. Joint partnerships for advanced
vehicles, components, and in-
frastructure program.

Sec. 2017. Transportation and environment co-
operative research program.

Sec. 2018. Conforming amendments.
Subtitle B—Intelligent Transportation

Systems
Sec. 2101. Short title.
Sec. 2102. Findings.
Sec. 2103. Intelligent transportation sys-

tems.
Sec. 2104. Conforming amendment.

Subtitle C—Funding
Sec. 2201. Funding.
SEC. 2. DEFINITION.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means
the Secretary of Transportation.

TITLE I—SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Surface
Transportation Act of 1997’’.

Subtitle A—General Provisions
SEC. 1101. AUTHORIZATIONS.

For the purpose of carrying out title 23,
United States Code, the following sums shall
be available from the Highway Trust Fund
(other than the Mass Transit Account):

(1) INTERSTATE AND NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYS-
TEM PROGRAM.—For the Interstate and Na-
tional Highway System program under sec-
tion 103 of that title $11,979,000,000 for fiscal
year 1998, $11,808,000,000 for fiscal year 1999,
$11,819,000,000 for fiscal year 2000,
$11,916,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
$12,242,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and
$12,776,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, of which—

(A) $4,600,000,000 for fiscal year 1998,
$4,609,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $4,637,000,000
for fiscal year 2000, $4,674,000,000 for fiscal
year 2001, $4,773,000,000 for fiscal year 2002,
and $4,918,000,000 for fiscal year 2003 shall be
øused¿ available for the Interstate mainte-
nance component; and

(B) $1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 1998,
$1,403,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $1,411,000,000
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