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then our children are not going to be 
able to afford cars to drive on those 
roads. Their quality of life is going to 
be reduced because we are adding to 
the deficit, and that means we are add-
ing to their tax burden every time we 
do this. That debt burden translates 
into a reduced quality of life for future 
generations. 

We have put forward as a Congress a 
legitimate benchmark for legitimate 
spending in the area of TEA–21. The 
budget had in it a proposal to signifi-
cantly increase TEA–21 spending, I 
think by something like 30 or 40 per-
cent. But that has been ignored. It has 
been claimed that that amount is not 
enough. No. We have to go ramming 
past that and propose a bill on the 
floor of the Senate that is $93 billion 
over last year’s spending and $30 to $70 
billion over what the budget called for. 
And that is just the start. 

There is a game being played here be-
sides the fact that most of the revenues 
for the additional funds which are 
claimed to be offset here are illusory, 
which is so outrageous that it gives 
smoke and mirrors a bad name. That is 
just the start because we all know 
what is going on. There is an agree-
ment, a sub rosa agreement, if you 
wish, between the people who are sup-
portive of this bill in this body and the 
people who want more spending in the 
other body that this figure that comes 
out of the Senate is irrelevant, that 
the final number is going to be a lot 
higher than the Senate number. As I 
mentioned, the House is already talk-
ing about numbers in the high 300s, and 
the representation we hear is we will 
be closer to the House number coming 
out of conference than the Senate num-
ber, which is already grossly inflated 
as far as cost. 

So I just simply lay this marker 
down. We are going to have to start 
getting serious about this deficit. We 
have not so far as a Congress, but we 
are going to have to because it is our 
job. It is our job to be stewards not 
only of today but of what we pass on to 
tomorrow. 

If we are going to be good stewards, 
then we have to be fiscally responsible. 
I hope others will take a serious look 
at this bill before they vote for it. Be-
fore they even vote to go to it, it would 
be nice if we actually knew what was 
going on and how many more games 
are going to be played before we go to 
the bill in its substantive form. We 
should certainly be willing to ask that 
much before we have cloture on the 
motion to proceed. 

But, in any event, as we debate the 
language of this bill and the purposes 
of this bill—which are well intentioned, 
and which can be paid for at a reason-
able price—we need to keep in mind 
that this is one part of a series of bills 
that have not been fiscally responsible, 
and we have to start someplace in 
being responsible in managing the dol-
lars of this country effectively. The 
other horses are out the barn door, 
with the exception of energy, although 

there is some talk that they are going 
to attach energy to this bill. 

This is the only item that is before 
us so far, but it is a big one. Therefore, 
we should take a hard look at it. Be-
fore we move it out of this body, we 
should try to bring it back in line with 
our budget and with the realities we 
face as a country, which is that we are 
spending a lot more money than we can 
afford as a Government. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
DOLE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Chair. 
f 

SAFE TRANSPORTATION EQUITY 
ACT OF 2003—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 3 p.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the motion to proceed 
to the consideration of S. 1072. 

Madam President, we are about to 
begin discussion on the cloture motion 
we will be voting on this afternoon. It 
could be considered by many people as 
the most significant piece of legisla-
tion we will be dealing with this year 
or maybe even in a 6-year period. The 
current extension of TEA–21, passed in 
1998, expires on February 29. We have 
to act. We have no other option. Some 
might argue that we can do another ex-
tension, but another extension without 
Senate action on a 6-year bill sets us 
up for not doing a reauthorization bill 
this year at all. That is just not ac-
ceptable. 

The President has released his fiscal 
year 2005 budget, and I believe it misses 
the mark with transportation funding. 
He proposes funding $256 billion on 
highways and transit, approximately 
$55 billion under the Bond-Reid amend-
ment that we agreed to with a plu-
rality of 79 votes. 

Earlier today we heard from Senators 
who believe that S. 1072 proposes a 
level of spending that is too high, that 
we need to bring it into line with the 
President’s numbers. I disagree. I 
strongly support the President on vir-
tually everything he is doing, but in 
this case I do not agree. We have a cri-
sis in the country in terms of our infra-
structure and we must meet this crisis. 
We need to stick with the Bond-Reid 
level and need to get the bill done now. 

For those who want to wait to do a 
bill, we caution you that putting this 
off only makes it harder. The current 
extension is spending down the trust 
fund balance. If we do another exten-
sion, the balance will be spent down 
even further, which means we will have 
little choice at that point but to in-
crease fuel taxes. In my mind, indexing 

fuel taxes was probably a fiscally re-
sponsible position at one time because 
it does preserve the purchasing power 
of our transportation dollars. But I 
also understand the political realities. 
I know it is not a viable option at this 
time. 

This bill does not assume an increase 
in fuel taxes. Due to the good work of 
Chairman GRASSLEY and Ranking 
Member BAUCUS, both of whom I met 
with this morning—and both have been 
real champions in working diligently 
to make this happen—the deficit is 
neutral in this bill. 

Don’t fool yourselves into believing 
that delaying action on this bill is sav-
ing money. The exact opposite is true. 
For instance, our transportation infra-
structure will continue to deteriorate. 
Thirty-two percent of our major roads 
are in poor or mediocre condition. 
Thirty-nine percent of our bridges are 
structurally deficient or functionally 
obsolete. As much as I hate to admit it, 
my State of Oklahoma ranks last of all 
50 States, which is not too complimen-
tary to the idea that I am the chair-
man of this committee. The cost to ad-
dress these issues only increases the 
longer we wait. 

In addition, the economic con-
sequences escalate because poor infra-
structure contributes to congestion, 
which means lost productivity to the 
tune of $76 billion. 

Additionally, another delay to enact-
ing a 6-year comprehensive bill will 
frustrate our State departments of 
transportation in their own programs. 
They need the assurance and security 
of a stable Federal program in order to 
make their individual programs work. 
As you well know, they have worked on 
these programs now for not just 
months but well over a year antici-
pating that we would have this reau-
thorization underway. 

Finally, we are missing an oppor-
tunity to create jobs. For every $1 bil-
lion invested in Federal highway tran-
sit spending, 47,500 jobs are created. We 
estimate that S. 1072 will impact the 
overall job growth by 700,000 jobs. To 
the construction worker, our bill would 
generate over 2 million opportunities 
for employment. In other words, when 
one job ends, there will be another op-
portunity available so the construction 
worker can move from one job to an-
other thereby avoiding unemployment. 
I think that is a good thing and one 
each of us in this Chamber should be 
willing to roll up our sleeves and work 
to get done. I anticipate that is exactly 
what we are going to do. 

In addition to a job creator, spending 
on transportation makes good eco-
nomic sense. For every $1 billion in 
transportation expenditures, the gross 
domestic product increases by $1.75 bil-
lion. Furthermore, transportation in-
vestments improve freight mobility 
which in a ‘‘just in time’’ delivery busi-
ness model is critical to growth. 

I recognize for those who believe this 
bill should be stopped for budgetary 
reasons that my arguments may not 
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meet with a receptive ear, but I do 
want you to understand that voting no 
on cloture means you are voting no on 
addressing the repair and rehabilita-
tion needs of our 50-year interstate sys-
tem which is at the heart of the eco-
nomic engine of the Nation. Voting no 
on the cloture motion would be voting 
no on the creation of over 2 million em-
ployment opportunities and no to 
700,000 new jobs. It would be voting no 
on addressing congestion problems 
which cost the economy $76 billion an-
nually and voting no on increases to 
gross domestic product. 

Finally, if we are able to proceed to 
S. 1072, I will be asked by many of you 
to help you with individual needs in 
your States. I am happy to do that. I 
want to do that. But before I can help 
you, you need to help me. 

I ask you to vote yes on the cloture 
motion so that when the need comes up 
in your State and you have a need to 
meet a crisis, or you have special 
project needs, we will be helping each 
other. I think we all understand that. 

Some people who have actually read 
the legislation we are going to be con-
sidering are still saying that perhaps it 
is not meeting the environmental goals 
or it is not meeting the public partici-
pation. I think this is one of the major 
strong points of this legislation. We 
have spent a lot of time—and I have to 
tell you that the ranking member, JIM 
JEFFORDS, along with KITT BOND, and 
of course HARRY REID, the Senator 
from Nevada, have all been very coop-
erative—in working out things. There 
are some things in this bill that I don’t 
like, but compromise has been the 
name of it. 

For example, on the environmental 
issues, it requires metropolitan plan-
ning organizations and State transpor-
tation planners to consult during re-
gional planning with agencies respon-
sible for land use management, natural 
resources, environmental protection, 
conservation, and historic preserva-
tion. 

It expands the number and types of 
environmental and resource agencies 
participating in the environmental re-
view. 

It provides a new opportunity for en-
vironmental and resource agencies to 
participate in the development of the 
environmental review schedule. 

It establishes a new obligation for 
the lead agency to consider the needs 
of environmental and resource agencies 
when developing the review schedule, 
including the responsibilities of re-
source agencies under applicable laws, 
resources available to environmental 
and resource agencies to conduct the 
review, and the sensitivity of the na-
tional and historic resources that could 
be affected by the projects. 

It provides a new opportunity for en-
vironmental and resource agencies to 
participate in the development of a 
project’s purpose and needs statement. 

It provides a new opportunity for en-
vironmental and resource agencies to 
participate in development of the 
project alternatives to be reviewed. 

It provides new opportunities for 
transportation planners to consider 
transportation land use and environ-
mental plans when conducting the en-
vironmental review. 

It creates a new obligation by the 
lead agency to make available prompt-
ly to environmental and resource agen-
cies information useful to an environ-
mental review. 

I was around back in 1991 serving in 
the other body when we put together 
ISTEA. It is a very comprehensive bill. 
I was also involved on this committee 
in 1998 when we were putting together 
TEA–21. But in none of those efforts 
and in none of that legislation were the 
environmental concerns met as well as 
we are meeting them here. 

The same is true with public partici-
pation. Those of us who serve in the 
Senate are constantly inundated at our 
townhall meetings by people saying 
they do not have the opportunity to 
participate in these things. We are cor-
recting that. We think that people and 
other governmental agencies should be 
a part of it. 

There is a specific new section de-
voted to improving public involvement 
in transportation planning and 
projects, directing State and metro-
politan transportation planners to hold 
public meetings at convenient and ac-
ceptable locations and times, to em-
ploy visualization techniques to de-
scribe plans, and to make public infor-
mation available electronically such as 
the World Wide Web. 

There are new opportunities for pub-
lic comment on specific environmental 
factors considered by metropolitan 
planning organizations and States dur-
ing the transportation planning. We 
know this is true when we go back to 
our States. They tell us that in their 
department of transportation—I am 
sure in North Carolina, in Nevada, in 
Oklahoma—if they have the chance to 
plan in advance to have this com-
prehensive bill in front of them—not 
just another extension—they then can 
make their long-term plans get much 
more from the construction dollars. 

I reemphasize that there is nothing 
we are going to do in this Chamber 
which is going to provide more jobs 
than will be provided by this bill. That 
is why it is so important that we defeat 
cloture and get on with this and get it 
done in the next 10 days or so. 

I compliment the leaders on both the 
Democrat and Republican side, and 
particularly Senator REID, the assist-
ant minority leader, for his coopera-
tion in helping us to make this a truly 
nonpartisan and bipartisan effort. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is recognized. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, it is 

with a certain amount of sadness that 
I worked on this matter this weekend 
and looked over all the past history of 
the surface transportation legislation. 
The sadness comes because Pat Moy-
nihan is not here. When we started 
working this bill last year, I asked 

Senator Moynihan to come visit with 
me and my staff. He did. He came with 
that smile. I always had the feeling 
with Senator Moynihan that no matter 
the subject he always knew more than 
I did. He had a lot of humility. Even 
though he knew that he knew more 
than most anyone he dealt with, he 
never flaunted that great mind that he 
had. 

The legislation we have before us 
today is basically what Pat Moynihan 
envisioned for our country. Serving 
with him on the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee—which I did for 
my tenure in the Senate—was like 
going to school and not having to take 
the test. Senator Moynihan was won-
derful. He would talk about the great 
Robert Moses of New York and the 
planning that he did. 

I hope that all of us as we proceed 
through this bill will understand the 
greatness of Pat Moynihan, and what 
he has done for our country. 

Everywhere in the Nation’s Capital 
there is evidence of Pat Moynihan. I 
worked in Washington, DC, as a Capitol 
policeman, going to law school. And 
when I worked here as a Capitol police-
man, Pennsylvania Avenue was a slum. 
During the Kennedy inauguration, Pat 
Moynihan recognized that and said we 
should do something about it. He was 
just a bureaucrat at the time. But he 
proceeded from that time to help de-
velop the Pennsylvania Avenue Devel-
opment Corporation. Now you can go 
up Pennsylvania Avenue to the White 
House and it is one of the most beau-
tiful streets in the world because of 
Pat Moynihan. 

I hope we proceed through this legis-
lation recognizing what a wonderful 
man Pat Moynihan was. One cannot 
stop but think of the things he did, in-
cluding the Ronald Reagan Building. 
For 50 years that was a big hole in the 
ground. In the Nation’s Capital we had 
this big nothing. Pat Moynihan said: 
We cannot spend enough money on 
that; we will build a building there. 
That is a building that Ronald Reagan, 
I am sure, in his own way, is proud of. 
There is not a more beautiful building 
in the Nation’s Capital, with the excep-
tion of maybe the Library of Congress, 
than the Ronald Reagan Building. That 
is Pat Moynihan’s. It is his. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. REID. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. INHOFE. Is the Senator aware 

that Patrick Moynihan was born and 
raised in my city of Tulsa? He was the 
first one when I came here—not to the 
Senate but to the other body—to whom 
I came over to talk. We developed a 
very close relationship. Someone could 
wonder, how could this be—you have 
one who is a dedicated liberal, one who 
is a dedicated conservative, having 
that affection. 

When I was elected to this body in 
1994, his office was next door to me. I 
confess right now before all these peo-
ple, when the bells rang for a vote, I 
would go and look down the hall and 
wait until Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
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was coming up so I could walk and talk 
with him on the way over. He was just 
a remarkable person. There is a lot of 
dedication to him in what we are doing 
today. 

Mr. REID. I appreciate very much 
the Senator from Oklahoma recog-
nizing the goodness of this man. He is 
absolutely right. I am sure the Senator 
learned a great deal in those walks 
from the Russell Building over here. 

I remember Senator Moynihan and I 
sat together on a bus going from the 
airport to the funeral of the great John 
Chafee. During the entire trip, he 
pointed out, as we traveled to Rhode 
Island—Providence, I think is where 
the funeral was—all the architecture, 
the history of the buildings, as we 
drove up to the beautiful church. And 
when we got to the church, he told me 
all about that church. 

I wish I had the recall of Pat Moy-
nihan. I wish I had 20 percent of the re-
call ability of Senator Moynihan. He 
had such an ability to communicate. 
As Senator Bumpers said, upon the 
publication of Senator Moynihan’s 15th 
book—or whatever it was—you have 
written more books than I have read. 

He was a great man. I have my heart 
full. Part of it is gratitude for knowing 
a man such as that, that there are 
great ones on this Earth. Pat Moy-
nihan was a great one. 

About 50 years ago, one of the really 
fine Presidents we have had, a Repub-
lican, President Dwight David Eisen-
hower, presided over the creation of 
the Interstate Highway System. On 
that occasion, he said: 

The Nation badly needs new highways. The 
good of our people, of our economy and of 
our defense, require that construction of 
these highways be undertaken at once. 

President Eisenhower continued: 
We have fallen far behind in this task. . . . 

Today there is hardly a city of any size with-
out almost hopeless congestion within its 
boundaries and stalled traffic blocking roads 
leading beyond these boundaries. 

President Eisenhower said what we 
needed to do in this legislation: If there 
was ever a time in the recent history of 
this body when we had to do something 
on a bipartisan basis, it is this bill. 
People stuck in traffic are Democrats 
and Republicans. It is equal oppor-
tunity, whether you are stuck in traf-
fic in Las Vegas, Phoenix, St. Louis. 
There are people of both parties stuck 
in that traffic, losing valuable time. If 
they were not stuck in that traffic, 
they would make our country more 
productive. 

Why did President Eisenhower feel so 
strongly about an interstate highway 
system? He felt that way because, as a 
young major, he was asked in the 1930s 
to bring a convoy of military vehicles 
across the country. It was at that time 
he realized there was no easy way to do 
it. The roads were hopeless. There was 
no way you could travel this country, 
even for military purposes, easily. At 
that time he realized something needed 
to be done, and when he became Presi-
dent, that was one of the first things he 
pushed. 

People who are complaining about 
the cost of this bill, Republicans and 
Democrats, should understand that the 
highway bill President Eisenhower 
originally sponsored was also criticized 
as being too costly. This bill is not too 
costly. One of the compromises the 
Senator from Oklahoma worked out 
with Senator JEFFORDS and me is that 
it is as small as it is. If it were up to 
Senator JEFFORDS and this committee, 
it would be bigger. It is because of the 
chairman of the committee that it is as 
small as it is. I hope everyone who 
criticizes the Senator from Oklahoma, 
Mr. INHOFE, understands he did yeo-
man’s work. 

As we speak, the House is talking 
about a bill bigger than ours. They 
criticized President Eisenhower for a 
bill being too big and they criticize us 
for a bill being too big. In my opinion, 
the bill is too small. 

Part of the reason for President Ei-
senhower’s bill, the Interstate Highway 
System, has been completed. We have 
many more different responsibilities 
now than we had then. In recent years, 
we have done some very good work 
with highway transportation. 

Going back to 1982 when I first came 
to Washington, we had the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act. This 
bill established the mass transit ac-
count, the highway trust fund. The rea-
son that became important was, people 
came to the realization that for every 
vehicle we keep off our highway sys-
tem, it saves money. It was determined 
that it would be good if we became 
partners with the mass transit folks 
and worked together on legislation. 
That was what we did in 1982 and that 
is what we are doing now. That is why 
it is such good news that the Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee, 
that handles mass transit, has agreed 
on a proposal. 

Senator INHOFE, Senator JEFFORDS, 
and I met today with the chairman of 
the Finance Committee and the rank-
ing member of the Finance Committee, 
Senators GRASSLEY and BAUCUS, and 
they have agreed to that. That is really 
important. That started back in 1982. 
At that time, there was an 85 percent 
minimum return provision. That 
means for every dollar put into the 
highway trust fund in a State such as 
North Carolina, there was a guarantee 
they would get at least 85 percent of 
the money they put in. Some States 
got more than that, but 1982 was the 
first time there was a minimum return 
provision. One of the controversies in 
that bill was an increase in the Federal 
gas tax from 4 to 9 cents per gallon. It 
was a good bill and passed. 

In 1987, 5 years later, we had a bill 
called the Surface Transportation and 
Uniform Reallocation Assistance Act. 
It was not a very sexy name but it got 
the point across. It increased the speed 
limit, which was so important for 
States such as Nevada, from 55 miles 
per hour to a higher speed. It worked 
out well and we hope that continues to 
be OK. In a State such as Nevada—800 

miles from the top to bottom, 500 miles 
across—you need to be able to travel in 
a safe manner on an interstate high-
way system faster than 55 miles per 
hour. 

It also included a provision requiring 
States to spend a specified minimum 
amount for environmental purposes. 
That was the first time the highway 
bill had really taken that into consid-
eration. So that was important. 

Congress felt so strongly about this 
that President Reagan vetoed this bill. 
It was overridden by the House and the 
Senate. That does not happen very 
often, but the Presiding Officer, who 
was part of the administration during 
that time, recalls that. 

In 1991, we had the Intermodal Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act, 
ISTEA. That is where the name comes 
from—ISTEA. This created the Conges-
tion Mitigation and Air Quality, 
CMAQ, program, which has been a pro-
gram that the environmentalists love, 
and some who are not as environ-
mentally sensitive do not like it. But 
these programs were established then 
and dealt with air quality. 

With the interstate system largely 
complete, as I indicated earlier, ISTEA 
shifted the Federal program from cap-
ital construction to focus on people 
and the movement of goods. This is 
where Senator Moynihan was so good. 
It also expanded the transportation de-
cisionmaking process to include local 
officials, stakeholders, and citizens. 
And that passed. 

It seems as if it was just a short time 
ago when, in June of 1988, we passed 
TEA–21, the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century. This continued 
the basic policy structure established 
in ISTEA. It dramatically increased 
funding of the Federal Surface Trans-
portation Program and established im-
portant budgetary protections or fire-
walls to guarantee highway and trans-
portation spending. And, for the first 
time since 1982, we increased the min-
imum return to 90.5 percent, which was 
very important. 

I also want to make sure the record 
is clear from this Senator’s perspective 
of the contributions to highways and 
transit, and basically good govern-
ment, that came from John Chafee. I 
have been so fortunate. I worked 
through all these bills that I have 
talked about, and I have had the very 
good fortune to work with Senator 
Stafford, as chairman of the com-
mittee, the great Senator from 
Vermont; Senator Moynihan for a 
short time; Senator BAUCUS; Senator 
Chafee; and these men set a high level 
that we who are now trying to move 
this bill must meet. 

But Senator Chafee was such a good 
friend to me personally. He did so 
many things to help me in my political 
career. Even though he was a member 
of the other party, he went out of his 
way to always try to make me look 
good. I will always be indebted to him 
and his family, and that includes LIN-
COLN, for all the good things that Sen-
ator Chafee did for me. Even though I 
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was closer to Senator Moynihan than I 
was to Senator Chafee, I felt such a 
kinship to Senator Chafee and cared a 
good deal about him, and his imprint is 
also on this legislation. Senator Moy-
nihan could not have done much of 
what he did without Senator Chafee 
working with him. 

This bill we have before the Senate is 
good legislation. It is imperfect. This 
legislation that is before this body is 
imperfect legislation, but it is the best 
we could do. For 50 States, having a 
formula that you put into a computer 
and do your computer run which comes 
out as good as this one says a lot for 
the great work of our staffs. 

As Senator INHOFE has said, I would 
like to do different things in this bill. 
If I had been the person dictating what 
was in this bill, it would be different 
than what we have in it. But, frankly, 
I am down the totem pole. You have 
the chairman and ranking member and 
the subcommittee chairman and then 
me, but I did have some input in this 
measure. I think what we have come up 
with, as I indicated, is far from being 
perfect, but I think it is good legisla-
tion. And that is what legislation is all 
about. 

Legislation is the art of compromise. 
I have been fortunate that a number of 
measures I have introduced are now 
law in this great country. I have never 
ever gotten everything I wanted. Ev-
erything that is now law that I intro-
duced had to be changed. Anyone who 
is of the mind that they are going to 
get what they introduced is wrong be-
cause it just does not happen. I have 
never known it to happen. 

This legislation we have been given 
by the two leaders we have 2 weeks to 
finish. If we do not finish it in 2 weeks, 
I am sorry to say what might happen. 
What might happen is this bill will be 
pulled, and we will have to extend the 
highway program for a year. That does 
not help any State. No State is helped 
with that program. Every State gets 
hurt. So we have to move and move 
quickly on this bill. 

At the birth of the interstate system, 
safety and the efficient movement of 
people and goods framed the national 
transportation debate. Fifty years 
later, as President Eisenhower indi-
cated, that is still the talk, the same 
speech. You could give the Eisenhower 
speech today on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and if we did not tell you it was 50 
years old, you would think it was being 
given by someone who wrote it today. 
Fifty years after President Eisen-
hower’s interstate highway system, 
safety and efficiency remain our fore-
most objectives. 

This year, traffic congestion will cost 
Americans more than $67 billion in lost 
time and productivity—$67 billion in 
lost time and productivity—and it will 
waste almost 6 billion gallons of fuel. I 
cannot imagine 6 billion gallons of 
fuel. I do not know where you would 
put all that, but that is how much is 
wasted, which only increases our de-
pendence on foreign oil. 

As for safety, traffic accidents last 
year killed 42,000 people. We can reduce 
the toll of traffic congestion. We can 
save lives by making our highways 
safer. We have a responsibility to keep 
working on these problems and to find 
meaningful solutions. 

The bill currently before this body 
represents a major commitment to 
maintain and improve our national 
transportation infrastructure. It also 
creates jobs. 

Again, there has been controversy 
over there not being enough jobs cre-
ated during the 3 years that President 
Bush has been President. Those people 
who are trying to damage this bill 
should understand this legislation will 
create hundreds of thousands of jobs, 
some say as many as 2 million jobs. 

The majority leader of the Senate 
was here today, and he said for every $1 
billion we spend in this highway bill, $2 
billion will be created by other things, 
the offshoot of this legislation. We 
know for every $1 billion we spend on 
infrastructure development, 47,000 
high-paying jobs are created. We know 
that. And these are well paid, skilled 
jobs for Americans. 

This bill is also a referendum on im-
proving our quality of life. No other 
measure will we debate in this Con-
gress that has the potential to so dra-
matically impact every facet of our ev-
eryday lives. 

I thank my colleagues, the entire 
committee, but especially Senator JEF-
FORDS, Senator INHOFE, and Senator 
BOND for working to craft a bipartisan 
package that continues the intermodal 
legacy of its predecessors, ISTEA and 
TEA–21. 

Our proposal does not make dramatic 
changes to the core program structure 
because it does not need to. The 
groundwork has already been laid. Dur-
ing a year’s worth of reauthorization 
hearings, the committee learned that 
the basic structure does work. 

This package refines and improves 
the current program to ensure that our 
investments have the maximum im-
pact on improving our surface trans-
portation system. 

Nevada is the fastest growing State 
in the Union and has been for more 
than a decade. Clark County—that is 
where Las Vegas is located—has experi-
enced the bulk of that growth. This 
growth represents unique challenges 
but also opportunities. 

The bill before the Senate provides 
resources and programs that encourage 
the effective management and oper-
ation of our Nation’s transportation 
system. The continued success of that 
system is essential to fast growing 
metropolitan areas such as Clark Coun-
ty, where traffic congestion and air 
quality are serious issues. 

This legislation also places a renewed 
emphasis on safety by consolidating 
the various safety initiatives spread 
through the Federal highway program 
into new core safety programs. One of 
the aspects we have worked on includes 
something called the Safe Routes to 

School Initiative. It was felt that we 
wanted to do everything we could to 
have kids walk to school, ride bicycles 
to school. Why do they have to have a 
bus pick them up and drop them off at 
their door? One of the things we are 
doing is creating safer routes for chil-
dren. If they want to use a bike or 
walk, we have bike paths and side-
walks. 

This is important because, for exam-
ple, in Clark County, we have opened, 
in the last 2 years, 18 schools a year, a 
total of 36 schools. By opening one new 
school a month we can’t keep up with 
the growth in Clark County. We have 
high schools that are approaching 5,000 
kids. So the safer routes to school pro-
gram will help promote healthy living 
by making it safer for children to walk 
or ride to school on bikes, not cars and 
buses. I am pleased this package moves 
the Nation’s surface transportation 
program forward without jeopardizing 
our natural environment. 

One of the things we did in this bill, 
which was difficult, States have com-
plained about. Originally back before 
1982, some States were barely getting 
80 percent of what they put into these 
trust funds. We moved it to 85, 90.5. 
And now with this bill, the formula 
now before the Senate, every State, by 
the end of this legislation, will get 95 
percent of what they put in. That is 
very difficult. It goes without saying 
that some of the States who were get-
ting more than a dollar in years past, a 
lot of them continue to get more than 
a dollar, but some of them don’t. The 
State of Nevada, under this formula, 
gets less than a dollar. But in fairness, 
the formula is a formula. It wouldn’t 
have been right for the formula to be 
any different for me than it is for oth-
ers. So this is fair. We have made it so 
every State at the end of this bill will 
get at least 95 percent. 

In this legislation every State will 
get a percentage increase. This legisla-
tion is not perfect, but it is about as 
fair as we could do. I have worked with 
my staff the last 4 or 5 days to say, 
could you come up with something. I 
had a few problems with the legisla-
tion. Come up with something. I will 
talk to Senator INHOFE because we 
might have a formula that may be bet-
ter. We couldn’t come up with one. I 
wish we could have, but we couldn’t. 
But what we have done here is the best 
we could do. The vast majority of the 
States will do extremely well compared 
to what they did in the past. 

As with any compromise, this is not 
perfect. It is inevitable that some 
States will not be completely satisfied 
with the results, but it is important to 
note every State benefits from the 
growth in this program. 

We worked hard to create a funding 
mechanism that allows all 50 States 
plus the District of Columbia to benefit 
from program growth while addressing 
several competing fundraising prior-
ities: Donor versus donee, old versus 
new, urban versus rural. These have all 
been put in this formula, and we have 
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come up with what is as fair as we 
think we can do. The bill before us ac-
complishes that goal. 

Once more, let me emphasize, every 
State benefits from the growth in the 
program. So again, I extend my appre-
ciation to my colleagues—the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the chair-
man of the full committee, and Senator 
JEFFORDS, the ranking member—for 
the good work they have done. We are 
all going to have to be vigilant. I hope 
those who want to change the bill come 
here and offer amendments. I hope they 
do it as soon as possible. We hope to 
get to this bill tomorrow. We are hope-
ful and confident the motion to proceed 
should be overwhelmingly approved. I 
can’t imagine anyone voting against 
this. 

I was told by the person who asked 
me to object on their behalf on the mo-
tion to proceed that that Senator was 
concerned about the transit portion of 
the bill. That has been taken care of. 
The chairmen of the two committees 
have signed off on this. I hope we can 
move forward on this very quickly. 

Again, I am glad we are here. What 
we do on this legislation will set a tone 
for the rest of this legislative year. I 
hope we can permit it. I should be more 
confident, like the players in the Super 
Bowl and the coaches: We are going to 
finish this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. First of all, I reextend 
my appreciation to the Senator from 
Nevada for all the help he has been. His 
expertise is well known in this Cham-
ber, and he has been on the opposite 
side of me probably more than on my 
side. I like it this way better. 

I would like to amplify a couple 
things Senator REID talked about. I 
think it is significant, when you talk 
about where we are now relative to 
where we were in TEA–21, the last 6- 
year reauthorization. Our average is 
35.6 percent higher. The average State 
is higher than it was in TEA–21. 

In the comments he made about a 
computer run, I know this is kind of 
complicated to explain to people be-
cause it is the only way I think you 
can come up with something that is 
very fair. Prior to this, in previous 
years under TEA–21, we had the 1104 
table which was a minimum guarantee. 
That was a percentage that each State 
had that was a percentage of the total 
growth. It was purely politically driv-
en. 

I don’t like the way some of these 
things come out of the computer. But 
when this came out, I agreed with Sen-
ator REID, there is not a better way of 
doing it. I will give an example. I was 
talking to one of the Senators from 
Pennsylvania who was complaining 
about perhaps not getting the share 
they should have gotten. So I did a 
comparison. 

My State of Oklahoma—I hope no 
one from Oklahoma is listening right 
now—is 70,000 square miles. Pennsyl-
vania is 46,000 square miles. My State 

of Oklahoma has a population of 3.5 
million. They have 12.2 million. The 
historic rate of return since we came in 
to the first bill, through Senator Moy-
nihan, has been .87 percent. Pennsyl-
vania has been 1.16 percent. This is the 
key: the total miles. Unfortunately, I 
don’t have this less toll roads, but I 
will explain the difference. 

If you take the total amount of miles 
in my State of Oklahoma, it is 112,000 
miles. The total number of miles in 
Pennsylvania is 119,500 miles, but that 
includes toll roads. We all know Penn-
sylvania has a lot of toll roads. So 
when you take them out, I am quite 
sure the number of miles we refer to in 
this legislation would be more than 
Pennsylvania. And yet if you look back 
historically, in 1998, Oklahoma re-
ceived $351 million; Pennsylvania $1.16 
billion. In 1999, Oklahoma received $413 
million; $1.3 billion for Pennsylvania. 
It goes on consistent with that. 

What I am saying is, even under the 
formula we are looking at right now, 
Pennsylvania is getting back about 
three times the amount. Again, there 
are other factors. I am sure we will be 
talking about those from State to 
State. But it shows it is very difficult 
to come up with something that is fair. 
There is not one State that will not be 
able to go back to their people and say 
how well their State is doing under 
this. 

I don’t sound like a conservative Re-
publican when I am talking this way, 
but this is one area where conserv-
atives believe Government has a func-
tion, a strong role, and that is to build 
infrastructure. We have not been doing 
a good job of it. I know this because I 
spent 8 years in the other body. During 
that time, I was on the committee 
called Public Works and Transpor-
tation. It is strictly transportation, 
not like EPW, which is environment, 
all the regulatory agencies, and trans-
portation. So it is just about half the 
jurisdiction. But during that time, we 
watched what was going on, and I was 
right on top of it. 

When I came over to this body in 
1994, I became chairman of the Clean 
Air Subcommittee. I kind of left the 
transportation part. When we came 
back and I became chairman of the 
Transportation Infrastructure Sub-
committee, all of a sudden I realized 
what had happened in the 4 years I had 
been detached from transportation. 

When you talk about the number of 
vehicles that are traveling, the number 
of trucks, the number of congestive 
stops, where you have to sit and idle 
your engine—we are handling all of 
these things in this bill. I think during 
that 4-year period we did a bad job. We 
didn’t do what we should have done. 
Quite frankly, in 1998, I wasn’t real 
happy that we weren’t really meeting 
the problem. A computer run is tough. 
You have to consider that some States 
are fast growing States, such as Ne-
vada, big States such as California, 
Florida, Texas, and some of them 
would be complaining that they are not 

doing too well. It is because you have 
to have a ceiling, a growth ceiling. If 
you have a growth ceiling and they are 
getting back an inordinate amount of 
money, it bumps into that ceiling. At 
the same time, you have donor and 
donee States. If you take Texas and 
Pennsylvania, both of which might 
argue they are not treated fairly, if 
you make a change in one, it is making 
an adverse change in the other. I think 
we have to say we have done a good job 
when you look at this. 

One thing I think is important to 
talk about is the public views. I think 
the general feeling is that we spend too 
much money in Washington, and I 
think we do. But when it comes to 
their views on transportation invest-
ment, it is totally different. In Janu-
ary, last month of this year, Zogby 
International conducted interviews of a 
thousand likely voters chosen at ran-
dom nationwide. That is a pretty big 
sampling, as those of us know who read 
these polls. It is about twice the size of 
the average poll. 

Eighty-seven percent of those inter-
viewed said the Nation’s highway and 
public transit network is very impor-
tant to the Nation’s economy; 83 per-
cent agreed that President Bush and 
Congress should do more to help create 
jobs for those Americans who want to 
work, even though the latest Govern-
ment statistics suggest that the U.S. 
economy is rebounding; 69 percent fa-
vored boosting Federal spending on 
transportation projects during 2004, 
and that is significant—69 percent of 
the Americans favor boosting the 
amount of money of Federal spending 
on transportation projects during 2004 
as part of the transportation or jobs 
creation initiative, as well as part of 
the transportation needs and infra-
structure needs. I think that is very 
significant. According to the same 
pollster, that is how nearly 70 percent 
of American voters responded. 

In a survey they conducted a year be-
fore, they said they believe America is 
facing a transportation capacity crisis. 
That is what I was saying we were ob-
serving a year ago—that our Nation’s 
roads, airports, and mass transit sys-
tems are struggling to handle a grow-
ing population economy. Fifty-six per-
cent overall, and 79 percent of young 
women with children, said traffic con-
gestion is depriving them of more time 
with their families or for leisure activi-
ties than it did just 5 years ago. That 
is significant. 

These are social problems that exist 
because we are not doing an adequate 
job. These answers should not surprise 
anyone. It says that, since 1982, the 
U.S. population has grown almost 19 
percent, the number of registered 
motor vehicles has increased by 36 per-
cent, and vehicle miles traveled has 
ballooned 72 percent. Surprise, over the 
past 20 years, we have added less than 
5 percent to road capacity and even 
less than that to public transit. So we 
added even 5 percent less to road capac-
ity in spite of the fact that the popu-
lation has grown 19 percent and the 
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motor vehicles have increased by 36 
percent. 

Just take that as one statement, one 
statistic, and that justifies everything 
we are doing in trying to beef this up. 
It proves that what we are doing now is 
inadequate, but it is the best we can do 
under the circumstances. 

Forty-eight percent of those sur-
veyed by Zogby described the condition 
of the roads in their local communities 
as either fair or poor. That was the as-
sessment of 75 percent of Hispanic 
Americans. 

The survey polled a random sample 
of a thousand likely voters nation-
wide—the margin of error is plus or 
minus 3 percent—and highways and 
public transit are consistently impor-
tant to Americans. They said in a com-
mentary accompanying the survey that 
highway safety and efficient public 
transit are also high priorities. Over-
crowded roads are not only a concern 
for commuters but also for Americans 
who are nervous about another ter-
rorist attack. 

Other key findings: 80 percent think 
the Nation’s highways and public tran-
sit network is extremely important or 
very important to the U.S. economy. 
The fact is, I commented in my open-
ing remarks that this is by far the big-
gest jobs bill that we can be consid-
ering at any time. That is what 80 per-
cent of Americans say. 

Nearly 8 in 10 also agree that an in-
vestment in highways, bridges, and 
public transit should be considered an 
important element in homeland secu-
rity and national defense. We know 
this administration is very concerned 
about national security and homeland 
defense. I am glad they are. We are 
overdue in addressing these issues. The 
people agree with that, also. 

Nearly 90 percent feel it is important 
that their representatives in Congress 
fight to ensure sufficient Federal fund-
ing for transportation improvement 
projects in their local areas. That is in-
teresting because this is at a time 
when people are complaining about the 
amount of money we are spending. 

Two-thirds of Americans say roads 
and public transit systems play a high-
ly important role in their everyday 
lives. We are concerned about conges-
tion. I am in my State of Oklahoma. I 
am sure it is the same problem in 
North Carolina and virtually in every 
State. 

One of the foremost authorities in 
putting together, consolidating the 
concerns has been the Texas Transport 
International; that is the Texas Aggies’ 
group that put together something 
that they conduct annually—not just 
in Texas but throughout the country— 
as to what we are going to do about 
congestion. They said, less than a year 
ago, that 59 percent of the Nation’s 
roadways today are experiencing sig-
nificant traffic congestion compared to 
only 34 percent in 1982. 

Fully two-thirds of the major roads 
in the 75 U.S. urban areas are con-
gested during peak travel periods, com-

pared to only one-third in 1982. That is 
double. Both figures will increase with-
out additional investment. The average 
number of hours per day with conges-
tion that might be encountered on 
urban roads has risen from 4.5 hours in 
1982 to about 7 hours in 2001. 

The average annual delays per peak 
road traveled in 75 urban areas is 60 
hours. That is significant because, 
when you have delays, you are also 
talking about pollution and about leav-
ing cars running and trucks running, 
polluting the air, using up the fuel. We 
have an energy crisis in this country to 
start with. 

Traffic congestion is now responsible 
for 5.7 billion gallons of wasted motor 
fuel. The total cost of traffic conges-
tion to the U.S. economy and lost pro-
ductivity and wasted motor fuel in 2001 
was almost $69.5 billion, or putting it 
down so we understand it, that is $528 
per person. I think sometimes we 
throw around figures of billions and 
trillions and it is difficult to under-
stand, certainly, for people who are not 
spending this much time studying 
these things in Washington. That $69 
billion equals $528 per person. 

Shortly, I am going to talk about 
some of the other areas of the bill spe-
cifically, section by section. At this 
point, I will yield the floor because I 
understand the senior Senator from 
Texas has comments she would like to 
make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I thank the chairman for allowing me 
to speak on this legislation because let 
me say that I hope in the end I will be 
able to support the bill. 

At this point, I could not possibly do 
that because of the inequity to Texas. 
Let me say that I know the chairman 
is working with other Members to try 
to come up with solutions, and I hope I 
will be able to support the bill in the 
end. 

Most of the goods that drive our 
economy ride on our Nation’s highways 
in large part because over the past 50 
years the Federal Aid Highway Pro-
gram has assisted the States in pro-
ducing one of the world’s finest high-
way and mass transit networks. 

The majority of that system was de-
signed in the 1950s to meet the needs of 
a rapidly growing nation to connect to 
new population centers in the West. 
Today, there are other critical needs to 
be addressed different from those in the 
1950s, particularly the amount of trade 
that is stemming from NAFTA and the 
increased burden on our infrastructure 
that NAFTA produces. 

Although strong trade partnerships 
with our neighbors—Mexico and Can-
ada—have provided substantial na-
tional benefits, the resultant traffic is 
devastating to our Nation’s infrastruc-
ture. 

Back in the 1950s, our smaller States 
and Western States needed the extra 
help at the expense of States such as 
Texas. But now, I think, every State 

has more of an ability to contribute to 
its own infrastructure. The ability to 
contribute is much more equal today 
than it was in the fifties when there 
were huge inequities in the amount of 
national infrastructure. 

The State that has borne the greatest 
burden in the entire life of the Federal 
Aid Highway Program has been my 
home State of Texas. We are the single 
largest donor State. Since 1956, Texas 
has contributed over $5 billion more to 
the program than the State has re-
ceived in funds to build its own high-
ways. In fact, there has never been a 
year that Texas received more in high-
way funding than it sent to Wash-
ington. 

Texas has the most highway miles of 
any State in our Nation. Therefore, the 
people of Texas, obviously, buy more 
gasoline and, therefore, contribute 
more to the tax. Over the past 12 years, 
Texas and other donor States have 
made good progress. In 1998, Texas re-
ceived only a 76-cent return on every 
dollar sent to Washington, a loss of $1.7 
billion. Current law guarantees us 90.5 
cents on the dollar, but this is still 
very inequitable. 

Though we expected to equalize more 
this year, hoping to get up to 95 cents 
at least, that has not happened. I can-
not possibly support the highway fund-
ing formula in this bill. I am concerned 
that in an effort to limit costs, the 
committee created a new class of 
superdonor States. 

It appears that Texas, California, and 
Florida have been designated to shoul-
der the burden of the Nation’s trans-
portation network at the expense of 
their own. I have to object to this new 
superdonor category. 

The bill before us distributes $227 bil-
lion in highway funds using a formula 
that will hold six States—Texas, Cali-
fornia, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, and 
Maryland—at a 90.5 cent rate of return 
for 5 years. So for every dollar our con-
stituents send to Washington, they get 
90.5 cents back. Only in the final year, 
the sixth year, does that increase to 
the level of 95 cents. If Texas were to 
receive 95 cents for all 6 years, the for-
mula would provide Texas an addi-
tional $700 million over this period. 

These superdonor States have one as-
pect in common: They are the fastest 
growing States in America. Ironically, 
the formula in the bill offers the least 
relief to States whose needs are most 
pronounced, States whose cities and 
populations are developing most rap-
idly. Three of these six also are on the 
Southwest border, so we have the 
added burden of infrastructure needs 
from NAFTA in addition to being high 
growth states. 

The committee thinks we should like 
this legislation because while the total 
spending grows 36 percent, Texas will 
see a 42 percent dollar increase com-
pared to 6 years ago. However, our in-
crease has little to do with the formula 
but is caused by Texas buying more gas 
and paying more taxes into the high-
way trust fund. 
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In 2002, Texas contributed 9.11 per-

cent of the total dollars in the trust 
fund, up from 8.27 percent 4 years ear-
lier. Buying more gas allows us to con-
tribute more funds. We do grow in dol-
lars returning to the state, but we 
don’t grow as much as we are putting 
in. We keep the same rate of return, 
90.5 cents on the dollar, until the sixth 
year. 

Ever since the 1993 passage of 
NAFTA, it is these fast-growing 
superdonor States that are the major 
trade gateways to the United States. 
Eighty percent of NAFTA traffic trav-
els through my home State of Texas. 
But while the entire Nation benefits 
from that resulting commerce, Texas 
bears the brunt of maintenance and up-
keep on our highways, and those costs 
are not insignificant. 

To its credit, the committee did, for 
the first time, create a border and a 
corridor fund that represents some of 
that added burden on the States on our 
northern border with Canada and our 
southern border with Mexico. I com-
mend the chairman and thank him for 
adding those funds. 

However, the $1 billion for each of 
those funds which, by the time Texas 
gets its fair share, will still not bring 
us up anywhere close to the $700 mil-
lion we are losing by not being treated 
like other donor States. 

In 2002, over 4 million trucks hauling 
18 billion pounds of cargo entered from 
Mexico through 24 commercial border 
crossing facilities. Over 3 million of 
those trucks, or 68 percent, entered 
through Texas. 

In addition to commercial traffic, 90 
million personal vehicles from Mexico 
also traveled through the Southwest 
border States. So Texas now with a 
bigger infrastructure burden is getting 
less percentage of what it sends to 
Washington than almost all of the 
other States. 

I am just hoping the chairman will 
work with us, not to create a new 
superdonor State category. I hope we 
don’t break precedent and create this 
new sort of stepchild in donor States 
that will also be used for other for-
mulas for other kinds of State aid. 

I understand small States have the 
ability to have more votes in the Sen-
ate. I understand small States may be-
lieve they should have more of a piece 
of the pie than the larger States. How-
ever, representing a large State as I do, 
I just have to say I think we are all 
much more equal in capacity now than 
States have ever been before, and the 
concept that there should be donor and 
donee States should be going by the 
wayside. 

I am not saying we would want to do 
something that cuts people off precipi-
tously or hurts people immediately, 
but I think we ought to be in a 
phasedown of the entire donor-donee 
State strategy or attitude because I 
think every State should be able to de-
cide, getting 100 percent of what it 
sends to Washington, what it wants the 
money spent for. If we are going to 

have a Federal highway system, we all 
want it to be a good system, and per-
haps there should be some donor capac-
ity. But a 10-cent-on-the-dollar dona-
tion seems to me to be too high. I hope 
the chairman will work with us to cre-
ate all donor States equal, to create ev-
eryone at least at a 95-percent rate of 
return. The House bill treats all of the 
donor States the same. Donee States 
do vary all across the board. But we 
have never made a new class of donor 
States, and I hope we will not do it in 
this bill. 

I hope the chairman will work with 
those of us who believe there should be 
a much more equitable funding for-
mula so that I can support the good 
provisions in this bill. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. As we talked about be-

fore, there are always problems in for-
mulas. There are so many things to 
consider, as we outlined, such as fast- 
growing States, large States, small 
States. I would have to say to the sen-
ior Senator from Texas, we in Okla-
homa are kind of in the same situation 
as Texas. We have always been a donor 
State. We are just delighted to look 
down the road and see that there is a 
light at the end of the tunnel and that 
we are getting to the point where we 
will all have a minimum of 95 percent. 
I can remember when that number was 
at 77 percent and then 80 percent and 
then 90.5 percent and now up to 95 per-
cent. 

This is one of the difficulties. The 
Senator from Texas is from one of the 
three largest States and it is a fast- 
growing State. In my opening remarks, 
I mentioned that to come up with a 
formula, as the Senator from Nevada 
has said, it is a very difficult thing, be-
cause there are fast-growing States. 
There has to be a ceiling but there also 
has to be a floor. There has to be con-
sideration for donee and donor. 

I thought it was kind of interesting, 
during the remarks of the Senator 
from Texas, that the Senator from Ne-
vada came over and said, I wish we 
were doing as well as Texas on percent-
ages. 

Later on we are going to have full- 
size charts. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
could I offer to make that trade to the 
Senator from Nevada on a percentage 
basis? I will trade him right now. 

Mr. INHOFE. Later on we are hoping 
we are going to have larger charts to 
be able to show one for every State, 
but this one which I will hold up—I 
hope everyone will be able to see it—if 
we take under TEA–21 the average in 
the State of Texas was $2.1 billion. 
That is the average of each year for a 
6-year period. Starting in 2004, they 
would go up to $2.6 billion; 2005, $2.8 bil-
lion; 2006, $2.9 billion; and going on up 
at the end of 2009, it would be $3.6 bil-
lion, almost $3.7 billion, which is a 
huge increase, of course, over previous 
years. 

I recognize there will be a lot of 
States that are not going to be happy 
with their formulas. It is those people 
who try to find a better formula, after 
we put all of our resources together 
and spent a year doing this, who have 
had a very difficult time coming up 
with something that is going to be any 
better. 

Quite frankly, I spent some time in 
Texas. I held a field hearing in Texas. 
I talked to them and hopefully they are 
going to be very pleased with the mas-
sive increases, the percentage increase. 
For the State of Texas under this bill 
over TEA–21, the previous 6-year au-
thorization bill, is 42 percent. Now the 
average increase is 35.6 percent. So 
Texas is way above the average in-
crease and way above the average 
amount of the average States. 

I recognize there are problems with 
any formula, but those are some facts 
we are dealing with and things we had 
to consider. It is always difficult when 
representing 50 States, as we were in 
the committee. I would like to have 
done a lot better for my State of Okla-
homa. I know Senator SANTORUM 
talked to me about some of the prob-
lems in his State. When we look at the 
State of Texas and the State of Penn-
sylvania, where there is a donee State 
that is dissatisfied, the only way that 
can be improved would be to do some-
thing to lower the ceiling in the other 
States. So it is a difficult thing to deal 
with. 

I certainly will yield to the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I do understand the difficulty of deal-
ing with these formulas, and I am sure 
the chairman of the committee and the 
ranking member tried in every way to 
please as many people as they possibly 
could. It just seems wrong to create a 
new level of super donor State. Yes, we 
have increased to 42 percent instead of 
the average 36 percent, but that is be-
cause our people are putting more in 
the highway fund because we are buy-
ing more gasoline. Therefore, of course, 
our rate of increase would go up. We 
are still in the same position of sending 
a dollar to Washington and getting 90.5 
cents back until year 6. It is just hard 
to see that a donee State has more in-
frastructure burden than a State like 
Texas which not only has the most 
highway miles but has 80 percent of the 
traffic from NAFTA. 

I would love to take the chairman of 
the committee to I–35 where it is a 
parking lot from Austin to Dallas. It 
takes more time to drive from Austin 
to Dallas than it does to fly from Aus-
tin to Washington. It is just ridiculous. 
It is a parking lot, and that is because 
it comes from Mexico through Texas 
and we do not have the capability to 
expand at the rate the traffic is ex-
panding on that NAFTA corridor. 

As I said in my statement, the chair-
man did create a real border corridor 
fund that will be helpful, but it still 
does not nearly make up for the deficit 
we are sending in this new super donor 
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State capacity to Washington. It is $700 
million we could be spending on our 
own infrastructure trying to meet 
these needs if we could get 95 cents on 
the dollar back so every donor State 
would be equal. 

I know it was hard. I absolutely ap-
preciate that. Unfortunately, rep-
resenting Texas for 10 years, I have 
been in a lot of the formula fights, and 
small States tend to win. I know the 
Senator from Oklahoma has been a 
donor State and knows how it feels, so 
he probably understands how I feel 
right now. I just hope in the end we can 
see that we will get to 95 cents either 
through the help of the border cor-
ridors or in the formula in some way to 
acknowledge we should not be a super 
donor State with all of the problems we 
have. 

Mr. INHOFE. Reclaiming my time, 
there is a lot of truth to what the Sen-
ator says. One thing that needs to be 
clarified, and we have asked the staff 
to do it because it has not been done 
before, is to see—I mean, we are in the 
same situation. The State of Texas 
today is getting back 90.5 percent. We 
are getting back 90.5 percent. It is kind 
of an interesting study that is being 
conducted right now to determine how 
much of the money—when the Senator 
says Texans pay in so much and get 
back so much, a lot of the fuel that is 
being purchased, subject to excise tax, 
is not purchased by citizens of Texas, 
particularly talking about a corridor 
going through. I know when I am down 
there, I purchase a lot of fuel. That 
same I–35 goes through my State of 
Oklahoma. A lot of the NAFTA traffic 
is traffic that is not Texas traffic, but 
they are purchasing fuel there. It 
would be interesting to know whether 
or not the citizens of my State of Okla-
homa or the citizens of State of Texas 
are actually getting back perhaps more 
than they are paying in in fuel reve-
nues. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That would cer-
tainly be an interesting study to have. 
I would also point out that part of the 
purpose of the gasoline tax is to main-
tain highways for use, and even if it is 
someone like the Senator or someone 
using the highway for NAFTA pur-
poses, they are using the highway and 
it is the wear and tear that must be 
maintained. 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

I do not see others waiting to be 
heard. As we all know, tonight, in 
about an hour and 25 minutes from 
now, we will be having a cloture vote. 
Is that correct, Madam President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, that 
is correct. 

Mr. INHOFE. Between now and then, 
we will have a chance to hear from a 
lot of people, and as they come in I 
would be glad to have them heard on 
this subject. In the meantime, I will 
make a statement that I would other-
wise be making after the cloture vote. 
I am hoping the cloture vote will be 
successful and we can move right on to 

this very significant vote. In the mean-
time, I am inclined to want to share a 
few things that are in this bill, which I 
would be glad to do at this time, and 
then yield to any Senator who comes 
in who may want to be heard. 

I ask the Chair to go ahead and rec-
ognize the Senator from Massachusetts 
now, if he wishes to be recognized. 
Mine is going to be a rather long state-
ment. We will go ahead and move to 
that when the Senator from Massachu-
setts is through. 
CONGRATULATING THE NEW ENGLAND PATRIOTS 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
Madam President, the matters before 

us are of enormous importance to this 
country, and certainly to my State. 
These issues dealing with road trans-
portation and mass transit are basic, 
fundamental to our Nation’s infra-
structure and our economy. We are 
going to be focusing on this over the 
next several days. We are very much 
looking forward to it. There is an in-
credible need for attention to these im-
portant investments. 

But I welcome the opportunity to 
take just a moment or two at this time 
to recognize the extraordinary success 
last evening, when the New England 
Patriots played the Carolina Panthers. 
Some 80 million Americans watched 
that extraordinary game. 

I have a resolution which will give 
me a great deal of pleasure to offer in 
behalf of myself and my colleague and 
friend, Senator KERRY, who is not here 
physically but joins with his enthu-
siasm to urge favorable consideration 
of this resolution which is meant to 
congratulate the New England Patriots 
for their dramatic victory in yester-
day’s Super Bowl. It could not have 
been more exciting. 

With 7 seconds remaining in the 
game, the score tied, Adam Vinatieri 
kicked a 41-yard field goal to clinch 
the Patriot’s second Super Bowl suc-
cess in the past 3 years. Mr. Vinatieri 
is making a trademark of kicking the 
winning field goals in Super Bowls. 
Two years ago, his 48-yard field goal 
won the game as time expired. 

I also congratulate Tom Brady, the 
youngest quarterback in National 
Football League history to win two 
Super Bowls. He had another out-
standing day with 350 yards passing 
and had 3 touchdown passes. Mr. 
Brady’s performance gave him his sec-
ond Super Bowl Most Valuable Player 
trophy in 3 years. 

The Patriots had a remarkable sea-
son. They tied the Miami Dolphins’ 
record in 1972, winning 15 straight 
games. Much of the credit goes to the 
man named Coach of the Year, Bill 
Belichick, and his two outstanding as-
sistant coaches, Romeo Crennel, who 
produced the No. 1 defense in the Na-
tional Football League, and Charlie 
Weiss, who produced the team’s out-
standing offense. 

Among the Patriots’ heroes of last 
night’s game, and for the entire season 
as well, was the offensive line. They did 
an outstanding job of protecting quar-

terback Tom Brady. In fact, they al-
lowed no sacks of the quarterback in 
the Super Bowl or in any of the other 
games in the post-season playoffs. 
Truly a remarkable record. 

I want the Senate to adopt the pend-
ing resolution commending the Patri-
ots on their dramatic victory in a game 
that will surely rank as one of the 
most exciting Super Bowls ever. 

I notice in the chair the wonderful 
Senator from North Carolina, Mrs. 
DOLE. I commend, certainly, her enthu-
siasm for her team. She has reminded 
me of that enthusiasm and her very 
strong support. I commend the Caro-
lina team for showing extraordinary 
sportsmanship and competitiveness 
and just a superb performance by that 
team. 

If it is agreeable, I believe the resolu-
tion is at the desk. I believe it has been 
cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We do 
not have the resolution at the desk. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
will call for consideration of the reso-
lution at a later time. We will do that, 
under prior agreement, at a time, as I 
understand it, that will be later in the 
afternoon. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on an-

other subject, I want to address the 
Senate for just a few moments on one 
of the important aspects of the Presi-
dent’s budget. The President’s budget 
should be looked at, not only for what 
it contains, but also for what is not in-
cluded in the budget. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield 
so I can make a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I am 

very interested in hearing the remarks 
of the senior Senator from Massachu-
setts. However, we are right now debat-
ing the cloture motion. While I think it 
is perfectly appropriate to talk about 
the game last night, I hate to get into 
another subject when we only have an 
hour and 20 minutes to be talking 
about our cloture motion. 

I, first of all, ask the Senator if this 
is something that could be postponed 
until after that motion. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I know we just heard 
my good friend from Texas talk about 
the Border Patrol and the commission 
that has been established. 

Mr. INHOFE. Which is on this bill. 
Mr. KENNEDY. It is on this bill. I am 

conscious of that. I will not take a 
great deal of time, but I am not famil-
iar with restrictions. I inquired of the 
Chair to be able to work out a suitable 
time to be able to speak. I don’t intend 
to take much time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Debate 
has to be relevant to the pending meas-
ure. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, I will make it 
to be. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent the quorum call be 
vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Under the rules, it is 
my wish, as the chairman of the com-
mittee, that we get to this very impor-
tant bill. The Senator from Massachu-
setts has agreed, if he could be recog-
nized, he would keep it down to 10 min-
utes. That would be acceptable to me, 
if it is acceptable? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That will be fine. I 
ask to be notified when I have 30 sec-
onds left. 

THE BUDGET 
Madam President, the President’s 

budget that was submitted today, 
which is really the declaration by the 
administration with regards to defense 
and national security, but also is ex-
traordinarily important in terms of 
health policy and education. There is 
probably not a more important docu-
ment that is submitted by any Presi-
dent than the budget item indicating a 
nation’s priorities. So that is why I 
wanted to be able to just take a few 
moments on one particular aspect of it, 
and that is the state of our economy 
and how this budget addresses the 
state of that economy or how it failed 
to do so. 

I just wanted to share with the Sen-
ate the strong sense that we are in a 
jobless recovery. This economy may be 
fine for Wall Street, but it is bad for 
Main Street. I have certainly seen that 
in the last weeks or months that I have 
had a chance to get around this coun-
try. I saw it up in the State of New 
Hampshire, where every new job is pay-
ing 35 percent less than the jobs that 
had disappeared. I saw that down in 
New Mexico, where you still have 78,000 
workers who are waiting for an in-
crease in the minimum wage and the 
new jobs are paying 23 percent less. 

It is the same in Arizona, in Michi-
gan, in South Carolina, and across the 
country. South Carolina has lost tens 
of thousands of jobs. So I was inter-
ested about what is in this budget, or 
what would fail to be in this budget, 
with regard to American workers. 

One of the principal concerns that I 
find from families while traveling 
across this country is the failure of the 
Senate to respond to the problems of 
those who are unemployed with the ex-
tension of the unemployment insur-
ance. There are 90,000 workers a week 
who are losing their unemployment 
compensation. There is virtually noth-
ing in this legislation that deals with 
that. The unemployment compensation 
fund has nearly $20 billion. 

The proposal that has been offered by 
Senator CANTWELL and others would 
provide for some 13 weeks of unemploy-
ment compensation. It has been re-
jected by the other side more than 12 
different times. 

Look at this chart. It shows the aver-
age number of out-of-work Americans 
who are running out of unemployment 
benefits and not finding jobs. The aver-

age monthly rate from 1973 to 2003 was 
150,000. The estimate for January 2004 
is 375,000. And there is not one word in 
here to recommend that we have a 
temporary extension of unemployment 
compensation. 

These are all hard-working Ameri-
cans. They are not eligible for the un-
employment compensation fund unless 
they have paid into it. They have paid 
into it. And we are finding objection 
from the other side to providing some 
relief for these workers. I can’t believe 
that. 

Second, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a New York 
Times editorial from Friday that 
makes this very point I have just 
made. I will quote part of it. 

The pernicious joblessness bedeviling the 
nation is spawning a new category of Ameri-
cans dubbed ‘‘exhaustees’’; the hundreds of 
thousands of hard-core unemployed who have 
run through State and Federal unemploy-
ment aid. According to the latest estimates, 
close to 2 million Americans, futilely hunt-
ing for work while scrambling for economic 
sustenance, will join the ranks of exhaustees 
in the next six months. They represent a 
record flood of unemployed individuals with 
expired benefits—the highest in 30 years— 
who are plainly desperate for help. 

The emergency program cries out for im-
mediate renewal. 

I ask unanimous consent that full 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 30, 2004] 

EXHAUSTING FEDERAL COMPASSION 

The pernicious joblessness bedeviling the 
nation is spawning a new category of Ameri-
cans dubbed ‘‘exhaustees’’: the hundreds of 
thousands of hard-core unemployed who have 
run through state and federal unemployment 
aid. According to the latest estimates, close 
to two million Americans, futilely hunting 
for work while scrambling for economic sus-
tenance, will join the ranks of exhaustees in 
the next six months. They represent a record 
flood of unemployed individuals with expired 
benefits—the highest in 30 years—who are 
plainly desperate for help. 

President Bush and the Republican-con-
trolled Congress are doing nothing to help 
these people. Washington showed no qualms 
last month in allowing the expiration of the 
emergency federal program that had offered 
an extra 13 weeks of help to those who ex-
hausted state benefits. Historically, such 
help has been continued in periods of con-
tinuing job shortages. 

A year ago, the aid was extended an extra 
year by Republican leaders. But now, the 
G.O.P.’s election-year talk is of a recovery 
rooted in the tax cuts weighted for affluent 
America. Tending to the exhaustees clearly 
mars that message. 

The emergency program cries out for im-
mediate renewal. It costs $1 billion a month, 
money that is available from the federal un-
employment fund. 

In January alone, 375,000 unemployed peo-
ple are running out of state benefits with 
nothing to help them through to spring, ac-
cording to estimates of new federal data by 
the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 
a capital watchdog group. Without action, 
the exhaustee toll will mount. 

Many will slip into the limbo of the more 
than 1.5 million Americans who have given 
up looking for work in the inert employment 

market. These amount to the flatliners, in-
dustrious people overlooked on the adminis-
tration’s screen of spiking recovery indexes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
also want to mention one other item 
that is included by reference. That is 
the item of the President talking about 
his overtime provisions. 

Again, he has indicated his support 
on the overtime provisions that will ef-
fectively eliminate overtime coverage 
for 8 million Americans—primarily 
firefighters, policemen, and nurses, 
who are the backbone for homeland se-
curity. 

I have said here a number of times 
that I was not only strongly objecting 
to the administration’s proposal but I 
particularly object to the inclusion in 
the administration’s proposal that 
talked about training in the Armed 
Forces which can make a worker over-
time ineligible. That, I thought, was 
the cruelest part of the proposal. 

We have American service men and 
women who are in Iraq, in combat, or 
in the National Guard and Reserve. 
Many of them will be coming right 
back and will return to the civilian job 
market. Yet if they are going to have 
the training in the Armed Forces, they 
could be ineligible for overtime. I have 
said that before on the floor of the Sen-
ate. 

My good friend Secretary Chao—and 
I see the former Secretary of Labor 
presiding over the Senate—wrote a let-
ter to Speaker DENNIS HASTERT. She 
pointed out we shouldn’t worry about 
the fact of the military. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SECRETARY OF LABOR, 
Washington, DC, January 27, 2004. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I write to provide you 
with the facts to correct the record following 
last week’s Senate floor debate on the Con-
solidated Appropriations Act with regard to 
the Department of Labor’s proposed revision 
of the Fair Labor Standard Act’s overtime 
exemption regulations. I also would like to 
thank you for your support and leadership on 
the important issue. 

The recent allegations that military per-
sonnel and veterans will lose overtime pay, 
because of proposed clarifications of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act (FLSA) ‘‘white-collar’’ 
exemption regulations, are incorrect and 
harmful to the morale of veterans and of 
American servicemen and women. I want to 
assure you that military personnel and vet-
erans are not affected by these proposed 
rules by virtue of their military duties or 
training. 

First, the Part 541 ‘‘white collar exemp-
tions’’ do not apply to the military. They 
cover only the civilian workforce. 

Second, nothing in the current or proposed 
regulation makes any mention of veteran 
status. Despite claims that military training 
would make veterans ineligible for overtime 
pay, members of Congress should be clear 
that the Department of Labor’s proposed 
rules will not strip any veteran of overtime 
eligibility. 

This has been one of many criticisms in-
tended to confuse and frighten workers 
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about our proposal to revise the badly out-
dated regulations under the FLSA ‘‘white 
collar’’ exemption regulations. It is disheart-
ening that the debate over modernizing these 
regulations to meet the needs of the 21st 
Century workforce has largely ignored the 
broad consensus that this rule needs sub-
stantial revision to strengthen overtime pro-
tections. 

The growing ambiguities caused by time 
and workplace advancements have made 
both employers’ compliance with this rule 
and employees’ understanding of their rights 
increasingly difficult. More and more, em-
ployees must resort to class action lawsuits 
to recover their overtime pay. These workers 
must wait several years to have their cases 
adjudicated in order to get the overtime they 
have already earned. In fact, litigation over 
these rules drains nearly $2 billion a year 
from the economy, costing jobs and better 
pay. 

I hope that this latest concern will be put 
to rest immediately. Once again, I assure 
you that military duties and training or vet-
eran status have no bearing on overtime eli-
gibility. We hope that future debate on this 
important provision is more constructive. If 
we can provide further assistance in setting 
the record straight, we would be pleased to 
do so. The Office of Management and Budget 
has advised that there is no objection from 
the standpoint of the Administration’s pro-
gram to the presentation of this report. 

Sincerely, 
ELAINE L. CHAO. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, let 
me quote a couple of parts of it. This is 
the letter to the Speaker by Secretary 
Chao stating ‘‘that military personnel 
and veterans are not affected by these 
proposed rules by virtue of their mili-
tary duties or training.’’ 

That is what she says. 
However: 
Proposed section 541.301(d) states that 

‘‘training in the armed forces’’ can make a 
worker an overtime ineligible. 

This is new language. It is not in the 
current regulations. The only purpose 
is to take away overtime for veterans. 
Either it is in there or it is not in 
there. It happens to be in the regula-
tion. 

She states: 
First, Part 541 ‘‘white collar exemptions’’ 

do not apply to the military. They cover 
only the civilian workforce. 

No one is claiming that the rule af-
fects the military force. The issue is 
the veterans who leave the military to 
work in the civilian workforce would 
lose overtime protections because they 
have had training in the Armed Forces. 
Then it goes on: 

Second, nothing in the current or proposed 
regulation makes any mention of veterans 
status. 

No. But the proposed regulation, for 
the first time, addresses ‘‘training in 
the armed forces.’’ Veterans who work 
in the civilian workforce who typically 
have received such training. 

It isn’t the people who are in the 
military. We agree with that. It is after 
they get out that they are going to be 
subject to this. If they don’t want it in, 
they ought to have another rule that 
eliminates that. 

I want to bring to the Senate’s atten-
tion the understanding of the National 
Association of Manufacturers. 

Bush overtime proposal denies overtime to 
veterans. 

The overtime proposal explicitly states 
that training in the armed forces can dis-
qualify workers from overtime protection. 
Many employer groups encourage the Bush 
administration to deny overtime protection 
to more categories of work, such as veterans. 

Look at these comments from the 
National Association of Manufacturers. 

NAM applauds the department for includ-
ing this alternative means of establishing 
that an employee has the knowledge re-
quired for the exemption from overtime pro-
tection to apply. For example, many people 
who come out of the military have the sig-
nificant knowledge based on work experi-
ence. 

There it is. Veterans who go in and 
have that specialized training which is 
so necessary not only for their security 
but the security of their squad mem-
bers or their company members, their 
platoon, or whatever it might be, they 
get that. When they come back as a 
member of the National Guard and re-
turn to the civilian workforce, bang, 
zippo, their employer comes up and 
says, This is what the rule is. This is 
what the regulation is, the letter from 
the Secretary notwithstanding. 

We are going to make an effort to 
eliminate that whole overtime rule be-
cause we do not believe the men and 
women who are the heart and soul of 
homeland security, who are the fire-
fighters, police, nurses, and others 
ought to be carved out from overtime 
protections. There are many problems 
with our economy today, but one of 
them is not that our firefighters and 
policemen and nurses are getting paid 
too much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank my friend. I 
will take time at another time to go 
through the various provisions of the 
budget dealing with education and 
health. I think it is important that the 
American people understand exactly 
what those provisions do and don’t do 
for the American people. 

I thank the floor manager. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ap-

preciate the Senator from Massachu-
setts using the time. He has a concern 
about the extension of unemployment 
benefits, and we are all concerned 
about that. A lot of that would be alle-
viated with the passage of the trans-
portation bill. This is the largest jobs 
bill we will be considering this year, or 
perhaps in a 6-year period. It is very 
significant. 

Madam President, one of the goals 
for reauthorization of TEA–21 has been 
to increase the rate of return to donor 
States. We have talked about that. We 
have had several bills in the past in 
which we wanted to achieve that. In 
this particular one, we achieved it to a 
smaller degree in TEA–21. But in this 
reauthorization, we want to further in-
crease the return to donor States with-
out negatively impacting the growth of 
donee States. That is where we get into 

the problem with the State of Texas 
and the State of Pennsylvania. If we do 
one, we will negatively impact the 
other. Our goal has been to streamline 
the project delivery process to create 
greater flexibility for States to spend 
their highway safety dollars in the 
areas of greatest need. 

Most Members agree that in Wash-
ington we do not have all the answers. 
The Presiding Officer would admit 
readily that people in North Carolina 
know about the needs in North Caro-
lina greater than we do. That is one 
good thing about this program; we do 
leave a lot of it to the States. We do 
more than that in this reauthorization. 
I have talked to people in a number of 
States, including people in the State of 
Texas, who are very pleased with the 
idea that they are getting more flexi-
bility. This bill recognizes they have a 
better idea of the needs of their State. 
I certainly know that to be true in the 
State of Oklahoma. 

Finally, the goals were to focus at-
tention on freight movement. This has 
not been considered. Freight movement 
is the responsible party for a lot of the 
congestion referred to by several 
speakers so far, causing trucks to idle, 
cars to idle, time wasted when pollu-
tion carries on where we are paying for 
additional gasoline but nothing is mov-
ing. 

Although the proposed bill before the 
Senate addresses each of these areas, it 
has not covered all the reforms I would 
like to cover. However, it is a good 
start. We made a good start. It has 
been in the spirit of cooperation. His-
torically, when we reauthorize a high-
way bill, it is not partisan. As we 
worked together, Senator JEFFORDS, 
Senator REID, Senator BOND, and my-
self, in many hours of putting together 
our best ideas, there were things I 
would have preferred to have in here 
that are not here. This is a good start. 

The Federal aid highway system is a 
key component to America’s continued 
economic growth. The free flow and 
movement of goods, safety for trav-
elers, advancement and use of tech-
nology, and security of our borders and 
freight corridors are essential to our 
economic stability. Our investment in 
this critical infrastructure is not only 
required for people in goods movement 
but almost the foremost link in cre-
ation of jobs and opportunities for all 
Americans and represents the largest 
investing in discretionary programs. 

I remember seeing that familiar 
square-shaped sign ‘‘Men Working’’ and 
someone very creatively inserted 
‘‘Not’’—‘‘Men Not Working.’’ It is 
clear, each day we fail to enact a com-
prehensive 6-year reauthorization of 
the highway program, we continue to 
erode the ability of our economy to 
grow. 

Many colleagues share my strong de-
sire to get this bill passed and sent to 
the President by February 29. On Feb-
ruary 29, the extension we have on 
TEA–21 expires. No State benefits by 
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prolonging the process through tem-
porary extensions of the current pro-
gram. It disrupts planning; it disrupts 
the ability to plan ahead on the avail-
ability of workers to get the very most 
out of it. It is very important we do 
that. The proposal before the Senate 
provides the framework for transpor-
tation investments needed to accom-
plish our shared goal of creating new 
and better economic opportunities. 

The centerpiece of our bill is the new 
Equity Bonus Program which replaces 
the Minimum Guarantee Program. The 
Equity Bonus Program increases the 
minimum rate of return for donor 
States while ensuring fair treatment to 
donee States, about which we have 
been talking. 

All donor States reach 95 percent re-
turn on highway trust funds by 2009. 
That is a huge increase. We remember 
when it used to be 77 percent and 80 
percent. In addition to the fact that we 
are going to get everyone up to 95 per-
cent return in this bill, all States take 
home more money than they did under 
TEA–21. Unlike the current Minimum 
Guarantee Program, which is in place 
right now, where the table in section 
1104 governed what your State received 
each year in Federal highway dollars, 
under the Equity Bonus Program the 
formulas are the driving force, not the 
politics. 

The 1104 section approach, or min-
imum guarantee, is an approach that 
was purely politically driven. A lot of 
people were outraged about it. But 
they sat down and said we will put 
some percentages here until we reach 
60 votes and we can pass a bill. But 
that is not fair. Certainly, we correct 
that situation in this bill. 

We allow the formulas to work. We 
recognized there would be some inequi-
ties if we allowed the formulas to be 
the sole factor in distributing dollars 
to the States. Therefore, we subjected 
States to growth ceilings in each year; 
that is, there is a ceiling. So we get the 
fast-growing States that will not have 
more than they would be entitled to at 
the expense of those that are currently 
donee States. This accomplishes the 
two goals and keeps the costs of the 
Equity Bonus Program affordable and 
ensures that donee States are still able 
to grow. 

We also recognized that States with 
lower tax bases have an added chal-
lenge to adequate funding of their 
transportation system. We define these 
States as States with low population or 
low population densities and low in-
come. We guaranteed these States at 
least their TEA–21 rate of return. 

Finally, large donor States do not 
reach 95 percent until 2009. This is a 
concern for some of the Senators from 
Florida, California, and Texas. This is 
because the growth ceilings prevent 
them from growing too fast at the ex-
pense of large donee States. This 
means they bump into the ceiling. For 
instance, if we were to increase the 
growth ceiling in any year to move the 
large donor States to 95 percent sooner, 

the increased costs would be at the ex-
pense of the large donee States such as 
New York and Pennsylvania. 

Since releasing this plan on January 
21, I have heard from both large donor 
State members who are concerned 
their States do not reach 95 percent 
until 2009 and donee State Senators 
who believe their States do not grow as 
much as they would like. Both sides 
raise valid concerns. But the cold re-
ality is, in order to get the bill through 
the Senate—we are talking about S. 
1072, on which there will be a cloture 
vote an hour from now—it has to take 
care of both donor and donee States. 

So there have to be compromises. We 
have made compromises. As the Sen-
ator from Nevada said, there are a lot 
of things he believed he cannot get for 
his State that he believed he should 
have, and the same is true for my State 
of Oklahoma. 

After working on this for over a year, 
JIM JEFFORDS, KIT BOND, HARRY REID, 
and I decided the most fair, reasonable, 
and logical way to balance donor and 
donee needs was by creating ceilings 
and floors. Both benefit but both have 
to give up some growth in order to help 
others grow. 

In order to get this bill off the floor, 
we have to have 60 votes, which means 
a balance between the donor and donee 
States. This proposal achieves that. 

Another new initiative is establish-
ment of a new core funding category 
for safety. With highway fatalities ap-
proaching an unacceptable 43,000 a 
year, Congress has the responsibility to 
make the roads safer. That is why we 
call this SAFETEA. The purpose of the 
new highway safety improvement pro-
gram is to increase the visibility and 
effectiveness in funding for safety 
projects in such a way as to produce a 
dramatic reduction of highway fatali-
ties and injury. 

SAFETEA also addresses the signifi-
cant challenges involved in intermodal 
connectivity by creating a set-aside 
from the National Highway System 
Program for the completion of ‘‘last 
mile’’ connections. One of the frus-
trating aspects of freight congestion is 
the need to complete the last connec-
tion between port terminals and high-
ways or the connection between freight 
rail and highways. This has never been 
addressed in the previous authorization 
bills. This proposal not only identifies 
a funding source for intermodal con-
nectors but also creates room at the 
planning table for freight interests and 
concerns. 

Additionally, this bill lowers the 
threshold level for assistance under the 
Transportation Infrastructure Finance 
and Innovation Act, TIFIA, from $100 
million to $50 million, which I think all 
four Members thought was a dramatic 
improvement, to make some structural 
changes to the program designed to 
make this financial tool more usable to 
States. 

Freight congestion is not the only 
mobility issue. Personal mobility is 
also a problem in both urban and rural 

areas. Reports indicate that on a na-
tionwide scale, road congestion costs 
the U.S. economy about $67 billion an-
nually, including 3.6 billion hours of 
delay and 5.7 billion gallons of gasoline 
that is wasted. Here we are with a fuel 
crisis, an energy crisis in this country, 
and we are wasting 5.7 billion gallons 
of fuel. 

The committee bill also proposes to 
give States and localities increased 
‘‘tools’’ to deal with this problem, by 
permitting and encouraging the use of 
innovative techniques such as ‘‘hot’’ 
lanes for single occupants who pay a 
toll to ride in high-occupancy lanes as 
well as variable toll pricing, which uses 
varying peak-hour pricing to control 
congestion during regular high-volume 
periods. We have tried to do this in the 
past. We are just being more innova-
tive in carrying this further. 

SAFETEA establishes the Intermodal 
Passenger Facilities Program, which 
provides grants for making necessary 
connections between various modes of 
transportation. Current surface trans-
portation programs fail to address the 
importance of intercity bus services. In 
my State of Oklahoma, many people 
are using the intercity bus services to 
travel between our two largest cities, 
Tulsa and Oklahoma City, and our 
rural areas. 

In many cases, this type of service is 
the only link rural communities have 
to larger urban areas where connec-
tions can then be made to both na-
tional and international destinations. 
Specifically, this provision would en-
courage the development of an inte-
grated system of public transportation 
facilities through intercity bus facility 
grants. 

I see that the ranking member of the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, Senator JEFFORDS, is in the 
Chamber. I am sure he has a few re-
marks to make. If I could finish with 
this before I get into the section-by- 
section analysis, would that be accept-
able with the Senator. 

Thank you. I will go ahead and do 
that at this time. 

During the 107th Congress, we all ex-
perienced a cold dose of reality when 
the revenue aligned budget authority— 
that is, RABA—was negative for the 
first time. Hysteria hit. We were all 
concerned at that time. The principle 
that dollars into the trust fund should 
equal dollars out is fiscally sound and 
responsible and something I strongly 
support. However, to maintain consist-
ency in the program, we need to even 
out the swings in revenue projections. 

Last year, we learned that unless the 
mechanism to predict future revenues 
is more realistic, the potential con-
sequences can be disastrous. Some will 
argue that we should not allow nega-
tive RABAs. I disagree. As I stated ear-
lier, I strongly support the principle of 
‘‘dollars in equals dollars out.’’ If we 
continue to rely on the system of rev-
enue projections, we must accept the 
negatives along with the positives. 
While the pay-as-you-go system of 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:41 Jan 29, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\2004SENATE\S02FE4.REC S02FE4m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES354 February 2, 2004 
funding highways may be cumbersome, 
it is also an important fiscal principle 
we should retain. 

At the same time, we can and need to 
make improvements to RABA to make 
it more reliable in the future. This bill 
does that by modifying the RABA cal-
culation so that annual funding level 
adjustments are less dependent on fu-
ture anticipated receipts and more de-
pendent on the levels of actual receipts 
to the highway trust fund. 

We strengthen stewardship of high-
way trust fund dollars by requiring 
project management plans and annual 
financial plans to be submitted for all 
Federal aid projects above $1 billion or 
more and requiring annual financial 
plans for all projects receiving $100 
million or more in Federal aid funding. 
Both of these items were raised in last 
year’s hearings on reauthorization as 
areas needing additional oversight. I 
might add that even the States came in 
and were supportive of this idea. 

As our system ages and becomes 
functionally obsolete, extensive recon-
struction will need to occur. Typically, 
these projects are very large in scope 
and I believe require careful oversight 
to ensure proper management of funds 
and fewer opportunities for surprises in 
the construction process. These 
changes are designed to give us the in-
formation needed to accomplish crit-
ical oversight. 

Colleagues, the bill in front of you 
represents the culmination of Senate 
efforts for reauthorizing critical trans-
portation infrastructure needs across 
America. This bill aims at funding all 
States equitably and generously, in-
creasing the safety of drivers and pe-
destrians on our roads, streamlining 
environmental review processes while 
protecting critical natural resources, 
improving program effectiveness and 
efficiency, and preparing for the trans-
portation needs of the future. 

I ask my colleagues to consider the 
significant level of effort put into the 
preparation of this bill by the several 
committees involved, the administra-
tion’s recommendations, and stake-
holder input. I believe this bill does 
that. 

I would like to make one comment. 
We do have a vote coming up in 50 min-
utes from now, and we have several 
people who want to be heard. I would 
only say we have been talking a lot 
about formulas. As most of us know— 
but sometimes it does not come out 
forcefully—there are other funds that 
are going to be available. About 7 per-
cent of the amount that would be in 
formulas would be found in projects. 
Anyone who wants this bill should con-
sider voting for cloture so we can get 
on the bill. We would expect them to 
certainly support this motion if they 
have an interest in projects for their 
States. 

At this time I will just repeat one 
thing I said earlier when the Senator, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, was not in the Chamber. 
We have been talking about how Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator BOND, and, of 

course, Senator REID and I have been 
working very closely, together with 
our staffs, to get to the point where we 
are now. So I publicly thank the Sen-
ator from Vermont for all the hard 
work he has put into this bill and for 
the cooperative method of how we have 
come to some compromises. Perhaps 
neither one of us is really excited 
about it, but we know that is the art of 
compromise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator for his very kind 
words. I certainly reciprocate and ac-
knowledge the amount of cooperation 
we have had, especially that our staffs 
have had working together, which has 
greatly stimulated all of us to recog-
nize we have a good bill and we are 
going to get it done. 

I would also like to announce to the 
Senator that I just left the Finance 
Committee, and we voted out—as was 
expected—favorably the money to get 
it done. So we are ready now to proceed 
to it tonight, and hopefully we will. 

Chairman INHOFE and I are urging a 
‘‘yes’’ vote, of course, to move the 
transportation bill to the Senate floor 
where it can be fully debated and 
amended. This bill will strengthen our 
Nation’s transportation system, create 
hundreds of thousands of jobs, and im-
prove the safety of our transportation 
system. 

Our Nation’s roads and bridges and 
transit systems need immediate atten-
tion. Passage of the bill will provide es-
sential Federal funding to the States 
so they have the resources needed to 
maintain and improve our transpor-
tation infrastructure. We cannot afford 
to wait any longer to make much-need-
ed investments in our transportation 
infrastructure. 

Fortunately, unlike many other bills, 
our transportation bill will be fully off-
set and paid for. The Finance Com-
mittee did a tremendous job working 
this out. As I said just a moment ago, 
they passed it. 

Let us not forget that each time you 
go to the gas pump, you are paying for 
this bill. Our transportation bill better 
spends the gas taxes you are currently 
paying. We do not increase the Federal 
gas tax; we better spend that tax to 
help States, counties, and cities ad-
dress their transportation needs. 

A 6-year bill will allow us to better 
spend the gas taxes and fund State ef-
forts to reduce congestion, improve 
transit programs, repair dangerous 
bridges, and improve freight mobility. 
A 6-year bill will create over 2 million 
new, high-paying jobs. That is 2 million 
high-paying jobs. 

Chairman INHOFE is absolutely cor-
rect; since the bill is deficit neutral, 
putting off our bill until next year will 
only make matters worse. So let’s do it 
now. 

An extension simply means that ur-
gent highway and bridge repair costs 
will be more heavily borne by States 
and local governments than by the 

Federal Government. A simple exten-
sion means commuters will spend more 
time stuck in traffic. A simple exten-
sion means visits to the grocery store 
or the doctor’s office or the drugstore 
or the restaurant will take longer. 

Thirty-two percent of our major 
roads are in poor or mediocre condi-
tion. Almost 30 percent of our bridges 
are in bad shape. We have to address 
these problems, and our transportation 
bill will help get that job done. 

We are asking for a ‘‘yes’’ vote to 
move this bill to the Senate floor for a 
full debate on its merits, and we hope 
to do it soon. It will be open for amend-
ment, and the chairman and I will 
work with all Senators in this effort. 
Do not forget, the EPW bill increases 
the amount of funding for each and 
every State. And every State gets more 
than they did last time. I think that is 
correct. 

Chairman INHOFE has been a very 
forceful leader in this massive under-
taking to reauthorize our Nation’s 
transportation laws. He has thought-
fully devised an innovative plan that 
balances the interests of the great ma-
jority of donor and donee States. 

That is a tough one. Chairman 
INHOFE is to be commended for his cre-
ativity and energy in crafting major 
aspects of the bill, which the EPW 
Committee is putting before the Sen-
ate. 

As head of the Subcommittee on 
Transportation, Senator BOND has 
worked closely with Senator INHOFE 
and led the charge to obtain a strong 
level of funding for this effort. 

Senator HARRY REID, the ranking 
member of the subcommittee, and I 
have worked together with Senators 
INHOFE and BOND throughout the Com-
mittee process and stuck together at 
the Committee markup to protect and 
enhance the passage of the bill. 

History should also record that many 
fine staff worked long hours and pro-
posed some excellent approaches for 
our consideration. They have done a 
tremendous job. 

Before I conclude I would like to 
mention my old friend John Chafee. 
Six years ago, Senator Chafee was the 
Chairman of the EPW Committee. He 
moved this massive bill with the grace 
and the tenacity that was his trade- 
mark. 

John Chafee was a giant in this body, 
and he is missed very much today by 
all those who had the wonderful oppor-
tunity to work with him and shared his 
expertise. 

I can only hope that we all draw on 
the lessons of bipartisanship, of co-
operation and of consensus that John 
taught us. 

To sum up, we are asking for a yes 
vote to get this bill to the Senate floor 
for a full debate on its merits. 

Our Nation needs this bill and needs 
it now. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COR-

NYN). The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I would like to take a few mo-
ments to raise some questions about 
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the wisdom of invoking cloture on this 
bill at this time. I am concerned that 
this is a deficient bill in a very funda-
mental sense. 

One, it is deficient because one of the 
key parts of this bill, public transit, 
has not yet been voted out of the com-
mittee of jurisdiction. So we are deal-
ing with a bird which is missing its 
right wing and a significant number of 
tail feathers. I believe we ought to wait 
until we can see the full program be-
fore we vote cloture on proceeding on 
this bill. 

Second, the Finance Committee has 
just voted on the legislation relative to 
how to finance this bill. I will have to 
say, I am very concerned about the ap-
proach we are taking. Essentially the 
approach is, by whatever words you 
wish to use to describe it, to take 
money from the general revenue fund 
and use it to replace funds which his-
torically have come from the users of 
the transportation system. 

At a time when we just received a 
budget from the President that is over 
$500 billion in deficit—I repeat, $500 bil-
lion in deficit for this next year—to be 
further adding to the deficit by strip-
ping out funds which would otherwise 
have gone to general revenue seems to 
me to be more than reckless. 

Even if you accepted the proposition 
that it was all right to use general rev-
enue to finance highway and transit 
purposes, the key portions of these 
funds come from what I would call, 
charitably, ‘‘funny money sources.’’ As 
an example, we use the closure of cer-
tain tax loopholes, which even have 
names such as the Enron tax loophole. 
That is probably a very good thing to 
do. The problem is, we have already 
done it twice before. We used the same 
set of tax closures of loopholes to fi-
nance the jobs bill. That is the bill that 
relates to international taxation and 
has been precipitated by the fact that 
the European Union declared—sup-
ported by the World Trade Organiza-
tion—a portion of our taxation of 
international transactions to be ille-
gal. And if we don’t provide an accept-
able alternative, we face the prospect 
of very significant retaliatory tariffs 
against our products. So there is going 
to be a lot of impetus to get that bill 
passed. 

The second bill which uses these 
same items is the CARE bill which is 
the charitable giving legislation that I 
know has a significant amount of sup-
port. Since we can’t use the tax loop-
hole closures more than once, are we 
making the decision that we are going 
to do it for the highway bill and, there-
fore, have it unavailable for the jobs 
bill and the CARE bill? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. I yield, yes. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Has the Senator seen 

the size of this bill? 
Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Yes, I have 

observed it. And I might say, it will be 
somewhat larger when the public tran-
sit section and the financing section 
are added. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Has the Senator seen 
the first bill that we passed in 1956? 
This is the bill that was passed in 1956. 
This is the bill in 2004. How far we have 
come. 

How far and disgraceful a path we 
have tread with this porkbarrel-laden 
piece of overspending at a time when 
we have all-time deficits. 

I urge my colleagues—in fact, I urge 
the managers of the bill—to look at 
what they did in 1956 to fund the high-
ways in the United States and what 
they are trying to do now which is 
wasteful and disgraceful. I wonder if 
my colleague would have a look at 
that. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. I look for-
ward to doing so. 

Let me make my last point with 
which you might not agree. I think we 
need to establish what are we trying to 
do with this legislation. We are not 
just passing a piece of legislation in 
order to shove money out the door. 
When we passed TEA–21 5 years ago, I 
made on this floor a prediction which 
saddened me but has come to pass; that 
is, that as a result of TEA–21, our high-
ways, our bridges, and our public tran-
sit systems are in worse shape with 
greater congestion than they were the 
day we passed TEA–21. 

Why is that? It is because we have ei-
ther inadequately funded those basic 
parts of our American infrastructure 
or, if we did adequately fund them, the 
resources were not distributed to where 
the needs were the greatest. 

Let me cite a few examples. Accord-
ing to the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation’s conditions and performance 
report, which is prepared every other 
year to measure the needs of the Na-
tion’s highways and transit system, let 
me quote from that report: 

Capital investments by all levels of gov-
ernment between 1997 and 2000 remain below 
the ‘‘cost to maintain’’ level. Consequently, 
overall performance of the system has de-
clined. 

That same report estimates that over 
the 6 years of TEA–21, the quality of 
the highway system has degraded by 6 
percent and that 29 percent of Amer-
ica’s bridges are considered struc-
turally deficient. 

On the issue of congestion, there is a 
study which was done by the Texas 
Transportation Institute, I believe, at 
Texas A&M University. This was what 
they had to say about congestion: 

In 2001, 5.7 billion gallons of fuel were 
wasted as a result of congestion; 3.5 billion 
hours of lost productivity resulting from 
traffic congestion. 

Those hours and gallons lost cost the 
Nation $69.5 billion, a $4.5 billion in-
crease from the year 2000. The estimate 
is that if we appropriate the funds that 
are currently being suggested, that loss 
in gallons of gasoline and productivity 
will rise to $90 billion by the year 2009. 

Mr. President, we have lots of defi-
cits in this country. We are talking 
today about the deficits in our budget. 
We talk regularly about the deficits in 
our trade balance. But we have another 

deficit, and that is the deficit in our 
basic infrastructure. While it is not as 
graphic and we do not get a report on 
it as frequently as we do on the trade 
deficit or the fiscal deficit, it is just as 
pernicious and maybe even more so. 

If you ask yourself the question, how 
is the United States of America going 
to compete in a global economy which 
worships at the altar of lowest unit 
cost of production and be able to main-
tain American living standards, that 
will be a major challenge for the next 
generation of the American public and 
their political representatives. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. I will con-
clude first and then I will take a ques-
tion. I believe two of the fundamental 
parts of being able to answer that ques-
tion are that the United States needs 
to have the best educated population 
on earth so that we can continue to 
generate the innovative ideas and the 
efficiency in production that has 
hallmarked our economy. 

Second, the key responsibility of the 
public sector is to maintain an infra-
structure that will be as efficient as 
possible. Those are two of the keys to 
American productivity which will 
allow us to compete in the global econ-
omy and maintain an average income 
and standard of living that is dramatic 
and above the rest of the world. In my 
judgment, this legislation will not 
achieve that objective, while at the 
same time adding to our national def-
icit. 

For those reasons, I believe we 
should take more time with this legis-
lation, see what comes out of the 
Banking Committee for public transit, 
be able to understand the implications 
of the financing program that was just 
reported by the Finance Committee, 
and what is going to be required in 
order to avoid another 6 years of deg-
radation of our basic public surface 
transportation system. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Yes. 
Mr. REID. It is my understanding 

that the Senator from Florida is con-
cerned about, for example, the bridges. 
Of all the bridges we have in America, 
about a third of them are in disrepair. 
The Senator is aware that some of 
these bridges are in such bad condition 
that school buses won’t drive over 
them. They stop the bus and have the 
kids walk across and the bus comes 
across and they load it up again. The 
Senator, from the statements I have 
heard him make before the committee 
on which we serve together, statements 
I have heard him making over the 
years, and in his experience as the Gov-
ernor of Florida, indicates to me that 
he thinks we should do something 
about these bridges, as an example. 

The Senator may be aware that prior 
to 9/11, I introduced legislation called 
the American Marshall Plan. The reso-
lution has been passed by the National 
Council of Mayors and other organiza-
tions in the States saying we need to 
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do something with our infrastructure 
separate and apart from the regular 
highway bill we do every 5 or 6 years. 

Is the Senator in a position to say in 
addition to the work being done on this 
highway bill, we need to look at other 
parts of the infrastructure, including 
water, sewer, and bridges? Does the 
Senator acknowledge that? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Absolutely. 
I am privileged to serve on the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
with our distinguished colleague from 
Nevada, and we both know the state of 
our water and sewer systems are even 
worse than our transportation system, 
in terms of their degradation and inad-
equacy, and with every year that 
passes, that degree of decline further 
accelerates. So we have many needs in 
America to reverse the decline of our 
infrastructure so that we cannot only 
have a quality of life today—water sys-
tems that will serve our people’s needs, 
highways that are not excessively con-
gested and are safe to drive on but also 
are absolutely fundamental to our eco-
nomic well-being. 

Mr. REID. I also ask this question to 
my friend. The Senator is aware that 
my legislation—after 9/11, other things 
got in the way and nothing happened 
with that. Is the Senator aware that 
the Banking Committee, which does 
mass transit—they have agreed on a 
mass transit bill. Is the Senator also 
aware that the Finance Committee has 
agreed—in fact, they have probably 
done that by now because they were 
meeting this afternoon—to make sure 
that bill is funded properly, as is our 
highway bill? Is the Senator aware 
that that has taken place? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. As a mem-
ber of the Finance Committee, I can 
say that the Finance Committee has 
just voted out a financing program to 
support this legislation. We were not 
informed as to what the Banking Com-
mittee’s number would be for public 
transit. It was estimated that it would 
be $36.6 billion over 6 years. I don’t 
know if that is the final number that 
the committee recommended. 

Mr. REID. Let me ask a final ques-
tion. The Senator is aware that the 
State of Florida, for example, in this 
highway bill, will wind up getting 
$3,138,589,000, which is a growth rate of 
some 40 percent, and that the fiscal 
year 2003 number the people of Florida 
got for a return on the dollar they put 
in was the minimum, 90.5 cents. At the 
end of this bill, Florida will go to 95 
percent; that is, they will get 95 cents 
back for every dollar. I think the Sen-
ator would acknowledge that is an im-
provement over the last bill for the 
State of Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. I don’t deny 
that this legislation is better than it 
has been. I make two points: One, it is 
not enough to keep pace with the an-
nual demands on the system, both for 
maintenance and to avoid increasing 
congestion. Every survey I have seen, 
including those I just cited, give statis-
tical validation to that. 

The second concern is that we are 
going to be adding to one of the other 
deficits in this country, which is our 
fiscal deficit, by diverting money 
which otherwise would have gone into 
general revenue in order to pay the 
cost of both the highway and the public 
transit system. 

Finally, the specific elements of that 
transfer from general revenue to the 
transportation fund are extremely 
questionable. I mentioned one set of so- 
called tax loophole closers that we 
have already spent before. How much 
confidence can we have that this bill is 
going to get to the finish line before 
the jobs bill or the charitable giving 
bill, so that this essential part of the 
financing package is still available? I 
think it is a high risk. I say that to 
someone who knows something about 
high risk. I think it is an unstable plat-
form on which to place our Nation’s 
transportation funding. 

Mr. REID. What I hear the Senator 
saying is that the Senator has no ques-
tion with the amount of money being 
spent in this bill, the Senator has some 
question how it is being financed? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. No. Even if 
we provide adequate financing to as-
sure that this level will be allocated, I 
think we are doing as we did 6 years 
ago with TEA–21, assuring that who-
ever is here in 2009 is going to be facing 
a transportation system that has been 
further degraded. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I do say 
this to my friend, and I ask that he re-
spond: We have programs that are 
funded in this bill that were the prop-
erty of Senator Pat Moynihan, prin-
cipally, that I think are certainly far 
from being perfect, but they are the 
best programs we have had during the 
lifetime of this legislation. 

I say to my friend, with the fact that 
we have 2 weeks to complete this legis-
lation—we bring it up now or the ma-
jority leader said we wouldn’t be able 
to do it—I would think doing this high-
way bill is so much more important 
than not doing it, that it is easier to 
weigh that on the scale of legislative 
necessity. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. I think that 
self-imposed standard that we have to 
do this in the next 2 weeks is unaccept-
able. This has to be done, yes, but it 
ought to be done when we have had an 
opportunity to view all the pieces and 
understand the implications of all the 
pieces. By trying to do this between 
now and what happens to be Presi-
dent’s Day is arbitrary and does not 
serve the interests of our public and 
does not serve our ability to represent 
our constituents. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, may I in-
quire, those of us who would love to be 
heard on this—— 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. President, we have a vote sched-
uled at a quarter to 6. There are Sen-
ators who want to speak before the 
vote. I apologize to everyone for having 
taken the time with Senator GRAHAM. 
We have 25 minutes remaining. I won-

der if Senator DODD can indicate how 
much time he wants. 

Mr. DODD. Ten minutes. 
Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. REID. Yes. 
Mr. INHOFE. I suggest, we have 24 

minutes and we have three people to be 
heard, including the Senator from Con-
necticut. That is 8 minutes apiece. 
Does the Senator object to speaking for 
8 minutes? 

Mr. DODD. No. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that Senators DODD, 
BOND, and THOMAS be recognized for 8 
minutes in that order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend 
all of my colleagues who worked on 
this legislation. This is a difficult bill. 
I have been around this institution 
long enough to know that when you 
have highway bills and formulas, it is 
always complicated. We are seeking 
perfection, and we are never going to 
achieve it. I admire those who serve on 
these committees and have to work on 
these issues to try to put these bills to-
gether. I begin on that note. 

I also thank my colleague from Flor-
ida who knows a lot about transpor-
tation issues and has worked on these 
issues a long time. I associate myself 
with his remarks. 

I am concerned about this bill. I have 
talked with my colleagues about it. I 
wish to say publicly that I am grateful 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont, the Senator from Nevada, 
and others who spent some time talk-
ing with me about this bill and what 
happens to my State. 

Obviously, we all begin by looking at 
what happens to our States in a bill 
such as this. Connecticut receives, 
under the present version of this legis-
lation, the smallest increase of all of 
the 50 States, a 10-percent increase. I 
am deeply worried that we are no 
longer discussing a bill that was once 
rooted primarily in the notion of need 
and are now moving into a different 
consideration for how these dollars will 
be spent. 

My State is a donor State. It contrib-
utes more each year in tax revenues to 
the United States than we receive back 
in funding. 

As a small State, we do not con-
tribute more than we get back in terms 
of gasoline tax revenues. My State is 
100 miles long. The average vehicle can 
cross my State with about 3 gallons of 
gasoline. 

Yet I think everyone is aware geo-
graphically where my State is located. 
It is a thoroughfare. Millions of vehi-
cles literally every year pass on the 
Northeast corridor through my State. 

So with the wear and tear on our 
highways, the tremendous congestion, 
the huge volume of transportation that 
occurs, it is unfair to make allocations 
solely based on gas tax revenues. 

I particularly note, as I look at the 
managers’ amendment, that there is a 
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provision that provides for a floor of a 
35-percent increase for States with a 
total population density of less than 20 
persons per square mile, a total popu-
lation of less than 1 million people, as 
reported in the decennial census con-
ducted by the Federal Government 
2000, or a median household income of 
$35,000. 

There are seven States that fall into 
that category. Where is the need? 
Those States receive a 35-percent in-
crease in funding, regardless of wheth-
er there is any traffic, or whether there 
has been any deterioration in road con-
ditions at all. Here we are taking seven 
States which have fewer than 20 people 
per square mile, a population of less 
than 1 million people, or a median in-
come of less than $35,000, and yet they 
get a 35-percent increase. But a State 
such as mine that has cars and trucks 
passing through all night long and all 
day long believes that these highways 
are critically important to our econ-
omy and well-being. I am troubled by 
how this formulation is being consid-
ered. 

It is worthy of note that when we 
first wrote the highway bill, to which 
Senator MCCAIN referred, back in the 
1950s, it was called the National De-
fense Interstate Highway System. Few 
people today would deny the indispen-
sable role that the Nation’s highways, 
as well as mass transit systems, play in 
homeland security. 

I can say to my colleagues, I am sure 
they are aware of this, that on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, one of the reasons my 
State was able to contribute as much 
as it did to the devastation in New 
York is because of that National De-
fense Highway System that Dwight Ei-
senhower authored back in the 1950s. It 
allowed for our first responders to get 
into New York City, as well as for peo-
ple to flee that city, which is exactly 
what Dwight Eisenhower had in mind 
when we created the National Defense 
Highway System. 

Today, as we talk about the needs of 
my State and others—by the way, 
there are a variety of States through-
out the Northeast and Midwest that I 
don’t think do as well as they should 
be doing under these formulations. I 
know this is a work in progress, and I 
know we are not done yet. I say that 
with the full knowledge of those who 
helped us work on it. 

I felt it necessary this evening, as we 
prepare to vote on cloture, knowing 
these formulas can get locked in and 
once they are locked in, it is awfully 
difficult to change them. Trying to add 
discretionary funding here and there 
may be satisfactory to some, but we 
are looking at a 6-year bill where eco-
nomic development and congestion is 
so incredible. 

Tonight, one could go on Route 95 in 
my State and see that it is a parking 
lot. It isn’t just between peak hours; it 
is getting that way all day long every 
day because of the tremendous conges-
tion. 

As the Senator from Florida pointed 
out, we need to know what the mass 

transit piece of this legislation is going 
to be. I am pleased things seem to be 
moving in the right direction, but it is 
going to be awfully difficult to try to 
explain to people why certain States 
are just so limited in their ability to 
get the resources necessary to see to it 
that they can replace the older infra-
structure to accommodate the tremen-
dous demand that is building up in our 
region of the country. 

I hope we will take a look at some of 
these formulations. I say with all due 
respect to the seven States that are 
going to automatically get 35 percent, 
show me your need. If you have a need, 
I will listen, but if you are merely 
going to get a 35-percent increase be-
cause you have less than 20 people per 
square mile, population of less than 1 
million, or median income of less than 
$35,000, how do you justify getting a 35- 
percent increase when the need doesn’t 
exist? When there are other parts of 
the country that have tremendous 
need, how can you justify that we are 
only getting a fraction of that increase 
over the next 6 years? 

That is not how this ought to work. 
If we are going to start making deci-
sions in this country on these kinds of 
formulations, then those of us who 
come from donor States, who con-
tribute far more than we get back, are 
going to have to start making that 
kind of calculation on every issue that 
comes along. 

It strikes me that in too many cases 
the States getting the most out of this 
bill as presently crafted are the ones 
that contribute the least when it 
comes to Federal dollars, and those 
that contribute the most get back the 
least. We need to consider that as we 
move forward. 

Again, I appreciate immensely the 
work my colleagues have done in writ-
ing this legislation. It is not easy, I 
know that. I am grateful to them for 
giving me an ear when I talk about 
these issues and share my concerns 
that come from not only my State but 
a region of a country that runs as a 
belt across the Midwest and Northeast. 

I know my colleagues are cognizant 
of that. I am not telling them some-
thing of which they are unaware. 

Certainly, as we talk about a high-
way bill for the next 6 years, as well as 
transit when it comes along, we need 
to have formulations that are, as they 
historically have been, based on need, 
and not on a formulation that is going 
to disregard it. 

Whatever time I may have remain-
ing, I yield it to my colleague from 
Missouri who, if I have another minute 
or so, I will give him those minutes to 
use as he sees fit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the 

Senator from Connecticut for his un-
derstanding. He and I have worked to-
gether on many issues, and it is not 
easy. Certainly, this one is not easy. 
There is no question that we are not 

seeking perfection. We understand the 
problems that all States face. Over the 
6 years, this bill actually winds up giv-
ing, as best I can figure, the State of 
Connecticut 20 cents more on every 
dollar they put in than the money we 
get back in the State of Missouri. So 
we have given at the office, and we are 
attempting to achieve equity. 

Nobody is going to be 100 percent 
happy, but this is one where there has 
been tremendous cooperation, over bet-
ter than a year, among Chairman 
INHOFE, Ranking Member JEFFORDS, 
my colleague, the subcommittee chair-
man, and Senator REID, trying to listen 
and develop a framework that is fair 
and that deals with the pressing needs 
that this Nation faces. 

I commend the chairman of the Sen-
ate Environment and Public Works 
Committee, JIM INHOFE, along with 
Senators REID and JEFFORDS, for a job 
well done. 

The Finance Committee has been 
working hard. I gather they have done 
a good job to come up to the level that 
was originally contained in the Bond- 
Reid amendment in the Budget Act. We 
thought this was the minimum we 
needed because there are such pressing 
needs for highways. Obviously, every-
body knows good highways lessen con-
gestion. Everybody knows that they 
are the guidelines to economic develop-
ment. If we do not have good highways, 
we cannot keep and grow good jobs. So 
it is vitally important for the long- 
term future of the State. 

In my State, it is really a safety 
issue. We are a very wide, broad, and 
tall State with lots of traffic through 
it. In many of these areas, the two-lane 
highways are carrying traffic that is 
designed for at least four lanes now-
adays. Safety in this authorization is 
for the first time given a prominent po-
sition, being elevated to a core pro-
gram. 

We have more than three deaths a 
day on Missouri’s highways, and at 
least one and maybe more than those 
are attributable to the conditions of 
our highways. I know this happens in 
other States. That is why I am de-
lighted that the administration, in lay-
ing out the title SAFETEA, the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act, has empha-
sized safety because good roads and 
highways are a matter of safety. 

I think this bill does mirror the ad-
ministration’s proposal continuing our 
commitment to the motoring public’s 
safety. This is accomplished by pro-
viding much needed funding to reduce 
highway injuries and fatalities, all 
without the use of mandates. Funding 
for good highways and bridges is abso-
lutely essential and a key component 
of our bill will go a long way toward 
saving lives by providing funds to 
States to address safety needs at haz-
ardous locations, sections, and ele-
ments. These include roadside obsta-
cles and unmarked or poorly marked 
roads that may constitute a danger to 
motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
other highway users. 
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We know in Missouri that inadequate 

roads not only lead to congestion, 
therefore more pollution, they delay, 
deny, and derail economic development 
opportunities, but they also kill peo-
ple. When you have traffic—10,000, 
15,000, 20,000 cars a day—on a narrow, 
two-lane road, you are going to have 
people passing when they should not 
and they run into other people head on. 

We heard testimony from the admin-
istration that nearly 42,000 people are 
killed on our roads and highways each 
year. We need to make an investment 
to reduce that loss. I am glad that the 
bill reflects the continued commitment 
to making not only investments in our 
infrastructure but also to the general 
safety and welfare of our constituents. 

On the question of equity, our bill is 
the best we can come up with in the 
real world to achieve equity among all 
of the States. Some of us have been 
donor States for a very long time, get-
ting back far less than the dollar we 
put in. There are other States that 
have consistently received more. As a 
result, this bill tries to achieve some 
equity by getting all States to a 95- 
cent rate of return, at least by the end 
of the authorization. 

There are 24 States; Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Illi-
nois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Mis-
sissippi, Missouri, New Jersey, North 
Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Caro-
lina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, 
and Washington. At the same time, we 
wanted to make sure that every State 
got an increase. So every State gets at 
least a 10-percent increase over the 
amount of funds that they were getting 
in TEA–21, and we put a lid on so that 
some States would not take an undue 
share. I think the top rate is about a 
42-percent increase. So in that frame-
work, we have come up with what we 
think is equity. 

My home State of Missouri, as many 
of the donor States mentioned, has 
some of the worst roads in the Nation. 
It has about the third worst roads in 
the Nation, with 59 percent of its major 
roads in either poor or mediocre condi-
tion, requiring immediate repair or re-
construction. We also have the second 
worst bridges in the Nation. 

I take my hat off to the chairman of 
the committee because I understand 
his State may be the one State that 
ranks in worse shape than Missouri 
does on both of these. As my colleagues 
will notice, Missouri is very much in 
the middle ranks of those getting an 
increase. 

During the reauthorization of TEA– 
21, donor States did not think it was 
feasible to achieve the 95 percent rate 
of return. Under our proposal, we are 
able to get them there. However, I am 
aware that some of the donor States 
are concerned they hit our growth caps 
and do not achieve a 95 percent return 
in 2004. 

We were unable to bring donor States 
up as early as we might have wished 
due to our budgetary constraints, and 

balancing the needs of the donor States 
with the needs of the donee States. But 
as donor States grow, the donee States 
see a gradual decline. To bring greater 
equity between the States, I am proud 
to announce that all States will grow 
not less than 10 percent over TEA–21. 

This bill also addresses important en-
vironmental issues that were part of a 
compromise, worked out with great 
input from all sides. To ease the transi-
tion to new air quality standards, the 
conformity process is better aligned 
with air quality planning, as well as 
streamlining the project delivery proc-
ess by providing the necessary tools to 
reduce or eliminate unnecessary delays 
during the environmental review stage. 
We think that is very important. 

We know there are lots of different 
ideas on this bill. We tried to accom-
modate all of those ideas. We had ideas 
and requests coming in over the tran-
som, through the window. We met peo-
ple on the floor. Our staffs worked to-
gether to try to balance all of these 
needs. Clearly, there are going to be a 
number of amendments. I hope our col-
leagues will work with us because 
there is a real desire, on the part of the 
chair and the ranking member of both 
the full committee and the sub-
committee, to give a hearing to these. 
If there are important issues that need 
to be dealt with, we want to get the 
votes and move forward so we can, we 
hope, get the bill signed before the cur-
rent authorization expires at the end of 
February. 

Regarding a sufficient level of 
growth, the administration proposed, 
in my view, an insufficient level of 
growth for our Nation’s aging infra-
structure. The reason for offering the 
Bond-Reid amendment was because the 
administration’s SAFETEA proposal 
came in at a mere $200 billion for high-
ways. 

During last year’s budget debate, I, 
along with Senator REID, offered an 
amendment to fund highways at $255 
billion over 6 years, which was sup-
ported by a vote of 79 to 21. I am 
pleased to report that the bill we have 
before us follows the Bond-Reid amend-
ment providing a 31-percent increase in 
funding over TEA–21. While this is not 
as high as some might have wanted, we 
are able to achieve this goal without 
raising fuel taxes. 

In this bill, I think all of us are con-
cerned about jobs as well as the bene-
fits that good highways and bridges 
bring if we are to get people to work 
this summer, which I think is very im-
portant because we still do not have 
enough people working. We need to get 
the authorization so it can get out to 
the highway departments so they can 
make their contracts for the coming 
year. 

I do not need to tell my colleagues, 
because I think everybody has heard it 
too many times, that the Department 
of Transportation estimates that for 
every billion dollars in new Federal in-
vestment, there are 47,000 jobs created. 
We want to see those jobs created this 

year. Accordingly, in 2009 our com-
prehensive 6-year bill at $255 billion 
will sustain over 2 million new jobs. 

According to the Associated General 
Contractors, the same $1 billion invest-
ment yields $500 million in new orders 
from manufacturing and $500 million 
spread through other sectors of the 
economy. Construction pay averages at 
$19 per hour, 23 percent higher than the 
private sector average. Failure to 
enact a 6-year bill yields the loss of 
90,000 jobs. 

Another accomplishment of our 
package will ensure transportation 
projects are built more quickly because 
environmental stakeholders will be 
brought to the table sooner. Environ-
mental issues will be raised earlier and 
the public will have better opportuni-
ties to shape projects. Projects more 
sensitive to environmental concerns 
will move through a more structured 
environmental review process more ef-
ficiently and with fewer delays. 

The bill also ensures that transpor-
tation projects will not make air worse 
in areas with poor air quality, while 
giving local transportation planners 
more tools and elbow room to meet 
their Federal air-quality responsibil-
ities. The bill will put transportation 
planning on a regular 4-year cycle, re-
quire air quality checks for projects 
large enough to be regionally signifi-
cant and reduce current barriers local 
officials face in adopting projects that 
improve air quality. 

This comprehensive package is a 
good step forward to addressing our 
Nation’s needs in infrastructure devel-
opment and improvement. 

I thank my colleagues from the Fi-
nance Committee, and others. I urge 
everybody to work with us. The man-
agers of the bill will be doing their best 
to expedite it. I appreciate the time. I 
urge my colleagues to support the mo-
tion for cloture and to move to the bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Wyoming is recognized. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I think 
this is one of the most important 
issues we have had before us. As we 
look to a year with relatively short 
time to work on issues, with a large 
number of issues out there, I think it is 
important for us to deal with this and 
to deal with it promptly. I am de-
lighted that we are going to have it up 
to date and be able to work on it over 
the next week or so. 

I have not heard all of the discus-
sions. I am sure I understand what 
most of them have been because I have 
been on the Finance Committee. We 
have finally come to an agreement as 
to what the funding level will be and 
what the sources of funding will be. It 
follows very closely what we came out 
with in the Environment and Public 
Works Committee, of which I am also a 
member. So I am very pleased with 
what we are doing. 

Does it suit everybody? Of course 
not. There are all kinds of discussions 
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about funding source. The funding 
source is not entirely the gas tax. But 
the way we work it out, all that addi-
tional funding does come from some-
thing related to transportation, so I 
think it is a justifiable way to put this 
in a spending arena that will help ac-
complish the things we need to do. I 
cannot think of anything more impor-
tant. 

We have been in a CR since Sep-
tember. I don’t know what you heard 
from your transportation departments 
at home, but they feel as if they can’t 
move forward, can’t do contracting, 
can’t plan on what they need to be 
doing in the future until they get more 
assurance of where we are. So it is im-
perative that we do something here. 

I can’t think of anything more im-
portant to our lives, unless it is en-
ergy, than transportation. To be able 
to go with our families, do our work, 
protect our country—all these things 
are related, of course, to travel and the 
highway bill. 

The interstate system is 50 years old. 
The Senator from Arizona was talking 
about the little bill that passed 50 
years ago. Times have changed sub-
stantially and I believe there is a more 
comprehensive approach to travel that 
combines the spending of all levels of 
Government, which amounts to over 
$100 billion annually, when you talk 
about all of them put together. So our 
share is not the largest, but it is more 
than we have had in the past. 

It is a critical time. It is a critical 
situation. We need to move. As I said, 
I know there are different views and I 
understand that. There are decisions 
that have to be made in this bill in 
terms of distribution of funding, not 
only among States, but what is used 
for mass transit, what is used for path-
ways, and a number of other safety 
projects and things of that kind. 

But, really, our responsibility is to 
come to an agreement and move for-
ward here and then bring it to the 
House and get this done. I think, of 
course, it is also one of the big eco-
nomic features before us. It creates 
lots of jobs immediately. But more im-
portantly, it strengthens the whole 
economic structure so we can develop 
with other kinds of jobs. 

I know there is the case about there 
being donors. Let me talk about a larg-
er State that does pretty well. We have 
thousands of miles of roads, 27,000 
miles of roads, and relatively few peo-
ple. But lots of people who do not live 
with us are going through. This is a 
Federal highway system and it has to 
move throughout the country. So the 
decision as to appropriating and ad-
justing the money among the States is 
not an easy one. Certainly not every-
body agrees with how we are going to 
do it. 

In any event, I am not going to take 
more time. We have learned a great 
deal about it. Again, one of the most 
important aspects we have to deal with 
is the funding that is related to the tax 
that is assessed on gas. We made some 
changes on some of the others. 

I urge Senators to pass this bill. 
Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 

I understand the Senator, in addition 
to being on the committee I chair, is 
also on the Finance Committee. Would 
he care to report on what has just tran-
spired in the last hour or so? 

Mr. THOMAS. We have passed a bill 
there to bring it to the floor. The fund-
ing is very close to what the chairman 
used in our Environment and Public 
Works Committee. 

As we said, the direct amount from 
gas funding was somewhat short, but 
we used some other things, dollars that 
were related, and scooted them over 
from other expenditures into this bill 
so we are offsetting the costs. We find 
ourselves with the amount of money 
pretty much as laid out by the chair-
man and the chairman’s committee. I 
appreciate very much what he has done 
and certainly hope we can move for-
ward. 

Mr. INHOFE. I further ask, since I 
am chairman of the committee, if the 
Senator who has the floor now will 
yield to me for a few comments. 

Mr. THOMAS. Certainly. 
Mr. INHOFE. I see Senator THOMAS, 

from a State such as Wyoming, falls 
into a category we are taking care of in 
the formulas. That is low-yield or low- 
population States. They have to be 
looked after. As he points out, people 
are driving through, yet they don’t 
have the population base to be sup-
porting large amounts of revenue to 
pay for the roads. 

On the other hand, we see Senators 
such as the Presiding Officer now, from 
the State of Texas, one of the fastest 
growing, largest States. He certainly 
has problems. So being very careful to 
try to take care of all these diverse 
needs in establishing a formula to put 
together something that would take 
care of the large States, we put in a 
ceiling and we put in a floor. We put 
something in there for donee and donor 
States. It is a very difficult formula. 

I remind my colleagues who might 
not feel this is a fair approach to it, to 
remember, to recall when we tried to 
do this before under TEA–21, we had a 
purely political system. Everybody got 
a percentage of the amount of money 
that was there and it was all driven by 
politics. Once they received 60 votes, 
they didn’t care what happened. We are 
not doing that. We have a formula that 
takes care of all these needs. 

I saw the senior Senator from Penn-
sylvania coming through just a mo-
ment ago and there have been some 
complaints from that State. I compare 
that to my State. My State is 20 per-
cent larger than the State of Pennsyl-
vania, yet we have roughly the same 
number of miles of roads. Yet under 
this formula, he is receiving some $3 
for every $1 we receive. That doesn’t 
look like I do a very good job for my 
State of Oklahoma. Nevertheless, it is 
a reality that we have to consider all 
these things. 

If you look at some of the com-
promises we have made, we had four 

principals who spent more time than 
anyone else drafting this bill. They 
were, of course, myself as chairman, 
Senator JEFFORDS as the ranking mem-
ber, Senator REID as the ranking mem-
ber on the subcommittee, and Senator 
BOND on the Transportation and Infra-
structure Subcommittee, sub-
committee chairman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. INHOFE. I will conclude by urg-
ing my colleagues not to waste any 
more time. We need to get to this. We 
should have done this back on Sep-
tember 30. I urge colleagues that we in-
voke cloture and get right to the bill. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, it is with 
great disappointment that I rise today 
to express my objection to moving for-
ward on the bill before us, SAFETEA. 
The cloture vote that we will have in 
the next few hours is the first step to-
wards debating a bill with which few in 
this body are completely familiar. Es-
sential elements of the bill came out of 
the Finance Committee today, and 
Senators have clearly not had enough 
time to review these proposals and to 
assess the effect on their States. I be-
lieve that debating and voting on this 
legislation this week would be irre-
sponsible, and potentially damaging to 
many States, including the State of 
Wisconsin. 

The leadership has made it clear that 
they intend to push this measure 
through under artificial time con-
straints. Yet, members of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee 
were not given essential information 
before the transportation bill was 
brought for a vote on November 12, 
2003, and now Members of the Senate 
will be debating a formula we haven’t 
seen and are told we can’t change. The 
unknowns, at this point, outnumber 
the areas of understanding. Many Sen-
ators still haven’t seen crucial infor-
mation from the Finance and Banking 
Committees. Questions of how to pay 
for this bill and how transit funding 
will be distributed among the States 
were debated in Committee as recently 
as today. I fail to see how we are acting 
responsibly to vote on legislation the 
same day it comes out of Committee. 

I want to make my self clear. I sup-
port a 6-year authorization of transpor-
tation dollars. And I support a bill that 
would be funded at the levels the Sen-
ate supported in last year’s budget res-
olution, and that is fiscally respon-
sible. During every previous authoriza-
tion, I have fought to give my State eq-
uitable—equitable, not favorable— 
treatement under the various formulas. 
I could not, in good conscience, move 
forward with a bill that would be a step 
backwards for my State. 

I understand that moving forward 
today does not eliminate all the oppor-
tunities to alter this bill and make it 
better. However, the complexities of 
the formulas that the Senate will be 
dealing with require additional time 
for review. I am particularly troubled 
by possible effects on Wisconsin of the 
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proposed amendment dealing with the 
distribution of highway funds among 
the States. This formula was not re-
leased until just over a week ago, and 
yet this is what determines every 
State’s level of transportation funding 
for the next 6 years. This amendment 
contains the new ‘‘equity bonus’’ pro-
gram, dictating the State’s percentages 
of formula funding. The State of Wis-
consin is a loser under this formula. 
According to charts from the Federal 
Highway Administration, Wisconsin’s 
rate of return will drop to $.95 by the 
second year of the bill, and remain 
there for 4 years. I understand that the 
formulas involved are complicated and 
difficult to alter. In my mind, this pro-
vides all the more reason granting Sen-
ators additional time to review and 
amend them. 

A 6-year authorization bill should 
not move forward under an arbitrary 
time limit. As a Senator whose State 
could be harmed by this legislation, I 
will use all the procedural tools at my 
disposal to give myself more time to 
understand and amend the bill. In addi-
tion, I will use any legislative means to 
fix the inequities that exist in the pro-
posed formula amendment. I am hope-
ful that the leadership will work with 
me in the coming weeks to protect my 
State and advance the best possible re-
authorization bill. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, pursuant to rule 
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate 
the pending cloture motion. The clerk 
will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 426, S. 1072, 
a bill to authorize funds for Federal-aid high-
ways, highway safety programs, transit pro-
grams, and for other purposes: 

Bill Frist, James M. Inhofe, John Cor-
nyn, Susan Collins, Craig Thomas, Pat 
Roberts, Conrad Burns, Thad Cochran, 
Norm Coleman, Richard Shelby, Mike 
Crapo, Robert F. Bennett, George V. 
Voinovich, Ted Stevens, Lamar Alex-
ander, Lindsey O. Graham. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 1072 shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I announce tha the 

Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. BURNS), 
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLE-
MAN), the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN), the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI), and the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), the 

Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
EDWARDS), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY), the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBER-
MAN), and the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) would vote 
‘‘yea.’’ 

The yeas and nays resulted, yeas 75 
and nays 11, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 7 Leg.] 
YEAS—75 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 

Daschle 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham (SC) 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Pryor 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Talent 
Thomas 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—11 

Akaka 
Dodd 
Feingold 
Graham (FL) 

Gregg 
Hutchison 
Kohl 
Kyl 

McCain 
Specter 
Sununu 

NOT VOTING—14 

Bennett 
Biden 
Burns 
Coleman 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Ensign 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Kerry 

Lieberman 
Murkowski 
Reed 
Stevens 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 75, the nays are 11. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
∑ Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
like today’s RECORD to indicate that I 
am necessarily absent due to a delayed 
incoming flight to Washington. Had I 
been present for the vote on the motion 
to invoke cloture on the motion to pro-
ceed to consideration of the highway 
funding bill, I would have voted yea.∑ 

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
∑ Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on Sen-
ate rollcall vote 7, to invoke cloture on 
The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act of 
2003 (S. 1072), I was absent due to a de-
layed flight. If I had been present for 
the vote I would have voted in the af-
firmative, to invoke cloture and pro-
ceed to the bill.∑ 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of 
all, I thank all the main principals in-

volved: Senators JEFFORDS, REID, 
BOND, and the entire committee. I 
think it was a very good vote. I think 
we are going to be able to move on to 
the biggest jobs bill probably in the 
last 10 years. I thank my colleagues for 
their strong support. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Oklahoma. 
I have been through this before, but 
this was the most expeditious and well- 
run operation I have been involved in, 
and I think we are moving toward a 
successful result. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. 1072, 
the highway bill, at 10:30 a.m. on Tues-
day, February 3. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee is recognized. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. What is the par-

liamentary situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 

postcloture on a motion to proceed to 
the bill. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Is the Senator wishing to speak in 
morning business? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TWO SUPER BOWLS 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

rise to propose that we turn the Presi-
dential nominating process over to the 
National Football League, except for 
Super Bowl half-time shows. Then 
maybe we can have a second Super 
Bowl, where anything is possible and 
everyone can participate. 

Take the example of our colleague 
Senator KERRY’s team—I am sure the 
Senator from Vermont will be quick to 
point out it is the team of many Sen-
ators from New England—the New Eng-
land Patriots. Last night, they became 
the Super Bowl champions. 

On September 12, in the season’s first 
game, the Buffalo Bills trounced the 
Patriots 31 to 0. If this had been the 
first-in-the-Nation Presidential nomi-
nating caucus, the Patriots would have 
been toast. You know the pundits’ rule: 
Only three tickets out of Iowa. The Pa-
triots certainly didn’t look like one of 
the three best professional football 
teams. Then, the Washington Redskins 
defeated the Patriots, as unlikely as it 
would have been for DENNIS KUCINICH 
to upend Senator KERRY in New Hamp-
shire. But in the National Football 
League, upsets don’t end the season. 
The Patriots played 14 more games. 
They won them all. Yesterday, they 
beat the Carolina Panthers in the 
Super Bowl for their 15th consecutive 
win. 
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