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our seniors can stay healthier, out of
the hospital and emergency rooms and,
while living better through modern
medicine, reduce Medicare spending.
Add this preventive care program to
the fact that under this bill, one-half of
all senior women will receive their pre-
scription drugs with no premium, no
deductible, and no gap in coverage, and
$1 to $5 in copayments for generics or
brand-name drugs, and our seniors will
be able to see that the Medicare Mod-
ernization Act we passed offers them
much higher quality health care at
lower personal cost.

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDER-
ATION OF PETRI AMENDMENT
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-

ATION OF H.R. 3550, TRANSPOR-
TATION EQUITY ACT: A LEGACY
FOR USERS

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that during further con-
sideration of H.R. 3550, pursuant to
House Resolution 593, it shall be in
order to consider, prior to any other
amendment, the amendment that |
have placed at the desk as though
printed as an amendment printed in
part B of House Report 108-456, to be
debatable for not to exceed 10 minutes,
equally divided and controlled between
myself and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3350, OFFERED BY MR.

PETRI

Page 548, lines 6 and 7, strike ‘‘Jefferson
Davis Transitway (Columbia Pike to Pen-
tagon)” and insert ‘Crystal City Potomac
Yards Transit”.

Page 548, after line 7, insert the following
(and redesignate subsequent paragraphs ac-
cordingly):

(99) Northern Virginia—Columbia Pike
Rapid Transit Project.

In the table contained in section 3038 of the

The

bill, in item number 25—

(1) strike  “‘$240,000.00" and insert
*‘$912,000.00°;

(2) strike  “‘$247,500.00” and insert
“‘$940,500.00""; and

(3) strike  ““$262,500.00”" and insert
““$997,500.00"".

In the table contained in section 3038 of the
bill, in item number 26—

(1) strike **$240,000.00” and insert
**$912,000.00";

(2) strike  “‘$247,500.00” and insert
‘$940,500.00’’; and

(3) strike  “$262,500.00" and insert
*‘$997,500.00"".

Mr. PETRI (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, | ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
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TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ACT: A
LEGACY FOR USERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BROWN of South Carolina). Pursuant to
House Resolution 593 and rule XVIII,
the Chair declares the House in the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 3550.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
3550) to authorize funds for Federal-aid
highways, highway safety programs,
and transit programs, and for other
purposes, with Mr. NETHERCUTT (Chair-
man pro tempore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole rose on
Thursday, April 1, 2004, a request for a
recorded vote on amendment No. 20
printed in part B of House Report 108-
456 by the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. BRADLEY) had been post-
poned.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, it is now in order to consider
the amendment at the desk offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PETRI

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The Chairman pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PETRI:

Page 548, lines 6 and 7, strike ‘‘Jefferson
Davis Transitway (Columbia Pike to Pen-
tagon)” and insert ‘Crystal City Potomac
Yards Transit”.

Page 548, after line 7, insert the following
(and redesignate subsequent paragraphs ac-
cordingly):

(99) Northern Virginia—Columbia Pike
Rapid Transit Project.

In the table contained in section 3038 of the

bill, in item number 25—

(1) strike *‘$240,000.00"" and insert
*‘$912,000.007;

(2) strike *$247,500.00" and insert
**$940,500.00""; and

(3) strike  *‘$262,500.00”" and insert
**$997,500.00"".

In the table contained in section 3038 of the
bill, in item number 26—

(1) strike  *“$240,000.00" and insert
‘$912,000.00°;

(2) strike  “‘$247,500.00”" and insert
“*$940,500.00""; and

(3) strike ‘“$262,500.00™" and insert
*‘$997,500.00"".

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) and the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LiPINSKI) each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI).

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | do not believe there
is any objection to this technical
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amendment. It has been reviewed by
people on both sides.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

This side has looked over the amend-
ment. We have no problem with it
whatsoever. We are happy to accept it.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from lllinois, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI).

The amendment was agreed to.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 22 printed in
House Report 108-456.

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY
OF MINNESOTA

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | offer an amendment.

The Chairman pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 22 offered by Mr. KENNEDY
of Minnesota:

Title 1, amend section 1209 to read as fol-
lows (and conform the table of contents ac-
cordingly):

SEC. 1209. REPEAL.

Section 1012(b) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (23
U.S.C. 149 note; 105 Stat. 1938) is repealed.

Title I, strike sections 1603 and 1604 and in-
sert the following (and conform the table of
contents of the bill accordingly):

SEC. 1603. FAST FEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 1
of title 23, United States Code, as amended
by section 1208 of the bill, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“§168. FAST fees

‘““‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish and implement an Interstate Sys-
tem FAST Lanes program under which the
Secretary, notwithstanding sections 129 and
301, shall permit a State, or a public or pri-
vate entity designated by a State, to collect
fees to finance the expansion of a highway,
for the purpose of reducing traffic conges-
tion, by constructing 1 or more additional
lanes (including bridge, support, and other
structures necessary for that construction)
on the Interstate System.

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to partici-
pate in the program, a State shall submit to
the Secretary for approval an application
that contains—

“(1) an identification of the additional
lanes (including any necessary bridge, sup-
port, and other structures) to be constructed
on the Interstate System under the program;

“(2) in the case of 1 or more additional
lanes that affect a metropolitan area, an as-
surance that the metropolitan planning or-
ganization established under section 134 for
the area has been consulted during the plan-
ning process concerning the placement and
amount of fees on the additional lanes; and

“(3) a facility management plan that in-
cludes—

“(A) a plan for implementing the imposi-
tion of fees on the additional lanes;
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“(B) a schedule and finance plan for con-
struction, operation, and maintenance of the
additional lanes using revenues from fees
(and, as necessary to supplement those reve-
nues, revenues from other sources); and

““(C) a description of the public or private
entities that will be responsible for imple-
mentation and administration of the pro-
gram.

“(c) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall
approve the application of a State for par-
ticipation in the program after the Secretary
determines that, in addition to meeting the
requirements of subsection (b), the State has
entered into an agreement with the Sec-
retary that provides that—

““(1) fees collected from motorists using a
FAST lane shall be collected only through
the use of noncash electronic technology;

“(2) all revenues from fees received from
operation of FAST lanes shall be used only
for—

“(A) debt service relating to the invest-
ment in FAST lanes;

““(B) reasonable return on investment of
any private entity financing the project, as
determined by the State;

“(C) any costs necessary for the improve-
ment, and proper operation and maintenance
(including reconstruction, resurfacing, res-
toration, and rehabilitation), of FAST lanes
and existing lanes, if the improvement—

““(i) is necessary to integrate existing lanes
with the FAST lanes;

““(i1) is necessary for the construction of an
interchange (including an on- or off-ramp)
from the FAST lane to connect the FAST
lane to—

“(1) an existing FAST lane;

“(I1) the Interstate System; or

“(111) a highway; and

“(iif) is carried out before the date on
which fees for use of FAST lanes cease to be
collected in accordance with paragraph (6);
or

‘(D) the establishment by the State of a
reserve account to be used only for long-
term maintenance and operation of the
FAST lanes;

““(3) fees may be collected only on and for
the use of FAST lanes, and may not be col-
lected on or for the use of existing lanes;

““(4) use of FAST lanes shall be voluntary;

““(5) revenues from fees received from oper-
ation of FAST lanes may not be used for any
other project (except for establishment of a
reserve account described in paragraph (2)(D)
or as otherwise provided in this section);

‘“(6) on completion of the project, and on
completion of the use of fees to satisfy the
requirements for use of revenue described in
paragraph (2), no additional fees shall be col-
lected; and

“(N)(A) to ensure compliance with para-
graphs (1) through (5), annual audits shall be
conducted for each year during which fees
are collected on FAST lanes; and

““(B) the results of each audit shall be sub-
mitted to the Secretary.

““(d) APPORTIONMENT.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Revenues collected from
FAST lanes shall not be taken into account
in determining the apportionments and allo-
cations that any State or transportation dis-
trict within a State shall be entitled to re-
ceive under or in accordance with this chap-
ter.

““(2) NO EFFECT ON STATE EXPENDITURE OF
FUNDS.—Nothing in this section affects the
expenditure by any State of funds appor-
tioned under this chapter.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—

(1) The analysis for subchapter | of chapter
1 of title 23, United States Code, is amended
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 167, as added by section 1208 of the bill,
the following:

‘“168. FAST fees.”.
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(2) Section 301 of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after ‘“‘tun-
nels,” the following: ‘““‘and except as provided
in section 168,”".

SEC. 1604. TOLL FEASIBILITY.

Section 106 of title 23, United States Code,
as amended by section 1605 of this bill, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(J) ToLL FEASIBILITY.—The Secretary
shall select and conduct a study on a project
under this title that is intended to increase
capacity, and that has an estimated total
cost of at least $50,000,000, to determine
whether—

“(1) a toll facility for the project is fea-
sible; and

““(2) privatizing the construction, oper-
ation, and maintenance of the toll facility is
financially advisable (while retaining legal
and administrative control of the portion of
the applicable Interstate route).”.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 593, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes.

The amendment today addresses the
big issues surrounding this year’s road
bill: how to expand capacity, how to do
so without increasing taxes or expand-
ing the deficit, and how do we address
our overreliance on the gas tax.

The degree to which the FAST Act,
introduced by myself and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH),
has attracted strong bipartisan support
reflects the success in addressing these
issues by expanding capacity by remov-
ing an outdated prohibition again fee-
based lanes on the interstate but pre-
serving the trust of the driving public,
by doing so only if the fees are charged
on new lanes so we have new tar or
concrete, charged electronically so
there are no toll booths, the fees go
away when construction and mainte-
nance costs are provided for, and use of
the lanes are optional to drivers and
optional for States to use.

It has a broad base of support, and I
do believe that this could add $50 bil-
lion in capacity to our roads over the
road bill period.

| appreciate the chairman’s efforts to
reflect FAST concepts in the bill and
have been very open with him about
my intent to offer this amendment, but
my concerns are this in TEA LU: that
it limits the ability to increase capac-
ity by limiting its FAST-like sections
to only three projects; it allows tolls to
be charged on existing lanes; it allows
tolls to be charged indefinitely; it al-
lows funds raised under these toll pro-
grams to be diverted to other uses.

Long term, FAST-style fee lanes can
be major solutions to relieving conges-
tion but only if we preserve the trust of
the driving public. The types of provi-
sions included in TEA LU could lead to
the same distrust and resistance that
has resulted in every State referendum
on increases in gas tax being defeated.
When used with FAST-style protec-
tions, it has been accepted by drivers,
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as witnessed by a recent Minneapolis
Star Tribune poll that shows 69 percent
in support of FAST-style provisions.

I urge my colleagues to join those
that are supporting us, because this is
increasing capacity, like the Associ-
ated General Contractors, the National
Ready Mixed Concrete Association, and
the American Association of State
Highway Officials, those who are users
like the American Trucking Associa-
tion, Owner-Operator Individual Driv-
ers, NFIB, Food Marketing Institute,
and taxpayer groups like the National
Taxpayers Union, Americans for Tax
Reform, and Citizens for Sound Econ-
omy to support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
commend my colleague from Min-
nesota for advancing a concept of how
we are going to increase capacity. We
have deep concerns, | think all of us,
that we are in an ultimate downward
spiral in terms of the revenue from
user fees that provide the resources we
need for funding America’s transpor-
tation future.

While we have refused to index these
fees for inflation, we find that there
are increasing demands and stresses
that are being placed. Ultimately, we
are going to have more fuel-efficient
vehicles, and that means that we are
not going to reduce at all the wear and
tear on our highways, we are not going
to reduce the demands of congestion,
but we will over time reduce revenues.

Now, | appreciate what my colleague
from Minnesota and my friend from the
State of Washington are doing in terms
of helping expand this window. This is
an approach that we should explore.
However, the approach that they bring
to us today is unnecessarily narrow. It
would restrict it exclusively to high-
way projects. That is why you have op-
position from the Surface Transpor-
tation Policy Project. That is why, in
January of this year, there was an ex-
tensive correspondence from APTA
that was shared with our ranking
members and the committee chair that
deal with the problems inherent in
this.

It is inconceivable that we would not
want to have a balanced approach to
solving transportation issues. As we
have seen in State after State, people
want balance.

In Phoenix, one the second highest
per capita usage of automobiles in the
country, they had problems with road-
only initiatives. It was not until they
came forward with a balanced trans-
portation initiative that allowed use
for transit as well as roads that it had
the public support.
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The proposal here would preclude
what is going on right now in San
Diego, a perfect example of how we can
use tolling. In San Diego, there are
currently 22,000 daily fast track auto-
mobile customers generating $2 million
a year to pay for the program’s oper-
ating costs, and they provide $1 million
in support of commuter bus service in
the 1-15 corridor.

Now, I am not here to say that we do
not need to expand road capacity. In
many cases, we do. | am working to do
that with some of the bottlenecks be-
tween our States of Oregon and Wash-
ington. But to say, as this amendment
does, that if you are going to move in
the area of other alternatives dealing
with tolling, that you cannot use prov-
en, successful initiatives that would
add transit, that would add bus rapid
transit, it is unnecessarily narrow, re-
strictive. It is not the best solution.

| tried to have this conversation with
the gentleman and his staff, to have a
comprehensive solution like we have
under ISTEA, like we have under TEA
LU, where communities are given the
choice to design the best possible solu-
tion. | think we could move forward,
but if we are going to have something
that is narrow, restrictive and turning
back to the past, which is actually
going to reduce public support as well
as reduce effectiveness, | do not think
it is worthy of our support at this
point. | very reluctantly oppose.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH),
my cosponsor in the FAST Act which
had 73 co-sponsors and a perfect part-
ner for bus rapid transit.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, | want to thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY)
for bringing this issue up.

What we are trying to do is expand
options to fund transportation solu-
tions. As both gentlemen have pointed
out, there are many limitations on
that, and States throughout the coun-
try are struggling with their efforts to
find the resources to fund the transpor-
tation solutions they want. This is one
idea to basically make tolls an option
for State projects so that they could
receive Federal funds if they wanted to
use those tolls to fund it and mainte-
nance of that new construction. The
amendment expands this to allow for
whatever projects want to apply.

It is my opinion that the bill itself is
actually narrower. It only allows an
isolated number of projects to have
these toll roads. It is not my under-
standing that this amendment in any
way changes the current structure on
mass transit. | am not certain that we
currently allow Federal funds to go for
tolling to fund that. But this amend-
ment, to my understanding, and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) can perhaps correct me, does not
speak to what the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) just talked
about. It does not further restrict
funds for transit. If it did, | would not
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be supportive of it. It expands what is
available for roads.

Toll roads, by definition, are for
roads. If there was some way to expand
further to deal with mass transit, |
would be in favor of it. It was my un-
derstanding that this amendment does
not further restrict what the law al-
ready does. It targets one area and ex-
pands the opportunities, whereas the
current bill only allows for an isolated
number of projects to take advantage
of this opportunity. As the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY) pointed
out, it is like three projects through-
out the country that could get this,
and obviously there are more than
that.

So this is an opportunity to expand
access to transportation opportunities,
and that is why | support the amend-
ment. My State and just about every
other State | can think of desperately
needs more funds for transportation.
This opens up an avenue, a way for
them to get those funds and build new
roads and opens it up in a way that the
public is likely to be supportive of. It
funds specifically the road that they
would be paying tolls on until it is paid
for and the maintenance and care of it.

Getting public support for these
issues has long been a challenge. We
voted down the gas tax in the State of
Washington on several occasions. This
would be an opportunity to get people
something that they want and expand
transportation funds.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. PETRI).

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, | reluc-
tantly rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. It is offered by a very valued and
hard-working member of our com-
mittee. We have been working with the
members of the committee on both
sides of the aisle on the FAST pro-
posal. Elements of it are contained in
the bill before us. But the amendment
as drafted would be disruptive to a
number of aspects of the legislation
that is currently on the books.

There is a three-State pilot program
that would be repealed by the amend-
ment, and there are also several new
tolling proposals that are in this legis-
lation that would be repealed by the
proposal. We are not opposed to work-
ing with the Member and trying to per-
fect what is in the legislation as it goes
forward, but as things stand at this
point we oppose the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHuU-
STER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of this amend-
ment. | disagree with my good friend
from Oregon. This does not restrict but
expands the options to expand our
highway and interstate system.

We do not have to stray very far from
the Capitol here to see the congestion
that plagues our Nation’s roads. Try to
drive out of here on a Friday after-
noon, which | will, and we will see rush
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hour traffic that will slow and almost
stop the movement of automobiles out
of this city.

DOT reports that the average rush
hour has increased 18 minutes between
1997 and 2000. Additionally, congestion
costs our nation $65 billion annually in
lost productivity and wasted motor
fuel. The idle time spent in traffic in-
creases transportation costs for U.S.
businesses and robs drivers of time
they could spend at home with their
families.

We must find workable solutions. |
believe we have one in this amend-
ment. It is an innovative method of
combating this problem. The amend-
ment allows for voluntary collection of
fees for construction of additional
lanes on the interstate highway sys-
tem. Specifically, the amendment will
allow States to create high-speed toll
lanes to be used by motorists willing to
pay a toll. Under the FAST lanes provi-
sion, the fees are collected electroni-
cally; thus, no toll booths. There will
be no back-up. The fees collected are
then used to pay off the newly con-
structed lanes. When enough revenue is
obtained, they pay off the cost of the
expansion. The fees are eliminated.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a
common-sense approach to dealing
with our Nation’s increasing conges-
tion problems. The Kennedy amend-
ment provides States with a voluntary
means of raising revenues for expand-
ing their highways as much as $50 bil-
lion over the 6-year life of this bill, and
this approach will free up dollars for
other essential transportation projects
throughout our States.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a
win-win for both States and drivers. So
I urge passage of the Kennedy amend-
ment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to say
that, in regards to this amendment, we
have received word from the United
States Department of Transportation
that they have very serious concerns
about this amendment; and | think
that we should take that into consider-
ation when we are weighing supporting
it or opposing it.

I would also like to say at this time
that in the existing legislation we have
two different programs pertaining to
tolling. One has to do with new toll
ways; one has to do with rehabilita-
tion.
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A similar approach was taken 6 years
ago to tolling where we had one pro-
gram where three States could come
into a program with tolling. We are far
beyond that piece of legislation; and
today, we still have no one that has in-
volved themselves in the option of toll-
ing underneath the old program.

So | really believe that rather than
disrupt our bill and disrupt several sig-
nificant sections of our bill, we should
stick with what we have. There is actu-
ally an opportunity for six different
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States to participate in a tolling pro-
gram for new tollways, for rehabilita-
tion, and | think that that is the way
to go.

I can appreciate what the gentleman
is trying to do, but I really think it is
too disruptive and there will be very
few takers for it.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BURNS).

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to support the amendment of-
fered by my colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY).

This amendment is about financial
accountability, projects that are fund-
ed by our tolling. Tolling can be an ef-
fective method of financing critical
road improvements, but it must be
done fairly. Tolling should be reason-
able. They should not be allowed to go
on indefinitely as a tax on road users.

This amendment allows tolls on only
new, voluntary-use lanes, and ensures
that revenues are dedicated specifi-
cally to new highway capacity. It will
reduce construction times and cut con-
gestion in high-density areas.

| believe in giving States and local
governments the maximum flexibility
in dealing with traffic problems. This
amendment provides that flexibility
without sticking motorists with a per-
manent toll or travel tax.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr.
much time do | have?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). The gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LIPINSKI) has 3% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY) has 3 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy,
and | wanted to follow up on what my
colleagues have said.

| agree with the sentiment of what
my friend from Georgia said; but, in
fact, the amendment that he was sup-
porting does not provide that balance
and that flexibility. That is why this
amendment is opposed by the Surface
Transportation Policy Project, by
STPP, by ASSHTO, by APTA, because
it does not provide maximum flexi-
bility.

If you have a congested corridor, like
we have in the Portland metropolitan
area, you need a balanced approach. We
are exploring, and discussing, the po-
tential use of tolling. | think tolling is
something that should be studied; but
if we approve the approach of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, it would not
permit the use of the tolling for any
transit-related alternative, buses or
rail.

It would not allow the use of these
revenues to deal with reconstruction.
In many of our areas, we have problems

Chairman, how
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of congestion and mobility because
there are some facilities that are fall-
ing apart; but under this amendment,
the toll revenues would not be avail-
able for the reconstruction of projects,
just new lanes.

It is not just a case of providing new
transit lanes. Every community that is
dealing with congestion knows that
you have to deal with how you get on
and off the connections, the inter-
changes, the bridges, and this amend-
ment would not permit that. It is just
those lanes.

In many cases, if you increase capac-
ity and you do not have resources
around it, I will tell my colleagues, as
10 years as a public works commis-
sioner and having worked in over 100
communities around this country, that
is a prescription for disaster.

So | strongly suggest that the con-
cept be refined so that it can have a
balanced approach, and then it would
be worthy of the support of this body.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself the balance of
my time.

I appreciate the comments from my
fellow colleagues from Illinois and Or-
egon and just want to clear up a couple
of possible misconceptions.

Our FAST Act does provide for those
connections. It does provide for main-
tenance, and it is a perfect complement
to some of the most efficient transit
options that are out there in the form
of bus rapid transit. If you use conges-
tion pricing on a fast lane, which is
provided for, you can make sure that
everybody’s going 50 miles an hour or
above, make it a very attractive option
for bus rapid transit. Bus rapid transit
is allowed to use these lanes, paid for
by the users, free. You can combine it
with car pools.

So this is not something that takes
away any of the funding for transit
that is currently available, can be
meshed with bus rapid transit in a very
complementary fashion; and when we
talk about capacity, six States were
mentioned by my friend from Illinois,
but it is only six projects in six States.

If we are concerned that this road
bill does not provide enough capacity
to end the congestion around the coun-
try that is keeping people stuck in
their traffic too long and away from
families and work, why are we not let-
ting fully bloom the FAST Act which
could be $50 billion or more if we then
try to nitpick it around the six
projects in six different States.

Furthermore, the tolling sections
that have been put in prior bills and in
this bill have so many caveats that
they will likely never be allowed to be
used. We need a new source of funding.
This provides a new source of funding,
allows projects like the Katy Freeway
in Houston to get done quicker, there-
fore, cheaper, frees up resources from
other projects where the FAST Act
would not apply.

If there is a market for the road, the
road can be built there. It embraces
public/private partnerships. It would
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encourage us to address the needs that
are affecting our economic competi-
tiveness, and this is ultimately about a
user choice.

Yes, this amendment would take
away the ability to put fees on existing
lanes. This is an amendment that does
take away the ability to put tolls in
existing lanes. We will lose the trust of
the driving public if we do so, but it
does provide a price-value relationship.
You only do FAST if it is on new lanes;
therefore, they are getting something
in return for it. They are paid for.

If you are stuck in traffic at 10
o’clock in the morning, you should
have a choice. Use crosses demographic
background. It benefits everyone.

This is the pro-capacity vote. This is
the pro-taxpayer vote. That is why it
will be scored by the Americans for
Tax Reform and the National Tax-
payers Union.

I encourage my fellow Members to
stand up for drivers around the country
and support the Kennedy-Smith
amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

In closing, | first of all want to say
that the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking member
of the full committee, strongly opposes
this amendment. | have a statement by
him which | will insert into the
RECORD when we get back into the
House.

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
KENNEDY) mentioned that there are nu-
merous lanes that can be funded on an
existing road. According to the legisla-
tion and the way | read the legislation,
it is only possible to toll new lanes.
You cannot toll existing lanes and im-
prove them, bring them up to a higher
standard.

Consequently, once again, | say we
have to oppose this amendment be-
cause | think in the existing piece of
legislation we have very good opportu-
nities, carefully laid out, where if peo-
ple wish to toll they can do so to build
a new toll highway or they can do it to
rehabilitate an existing highway.

So | think that this is an amendment
that we really have done a better job
with in the bill than this amendment
would take care of. Consequently, once
again, | say we oppose this amendment,
and we would like to have everyone in
this body join us in opposition to it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, | am in
strong opposition to this amendment.

The Kennedy amendment proposes to allow
States to charge a toll on ever Interstate High-
way across the country. Under the Kennedy
amendment, the word “toll” should be spelled
“T-A-X.” That is because, under the Kennedy
amendment, American drivers are taxed twice:
first when they pay at the pump and again
when they pay the toll on the highway.

The Kennedy amendment proposes to elimi-
nate three programs included in H.R. 3550,
the Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (TEA-LU), that are dedicated to reduc-
ing congestion and testing the introduction of
tolls on the Interstate: the Congestion Pricing
Program and two tolling pilot programs.
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Instead of addressing congestion in a com-
prehensive, multifaceted way, this amendment
takes the reckless, single-minded approach of
authorizing the use of Federal funds to sup-
port adding toll lanes to existing Interstate
highways. Essentially, it proposes a perma-
nent, nationwide program of imposing tolls on
new Interstate lanes.

Mr. Chairman, the two pilot programs in
TEA-LU take a measured, smart approach to
tolling. First, TEA-LU authorizes an existing
program for reconstructing and rehabilitating
existing Interstates, and establishes a similar
program to cover construction of new Inter-
state highways. Each pilot program is limited
to three States, and each toll facility is to be
chosen by the Secretary of Transportation.
These steps will provide us with the oppor-
tunity to learn how effective Interstate tolling
programs are at easing congestion and what
we can do to improve their effectiveness.

Importantly, the programs in TEA-LU pro-
vide important protections against inequity and
ensure that States are able to maintain their
local roads adjacent to toll facilities in a condi-
tion sufficient to meet the traffic demands.

When an Interstate highway is tolled, inevi-
tably some drivers will choose to use local,
toll-free roads instead of paying the Interstate
toll. When that happens, the local roads will
likely see an increase in wear and tear and an
increase in the number of accidents and inju-
ries. TEA-LU would ensure that States can
continue to maintain these local roads as they
see fit. In contrast, the Kennedy amendment
contains none of these important protections.

For these reasons, | urge a “no” vote on the
amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
KENNEDY).

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KENNEDY)
will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 23 printed in House Report
108-456.

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. ISAKSON

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 23 offered by Mr. ISAKSON:

In section 1101(a) of the bill, strike para-
graphs (1) through (3) and insert the fol-
lowing:

(1) INTERSTATE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM.—
For the Interstate maintenance program
under section 119 of title 23, United States
Code, $4,478,227,346 for fiscal year 2004,
$4,551,839,370 for fiscal year 2005, $4,644,155,590
for fiscal year, 2006, $4,742,741,342 for fiscal
year 2007, $4,859,076,291 for fiscal year 2008,
and $4,966,297,676 for fiscal year 2009.

(2) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.—For the
National Highway System under section 103
of that title, $5,373,872,608 for fiscal year 2004,
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$5,462,206,628 for fiscal year 2005, $5,572,986,299
for fiscal year 2006, $5,691,289,610 for fiscal
year 2007, $5,830,891,142 for fiscal year 2008,
and $5,959,556,398 for fiscal year 2009.

(3) BRIDGE PROGRAM.—For the bridge pro-
gram under section 144 of that title,
$3,842,568,497 for fiscal year 2004, $3,905,731,625
for fiscal year 2005, $3,984,944,542 for fiscal
year 2006, $4,069,536,089 for fiscal year 2007,
$4,169,358,435 for fiscal year 2008, and
$4,261,359,876 for fiscal year 2009.

In section 1101(a) of the bill, strike para-
graphs (5) and (6) and insert the following:

(5) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM.—
For the surface transportation program
under section 133 of that title, $6,269,517,870
for fiscal year 2004, $6,372,574,913 for fiscal
year 2005, $6,501,817,007 for fiscal year 2006,
$6,639,837,878 for fiscal year 2007, $6,802,707,011
for fiscal year 2008, and $6,952,816,137 for fis-
cal year 2009.

(6) CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.—For the congestion
mitigation and air quality improvement pro-
gram under section 149 of that title,
$1,522,597,463 for fiscal year 2004, $1,547,652,365
for fiscal year 2005, $1,579,013,023 for fiscal
year 2006, $1,612,531,852 for fiscal year 2007,
$1,652,086,163 for fiscal year 2008, and
$1,688,541,453 for fiscal year 2009.

In section 1104(a) of the bill, insert “and”’
at the end of paragraph (1).

In section 1104(a) of the bill, strike para-
graph (2).

In section 1104(a)(3) of the bill, in the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted, insert ‘“‘projects
of national and regional significance,” after
“highway safety improvement,””.

In section 1104(b) of the bill, insert ““and”
at the end of paragraph (1).

In section 1104(b) of the bill, strike para-
graph (2).

In section 1104(b)(3) of the bill, in the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted, insert ‘“‘projects
of national and regional significance,” after
“highway safety improvement,””.

At the end of subtitle G of title I, add the
following (and conform the table of contents
accordingly):

SEC. 1703. SPECIAL RULE.

For purposes of calculating the minimum
guarantee allocation of a State for a fiscal
year under section 105 of title 23, United
States Code, the Secretary shall not include
any amounts received by the State for the
project numbered 911 in the table contained
in section 1702 and $17,000,000 of the amount
received by the State for the project num-
bered 1061 in such table.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 593, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON) and
a Member opposed each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia. (Mr. ISAKSON).

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the committee
chairman, and the ranking member for
their cooperation in allowing this
amendment to come to the floor today.

My colleagues are getting ready to
hear a lot of numbers. They are getting
ready to see a lot of charts; but in the
end, facts are stubborn things.

The current base bill, as presented, if
passing the way it does, will reduce the
minimum guarantee in the States from
90.5 percent to a scope of 84 percent.
The amendment presented today by me
and a bipartisan group ensures that the
minimum guarantee will remain at 90.5
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percent of 93 percent, as it was allo-
cated on scope under TEA 21. Those are
the facts. That is what everybody
needs to understand.

Do not let any chart with any sepa-
rate group of assumptions lead my col-
leagues astray. They cannot make 90.5
percent of 84 percent more than 90.5
percent of 93 percent.

Secondly, some will say it is a donor/
donee issue, and to an extent it is; but
if the base bill passes as it is, it exacer-
bates the donor States. All the donor
States are asking in this is to maintain
where they were under the last high-
way reauthorization bill.

I hope my colleagues keep those facts
in mind. Facts are stubborn things.
This is about equity to our States.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Who
seeks time in opposition?

Mr. LIPINSKI. | do, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI)
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to this amendment; but
for right now, | reserve the balance of
my time until we get organized.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. SCoTT).

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, | join the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. IsaksoN) and other colleagues
in supporting this very important bi-
partisan amendment.

Without our amendment, highway
users in Georgia and other States
would lose billions of dollars. Already,
right now, highway users in Georgia
and other States, like California and
Texas and Florida, are contributing
billions of dollars to other States to
help with their transportation needs.
For example, in the previous transpor-
tation bill, Georgia contributed $1 bil-
lion to highway improvements to other
States, at a time when we have grow-
ing unmet needs for congestion relief
and access improvements of our own.

In my own district, for example, |
represent five of the fastest growing
counties in this country, with untold
transportation needs. All of the inter-
state systems intersect in my district,
and yet we gave $1 billion in highway
improvements to other States.

We are not asking to change any of
this. We do not mind helping other
States. We just do not want to take a
step backwards. We want to maintain
the status quo, hold on to what we
have, and this bipartisan amendment
would do just that. It will prevent a
loss of $500 million just for Georgia and
similar large losses for other States.

Our amendment simply prevents a 93
percent to 84 percent reduction in
scope of number of programs that fall
under the minimum guarantee, the
provision in the reauthorization bill
that guarantees that each State re-
ceives at least 90.5 cents for every dol-
lar its motorists send to Congress
through their gas and other taxes. Gov-
ernors in California and Texas and
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Florida are not wrong. We must not
take a step backwards.

I urge my colleagues to please pass
this important bipartisan amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
LiPINSKI) for yielding me time.

I have been here 10 years, Mr. Chair-
man, and | want to say that the other
day in our Republican Conference,
where this was discussed, the most elo-
quent talk on behalf of a State was
given by the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. IsaksoN) on behalf of the citizens
of the State of Georgia, and Georgians
should be proud of his representation
as well as the other Members who are
sponsoring this amendment.
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Having said that, | think he is wrong,
however. I am glad he brought up
charts because | have three charts that
have been given to me over the last
couple of days. One chart prepared by
the gentleman from Georgia’s group
shows that Ohio is getting $359 million
more over the life of the bill, the 6-year
bill; 1 have a chart that was prepared
by the gentleman from Illinois that
shows we are getting $225,000 more; and
I have a chart prepared by the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation that shows
that we are losing $128 million.

Facts are stubborn things. Charts
each make different assumptions in
this particular debate. That is why the
committee has always had the position
that, look, the problem with this bill is
we need more money. We need more
money so we can fix the donor/donee
State problem. We need more money so
we can fix the distribution problem.
But it cannot be fixed with this amend-
ment. | would respectfully ask the
sponsors who come from donor States,
if the assumptions made under the
DOT chart are right, Florida is losing
$187 million and Georgia 28. If they
happen to be right at the end of the
day, then this is not going to be a good
thing.

I would hope that the Members that
are sponsoring this amendment stand-
ing up so valiantly for their States
would let us try and work this out in a
conference with the other body so we
do come to a fair resolution and con-
tinue the growth that we had from
ISTEA to TEA 21 and make TEA LU a
bill that everybody can be proud of.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds. The difference in the
charts are the assumptions. In the
chart in question, we met with FHWA
this morning. They assume the same
basis in allocating the charts. There-
fore, the numbers change. Numbers are
moving all around but 90.5 percent of 93
percent still beats the basis in TEA
LU.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1% minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. KELLER).

Mr. KELLER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.
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Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong
support of the Isakson amendment. It
is going to benefit all States, donor
States and donee states; but | am going
to limit my remarks right now to the
donor States. Who are the donor
States? The 25 donor States are shown
here in blue, the largest of which hap-
pen to be Florida, Texas, and Cali-
fornia. If you are from any one of these
25 donor States, you would be smart to
vote for the Isakson amendment.

It would be absolutely crazy for you
to vote ““‘no’’ on this amendment. | will
tell you why. If you vote for this
amendment, your State will do just as
good as it did under the old transpor-
tation bill. If you vote ‘““no”” on this
amendment, your State, on average,
will get 10 cents on the dollar less. For
example, Florida goes from 86 cents
down to 76 cents.

Some of you have said to me, I am
going to make up the difference by get-
ting one of these projects of national
significance. Here is the flaw. The
Transportation Committee does not
even have a complete list of the
projects of national significance. They
do not know what they are. Miss Cleo
does not know what they are. Nos-
tradamus does not know what they are.
You do not know what they are.

You might get one. Well, | might win
an Academy Award. | might win a gold
medal. I might actually keep my New
Year’s resolution and lose 30 pounds. It
might happen. It probably will not hap-
pen. The one thing | know for sure is if
you vote for Isakson, your State is
going to get more.

You came here to represent your peo-
ple. You came here to fight for your
State. Do the right thing and vote
“‘yes’” on Isakson.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, | have
great respect for the gentleman from
Georgia, as well as my colleague from
Florida, the gentleman who just spoke.
But | think the key issue on this
amendment is the uncertainty of it.
They have an analysis by the Federal
Highway Administration. We have seen
an analysis by the Federal Highway
Administration and it is unclear. The
Federal Highway Administration says
that this amendment is going to cut
funding in this bill by $3.7 billion,
which means that many States would
lose money. | think because of the un-
certainty of it, as the gentleman from
Ohio said, let us work in conference to
fix this problem. There is not enough
money in this bill. I think all of us are
disappointed that we could not get
more money into this bill to fix the
donor/donee State problem. But, as I
said, the uncertainty, the numbers
that | show here, a State like Cali-
fornia is going to lose $550 million; Illi-
nois, $346 million; Texas, $275 million
over the life of this bill.

Again, | come back to the uncer-
tainty of this. Let the committee get
into conference, let us try to work out
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our problems, but I would urge a ‘““no”
vote on this bill today because of that
uncertainty. We are going to pass this
thing and who knows what happens.

Let us work towards getting into
conference, and | believe the chairman
and the conferees will make the proper
adjustments on this bill.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 1% minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, it is unfortunate that we have a
piece of legislation here that seems to
divide our States and our Representa-
tives from those States, but frankly
this really is not a fair bill to many of
our States.

When we bring appropriations bills to
the floor, we do our very best, and |
think people on both sides would agree,
we do our best to make sure that we
play fair with everybody in this Cham-
ber. 1 have looked at the original bill,
I have looked at the proposed amend-
ments, | have looked at the manager’s
amendment; and all | can see is that
taxpayers and the highway users in my
State of Florida are not being treated
fairly.

I understand that there are some
very nice incentives in this bill for
Florida and for other States that are
supporting the gentleman from Geor-
gia. My vote is not going to be bought
off because there are some very nice
projects in this bill for Florida. I am
still going to vote for the amendment
offered by Mr. ISAKSON. If we cannot
pass Mr. ISAKSON’s amendment, | will
vote against the bill because it is not a
fair piece of legislation for a large part
of this country.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, some
Members have argued that we should
include portions of regional or national
significance under minimum guar-
antee. These projects by definition are
vital to the Nation as a whole and
should not impact formula distribution
to the States.

Let me give you a classic example.
Whether you are on the west coast in
Oregon or the east coast in the Port of
New York-New Jersey, we have a prob-
lem. It is called the congestion in the
hub in Chicago. You have got to do
something. I want to put a lot of
money in Chicago to solve that prob-
lem. Does that mean because we are
dealing with a problem of national sig-
nificance we should penalize Illinois
and have it taken from its allocation?
Of course not. This is a Nation. We are
dealing as a Nation. We are not just
dealing in little individual States.

When | look at this Isakson amend-
ment, it is almost like a roll call of a
who’s-who of States. State after State
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would lose under this. Alabama, Alas-
ka, California, Connecticut, it goes on
and on and on.

Mr. Chairman, this does not make
sense. We are a national legislative
body, not a State legislative body. Let
me tell the gentleman from Florida
about fairness. | have the highest re-
gard for him, but New Yorkers are not
treated fair in so many different cat-
egories. | could make a persuasive ar-
gument. The gentleman treats us fair,
I know it; but we send more than $20
billion to Washington than we get
back. Do we complain? Of course we
try to jimmy and work some things out
to get a better distribution of funds,
but the fact of the matter is we recog-
nize we are part of a Federal system
and we look at the Federal approach.
This is one of the few programs that
treats us well.

Let me praise the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) for the
outstanding manner in which they
have handled this. But when all is said
and done, this amendment, while well-
intended, does damage to the national
system; and | urge its opposition.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1¥%2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BURNS).

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my colleague from Georgia (Mr.
IsAksoN) for bringing this amendment.
When Congress passed TEA 21, the
folks in Georgia and the Nation
breathed a sigh of relief. We all felt we
were making progress toward receiving
an equitable share of highway funding
and the jobs that followed. The Con-
gress at that time adopted a minimum
guarantee of 90.5 percent of Federal
fuel tax dollars. Unfortunately, this
guarantee was applied to only about 93
percent of available funds, making our
effective return somewhere between 84
and 87 percent. Not good, but we could
live with it.

Unfortunately, it now appears that
we are moving in the wrong direction.
The current bill will drive the effective
minimum rate down substantially be-
cause the rate of return is 90.5 percent,
but it only applies to about 84 percent
of highway dollars. Mr. Chairman, this
is unacceptable. | represent one of the
most neglected States and districts in
the country. We must have a reason-
able return on the taxes that we pay in
motor fuel tax dollars.

I commend Chairman YOUNG for
working with us to achieve fairness
and equity. 1 am sure that he will in
conference continue to support fair-
ness; but with all due respect, we can-
not regress. | urge that you all vote for
transportation fairness and the Isakson
amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

The committee has worked a long,
long time on this bill. Everyone would
like to have more money, but because
of the administration, we do not have
more money. This bill is a very fair bill
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to every single State in the Union. It is
really beyond my comprehension that
there allegedly are people in States
that are going to support this amend-
ment whose States would lose tremen-
dous amounts of money. | hear that
there are people in California going to
do it. That State would lose over $282
million if they supported that amend-
ment. | hear people from Florida talk-
ing about supporting this amendment.
That State is going to lose $35 million
if this amendment passes. My own
State of Illinois, a donor State, would
lose $140 million underneath this
amendment passing. lowa, $61 million;
Kansas, $21 million; Louisiana, $31 mil-
lion; Maine, $25 million; Maryland, $84
million; Massachusetts, $34 million;
Minnesota, $36 million; Mississippi, $14
million; Missouri, $27 million; Ne-
braska, $25 million; Nevada, $41 mil-
lion. These are hundreds of millions of
dollars.

The list goes on and on: New Jersey,
New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Penn-
sylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah, Washington, West Vir-
ginia, Wisconsin. All those States
would be deprived of valuable transpor-
tation and infrastructure funds if this
amendment passes. Conversely, the
program we have set forth here is as
fair as possible considering we wanted
a bill at $375 billion and thanks to the
White House we could only come in at
$275 billion.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 1¥> minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA).

Mr. CHOCOLA. 1 thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment
simply about fairness. We can try to
complicate this issue with all kinds of
charts, all kinds of numbers, and all
kinds of formulas; and we can all find
a chart or a formula that is going to
serve our particular opinion. But the
bottom line is this: every State in the
Nation sends money to the Federal gas
tax trust fund and every State, for
every dollar they send, they may get a
little bit more or a little bit less back.
But under TEA LU as it currently
stands, every single State in this Union
gets less of a minimum guarantee. As
an example, the State of Indiana cur-
rently gets about 88 cents for every
dollar we send in. Under TEA LU, we
will get 76 cents back. But this is not
about Indiana going backwards. This is
about every single State in the Union
going backwards with their minimum
guarantee. There is no chart that can
dispute that. There is no formula that
can dispute that.

This amendment is simply about fair-
ness, about no State going backwards
and about staying where we are, so
every State can get the minimum guar-
antee that they currently enjoy and
not go backwards. That is why we need
to pass this amendment, because it is
about fairness for every single State in
this Union.
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Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to this amendment.
It is quite clear with the dueling charts
that are going on, there are very few, if
any, Members of the assembly here
who will actually know the impact on
their States if this amendment is
passed in terms of dollars and cents.
But there are things that are very
clear: one is that this has the effect of
pulling the rug out from underneath
the broadest coalition we have ever had
developing infrastructure needs in this
country. That would be tragic if all of
a sudden we are going to be pitting the
truckers versus the Sierra Club versus
the bikers and the providers of con-
crete and asphalt and the historic pres-
ervationists. That would be wrong and
it would have long-term, serious nega-
tive consequences for people that want
a comprehensive approach to infra-
structure.

I find no small amount of irony that
for the people who are standing up in
protest, the problem is it is self-in-
flicted. If we had before us the bill that
the Senate passed overwhelmingly,
that dedicates the trust fund balances,
that does not rob money from trans-
portation to deal with international
corporate issues, we would have the re-
sources available to put $3 billion for
California, $2.5 billion for Texas, $1.6
billion for New York, $1.5 billion for
the State of Florida and $1.1 billion for
Georgia.
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What we have done is place impos-
sible demands on the committee lead-
ership to parse this out in ways that
are unrealistic. And approving this
amendment is illusory. It is not going
to make it any simpler. It is going to
make it harder. They are not going to
know what they end up with, and they
are going to be fraying this coalition.

But if the Members are really con-
cerned about imbalance, look at metro-
politan areas most of us serve, and
look at how little they get back on the
dollar. It is far less than the State
donor-donee. It is more serious, and
our constituents back home ought to
hold us accountable for that.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. PENCE).

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, my dad used to tell
me life is not fair, but we almost al-
ways get out of things what we put
into them. Sadly, that is not true for
the highway bill, but really it has
never been. But in the last highway
bill, Congress actually made States
like my home State of Indiana get at
least 90%2 cents back on every dollar we
paid at the pump in gasoline taxes. But
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this highway bill that we will consider
today actually reduces that amount by
about 10 cents on the dollar, for every
State in the Union, as my friend from
Indiana just said.

The Isakson amendment asks only
this: Keep the 90%2 cent minimum guar-
antee for every State in the union just
the way it is. We are asking to keep
the status quo. Let us keep things the
way they are.

Life is not fair, but the way we use
taxpayer dollars in the highway bill
should be.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Isakson amendment,
which would include high-priority
projects as well as projects of national
regional Significance within the min-
imum guarantee program.

Supporters of the amendment claim
that by including these projects, which
are really Member earmarks, in the
minimum guarantee program, funding
to States’ core programs will be in-
creased. The amendment, however, will
actually hurt many States’ core pro-
grams because Member projects are
earmarked and thus not available for
States to use on their existing capital
plans. Under the existing legislation,
California, for example, without the
amendment will get its apportioned
funds for use in its existing core pro-
grams plus the $1 billion it currently
has in earmarks. Therefore, it makes
no sense for Californians, for example,
to vote for this amendment.

The amendment is also dangerous be-
cause to include projects of national
significance in the minimum guarantee
is to negate the entire program of
projects for national significance. This
category was established to fund
projects that have a national signifi-
cance and impact and that require a
significant amount of funding. Eligible
projects must be at least $500 million
or 75 percent of the State’s entire an-
nual highway apportionment. If a
project this size were counted against a
State’s allocation, the State would
have virtually no money for its regular
core program or existing capital plan.
As a practical matter, no State would
seek funding under this program.

The purpose of the program is to fund
projects of national significance that
normally would not get funded because
of their multi-State nature or their
size. These projects may be necessary
because of our national trade policy or
to improve national security. It makes
no sense to count these projects
against a State’s formula allocation.

The reality, of course, is that this
amendment is offered because its sup-
porters are upset about the minimum
guarantee, that it does not rise from
90.5 percent immediately. This amend-
ment will do nothing to address that
concern and will in fact punish many
States in the process.

| disagree with that position. | be-
lieve the minimum guarantee should
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stay where it is. But if they are upset
that funds are allocated 90.5 percent,
why would they want to put more pro-
grams under this formula? Why not
allow all States to receive funds in ad-
dition to those allocated by formula?
Including projects of national signifi-
cance in the minimum guarantee cer-
tainly does not help them as it has
nothing to do with the donor/donee
issue. Under this amendment, neither
the country as a whole nor any State
would be able to benefit from this pro-
gram, and the whole initiative which is
of national significance would be ren-
dered useless. The money would go to
waste.

This amendment undercuts much of
the progress made in the underlying
TEA LU bill, and | urge my colleagues
to vote against it.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW).

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

There are a lot of figures that are
running around this floor, but | can
tell the Members that what comes to
my mind is that figures do not lie, but
liars can figure. | am not saying people
are lying here, but | think this body is
totally confused about what is going
on.

Only ask yourself this one question:
Is getting back 93 percent or applying
the formula to 93 percent worse than
applying it to 84 percent? Is 93 percent
more than 84 percent? Under the
Isakson amendment, every State would
be guaranteed a higher level.

In Florida, we plugged these figures
in. Florida will send $12 billion in Fed-
eral gas tax to Washington under this
bill but receive back only $8.5 billion.
That is not fair, and | can tell the
Members right now, a lot of people who
are listening to this debate are totally
confused. But the fact is that the
States of Florida, California, Georgia,
Indiana, Michigan, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, and
Missouri are taking a whipping under
this bill, and it is not fair.

All we are asking for is equity. We
are not asking to get all our dollars
back. We wish we could. We are not
asking to get them all back. All we are
saying is, do not hurt us more than we
are already hurt under existing law.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SIMMONS).

(Mr. SIMMONS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, there
has been a lot of discussion about this
amendment and whether it is fair or
unfair. 1 oppose the amendment be-
cause | believe the amendment is un-
fair to Connecticut.

The issue is, what do we get back
from the Federal Government? If we
look at the aggregate number of dol-
lars that Connecticut gets back from
the Federal Government, for every dol-
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lar submitted it is 65 cents, 65 cents.
That is the second lowest return in the
Nation. Florida gets a buck plus. Geor-
gia gets a buck plus. So if we look at
the aggregate dollars, there is a whole
new picture here.

Why does Connecticut get more
transportation dollars than some of the
other States? It is very simple. Because
if we look at the interstate highway
system, the roads converge on New
England; and if we look at Connecticut,
the New England roads converge on
Connecticut. It is a tiny State with six
interstates. We need those dollars to
support those roads. They are bumper
to bumper, not just every weekend or
in the summer. They are bumper to
bumper every day. And that is why we
get more transportation dollars.

The committee compromise is fair. It
is a compromise. People do not like
compromises. Nobody likes a com-
promise. But the committee com-
promise is fair. Vote against the
Isakson amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | submit the following
document for the RECORD.

CONEG,
Washington, DC, March 30, 2004.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: As the House prepares
to act on H.R. 3550, the Transportation Eqg-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (TEA-LU), the
Coalition of Northeastern Governors
(CONEG) urges the House to maintain its
support for the proven needs-based structure
of highway and transit programs that have
resulted in improved conditions and safety of
the nation’s highways, bridges and public
transit systems.

The Governors appreciate the work of the
Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee to provide the House with a bill that
maintains the effective and proven program
and funding structure of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). In
an environment of severe fiscal constraints,
the Committee faced difficult choices, and in
H.R. 3550, seeks to balance the many diverse
interests and demands placed upon the pro-
gram and available funding. We recognize
that addressing all these interests will re-
quire more robust funding for federal surface
transportation programs.

As the House now takes up H.R. 3550, we
urge you to:

Hold firm against any additional changes
in highway formulas or transit funding that
could adversely impact the core highway
programs and transit funding. Additional re-
ductions in core highway programs could un-
dermine flexibility and impede states’ efforts
to maintain and improve their transpor-
tation infrastructure, address congestion and
respond to the particular needs of the com-
munities they serve. Equally important, a
loss of core highway program funds could
hinder a state’s ability to move forward with
plans and projects already underway in our
states, and lessens the immediate job cre-
ation and economic development benefits of
the pending transportation investment. At
the same time, we strongly urge you to keep
high-priority projects and projects of na-
tional and regional significance out of the
“minimum guarantee’’ calculation.

Protect the transit program: We urge you
to maintain the Committee’s actions to pro-
tect and increase public transit funding and
largely maintain the current transit pro-
gram structure, including the traditional 80/
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20 split of Highway Trust Fund revenues be-
tween the Highway Account and the Mass
Transit Account. We welcome the increased
investment you have placed in our nation’s
rural transit systems, and urge you to con-
tinue to invest in the grwoth of our nation’s
urban and most heavily used transit sys-
tems. Continued growth to support the crit-
ical, existing fixed-guideway modernization
program (Rail-Mod) and the bus and bus fa-
cilities programs, as well as support for the
rural, elderly and disabled transit programs
are vital to providing essential mobility for
individuals in communities large and small
across the nation.

Maintain the firewalls and funding guaran-
tees for highways and public transit. We ap-
preciate the Committee’s strong commit-
ment to preserving the firewalls and General
Fund guarantees for highways and public
transit, and we urge the House to continue
this commitment. Over the years, these
mechanisms have proven successful in pro-
viding the funding predictability that all
states need to meet their transportation
needs. It is essential that both the firewalls
and the General Fund guarantees for transit
be maintained.

We stand ready to work with you to ad-
vance a surface transportation program that
addresses these important programs and al-
lows all the states to work together to ad-
dress the critical transportation needs of the
nation.

Sincerely,
MITT ROMNEY,
GONEG Chairman,
Governor of Massa-
chusetts.
JOHN BALDACCI,
CONEG Vice-Chair-
man, Governor of
Maine.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART), a real leader on this amend-
ment.

(Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to
revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, under today’s law,
every State, every single State, is
guaranteed 90.5 percent of 93 percent of
the transportation budget. And the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
who, by the way, has been wonderful to
work with, has said that he would like
to work to improve that number, that
he believes that the donor States
should be a little bit improved. But the
problem is that the bill that is in front
of us today does not improve it. It
makes it worse. It is no longer like cur-
rent law that every State will get 93
percent of the transportation budget.
No. Every State goes down to 90 per-
cent of 84 percent of the entire budget.

I am not the smartest guy in the
world, but nobody can tell me that 90
percent of 93 is worse than 90 percent of
84. Not even in Washington can we
make those numbers make sense. So
this is a reality. If we believe that the
donor States are paying too much, we
should not hurt them worse.

Let us be very clear about what the
amendment does. The amendment does
not do what all of us want it to do,
make it better for the donor States. All
the amendment does is keep it to cur-
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rent law so that every single State has
exactly the same formula that we are
living under today. Is that good
enough? | do not think so. But, please,
what makes no sense is to hurt every
single donor State to provide projects
that we keep hearing about of national
significance that are not in the bill. It
is a theory. It is not real. Those
projects are not in the bill. So we do
not know what we are buying, but
every single donor State knows what it
is losing. That is not fair.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2> minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the last speaker was
talking about the current law. Just a
little history for the body. Up until the
Senate managed to overrule the House
6 years ago and took the Members’
high-priority projects and placed them
inside the formula funding, the House
of Representatives, and the Senate up
until last time, has always kept the
Members’ projects outside of the bill.

It was easy enough to accept that the
last time around, because underneath
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER) we raised the amount of
money going into the Highway Trust
Fund, the amount of money available
for highways and transit, very signifi-
cantly so those Members’ projects
could be included within the formula.
Unfortunately, we are not in that kind
of position today.

Secondly, the gentleman mentioned
the projects of national significance. |
know it is very true that it is not a de-
lineation of what is going to be in
there, but there has been $6.6 billion
set aside for these projects.

We on the committee have talked to
a number of people who have very sig-
nificant projects they would like to put
in there, but we decided not to make
that decision until we get to con-
ference so that in the event the Senate
would like to add some additional
money to the projects of national sig-
nificance or if we can get the adminis-
tration, along with the Senate, to in-
crease the amount of money going into
this bill, we will be able to address
more needs of this Chamber.

I have been in this body for 22 years.
So often discussions such as this on the
floor are simply discussions of people
wanting to get more into the bill be-
cause they are unhappy with the bill.
But in most cases the committee posi-
tion has been sustained, and | certainly
hope and | believe it will be sustained
today because this bill is the best bill
for the country.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and for bringing forth this crucial
amendment.

We learned overnight that more than
$1 billion was added in earmarks to
this project. This bill is out of control,
and unless we have the Isakson amend-
ment, there is simply no semblance of
equity to this bill.
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If this amendment fails, we have only
one recourse and that is to ask the
President, Mr. President, please veto
this bill. Please veto this bill. This
Congress is out of control, and it is in
desperate needs of some adult super-
vision.

With that, | ask for support for the
Isakson amendment.

O 1015

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. PUTNAM).

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia for yielding me time and for
his leadership on this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an
important step toward restoring equity
to this process. The growth in America,
the demands on our infrastructure and
the demands on our roads have moved
to the South and Southwest, and this
formula does not reflect that.

There is $50 billion in new money in
this bill for highways over the last one,
and yet the growth States move back-
wards in funding. That is simple math
that is indisputable and cannot be ex-
plained but can be corrected with the
Isakson amendment.

If the projects were so nationally sig-
nificant, why will you not tell us where
they are? If they are so nationally sig-
nificant, why are they not in the bill?

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I am

pleased to yield 30 seconds to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. EHLERS).

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, | commend the chair-
man of the committee for his hard
work on this bill. It is very difficult to
allocate these funds. He has tried to al-
locate them as fairly as possible. The
difficulty is the donor States such as
my State want a guarantee that they
will get a certain amount of money
back, and that is precisely what this
amendment does.

The State of Michigan over the years
has contributed $1.71 billion more to
the Federal highway funds than it has
received back. They are 48th in the list
of 50 States as to how much we get
back from the Federal Government
compared to the amount of money we
send there. This is a very sore point in
Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
guarantee a rate of return for my
State, and that is extremely important
for my State, to receive that guar-
antee.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY).

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the Isakson amendment,
which would seek to simply elevate the
scope of the minimum guarantee from
84 percent in TEA LU up to 93 percent,
the level in TEA 21. Basically, for the
State of Georgia this means instead of
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getting 76 cents back on every dollar,
the citizens of Georgia would get 84
cents back on every dollar. That is our
money, and it is only fair.

I strongly support the
amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, it is a
privilege to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Mica), a dis-
tinguished member of the committee
and a good friend on this issue.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, | am privi-
leged to serve with some great people
on the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, led by the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). |
want to take this opportunity to thank
him, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) and others who have
worked on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very difficult
issue, because this decides how we di-
vide our transportation dollars that
come to Washington.

There are certain facts in this de-
bate, and you just heard one of them.
There is a substantial increase in the
amount of highway money, in fact,
some 25 percent increase in this bill.
We have been asked to really leave the
final decision of division of the funds
up to the conference.

I have great faith in the chairman, |
have great faith in the ranking mem-
ber, the Speaker, the majority leader
and others who have expressed their
commitment to resolve this fairness
issue, and that is what it is, in con-
ference. But this amendment goes to
the core of the problem, and that is the
distribution. Rather than to leave it to
chance, this Isakson amendment does
in fact guarantee a substantial and fair
increase to every State.

Now | know that we need projects of
national significance, but 1 will tell
you, | come from a State that has
many projects of State and community
significance, and they will be left out if
we do not address this from a fairness
standpoint and address it in the bill
now, so every State, every State, bene-
fits.

Look at the calculations. | know fig-
ures have been floating out there, but
every State will benefit by the Isakson
amendment. When we go to conference,
we will be in a better position to ad-
dress this fairness issue.

Mr. Chairman, I know the leadership
has done their best to resolve this, |
know they have committed to solve it
in conference, but, again, the fact is in
dollars and cents to each and every
State, and particularly those States
that have suffered, we need to resolve
this and adopt this amendment. That
will do the job.

Mr. Chairman, | ask for the consider-
ation of Members.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Isakson

re-
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Mr. Chairman, | reluctantly urge a
no vote on the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Every State in the Union gets an in-
crease in Federal dollars in this bill.
The distribution of all these Federal
dollars depends on highway traffic on
Federal highways. When one State says
they gave $12 billion through the Fed-
eral gasoline tax and excise tax, that is
true, but all that money did not come
from that particular State. That
money comes from people that transit
all over the Nation.

The gentleman from Connecticut
talked about several interstate high-
ways intersecting in the small State of
Connecticut, so their proportion needs
to be dependent on the Federal high-
way traffic on Federal highways.

Mr. Chairman, | urge a no vote.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, it is a
pleasure to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR-
RETT).

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, | just wish to address the
two concerns that have been raised by
those who are critical of this amend-
ment. Those issues are time and
money.

They raise the suggestion that all we
need now is more time and more
money. | simply remind them of the
fact that this committee has had, quite
honestly, literally months, over a year,
to work on it. | would ask for a show of
hands. Who would ever expect we would
get a better bill out of committee on
this? | do not think time will solve the
issue.

The other portion is money. Those on
the other side also object, all we need
is more money. | would remind them of
the fact, if we could get more money,
where will that money come from? All
those people who are donor States
please raise your hand, because it will
be coming from us, the donor States.

Time and money is not the solution.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). The gentleman is recog-
nized for 2%2 minutes.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Alaska (Chairman
YOUNG) is a good man with a difficult
job, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) is a good man with a
difficult job, and there are 433 other
Members of this House who are good
men and women with a difficult job.
But fair is fair, and facts are facts.

The money that flows in that we are
talking about spending today is a user
fee based on the use of roads in each of
the States. It is only right that States
get back at least a semi-equitable por-
tion of the use of their roads that gen-
erated the revenue that this Congress
has dedicated.

There are no losers in the base bill or
in this bill in aggregate dollars, be-
cause there is more money being spent,
but there are big losers in terms of
States in this country who already are
donor States and are being reduced to
a lower percentage.
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I do not have the luxury of promising
designated projects, and | do not know
where ultimately they will or will not
go, and I am not complaining about
that. 1 am not a chairman, and I am
not senior. But | will tell you one
thing: The people of Georgia elected
me, and they sent me here to represent
them, and they should understand and
expect a basic minimum guarantee
that is at least the same as they have
been used to.

Fair is fair, and facts are facts. There
are a lot of loose numbers floating
around, because, very frankly, we do
not know where all the numbers are.
But there is one irrefutable fact: 90.5
percent of 93 percent beats 90.5 percent
of 84 percent, no matter whether you
use new math, old math or trigo-
nometry.

This is about equity, this is about
fairness, this is about representing the
people who sent us to this Congress.

I am grateful for the opportunities
that have been afforded all these Mem-
bers, from Indiana, Florida, Georgia,
New Jersey, Arizona, all over the coun-
try. This is not a provincial issue. This
is a people’s issue. This is about doing
what is right.

We have great leadership on our com-
mittee. They have done a good job. But
this bill needs improvement. The leg-
acy for users in America should not be
an inequitable distribution of the
money they sent to Washington be-
cause of the use of their roads.

Fair is fair, and facts are facts. | urge
a yes vote on the Isakson amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI)
has 4% minutes remaining.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
4Ys minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking
member of the full committee.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time and for his management on our
side. It is splendid work.

Again, | express my great apprecia-
tion and admiration for our chairman
of the full committee, the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. Chairman, we had a very
thoughtful debate here, and it is maybe
one of the better hours of this body.
There has been no haranguing and no
questioning of motives or of spirit, and
that is good.

But last night | received this Dear
Colleague from the gentleman from
Georgia, which does make rather a
amazing claim, that the Isakson
amendment would keep the TEA LU
highway program at $207 billion and
adjust the formulas, with a claim that
if the adjustments are made, every
State would get more money.

Well, the gentleman from Alaska has
produced a chart that shows that every
State loses under that formulation.

I will say it again: The claim is TEA
LU has $207 billion for the highway
program. The Isakson amendment has
$207 billion of grants and claims that
every State gets more money.
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Well, that is pretty slick math. I just
heard a reference to trigonometry. | do
not know if you go into algebraic for-
mulations, but it does not work. Try-
ing to make it work has resulted in an
apples-to-oranges claim.

I have been at this highway transit
issue for about 40 years, since | started
up here as a staff person. My prede-
cessor was one of the five coauthors of
the Interstate Highway Program and
the Highway Trust Fund.

Not every State gets everything back
that it puts into the Highway Trust
Fund. The idea is that we are a mobile
society. People travel from one coast
to the other, from the North to the
South, as the gentleman from Mary-
land just referenced a little bit ago,
and the idea is we all help each other.

The problem with the Dear Colleague
and with the claim of benefiting every-
body is that it does not credit the
States with any portion of the $6.6 bil-
lion mega-project program, and that is
not right. Mega-project funding will go
to the States. We are not specifying
which States, who will get it, how it
goes out. That will be done under a dis-
tribution that will be made by a fair
and equitable process to determine net
regional and net national benefits from
projects that unlock congestion knots
in this country. So when you add the $6
billion, every State gets more.

Now, who gets what? Under the high-
way funding of TEA LU, Florida gets
$751,632,870 more. Georgia  gets
$450,800,700 more. Texas gets
$1,728,467,545 more. Every State gets
more under TEA LU. Every State
would get vastly more if we had this
bill at the $375 billion level which we
introduced.
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The issue is not percentages; do not
tinker around with that. Look at the
net national benefits.

Mr. Chairman, | just want to say, our
national motto, e pluribus unum, “‘out
of many, one,” it is not e pluribus
pluribus, “‘out of many, many.”” We are
a Nation, an inclusive Nation. Those
dollars that Georgia and Florida claim
make them donor States come from
States all along the eastern seaboard
and from the Midwest. That is what we
are about, one Nation, benefiting ev-
erybody. Vote for TEA LU, vote down
Isakson.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to express my support for the Isakson amend-
ment because it attempts to maintain the sta-
tus quo for all the donor States by including
earmarks and Projects of National and Re-
gional Significance in the SCOPE of programs
covered in the Minimum Guarantee program.

In TEA-21, 93 percent of the programs
were included in the Minimum Guarantee, in-
cluding the High Priority Projects. In TEA-LU,
as written, the SCOPE is reduced to 84 per-
cent of the programs. For Florida, that means
$860 million in lost guaranteed funds over 6
years. This would be a huge step backwards.

Mr. Chairman, it's simple math. H.R. 3550
keeps the equity guarantee at 90.5 percent,
but reduces the coverage of the guarantee to
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a smaller piece of the total pie. This will cause
Florida and other States to lose hundreds of
millions of dollars.

The Isakson amendment requires no addi-
tional funding. This amendment simply asks
that we keep things the way they were in
TEA-21. | urge my donor States colleagues to
support this amendment, for the sake of their
State.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in strong support of the amendments offered
by my good friend Mr. ISAKSON to address the
backwards slide in minimum guarantee that
this transportation reauthorization bill would
impose on a number of States—including my
home State of Georgia.

Simply put, previous transportation bills
have asked the hard-working folks in North-
east Georgia’s 9th District to send more
money to Washington and see less
money find its way back.

But this bill (H.R. 3550, TEA-LU), asks
those same hard-working folks to send even
more money to Washington . . . and see
even fewer of their tax dollars make their way
back to Northeast Georgia to improve the
roads and conduct essential transportation im-
provements . . . and that’s just as wrong as
the day is long.

Consider the numbers. Under current law,
every State is guaranteed a 90.5 percent re-
turn on each dollar of gas taxes it submits to
the Federal government. And when the 1998
TEA-21 language became the law of the land,
93 percent of programs were included in the
minimum guarantee, including high priority
projects and projects of national and regional
significance that are important to Georgians
and others from States who pay so much
more than ever comes back.

But under this bill, under TEA-LU, States’
core funding programs would be decreased
from a 90.5 percent share to only 84 percent
of the programs. Don’'t forget, this includes
“High Priority Projects and Projects of Re-
gional Significance.”

For the average State, this reduction in
scope will result in the loss of $300 million
over the lifespan of the six-year legislation. In
fact, the State of Georgia could stand to lose
between $500 and $600 million.

Mr. Chairman, | have stood on this floor
time and time again to preach the need for
this Congress, and this Federal government,
to exercise fiscal responsibility and live within
our means—much like Georgians and all
Americans do every single day. | also clearly
recognize the need to meet this Nation’s crit-
ical transportation infrastructure  funding
needs. Taking money from Peter to pay Paul,
accomplishes neither objective . . . and in
fact, only seriously jeopardizes the future infra-
structure needs for millions of Americans.

Mr. Chairman, it is absolutely imperative to
include high priority projects as well as
projects of regional and national significance
in the Scope formula for H.R. 3550. Make no
mistake, we can do better . . . but by at least
returning to a 90.5 percent minimum guar-
antee on 93 percent of the programs ad-
dressed in the Transportation Reauthorization
Act, this Congress rights a major wrong con-
tained in TEA-LU.

| urge my colleagues to do just that by sup-
porting the Isakson amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON).
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The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman,
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, | move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW) having assumed the chair, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 3550) to au-
thorize funds for Federal-aid highways,
highway safety programs, and transit
programs, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

————

MAKING IN ORDER BEFORE CON-
CLUSION OF AMENDMENTS PE-
RIOD OF FURTHER GENERAL DE-
BATE IN COMMITTEE OF THE
WHOLE DURING FURTHER CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 3550, TRANS-
PORTATION EQUITY ACT: A LEG-
ACY FOR USERS

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that during
further consideration of H.R. 3550 in
the Committee of the Whole, a period
of further general debate contemplated
in a previous order of the House of
March 30, 2004, may be in order before
the conclusion of the consideration of
the bill for amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, is that the full
extent of the agreement, just general
debate on each side?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman will yield, yes, that is
correct.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska?

There was no objection.

——

TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ACT: A
LEGACY FOR USERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). Pursuant to House Resolution
593 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the further consideration of the
bill, H.R. 3550.

I de-
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
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