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Record Type: Record 

To: 

cc: 
Subject: Today's Raines, Stein, Slater, Lew Meeting on ISTEA 

Here's a quick read out of the meeting, which I attended in Gene's place: 

Slater asked for meeting because he's doing a 6-state tour next week, and wants to know what 
message he should be sending. (Also, he'll be doing a speech at Nat'l Press Club the week after.) 

Raines summarized the problems in ISTEA as four: 1) it 's too big, relative to BBA; 2) as a result, it 
crowds out other priority investments - either directly, or by using offsets needed for other things; 
3) $9B in House demo's; and 4) the off-budget provision. Although we haven't said much about 
#3 and #4 , where we want to go w. ISTEA is: smaller, less crowding out, fewer dem's, and 
on-budget. That said, there's no agreement internally on how to get there, and Frank can' t really 
predict where we' l l come out. 

Raines and Stein suggested that Rodney talk about the importance of transportation investment -
and our good record - but make clear it can't crowd out other important investments. (Rodney 
emphasized that non-highway transportation investments are the hardest hit in the Senate budget 
resolution - that 's half of what domenici uses to pay for ISTEA; he can obviously say that very 
effectively wi th a lot of audiences.) Rodney wanted guidance on what to say about the t iming of 
the bill. We agreed that he should say: 1) We think we can get a good bill by May 1. 2) But if 
Congress can't get a good bill by May 1, they should slow down a bit in order to do it right. 

In sum, Rodney's message should be: 1) i t 's too big; 2) it crowds out other investments; 3) we 
need a good bill by May 1 ; and 4) we need to maintain the good policies that are now in both bills 
- DBE, WTW transportation services, environmental funding, etc. 

The rest of the meeting was a discussion of strategy. Stein thinks that if we do some additional 
analysis and see how things play out, the right answer in terms of strategy will make itself 
apparent. He thinks we need 3 pieces of analysis: 1) crowding out effects of ISTEA - both 
aggregate and compelling examples; 2) demonstration projects - again, both aggregate and 
compelling examples; and 3) the best response to the Shuster, et al argument that we just want to 
spend what 's rightfully ours - namely, everything in the HTF. OMB is doing 1); DOT is doing 2); 
I'm going to take a crack at 3), by summarizing relevant info from the House Budget committee and 
possibly a GAO report on non-HTF spending on highways. 

Larry thinks press coverage of the demo's has been brutal - ABC even linked it to Shuster's need 
to deal wi th his legal problems. (He stressed that we should not be the source of any information 
on pork/demos; he thinks that story can tell itself.) Plus, he met w. Sen. Warner, who said he was 
embarrassed by the House bill - the pork, the off-budget and the sheer size. He's mortif ied by the 
prospect of a Democratic president vetoing a GOP bill b/c of pork and excessive spending. Larry 
thinks the environment is there for things to turn around somewhat - mostly likely, a jett isoning of 
the demo's. But he and others think it will be hard to get Congress to scale back the size of the bill 



much beyond that b/c increasing the pie was the way they solved the fractious formula f ights. 

Larry may also be underestimating the diff iculty of getting rid of demos. He said he thought the 
House porkfest had embarrassed the Senate so much that it wouldn' t add its own demos. But DOT 
officials (Steve Palmer and Jack Basso) tended to disagree; they said the Senate will likely get rid of 
some of the House's pork to make room for its own . 

Larry and Frank agreed that they would jointly call Chafee, Warner and Baucus on Monday to try to 
slow them down a bit in terms of the conference. Slater said he would also try to use DOT's role 
in providing technical assistance - e.g., in resolving the House-Senate formula differences - to 
slow things down. We want to slow things down without being seen as doing so. 
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Dorothy: 

Here 'lis, bul i l is still ii work in progre,s.s. T doubt there will be any major changes in the 
morning, probably just a few tweaks. 

Regards 
Scott 

From the desk of... 

Scott Oykema 
Spaechwriter to the Secretary 

U.S. Transportation Department 
400 7lli St., SW 

Washington, DC 20590 

(202) 366-5563 
Fex: (202) 366-7270 or (703) 526-9367 
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••fi'all " •••• Boiiny.'aiii't - ?.5 niimiU-s 

(Ai>H>. You u>)/l xfvuH i i fh t th* ium httm tn -tm mfmht;fs ami cw.̂ yrt tt, fhc t^ess < //f A 
iHifirtHm Vourtuikynll hiT tv<Hidrr.,t hy 'Vutuma/ Piit^iir Rcidf unJ n-r iri'J A-
intruJu^u-dby lh>ufi Harhf^< hu f^n'sUcntofthepresx cfub JiuJ.ii ftusin^sa li^ -k r\'fu>nJ.} 

rcco!J,ni/o kiiii .ire at <i .;:rjt)c!dl morntut •.r> W.«h,iA::ior- v̂ •i..h I: ; iUA u:.ii.!Uw>. i.iiU'-n m 

otitoi eiicc cv«ranirtee Youf fiJOdii?i.-.n i-.o(Mrn)ltt:e has sji lti'V.:di»:/t !VTt̂ ;e -.-..i rrtnjitu io know VA 

advuru.'i" th-tl thii •̂ .vt>L;td ixr tne hot mpic or; ( •̂{•''•i.:n f.Uj| ihis wec-i 

li IS ^ iv;jvic '.>rttfiaii isiWuiKi u» n»î  Aniericiii j-roplc thy n -vimpie .tx.MM! 'i^s ttiDlii-inl^ioi; 

bi::i;pniu :bf llic .aiioi;^?; airlacir tijijis^-.,.: i,^^ ,;K,hiic.-;iii. c niil h:iv- ;i v>*> 

the hvt"; or An>cvH.:i!i'': <:'i < ŷ\i'her<r ?r(fo l.*U' new (.jeinuiv 

I hvi r< -wWfT̂ Ĵ -rjftUe iiu>.sl aijiUiliCi.itn doMir'̂ tic lr;:i.:is!,siio.n Tin? >,»'>. p-'.̂ vvij- iM/f i.̂ n-iMlcr triis 

yea. It IH i-.ot msi dboiiT the î ent (> vi:M^. a i^. Ahoiti iht iit̂ xt KA) vt<t<s (t Is uô  jus? .iicii-r 

'rH«sjKJrtaru>(i. /; is ai-oul ibt oî ânumv, rhc wivifonmeni. e«3uiU ».;>j.s«t)ij>jiv. .»,«} •.•.»»».<i itkjve. 

1 his hi|( Trotv js abinir our liiture 

A secotid onlic^ !̂ link !o fuM.Mc ir̂  a\ i:.i(( :if.-, i^^-m ni vi-ii 'i.ivr.- hi-iirn mc my *" 

^ y''.>l'rt' ;.ivi;tWOil &yj.K'U» wili «k. for liit: jftfoiis'l!? c*:»'»iiO«iiv i.» ,'' IM o^vy-̂ x -.vhr̂ i ({•,<> 

naiwn'-; irfcrsuitc :̂ ystcra did for ihc AmfiltCaa eccao.iiy Lr. the Li>l iuiiroflhi >Ĵ :-,IMIV 

kiarliv̂ f ivK-n'h. I pn-posr,! fnh?r..:vrij;; ttre :̂«!c1y and vtHciotc,' oi'uiji ir.iafnni ';vsTi!«ti iind 

llif. l ed'' r<; \vivi(i<.)i .AduiEtii.'̂ rMtivDi 

t.?i;t betV-re 1 speak to ihesc iw) issue:,, let bnolly Nliufe jtiy owu pc ..Ktciivt ,-,s 
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Sc.,:,-.-ii;r'y ui' i>nris;>onftMc,i> (or the Icisf ! i t'i<>7Mhv f-r-^f, j^t n̂ e .ity i* hv, rtxn :i iir,u: of 

cxJr.'f<-5rrfi(«r, cfiAVt̂ c When I becifnu- <<x;e\my I ivM .» tfwis r •? =,vbf<:h 1 w«r».Urd r • ibr...-; 

" Cw(iTi.ni.miij, 10 put :-,au;(v ..t̂  ;.>i.(i top piior'tv. 

• m;i;n',;ainiiif,'. liX-ord-lcsd invL-.:<rriiei;r>. and 

;?Vptvii><- camtTKtn sense ro whal wo do - v,.h;H this I'resitictu nm'. '••.'ict ĉ .(k-?M Jutvr 

i.iillvjri jivmv.ern(riy ĵoi'Cr-»(Vt:;i'.! 

I g..Ki proij*? s»v thai have Qwide .M /̂niflcawJ i>it.»ĵ ic6s on aii f-oi«s .̂  nynv suilitec 

<rattsp«natior; HU unJ r. \ . \ relviims wiH ensure that !\c COJUii;uv: to rrukc pMivt!cs% 

I!TP Njjicty. v̂ c have wortroi DII rl^- IVc-iidonr ?; minarjve ro fnc!;-?ty> h;jtt vt:f.;iî t ^̂ •irt> ;t 

l̂ ô i! nf s.avmi? i.̂ OCi IK;-^ p,eve»ttnu lOU.Ot'K) sMfi.t;;:s M W,- |,M.V 4̂ ctuap:du-nvivpli-n 

ro i>;-c»vrvc iLic bonciirs oi'»h bajsts aixf niininti/A tliwi ii*k». and .ire wv<rLi«.tf v-.-iTl, =avif»!.d'>i<-ti.)t.«K 

in the <k-vel«pmeni of so cilled sow! airtrafl.s •- real LMw ociiiuj-v technohviiv 

•urid:-.s In aviation .safety and in l<ov> wt- crisis*c S",("c op(:<,'it(:>ns r.\'\hc- m'M.m « iH»ln»a«.t« \Vv v-il 

Ai; Mfrosti his conmHttnent tn trwkS]>ortHiion satety, Pr.:.sidc!t: Climon has inadv -̂kur h!̂  

i.-v,m.;in;wrti lo iiuiKling nn ovef-sTroTii#fT traP5pf>nat;on sĵ artm As the J'reMdcnt s-jd u\ fu- Siajc 

;"n-;i[oi;v Ju-. r.. javv.*lment!» in .science ajid lecbnoJogv. <:dijc.-:iu>fi auA sl.'AW 

wMii'̂ poitiiTion 

Ol! Mnî sfTTieni has ttlreftdy paid ort' On:- roaiis mid J)nd;,'srfi arc in tx-nfr :sli;i!*i- fodrt"; ih în 
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an i i:jr-( MTr̂ s O'lr etfods TO ln^ji.. reform tn 'XmfTvk f:;iK! iK îr? n rail srtil.̂ '̂ frnsurv '̂ ;̂r̂ ;̂ ^̂  

lunucr suv-«.:e«.< .̂>.irtrai%S|>unatirtn «fs<»u$rj-y }«/». cic-uied /OO.tifH^ -.icw job* iii trw Us? ;-,v vr:«.'. 

Ilic Prcsif<cni s hudg t̂ ihL, vt̂ ar A k̂̂  fiw 12 ;̂ou:eur iiiv>i e toi llivh^^ ;̂ . .ma vvajL̂ ir ifia.i 

anriuu-l a'/cvjicic spcndmc dunng thi: pnoi- .Adrninislration 

linir; * n a ; < - : i yfsi â o, I I •v̂ lm;̂ ,} ;A i;r«vitinvit fo biifiv. i AP̂ r;:<Hi -̂ cuv?; 

*«:-v«-iViniiM.rt ?o v)uJ cuMoiMCi-s and to rdfUiVMiship wwtth nti- -.i ..kehijItU-r?. and pattnecs I said 1 

>̂ anted a depanraeni tha vw-rkcd better and COM ltv.s So 1 »uii v-, v ofo.id U\M. ...U- di-.pwt.,io<iv\s 

Mi>*xct(^v: pla;; - - -vsth yoah ct.n;i.;f«./d ott ::f»fiv1y., mohililv. i:<:i'>nt>TTi-i; ^n^ivth nad.^, ihi^ 

fn> irf>n?r,f,'r»T |-r,;)rK.>r.;.i.l s«;cunly -- way. ti)p rar.-f-:/ ir; px^/t>,sw)>;:><» 

And I itnj vri\ iir̂ •ill̂ 1 fĥ t̂ ours {̂ ,̂̂  j ' ^ j , . |,^dci(i; «><c;iL V i v> t̂ sF;?Mi'<!i an <Acc.u\>,w 

<ii> t̂.̂ t which jiivcs citt/cns across the coyjwtv the. Cftw avvcss (.•»c.ur JLSoisiontts.tkiv:: .>K...:, 

Wii! vvv iinvu i«wife (0 do. lhat is why ^Hrlic"-tti-« f A.uinî ;jrvtTaMv ii,,(e viarvcv 

and I p.->p«>sr:d HI* »nihitH,*JS !•cninvt̂ n(î •i?1. itiiti^iivt.' (>.. ttiaV*; iht <,u uatTK lOtttmi sv!.i(:-iv 

pcrfbin;.i!ice- ba;;c:l <:i u,iui;.'.aiii<)n to jvtukc i( more lik':* a br.i.incvs 

Dut ptoposftl i.s .strongly .supported by the Nanonal t.ivii ."(...iation Ri-v!c.v t.'oiiim!s.-tjoirs 

aviation e,\j.nii i> iroiu hiixu, iiKtustiy and «nvoinmcn.i in < "•. short yt-rUv rhi.s -.vsTevv- .;;S!>(+<?r!;.= 

.iblc (u liii,i\dic. I biiliori {.)rtji,st:n<it.i s aiiiuiilh' 

Uv also arc investing %1 7 billion J \ ciw in our airports . »jid la^l v, i.vk. r.̂ ;.s:dcni. 

( ;,>'•€ aiuinuncrt'd our Sitttv Skies intoarive. v.-hK-f) wilt June ft trfM)fnv<(n)i> irnpiio on ^jr satety 

wiin its aiOi-il of ccdiitiTi.tf aviation acicident.s hv }<n pt-rcen; in rhe ntr-*.! <iec<nk: 

I...ui-rnc î o'.v addi c,'.;>i iS I'l.':.A :ca:ivl\ori/.a.iioiv 
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Jr«.ii 11 jK^rt-rnt of<;|>*' t« 13 percent And ih/fc .\dr™vstfarM);=.>.;r;n|.menr h 

£f<'wirv: v.iilj i l Just over a ..-oai ago. the PrcsH\T,r auiwunfod Si 7T-i>,||,t;.-i iov̂ evtrm-n. 

pr;:u,r;iii) lur .Anitrcicii';, .'vLiiiiice tiaasitoi cihoti sviiom 

SVr s>iid we need to p.,t :i itron^a n̂«phaKi.i gn sa<V-tv prviuaTns. a.vJ iMopi>-,,>.i r.^;;-av:;,; 

(uiictir>« (or iHgbwav by nhovir .7> pwwnt W<» vaid w*- ncev} to conrimK-1>. r«bv.i.}d ..\mrri«rc-. 

rind t>rof)*>sed thcrrK^u^ l«ul-iwa> proja-am.s l-y .la pciceiit Wc v.o ric-,-<3 lu i»vi?si m 

fjjxvtfcfin^r th>; •;rLv\voiim^vt[. and propas4:d ujvtea;>iriii fiiildit^g fix ..ti) ij.jaia> pi^ij'tiuis^ bv M-

Wc said v.-e îe=rd ro irnoa in research am! duvelopwent. and propo.scd a lo rvcicen;: 

l>u-<*Mw> We said twu <o »nvec.» ;:i t7>('vinj.; .omurneurs <h>m vei?/i?,? rw.rk. ar*.l pf<»p<..̂ :̂j 

!ii'-v̂ s;vniwi *6'J0 mihioii in this oiTorc. 

Out prcpos.-:! increased i.mmtttKJnt in .iu/facc transponation by i l 7 l.iiifiort ovor ISM: -X 

•And we know ive -iced to ettam-e haiawt in out tran?;porTauoit svstan Wc need ro -U.^M not susl: 

itt h(,«hv/M-,., Vriii lu uanslt svsr<?tT(S n.* \A t?ll 

dolfmrs 

in very rcai icrrtM, tt if. ahOMt mendinij, nirt ;aHliiig affirnwiive :u:tion prcMTvii-.u; xhc 

V)ivt.;v;^.)rftttcd Husmrs« rtn.>(pus«: (r>H;v>priM-.HP' tbv v,o;nai ii*id mlr^onrv-.n^ :ifd c-.7P-;tt ici-vv; 

»iri)l:s 

i ; about puCriiiK the fcrnkc? on drunk diiviiig h> .suhiHiki a tot»«h iwsiornd vvn-dwi-d ioi 

•ili'iod alk ohol c*t" us peiciirn. 

1? i.s abc-ul mi».ki<iii sure \"ollii»v. uupK.jus hrtvi D, ritle tc* a new ]of, And K fuiiito 
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tr fs ahnut. *hnihis^ cnrieHl eiivir<*nment̂ l pwitcts siicJi as c-KnIr.;.- hisc'c ami lujht mij 

liiTt. tiarist)., i.:id highway'! • • linked in a oc^^Trful way l i , t;i;;tu^ mo the 2.! st O»̂ I>:L.; . 

heve propviNcd a bttJaficwl sttrfVu' fr«trit?purration pnwam to t-i-jet the fratLsponaiwrn 

noods ..four Ciiumry Cwuxrvtys tetognizcti that much of the Prtvidei'ts pr.>posai bt.iH 

success ot"IS IT;,\. and irK^orporatcd i i^ piiiic^plo into dx-ii ovvn icivisiaiiu î Wo .iiv ^ioud oi di.s 

tin^!td, l::pi:ni'mii ii:ppoir tbf the Presifleur s prinoiplcs. 

tJnt as <Uo iVesideni S.V.') tw» dvivf? s-e, ;he le}>7sIatioii under cnnMUer-nton an J | ..,„otL'. 

"»i v̂tSK tM'av.yduiig wc can afford " It »s certainly far in ovo«'«s ofihv f^ j^ l . ^ i ' ;..-vc;̂  i,> ,1,^ 

(lalariiied huii<̂ vf a<;'f<sernc.7tr, 

M the f>fe;;-j;;M. Jthri .s,tiii. v/t need to invest in ti aitspi-*rt?ri«-,n i'lto'^tnictiiri;- ;;yT giU x̂̂  

lSyj£!lSsLfiLcs;hl!aL«VUV?Lm l vĥ -zr- h?> e-.-.«i»̂ TiTis 

Cong,i.;.s,i could iiiao fosoc oui.s i(, vUai tt-M]'(̂ puirifa'iU)ti jin»»u-ai«>s. sucit as ¥ \A 

i5Kn.k'rnuat<on and the C;oa*i CiuardV': naiioniii secifity mis'̂ ioti. Aisl UK- biii. ii,> p;)sse.{ d̂ --

Houvc, rake ih^ < %!nva> Tiu^t J-und dfbudvt'.'! Wc have come U.w. l u . and v.oiked luo 

hard to !)h[anee die hudget to .see thâ  work neftated bv ihiv kiiui of Hniv̂ r, vhai ptuvisi-.n muit iX' 

i i f l i i ik iMl fU ' iM d i f l>iJI. 

Prciidcnr C!iitron ha,7 balanced the bud^ici .1 years wuiv Wc uou- h«ve a budget s>jfplus 

Hur «vc rt)tiyt ksep in mmt( the surplus is not im frwsfKiftliiicwi ••V'c C3nt:=v. do anv Ape«dm,r that 

wi.Jl tut ivilo N^K-iiil Siou.rit^'. 1 liis jollect?; the f^'esidiWit's [iriitritiev Tn«i,>jKinai;»i, i^one 

irnpcitaiH. oar, of our jnvej;?ment ID Acnccica' !i hjiui'e l.lu; .i nt.. .; iSit,-. .-vtily ..m^. 
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I intend :o =>/;irk with rhe f o.»:gtoss to ens.n> ih.n v« preserw th-; Ptv.iidenr\v n,»;;ri^-v 

'^^"'^ ^ '̂""'̂  <.'f»rve»fmeni huf do noi itocriike .'.ihcr i-.î iona -̂t c/fb-T,.« die process I 

u) jse Ciiiwevs ?.hovv ;vsiiui;ir in fht djys ahead Work .viih u;, i;jt a » {n -Im j:.̂ l<o:, uwod. 

coinmi;:; ionte. I ihink wc can di> it. 1 think. tt>v.cthcK can er;*.ft a s,ood bill ttiat the t';-os<(|cril 

.rati sigji k cr. *v..-jrl, tî Ât-ihcT- (-uirVy \bĉ  sfTjinv- consTr»:,-fi-..iii 'xaâ m M;-:.--, î r, 

Ul ii«{tsporta(n>n, nut le^il puidurl is nor hsî hwiiyv or at' fv]aF)es. cais (hn re«! prodtia 

is i^eiiin^i prc>p!e s^h,,n;, to work, to phiv coiineet peoph. i,„ j ; , ^ ,..pfK.tl;.i,i.;iK:. ,.,;iii4ble 

ro then. iTansporrnnon is r'le tic that bind« - that bujds you and wc >: -oh. « cp.ialitv 

svhoot, f) SHU- <vini/Tiv?mty, a (,:iean envirr-mic.-r; 

I.eJ lue do:>i' h\ shMir,̂  thi> * îvii yoi4 I iiave iŝ ki-o rvv, rsue.iich .(sti'l,^ ' s.rv;,>i? oiruks' 

since {. her-mic Scc.ciajy HJ' lransportiiiioJi l.as: ApiiL 1 stirred die fW(!ii..M.stLt̂ v p^.t oi'thv 

coutitry 1 fiave iust cojvic back tior^i ti tsvc-day, Mx-state tciur t>!':hc southe;;i:;rein p:<r̂ . of thc 

<..«j(e<.i Si!>»rs f bf̂ ve vw:n how an investmcin in ir.sn.»pnn3Tior» van ouiid cotnini:,i»7î *. o.',e tt ^ 

lime I !.avc ^ceii liow niucî  pro;«ess v.e liav.; luade towaid ô n ilruicijic t,oals jirul hou âr we 

iia'.'C ' / f t t̂ '̂  

On tlvsf." trip.'., vv# ask, are wc making irfinspcrtation i-aJcr and pcOpJe more tjioHlc? Arc 

-̂y*: Jiuci»ij5 (o Ihc b<ii)?uy ihn)V!w:h trade iMid tvoiwjnic ĵ rowih-^ Ate wc (•n.hancJnfi najlotirJ fe-Tutiiv 

and irnpro înv ,̂ iho erK'it.,»(mitiil'* hi e.ssenfc. -•AC havt u,ono forth ̂ .o iisler. .otii ?<., k-^it lo 

a'.;pt.t3d tf, paitntLstiip i-.r the drcanw, hopes and aspirations ol'tk.'w vv5;i.:nt vy.: Iwvc the privilenc 

:o :«:rvtf A.nd r>3.sed on m h<jf wc hc?ir. \v(;' v<.'i.(l >nvh;''n •.m- iMÔ 'DiiTV'-; ;î r riir cc^turv 

ihi mv most rccenl trip, I vi.si'.cid poit^ in \ ioijiviti and Fit ncia. kjun-d ihf prospective sue 

of jr; international aiiiine caryo U-nninal J.it .No.nh Carolina, rndc .:.k\-;t.ii<: liust.;. in T.iwi.-.:.!::-̂ : <ind 
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Other NDD Cuts to Support House BESTEA and Presidential Initiatives 

Funding Surface Transportation Programs at the House BESTEA level and 
Presidential initiatives would result in a 2.0 percent outlay reduction in FY 1 999 to 
"all other NDD programs." Assuming an average spendout rate for these other 
programs, this would require a 3.9 percent budget authority reduction. On average 
over the next five years, outlays for all other NDD programs would be cut by 5.5 
percent. Budget authority would be cut by 6.7 percent on average over the next 
five years. 

PROGRAMMATIC IMPLICATIONS: 

Agriculture: 

Undermines food safety. A reduction of this magnitude could mean 
the layoff or RIF of an estimated 250 meat and poultry inspectors, 
which would result in the slowdown of production, or even rotating 
shut-downs, in some meat and poultry slaughter and processing 
plants. Such a reduction could also deny vital investments proposed 
for the President's Food Safety Initiative and mean a delay of USDA's 
modernization of the Federal meat and poultry inspection system, as 
well as reduced funding for mandatory improvements in state 
inspection systems, including upgraded state lab testing for 
pathogens. 

Decreases WIC participation rates. The President proposed a monthly 
participation level of 7.5 million in FY 1999 and in the outyears. A 
2.0 percent reduction in outlays in FY 1999 and larger reductions in 
the outyears would reduce WIC participation by 100,000 to 7.4 
million in FY 1999, by 300,000 to 7.2 million in FY 2000, by 400,000 
to 7.1 million in FY 2 0 0 1 , and by 600,000 to 6.9 million in fiscal 
years 2002 and 2003. 

Commerce: 

Funding restrictions at this period in the decennial cycle would 
seriously threaten the accuracy of the final decennial census. The 
Administration has requested $849 million for final decennial census 
preparations in 1999, an increase of $459 million over the 1998 
enacted level. This level of funding provides essential funding to 
continue key preparatory activities ~ such as finalizing the master 
address file, expanding the field infrastructure, and producing the 
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questionnaires and public use forms -- for the 
Constitutionally-mandated decennial census. 
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• Would result in significant program cuts to the Advanced Technology 
Program and Manufacturing Extension Partnership In NIST's Industrial 
Technology Services account. This reduction could result in the 
elimination of 33 of the 94 new ATP awards planned for FY 1 999. 
These awards support cost-shared research on technologies promising 
broad benefits to the U.S. economy. The cut to MEP would result in 
the elimination of Federal funding for thirteen manufacturing extension 
centers, which would deprive over 5,200 manufacturers from 
receiving assistance in modernizing their facilities and saving jobs. 

• Economic Development Administration - would deprive over 160 
distressed communities from receiving assistance. These distressed 
communities include those adversely impacted by Defense base 
closures, natural disasters, major plant closings, and trade agreements. 
A 5.5 percent cut over five years would limit EDA's ability to provide 
assistance to localities, support jobs, and leverage private sector 
resources. 

Education Department: 

• 750,000 children would be denied assistance under Title I in FY 1999; 
and over five years, 2.7 million children would be denied assistance. 

• 100 new Charter Schools could be not opened in FY 1999; and over 
five years, 350 new Charter Schools could not be opened. 

• 3.8 million students would see a $170 decrease in their awards and 
74,000 fewer low-income students would receive Pell grants in FY 
1999. Over five years, Pell maximum grants would be reduced on 
average by $123; and 281,000 fewer low-income students would 
receive Pell grants . 

• All funding for new discretionary initiatives would be eliminated and 
(e.g. Education Opportunity Zones, High Hopes) - preventing 1 75,000 
at-risk middle school students from receiving mentoring and tutoring, 
denying additional assistance to poor schools in their efforts to 
undertake school reforms, preventing after school programs from 
serving an additional 450,000 students, and preventing new efforts to 
improve teacher training and recruit 7,000 new teachers. 

Energy Department: 

• Cancels and closes science user facilities. Energy would be unable to 
build the Spallation Neutron Source, leaving the United States without 



|impact3.wpd , ,„ . Page 4 j 

a facility comparable to those in Europe and Japan which is vital to 
research in materials science, structural biology, metallurgy, and 
chemistry. Operation of existing DOE user facilities that serve 
thousands of Government and private scientists would have to be 
curtailed or suspended. 

• 20-50 Percent Cut in Climate Change Technology Initiative. These 
reductions could mean as much as a 50 percent reduction in the 
proposed increases for the two largest components of the Climate 
Change Technology Initiative (CCTI) -DOE's Energy Conservation and 
Solar and Renewable Energy programs. Without the requested 
funding, these programs will lack many of the technologies needed to 
make serious progress in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Health and Human Services: 

Requires Head Start budget authority level of $4,432 million in FY 
1999, $228 million below the President's request (4.9 percent 
reduction). The President's FY 1999 budget provides funds for up to 
36,000 slots for regular Head Start, 10,000 slots for Early Head Start, 
and COLA and quality investments. At a funding level of $4,432 
million, the program would not be able to maintain its expansion goals 
~ even if it did not make COLA and quality investments in FY 1 999. 
Specifically, foregoing COLA and quality could mean that Head Start 
will not be able to expand Early Head Start in FY 1999 and can only 
add about 20,000 new slots for regular Head Start. Preserving COLA 
and quality investments at such a funding level could mean that Head 
Start could add only up to 7,300 new slots for regular Head Start and 
no new slots for Early Head Start. 

An average outlay cut of 5.5 percent over five years would seriously 
compromise the President's commitment to provide Head Start 
services to one million children by FY 2002. Depending on how much 
was set-aside for COLA and quality investments, a five-year cut could 
result in Head Start falling about 60,000 to 1 20,000 children short of 
the President's commitment. 

Reduces budget authority for the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant by $27 million, potentially eliminating child care assistance to 
roughly 10,000 low-income children. 

Reduces total funding for NIH-supported medical research by over 
$570 million in FY 1999 and by $5.7 billion over five years. If done 
proportionately, funding for investigator-initiated research project 
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grants (RPG's) would be cut by over $315 million in FY 1999 and 
more than $3.2 billion over five years. If the RPG cut is taken all out 
of new grants, this would deny funding to over 1,100 meritorious 
research grant applications in FY 1999 and more than 11,500 over 
five years. A reduction of this magnitude in funding for new research 
ideas and would slow the scientific community's progress in 
developing treatment and prevention strategies for life-threatening 
diseases such as cancer, cardiovascular disease, AIDS and diabetes. 
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Reduces funding for Ryan White program by more than $37 million in 
FY 1999 and more than $322 million over five years, limiting the 
services available to people wi th AIDS just as new treatments are 
providing hope that AIDS need not be a fatal disease. In FY 1999, 
such a reduction could result in about 16,000 fewer people receiving 
services through Title I grants to cities, 2,200 fewer people receiving 
drugs through the AIDS Drug Assistance Program, and 3,000 fewer 
people receiving services in Title III clinics. Over five years, such 
reductions could result in about 138,500 fewer people receiving Title I 
services annually, about 19,100 fewer people receiving ADAP services 
annually, and about 26,500 fewer people receiving Title III services 
annually. Such funding reductions would undermine Ryan White's 
ability to address growing demand for AIDS services. 

Reduces funding for HRSA by nearly $150 million in FY 1999 and over 
$1.2 billion over five years, undermining health care and services for 
women and children, uninsured people, and people wi th AIDS; it would 
cut Health Centers well below the President's request ~ possibly 
preventing over 400,000 people from receiving health services in FY 
1 999 and more than 3.5 million people over five years. It would also 
reduce funding for the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant well 
below the President's Budget. 

Eliminates funding in the Office of Emergency Preparedness for one to 
two cities' Metropolitan Medical Strike Teams (MMSTs), which are 
part of a system to respond to the medical consequences of terrorist 
events involving biological and chemical weapons. 

Reduces funding for the Initiative to Improve Health Care Quality, 
which would impede the development of research and research tools 
to measure the quality of health care, as well as research on 
consumers' use of information on quality. 

Reduces funding for SAMHSA by $89 million in FY 1999, wi th sizable 
cuts to the Mental Health Block Grant and the Substance Abuse Block 
Grant, denying substance abuse treatment to almost 30,000 people. 
Over five years, SAMHSA's funding would be cut by $759 million, 
denying treatment to nearly 250,000 people. 

Reduces funding for CDC by nearly $100 million in FY 1999 and $820 
million over five years, cutting childhood immunization funding, 
reducing funding for HIV prevention and breast and cervical cancer 
screening. 
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• Reduces funding for HCFA Program Management by $65 million in FY 
1999 and $550 million over five years, necessitating deep cuts across 
all HCFA activities. Assuming that Congress does not enact any of 
the HCFA user fees, a reduction of this magnitude would impact base 
functions (e.g., contractor non-renewals, the Medicare handbook, 
initial and recertification surveys, and beneficiary appeals) as well as 
the implementation of new initiatives (e.g., the Balanced Budget Act, 
the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act , and 
Medicare-I-Choice). The effects of such a funding level would be felt 
by both Medicare contractors and beneficiaries. 

Housing and Urban Development: 

• Reduces both public housing and Section 8 rental assistance to 
low-income families by up to 100,000 families in 1999 and 400 ,000 
families at the end of five-years. If the number of subsidized 
low-income families could not be reduced, then enactment of 
legislation would be necessary to lower the overall level of the 
families' subsidy by 2 percent in 1999 and 8 percent in 2003. In 
addition, HUD would require similar cuts in block grants to States and 
localities for community development and housing. 

Job Creation, Economic Opportunity, Housing and Homeownership -
Cuts would imperil, reduce or eliminate HUD's proposed job creation 
efforts, including a Community Empowerment Fund to get businesses 
the start-up capital they need to create jobs, money to convert old 
polluted brownfields into thriving businesses and funding for a new 
round of Empowerment Zones to bring opportunity back to the inner 
city. Cuts would eliminate both new vouchers to help people move 
from welfare to work and the funding increase for the homeless. 
Finally, the overall reductions in operating subsidies for public housing 
will force local housing authorities to reduce services to low-income 
residents and cuts in administrative expenses could jeopardize a major 
management reform effort needed to improve HUD's performance 
across the board. 

Interior: 

• Virtually eliminates the requested increase for National Park Service 
Priority Maintenance. Over five years, the Administration proposes an 8 
percent increase in discretionary funding over FY 1998 levels for facility 
maintenance and construction. A 6.7 percent budget authority reduction to 
offset ISTEA increases would eliminate nearly all of the increases for park 
facilities, which are needed to support maintenance and construction projects 
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designed to preserve and protect the Nation's precious natural, historic and 
cultural resources for the enjoyment of current and future generations. 

• Inadequately funds the Endangered Species Act (ESA) program. 
Would cut the President's request for Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) by $32 million (and larger outyear reductions). This funding level 
would severely affect successful implementation of the ESA reforms initiated 
by the Administration and included in pending ESA reauthorization legislation. 
It would reduce the number of completed consultations on federal grazing 
permits, timber sales, and wetlands permits; prevent FWS staff from 
working on several large habitat conservation plans; and stop FWS from 
providing any new private landowners incentives for habitat conservation. 

Justice: 

• Eliminates 1,000 Border Patrol agents. Such a reduction would not 
provide enough resources to fund 1,000 agents in 1 999, which are 
needed to fill enforcement gaps and to enhance Border Patrol presence 
along the Southwest border. Additionally, the cut means that 
mandated detention and removal requirements could not be met. The 
cut would also adversely affect our ability to deploy "force 
multiplying" technology, which will increase the effectiveness of 
Border Patrol agents and enable INS to better control the border. A 
6.7 percent budget authority cut over five years would significantly 
constrain our ability to shift our focus from observing the border to 
responding to known intrusions. 

• Eliminates new Federal Bureau of Investigation agents and Drug 
Enforcement Administration agents. Such a reductions would cut the 
FBI's budget by 2.8 percent from the 1998 enacted level. The cut 
would not only eliminate new agents needed to combat increased 
threats of domestic and international terrorism, including cyber crime, 
but would reduce base staffing. The cut would also reduce the 
number of DEA agents that could be hired to enhance domestic 
anti-heroin and anti-methamphetamine efforts. A 6.7 percent budget 
authority reduction over five years would adversely impact FBI and 
DEA ability to respond to new and emerging law enforcement needs. 

• Federal Prisons. Would mean no money for new activations or 
sufficient resources to provide annualization of prior year increases in 
1999, adversely impacting the activation of the following facilities and 
expansions: Loretto, PA expansion 200 beds; Butner, NC 763 beds; 
Edgefield, SC 1,664 beds; and Beaumont, TX 1,152 beds. The 
resulting delays would negatively affect the Bureau of Prisons' ability 
to fill as many as 3,800 beds. 
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Labor Department: 

Job Training Programs. Most of the Department's job training 
programs in the Training and Employment Services (TES) account are 
forward funded. This cut would have the following effects: 

Results in about 248,000 fewer dislocated workers receiving 
training, job search assistance, and support services. The 1 999 
outlay cut of 2 percent would require a one-year budget 
authority cut that reduces outlays over the 5-year period by 
more than 5.5 percent 

Eliminates about 22,000 summer job opportunities for 
low-income youth in the Summer of 1999. To achieve a 5.5 
percent outlay cut for the period 1999-2003, the budget 
authority would have to be cut by $278 million over 5 years, or 
6.4 percent. This would eliminate about 1 74,000 Summer Job 
opportunities over the 5-year period 

Adult training grants - results in about 238,000 fewer 
low-income adults receiving training and employment services. 
About 40 percent of program participants are welfare recipients. 
The 1999 outlay cut of 2 percent would require a one-year 
budget authority cut that reduces outlays over the 5-year period 
by more than 5.5 percent 

Job Corps - eliminates about 7,200 residential training slots for 
extremely disadvantaged youth. The 5-center expansion 
initiative launched in FY 1998 in response to Congressional 
appropriations report language would be delayed or stopped. 

Reductions would mean significant cuts to the implementation grants 
to States to develop One-stop Career Center systems and jeopardize 
funding for America's Labor Market Information System including 
America's Job Bank. 

Employment Service - cuts of this magnitude would harm labor 
exchange and job search assistance for unemployed workers. 

Community Service Employment for Older Americans (Labor) is 
forward funded. Budget authority would be cut by $46.4 million in FY 
199 (10.5 percent) and some 6,400 low-income older Americans 
would lose their part-time jobs. Over FY's 1999 - 2003, budget 
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authority would be cut by over $121 million and some 16,800 fewer 
part-time community service jobs would be available for the 
low-income elderly. 

Veterans Affairs: 

• Veterans Medical Care - would impede on the Department's ability to 
increase access to high quality health care. As a result of these reductions, 
VA would treat an estimated 72,000 fewer veteran patients in FY 1999, 
including 14,000 in need of hospital care. A $5.2 billion reduction over five 
years would result in 1.1 million fewer veterans being treated, including 
1 54,000 in need of hospital care. 

Environmental Protection Agency: 

• EPA Operating Program - reductions would significantly hamper EPA's 
ability to protect and improve the environment. In particular, it would 
jeopardize EPA's ability to carry out the Clean Water Action Plan to 
address pollution from factory farms, and the Climate Change 
Technology Initiative which would reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
cut energy usage and save consumers money. 

• Lost Capitalization for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State 
Revolving Funds (SRFs) ~ A 3.9 percent cut to the FY 1999 combined 
SRF request of $1.85 billion would reduce Federal capitalization by 
more than $72 million. This 3.9 percent budget authority cut to FY 
1999 would result in a loss of more than $288 million in loans to 
municipalities. A 6.7 percent cut to the FY 99-2003 combined SRFs 
request of $8.35 billion would reduce Federal capitalization by $559 
million, resulting in a total loss of about $2.2 billion in loans to 
municipalities. 

• Slows Superfund cleanups ~ Results in eight fewer completions of 
Superfund toxic waste sites in FY 1999 and 135 fewer completions 
over five years, needlessly jeopardizing public health. 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA): 

• Jeopardizes International Space Station deployment. With its first 
launch scheduled for later this year. Space Station is entering a critical 
phase in its development. The proposed cuts could lead to multi-year 
delays in Space Station deployment and raise outyear Space Station 
costs by billions of dollars. 
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• Threatens science programs. The proposed cuts would endanger 
NASA's science programs, especially the increase being sought by the 
Administration for new Space Science missions to complement the 
Origins initiative begun by the Administration and Congress last year. 
NASA Space Science achieved several notable successes this past 
year (the Mars Pathfinder, Galileo, Hubble Space Telescope, and Lunar 
Prospector missions), and the proposed reductions would undercut 
major efforts to follow up on these successes. 

Office of Personnel Management: 

• Results in a RIF of about 175 FTE to accommodate an average annual 
outlay reduction of $10 million from the FY 1999 budget levels. These 
staffing reductions, taken against an agency that has already reduced 
its FTE levels by over 50 percent since 1993, would have a significant 
adverse impact on OPM's ability to continue to provide the level and 
quality of services required during this period of Government-wide 
downsizing, including: lengthen the claims processing times for 
retirement claims, delay systems modernization and maintenance 
investments necessary to maintain effective service delivery, decrease 
OPM's ability to provide workforce restructuring assistance, reduce 
OPM's ability to monitor agency implementation of merit system. 

National Science Foundation (NSF): 

• Reduces support for research. Under the proposed cuts, the number 
of new projects that NSF could support would drop by 1,000, and the 
number of researchers, educators and students that NSF could support 
would also drop 8,650 for FY 1999. The proposed cuts would make 
it impossible for NSF to meet certain GPRA performance goals like 
increasing the percentage of competitive grants awarded to new 
investigators and increasing the size and duration of grants. 
Improvements to information systems that would enable NSF to 
increase productivity would also be delayed. The ultimate outcomes 
of the cuts would be: reduced investment in universities and colleges, 
negative impact on industries and agencies that rely on NSF research, 
and a slowing in the development of the U.S. scientific knowledge 
base. 

National Service: 

• The National Service program would be cut by about $190 
million (24 percent) in 1999, reducing funding below the 1998, 
1997, and 1996 enacted levels. Nearly all funding for the 
AmeriCorps programs would be eliminated, including funding for 
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some 6,000 participants who, in turn, would have leveraged 
hundreds of thousands of volunteer tutors working wi th children 
under the America Reads initiative. 
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Transportation 
I S T E A Conference Off to Slow Start; 
Administration Said Weighing Veto Threat 
The House-Senate conference on the rewrite of the Internnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
appears to be off to a slow start, with Senate GOP Leader Trent Lott (R-Miss) April 20 declining to specify 
when he expects the legislation will be finalized and presented to lawmakers for a vote. 

While states face a real cutoff in highway funds in less than 10 days, Lott did not include the ISTEA 
conference report among the top items to be taken up by the Senate in the next few weeks, instead listing 
education. Internal Revenue Service reform, and many other legislative items as more likely to come to 
the floor soon. 

Lott, who outlined the Senate schedule as lawmakers returned from the spring break, said he expects 
conferees on the ISTEA bill will begin meeting shortly, possibly April 21, but he did not indicate when he 
expects the conference report on the legislation to be finished. 

Lott said he is aware that the Clinton administration now is raising concerns about the $214 billion ISTEA 
bill that the Senate overwhelmingly approved last month, but he said the administration-which has 
suggested it will try to trim the legislation's funding by as much as $18 billion-is not likely to be able to 
force many changes to the bill. 

The administration will get "as far as Ronald Reagan did when he vetoed the highway bill" in the 1980s, 
Lott said. "I believe we overrode it," he added. 

However, Senate Minority Leader Thomas Daschle (D-SD), who spoke to reporters at a press briefing 
with Education Secretary Richard Riley later in the day, was less certain that the administration will fail in 
efforts to scale back the ISTEA bills (HR 2400/S 1173). Daschle also suggested that the administration is 
weighing whether to threaten a veto of the legislation in order to force some changes in the conference 
committee. 

Daschle indicated that the administration would propose cutting the ISTEA bill's funding by $18 billion or 
another level in order to shift those funds to education. "I think [President Clinton] would argue 
vociferously that we ought to make education every bit as much a priority as we've made transportation," 
he said. 

States Call For Quick Action 

The Senate leaders' comments on the bill came just as state transportation officials were meeting to 
discuss the outlook for the ISTEA reauthorization. With states' facing a cutoff in funding on May 1, 
members of the American Association of State Highway Officials adopted a resolution April 20 urging 
Congress to approve a final ISTEA bill by that date. AASHTO said it would contact all members of 
Congress to urge eady action on the legislation. 

The AASHTO board of directors, meeting in Baltimore, Md., to discuss the ISTEA rewrite, said that failure 
to reauthorize the programs by that date puts several states at risk of losing "all or a substantial portion" of 
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their construction season. That, in turn, would result in the loss of many construction jobs in the 
transportation sector, the board said. 

Many state officials said they are increasingly convinced that Congress will not complete the 
reauthorization bill for weeks, possibly not until sometime in June. 

"In my opinion, they're not going to make it," said Joe Mickes, chief engineer for the Missouri Department 
of Transportation. "They set their target date, and I think we need to remind them." 

Under the short-term extension of ISTEA developed by the Senate last fall, states had until May 1 to 
obligate their highway construction dollars. After that date, states will not be able to spend any funds until 
the enactment of a multi-year reauthorization bill. 

Mickes, who chairs AASHTO's subcommittee on highway maintenance, said many states had planned bid 
lettings for construction work in April and May. However, those plans now may have to be put on hold, he 
said. 

"We will not have the money, and this worries me," Mickes said. 

With the timing of the reauthorization now slowing, state officials said they may plan more meetings with 
lawmakers to stress the importance of finishing the bill this spring. Meanwhile, industry officials also are 
organizing a fly-in on the eve of the deadline to draw attention to the impending lapse. 

Among others, members of the Keep America Moving coalition plan to hold a Capitol Hill rally April 29 to 
urge action on the ISTEA rewrite. 

Guarantee of Spending Also Urged 

In addition to calling for early action on the ISTEA legislation, AASHTO adopted policy urging Congress to 
incorporate some mechanism in the final bill that ensures that annual spending on highways and transit 
will accurately reflect the revenues flowing into the Highway Trust Fund. 

Although AASHTO did not specify a funding level in the resolution, setting transportation spending at a 
level commensurate with gas tax revenues translates into large spending increases such as those 
endorsed by both the House and Senate. 

Although AASHTO supports House efforts to take the Highway Trust Fund off budget, the association 
declined to specifically endorse that approach in the resolution, with some members saying that would 
amount to "taking sides" in the reauthorization debate. 

According to meeting attendees, the Senate is currently looking at options for guaranteeing the higher 
spending, including a mechanism that would "wall off' transportation in the budget process. Among 
others. Sen. Christopher Bond (R-Mo) is said to be working with Senate Budget Committee Chairman 
Pete Domenici (R-NM) on the issue. 

Bond, the only member of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee running for reelection 
this year, "wants something with his name on it," a meeting attendee said. 

In a related development, long-time AASHTO executive director Francis Francois announced to the board 
his intention to retire from his position effective next February. 

By Nancy Ognanovich 

Copyright ® 1998 by The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Washington D.C. 
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April 20,1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: LARRY STEIN 

GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: ISTEA BILL 

I. OVERVIEW 

The highway bill now in conference spends approximately $34 billion in outlays over six years 
above the surface transportation levels proposed in your budget submission. The intent of 
Congressmen Shuster and Oberstar is to fimd that additional highway spending with the 
mandatory spending cuts proposed in your budget as offsets for your initiatives. If the 
mandatory offsets are insufficient, as they are likely to be, the Speaker has instructed the 
conferees to reduce the discretionary spending pot by the amounts needed to offset the rest of the 
bill. Coupled with the Senate-passed Budget Resolution's exclusive reservation of tobacco 
proceeds for Medicare Part A, the exorbitant highway funding levels will inevitably exert a 
crowding out effect on the ahready constrained pool of domestic discretionary resources. 
The ultimate endpoint of the highway process is by no means clear. For example, it is uncertain 
whether the conference can get a majority of votes for all the offsets proposed in your budget, 
with the veterans tobacco offset (more than $10 billion over 5 years) presenting particular 
problems. In addition, the House bill contains approximately 1600 "demonstration" projects 
portioned out roughly 55% to 45% between Republicans and Democrats. The Senate bill 
contains none. Finally, the House bill contains provisions putting highway spending off budget, 
thereby allowing the "trust fund" (paid for with dedicated gas taxes) to fmance transportation 
spending irrespective of budgetary rules or constraints. Any or all of these questions could cause 
a delay in the conference's progress or lost votes or both. Though it is unlikely that so sought-
after a block of fimds would be held up for long (especially given that the current extension of 
existing funding expires on May 1), there is some possibility that the bill will not come out of 
conference with the overwhelming level of support it had in both bodies~96-4 in the Senate and 
337 to 80 in the House. 

On the other hand, there is a high probability that the biggest public works bill in a decade will 
present us with veto proof majorities in both houses at the end of the day. The ISTEA debate in 
the early '90s devolved into a fight among the various regions of the country and between donor 



and donee states. During those years, bitter quarrels over distribution resulted in extensions and 
delays without appropriate modernization of the funding formula. Everyone suffered. The main 
reason that the bills have moved this year with near unanimity is that the formula fights have 
been overwhelmed by the sheer volume of cash. Each state has gotten at least 93 cents on the 
dollar and that fix has been available simply because the massive amount of money made it 
possible. In short, reducing the overall level of spending could well thrust both bodies back into 
another bitter formula fight-a situation that neither party will accept. The bottom line is that 
even if we were able to sustain a veto, you would ultimately be presented with a highway bill 
that spends very nearly as much money as this one will. 

Our problem is both optical and real. The bill will harm our priorities now and in the future. 
Moreover, there are significant downsides to signing a bill that transparently overspends. On the 
other hand, one cannot deny the powerful pent up demand for transportation funding reinforced 
by the argument that the Highway Trust Fund, and its dedicated gas tax, are being used to 
balance the budget. At the state level, the appetite for this bill is nearly overwhelming. Labor 
(Building Trades) will be vigorously activated against any attempt to slow it down. And 
members (Democrats and Republicans) will be incensed at any ascription of "pork" status to 
their projects, especially if it comes from the Oval Office. 

IL K E Y ISSUES 
1. Squeezed Domestic Discretionary Priorities 
The excessive spending in the Congressional bills pose a threat to your priorities. Cuts of the 
magnitude required to fund these bills out of discretionary would sharply stress virtually every 
program. If we assume the level of domestic discretionary funding in your budget (a level that is 
$60 billion in gross dollars above the discretionary caps, which is paid for with mandatory 
offsets to make room under the caps), the highway bill would require a 2 percent outlay 
reduction in the other non-defense accounts and up to a 3.9 percent reduction in budget authority 
for fiscal year '99. Assuming that our offsets are rejected, along with the spending they would 
support, the highway bill would cut the remaining spending under the caps by roughly half that, 
1 percent in outlays and 2 percent in budget authority. Over 5 years, the cut fi-om the level in 
your budget would be 5.5 percent in outlays and 6.7 percent in budget authority in FY1999. And 
again, half that 5 year level of cut would apply i f the assumed starting point is caps without 
offsets. 

A good public case about the crowding out effect can be made and would have the potential to 
erode support for the bill. Making a very strong public case along these lines, however, would 
make it more difficult to sign a bill that is likely to pass with overwhelming support. 

2. Mandatory Offsets 
To the extent that the effort to lower the excessive highway spending fails, additional highway 
spending must come out of other discretionary programs as described above, or fi-om mandatory 
offsets or out of the surplus. 

The Senate budget resolution reserves the mandatory offsets from your budget for highways. 
According to CBO, the Senate list raises $18.5 billion over five years. We obviously proposed 



these offsets to ftind priorities other than highways. For example, your budget uses 
administrative reforms in the Food Stamp program to fund food stamps for legal immigrants. 
Authorizing Committees in Congress will not easily let go of savings under their jurisdiction to 
fimd a program, highways, that is outside their jurisdiction. However, the Republican leadership 
appears committed to reserving these funds for highways. 

3. Highway Trust Fund 
a. Level of Spending 
In addition to the political pressure for a high spending level as described above, proponents will 
continue to make the case on the Highway Trust Fund ~ that this money is raised from a 
dedicated source, the gas tax, and that it should be spent on its intended purpose. Many will find 
this argument compelling. We have a case to make in response: Contrary to conventional 
wisdom, spending from the trust fimd has exceeded gas tax receipts over the life of the fimd (up 
until 1996), but particularly in recent history (1980-1995). The current trust fimd surplus is 
largely the result of accumulated conipound interest on balances from the late 1960s and 1970s 
-balances reflecting deliberate federal efforts to control non-defense spending. 

They will fight back saying that interest is part of the surplus, just as interest is part of the Social 
Security trust fimd. Even i f they concede the past, they might say just give us the gas tax money 
going forward (this would amount to $19 billion above our budget over FY1999-2003). We 
would expect that their argument would include past statements you made as Governor in 
support of the trust fimd argument 

b. Relationship to Saving Social Security First 
The Highway Trust Fund could likely become entangled with our argument on Saving Social 
Security First. Highway supporters could claim that their high spending levels are consistent 
with Saving Social Security First pledge ~ because money owed from the Highway Trust should 
not be considered a legitimate part of the surplus. 

On the one hand, allowing a self-fmanced transportation or highway account that was outside the 
caps could be a way of allowing the Congrcssionally desired amounts of highway spending 
without lowering the caps excessively and squeezing out other domestic priorities. On the other 
hand, many your advisors believe that budget experts will see this as surplus spending and that 
you could be sharply criticized for breaking a solemn pledge to reserve every penny of the 
surplus until there was a long-term Social Security fix. 

4. Possible Veto 
Given the excessive spending in the bill and the threat it poses to your priorities, a veto should be 
considered. Three veto formulations include: 

n Veto and Sustain - If we were able to muster a veto sustaining margin in one house, it would 
give us powerfiil leverage over the final product. Such a course would have the virtue of putting 
Democrats on the side of fiscal responsibility and the Republicans on the side of spending tax 
dollars for pork. The problem is that, given the overwhelming votes, we are unlikely to lock in 



with certainty an override-proof margin. 

?.̂  I Jncertain Veto ~ We could veto in absence of having a certain sustaining coalition. This 
would be risky and, i f we lost, the issue of diminished effectiveness would likely be raised. 

3̂  Symbolic Veto - Your advisors have discussed, and are split, on the wisdom of a symbolic 
veto - a veto in which you say you are taking a principled stand for fiscal discipline, while 
saying that you know you will not prevail. On the one hand, some of your advisors believe that 
any time a President loses on a veto the President is harmed. Others believe that a principled 
stand'would be positively received as you would be standing up for fiscal discipline and 
responsibility. 

« 

6. Demonstration Projects ~ Issue of Pork 
The large number of projects in the House bill is an inviting target to elevate in the mind of the 
public. We could increase our chances of changing votes if we go hard against the explosion of 
pork projects. The downside of hitting the projects hard is the bitter hostility it would generate 
on the Hill, on both sides of the aisle. We know from our line item veto experience that this 
hostility can be quite poisonous. 

III. OPTIONS 
As should be obvious from the above, no really good course of action presents itself We have 
discussed, however, the altematives presented below: 

Option 1; 
Take a hard fiscal discipline position: the bill will be vetoed outright because it includes 
excessive spending. Reject trust ftmd argument. We would cast the bill as a threat to education, 
health, the environment and crime reduction, detailing the likely impact on critical programs. We 
could reinforce the crowdmg out argument with a moral argument against wastefiil spending as 
illustrated by the outrageous 1600 demonstrations. 

Pros: 
• Consistent and clear fiscal discipline message. 
• Principled position, sfrong character. 

Consistent with Saving Social Security First. 

Veto override defeat likely, draining future power. 
Puts in position of opposing Democrats, calling their projects pork. 

• Trust fimd argument is compelling on its face. 

Option la 
See if Gephardt, Bonior and Frost could be convinced to help us sustain the veto in the spirit of 
blowing up the highway bill as they want to blow up other pieces of sensitive legislation. This 
would increase our leverage, but it is unlikely to be successfiil. 

We have already contacted the AFL to persuade them on the crowding out problem. They in tum 

Cons: 



have gone to the building trades. Although we are making some progress, it seems unlikely we 
can overcome the momentum of this bill. 

Option lb 
Take a hard fiscal discipline stand, but don't repudiate trust fiind argument, and, thereby, leave a 
possible escape hatch. This option would be similar to Option 1, but we would not go hard at the 
trust fimd argument. While we would not initiate a possible mechanism, the idea would be to 
leave room for you to sign a bill if they were to come up with some trust ftmd proposal. 

Pros: 
Possible way of getting highway spending without dramatically lowering caps while 
avoiding allowing them to use your words against your current position. 

Cons: 

• Would violate Saving Social Security First and could open door to tax cuts. 

Option 2: 

Take a hard fiscal discipline and squeezing priorities line, but work behind scenes to create a 
self-fmancing, on-budget Transportation Fund employing the revenues provided by the gasoline 
tax and fimding surface transportation at levels very close to those in the House and Senate bills. 
This dedicated fimd would be moved outside the discretionary spending caps, and the caps would 
be lowered only by amounts reflecting surface transportation spending patterns as they were in 
1998~before the current highway bill. 
Pros: 

Protects your priorities by solving the crowding-out problems by sustaining overall 
discretionary spending at essentially the levels agreed to in last year's budget. 

• Avoids veto override defeat. 
Cons: 

As mentioned above, agreeing to anything like this would likely be viewed as violaUng 
your Saving Social Security First pledge ~ even without our active participation. While 
trying to engineer an immaculate conception of a self-financing mechanism would lessen 
the risk, it would be difficuU to engineer and would potentially open the door to spending 
surpluses on tax cuts. 
Republicans may not agree to this because, for at least some of them, a reason to support 
additional highway spending is precisely to reduce other spending that we support. 

Option 3; 
Express some reservations about the bill's high level of spending, but sign it, praising it for 
meeting our unaddressed infrastructure needs in an environmentally sensitive way and with 
appropriate attention to the various transportation modes. 

Pros: 
• Avoids veto override defeat. 

Would emphasize the positive wins we did get out of the bill in terms of its mitigation 
ftmding, its investments in mass transit, its safety and health priorities and its protection 



of the Disadvantage Business Enterprise program. 
Cons: 
• Priorities will not be protected and will be crowded out. 
• This position would be viewed as disingenuous. 

Option 4: 
An incremental approach - we would do all we could to improve the bill, then reluctantly sign it, 
vowing, to continue to fight for our priorities in the Appropriations process. 

We would continue to issue negative statements about the highway bill and the long-term 
investment squeeze it creates. Attempt to get OMB and Legislative Affairs as much involved in 
the conference as possible using veiled veto threats behind the scenes to enhance our leverage in 
our effort to improve the bill. We would use the intervening time between the Congress's retum 
and the completion of the conference report to explain the budgetary consequences of the 
squeeze and make it clear that the whole process is heading towards a show-down about 
education on the Labor, Health and Human Services Bill and about the environment on the 
Veterans, HUD, Independent Agencies Bill this fall. 

This is an incremental, realistic approach. Though there is relatively little room here for 
alleviating the cap compression, there is at least some hope that we might hold the spending level 
dovm. 

Ems: 

Cons: 

Allows us room to shape each appropriations bill within the context of a sfrong education 
and environment communications sfrategy. 
Allows us to recognize the probability that events will change the entire context of 
budgeting in the near fiiture. There is no certainty that the discretionary caps v^ll stay 
where they are. New possibilities could emerge as well in the future debates about Social 
Security and Medicare. 
This final approach does the most to preserve positive relations with our friends in 
Congress. Certainly, a veto will alienate them. Incrementalism averts that. But in 
addition, the almost inevitable battles on appropriations bills in the fall generated by this 
option should please those Democrats who are seeking principled fights witii tiie 
Republicans in an election year. 

The outcome on the final spending on our priorities is unlikely to be satisfying. 
Open to criticism that you did not stand up for fiscal discipline. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Charles R. Marr/OPD/EOP 

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Subject: Comments on Sperllng/Stein ISTEA memo 

First, two disclaimers: (1) I haven't had a chance to talk about this with anyone at OMB; after 
I do so, I may repudiate everything that follows in this note; and (2) all of the numbers in this 
note are rough, back-of-the-envelope estimates that I made by eyeballing documents that I have 
at home - I'm confident about the relative magnimdes but the point estimates will certainly 
change after David Worzala and his gang start to scrub them. That said: 

At Friday's meeting Schenendorff said three things that strike me as relevant to the 
Sperling/Stein memo: he did not dispute that BESTEA would cost $34 billion; he 
characterized Shuster's 'core objective' as ensuring that spending equalled future trust fund 
receipts; and he thanked the Administration for not engaging in sharp public rhetoric. I took 
from his comments that Schenendorff now recognizes how difficult it would be to find new 
offsets to pay for all of the spending in BESTEA; that he could not count on a veto-proof level 
of support from Democrats if they understood the extent to which BESTEA would crowd out 
other Dem priorities; and that Schenendorff was signalling Shuster might be willing to declare 
victory with something less than a fully-funded BESTEA. 

If Shuster Is willing to compromise, the following formulation would allow all sides 
to declare victory: accept Shuster's "core objective" to have surface transportation 
(ST) spending equal receipts, but phase in the implementation of this objective so 
that significant costs are pushed beyond the budget window. 

Under the President's Budget, discretionary ST spending as a percent of trust fund revenues 
falls from roughly 86 percent in '98 to 80 percent of receipts in '03. Adhering to the Presbud 
through '01 and then setting ST spending equal to 95 percent of receipts in '02 and ICQ 
percent of receipts in '03 would cost about $4 billion. Alternately, we could increase 
spending to 88 percent of receipts in '99 and '00, 90 percent in '01, 95 percent in '02, and 100 
percent in '03; total 6-yr cost compared to Presbud would be $8-9 billion. Finally, setting 
spending at 100 percent of receipts beginning in '99 would cost roughly $20 billion. (In 
addition to this $20 billion, the $34 billion price tag for BESTEA includes another $5 billion 
to begin "spending equal to receipts" in '98, and another $8.3 billion for mandatory demo 
projects. I doubt that we will be able to stop the demos; in addition to the funds for the 
discretionary side, we should assume that we'll need to find another $4-10 billion for 
mandatory demos, depending on whether the Senate succeeds in lowering or raising the total 



level of demos). 

By accepting the principle of setting spending equal to receipts, we avoid an argument that will 
be difficult to win, and we allow Shuster/Congress to declare victory on their key objective. 
But by phasing-in the principle at a pace that could be sustained by offsets that the 
Administration can accept, we avoid spending the surplus and we minimize the damage to the 
President's other priorities. 

To achieve this compromise, the Administration should pursue a variant of Option 3 in the 
current draft of the Sperling/Stein memo: take a hard line both in public and in private on 
fiscal discipline/crowding out, but also make clear from the start that we accept the trust fund 
argument and would like to work with the Congress to implement principle in a prudent, 
balanced fashion. Make clear that we will not spend the surplus, and that the President will 
veto any highway bill that phases-in 'spending equals receipts' so quickly that other important 
priorities are crowded out. By arguing not over whether we implement 'spending equals 
receipts,' but only over how quickly, we have a better chance to put Shuster on the defensive. 

I note that even if this compromise ultimately were adopted, the final bill would be expensive, 
and we would have ugly appropriations fights in September. In an odd way, I think this gives 
most Dems another reason to support a veto of the full BESTEA: the compromise gives 
Democrats not only a way to be for all good things now (they can support both the trust fund 
argument ~ responsibly phased-in, of course - and other POTUS priorities), but also a 
guarantee that come September they will have huge fights with Republicans over priorities for 
funding non-highway programs. 

I'll get back to you tomorrow with OMB's official word, 

-h-I--I--I--f--H 

The nnechanics of this approach I think would be as follows: 

~ Authorize aggregate spending at the levels in BESTEA (including both 
mandatory and discretionary), but make demos discretionary and subject to an 
ob limit. Divide aggregate spending between highways and transit in 
proportions similar to those found in the Administration or Senate bills (rather 
than the highway-heavy proportions in the House bill). 

~ Guarantee certain levels of ST spending by creating a new BEA category. 
Initially the ST spending cap would be set equal to the WODI baseline (roughly 
Presbud) for the entire period '99-'03, and the remaining discretionary caps 
would be lowered by an equal amount. 

~ The final ST caps would then be increased by an amount equal to the offsets 
that were agreed to by the Administration and the Congress. 
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Gene Sperling 

ISTEA Bill Memo to the President 

Attached please find a memo to the President rpg?rdin(j the ISTEA Bill. The memo is from both 
Larry Stein and me. 1 know this is short notice, but because of Tuesday morning's meeting with 
the President on this subject please provide your comments as soon as possible to Chuck Marr. 
He can be reached at 456-5364 or paged at 757-5000. It would be helpful to have your 
comments on Sunday night, but Monday morning is also possible. 1 can also be reached thru the 
White House operator if you have any questions. Thanks 



April 19,1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: LARRY STEIN 

GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: ISTEA BILL 

1. OVERVIEW 
The highway bill now in conference spends approximately $34 billion in outlays above the 
surface transportation levels proposed in your budget submission. The intent of Congressmen 
Shuster and Oberstar is to fund that additional highway spending with the mandatory spending 
cuts proposed in your budget as offsets for your initiatives. If the mandatory offsets are 
insufficient, as they are likely to be, the Speaker has instructed the conferees to reduce the 
discretionary spending pot by the amounts needed to offset the rest of the bill. Coupled with the 
Senate-passed Budget Resolution's exclusive reservation of tobacco proceeds for Medicare Part 
A, the exorbitant highway ftinding levels will inevitably exert a crowding out effect on the 
already constrained pool of domestic discretionary resources. 
The ultimate endpoint of the highway process is by no means clear. For example, it is uncertain 
whether the conference can get a majority of votes for all the offsets proposed in your budget, 
with the veterans tobacco offset (more than $10 billion over 5 years) presenting particular 
problems. In addition, the House bill contains approximately 1600 "demonstration" projects 
portioned out roughly 55% to 45% between Republicans and Democrats. The Senate bill 
contains none. Finally, the House bill contains provisions putting highway spending off budget, 
thereby allowing the "trust fund" (paid for with dedicated gas taxes) to finance transportation 
spending irrespective of budgetary rules or constraints. Any or all of these questions could cause 
a delay in the conference's progress or lost votes or both. Though it is unlikely that so sought-
after a block of ftinds would be held up for long (especially given that the current extension of 
existing funding expires on May 1), there is some possibility that the bill will not come out of 
conference with the overwhelming level of support it had in both bodies~96-4 in the Senate and 
337 to 80 in the House. 

On the other hand, there is a high probability that the biggest public works bill in a decade will 
present us with veto proof majorities in both houses at the end of the day. The ISTEA debate in 
the early '90s devolved into a fight among the various regions of the country and between donor 



and donee states. During those years, bitter quarrels over distribution resulted in extensions and 
delays without appropriate modernization of the funding formula. Everyone suffered. The main 
reason that the bills have moved this year with near unanimity is that the formula fights have 
been overwhelmed by the sheer volume of cash. Each state has gotten at least 93 cents on the 
dollar and that fix has been available simply because the massive amount of money made it 
possible. In short, reducing the overall level of spending could well thrust both bodies back into 
another bitter formula fight~a situation that neither party will accept. The bottom line is that 
even if we were able to sustain a veto, you would ultimately be presented with a highway bill 
that spends very nearly as much money as this one will. 

Our problem is both optical and real. The bill will harm our priorities now and in the future. 
Moreover, there are significant downsides to signing a bill that transparently overspends. On the 
other hand, one cannot deny the powerful pent up demand for transportation funding reinforced 
by the argument that the Highway Trust Fund, and its dedicated gas tax, are being misused. At 
the state level, the appetite for this bill is nearly overwhelming. Labor (Building Trades) will be 
vigorously activated against any attempt to slow it down. And members (Democrats and 
Republicans) will be incensed at any ascription of "pork" status to their projects, especially if it 
comes from the Oval Office. 

IL K E Y ISSUES 
1. Squeezed Domestic Discretionary Priorities 
The excessive spending in the Congressional billc pose a threat to your priorities. Cuts of the 
magnitude required to fund these bills out of discretionary would sharply stress virtually every 
program. If we assume the level of domestic discretionary funding in your budget (a level that is 
$60 billion in gross dollars above the discretionary caps), the highway bill would require a 2 
percent outlay reduction in the other non-defense accounts and up to a 3.9 percent reduction in 
budget authority for fiscal year '99. Assuming the caps themselves as a point of reference, the 
'99 cut would be roughly half that, 1 percent in outlays and 2 percent in budget authority. Over 5 
years, the cut from the level in your budget would be 5.5 percent in outlays and 6.7 percent in 
budget authority. And again, half that 5 year level of cut would apply if the assumed starting 
point is the existing caps. 

A good public case about the crowding out effect can be made and would have the potential to 
erode support for the bill. Making a very strong public case along these lines, however, would 
make it more difficult to sign a bill that is likely to pass with overwhelming support. 

2. Mandatory Offsets 
To the extent that the effort to lower the excessive highway spending fails, additional highway 
spending must come out of other discretionary programs as described above, or from mandatory 
offsets or out of the surplus. 

The Senate budget resolution reserves the mandatory offsets from your budget for highways. 
According to CBO, the Senate list raises $18.5 billion over five years. We obviously proposed 
these offsets to fund priorities other than highways. For example, your budget uses 
administrative reforms in the Food Stamp program to fund food stamps for legal immigrants. 



Authorizing Committees in Congress will not easily let go of savings under their Jurisdiction to 
fund a program, highways, that is outside their jurisdiction. However, the Republican leadership 
appears committed to reserving these funds for highways. 

3. Highway Trust Fund 
a. Level of Spending 
In addition to the political pressure for a high spending level as described above, proponents will 
continue to make the case on the Highway Trust Fund ~ that this money is raised from a 
dedicated source, the gas tax, and that it should be spent on its intended purpose. Many will find 
this argument compelling. We have a case to make in response: Contrary to conventional 
wisdom, spending from the trust fund has exceeded gas tax receipts over the life of the fund (up 
until 1996), but particulariy in recent history (1980-1995). The current trust fund surplus is 
largely the result of accumulated compound interest on balances from the late 1960s and 1970s 
-balances reflecting deliberate federal efforts to control non-defense spending. 

They will fight back saying that interest is part of the surplus, Just as interest is part of the Social 
Security trust fund. Even if they concede the past, they will say Just give us the gas tax money 
going forward. We would expect that their argument would include past statements you made as 
Governor in support of the trust fund argument 

b. Relationship to Saving Social Security First 
The Highway Trust Fund could likely become e".tangled with our argument on Saving Social 
Security First. Highway supporters could claim that their high spending levels are consistent 
with Saving Social Security First pledge - because money owed from the Highway Trust should 
not be considered a legitimate part of the surplus. 

On the one hand, allowing a self-financed transportation or highway account that was outside the 
caps could be a way of allowing the Congrcssionally desired amounts of highway spending 
without lowering the caps excessively and squeezing out other domestic priorities. On the other 
hand, many your advisors believe that budget experts will see this as surplus spending and that 
you could be sharply criticized for breaking a solemn pledge to reserve every penny of the 
surplus until there was a long-term Social Security fix. 

4. Possible Veto 
Given the excessive spending in the bill and the threat it poses to your priorities, a veto should be 
considered. Three veto formulations include: 

1) Veto and Sustain — If we were able to muster a veto sustaining margin in one house, it would 
give us powerful leverage over the final product. Such a course would have the virtue of putting 
Democrats on the side of fiscal responsibility and the Republicans on the side of spending tax 
dollars for pork. The problem is that, given the overwhelming votes, we are unlikely to lock in 
with certainty an override-proof margin. 

2̂  Uncertain Veto — We could veto in absence of having a certain sustaining coalition. This 



would be risky and, if we lost, the issue of diminished effectiveness would likely be raised. 

3) Symbolic Veto - Your advisors have discussed, and are split, on the wisdom of a symbolic 
veto - a veto in which you say you are taking a principled stand for fiscal discipline, while 
saying that you know you will not prevail. On the one hand, some of your advisors believe that 
any time a President loses on a veto the President is harmed. Others believe lhat a principled 
stand would be positively received as you would be standing up for fiscal discipline and 
responsibility. 

6. Demonstration Projects — Issue of Pork 
The large number of projects in the House bill is an inviting target to elevate in the mind of the 
public. We could increase our chances of changing votes if we go hard against the explosion of 
pork projects. The downside of hitting the projects hard is the bitter hostility it would generate 
on the Hill, on both sides of the aisle. We know from our line item veto experience that this 
hostility can be quite poisonous. 

III. OPTIONS 
As should be obvious from the above, no really good course of action presents itself We have 
discussed, however, the alternatives presented below: 

Option 1: 
Take a hard fiscal discipline position: the bill will be vetoed outright because it includes 
excessive spending. Reject trust fund argument. We would cast the bill as a threat to education, 
health, the environment and crime reduction, detailing the likely impact on critical programs. We 
could reinforce the crowding out argument with a moral argument against wasteful spending as 
illustrated by the outrageous 1600 demonstrations. 

Pros: 
• Consistent and clear fiscal discipline message. 
• Principled position, strong character. 
• Consistent with Saving Social Security First. 
Cons: 
• Veto override defeat likely, draining future power. . 
• Puts in position of opposing Democrats, calling their projects pork. 
• Trust fund argument is compelling on its face. 

Option la. 
See if Gephardt, Bonior and Frost could be convinced to help us sustain the veto in the spirit of 
blowing up the highway bill as they want to blow up other pieces of sensitive legislation. This 
would increase our leverage, but it is unlikely to be successful. 

We have already contacted the AFL to persuade them on the crowding out problem. They in tum 
have gone to the building trades. Although we are making some progress, it seems unlikely we 
can overcome the momentum of this bill. 



Option 2 / 
Take a hard fiscal discipline stand, but don't repudiate trust fund argument, and, thereby, leave a 
possible escape hatch. This option would be similar to Option 1, but we would not go hard at the 
trust fund argument. While we would not initiate a possible mechanism, the idea would be to 
leave room for you to sign a bill if they were to come up with some trust fund proposal. 

Pros: 
• Possible way of getting highway spending without dramatically lowering caps while 

avoiding allowing them to use your words against your current position. 
Cons: 

• Would violate Saving Social Security First and could open door to tax cuts. 

Option 3: 
Take a hard fiscal discipline and squeezing priorities line, but work behind scenes to create a 
self-fmancing, on-budget Transportation Fund employing the revenues provided by the gasoline 
tax and funding surface transportation at levels very close to those in the House and Senate bills. 
This dedicated fund would be moved outside the discretionary spending caps, and the caps would 
be lowered only by amounts reflecting surface transportation spending patterns as they were in 
1998—before the current highway bill. 
Pros: 
• Protects your priorities by solving the crowding-out problems by sustaining overall 

discretionary spending at essentially the levels agreed to in last year's budget. 
• Avoids veto override defeat. 
Cons: 
• As mentioned above, agreeing to anything like this could be viewed as violating your-

Saving Social Security First pledge ~ even without our active participation. While trying 
to engineer an immaculate conception of a self-financing mechanism would lessen the 
risk, it would be difficult to engineer and would potentially open the door to spending 
surpluses on tax cuts. 

Option 4: 
Express some reservations about the bill's high level of spending, but sign it, praising it for 
meeting our unaddressed infrastmcture needs in an environmentally sensitive way and with 
appropriate attention to the various transportation modes. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

Avoids veto override defeat. 
Would emphasize the positive wins we did get out of the bill in terms of its mitigation 
funding, its investments in mass transit, its safety and health priorities and its protection 
of the Disadvantage Business Enterprise program. 

Priorities will not be protected and will be crowded out. 



Option 5: I 
An incremental approach — we would do all we could to improve the bill, then reluctantly sign it, 
vowing to continue to fight for our priorities in the Appropriations process. 

We would continue to issue negative statements about the highway bill and the long-term 
investment squeeze it creates. Attempt to get OMB and Legislative Affairs as much involved in 
the conference as possible using veiled veto threats behind the scenes to enhance our leverage in 
our effort to improve the bill. 

We would use the intervening time between the Congress's return and the completion of the 
conference report to explain the budgetary consequences of the squeeze and make it clear that the 
whole process will culminate in a show-down about education on the Labor, Health and Human 
Services Bill and about the environment on the Veterans, HUD, Independent Agencies Bill this 
fall. 

This is the incremental, realistic approach. Though there is relatively little room here for 
alleviating the cap compression, there is at least some hope that we might hold the spending level 
down. 

Pros: 
Allows us room to shape each appropriations bill within the context of a strong education 
and environment communications strategy. 
Allows us to recognize the probability that events will change the entire context of 
budgeting in the near future. There is no certainty that the discretionary caps will stay 
where they are. New possibilities could emerge as well in the future debates about Social 
Security and Medicare. 
This final approach does the most to preserve positive relations with our friends in 
Congress. Certainly, a veto will alienate them. Incrementalism averts that. But in 
addition, the almost inevitable battles on appropriations bills in the fall generated by this 
option should please those Democrats who are seeking principled fights with the 
Republicans in an election year. 

Cons: 
• The outcome on the final spending on our priorities is unlikely to be satisfying. 

Recommendation: 
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Key points from meeting with Jack Schenendorf and bipartsian staff of House 
Transportation Committee. 

1) Numbers: Meeting was set up to get agreement on scoring numbers -
defining size of problem. Our position is that we are talking about $34 billion over 
1998-2003, which is the difference between the House bill and the CBO freeze 
baseline, which is close to what we propose in our budget. They seem to be 
pretty much on same page in terms of the concept. They, however, contend that 
CBO overstates the cost of the bill. The issue was left that they would continue to 
work through wi th CBO and hopefully by some time next week, we would have a 
better sense of the number. Their estimates of how far they though CBO was off 
ranged from a couple of billion to $8-9 billion. While obviously uncertain, CBO 
generally is not easily swayed. I would therefore be surprised if CBO ended up wi th 
a number far from their current estimate. 

2) Overall Impression: My general impression of Shenendorf was that he was 
looking for a way out of this and it doesn't see on yet. My impression was that he 
is looking for a solution that not surprisingly guarantees them the money but he 
does not seem determined to lower caps. He seems to be looking for some 
creative outside discretionary solution. 

Larry conveyed back, politely, our strong concerns vis-a-vis the caps and pointed 
out that unfortunately there are no easy solutions to this. 

3) Upcoming Meeting: Larry requested a meeting between you, him, and Frank, 
Shuster, Chafee (and rankings) to get agreement on numbers. Shuster and Chafee 
are likely to meet mid-week, so your meeting would likely be mid- to late next 
week. 

Additional Notes on Back and Forth: 

Shuster's guy, Schenendorf, started out wi th open issues they have wi th 
CBO. They seem to not want to get charged for money flowing out of 
general fund. They argue that those programs may not get funded anyway. 
They care about the trust fund, highways. (Dorothy points out that we need 
to be on guard because what they don't care about we generally do). 

On trust fund - Schenendorf said what they want is that future gas tax 
revenue go to highways. This would seem to make our trust fund counter 
argument more difficult because they could say, forget what happened in the 
past, we are not asking for the money in the fund now, we just want what 
should be ours in the future. (The problem is that this revenue stream is very 
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close to the size of the bill, not coincidentally). 

The issue of the scoring difference between OMB and CBO was discussed. 
OMB numbers are lower because generally OMB assumes spend-out over 8 
years, while CBO assumes over 6 years. 

More discussion on CBO. They contend CBO has inexplicably changed their 
numbers. 

Larry tried to feel them out on lowering caps/mandatory offsets. 
Schenendorf's response was - we want to work wi th everybody, common 
ground, don't want vetoes, open to exploring different ways to secure their 
funds. 

There was a baseline discussion. Apparently, up until two years ago, a 
bundle of small ISETEA projects were carried in the baseline on the 
mandatory side. They added up to about $1.2 billion a year. Apparently, the 
change was made because the individual projects were all below $50 million 
and therefore rules say not counted. 

OMB is going to go back and think about this one because obviously we 
need to explore all avenues. The problem with this, even if it panned out, is 
that it is hard to argue that a baseline change can be used to pay for new 
spending. 

Larry raised Senate opposition to off-budget. 

Schenendorf said could be other ways not off-budget on mandatory side, 
also mentioned fire walls. 

Schenendorf said Administration has been positive (seemed to send implicit 
signal let's work through this, don't blast us). 

Discussion of mandatory offsets, difficulty in raising all of them. They asked 
for additional ideas, would we be willing to use ours. Larry responded to the 
effect that we have to see where this thing is going before offering to go 
along wi th anything. Reiterated President's position that this bill spends too 
much. 
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April 17, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: LARRY STEIN 

GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: ISTEA BILL 

I. OVERVIEW 

The highway bill now in conference spends approximately $34 billion in outlays 
above the surface transportation levels proposed in your budget submission. The 
intent of Congressmen Shuster and Oberstar is to fund that additional highway 
spending wi th the mandatory spending cuts proposed in your budget as offsets for 
your initiatives. If the mandatory offsets are insufficient, as they are likely to be, 
the Speaker has instructed the conferees to reduce the discretionary spending pot 
by the amounts needed to offset the rest of the bill. Coupled wi th the 
Senate-passed Budget Resolution's exclusive reservation of tobacco proceeds for 
Medicare Part A, the exorbitant highway funding levels will inevitably exert a 
crowding out effect on the already constrained pool of domestic discretionary 
resources. 

The ultimate endpoint of the highway process is by no means clear. For example, it 
is uncertain whether the conference can get a majority of votes for all the offsets 
proposed in your budget, with the veterans tobacco offset (more than $10 billion 
over 5 years) presenting particular problems. In addition, the House bill contains 
approximately 1600 "demonstrafion" projects portioned out roughly 55% to 4 5 % 
between Republicans and Democrats. The Senate bill contains none. Finally, the 
House bill contains provisions putting highway spending off budget, thereby 
allowing the "trust fund" (paid for with dedicated gas taxes) to finance 
transportation spending irrespective of budgetary rules or constraints. Any or all of 
these questions could cause a delay in the conference's progress or lost votes or 
both. Though it is unlikely that so sought-after a block of funds would be held up 
for long (especially given that the current extension of existing funding expires on 
May 1), there is some possibility that the bill will not come out of conference wi th 
the overwhelming level of support it had in both bodies~96-4 in the Senate and 
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337 to 80 in the House. 

On the other hand, there is a high probability that the biggest public works bill in a 
decade will present us with veto proof majorities in both houses at the end of the 
day. The ISTEA debate in the early '90s devolved into a fight among the various 
regions of the country and between donor and donee states. During those years, 
bitter quarrels over distribution resulted in extensions and delays without 
appropriate modernization of the funding formula. Everyone suffered. The main 
reason that the bills have moved this year with near unanimity is that the formula 
fights have been overwhelmed by the sheer volume of cash. Each state has gotten 
at least 93 cents on the dollar and that fix has been available simply because the 
massive amount of money made it possible. In short, reducing the overall level of 
spending could well thrust both bodies back into another bitter formula fight-a 
situation that neither party will accept. The bottom line is that even if we were 
able to sustain a veto, you would ultimately be presented wi th a highway bill that 
spends very nearly as much money as this one wil l . 

Our problem is both optical and real. The bill will harm our priorities now and in the 
future. Moreover, there are significant downsides to signing a bill that 
transparenfly overspends. On the other hand, one cannot deny the powerful pent 
up demand for transportation funding reinforced by the argument that the Highway 
Trust Fund, and its dedicated gas tax, are being misused. At the state level, the 
appetite for this bill is nearly overwhelming. Labor (Building Trades) will be 
vigorously activated against any attempt to slow it down. And members 
(Democrats and Republicans) will be incensed at any ascription of "pork" status to 
their projects, especially if it comes from the Oval Office. 

II. KEY ISSUES 
1. Squeezed Domestic Discretionary Priorities 
The excessive spending in the Congressional bills pose a threat to your priorities. 
Cuts of the magnitude required to fund these bills out of discretionary would 
sharply stress virtually every program. If we assume the level of domestic 
discretionary funding in your budget (a level that is $60 billion in gross dollars 
above the discretionary caps), the highway bill would require a 2 percent outlay 
reduction in the other non-defense accounts and up to a 3.9 percent reduction in 
budget authority for fiscal year ' 99 . Assuming the caps themselves as a point of 
reference, the '99 cut would be roughly half that, 1 percent in outiays and 2 
percent in budget authority. Over 5 years, the cut from the level in your budget 
would be 5.5 percent in outiays and 6.7 percent in budget authority. And again, 
half that 5 year level of cut would apply if the assumed starting point is the existing 
caps. 

A good public case about the crowding out effect can be made and would have the 
potential to erode support for the bill. Making a very strong public case along these 
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lines, however, would make it more difficult to sign a bill that is likely to pass wi th 
overwhelming support. 

2. Mandatory Offsets 
To the extent that the effort to lower the excessive highway spending fails, 
additional highway spending must come out of other discretionary programs as 
described above, or from mandatory offsets or out of the surplus. 

The Senate budget resolution reserves the mandatory offsets from your budget for 
highways. According to CBO, the Senate list raises $18.5 billion over five years. 
We obviously proposed these offsets to fund priorities other than highways. For 
example, your budget uses administrative reforms in the Food Stamp program to 
fund food stamps for legal immigrants. A bill moving through the Senate uses the 
offset for Food Stamps and other farm programs. This implies that they will have 
some difficulty achieving all of the mandatory savings for highways as the Senate 
budget resolution envisions. Authorizing Committees in Congress will not easily let 
go of savings under their jurisdiction to fund a program, highways, that is outside 
their jurisdiction. 

3. Highway Trust Fund 
a. Level of Spending 
In addition to the political pressure for a high spending level as described above, 
proponents will continue to make the case on the Highway Trust Fund - that this 
money is raised from a dedicated source, the gas tax, and that it should be spent 
on its intended purpose. Many will find this argument compelling. We have a case 
to make in response: Contrary to conventional wisdom, spending from the trust 
fund has exceeded gas tax receipts over the life of the fund (up until 1996), but 
particularly in recent history (1980-1995). The current trust fund surplus is largely 
the result of accumulated compound interest on balances from the late 1 960s and 
1970s -balances reflecting deliberate federal efforts to control non-defense 
spending. They ought not be the justification for excessive spending in the late 
1990s. 

They will fight back and would likely be willing to say, just give us the gas tax 
money going forward. We would expect that their argument would include past 
statements you made as Governor in support of the trust fund argument 

b. Relationship to Saving Social Security First 
This issue will become entwined with Saving Social Security First as some are likely 
to make the argument that spending money in the Highway Trust Fund does not 
amount to spending any surplus. They will contend that there is a balance in the 
fund in the form of Treasury securities. The balance declines as the money is 
spent and the (Treasury) debt obligations fall correspondingly. That is not spending 
any surplus they will argue. 
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This appears to offer the possibility of a way out of this difficult situation. They 
would get their money and we would protect our key discretionary priorities. It is, 
however, a risky possibility. The receipts that flowed into the trust funds, now 
being held in Treasury securities, have already be spent outside of highways. 
Going along wi th such an approach could be seen as breaking a solemn pledge on 
Saving Social Security First. 

5. Possible Veto 
Given the excessive spending in the bill and the threat it poses to your priorities, a 
veto should be considered. Three veto formulations include: 

1) Veto and Sustain - If we were able to muster a veto sustaining margin in one 
house, it would give us powerful leverage over the final product. Such a course 
would have the virtue of putting Democrats on the side of fiscal responsibility and 
the Republicans on the side of spending tax dollars for pork. The problem is that, 
given the overwhelming votes, we are unlikely to lock in wi th certainty an 
override-proof margin. 

2) Uncertain Veto - We could veto in absence of having a certain sustaining 
coalition. This would be risky and, if we lost, the issue of diminished effectiveness 
would likely be raised If we won, our priorities would be protected but there would 
be consequences on other issues. 

3) Symbolic Veto - Your advisors have discussed, and are split, on the wisdom 
of a symbolic veto - we would take a principled stand for fiscal discipline wi th the 
open acknowledgment that we would not expect it to prevail. On the one hand, 
some of your advisors believe that any time a President loses on a veto the 
President is harmed. Others believe that a principled stand would be positively 
received as you would be standing up for fiscal discipline and responsibility. 

6. Demonstration Projects - Issue of Pork 
The large number of projects in the House bill is an inviting target to elevate in the 
mind of the public. We could do well in attacks against these projects. The 
downside of hitting the projects hard is the hostility it would generate on the Hill, 
on both sides of the aisle. We know from our line item veto experience that this 
hostility can be quite poisoning. 

III. Options 
As should be obvious from the above, no really good, course of action presents 
itself. We have discussed, however, the alternatives presented below: 

Option 1: 
Take a hard fiscal discipline position: the bill will be vetoed outright because it 
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includes excessive spending. Reject trust fund argument. We would cast the bill 
as a threat to education, health, the environment and crime reduction, detailing the 
likely impact on critical programs. We could reinforce the crowding out argument 
wi th a moral argument against wasteful spending as illustrated by the outrageous 
1600 demonstrations. 

Pros: 
• Consistent and clear fiscal discipline message. 
• Principled position, strong character. 
• Consistent wi th Saving Social Security First. 
Cons: 
• Veto override defeat likely, draining future power. 
• Puts in position of opposing Democrats, calling their projects pork. 
• Trust fund argument is compelling on its face. 

• Arguably makes worst case more likely - priorities will face squeeze. 

Option l a . 

See if Gephardt, Bonior and Frost could be convinced to help us sustain the veto in 
the spirit of blowing up the highway bill as they want to blow up other pieces of 
sensitive legislation. This would increase our leverage, but it is unlikely to be 
successful. 
Option 2 
Take a hard fiscal discipline stand, but don't repudiate trust fund argument, and, 
thereby, leave a possible escape hatch. This option would be similar to Option 1, 
but we would not go hard at the trust fund argument. While we would not initiate 
a possible mechanism, the idea would be to leave room for you to sign a bill if they 
were to come up wi th some trust fund proposal. 

Pros: 
• Al lows for a strong fiscal discipline message. 
• Avoids setting ourselves up on trust funds with them using your words 

against your current position. 
Cons: 

• Would violate Saving Social Security First and could open door to tax cuts. 

Option 3: 

Work behind scenes to create a self-financing, on-budget Transportation Fund 
employing the revenues provided by the gasoline tax and funding surface 
transportation at levels very close to those in the House and Senate bills. This 
dedicated fund would be moved outside the discretionary spending caps, and the 
caps would be lowered only by amounts reflecting surface transportation spending 
patterns as they were in 1998-before the current highway bill. 
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Pros: 
• Protects your priorities by solving the crowding-out problems by sustaining 

overall discretionary spending at essentially the levels agreed to in last year's 
budget. 

• Avoids veto override defeat. 
Cons: 
• Unless it included a plausible offset, it would violate Saving Social Security 

First wi th our active participation. (Although we could attempt to encourage 
this outcome without our own active involvement, there is always the danger 
that it could be attributed to you. Such an immaculate conception would be 
difficult to engineer and would potentially open the door to spending 
surpluses on tax cuts). 

Option 4: 
Express some reservations about the bill's high level of spending, but sign it, 
praising it for meeting our unaddressed infrastructure needs in an environmentally 
sensitive way and with appropriate attention to the various transportation modes. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

Avoids veto override defeat. 
Would emphasize the positive wins we did get out of the bill in terms of its 
mitigation funding, its investments in mass transit, its safety and health 
priorities and its protection of the Disadvantage Business Enterprise program. 

Priorities will not be protected and will be crowded out. 

Option 5: 
Veto the bill as an expression of fiscal responsibility and in opposition to spending 
education dollars on highways, but state the veto as a fiscal protest rather than as 
an actual effort to defeat an over-ride. 
Pros: 
• This could be turned into a substantial public success. It would be a 

powerful expression of opposition to waste and would be interpreted (given 
that Shuster is a nearly perfect foil) as a vote against business as usual in 
Washington. 

Cons: 
• A "symbolic" veto could also be interpreted as an expression of 

ineffectualness. Charges of failing to back up talk wi th action could follow 
from the press. 

• This strategy only deals with the optics of the issue and does nothing to 
alleviate the crowding out of discretionary dollars by highways. 

Option 6: 
Continue to issue negative statements about the highway bill and the long-term 
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investment squeeze it creates, attempt to get OMB and Legislative Affairs as much 
involved in the conference as possible using veiled veto threats behind the scenes 
to enhance our leverage. Our objective would be actually try to improve the bill. 
Use the intervening time between the Congress's return and the completion of the 
conference report to explain the budgetary consequences of the squeeze and make 
it clear that the whole process will culminate in a show-down about education on 
the Labor, Health and Human Services Bill and about the environment on the 
Veterans, HUD, Independent Agencies Bill this fall. 

This is the incremental, realistic approach. Though there is relatively little room 
here for alleviating the cap compression, there is at least some hope that we might 
hold the spending level down. Moreover, this option allows us room to shape each 
appropriations bill within the context of a strong education and environment 
communications strategy. In addition, this option allows us to recognize the 
probability that events will change the entire context of budgeting in the near 
future. There is no certainty that the discretionary caps will stay where they are. 
New possibilities could emerge as well in the future debates about Social Security 
and Medicare. 

Finally, this final approach does the most to preserve positive relations wi th our 
friends in Congress. Certainly, a veto will alienate them. Incrementalism averts 
that. But in addition, the almost inevitable batties on appropriations bills in the fall 
generated by this option should please those Democrats who are seeking principled 
fights wi th the Republicans in an election year. 

Recommendation: 
There is a slight chance that events, and the difficulty of constructing a paid-for 
bill, may allow us to pursue option lA-Gephardt helping us with a veto and thereby 
pinning the irresponsible highway bill on Republicans. The presence of member 
projects is the target here, but because House Democrats have their projects too, 
this alternative is not highly likely to materialize. In the absence of this possibility, 
the majority of your advisors favor option #6, with the caveat that we should 
preserve our option to supplement it with the symbolic veto outlined in option #5. 
The two are consistent. 
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Transportation 
Clinton Administration Planning Attacks 
On House, Senate ISTEA Bills' Funding 
The Clinton administration is preparing to join congressional budget hawks in attacking the recently 
passed House and Senate transportation bills and may mount an effort to pare back the legislation by as 
much as $18 billion, according to state officials. 

While the administration earlier expressed much support for the Senate's action in passing the $214 
billion rewrite of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, more recently the administration 
has been critical of that legislation as well as the $218 billion ISTEA bill passed by the House shortly 
before the start of the spring recess, officials said. 

With lawmakers now set to return the week of April 20 to begin a conference on the ISTEA rewrite, the 
administration is expected to become more vocal in attacking the spending in the two bills and is likely to 
urge deep cuts in their authorization levels, according to the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials. 

State officials said they learned of the administration's current stance during a recent meeting with 
Transportation Secretary Rodney Slater. Slater, who met with the Southeast Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials in Atlanta, "indicated that the administration would like to see some $18 
billion trimmed from the highway and transit reauthorization legislation by conferees," according to 
AASHTO. 

While so far the administration has not threatened a veto of an ISTEA bill that carries large funding 
increases, sharp attacks on the bill appear likely to add to the obstacles that face conferees as they 
attempt to finalize the reauthorization bill by eady May. In addition to the higher funding levels, conferees 
also will try to establish a mechanism to ensure that the greater spending is realized in the annual 
approprations-another item that has raised the concerns of the administration. 

Although aides to House and Senate conferees met again April 15, so far little progress appears to have 
been made in resolving even minor differences in the two massive bills (HR 2400/S 1173). As a result, 
lawmakers will have to tackle many smaller items as well as the controversial funding issues raised by the 
bills, aides said. 

Impact on Budget Agreement Cited 

Slater recently met with state and local officials during a five-day, six-state tour of the Southeast. He met 
with SASHTO officials in Atlanta April 8, a DOT spokesman said, as part of a broader trip to emphasize 
the importance of a timely ISTEA reauthorization. 

In announcing the trip. Slater said in a statement that while he found much to applaud in the two bills, the 
administration also has "serious concerns" about the funding levels. "[Hjigher transportation spending 
must not squeeze out other critical investments, such as education, or undermine the fiscal discipline 
which is helping us to balance the budget," he said. 

But AASHTO officials said Slater went further in the private meeting, saying he suggested the 
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administration may propose cutting the authorizations back by as much as $18 billion. 

State officials said that the administration may now be launching a "belated effort" to sway public opinion 
against the legislation because eadier it had fully expected that the Senate would remain within the limits 
of last year's balanced budget agreement. That agreement had allowed only small increases in highway 
and transit program spending over the next few years. 

The DOT spokesman would not confirm that the administration will propose an $18 billion cut in the 
legislation's authorizations. However, he said, "obviously there continues to be concern within the 
administration on the potential for this to break the balanced budget agreement." 

Besides the funding levels, the spokesman said the administration strongly opposes the House plan to 
take the Highway Trust Fund off budget. 

"The House proposal to take the trust fund off budget is simply something that cannot go fonward," the 
spokesman said. 

Slater, he added, will be discussing strategy on the bill April 17 with Rep. James Oberstar (D-Minn), the 
ranking Democrat on the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. For his part, Oberstar strongly 
supports the increased spending in HR 2400 as well as the off-budget language. 

The administration's views on the bill also are expected to made clear when Slater addresses the ISTEA 
rewrite at the National Press Club April 23. 

Governors' to Back Spending Increases 

Should the administration propose a large cut in the two bills' funding, the move will stand in sharp 
contrast to the support President Clinton expressed for ISTEA spending increases when he met with the 
nation's governors in February. 

For its part, the National Governors' Association now is readying communications of its own to the House 
and Senate conferees urging them to keep the higher funding levels and also create a permanent 
mechanism to ensure that annual spending on highways and transit reflects the gas tax revenues flowing 
into the trust fund. 

According to staff, the NGA is currently preparing a letter to conferees that expresses support for the 
legislation's current funding levels. 

"We're going to maintain the same position we've had for over a year," said Larry Magid, counsel to the 
NGA. "We continue to support the total funding in both bills, and we're going to urge that they keep a 
mechanism to ensure that spending keeps up with trust fund revenues." 

An option to taking the trust fund off budget, Magid said, is to create some type of automatic mechanism 
to set annual obligations at a level that is equivalent to the gas tax revenue coming in each year. 

Magid said the states are anxious to have legislation finalized soon, given that the short-term extension of 
ISTEA requires states to stop obligating construction monies on May 1. 

Staff Side-By-Side Circulated 

However, observers said they do not expect House and Senate conferees to finalize a bill by the May 1 
cutoff. Although aides continue to meet on the legislation, so far few agreements have been reached, 
staffers said. 

Although they exchanged offers aimed at resolving some of the minor differences between the two bills' 
highway title, aides to the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Committee said April 15 they had no agreement on the items. And the 
larger issues involving funding have not been tackled, aides said. 

But more progress was said to be occurring in separate meetings on the highway safety provisions of the 
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bill. Those discussions involve the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and the Senate 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee. 

While many aspects of the two bills are similar, the House and Senate still have many differences to 
reconcile. According to the 350-page, side-by-side analysis obtained by BNA April 15, the House and 
Senate have identified hundreds of differences that still must be addressed in the conference. 

Copies of the s/de-by-s/cfe analysis prepared by the House and Senate authorizing committees is 
available for $55 from BNA Plus at (800) 452-7773, or, in Washington, D.C, at (202) 452-4323. ^ 

By Nancy Ognanovich 

Copyright ® 1998 by The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Washington D.C. 
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April 15, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: LARRY STEIN 
GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: ISTEA BILL 

The highway bill now in conference spends approximately $34 billion in 
outlays above the surface transportation levels proposed in your budget submission. 
The intent of Congressmen Shuster and Oberstar is to fund that additional highway 
spending wi th the mandatory spending cuts proposed in your budget as offsets for 
your initiatives. If the mandatory offsets are insufficient, as they are likely to be, 
the Speaker has instructed the conferees to reduce the discretionary spending pot 
by the amounts needed to offset the rest of the bill. Coupled wi th the 
Senate-passed Budget Resolution's exclusive reservation of tobacco proceeds for 
Medicare Part A, the exorbitant highway funding levels will inevitably exert a 
crowding out effect on the already constrained pool of domestic discretionary 
resources. 

If we assume the level of domestic discretionary funding in your budget (a 
level that is $60 billion in gross dollars above the discretionary caps), the highway 
bill would require a 2 percent outlay reduction in the other non-defense accounts 
and up to a 3.9 percent reduction in budget authority for fiscal year '99 . Assuming 
the caps themselves as a point of reference, the '99 cut would be roughly half that, 
1 percent in outlays and 2 percent in budget authority. Over 5 years, the cut from 
the level in your budget would be 5.5 percent in outlays and 6.7 percent in budget 
authority. And again, half that 5 year level of cut would apply if the assumed 
starting point is the existing caps. 

The ultimate endpoint of the highway process is by no means clear. For 
example, it is uncertain whether the conference can get a majority of votes for all 
the offsets proposed in your budget, with the veterans tobacco offset (more than 
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$10 billion over 5 years) presenting particular problems. In addition, the House bill 
contains approximately 1600 "demonstration" projects portioned out roughly 5 5 % 
to 4 5 % between Republicans and Democrats. The Senate bill contains none. 
Finally, the House bill contains provisions putting highway spending off budget, 
thereby allowing the "trust fund" (paid for with dedicated gas taxes) to finance 
transportation spending irrespective of budgetary rules or constraints. Any or all of 
these questions could cause a delay in the conference's progress or lost votes or 
both. Though it is unlikely that so sought-after a block of funds would be held up 
for long (especially given that the current extension of existing funding expires on 
May 1), there is some possibility that the bill will not come out of conference wi th 
the overwhelming level of support it had in both bodies-96-4 in the Senate and 
337 to 80 in the House. 

On the other hand, there is a high probability that the biggest public works 
bill in a decade will present us with veto proof majorities in both houses at the end 
of the day. The ISTEA debate in the early '90s devolved into a fight among the 
various regions of the country and between donor and donee states. During those 
years, bitter quarrels over distribution resulted in extensions and delays without 
appropriate modernization of the funding formula. Everyone suffered. The main 
reason that the bills have moved this year wi th near unanimity is that the formula 
fights have been overwhelmed by the sheer volume of cash. Each state has gotten 
at least 93 cents on the dollar and that fix has been available simply because the 
massive amount of money made it possible. In short, reducing the overall level of 
spending could well thrust both bodies back into another bitter formula f ight -a 
situation that neither party will accept. The bottom line is that even if we were 
able to sustain a veto, you would ultimately be presented wi th a highway bill that 
spends very nearly as much money as this one wil l . 

None of this reduces the threat posed by the bill to your priorities. Cuts of 
the magnitude described above will sharply stress virtually every discretionary 
account. A good public case about the crowding out effect can be made and 
would have the potential to erode support for the bill. In addition, the 
demonstration projects subject members of both bodies to charges of waste, greed 
and fiscal irresponsibility. That such charges would be easily made and resentfully 
received is a gross understatement. 

Our problem is both optical and real. The bill will harm our priorities now and 
in the future. Moreover, there are significant downsides to signing a bill that 
transparently overspends. On the other hand, one cannot deny the powerful pent 
up demand for transportation funding reinforced by the argument that the Highway 
Trust Fund, and its dedicated gas tax, are being misused. At the state level, the 
appetite for this bill is nearly overwhelming. Labor (Building Trades) will be 
vigorously activated against any attempt to slow it down. And members 
(Democrats and Republicans) will be incensed at any ascription of "pork" status to 
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their projects, especially if it comes from the Oval Office. 

Options: 
As should be obvious from the above, no really good course of action presents 
itself. We have discussed, however, the five alternatives presented below: 
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Substitute draft options per GS comments (original below) 

Option 1: 
Take a hard fiscal discipline position: the bill will be vetoed outright because it 
includes excessive spending. Reject trust fund argument. 

We would cast the bill as a threat to education, health, the environment and crime 
reduction, detailing the likely impact on critical programs. This approach would run 
headlong into the powerful "trust fund" argument-the contention that the gas tax 
is collected to build roads and should be allocated only to build roads. T+tetf ^L<^^^ ^ ' ^ 

j:©sporTse will likely highlight your support while Governor for the trust fund (>/i<rju*^ 
argument. 

Our response would be to confront directly the trust fund argument. We would 
point out that, contrary to conventional wisdom, highway spending historically has 
exceeded excise tax receipts. The trust fund balances stem from accumulated 
interest compounded since the 1960s through 1970s and do not justify excessive 
spending now. 

In addition, to try and avoid anpl^most certain override, we could reinforce the 
crowding out argument with a moral argument against wasteful spending as 
illustrated by the outrageous 1600 demonstrations. This last is a charge that 
would build powerful hostility in the House. All members, most of whom have 
already put out their releases taking credit for at least one project, would see 
attacks on the demos as direct assaults on their integrity. 

Possible outcomes include: 

A) They lower highway spending and you sign (Unlikely). 

B) They pass wi th large spending numbers but include only authorizations for 
the spending, leaving the real fight to the annual appropriations process. 
While this would be a defeat for Shuster and others, this is possible because 
it requires lighter lifting than paying for all the spending. All things 
considered, this would be a good outcome for us. 

C) They go off-budget with highways. We veto on grounds that it violates 
Saving Social Security First. We lose on veto override. 

D) They pay for the bill through a combination of mandatory savings and carving 
out a portion of the discretionary cap for transportation (in effect, lowering of 
the discretionary caps for non-transportation spending). This is worst case 
in terms of your discretionary investment priorities. We veto and lose on 
veto override. 



•̂ highwayuns ^ .„ _ _ . _ „..„.JlS55.£j 

Pros: 
• Consistent and clear fiscal discipline message. 
• Principled position, strong character. 
• Consistent wi th Saving Social Security First. 
Cons: 
• Veto override defeat likely, draining future power. 
• Puts in position of opposing Democrats, calling their projects pork. 
• Trust fund argument is compelling on its face. 

• Arguably makes worst case more likely - priorities will face squeeze. 

Option l a . 

See if Gephardt, Bonior and Frost would help us sustain the veto in the spirit of 
blowing up the highway bill as they want to blow up other pieces of sensitive 
legislation. 
This option casts the Republicans as fiscal hypocrites and charges them wi th 
intentionally trying to defund the necessary functions of government. It has the 
virtue of putting Democrats on the side of fiscal responsibility and the Republicans 
on the side of spending tax dollars for pork. The only problem with it is that 
Gephardt and Bonior have their projects in the bill. Moreover, they are both being 
swayed by Labor, and neither presentiy wants to stand in the way of this train. 

Option 2 
Take a hard fiscal discipline stand, but don't repudiate trust fund argument, and, 
thereby, leave a possible escape hatch. 

This option would be similar to Option 1, but we would not go hard at the trust 
fund argument. While we would not initiate a possible mechanism, the idea would 
be to leave room for you to sign a bill if they were to come up wi th some trust fund 
proposal. 

Pros: 

Cons: 

Al lows for a strong fiscal discipline message. 
Avoids setting ourselves up on trust funds with them using your words 
against your current position. 

Would violate Saving Social Security First and could open door to tax cuts. 

Option 3: 
Work behind scenes to create a self-financing, on-budget Transportation Fund 
employing the revenues provided by the gasoline tax and funding surface 
transportation at levels very close to those in the House and Senate bills. 
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This dedicated fund would be moved outside the discretionary spending caps, and 
the caps would be lowered only by amounts reflecting surface transportation 
spending patterns as they were in 1998-before the current highway bill. 

Pros: 
• Protects your priorities by solving the crowding-out problems by sustaining 

overall discretionary spending at essentially the levels agreed to in last year's 
budget. 

• Avoids veto override defeat. 
Cons: 
• Violates Saving Social Security First with our active participation. (Although 

we could attempt to encourage this outcome without our own active 
involvement, there is always the danger that it could be attributed to you. 
Such an immaculate conception would be difficult to engineer and would 
potentially open the door to spending surpluses on tax cuts). 

Option 4 : 
Express some reservations about the bill's high level of spending, but sign it, 
praising it for meeting our unaddressed infrastructure needs in an environmentally 
sensitive way and wi th appropriate attention to the various transportation modes. 

Pros: 
• Avoids veto override defeat. 
• Would emphasize the positive wins we did get out of the bill in terms of its 

mitigation funding, its investments in mass transit, its safety and health 
priorities and its protection of the Disadvantage Business Enterprise program. 

Cons: 

• Priorities will not be protected and will be crowded out. 

Option 5: 

Veto the bill as an expression of fiscal responsibility and in opposition to spending 
education dollars on highways, but state the veto as a fiscal protest rather than as 
an actual effort to defeat an over-ride. 
Pros: 

Cons: 

This could be turned into a substantial public success. It would be a 
powerful expression of opposition to waste and would be interpreted (given 
that Shuster is a nearly perfect foil) as a vote against business as usual in 
Washington. 

A "symbolic" veto could also be interpreted as an expression of 
ineffectualness. Charges of failing to back up talk wi th action could follow 
from the press. 
This strategy only deals with the optics of the issue and does nothing to 
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alleviate the crowding out of discretionary dollars by highways. 

Option 6: 

Continue to issue negative statements about the highway bill and the long-term 
investment squeeze it creates, attempt to get OMB and Legislative Affairs as much 
involved in the conference as possible using veiled veto threats behind the scenes 
to enhance our leverage. Our objective would be actually try to improve the bill. 
Use the intervening time between the Congress's return and the completion of the 
conference report to explain the budgetary consequences of the squeeze and make 
it clear that the whole process will culminate in a show-down about education on 
the Labor, Health and Human Services Bill and about the environment on the 
Veterans, HUD, Independent Agencies Bill this fall. 

This is the incremental, realistic approach. Though there is relatively little room 
here for alleviating the cap compression, there is at least some hope that we might 
hold the spending level down. Moreover, this option allows us room to shape each 
appropriations bill within the context of a strong education and environment 
communications strategy. In addition, this option allows us to recognize the 
probability that events will change the entire context of budgeting in the near 
future. There is no certainty that the discretionary caps will stay where they are. 
New possibilities could emerge as well in the future debates about Social Security 
and Medicare. 

Finally, this final approach does the most to preserve positive relations wi th our 
friends in Congress. Certainly, a veto will alienate them. Incrementalism averts 
that. But in addition, the almost inevitable batties on appropriations bills in the fall 
generated by this option should please those Democrats who are seeking principled 
fights wi th the Republicans in an election year. 

Recommendation: 
There is a slight chance that events, and the difficulty of constructing a paid-for 
bill, may allow us to pursue option lA-Gephardt helping us with a veto and thereby 
pinning the irresponsible highway bill on Republicans. The presence of member 
projects is the target here, but because House Democrats have their projects too, 
this alternative is not highly likely to materialize. In the absence of this possibility, 
the majority of your advisors favor option #6, wi th the caveat that we should 
preserve our option to supplement it with the symbolic veto outlined in option #5. 
The two are consistent. 
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Original Options: 

1. Veto the bill outright casting it as excessive spending that threatens education, 
health, the environment and crime reduction. Fight to sustain the veto in the 
House. 

This option is the most straightforward expression of our actual views and would 
be the most satisfying choice. It runs headlong into the powerful "trust fund" 
argument-the contention that the gas tax is collected to build roads and should be 
allocated only to build roads. It would result, almost certainly, in an override unless 
we choose to reinforce the crowding out argument wi th a moral argument against 
wasteful spending as illustrated by the outrageous 1600 demonstrations. This last 
is a charge that would build powerful hostility in the House. All members, most of 
whom have already put out their releases taking credit for at least one project, 
would see attacks on the demos as direct assaults on their integrity. 

1 A. A variant on # 1 . See if Gephardt, Bonior and Frost would help us sustain the 
veto in the spirit of blowing up the highway bill as they want to blow up other 
pieces of sensitive legislation. 
This option casts the Republicans as fiscal hypocrites and charges them wi th 
intentionally trying to defund the necessary functions of government. It has the 
virtue of putting Democrats on the side of fiscal responsibility and the Republicans 
on the side of spending tax dollars for pork. The only problem with it is that 
Gephardt and Bonior have their projects in the bill. Moreover, they are both being 
swayed by Labor, and neither presently wants to stand in the way of this train. 

2. Express some reservations about the bill's high level of spending, but sign it, 
praising it for meeting our unaddressed infrastructure needs in an environmentally 
sensitive way and with appropriate attention to the various transportation modes. 

This option would emphasize the positive wins we did get out of the bill in terms of 
its mitigation funding, its investments in mass transit, its safety and health 
priorities and its protection of the Disadvantage Business Enterprise program. Such 
an approach would remain silent about the out-year squeeze we would suffer, 
however, and would appear to ignore disingenuously the huge block of 
demonstration projects. It would clearly subject us to charges of fiscal 
irresponsibility after you have been very successful in establishing the opposite. 

3. Veto the bill as an expression of fiscal responsibility and in opposition to 
spending education dollars on highways, but state the veto as a fiscal protest rather 
than as an actual effort to defeat an over-ride. 

This could be turned into a substantial public success. It would be a powerful 
expression of opposition to waste and would be interpreted (given that Shuster is a 
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nearly perfect foil) as a vote against business as usual in Washington. The 
potential downside is that a "symbolic" veto could also be interpreted as an 
expression of ineffectuality. Charges of failing to back up talk wi th action could 
follow from the press. Moreover, this strategy only deals wi th the optics of the 
issue and does nothing to alleviate the crowding out of discretionary dollars by 
highways. 

4 . Create a self-financing, on-budget Transportation Fund employing the revenues 
provided by the gasoline tax and funding surface transportation at levels very close 
to those in the House and Senate bills. This dedicated fund would be moved 
outside the discretionary spending caps, and the caps would be lowered only by 
amounts refiecting surface transportation spending patterns as they were in 
1998-before the current highway bill. 

This approach would solve our crowding-out problems by sustaining overall 
discretionary spending at essentially the levels agreed to in last year's budget. Any 
growth in highways would be funded outside the caps. It would be justified on the 
highly credible ground that the gas tax is collected to fund surface transportation 
and ought to be used to fund surface transportation. In addition, you have already 
proposed a Transportation Fund in your budget submission, and an 
"off-budget" fund of this type is already included in the House version of the bill. 

On the other hand, the spending over the amount of the cap reduction would not 
be offset and would therefore come out of the surplus. Since your powerful fiscal 
discipline profile is based in some measure on your stand against spending any of 
the surplus until Social Security is reformed, this option opens obvious 
vulnerabilities. Although we could attempt to encourage this outcome without our 
own active involvement, there is always the danger that it could be attributed to 
you. Such an immaculate conception would be difficult to engineer and would 
potentially open the door to spending surpluses on tax cuts. 

5. Continue to issue negative statements about the highway bill and the long-term 
investment squeeze it creates, attempt to get OMB and Legislative Affairs as much 
involved in the conference as possible using veiled veto threats behind the scenes 
to enhance our leverage. Our objective would be actually try to improve the bill. 
Use the intervening time between the Congress's return and the completion of the 
conference report to explain the budgetary consequences of the squeeze and make 
it clear that the whole process will culminate in a show-down about education on 
the Labor, Health and Human Services Bill and about the environment on the 
Veterans, HUD, Independent Agencies Bill this fall. 

This is the incremental, realistic approach. Though there is relatively littie room 
here for alleviating the cap compression, there is at least some hope that we might 
hold the spending level down. Moreover, this option allows us room to shape each 
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appropriations bill within the context of a strong education and environment 
communications strategy. In addition, this option allows us to recognize the 
probability that events will change the entire context of budgeting in the near 
future. There is no certainty that the discretionary caps will stay where they are. 
New possibilities could emerge as well in the future debates about Social Security 
and Medicare. 

Finally, this final approach does the most to preserve positive relations wi th our 
friends in Congress. Certainly, a veto will alienate them. Incrementalism averts 
that. But in addition, the almost inevitable batties on appropriations bills in the fall 
generated by this option should please those Democrats who are seeking principled 
fights wi th the Republicans in an election year. 

Recommendation: 

There is a slight chance that events, and the difficulty of constructing a paid-for 
bill, may allow us to pursue option lA-Gephard helping us wi th a veto and thereby 
pinning the irresponsible highway bill on Republicans. The pressence of member 
projects is the target here, but because House Democrats have their projects too, 
this alternative is not highly likely to materialize. In the absence of this possibility, 
the majority of your advisors favor option #5, with the caveat that we should 
preserve our option to supplement it with the symbolic veto outlined in option #3. 
The two are consistent. 
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Bnlted States Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 20510 

April 7, 1998 

The Honorable lUchard C. Shelby 
Appropriations Subcommittee oa Transportation 
United States Senate 
Washington. DC 20510 

Dear Mr. CliaiimaQ: 

We urge you to provide 5250 million in the fiscal year 1999 Transportation 
AppropriatioBS bill to fiind the Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants program authorized 
la the Intermodal Surface Transportation EfQciency Act of 199S, as passed by the Senate. 

Too many welfare recipients and low-income individuals are isolated from potential 
job opportunities, because they do not own cars and because existing public transponation 
systems are either inadequate or non-ociEtent While three-fourths of welfare recipients live in 
rural area5 or central cities, two-thirds of all new jobs are in the suburbs. Since 94 percent of 
welfare recipients do not have cars, and cars are out of reach for a large percentage of low-
income individuals, they must rely on public transportation to get to these jobs. I f the public 
transportation is inadequate, the jobs become inaccessible. 

A niunber of studies have demonstrated that low-income residents of rural and urban 
areas alike are isolated from entry-level jobs for which they would otherwise qualify. 
According to the Community Transportation Association of America, 40 percent of rural 
counties have no public transportation services. Where transit does eixist, it often does not 
operate on weekends or at night times v/hen many entry-level jobs are performed. 

The Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants program will help these communities 
fi l l the gaps in transit service thai prevent welfare recipients from fmding jobs, prevent many 
low-wage earners from fmding and keeping jobs they need to remain self-sufficient; and 
prevoit many inner-city and rural residents from getting to jobs in suburban areas. Thank " 
you for your consideration of our request 

Sincerely, 
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Option 1: 

Veto the bill outright on the grounds of excessive spending. Reject the trust fund argument 
explicitly. Fight to sustain the veto in the House. 

You would cast the bill as a threat to critical investments in people, citing the impact on 
programs to improve education, health, crime and the environment. This approach would 
run headlong into the powerful "trust fund" argument—namely, that there is an implicit 
promise that highway trust fund receipts will be used only for highways. Shuster and his 
colleagues may highlight your support while Governor for that argument. 

You would challenge the trust fund argument directly in response: Contrary to 
conventional wisdom, spending from the trust fund has exceeded gas tax receipts over the 
life of the fund (up until 1996), but particularly in recent history (1980-1995). The current 
trust fund surplus is largely the result of accumulated compound interest on balances from 
the late 1960s and 1970s - balances reflecting deliberate federal efforts to control non-
defense spending. They ought not be the justification for excessive spending in the late 
1990s. 

In addition 



Emil E. Parker 
04/15/98 07:11:59 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Gene B. Sperling/OPD/EOP 

co: Melissa G. Green/OPD/EOP, Peter A. Weissman/OPD/EOP, Charles R. Marr/OPD/EOP, Dorothy 
Robyn/OPD/EOP 

Subject: ISTEA strategy 

I've been talking transportation informally wi th other members of your extremely talented staff. I 
am concerned that a "sign the bill and fight about education and the environment during the 
appropriations process" strategy could result in a severe squeeze for HHS and especially HUD 
programs. 

As you know, there are a number of promising new HUD initiatives (welfare-to-work vouchers, 
enhanced fair housing enforcement funding, the Community Empowerment Fund/Economic 
Development Initiative, expansion of Youthbuild) in our FY 1999 budget - not to mention the NRC 
"Play by the Rules" homeownership proposal. Valerie Baldwin, the House VA-HUD majority staffer, 
is already making dire noises regarding HUD's prospects in this year's appropriations process, due 
to the (presumably transportation-driven) funding crunch facing the VA-HUD Subcommittee. If we 
focus our efforts on funding for the environment, there is the possibility that we will prevail, but at 
the expense of virtually all new HUD initiatives. 

Similarly, we have a number of priority items in the HHS budget, including a $305 million requested 
increase for Head Start. In addition, if Congress does not pass child care legislation this year, we 
may want to consider pressing for a substantial increase in discretionary CCDBG funding - an 
option that would be largely precluded by signing the transportation bill and then focusing on 
education in the context of the Labor-HHS bill. 

Education and the environment are unquestionably the more appealing battlegrounds from a 
political standpoint, but we need to be careful not to , in the process of pressing the Republicans on 
these fronts, sacrifice initiatives elsewhere in those appropriations bills. 



Surface Transportation Programs 
Mandatory and Discretionary Spending 

(dollars in millions) 

President's Request: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

CBO WODI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

CBO WIDI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

OMB WIDI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Enacted 

27,739 
26,276 

30,747 
27,178 

30,747 
27,179 

27,789 
26,447 

27,741 
27.099 

30,747 
28,277 

30,771 
28,423 

28.231 
27,347 

2000 

27,699 
27,540 

30,747 
28,687 

30,800 
29,235 

28,909 
28,232 

2QQ1 

27,644 
27,674 

30.747 
28,749 

30.828 
29.821 

29,530 
28.788 

2002 

27,624 
27,843 

30.747 
28.558 

30,857 
30.236 

30,166 
29.457 

2003 

27,624 
27,937 

30.747 
28.557 

30,887 
30,900 

30,815 
30,040 

6-Yr. 
iQtal 

166,070 
164,369 

184,482 
170.006 

184,890 
175,794 

175,440 
170,311 

HR 2400, BESTEA - OMB Scoring 
Budget Authority 30,292 34,825 38,763 38,710 38,273 38,888 219,751 
Outlays 26,412 28,992 32,703 35,594 37.057 37,790 198,548 

HR 2400, BESTEA - CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 30,798 34.730 38.719 38,866 38.693 38.808 220.614 
Outlays 27,346 30,150 33.805 36,734 37,866 38,549 204,450 

S. 1173, ISTEA2 - OMB Scoring 
Budget Authority 30,771 35,959 36,747 37,347 38.038 38.786 217.648 
Outlays 26,244 29,037 33,096 35.271 36,692 37.843 198,183 

S. 1173, ISTEA2 - CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 31,288 36.008 36,717 37,350 37.993 38.712 218.068 
Outlays 27.218 30,412 34.567 36.718 37,794 38.878 205.587 



CBO WIDI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Discretionary 
BA 
Outlays 

CBO Scoring of Surface Transportation Programs 
Mandatory and Discretionary Spending 

(dollars in millions) 

Enacted 

30,747 
27,179 

1.061 
25.213 

1999 

30,771 
28.423 

1,085 
26.666 

2000 

30,800 
29,235 

1.114 
27,694 

2001 

30,828 
29.821 

1,142 
28.614 

2002 

30.857 
30,236 

1.171 
29,180 

2003 

30,887 
30,900 

1,201 
29,940 

6-YR Total 
Less 

6-Yr. WIDI 
Total Baseline 

184,890 
175,794 

6,774 
167,307 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

Mandatory 
BA 
Outlays 

29,686 
1.966 

29.686 
1,757 

29.686 
1,541 

29,686 
1.207 

29,686 
1.056 

29.686 
960 

178.116 
8,487 

N/A 
N/A 

HR 2400, BESTEA - CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 30,798 34,730 38.719 38.866 38,693 38,808 220,614 35,724 
Outlays 27,346 30,150 33,805 36,734 37,866 38,549 204,450 28,656 

Discretionary 
BA 
Outlays 

Mandatory 
BA 
Outlays 

1,203 
25,231 

29.594 
2,115 

714 
27,770 

34,016 
2.379 

315 
30,957 

38.404 
2.848 

260 
33,663 

38.606 
3,071 

185 
34,666 

38.509 
3,200 

155 
35.296 

38,654 
3,253 

2,832 
187,583 

217,783 
16,866 

-3,942 
20,276 

39.667 
8.379 

S. 1173, ISTEA2 - CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 31.288 36.008 36,717 37.350 37.993 38.712 218,068 33,178 
Outlays 27.218 30.412 34.567 36,718 37,794 38.878 205,587 29,793 

Discretionary 
BA 
Outlays 

1617 
25252 

2194 
28660 

2432 
33022 

2391 
35492 

2420 
36703 

2463 
37867 

13,517 
196.996 

6,743 
29,689 

Mandatory 
BA 
Outlays 

29671 
1966 

33814 
1752 

34285 
1545 

34959 
1226 

35573 
1091 

36249 
1011 

204,551 
8,591 

26,435 
104 



Comparison of House and Senate ISTEA Reauthorizations with Alternative projections 
(Outiays in millions) 
Six Year Totals: 1998 to 2003 

iHR 2400, BESTEA 
CBO OMB CBO 

OMB CBO President's WODI WIDI WIDI 
Smriog Scoring Bequest Baseline Baseline Baseline 

Outlays 

Outlays 

198,548 204,450 164,369 170,006 170,311 175.794 

CBO 
Scoring 

HR 2400 OMB Scoring 
Less 

CBO OMB 
President's WODI WIDI 
Bequest Baselins Baseline 

-5,902 34.179 28,542 28,237 

CBO 
WIDI 

Baseline 

22,754 

HR 2400 CBO Scoring 
Less 
CBO OMB CBO 

President's WODI WIDI WIDI 
Bequest Baseline Baseline Baseline 

Outlays 40,081 34,444 34,139 28,656 

|S. 1173, ISTEA2 

Outlays 

Outlays 

CBO OMB CBO 
OMB CBO President's WODI WIDI WIDI 

Scoring Scoring Bequest Baseline Baseline Baseline 

198,183 205,587 164,369 170,006 170,311 175.794 

S.1173 OMB Scoring 
Less 

CBO OMB 
CBO President's WODI WIDI 

Scoring Bequest Baseline Baseline 

-7,404 33,814 28,177 27,872 

S. 1173 CBO Scoring 
Less 

CBO OMB 
President's WODI WIDI 
Bequest Baseline Baseline 

CBO 
WIDI 

Baseline 

22,389 

CBO 
WIDI 

Baseline 

41,218 35.581 35,276 29,793 
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Total PaQes: 

TO: 

FROM: 
OMB CONTACT: 

SU&JECT: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WaBhIngton, D.C. 20503-0001 

Tuesday. April 14. 1998 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM 

Legislative Liaison Officer - See Distribution below 

James J. Jukes (for) Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 
James A. Brown 
PHONE: (202)395-3473 FAX: (202)395-3109 
INTERIOR; TREASURY PROPOSED REPORTS TO CONFEREES on HR2400 
Building Efficient Surface Trarisportetion and Equity Act of 1998 

In accordance w^th OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on tha above 
subject before adv.sing on Its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us If this 

K ^ ° ' P^^P^'" °^ -Pay-As-You-Go" provlaions of Title 
Xill of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. 

COMMENTS: If we do not hear from you by the deadline, we will assume that you have no 
objection to clearance of either of these reports 
DISTRIBUTION LIST 

AGENCIES: 
30-EDUCATlON - Jaclc Kristy • (202) 401-8313 
12-Appal8chien Regional Commission - Guy Land • (202) 884-7674 
26-COMMERCE - Michael A. Levitt - (202) 482-3151 
29-DEFENSE - Samuel T. Brick Jr. - (703) 697-1305 
7-AGRlCULTURE - Marvin Shapiro - (202) 720-1516 
6-AGRtCULTURECONG AFFAIRS • Vince Ancell (all testimony) - (202) 720-7095 
59-INTERIOR - Jane Lyder - (202) 208-4371 
117 and 340-TRANSPORTATION - Tom Heriihy - (202) 366-4687 
19-Councll on Environmental Quality - Michelle Denton - (202) 39/5-6760 
18-Councll of Economic Advisers - Liaison Officer (vacant) - (202) 39/5-5084 
32- ENERGY - Bob Rebben - (202) 586-6718 
33- Environmental Protection Agency - Chris Hoff - (202) 260-6414 
52-HHS - Sondra S. Wallace - (202) 690-7760 
54-HUD - Jeff Uscher - (202) 708-1793 
61-JUSTICE - Andrew Fols - (202) 514-2141 
e2-LAB0R - Robert A. Shapiro - (202) 219-8201 
76-National Economic Council - Sonyia Matthews - (202) 45/6-2174 
86-N8tion8l Transportation Safely Board - Peter Goelz - (202) 314-6120 
118-TREASURY - Richard S. Carro - (202) 622-0650 

EOP: 
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LRM ID: JAB417 SUBJECT: INTERIOR; TREASURY PROPOSED REPORTS TO CONFEREES on 
HR2400 Building Efficient Surface Transportation and Equity Act of 1998 

•4 
RESPONSE TO 

LEQISLATIVE REFERRAL 
MEMORANDUM 

If your r*«pon« to ihl, request for »iew8 is «hort (e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you re.pond by 
••mall or by axing us (hi. response sheet. If the response i. ehort and you prefer to call, please call the 
branch-wlde line shown below (NOT th. enalyefs line) to leave a mesuge with a leoisletiw. assistant. 

You may also respond by: 

answerl 'ol ""«'y»t/»norn«y"» direct line (you will be connected to voice m.ll II the analyst does not 

(2) sending us a memo or letter 
Please Include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below. 

"̂ ^̂  James A. Brown Phone; 396-3473 Fax: 396-3109 
Office of Martagement and Budget 
Branch-Wide Line Ito reach legislative assistant): 395-3454 

f̂ ROM: (Date) 

— . (Name) 

.._ ^ (Agency) 

(Telephone) 

The following is the response of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

No Objection 

No Comment 

See proposed edits on pages 

Other: 

FAX RETURN of pages, attached to this response sheet 
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The Honorable Bud Shuster 
Chainnan 
Comminee on Traaspoitation and Infitwtructure 
U.S. Houac of Rcprwcniatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Shuster: 

I am wiUng to express the Administration's views on Federal credit provisions included in the 
Transportation Infrasmicture Finance and Innovation Act of 1997 (TTFlA). vitich is part of tbe 
Senate-approved version of the Intennodal Surfece Transportation Efficiency Act of 1997 
Similar credit provisions were excluded fiom H.R. 2400, the Building Efficient Surface 
Transpomtion and Equity Act as passed by the House. The Administration strongly opposes the 
TIFIA credit provisions in the Senate biU and recommends their exclusion &om ̂ finS^ 
legislation-

The proposed pro>-isions in TIFTA permit (1) the subordinaUon of Federal loans; and (2) direct 

^ l o ' ^ J ^ v t n ^ T °̂ ,̂ -̂ '̂ «'°P* Such W i n g practices are contrary 
to long-standing Federal credit pobcics. As a result, they put the Federal government at unduT 
financial nsk. and discount potentially significant long-term costs to the Federal government and 
to^ayers. Moreover, the proposed credit provisions could become a bad precedent for other 
rcderai credit programs. 

More^ecifically, the credit proMsions in TIFIA would permit the Federal loans to have a 
subordinate hen on the project revenues that secure the loans, TTic crwlit provisions would also 
i f Z - ^ . ^ ^^'^ '̂ .̂̂ ê-ts on the Federal loans for up to tcnyl^s 
^r^ect revenues were msufficient to simultaneously repay investors and the goveLent. V 

° ^ P^^P*^ jeopardy during tbe 
toe that transportation construction projects are most at risk. This would increase the 
<jovemm«nt s exposure to loss. 

In addiJdon, the TfflA credit proNisions would aUow tax̂ xempt project financing to be FederaUv 
Z T A ' ^ Z ' ^ ' ""f'^f' '""'"^ l̂ s-of-ex̂ dit to be'uŝ to pay deb^l^^ on 
financmg thereby providmg a direct Federal guarantee of tax̂ xcmpt obligations. Under 
exis^g Fcdend tax law and Federal financiijg policies, direcl or indirect FVderaJ guarantees of 

^ ^ ^ f ^ ^^^^'^ ^ ' ^ ^ P ^ obligations could compete 
<lirectly with Treasury securities, thereby increasing Federal borrowing costs 
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Our concerns about the TIFIA credit provisions cannot be efifoctively addressed through budget 
scoring. The proposed Credit Reform subsidy cost appropriation of $530 million aad anmiAl 
financing fees would not ftilly capture all oftiie costs of the proposed program to the Federal 
government. Based on my long experience with financial markets. I would expwt that, in order 
to compensate for attendant risk, subordinated financing such as that contemplated in TTFIA, 
would require a significandy higher yield than is presently proposed. 

We look forv̂ 'ard to working with you to address Treasury's concerns about this piece of tbe 
overall legislatioQ. The OfBce of Management and Budget has advised that there is no objection 
from the standpoint of the Administration's program to the presentation of this report. 

Sincerely. 

Robert E. Rubin 
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Honorible John H. Chafee 
Cbaiman. Cotnmitt«c oo 

Environmem tnd Pubiic Works 
United Sutes Senate 
Wiihin^n, D.C. 20510 

Ho&orable Bud Shuatar 
Chairman, Consnittee on 

Tren̂ ortatioo and Infristructure 
United States HouM of ReprBsentitivw 
Waahingtô  D C. 20515 

Deer Mr. Chairmen: 

Al yog appro»ch a conference on the Important lurfece transportation legislation in the 105th 
Congrew, S.l 173 and H.IL 2400. thlj letter is to expreu certain Inleresu and concemg of this 
I>̂ »nment about these bfllj. Qir concerns relate to tha Federal landa highway provisions as well as 
the Wallop - Breaux program proviiioni in the bill. 

FMB<iing 

Whhmpec* to fimdiag fbr Feden] Unds highu-ays. we favor the Senate provisions ever those in the 
House bUl. 

ScctiM 1115 

In tha Statement of Administration Polioy on S. 1173 last Octoba 8. the Administration 
rawmff^ of section 1115. which would unnecessarily expand Federal Lands Program 
eligibility to Include non-fedaraJ aid eliglDle n»d8. We continue to recommend deletion of this 
secton. for this and other reuom. 

Section 1113 would oreate a new fbderol program, called the Cooperative Federal Lands 
Transportation Program Under this program - for which $74 million would be appropriated fbr the 
remainder of hiscal Yeir 1998 - the Secretary of Tr*niportation would be authorized to provide 
money direct̂  to States and counties for prtijects on highway, "owned or mainiair>«l" by .<;tate« or 

f?f *^ ^' to federally owned land or Indian leservadoDs " 
Sjo^ 1115 lUrther prcMde. fcr the Stetoi to submit appUottioea to the Secretary of Transportation, 
and for the Ŝ maiy of Tnaaportalion »letect the prtjjecu to be awarded fiuidi under the program 

We are partioiluly oonccn«d thfi lection 1115 provides no role for the Secretary of the Interior on 
appLcabons by States seeking fUndi for highway projcos jjathuj the exteraal boundaries of units of 
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•̂Nttional Park Sy««; N.iK,nal Wildlife RefUge S>rt««. Indian landa. and lands managed by the 
Bureau of Land Manageirwii (or for the Secretaries of Agriculture and Defense regarding projects 
uowng Unds wUWn their Joriidlcdon). Without parttdpation by interior in the assessment of 
ippUttons ai»d "uon of ftate and county projects to receive fimds urxier thit program, projects 
wuMbedeveloped tnd fUenl fiinds awarded to Hghwty project, that cross federal lands aiS are 
inflnmp̂ Wenrĥ oftmrtrtwto Congress' 
aeabon of a program providing fbr direct grants of federal fUnds tern the Secretaiy of 
Transportauon dlrocUy to States and counties could undermine the Secretaiy of the Interior's 
arthor̂ t̂o manage lands whHn his juriadictlon In confbrmity with federal statutoiy and regulatory 

Further, aeotion 1115 do« not eacplicWy incorporate section 4(f) oftiie Transportauon Act, 49 
U.S.C. 9 303(cX which prohlbiu the Secretary of Transportation from approving federal 
tran̂ portator projecis and |»ograms that use -pubUdy owned land of a public park, recreation area, 
or wildlife and waterfowl refUge of nationaJ. Sute or local aignificance" uniew there is no 'leasible 
and pmden* ahemative.- Courts have iitterpreted section 4(f) to apply to any tt̂ sportarion project 
that receives federal funds. Because section 1115 explicitiy provides federal fUnd. fbr highway 
pn^wbWn and â aoem to p«rtsi.rBfbges. and other fWeral lands, we are concerned that courts 
nity Interpret tiie provision as creating an exception to section 4ff). Moreover, section 4(0 has not 
previously been applied to highway pnsjecu across BLM lands, thus, even if 4(f) woe to apply to 
project* fijndad under the proviiions in section 1115, BLM lands would bo at risk, 

Thus, we continue to strongly recommend deletion of section 1113 from Uie tinal ISTEA bill. 

In addition, fWing deletion, we strongly recommend titf following: 

Add language in tiw new section 207(a) of tiUe 23, eaublishod by section 1115. requiring 
concurrence by tiie Secretaries of Interior. Agriculture and Defense in programs affteting 
their lands, we suggest adding in aection 207 (a), after the words -..selected by tiie 
Secretarytiie words 'Vitii tite concurrence oftiie Secretary oftiie agency manawna the 
aflBected Fedaral lands." 

Add language to section 207 (a), at tive end, to explicitiy provide: -Section 4(f) oftiie 
Transportation Act,, 49 U.S.C, Ji303(c) shall apply to prqjecti funded under this program." 

Delete die word "oross" from Ute now code aeotion 207(a) in section 1115, so dial tiic 
program wouU provide fiinds only for highways leading to federal lands, 

SeetloD 1106 

SaotiM 1106 make* revisions lo the Federal Lands Hlghwaya program. Ia panitultr. aection HOC? 
(c)ack»des provisions for greater oonsiatency witii tiw metropoUtan and sutewide planning 
pnxeases. This language is very limilar to language proposed by the Adminisiration last year We 
fully topport titese provisions and tiieir purpose. However, on further consideration, we believe it 
is poart)te tiw language might be ifltenpreted by aome to override provisions of Titie XI of tiie Alaska 
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Narional Imfirest Unda Cooscrvttion Aa (ANILCA), wtuoh govern access into and across 
eoaiervation system unhs. It wu not tite intention of tiw Administration in proposing language 
similar to section 1106 last year, and we do not believe K was tiie intention of tiie draften of section 
,̂ Q̂̂>to create arty inconaistetwy witii or ovenide of Fitie XI; however to protect against any auch 
toprrtation In tiie future, we atrotgly recommend tiuBS 1173 be amended to add a new subsection 
(d) to section 1106 u foUowi: 

(d) Chapter 2 of titie 23. United States Code, is amended by inserting after section 218 tiie 
fijibwfavg: "̂ 219. Nothing in thix Titie shall he construed to amend, aher, change, or override Title 
XI of tiK Alaska National Lttereet Lands Conservation Act." 

A similar amendment could be made to H.R. 2400 by adding a new aubseoion (0 to section 117. 

Wafle|>-Breaux AmeadeaefiU 

The Departmem strongly supports improvemenu to tiie Waltop-Breaux program provided by Tide 
IP (SuhthlgFlQfS, 1173, and tbt extension of tite dlrea deposit into tiie Aquatic Resources Trust 
Fund oftiie gaiolinc fUe! taxei attributable to outboard moton and small engines This program is 
one of tiie Nation's most wocesifitl uaer-paya, user-benefiu programs. Through tiieir user fbes in tiie 
form of excite taxei, anglers and boaUr» pwvide iUnda to the States to help address fisheries and 
aquatic habitat restoration projects, boating access and safety programs, wttiands projects, and 
aquatic reeources education programs fbr our dtians. We believe the proposed changes build on the 
sacceu of this program and provide needed Improvements 

The Departmem also aUongly aupootia Seoiion iiQ4rt.yn of H R 24QQ which directs to tiic 
Highway Trust Fund tiiflt portion oftiie 4.3 cants per gallon and 2.5 cents per gallon of gasoUne taxes 
attributable lo outboard motors and amalt engines. These fimds were previously directed to the 
Oeneral Fund and could not be used to addreu Bgnifleant aquatic resourcei needs. Once these fimds 
re d̂ poaiiad into tiie Highway Trust Fwvd,ti»y will flow into the Aquatic Resources Trtist Fund and 
be used for sport fish reeioradon and boating safety prpjecis benefitting tiic 50 million anglen and 
76 mDlion boaters who go fishing and boating each year awl who pay tiiese user fees b the fb^ 
cxaae taxei. 

We strongly recommend tiiat tiv Conference Committee adopt tiie*e positions fbr the final bill 

The Office of Managemerrt and Budget advises tiiai tiiere is no objection to tive presentation of tills 
report from the standpoint of tiie Administration's program. 
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April 6, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENE SPERLING 

FROM: Dorothy Robyn 

SUBJ: Responses to the "HTF-is-for-Highways" Argument 

Proponents of higher spending on surface transportation argue that federal budget decisions, by 
restricting outlays from the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) in order to lower the deficit, have broken 
an implicit agreement that tax receipts would be fully used for highway and related expenses. 
The House and Senate ISTEA bills, in their view, serve to mend this agreement. This memo 
summarizes two responses — the second more controversial than the first ~ to this argument. 

Response #1: Outlays have Exceeded Receipts 

A March 23 briefing paper from the House Budget Committee Democratic Caucus provides 
some little known information about HTF account balances, which are a major justification for 
raising transportation spending. Contrary to popular belief, the HTF surplus ~ currently about 
$23 billion ($13 billion from highways, $10 billion from transit) does not result from years of tax 
receipts exceeding outlays. In fact, from the HTF's inception in 1956 through 1995, total outlays 
from the fund exceeded excise tax receipts by $6.3 billion. Moreover, from 1980 through 1995, 
outlays outpaced tax receipts by an even greater $14.2 billion. 

The HTF surplus exists largely because of a build-up of account balances in the late 1960s 
through the 1970s, which have continued earning compound interest to this day, even though 
spending has usually exceeded tax receipts. These balances ~ largely the result of deliberate 
efforts by the Johnson and Nixon Administrations to control spending on certain non-defense 
programs — increased the HTF surplus from $243 million at the end of 1966 to $12.6 billion at 
the end of 1979, a level not reached again until 1997. 

From 1980 through 1995, highways fared particulariy well, with outlays from the highway 
account of the HTF exceeding comparable receipts by $18 billion and exceeding total revenues 
(highway account receipts plus interest) by $3.1 billion. (If transit is included, HTF outlays from 
1980 through 1995 fell short of total fund revenues by $6.4 billion.) The HTF account balance 
fell sharply in 1980 and 1981 but began growing again in 1983, due largely to increasing 
balances in the transit account.' 

'Although the transit account was not created until 1983, outlays through 1995 fell short of tax receipts by $3.8 
billion and by receipts plus interest by $9.6 billion. For the highway account only, outlays from 1956 through 1995 
exceeded tax receipts by $10.1 billion but fell short of receipts plus interest by $9.4 billion. 



Since 1995, HTF balances have begun to grow more quickly: OBRA93 extended a 2.5 cents per 
gallon excise tax instituted by OBRA90 but transferred it from the general fund to the HTF 
effective Oct. 1, 1995. That marked a significant departure, because it shifted money that had 
not been considered as part of the regular surface transportation authorization. Similarly, the 
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 included a provision to transfer to the HTF the 4.3 cents per gallon 
excise tax that OBRA93 dedicated to the general fiind for deficit reduction. 

Despite the growing size of these balances, both the House and Senate ISTEA reauthorization 
bills would fiind surface transportation at (contract authority) levels that far exceed projections 
for HTF tax receipts over the next six years, and they even exceed projections for tax receipts 
plus interest: The House bill provides for $219 billion in contract authority over six years and 
the Senate for $217 billion. But projected excise tax receipts are only $201 billion; receipts plus 
interest will total about $215 billion. (These claims don't hold if one substitutes outlays for 
contract authority. Six-year outlays are $203 for the House bill and $201 for the Senate bill.) 

Response #2: The General Fund has Spent Money on Highways 

The "HTF-is-for-highways" argument conveniently ignores federal spending on highways that 
has been paid for from the general fund. In response to a request from Sen. Chafee, GAO on 
February 6 released a report stating that from FY57 through FY96, general fijnd highway 
expenses totaled $39.3 billion. Moreover, according to GAO, had those funds come out of the 
HTF and the fiind been charged interest on its negative balance, the HTF would have a huge 
deficit: 

If these expenses [$39.3 billion] had been paid through the highway account of the 
Highway Trust Fund, the interest that would not have been earned by the highway 
account or would have been due to the General Fund of the U.S. Treasury would have 
totaled $124.9 billion. Together, General Fund highway expenses and interest not earned 
by the highway account or due to the General Fund would have totaled $164.2 billion. I f 
this amount were deducted from the actual fiscal year 1996 highway account balance of 
$11.6 billion, the highway account balance reflecting the impact of not paying any 
highway expenditures from the General Fund would have been a negative $152.7 billion. 

GAO's figures have been criticized as artificial, in that Congress would have increased revenues 
or reduced authorizations to prevent such a shortfall from actually occurring. There is also some 
disagreement about how GAO defines a highway expenditure. But, even granting critics the first 
point, GAO's report suggests that total transportation fianding ~ including both trust fund and 
general fund spending ~ has significantly exceeded fuel tax revenues plus interest. 
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April 14, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: LARRY STEIN 
GENE SPERLING 

SUBJECT: ISTEA BILL 

The highway bill now in conference spends approximately $33.4 billion in outlays above 
the surface transportation levels proposed in your budget submission. The intent of 
Congressmen Shuster and Oberstar is to fiind that additional highway spending witii the 
mandatory spending cuts proposed in your budget as offsets for your initiatives. If the 
mandatory offsets are insufficient, as they are likely to be, the Speaker has instructed the 
conferees to reduce the discretionary spending pot by the amounts needed to offset the rest of the 
bill. Coupled with the Senate-passed Budget Resolution's exclusive reservation of tobacco 
proceeds for Medicare Part A, the exorbitant highway funding levels will inevitably exert a 
crowding out effect on the already constrained pool of domestic discretionary resources. 

If we assume the level of domestic discretionary funding in your budget (a level that is 
$60 billion in gross dollars above the discretionary caps), the highway bill would require a 2 
percent outlay reduction in the other non-defense accounts and up to a 3.9 percent reduction in 
budget authority for fiscal year '99. Assuming the caps tiiemselves as a point of reference, the 
'99 cut would be roughly half that, 1 percent in outlays and 2 percent in budget autiiority. Over 5 
years, the cut from the level in your budget would be 5.5 percent in outlays and 6.7 percent in 
budget autiiority. And again, half that 5 year level of cut would apply if the assumed starting 
point is the existing caps. 

The ultimate endpoint of the highway process is by no means clear. For example, it is 
uncertain whether the conference can get a majority of votes for all the offsets proposed in your 
budget, with the veterans tobacco offset (more than $10 billion over 5 years) presenting 
particular problems. In addition, the House bill contains approximately 1600 "demonstration" 
projects portioned out roughly 55% to 45% between Republicans and Democrats. The Senate 
bill contains none. Finally, the House bill contains provisions putting highway spending off 
budget, thereby allowing the "trust fimd" (paid for with dedicated gas taxes) to finance 
transportation spending irrespective of budgetary rules or constraints. Any or all of these 
questions could cause a delay in the conference's progress or lost votes or both. Though it is 
unlikely that so sought-after a block of ftinds would be held up for long (especially given that the 
current extension of existing funding expires on May 1), there is some possibility that the bill 
will not come out of conference with the overwhelming level of support it had in both bodies-
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96-4 in the Senate and 337 to 80 in the House. ^ ^ 

On the other hand, there is a high probability that the biggest public works bill in a 
decade will present us with veto proof majorities in both houses at the end of the day. The 
ISTEA debate in the early '90s devolved into a fight among the various regions of the country 
and between donor and donee states. During those years, bitter quarrels over distribution 
resulted in extensions and delays without appropriate modernization of the funding formula. 
Everyone suffered. The main reason that the bills have moved this year with near unanimity is 
that the formula fights have been overwhelmed by the sheer volume of cash. Each state has 
gotten at least 93 cents on the dollar and that fix has been available simply because the massive 
amount of money made it possible. In short, reducing the overall level of spending could well 
thrust both bodies back into another bitter formula fight—a situatioiiihat neither party will accept. 
The bottom line is that even if we werfe able to sustain a veto, you'A!«[ould^ultimately be presented KM;̂  ( (f 
with a highway bill that spends very nearly as much money as this one will. 

None of this reduces the threat posed by the bill to your priorities. Cuts of the magnitude 
described above will sharply stress virtually every discretionary account. A good public case 
about the crowding out effect can be made and would have the potential to erode support for the 
bill. In addition, the demonstration projects subject members of both bodies to charges of waste, 
greed and fiscal irresponsibility. That such charges would be easily made and resentfiilly 
received is a gross understatement. 

Our problem is both optical and real. The bill will harm our priorities now and in the 
future. Moreover, there are significant downsides to signing a bill that transparently overspends. 
On the other hand, one cannot deny the powerful pent up demand for transportation funding 
reinforced by the argument that the Highway Trust Fund, and its dedicated gas tax, are being 
misused. At the state level, the appetite for this bill is nearly overwhelming. Labor (Building 
Trades) will be vigorously activated against any attempt to slow it down. And members 
(Democrats and Republicans) will be incensed at any ascription of "pork" status to their projects, 
especially i f it comes from the Oval Office. 

Options: 

As should be obvious from the above, no really good course of action presents itself We have 
discussed, however, the five altematives presented below: 

1. Veto the bill outright casting it as excessive spending that threatens education, health, the 
environment and crime reduction. Fight to sustain the veto in the House. 

This option is the most straightforweird expression of our actual views and would be the most 
satisfying choice. It runs headlong into the powerfiil "trust fund" argument-the contention that 
the gas tax is collected to build roads and should be allocated only to build roads. It would 
result, almost certainly, in an override unless we choose to reinforce the crowding out argument 
with a moral argument against wasteful spending as illustrated by the outrageous 1600 
demonstrations. This last is a charge that would build powerful hostility in the House. All 
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members, most of whom have alreacly put out their releases taking credit for at least one project, 
would see attacks on the demos as direct assaults on their integrity. 

1 A. A variant on #1. See if Gephardt, Bonior and Frost would help us sustain the veto in the 
spirit of blowing up the highway bill as they want to blow up other pieces of sensitive legislation. 

This option casts the Republicans as fiscal hypocrites and charges them with intentionally trying 
to defund the necessary functions of government. It has the virtue of putting Democrats on the 
side of fiscal responsibility and the Republicans on the side of spending tax dollars for pork. The 
only problem with it is that Gephardt and Bonior have their projects in the bill. Moreover, they 
are both being swayed by Labor, and neither presently wants to stand in the way of this train. 

2. Express some reservations about the bill's high level of spending, but sign it, praising it for 
meeting our unaddressed infrastructure needs in an environmentally sensitive way and with 
appropriate attention to the various transportation modes. 

This option would emphasize the positive wins we did get out of the bill in terms of its 
mitigation funding, its investments in mass transit, its safety and health priorities and its 
protection of the Disadvantage Business Enterprise program. Such an approach would remain 
silent about the out-year squeeze we would suffer, however, and would appear to ignore 
disingenuously the huge block of demonstration projects. It would clearly subject us to charges 
of fiscal irresponsibility after you have been very successful in establishing the opposite. 

3. Veto the bill as an expression of fiscal responsibility and in opposition to spending education 
dollars on highways, but state the veto as a fiscal protest rather than as an actual effort to defeat 
an over-ride. 

This could be turned into a substantial public success. It would be a powerful expression of 
opposition to waste and would be interpreted (given that Shuster is a nearly perfect foil) as a vote 
against business as usual in Washington. The potential dovmside is that a "symbolic" veto could 
also be interpreted as an expression.of ineffectuality. Charges of failing to back up talk witii 
action could follow from the press. Moreover, this strategy only deals with the optics of the 
issue and does nothing to alleviate the crowding out of discretionary dollars by highways. 

4. Create a self-financing, on-budget Transportation Fund employing the revenues provided by 
the gasoline tax and fiinding surface transportation at levels very close to those in the House and 
Senate bills. This dedicated fiind would be moved outside the discretionary spending caps, and 
the caps would be lowered only by amounts reflecting surface transportation spending patterns as 
they were in 1998-before the current highway bill. 

This approach would solve our crowding-out problems by sustaining overall discretionary 
spending at essentially the levels agreed to in last year's budget. Any growth in highways would 
be fiinded outside the caps. It would be justified on the highly credible ground that the gas tax is 
collected to fund surface transportation and ought to be used to fund surface transportation. In 
addition, you have already proposed a Transportation Fund in your budget submission, and an 
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"off-budget" fund of this type is already included in the House version of the bill. 

On the other hand, the spending over the amount of the cap reduction would not be offset and 
would therefore come out of the surplus. Since your powerful fiscal discipline profile is based in 
some measure on your stand against spending any of the surplus until Social Security is 
reformed, this option opens obvious vulnerabilities. Although we could attempt to encourage 
this outcome without our own active involvement, there is always the danger that it could be 
attributed to you. Such an immaculate conception would be difficult to engineer and would 
potentially open the door to spending surpluses on tax cuts. 

5. Continue to issue negative statements about the highway bill and the long-term investment 
squeeze it creates, attempt to get OMB and Legislative Affairs as much involved in the 
conference as possible using veiled veto threats behind the scenes to enhance our leverage. Our 
objective would be actually try to improve the bill. Use the intervening time between the 
Congress's retum and the completion of the conference report to explain the budgetary 
consequences of the squeeze and make it clear that the whole process will culminate in a show­
down about education on the Labor, Health and Human Services Bill and about the environment 
on the Veterans, HUD, Independent Agencies Bill this fall. 

This is the incremental, realistic approach. Though there is relatively little room here for 
alleviating the cap compression, there is at least some hope that we might hold the spending level 
down. Moreover, this option allows us room to shape each appropriations bill within the context 
of a strong education and environment communications strategy. In addition, this option allows 
us to recognize the probability that events will change the entire context of budgeting in the near 
fiittire. There is no certainty that the discretionary caps will stay where they are. New 
possibilities could emerge as well in the future debates about Social Security and Medicare. 

Finally, this final approach does tiie most to preserve positive relations with our friends in 
Congress. Certainly, a veto will alienate them. Incrementalism averts that. But in addition, the 
almost inevitable battles on appropriations bills in the fall generated by this option should please 
those Democrats who are seeking principled fights with the Republicans in an election year. 

Recommendation: 

There is a slight chance that events, and the difficulty of consttncting a paid-for bill, may allow 
us to pursue option lA-Gephard helping us with a veto and thereby pinning the irresponsible 
highway bill on Republicans. The pressence of member projects is the target here, but because 
House Democrats have their projects too, this alternative is not highly likely to materialize. In 
the absence of this possibility, the majority of your advisors favor option #5, with the caveat that 
we should preserve our option to supplement it with the symbolic veto outlined in option #3. 
The two are consistent. 



Surface Transportation Programs 
Mandatory and Discretionary Spending 

(dollars in millions) 

President's Request: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

CBO WODI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

CBO WIDI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

OMB WIDI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Enacted 
1998 

27,739 
26,276 

30,747 
27,178 

30,747 
27,179 

27,789 
26,447 

.1999 

27,741 
27,099 

30,747 
28,277 

30,771 
28,423 

28,231 
27.347 

2Q0Q 

27,699 
27,540 

30,747 
28,687 

30,800 
29,235 

28,909 
28,232 

2001 

27,644 
27,674 

30,747 
28,749 

30,828 
29,821 

29,530 
28,788 

2002 

27,624 
27,843 

30,747 
28,558 

30,857 
30,236 

30,166 
29,457 

2003 

27,624 
27,937 

30,747 
28,557 

30,887 
30.900 

30.815 
30,040 

6-Yr. 
Iota] 

166,070 
164,369 

184,482 
170.006 

184.890 
175.794 

175,440 
170,311 

HR 2400, BESTEA - OMB Scoring 
Budget Authority 30.292 34.825 38,763 38.710 38,273 38.888 219,751 
Outlays 26,412 28,992 32,703 35,594 37,057 37,790 198,548 

HR 2400, BESTEA - CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 30,798 34,730 38,719 38,866 38,693 38,808 220,614 
Outlays 27,346 30,150 33,805 36,734 37,866 38,549 204,450 

S. 1173, ISTEA2 - OMB Scoring 
Budget Authority 30,771 35,959 36,747 37,347 38.038 38,786 217,648 
Outlays 26,244 29.037 33,096 35,271 36,692 37,843 198.183 

S. 1173, ISTEA2 - CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 31.288 36.008 36,717 37.350 37,993 38,712 218,068 
Outlays 27,218 30,412 34,567 36.718 37,794 38,878 205,587 



CBO WIDI Baseline: 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

CBO Scoring of Surface Transportation Programs 
Mandatory and Discretionary Spending 

(dollars in millions) 

Enacted 
I M S 

30,747 
27.179 

30.771 
28.423 

2000 

30,800 
29,235 

2001 

30,828 
29,821 

2002 

30,857 
30,236 

2002 

30,887 
30,900 

6-YR Total 
Less 

6-Yr. WIDI 
Total Baseline 

184,890 
175,794 

N/A 
N/A 

Discretionary 
BA 
Outlays 

1.061 
25.213 

1.085 
26,666 

1,114 
27,694 

1.142 
28,614 

1,171 
29,180 

1,201 
29,940 

6.774 
167.307 

N/A 
N/A 

Mandatory 
BA 
Outlays 

29.686 
1.966 

29.686 
1.757 

29.686 
1.541 

29,686 
1.207 

29.686 
1,056 

29,686 
960 

178,116 
8.487 

N/A 
N/A 

HR 2400, BESTEA - CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 30.798 34.730 38.719 38.866 38.693 38,808 220,614 35,724 
Outlays 27.346 30.150 33.805 36.734 37,866 38.549 204.450 28,656 

Discretionary 
BA 
Outlays 

1.203 
25,231 

714 
27,770 

315 
30,957 

260 
33,663 

185 
34.666 

155 
35,296 

2.832 
187,583 

-3,942 
20,276 

Mandatory 
BA 
Outlays 

29,594 
2.115 

34,016 
2,379 

38,404 
2,848 

38,606 
3,071 

38,509 
3,200 

38,654 
3,253 

217,783 
16,866 

39,667 
8,379 

S. 1173. iSTEA2-CBO Scoring 
Budget Authority 31,288 36,008 36,717 37.350 37,993 38.712 218,068 33,178 
Outiays 27,218 30,412 34,567 36,718 37,794 38,878 205,587 29,793 

Discretionary 
BA 
Outlays 

1617 
25252 

2194 
28660 

2432 
33022 

2391 
35492 

2420 
36703 

2463 
37867 

13,517 
196.996 

6,743 
29.689 

Mandatory 
BA 
Outlays 

29671 
1966 

33814 
1752 

34285 
1545 

34959 
1226 

35573 
1091 

36249 
1011 

204.551 
8,591 

26.435 
104 



Comparison of House and Senate ISTEA Reauthorizations with Alternative projections 
(Outlays in millions) 
Six Year Totals: 1998 to 2003 

HR 2400, BESTEA 
CBO OMB CBO 

OMB CBO President's WODI WIDI WIDI 
Scoring Scoring Request Baseline Baseline Baseline 

Outlays 198,548 204,450 164,369 170,006 170,311 175,794 

HR 2400 OMB Scoring 
Less 

CBO OMB CBO 
CBO Presidenrs WODI WIDI WIDI 

Scoring Bequest Easeline Baseline Baseline 

Outlays -5,902 34,179 28,542 28,237 22,754 

HR 2400 CBO Scoring 
Less 

CBO OMB CBO 

j President's WODI WIDI WIDI 

1 Request Baseline Baseline Baseline 

i Outlays 40,081 34,444 34,139 28,656 

S. 1173. ISTEA2 
CBO OMB CBO 

OMB CBO President's WODI WIDI WIDI 
Scoring Scoring Request Baseline Baseline Baseline 

Outlays 198.183 205,587 164,369 170,006 170,311 175.794 

S. 1173 OMB Scoring 
Less 

CBO OMB CBO 
CBO President's WODI WIDI WIDI 

Scoring Bequest Baseline Baseline Baseline 

Outlays -7,404 33,814 28,177 27,872 22,389 

S. 1173 CBO Scoring 
Less 

CBO OMB CBO 
President's WODI WIDI WIDI 

Request Baseline Baseline Baseline 

41.218 35,581 35,276 29,793 
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EXeCLTriVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDEhTT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

April 1, 1998 
(House Floor) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN COORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES.) 

H.R. 2400 - Building Effidfent Surface Transportation and Eonitv Act of 199X 
(Shuster (R) PA and 118 cosponsors) 

Reauthorization of the Nation's surface transportation programs is a top Administration priority. 
The Administiation is pleased that H.R. 2400 is a six-year bill that reflects many of the 
President's priorities. As the President stated in his letter of March 28,1998, however, he has 
••̂ erioiK concerns that the extent of proposed new spending in this transportation bill goes too far 
and could threaten both fiscal discipline and the commitment to education and other criticfll 
investments in our future. The Administration urges the House to reduce the spending levels in 
H.R. 2400 and fully offset any new spending with acceptable proposals. 

The Administration strongly supports the Spratt amendment, which would extend the current 
highway and mass transit programs until July 1,1998, ensuring that important construction 
projects proceed uninterrupted. This will provide sufficient time for completion of a budget 
resolution, making clear the offsets required by the high levels of funding called for in this bill. 

We are pleased that BESTEA includes many of the provisions advanced by the President last 
spring. There are significant and solid areas of ^eement BESTEA builds upon the successes 
of ISTEA by retaining the basic program structure for transit and core high'way programs, 
including the bridge program, as well as continuing the effective metropolitan and statewide 
plarming processes. The bill retains ISTEA's highly successfiil environmental programs, and 
firmly supports Intelligent Transportation Systems technologies. 

Funding Levels and Off-Bnd^et Treatment. H.R. 2400 woxild inaease surface transportation 
authorizations significantly above the President's request — increasing surface transportation 
outlays during 1998-2003 by at least $34.2 billion above the President's request Yet H.R. 2400 
does not identify any offsets. Without offsets, severe cuts in other domestic discretionary 
spending programs would be required over the next five years in order to realize fiilly the 
authorized levels of transportation spending. 

Tf this transportation bill is fallv funded from discretionary spending, it will force billions of 
dollars of additional cuts - bevond those alreadv required to live within the BBA. If such cuts 
were made, the President's request for nondefense discretionary programs would be reduced by 
$31 biUion over five years ~ with serious consequences. For example, compared to the 
President's request 50,000 - 100,000 fewer children would participate in Head Start over 5 years; 
WIC would be cut by $431 million over 5 years, with an average of 100,000 fewer people 
assisted each year, Superfund would be cut by $166 million over 5 yeaî ; 138,00 fewer low-
income students would receive Pell Grants over 5 years; 39,000 fewer AIDS victims would be 
assisted through the Ryan White program over 5 years; and an average of 572 fewer border patrol 
agents would hired each year. 
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It would be extremely difficult for the Congress to find acceptable offsets for this additional 
spending. To illustrate, the Senate-reported Budget Resolution identified $16 billion in 
mandatory offsets for transportation spending — offsets that the President had proposed for 
funding vital initiatives in education, research, veterans' benefits, food stamps, enviromnental 
programs, and other domestic discretionary programs. Even these offsets would provide less 
than half the amount needed to pay for the increases in H.R. 2400. 

We have moved our Nation from a decade of enormous deficits into an era of strong economic 
growth and budget surpluses - due in part to the fiscal discipline required when making critical 
resource tradeoffs under a unified budget. We strongly oppose any provision that would drain 
anticipated budget surpluses prior to fulfilling our commitment to save Social Security first. 
The Administration also has serious concerns about the provision in H.R. 2400 which would 
move the Highway Trust Fund off-budget. 

Defnonstration Projects. The Administration believes that individual States are best able to 
define high priority transportation projects. The Administiation has serious concerns regarding 
the number of earmarked projects in the bill and the imprecedented $9 billion in mandatory 
spending over six years for so-called "high priority" projects. This level of earmarked projects 
circumvents the usual State planning and selection process, undercutting key themes of ISTEA, 
including public participation, analysis of altematives, and environmental review. This is not an 
appropriate way to allocate billions of dollars of public resources. 

T>isadvantaged Business Enterprises. The Administration strongly opposes the Roukema 
amendment, which would effectively repeal ISTEA's disadvantaged business enterprise (DBE) 
goals for highway and tcansit projects. First enacted in 1987, the DBE program sets out a 10 
percent goal for all federal highway contracts to go to disadvantaged business enterprises. It is 
essential to continue eqtial opportunity in competition for transportation contracts. 

Safety Concerns. The bill's safety provisions should be strengthened by mandating a .08 
percent blood alcohol level as the national standard for drunk driving; enacting a strong 
companion program to combat drugged driving; prohibiting open containers of alcohol in motor 
vehicles; and encour îng States to improve their seat belt usage rates to 85 percent or enact 
primary seat belt laws. 

ênvironmental Concerns. The bill's provisions regarding the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), which the Administrafion strongly opposes, should be deleted. The Administration 
particularly opposes the proposed pilot program delegating the statutory authorities of Federal 
agencies to States. The Department of Transportation should continue to be responsible for 
ensuring that the environmental impacts of projects are considered firom a national perspective. 
Moreover, these provisions would have the negative effect of actually delaying project 
implementation and reducing the opportunities for public participation. In addition, the bill 
should extend Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) program funding 
eligibility to potential non-attainment areas that may result firom the recentiy promulgated Clean 
Air Act standards. 
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Other Mainr Concerns. The Adnoinistiation will also seek amendments to H.R. 2400 in the 
House or in Conference to address the concerns described below and in the Attachment 

The bill should increase the funding for, flexibility of, and number of Access to Jobs 
projects- The current limits on the number and design of projects and low fimding levels 
will make it difficult for States and communities to succeed in moving people fi-om 
welfare to work. 

The bill should increase the ability of States to leverage their transportation resources by 
including the State infirastructure bank and credit enhancement provisions as proposed 
by the Adnunistration. The Administration, however, strongly opposes any provision that 
would permit direct and indirect Federal guarantees of tax-exempt obligations and the 
subordination of Federal loans for certain transportation projects in contravention of 
longstanding Federal credit policies. 

• The provision limiting transit preventive mamtenance and small urbanized area operating 
assistance to $400 million per year should be deleted. 

The bill should authorize the fiill $ 161 million requested for National Park roads and 
parkways. The fiinding levels currentiy authorized in the bill are inadequate to support 
these important programs. 

The bill should include a provision allowing employers to offer theur employees transit 
and vanpool benefits in lieu of compensation, thus making the tax treatment of transit and 
vanpool benefits the same as for parking benefits imder the Internal Revenue Code. 

• The bill should extend tiie excise tax incentives for ethanol (but witiiout phasuig down 
the rates of the benefits), tiiereby supporting the use of altemative fiiels to improve our 
Nation's air quality. 

Pay-as-von-go Scoring 
H.R. 2400 would increase direct spending by $8.3 billion above the baseline over six years. 
Most of this increase in mandatory spending would result from the over 1,400 demonstration 
projects included in this bill. Without any mandatory offsets, if this spending were scored on-
budget as it should be, the bill would result in a sequester of mandatory programs as requured by 
tiie Budget Enforcement Act A sequester would result in across-the-board cuts in programs 
such as Medicare, Guaranteed Student Loans, programs oftiie Commodity Credit Corporation, 
Social Services Block Grants, and Extended Unemployment Benefits. 

* * * * * * * 
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Attachment 

Additional Concenis with H.R. 2400 

The Administration urges the House to address the following additional concerns with 
H.R. 2400. 

The Administration recommends that H.R. 2400 be amended to: 

• Delete the provisions in Titie IX authorizing the Secretary to provide direct loans and 
loan guarantees totaling $5 billion for rail purposes. The Administration strongly opposes 
establishing a separate program for providing credit to private raihroads. Further, a 
number of provisions in Titie DC are either inconsistent with the Federal Credit Reform 
Act of 1990 or conflict with OMB guidance for budgeting and managing credit programs. 

• Include "one-call" underground utility damage prevention provisions. 

• Delete the provision for transferability of CMAQ and Transportation Enhancements 
funding to other highway program categories. 

• Require consideration of the seven planning categories proposed by the Administration in 
order to promote consistent local planning and decision making for highway and mass 
transit projects. 

• Retain ISTEA's current financial feasibility requirements for transportation plans. 

Provide adequate fiinding for the administrative and operations expenses of the Federal 
Highway Administration. (Funding levels currentiy in the bill would require large 
reductions in agency operations, and probably mandate reductions-m-force.) 

• Reauthoiiaie the Hazardous Materials Transportation safety program. 

• Ensure that investments in highway and transit spending are balanced by investment in 
intermodal research and technology. 

The Administration would strongly oppose amendments that would weaken the Transportation 
Department's ability to promote highway safety, or any selective exemptions from, or 
definitional changes to. Federal truck size and weight limitations, hazardous materials standards, 
hours of service requirements, or whistleblower protections, as such changes would constitute a 
threat to all motorists. 

The Administration would strongly oppose any amendments to weaken: (1) the National 
Environmental Policy Act; (2) the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program; 
or (3) the Clean Air Act, or their implementation. 

The Administiation is also committed to retaining ISTIEA's labor standards and employee 
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protection requirements afforded working people on federally assisted projects (including those 
assisted by State mfirastructure banks), and would oppose any amendments repealmg or limiting 
these protections. The Administiration would oppose changing tiie transit formula by adopting 
any form of minimum allocation for transit. 

Finally, H.R. 2400's provisions regarding spectrum for the Intelligent Transportation System are 
consistent with the Administration's proposed bill. If these provisions were enacted, tiie 
Department of Transportation would work within the Inter-Department Radio Advisory 
Committee to satisfy spectrum requirements in an efficient and effective manner. 

+ + * * + * * 
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE p ^ . j^ „ 
CONGRESS ° N '̂" 

WASHINGTON, O-C 20515 uirecror 

April 9. 1998 

Honorable Pete Domenici 
Chairman 
Comminee on the Budget 
United Stares Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you requested, the Congressional Budget Olfice has prepared the enclosed 
cost estimate for S. 1173, the Intermodal Surface Transponation Efficiency 
Aci of 1998. 

if you wish fiirther details on this estimate, we will be pleased to provide ihem. 
The CBO staff contacts are Clare Doherty (for the federal costs of highway, 
safety, rail and research prograpis), who can be reached at 226-2860, 
Krisien Layman (forihe federal costs of nransit programs), who can be reached 
at 225-3220, Marjorie Miller (for the state and locaj impact), who can be 
reached at 225-3220, and Pearl Richardson and Alyssa Trzeszkowski (for 
federal revenues), who can be reached at 226-2691. 

Sincerely, 

June E. O'Neill 

Enclosure 
cc: Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Honorable Pete Domenici 
Page 2 

Honorable John H. Chafee 
Chairman 
Committee on Environment and Public Works 

Honorable Max Baucus 
Ranking Minority Member 
Comminee on Environment and Public Works 

Honorable Alfonse M. D'Amato 
Chairman 
Comminee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 

Honorable John McCain 
Chairman 
Comminee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

Honorable Ernest F. Hollings 
Ranking Democrat 
Comminee on Commerce, Science, and Transponation 

Honorable William V. Rotii, Jr. 
Chainnan 
Comminee on Finance 

Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Ranking Minority Member 
Comminee on Finance 
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 
/ COST ESTIMATE 

April 9, 1998 

S. 1173 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1998 

As agreed to by ihe Senate on March 12. 1998 

SUMMARY 

S. 1173 would reauthorize the Inlermodal Surface Transponation Efficiency Aci of 1991 
(ISTEA) for the years 1998 through 2003. For that six-year period, the bill would provide 
coniraci authority totaling $171.3 billion for the Federal Highway Adminisn^tion (FHWA). 
$1.1 billion for the Nalional Highway Traffic Safety Adnunistration (NHTSA), and 
$31.5 billion for tiie Federal Transit Administration (FTA). H.R. 2400 also would authorize 
the appropriation of $12.5 billion—in addition to amounts already appropriated for 
1998— f̂or the 1998-2003 period for programs managed by the Depanment of Transponation 
(DOT). 

Of the $204 billion in connraci auihoriiy that would be provided by ihis bill, $4.1 billion 
would be for spendmg lhat is exempt from armual obligation limitations. The exempt 
spending would be for the proposed minimum guarantee program, which would replace an 
existing program called minimum allocation. (Another exempi program, emergency relief, 
is permanently authorized ai $100 million a year; S. 1173 would not change ihai 
autiiorization.) 

CBO esiimates that outlays for programs covered by ihis legislation would grow firom an 
estimated $27 billion in 1998 to close lo $39 billion in 2003. Relative to CBO's curreni-law 
projections. S. 1173 would result in an additional $34 billion in outlays over the 1998-2003 
period, assuming appropriations action consistent with the obligation and auihorizaiion levels 
specified in the bill. (Those current-law projections do not assume fiiture appropriations for 
discretionary programs.) 

S. 1173 would reauihorize the Siaic Infrasiruciure Bank Program (SIB) and includes the 
Transponation Infrasiruciure Finance and limovaiion Aci of 1998 (TIFIA). which would 
establish a new iransportation credii program. The Joinl Commillee on Taxation (JCT) 
expects lhal both of these programs would probably result in an increase in tax-exempi 
financing and a consequent loss of federal revenues. JCT estimates revenue losses over ihc 
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1999-2003 period of $28 million for SIB and $225 million for TIFL\. The bill would alsb 
impose fees on the recipients of credii provided under TIFiA, and would require that those 
fees be recorded in the budget as "miscellaneous receipts" (revenues). CBO esiimates that 
the TIFIA fees would increase federal revenues by $225 million over the 1999-2003 period, 
offsetting the TIFlA-relaied revenue loss. Other provisions of the bill would also affect 
revenues. On balance, the net change in revenues through 2003 would be a loss of 
$16 million. _ 

Because S. 1173 would affect direct spending and receipts, pay-as-you go procedures would 
apply. S. 1173 contains intergovernmental mandates as defined in the Unfiinded Mandates 
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), but they would noi impose costs on stale, local, or tribal 
governments in excess of the threshold established by thai act ($50 million in 1996, indexed 
annually for inflation). 

DESCRIPTION OF THE BILL'S MAJOR PROVISIONS 

Titles I and II of S. 1173 would reauthorize FHWA's federal-aid highways program. For the 
components of ihe program that are subject to armual obligation limitations, the bill would 
provide contract authority of $23.8 billion in 1998, $27.7 billion in 1999, $28.1 billion in 
2000, $28.6 billion in 2001, $29.0 billion in 2002, and $29.5 billion in 2003. (Those amounts 
include a total of $530 million over the six years for credii subsidies under TIFlA.) 

Title I would establish a new funding mechanism for apportioning some of the highway 
fiinds to states. The new program would be called "minimum guarantee;" ii would replasc 
an existing apportionment process known as "minimum allocaiion." Some of the funds 
provided under the minimum guarantee program would be exempt from armual obligation 
limitations. 

Because the emergency relief program is permanently authorized under cuncni law. iis costs 
of $100 miUion a year are not included in the above totals for contract authority that would 
be provided by S. 1173. 

Title in would reauthorize NHTSA's highway safety programs and FHWA's motor carrier 
safety program. The bill would provide contract authority of $171 million in 1998, 
$183 million in 1999, $188 million in 2000, $185 miUion in 2001, $190 million in 2Q02, and 
$ 199 million in 2003 for ihc NHTSA highway safety program. The biU also would autiiorize 
appropriations of $372 million over The 1998-2003 period for operaiions and research at 
NHTSA, and $12 million over the same period for NHTSA to maintain the nalional driver 
register, which contains the driving records of individuals. In addition, S. 1173 would 
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provide contract authority of $90 million in 1998, $110 million in 1999, $107 milUon in 
2000, $104 million in 2001, and $100 miUion in 2002 and 2003 for FHWA's motor carrier 
safety program. 

In addition lo the authorizations of appropriations noted above. S. 1173 would authorize the 
appropriation of $2.7 billion for highway, highway safety, and rail programs, and 
$106 million for two existing programs conducted by the Research and Special Programs 
Administraiion (RSPA) over ihe 1998-2003 period. 

Title V would authorize federal mass iransit programs for fiscal years 1998 through 2003. 
Over that six-year period, S. 1173 would provide contract authority—from the Highway 
Trust Fund—totaling $17.3 billion for the trust fund share of expenses and $14.2 billion for 
the major capital investment program. In addition, the bill would authorize the 
appropriation—from the general fimd of the Treasury—of $9.7 bUlion over fiscal years 1998 
through 2003 for a variety of iransit programs. (Of that amoimt. approximarely $400 mUlion 
has already been appropriated for 1998.) S. 1173 would reiain almost all of the transit 
programs and formulas for distributing funds thai were authorized in ISTEA. The bill also 
would reiain all of the exisiing set-asides for administrative expenses, programs for the 
elderly and disabled, and university transportation center programs. In addition, the 
legislation would authorize rwo new transit aciiviiies: an access-io-jobs program and a clean 
fuels program. 

Title VI would extend Highway Trust Fund excise taxes through fiscal year 2005 and make 
several other changes that would affect federal revenues. 

S. 1173 would require the Secretary of Transportation to complete numerous studies and to 
submit subsequent reports. In addition, ihe bill would require the General Accouniing Office 
( G A O ) to conduct several highway and transit studies. 

Other provisions would not have any significant budgetary impact and arc not discussed in 
this estimate. 

ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

CBO estimates that outlays under S. 1173 would total about $206 biUion over ihe 1998-2003 
period. Of thai amount, $197 billion would be discretionary outlays and $8.6 billion would 
be direct spending outlays. 
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The estimated budgetary impact of S. 1173 is shown in the following table. The projections 
of baseline spending under current law cover the highway and iransit programs that were 
authorized in ISTEA. 

Bv Fiscal Year, in Millions of Dollars 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

DIRECT SPE^^DINC 

Baseline Spending LInder Currcm l-aw 
Esrimawd Budget Authority 
Esiimared Outlays 

29,686 
1.966 

29,686 
1.757 

29.686 
1,541 

29.686 
1.207 

29.686 
1,056 

29.686 
960 

Proposed Changes 
Estimated Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

•15 
0 

4,127 
-6 

4.698 
4 

5.272 
19 

5,886 
35 

6,563 
50 

Total Spending Under S. 1173 
Estimated Budget Autiiority 
Estimated Outlays 

29,671 
1.966 

33.814 
1.752 

34.385 
1,545 

34.959 
1.226 

35.573 
1.091 

36,249 
1.011 

SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION 

Spendmg Under Current Law 
Budget Authority' 
Estimated Outlays 

1,046 
25.197 

0 
26,300 

0 
26.976 

0 
27,696 

0 
28.134 

0 
28,806 

Proposed Changes 
Estimated Authorization Level 
Estimated Outlays 

571 
56 

2,194 
2.361 

2.432 
6.046 

2,391 
7,796 

2.420 
8.570 

2.463 
9.062 

Total Spending Under S. 1173 
Estimated Authorization Level 
Estimated Outlays 

1,617 
25,252 

2.194 
28,660 

2,432 
33.022 

2,391 
35,492 

2,420 
36.703 

2,463 
37,867 

CHANGES IN REVENUES 

Estimated Revenues' -13 -12 

ii Trtc I vyu level i> ttic nmounc appropriated for 4iu year. 
b Negative RHmtKrv acnoie on citimoicO \osi ot'tcvenocs. posicivc nuint>en' denote itn inereaae in icvcnues. 

Of the $197 billion in total esiuriated outlays subject to appropriation, aboui $189 billion 
would come fi-om contract authority, and $8 billion would come fixim amounts authorized 
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to be appropriaied by S. 1173 or already appropriated in prior years. The costs of this 
legislation fall within budget fiincuon 400 (transponation). 

Enaciing S. 1173 also would affect revenues. JCT estimates thai the authorization of 
TIFIA—the new transportation credit program—-and the reauthorization of the SIB program 
would increase levels of tax-exempt debt, resulting in a loss of revenues lo the federal 
govemmeni totaling $253 million over ihe 1998-2003 period. CBO estimates that fees 
collected under the TIFIA provisions would increase revenues by $225 million over the same 
period. Provisions in Tille VI would increase revenues by $12 million over ihe period, 
resulting in a net loss in revenues of $16 million fi-om 1999 through 2003. 

BASIS OF ESTIMATE 

Implementing S. 1173 would affeci direci spending, spending subject to appropriation, and 
governmental receipis (revenues). In particular, the bill would provide $204 billion in 
contract authority (a form of direct spending) fi-om 1998 through 2003 for the federal-aid 
highways program, the NHTSA safety grants program, the FHWA motor carrier safety grants 
program, and all FTA programs. The figures in the above table include an additional 
$600 million in contract authority for the emergency relief program; that fiinding is provided 
under current law. Most of the outlays fi^om this contract authority would be controlled by 
annual obligation limitations imposed through ihe appropriation process. All of ihe projected 
outlays controlled by appropriation action, whether fi'om appropriated budgei authority or 
annually limiied coniraci authority, are shown in ihe table under "Spending Subject to 
Appropriation." Because a ponion of the new minimum guarantee program would be exempt 
from obligation limitations, some of the outlays for that program as well as the outlays ft^om 
emergency relief are included in the table under "Direct Spending." 

Direct Spending 

S. 1173 would authorize fiinding for a new federal-aid highways activity that would be partly 
exempi firom obligation limitations—the minimum guaraniee program. Under this 
legislation, $4.1 billion in spending authority for the minimum guarantee would be exempi 
fi:om obligaiion limitations over ihe 1998-2003 period. In addition. $600 million for the 
emergency relief program would continue lo be exempi from obligation limitations over ihe 
same period (as is the case under curreni law). 

Minimum Guarantee. Under procedures specified in the Balanced Budgei and Emergency 
Deficii Control Act, the baseline projections assume continued fiinding for the minimum 
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allocation program (which would be (replaced by minimum guarantee fiinding). The amount 
of ihe minimum guaraniee program that would be exempt from the obligation limiiaiions 
would be equal to the amoimts projected for the minimum allocation program in the 
March 1997 baseline: $639 miUion for 1998, $654 million for 1999. $670 miUion in 2000, 
$687 miUion in 2001, $704 mUlion in 2002, and $721 mUlion in 2003. CBO assumes ihat 
this new program would have the same obligation rates and outlay rates as projected for ihe 
exisiing minimum allocation program. 

Emergency Relief. The emergency relief program, the other federal-aid activity imder 
current law ihai is exempi from obligation limitations, is permanently authorized. S. 1173 
would not change the emergency relief program, which receives $100 million each year. 

Other. This bill would give the Secretary of Transportation the authority to establish 
separate fiinds in the U.S. Treasury to collect payments and revenues from nongovernmental 
organizations. This would affect direa spending through ihe collection of offseiling receipts 
and the subsequent spending of those receipis. CBO estimates ihat the nei direct spending 
effects would be negligible in each year. 

The bill also would reduce the connraci authority for NHTSA's traffic safety program in 1998 
by $24 million. This reduction in the contract authority for 1998 would require a reduction 
in 1998 obligations because there are no unobligated balances in the NHTSA account. CBO 
estimates that the reduction in obligations in 1998 would reduce outlays from direcl spending 
by $16 million over tiic 1998-2003 period. 

Spending Subject to Appropriation 

For purposes of this estimate. CBO assumes that the amounts authorized for highway 
programs would be appropriated for each fiscal year. Outlay estimates for all of the spending 
subject to appropriation are based on historical spending paiiems for the affected programs. 
Because most of the outlays from contract authority are governed by annual obligation 
limitations in appropriation acts, ihey are discretionary and are included in the table as 
estimated outlays subject to appropriation. To estimate such outiays. CBO used ihe obligation 
limitations specified in the bill. For example, ihe bill's obligation limitation for federal-aid 
highways for 1998 is identical lo ihe obligation linutation established in the Depanment of 
Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriation Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-66). For 
programs that do not have obligation limitations specified in ihe bill, we assume that 
obligations would be equal to the contraci auihoriiy provided in each year, except that the 
1998 obligation limitations esiablished in Public Law 105-66 would apply. 
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Of the $12.5 billion in authorizations of new appropriations, the bill would allocate 
$2.7 billion for new highway, highway safety, and rail programs, $384 million for exisiing 
NHTSA programs, $106 million for existing RSPA programs, and $9.3 billion for transit 
programs. 

Highways, Highway Safety, and Rail. S. 1173 would authorize several new highway 
activities subject to ihe obligation limitation for federal-aid highways. The two biggest new 
programs are called "minimum guarantee" and "ISTEA iransition." (Pan of the minimum 
guaraniee program is direct spending and was discussed above.) The amounts of coniraci 
authority that would be provided for these programs are based on formulas specified in the 
bill and were calculated by FHWA, In calculating the projections used for this cost esiimate, 
FHWA used factors from the fall of 1997, 

For the minimum guarantee program, we estimate that the gross annual levels would be 
$1.2 biUion for each of fiscal years 1998 and 1999, $1.3 billion a year for 2000. 2001. and 
2002, and $1.5 billion for 2003. Of these amounts, the exempi ponions identified above 
(equal to about half of the program's spending) would result in direcl spending, while the 
remainder would be subject to the annual obligation limitations for federal-aid highways. 

The amounts of contract authority estimated for ISTEA transition are $872 million for 1998, 
$880 miUion for 1999, $884 million for 2000, $867 mUlion for 2001, $757 million for 2002, 
and $658 mUlion for 2003. 

Another new program ihat would be controlled by federal-aid obligation limitations is safety 
belt incentive grants. Over the 1998-2003 period, S. 1173 would provide $400 million in 
contract authority for such grams. In addition, ihe bill would require ihe Secretary of 
Transponation to calculate the budgetary savings relating to federal medical costs, including 
savings in ihe Medicare and Medicaid programs, atnibuiable to increased seat bell usage, and 
distribute diosc savings to ihc states that had caused those budgetary savings. Any additional 
fimds provided to states under ihis authority would be direci spending. But CBO expects that 
additional spending, if any, would be negligible because the likelihood that the provisions 
of the bill would significantiy increase seat beh usage is small and the impact of any change 
in seat bell usage on Medicare and Medicaid spending would likely be negligible and 
difficult to identify. 

S. 1173 would authorize the appropriation of $2.7 billion over the 1998-2003 period for new 
highway, highway safety, and rail programs. The biU would authorize appropriations totaling 
$750 mUlion lo states for nrade corridor and border crossing grants, $300 miUion for the joinl 
pannership for advanced vehicles program, $100 million for ihe ferry and ferry terminal 
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program, $9/50 million for magnetic levitation grams, and $600 nuUion for a variety of other 
programs. 

In addition, the bill would authorize the appropriation of such sums as are necessary for 
transponation assistance for Olympic cities. Based on information from the United States 
Olympic Committee and Congressional sources, we estimate that cosis would total 
$335 million over the 1999-2003 period. Funds would be used primarUy for^uilding roads, 
as well as for aviation and iransit needs. 

Transit, Over the 1998-2003 period, S. 1173 would authorize ihe appropriation of 
$9.7 billion for iransit programs, of which aboui $400 million has been appropriaied for 
1998. In addition, $200 million has already been appropriated for the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority ( W M A T A ) . 

The bill would authorize the appropriation of $250 million for a new access-to-jobs program 
for each fiscal year from 1998 through 2003. For the other new program—ihe clean fiiels 
initiative—the bill would authorize fiinding of $200 mUlion each year, of which $100 million 
would be contract authority and $100 million would come from appropriations. Outlay 
estimaiess are based on historical spending rates for fonnula programs. 

Research and Special Programs Admioistration (RSPA), S. 1173 would reauihorize the 
hazardous materials program within the RSPA research and special programs account. The 
bill would authorize the appropriation of $100 miUion over the 1998-2003 period. In 
addition, S. 1173 would authorize the appropriation of $6 miUion over fiscal years 1999 and 
2000 for the RSPA's one-call notification program. 

Miscellaneous. S, 1173 would authorize subsidy appropriations of $530 million over the 
1998-2003 period for the proposed TIFiA credit program. In addition, the bill would require 
DOT to conduct numerous studies and publish subsequent repons. CBO estimates that the 
cost of compleiing ihe studies and preparing the repons would be several mUUon dollars each 
year. Finally, ihe bill would require GAO to complete studies and subsequenily publish 
repons. According to GAO, ihe cost of completing these studies and reports would not be 
significant. 

Revenues 

Tille I of S, 1173 would provide for a federal credii program for such facilities as border 
crossings, multistaie trade corridors, intermodal facilities, toll roads, and other facilities ihat 
generate their own revenue streams through user charges. The credii program, which is 
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intended to complement other fimding and to leverage private co-investment, could include 
secured loans, loan guaraniees. and lines of credit, up to a maximum amount of credii 
ranging from $1.2 biUion in 1998 to $2.0 biUion in 2003. That program is expected to 
leverage new issues of lax-exempt bonds and result in a net increase in the volume of 
outstanding tax-exempt debi. The Joint Comminee on Taxation estimates that this program 
would result in revenue losses totaling $225 million over the 1999-2003 period. 

The bill would also establish aimual fees to be paid by ihe recipients of credit under ihe 
proposed TIFIA credit program. The fees would be based on a percentage of the average 
amount of outstanding federal credit. Under the Federal Credit Reform Act. such fees would 
generally be considered to be a pan of the credit financing and would be incorporated in the 
subsidy estimates. S. 1173, however, would direci that collections of the TIFiA fees be 
deposited in the general fimd of the Treasury as "miscellaneous receipts" (revenues). CBO 
estimates that the TlFlA fees would increase revenues by $225 million over ihe 1999-2003 
period, exactiy offsetting the estimated loss in revenues from additional tax-exempt financing 
under TIFlA. 

Titie 1 would also reauihorize the State Infrasiruciure Bank Program (SIB). The SIB program 
allows states to elect to use federal-aid highways fimds, subject lo the obligation limitation, 
to provide capitalization for SIBs. Funds in a SIB provide credit enhancements and serve as 
a capital reserve for bond and debt financing for infrastructure projects that are expected to 
generate iheir own source of fimding during operation. This program also allows states with 
tiie consent of the Secretary of Transportation, to enter into interstate compacts to provide 
for the fmancing of multisiate projects. The reauthorization would also give states greater 
flexibility in determining the amount of federal fiands ihey can use lo capitalize SIBs. We 
anticipate that the projecis financed through SIBs would be financed primarily with tax-
exempt debt, thus increasing the total volume of lax-exempt debt and reducing federal 
revenues. The Joint Commillee on Taxation esiimates thai this program would result in 
revenue losses totaling $28 million over the 1999-2003 period. 

The Senate Finance Committee's substitute amendment to S, 1173, which was adopted as 
Title VI by the Senate, would extend tiie Highway Trust Fund excise taxes through 2005, and 
both the income tax credit for ethanol and the ethanol excise lax exemptions through 2007. 
These changes would increase revenues by $44 million over the 1999-2003 period. Other 
major provisions in the amendment would create tax-exempt bonds for privaie-secior 
construction of highways and would delay ihe indexing for all qualified transponation 
benefits in 1999, resulting in a net revenue loss of $32 million over the 1999-2003 period. 
Together, the provisions in Titie VI would result in a net increase of $12 million in revenues 
over tiie 1999-2003 period. 

/ 
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In adduion, S. 1173 would increase some of the penalties and fines for violations of hi^way 
safety regulations. CBO expecis that ihe increase in collections as a result of these changes 
would not be significant-

PAY-AS-YOU-GO CONSIDERATIONS 

Section 252 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficii Conn-ol Act of 1985 sets up 
pay-as-you-go procedures for legislation affecting direct spending or receipis. The net 
changes in outlays and govemmental receipis ihat are subject to pay-as-you-go procedures 
are shown in the following table. For purposes of enforcing pay-as-you-go procedures, only 
the effects in the current year, the budget year, and ihe succeeding four years are counted. 
Also, only changes in direcl spending outiays and changes in receipis are subject to 
pay-as-you-go requirements; the discretionary outlays from contract authority subject to 
obligation limiiaiions are not included as pay-as-you-go effects because those outlays are 
controlled by appropriation acts. 

Bv Fiscal Year, in Millions of Dollars 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Changes in outlays 0 -6 4 19 35 50 67 84 101 119 184 
Changes in receipis 0 -13 6 6 -12 -3 -37 9 -6 - I -20 

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS 

S. 1173 contains mandates as defined in UMRA, bui ihey would noi impose costs on state, 
local, or tribal governments in excess of the threshold established by that act ($50 million in 
1996. indexed armually for inflation). One section of this bill would limit ihe liability of an 
employer requesting safety performance records on job applicants and of persons providing 
such information. This section would impose a mandate on state governments by preempting 
any contradictory state laws. Another mandate mighl be imposed by the section of the bill 
extending ihe reach of federal motor carrier safety regulation to cover small vehicles 
transporting passengers for compensation. This could affeci a small number of vehicles 
operated by state or local govemments. 

10 
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PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATES ' 

On October 7, 1997, CBO provided a cost estimate for S. 1173, as reponed by the Senate 
Comminee on Environment and Public Works on October 1, 1997. The bill as adopted by 
the Senate includes fimding for nransii programs, hi^way safety programs, and research and 
special programs, which was not in the reponed version. The Senaie-approved bill also 
incorporates additional amendments that would affect federal revenues- and highway 
spending. 

On January 23, 1998, CBO provided a cost estimate for S. 1271, ihe Federal Transit Act of 
1997, as reponed by the Senate Commillee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs on 
October 8. 1997. 

On November 7, 1998, CBO provided a cost estimate for S. 11 IS. as ordered reponed by the 
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation on November 4, 1997. That 
version of S. 1115 is identical to the one-call notification authorization language passed by 
the Senate. 

On March 27, 1998. CBO provided a cost estimate for H.R. 2400, as reponed by the House 
Committee on Transponation and Infrastrucmre on March 25, 1998. S. 1173 would 
reauthorize many of the same programs that are covered by H.R. 2400; however, S. 1173 
contains some additional authorizations of appropriations and a transportation credit program 
that are not included in H.R. 2400. There are several other differences between H.R. 2400 
and S. 1173. For example, the iwo biUs have significantiy differeni effects on outlays from 
direci spending. In particular. H.R. 2400 would increase the portion of f(5deral-aid hi^ways 
spending that is exempi from annual obUgation limitations by more than $8 billion over the 
1998-2003 period, relative to the current law baseline, while S, 1173 would increase outlays 
from direct spending by only about $100 million over the same period. On the other hand, 
S. 1173 would establish higher obligation limitations for highway spending.- In iotal, CBO 
estimates that outlays—from both direct spending and appropriation action—would be 
$205.6 bilUon over the 1998-2003 period for S. 1173 and $204.4 billion over ihe same period 
for H.R. 2400. 

11 
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ESTIMATE PREPARED BY: 

Federal Costs: Clare Doheny and Kristen Layman (226-2860) 
Federal Revenues: Pearl Richardson and Alyssa Trzeszkowski (226-2691) 
Impact on State, Local, and Tribal Governments: Marjorie Miller (225-3220) 

ESTIMATE APPROVED BY: 

Robert A- Sunshine 
Deputy Assistant Director for Budgei Analysis 

12 
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COMPARISON OF H.R. 2400 AND ALTERNATIVE CBO PROJECTIONS 
-Outlay* in Bllliona of Dollars -

6-Yajir Total 
for the 1998-2003 Period 

H.R.2400 

204 

Differences in 6-Yaar Totals 

Baseline WODI 
H.R 2400 

Current Lawj versus 
Baseline 

176 170 172 29 
I L 

H.R. 2400 I H.R. 2400 
versus versus 
WOD( I Current Law 

34 33 

H.R. 2400: The Building Efficient Surface Transportation and Equity Act of 1998. as 
reported by the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure. 
CBO has not completed a review of the Dili as passed by the House. The 
house-passed version incorporates an amendment (to the committoe-
approved version) lhat would authorize funding of 5150 milllion a year for 
the proposed Access to Joba program. The committee version authorizes 
542 mjllion a year. Other changes to the committee version of tne bill also 
might affaa me estimate of costs. 

Baseline: CBO baseline projections, including adjuaiments for anticipated inflat 

WODi CBO baseline projections without discretionary inflation. 

ion. 

Current Law: CBO 8 current-law projections, which assume continuation of programs that 
are funded by contract authority (a form of direct spending), but do not 
assume future appropriations for discrotionafy programs. Tne CBO cost 
estimate dated March 27.1998. for H.R. 2400. as reported by the House 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, compares H.R. 240Q to 
itie "current-law projections." 
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Estimated OutJaya for Highway & Transit Programs 
(Billions of Dollars, by Fiscal Year) 

1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 

H R. 2400, Committee Vorsion CBO Bualine 

Year 
Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays 

Year from CA from BA Total from CA from BA Total 

1998 2 6 6 0 8 27.3 264 0.8 27.2 
1999 30.1 0.1 30 1 278 0.8 28.4 
2000 30.9 2.9 33.8 28.3 0.9 29.2 
2001 34.3 2.4 36.7 28.9 1.0 29.8 
2002 36.3 1.5 37.9 292 1.0 30.2 
2003 37.6 0.9 38.6 29.8 1.1 30.9 

6-yr sum 1958 8.6 204.4 170.3 5.5 175.8 

Outiays 
WODI Current-Law Projections 

Year 
Outiays Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays 

Year tram CA Irom BA Total from C A from BA Total 

26 4 
274 
27 7 
27.7 
27.5 
27.5 

6-yr.sum 164 3 

0.8 
G.8 
1.0 
1.0 
1 1 
1.1 

67 

272 
28.3 
26.7 
28.7 
28.6 
28.6 

170.0 

26.4 
27.6 
283 
28.9 
29.2 
29.8 

170.3 

0.8 
0.5 
0.2 
0.1 
-0.0 
-0.1 

1.4 

27.2 
28.1 
28.5 
28.9 
23 2 
29.8 

171.7 

CA. Contraa Authority (provided in authorization legislation). 
The outlays shown include both direct spending and spending 
controlled by annual obligation limitations in approprialions acta. 

BA: DiscrTetjonary Budgei Authonty {providnd m appropriations acts) 
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SPEMOING UNO£R H R 2400 ,. BV ACCOUNT 
(MillKina of (VklUiii. by F i ^ q l Yc«r) 

19M 2000 

Sp«naing from Can t i t c i Autl iori iy 

t u a S A SAf ETV OflANTS - ^n^ r f ^g f\ i \niA funnt 
ConiractAutfiorlty i87 

ConrracT Auinority 85 
BO 

Coniraci Auinority 22 171 
Gsknatad Ou<ay£ 19.975 

Ffd i f f ju j . /^ >Hm|rt f i rm nniiQlilifm lauiaiifla 
T o u i C A 

min^num allocaoon 

Contra cTAurnofity 
esftmatM QutUyi (incnxJes pfiors) 

FormiiUi Omnrn 
Camract Auinoriiy 
Esbmateo OutMr* 

UTC 
Coniract A.iOKM'î y 
EsUnaicd OuTia^s 

/vunittisicuiofl 
Conl/act Authonty 

Cofttfaci Autnofity 
EshmatM OuUlyS 

SiiDipioia 
CoiiUBct Aumoriry 
Estimsied Outlays 

29.591 

2'« 
2U 

125 
96 

25 253 
22.2S1 

34016 
30 099 

298 

ISO 
13? 

25.1A7 

2001 

2M 
279 

ISO 
ISO 

28 433 
27.424 

2002 

38 404 38 406 
34.133 

23a 
292 

150 
150 

28.432 
20.075 

38.509 
36.331 

N<K« OuMya shoY^ aoove aro a oomo.naiion of o.rea jpetviina (axempt pfogramsi and spena.ng 
suojea 10 appropfiBDon (pfograms iiutj,ecl to oOltgaiKin umiat.on3) 

2003 

298 
2 M 

ISO 
150 

28.377 
2947Q 

2.256 2.765 3.21D 3 210 3 312 3.312 
100 lOC 100 100 100 100 

1.026 1.399 1.678 i.srB 1.772 1.772 
1.131 1.266 1 431 1.431 1.441 1.441 
2.115 2379 2.84 S 5071 3.20Q 3,253 

Z 197 2.41? ?.ei3 2.613 2.fil3 2.f i l3 
1.961 1.969 2.170 2264 2.397 2.543 

2.693 3.213 3553 3 553 3.553 3 553 
2,2fl0 3.213 276 1.041 2.082 2.757 

0 0 6 6 6 6 
0 0 1 3 5 5 

0 0 52 52 52 52 
0 0 47 5:1! 52 52 

0 0 92 B3 92 92 
0 0 n 49 77 86 

34.654 
37.817 
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SPENDING UNDER H.R. 2400 - BY ACCOUNT 
(Minion* or OolUr*, by F lac i l r » i r ) 

i9Sa 2000 2001 

Spandino t rom OiocrMiafury Apprapftationa 

(1) Accot ims Auct)6riz«d in H.Ft Z400 

2002 2003 

Auinorizabon l»<t«i 
Euimaiod Ounoyt 

NHTSA MDft 
AuDHirizatrfin U:>M 
Esiiniaced Ouua/s 

Aufliorifation Laval 
E t i ^ B i M Ouiiayc 

SJJ I 

Aumorizadon Level 
Eatmatod Oj i iays 

FaauuinGnna 
Budgoi Autnonty 

uic 
Budget Autnoniy 
Esbmatad OuUayS 

BuOgvi Authority 
Estimated Ouvays 

PlanninQ A ft^narrfi 
Buogat Aumcxiiy 
EatKTUUiKl Outlays 

75 
67 

75 
39 

290 
oaa 

46 
45 

S2 
69 

75 
"70 

110 
41 

271 
2BS 

68 
-1.1D0 

50 
49 

90 
94 

75 
72 

125 
oe 

71 
8) 

0 
2.165 

0 
85 

75 
74 

70 
108 

71 
7B 

0 
1821 

0 
47 

75 
75 

30 
72 

36 
57 

0 
1 145 

0 
19 

75 
75 

0 
10 

36 
43 

0 
698 

BuOget AutfMXiiy 
Efilimaced Outlays 

42 42 
23 

(}) Othar Accouota I n c k i t M in CBO Estimata «f Bil l Tonla 

BuSg(9i^"(; io^^r^"*^' ' ' '^ ' Hioh«ay_Sy ^ ^ 

EsCimaied OuHayG (i .^2<^ 

EHWVA CAfcty 9ranm 
Contraci AuVKJ'ity Q Q 
F-ETiiTiau>d Ouuayi 3 2 

NhTSAoas. 

Ettidiaica Outlays 9 i 45 

Mi'irriiHnaoiia rxu&i i iuna j i i iMoaium^ 

nu4a«i( Autnority 0 O 
F.tiimitiKl Oviitnys 55 5-1 

42 
40 

0 
45 

0 
23 

0 
5fl 

42 
i2 

0 
30 

0 
13 

0 
>4 

42 
42 

0 
IB 

0 
27 

42 
42 

0 
15 
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3PEND1HQ UNOER H.R. 1400 ~ BY ACCOUNT 
(Mllliona of Ooitani. b / Fift«al Yaar] 

199S 2000 2001 

Spanding Han\ Dt«cratianaty Approp<ittiOn« 

(2) CantinuacJ 

2002 2003 

Budoel Autnority 
Esiimawo Ouitays 

0 
98 

MiinnKoofl.>t appfopnaiiam trom ina.aanoraUunfl 
fiuOget Auinoriiy 0 
Etti/iiatea OuiiayG i60 

BudSdlAuttiomy 
CabnulMl Oxflayc 

Inigrnaia X^»"Ffflr 
Budget Autnoniy 
EsitfTiavM Outlays 

RtMiifrti...rfainina. tiumin Han. 
Buaget Auttvuity 
EibmaiM Ootlays 

SutuntoU 
OisCfcnionary BA' 
tetimaiea Ouusys 

200 

0 
16 

1 203 
777 

T n t M K 

Budget Autnofity 
Csiimatoa Ouoays 

30 798 
27.346 

0 
23 

0 
132 

0 
192 

714 

so 

34.730 
30.150 

0 
97 

0 
141 

3l5 
2.016 

38 719 
33.805 

0 
Si 

0 
03 

260 
2.402 

3SeCG 
36.714 

0 
18 

0 
40 

185 
1.835 

38.693 
37.868 

0 
13 

0 
14 

155 
933 

38 808 
38.S49 

• Dia<i««t>on«ry BA - B u i ^ ^utfiority alraady appropraiMt pm« adftMofitl uthorizatian l«v«ta comainMt 
In H J L Z400, nipartMl by tn* CommittM on Traotportttiofl and bifrutnictura. 

Note: Tha abovt •ctinvatM are for coqMn4Twi-rapo/lM vartwn of K H . 1400. Thity 4o not ralHet a i » 
changM to costm attrilnnabla to am«ni4ma<«t« that w e n adoptsd in th* Hovaa-paa^ad v m t o n For 
wnMnf»*a, Iha Mooca paaaad v«c«M<« Conlaina a hightK annual authohzvlion l«vo4 («1M mMIOn V* 
t42niUHonjtocihoprtpoao<iAccawto Jobsproar^m. CBOhaai«Kix>fnp4e»ad»rtvlBwq<tha 
amandme/iti mcorporatOil mto ma HauM-pM«« j vmrtion of H.R. 2400. 
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8PEN0INC UNDE8 THE 
CBO BASEUNE WITH DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (IMOtJ 

f O n PROORAMQ COVERCD BY H.R. Z400 
(Mil l ions of ooi iara. by Fiscal Y o r ) 

199B 1999 2000 2001 2Q02 2003 

N11ISA.SAEETY GRAhll 
Contract AuUiofily 
Estimatea Outtays 

Spondino f rom Contnict Author i ty ' 

195 
178 

10S 
187 

FHWA DAotnr Carrk^ Safety-arants 
Contract Auttionty 90 90 
Eft imated Outlayt 80 03 

Fffrtpmt-nid "airijprt rn tttf nh t tqmi^ limitnton 
Contr»<:t Awlhonty 23.742 23.742 
Esdmatat] Outlays 19.975 21.335 

Fadflfal-aid nitHmpt from ohligai|nfi jjipitaliofi 
Contract Auintyj iy 
Estimated Outlays 

739 
1,966 

739 
1.757 

195 

90 
B7 

23.742 
22.158 

739 
1 541 

195 
195 

90 
89 

23.742 
22 931 

739 
1.207 

195 
200 

90 
91 

23 742 
23.323 

739 
1.056 

195 
205 

90 
94 

23.7-42 
23.B11 

739 
% 0 

MaiOf r.apifai investmenl 
Cantrat:t AijtJiority 2.263 2,263 2.263 2 263 2.263 2.263 
Estimated OuOays 1.961 1,951 1.885 2.012 2.054 2.140 

Formula Grants 
Contract Autnority 
Estimated Outlays 

2.657 
2.260 

2.657 
2.310 

2.657 
2.363 

2.667 
2.420 

SutltOUlS 
ContTBCt Authority .. 29.686 28.686 29.686 29.686 
Estimated Outlays 26.420 27.624 28.336 26.853 

* Cinder WiDl . obligation limitations increase witn diScretKMiary mflatian 
from inc level ol ine 1996 obiigaiion limitations 

2.657 
2.478 

29.686 
29 202 

2.657 
2.537 

29.686 
29.B47 

Note: Outlays shown atxwe are a comDination of dir«C( sponding (exempt programs) and spending 
Eutijact la appropriation (programs subject to obligation itmidations). 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
CBO BASEUNE WITH OfSCRETIONARY INFLATION (WIDI) 

FOR PROGRAMS COVERED BY H.R 2400 
(Mi l l ion* of Ool l i rB. by Fiscal Yoar) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Epandlng f rom DtKc rat ion a ry Apprt jpr lat lons 

Budget Aui/iority 
Estimated Outlays 

FHWA Mffl ty grants 
Budget Auitvirity 
Estimated OuUays 

NHTSA Oparatiofia - gf 
BuoQftt Auinonty 
Estimated Outlays 

NHTSA Qpflfauong^tf. 
Budget Autnonty 
Estimateo Outlays 

nam Highnway $yBHyn 
300 307 
61 209 

75 
91 

72 
66 

Budget Autnority 0 
Estimated Outiayi 53 

77 
90 

74 
68 

0 
51 

Stata Infrastmdurfl BanHs 
Budgtt Autnonty 0 0 
Estimated Outlays 98 23 

MiSCellanflOua appmpriatmns from thp gpnpfal fiinrt 
Budget Autnority 0 0 
Estimated Outlays 160 

tjanLQaneraiion tiign spggq.iflii 
Budgot Avlt^onIy 20 
Estimatod Outlays 26 

Alaslta f^ilmart 
Budget Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

EQ{inula_GQim5 
BudgBt Auihoriiy 
Esiimatao Outlays 

UIC 
Budget Auihoriiy 
Estictiated Outlays 

10 
6 

240 
-195 

132 

20 
28 

10 
10 

245 
-173 

314 
259 

80 
90 

77 
72 

0 
48 

0 
97 

21 
28 

10 
10 

251 
-67 

322 
295 

82 
30 

79 
76 

0 
34 

0 
51 

21 
28 

11 
10 

257 
24 

6 
6 

329 
320 

0 
0 

84 
88 

81 
80 

0 
27 

0 
5 

0 
18 

22 
21 

11 
11 

263 
106 

2003 

337 
127 

0 
0 

B7 
90 

84 
82 

0 
15 

0 
3 

0 
13 

22 
22 

11 
11 

269 
129 

7 
6 

(continued) 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
C B O B A S E U N E WITH DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (W1D» 

FOR PROGRAMS C O V E R E D BY H R. 2400 
(Milliona of Dollare. by r iscal Yovr] 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

6p<inding from DiscrotJonary Apprapriatiomi 

Administrated: £xp£nici 
BudQsi Authority 46 48 50 52 54 56 
Esiimateo Outlays 45 48. 50 51 S4 56 

Planning &.Beseaa:n 
Budget Aqthoftty 
Estimatea Outiaye 

92 
89 

94 
94 

96 
97 

88 
100 

101 
102 

103 
104 

WMAIA 
Qudoei AuttMrity 
Estimated Ouaays 

200 
208 

204 
202 

209 
196 

214 
195 

219 
193 

225 
195 

iniontnrr Transfer 
Budgot Authonty 
Estimated Outlays 

0 
16 

0 
5 

0 
3 

Q 
2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Research Training Human Res 
Budget Autnonty 0 
Estimatad Outlays 5 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

1 061 
759 

1.085 
798 

1.114 
8S7 

1,142 
968 

1.171 
1.034 

1.201 
1.053 

Tfirant 
WIDI Budget Autnonty-
Eetimaiod Outl^irs 

30.747 30,772 30.800 30,828 30.857 30 887 
27 179 28.423 29.235 29.821 30.236 30.900 

" Total of Manaatory Budget Authority (Contract Autnority) and Oiscrotionary Budget Autnority. 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
CBO BASEUNE WITHOUT DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (WODII 

FOR PROGRAMS COVERED BY H.R. 2400 
(Mi l l ion* o l Dollara. by FUcal Y«ar) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 

Spandlng f rom Contract Author i ty" 

NMTSA SAFFTY RRANTS - inrl..dn«: FHWA f.mrtf: 
Contract Authority 195 195 
Estimated Outlays i78 i66 

FHWA Mmor Carrier Sa}fiiy.atgma 
Contract Authority 90 90 
Estimated Outlays 80 85 

FederahaKl Siiftjcxt in.ihft nhiiâ tiinn umitatino 
Coniraci AuUiority 23.742 23.742 
Estimated Outlays 19.975 21.205 

EfioflraFaaj exempt frooi otmaation limiiatrftn 
Contraa Authonty 739 
Estimated Outlays 1.966 

UaiacQiQiiai inveaimeot 
Contract Autnority 2.263 
Esiimateo Outlays 1.961 

EooQuiaLGcants 
Contract Authority 2.657 
Estimated Outlays 2.260 

Contract Authority 29.686 
Estimateci Outtaya ' 26.420 

739 
1 757 

2.263 
1.949 

2.657 
2,260 

29.686 
27.442 

195 
186 

90 
85 

33.743 
21.688 

739 
1.541 

2.263 
1.969 

2,657 
2.260 

29.686 
27.732 

195 
187 

90 
85 

23.742 
22.017 

739 
1 207 

2263 
1,965 

2.657 
2.260 

29.686 
27.720 

2002 

195 
187 

90 
85 

23.742 
21.913 

739 
1.056 

2 253 
1.971 

2 657 
2.260 

29 686 
27472 

2003 

195 
187 

90 
85 

23.742 
21.970 

739 
960 

2.263 
2.011 

2.657 
2.260 

29.686 
27.473 

' Undar WODI, Obligation limitations for 1999 mrougn 2003 arc assumed lo equal the 
1998 obligation limitations. 

Note Outlays shown above are a combination ot direct spending (oxompt programs) and 
KubjAct to appropriniion (proQrams suojeci to obligation limitations) 

spending 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
CBO BASEUNE WITHOUT DISCRETIONARY INFI-ATION (WOOl) 

FOR PROGRAMS COVERED BY M.R, 2400 
(Milliona of Dolfarv, by Fiscal Yaar) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Spandlng f rom Divcratianary Appn>priatiana 

Aonabirhinn Dftvt'lnfvni'nt MiQhw.iy -SyMrm 
Budget Auinonty 300 30o 
Eaiimaied Outlays 81 207 

rH\A/>^ v l f t y pmni.T 
Budgei Autnority 0 o 
Eatimatod Outlays 3 2 

NHTSA Qpantt,nnt - gf 
Budget Authority 75 75 
Estimatad Outlays 91 88 

NHTSA Ooerations -tf 
Budgtt Autnonty 72 72 
Estimated Outlays 65 67 

Miacolianaous Tmwi Fund iiiipnndiiijrft«; 
Budget Authority o 0 
Esumaied Outlays 53 5 i 

Statfl Infmirr. irt. i f t . PF^nh'i 
Budget Authority Q Q 
Estimated Outlays 98 23 

Mi'smiiHnHrxit ffpp-^pfriqtjrinn frnm t h " o<Hwnil funo 
Budget Autnonty o o 
Estimated Outlays i 60 132 

Next generation high spaed rail 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

AtaKka railrnaH 

Budget Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

Formula firantj 
Budget Authority 
Cstirnalcd Outlays 

UIC 
Budget Authority 
Ectimated Outlays 

20 
26 

10 
6 

240 
-195 

20 
28 

10 
10 

240 
-129 

6 
7 

300 
252 

0 
0 

75 
S6 

72 
69 

0 
48 

0 
97 

20 
28 

10 
10 

240 
11 

300 
282 

0 
0 

7S 
84 

72 
71 

0 
34 

0 
51 

20 
27 

10 
10 

240 
124 

300 
300 

0 
0 

75 
81 

72 
72 

0 
27 

0 
18 

20 
20 

10 
10 

240 
216 

2003 

300 
300 

76 
79 

72 
72 

0 
15 

0 
3 

0 
13 

20 
20 

10 
10 

240 
240 

(continued) 
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„ SPENPING UNDER THE 
C B O B A S E U N E WITHOUT DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (WODIJ 

FOR PROGRAMS COVCRBO BY H.R. 2400 
(MlllioHB of Dollar*, by Fiscal Yoar) 

Aaminist/atiyî  Expenses 
Budget Authority 
E$iim»i«a Outlays 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spandlng from Discratlonary Appropriatiopa 

46 
45 

46 
45 

46 
45 

46 
45 

46 
4fi 

46 
46 

Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

W U A I A 
Budget Autnority 
EstinwtAd Outlay* 

uucntAicTianster 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

92 
B9 

200 
208 

0 
16 

Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Suhtntaifl 
Budget Autnority 
Estimated Oudays 

HutnanJSes. 
0 
5 

1.061 
758 

92 
94 

200 
202 

0 
2 

1.061 
835 

92 
96 

200 
195 

0 
0 

1.061 
954 

92 
97 

200 
191 

0 
0 

1.061 
1.029 

92 
97 

200 
186 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1,061 
1.087 

92 
96 

200 
184 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1,061 
1.083 

Totals: 
WODI Budgat Autnority- 30.747 30.747 30.747 30.747 30 747 30 747 
Estinrtated Ouflays 27,l7a 28.277 28.887 28.749 2a!558 28 557 

Total Of Mandatory Budget Authonty (Contract Authority) and Discrelfonary Budget Authority. 
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BASEUNE SPENDING UNDER CURRENT LAW 
(Mlll ionc of Dollare, by Fiscal Yoar) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spandlng f rom Contract Authori ty 

fciOTSA SAFFTY HRANTS - incluflea£HWaJuntlf i 
Contratzt Autnoniy 195 195 
Estimated Outlays 178 187 

FHWA MQioLCanMt&ifKty.3rA3ta 
Contract Authority 90 90 
Estimated Outlays BQ 85 

Feoarahaid aubjact in tne onligntlnn i.m.ta]^^] 
Contract AuWiority 23.742 23.742 
Estimated Outlays 19.975 21.335 

EaslMohma nurmpr frnni_ntiliaBtKin iimitatinQ 
Contraa Authoniy 739 739 
Estimated Oudayb 1.966 1.757 

Major Cnp.ral inu«mffnftnt 
Contraa Authority 2.263 
EstimataO Outlays 1.961 

FormuiaJaiaoii 
Contraa Authonty 2.657 
Estimated Outlays 2,260 

SutuQtau 
Contract Authority 29.686 
Estimatad Outlays 26,420 

2.263 
1.951 

2.657 
2,310 

29.686 
27.626 

195 
194 

90 
87 

23742 
22.158 

739 
1.541 

2.263 
1.995 

2 657 
2 363 

29.686 
28.339 

195 
195 

90 
83 

23.742 
22.931 

739 
1 207 

2.Z63 
2012 

2.657 
2,420 

29 666 
28.854 

185 
200 

90 
91 

23.742 
23.323 

739 
1.056 

2.263 
2.054 

2,657 
2.478 

29.686 
29.202 

185 
205 

90 
94 

23.742 
23.911 

739 
960 

2.263 
2,140 

2,657 
2.537 

29.686 
29,847 

Note; Outlays snown above are a combinauon of d i rea spending (exempt programs) and spending 
suojea to approprtation (programs aubjea to ooligaiion limitatitins) 



J u n - 2 9 - O O 0 9 : 1 3 A 

04-13-88 Q4:2flpn Fron-CONCRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 2022262888 T-«76 P.14/15 F-258 
1 5 

SPENDING UNDER CURRENT UAW 
(Mill iona of Dollara. by Piacal Year) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spandlng f rom Dlacrafionary Apprapr la t ions 

Aooalat:hian DftvPlopmpnr Highway Syst<>m 
Budget Authority 300 0 
Estimated 0«jti«ya 6 i 126 

FHWA tatety QftiftKi 
Budget Authority 0 ' 0 
Estimated Outlays 3 2 

NdlSAiJperahQnsjLflf 
B u 0 9 « Authonty 75 0 
Estim^tad Outlays 91 45 

NriTSA Opflrqrioftfi -rf 
Budget Autnority 72 0 
Estimated Outlays 65 25 

MisceiianftOua T/uat Funti ficpf^ndiiuftss 
Budget Authonty 0 0 
Estimated Ouday^ 53 51 

Siaia in1f**.tn,ni,rf̂  ftank< 
Budget Authonty 0 0 
Estitnated Outlays 98 23 

Miscallanpoiis appropriat.nns from the general fund 
Budget Autfiority 0 0 
Estimated Outlays 160 132 

Alaska rrtiliYMri 
Budget Authonty 
Estimated Outlays 

10 
6 

Eaimula Ccanis 
Budget Authority 240 
Estimated Outlays -195 

UTC 
Budg«t Autnonty 6 
EetimattKl Outlays 8 

Admini«iaiirfa_Expcn3C5 
Budget Authority 46 
Emmatcd Outlays 45 

0 
-269 

0 
45 

0 
23 

0 
8 

0 
48 

0 
97 

N&M generation higb spftfid rail 
Budget Autnority 20 o o 
Estimated Outlays 26 20 12 

0 
-244 

0 
30 

0 
0 

0 
13 

0 
34 

0 
Si 

0 
-200 

0 
18 

0 
6 

0 
27 

0 
18 

0 
-145 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
15 

0 
13 

0 
0 

0 
-134 

0 
0 
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SPENOING UNDER CURRENT LAW 
(Millions of DolUra, by Macal Yaar) 

1998 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spondina from Olacrotjonary Appropriations 

glaaoina-&-Bpfiearcn 
Budget Autnority 
E&Timqiea Outlays 

Budget Authonty 
Estimated Outlays 

iMP'raMf Transfer 
Budget Authority 
Estimauxl Outlays 

92 
89 

200 
208 

0 
16 

Ri»«u»arrh Tramjng Human Res. 
Budget Autnonty 0 
Estimated Outlays 5 

SuDloais 
Btidget Authority 1.061 
Esiimatad Outlays 758 

0 
83 

0 
192 

0 
453 

0 
44 

0 
141 

0 
3 

0 
187 

0 
18 

0 
93 

0 
0 

0 
56 

0 
9 

0 
48 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
-12 

0 
4 

0 
14 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
-81 

Budget Authonty 30.747 29.686 29.686 29.666 29.686 29.686 
Eatimatod Ouilqyo 27,176 28.079 28.526 28.910 29.190 2fl.766 
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CBO FAX m CBO FAX m CBO FAX m CBO FAX m CBQ FAX m coo F/AX nt cao PAX m CBO FAX 

a. 

5 

5 
a. 
O 

5 

a 
Congressional Budget Office •n 

g Natural and Physical Resources Cost Estimates Unit g 
5 
O TJ 

^ United States Congress ^ 
c 444 Ford House Office Building Phone: (202) 226-2860 
^ 2nd and D Streets, Southwest 
g Washington, D.C. 20515 Fax: (202) 226-2998 | 

5 3 
^ 3 
C Pages to Follow: 1'-̂  g 15) 

Fax is For: 6v̂ <̂ f̂t.CiL t ^ ^ p Q f ^ h o / ^ ^6^tfU)r:^o.\lQ^ Q^wp ^ 

B Office: Fax Number: 3 

c Fax is From: 
3 ^ 9 

Additional Information: 5 
2 ? 

oflD m xvi o<D m xva ocj lu xvj oo ui xv̂  oao i« xvj oo ui xvd otu m xvj OBD m XYJ 
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04/14/98 

COMPARISON OF 8.1173 AND ALTERNATIVE CBO PROJECTIONS 
-Outlays in Billions of Dollars -

6-Year Total 
for the 1998-2003 Poriod 

Differang*s in 8-Y0«r Totals ^ 

S. 1173 I S. 1173 I S.1173 
1173 Baseline WODI Curreni Law versus 

• 
6a$dliaa WODI Current Law 

206 176 170 172 1 
1 

30 36 34I 

S. 1173: The Intennodaj Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1998. as 
agreed to by the Senate on March 12.1998. 

Baseline: CBO baseline projections, including adjustnnentd for anticipated inflation. 

WOOl: CBO baseline projections without discretionary inflation. 

Current Law: CBO s current-law projections, which assume continuation of programs that 
are funded by contract authority (a form of direct spending), but do not 
assume future appropriations for discretionary programs. The CBO cost 
estimate dated April 9.1B98 for S. 1173. as agree<3 to by the Senate, 
compares S. 1173 to the "current-law projectiona'' 
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04/14/90 

Estimated Outlays for Highway & Transit Programs 
{Bllliona of Dollars, by Fiscal Year) 

fi.1173 CBO Baseline 
Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays Outlays 

Year from OA from BA Total from CA from BA Total 

1998 26.4 O.B 27.2 26.4 0.7 27.2 
1999 29.9 0.5 30.4 27.6 0.8 28.4 
2000 33.4 1.2 346 28.3 OQ 29.2 
2001 35.0 1.7 36.7 28.9 0.9 29.8 
2002 35.8 2.0 37.8 29.2 1.0 30.2 
2003 36.7 2.2 38.9 29.8 1.0 30.9 

6-yr. Rum 197.2 8.4 2056 170.3 5 4 175.7 

WODI Current-Law Projoctions 
Outlays Outlays Outlays Outiays Outlays Outlays 

Year from GA from BA Total from CA from BA Total 

1998 26.4 0.7 27.2 26.4 0.7 27.2 
1999 27.4 0.8 28.3 27.6 0.4 28.1 
2000 277 0.9 28.7 28.3 0.2 28.5 
2001 27.7 10 287 28.9 0.0 2B.9 
2002 27.5 1 1 28.5 29.2 -0.0 29.2 
2003 275 1.1 28.5 29.8 -0.1 29.8 

6-yr.sum 164.3 5 6 169 9 170.3 1.3 171.6 

CA: Contract Authority (provided in authofization legislation). 
The outlays shown include both direct spending and spending 
controlled by annual obligation limitations in appraphations acts. 

BA: Discretionary Budgei Authority (provided in appropriations acts). 
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spPNOwa UNoena. nn-avACcouMr 
(MilliofM ol O o U i n , by F t o l V M O 

1990 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Spand in j from Conlmci Aulhoniy 

Co«wractAuinof(ty i T i 

FHVMA Motiy.C 
Coni;aciA*iinori:y 
gitimatoa Otipair^ 

90 
80 

Fi>rtffTil-airi i i ih f iTt tn nhlmt inn Lmnalm 
Cooiract At4«r)or<y 23.751 
E»UT1«I«<J Ouaays 19 975 

P<vtor«k»iq f .pfnpf from oniigaiion limmnon 
TowiCA 739 

«mMgcncy rMor 100 
lYMi^uoi guaranwe 639 

Etfrm«ted Outlays 1.966 

HA ĵOf r.iip<ml InvPRlmfni 
Contr»ct AuOiamy 
Eaiimaieo Outlays (ino>4aM ptiott) 

COfnuiin fifann 
Contract AutfiOOtv 
EEwnaiea OuHays 

Convaa Auvwi ty 
Esunated Oudays 

2221 
1.«60 

2.699 
2.260 

29.671 
26.412 

103 
171 

110 
92 

27714 
Z i 113 

754 
100 
6S4 

1.760 

2.279 
1.964 

2.77« 
2.774 

33.614 
29.873 

166 
I f l l 

107 
109 

2d 131 
3fi.B44 

770 
100 
670 

1 5S1 

2341 
2078 

2.649 
2B4a 

34.365 
33 411 

105 
162 

l04 
106 

2a.SS3 
26.437 

7B7 
100 
687 

1 228 

2.404 
2 146 

2.926 
2 926 

34.0S9 
33.Q2S 

187 

100 
103 

29 006 
29 137 

B04 
100 
704 

1.091 

2.46S 
2.246 

3.005 
3.005 

35.573 
35.768 

2003 

109 
193 

lOQ 
100 

29.306 
29.906 

M l 
100 
721 

1 O i l 

2,533 
2.393 

3.006 
3 086 

36.249 
36.666 

Note Outlays cAown oliova are a comOtnaixvi ol Armct apuvi^tft ( txaiHn programs) and sp«nOir>9 
swt);cci CD approfuiaiLon (firog/r»ms suDi«a to ooiigaiion luniaboruj. 
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SPEkOING UNDER S. ACCOUMT 
(MtUionk of QolUrC. by Fiac j l Y * i O 

IMA 1999 2O00 2QQ1 2002 2003 

Spandlrtg from Oiacmlonary AppraprutMna 

(1) Account* Aut<IMil*d in S. 1173 

Autnonxauon Lavai 72 

NnTSAHDR • • • • • -
Aumorization Lav* 2 
EsbtnaiDO Ouoayfi l 

Qtympica 
Au(n«r>za(ion tevei o 
EKWTvatwl OutUy] 0 

AuinonzaDon i o 
Gsttmarod OuDayx 7 

ScfKKV rfwvuKMTiiiinn 5attt̂  
Aumoraalion LOvSl 0 
£ctim«t*d Oudsyf 0 

AuCntViZqtiOA (.6v6l 15 
Estimated Outlays 16 

BSSA.aiut-sal\ 
A«VMrizauin tevei a 
EAIinnSV!̂  OuVlya 0 

Irma^CQfrigof aiitan 
AufhO'izmion Levd 125 
EvIamaOcd OuUays 26 

AuvtOMaTion uc*cl 0 
EfitinnatM O^aays o 

Ai^inonxabon La««i so 
Esiimated Outlays iS 

TfjnKprtrm,nn a/in ^n^rfnnfTwnal m n p r n , ^ 
AMtnorizabort Uev«i 5 
Estimated OuOayc i 

AutTiorizatiOn Lfl</«| 
EfiiiTvaiad Outlays 

10 
4 

02 
61 

110 
41 

10 

a 

IS 
16 

125 
39 

SO 

so 

82 
61 

125 
98 

10 
12 

17 
16 

125 
126 

ZOO 
60 

50 
52 

82 
61 

70 
100 

10 
10 

17 
17 

125 
133 

200 
160 

50 
S3 

62 
62 

30 
72 

10 
10 

18 
17 

125 
125 

350 
220 

SO 
50 

64 
63 

0 
16 

10 
10 

18 
IB 

123 
125 

300 
20O 

SO 
50 

A.jCho<i2.aDon Levet 
Ettungraa OuOayc 

20 
5 

20 
1 4 

20 
1 7 

20 
19 

20 
20 
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aPENDING UHDER 8.1173 - OY ACCOUNT 
(MiiivinK of n<xun . by Hacal Y M T ) 

luoa 1WU 2000 2001 

6pcindHl{| f rom Dtacrationary Appropriatkmb 

2002 2003 

AumorizaixMi level 0 lO lO i0 10 iO 
EiinTiBted Outlayi 0 , 5 1U 1Q 10 10 

P'irwUi Hiatl1*^Y r"-'"-''^"a f^tim^ymiMn 
AuOloraatiOrt Lev«< IS 
Etwnatad Outlay! 2 

Ca^wa flfiflflns. 
Aulhonzalion L«val 0 
E«1<niaied OuOlyt 0 

Pnfp i i i la f i m i t 4 

Budget Aumority 194 
E»iima*»<J Outlays -199 

15 
9 

10 

3 

100 
-695 

i 5 
15 

10 
7 

182 
-544 

UIC 
Budget Authonty 6 6 6 
EacimatBd Outtays 8 7 6 

Buogec AuirMOiy 46 53 55 
E«l«tM(M OulUr> 45 52 55 

Pi^nn^ng A Rhtn»frt\ 
ButtgexAxiTaftdf 142 167 171 
EttimaMd Outlays 95 124 1 52 

AfyiwM tg .intrt 
B L K ] ^ ! Autnancy 250 250 25a 

Eatvnatw] Ouiiaya 6 75 200 

nam fueia PtagiBm iQF_f£aoDX 
Budget Aoironty lOO lOO lOO 
EsTimateo Outlays 4 28 48 

Ixanca.£iuuiy.£m9a>ni 
Bud04^ Auitianty 0 1 000 1 000 
Edimatea OuMya 0 57 372 

15 
14 

10 

a 

204 
-317 

56 
56 

176 
166 

250 
300 

100 
72 

1.000 
579 

15 
15 

10 
9 

217 
•134 

sa 

181 
178 

250 
305 

100 
91 

1.000 
781 

15 
1S 

10 
10 

230 

•a 

60 

so 

166 

ia2 

250 
230 

100 

no 

1 000 
936 
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SPENOING UNDER S. 1171 - BY ACCOUNT 
(KMMona of DolUra. by Ficcal Yaarl 

1<19« 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spending from D«acr»tionary Appropriat ion* 

|2 | Olt ivr A«:o<int> mcluf l td In CBO Catlmata of Bill Totalc 

(budget Authonty 
EiitmaMd Outtay* 

FrWWA lafaiy yanra 
Coit i ran Authority 
Etomaied OuOays 

NtlI5A,(<ictai i0iui nnn fcaf ir fTi 
BuaQci Authority 
Etumanad Ouilaya 

U j i ^ l i a fu ro i i ^ Triifif Fund ejippodiUffl 
OudgM Autnority 
Est«natcd Oudayt 

Buao«t AutnofiTy 
Escrruiied Oudays 

MocQoanttntrt atipfopna 
6ud9at Authority 
EsbmaiM Outtayx 

lACMATA 
Q u d ^ i Authority 
EctNUited Outlays 

imrfjiataJaoalM 
6uog0l Autnoroy 
Eaamated Outlays 

Rrifiaafffi TraifunQ Humnn Rty; 
BudO«1 Authority 
EstimabKi Outlays 

Drscrationary 8A ' 
E3t4tiaiM Outlays 

300 
81 

75 
91 

0 
53 

0 
98 

0 
160 

200 
206 

a 
16 

1 618 
607 

Tram. 
Oudgot Autnority 
Esl.<nai«d OutMyS 

31 2Q9 
27.218 

0 
126 

0 
45 

0 
51 

0 
23 

0 
132 

0 
192 

2195 
540 

36.008 
30413 

0 
45 

0 
23 

0 
40 

0 
97 

0 
141 

2.432 
1.136 

38.817 
34.567 

0 
30 

0 
13 

0 
34 

0 
Si 

Q 
93 

0 
0 

2.391 
1.B94 

37 350 
36 719 

0 
18 

0 
27 

0 
IS 

n 
48 

2.421 
2.02G 

37.993 
37.795 

0 
0 

0 
15 

0 
13 

0 
14 

2.463 
2.101 

30.712 
36 678 

' DrscrcMioriary BA - Qud^At aulhonty liUtiady approprutad ptui additional autnonzaijon te«cts coniaKied 
inS 1173 upa4UV)Dyirt«S<i(ial«. 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
CBO BASELINE WITH DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (WIDI) 

FOR PROQRAMS COVERED BY S. 11^J 
(Milliona of Dollars, by Fiscal Ywir) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 

Spending frofn Coninici Atjttiority' 

tifclJSA SAFFT); jSRANTS - inciudoa-EUMfA tuooa 
Ck)ntraci Autnonty 195 1^5 
Estimaiwl OwHays I7fl 187 

FH\f\JA Motor Carrier Safety gi^np; 
Contract Autnority 90 90 
Estimated Outlays BQ 85 

FRrtflral-arfl sitoipct to tti* nhlignr.nn l,m.t»;|ryi 
Caniract Autnonty 23,742 23,742 
Estimated Ootiay3 19.975 21.335 

Fedpral-aid exempt from obltgation limitation 
Contract Authority 739 739 
Estimated Outlays 1 966 i 757 

Major Capital InvpittmppT 
contract Autnonty 2 263 2,263 
Estffnatad Outlays 1.861 1 95l 

Formula OrflPf-t 
Cootr?ct Awtnoniy 2.657 2.657 
EstinriJttM Outlays 2.260 2.310 

Contract Autnonty 29.666 
_ Ettimtted Outlays 26.420 

29.6^6 
27.624 

185 
1S4 

fiO 
87 

23.742 
22.158 

739 
1.541 

2,263 
1.995 

2.657 
2.363 

20.686 
28,338 

195 
195 

90 
89 

23.742 
22.931 

739 
1.207 

2.2fi3 
2.012 

2.657 
2.420 

29,686 
28.853 

2002 

195 
200 

90 
91 

23,742 
23.323 

739 
1,056 

2.263 
2.054 

2.657 
2.478 

20,686 
29.202 

2003 

195 
205 

90 
94 

23.742 
23.911 

739 
B60 

2 263 
2.140 

2.657 
2.537 

29.666 
29.847 

' Under WlOl, obligation limitations increasa witn discretionary inflatton 
from me leval of me i998 otiliqition limitations. 

Note Outlays snown atMve are a comnination of diracl spending (nxompt programs) and spending 
eut>tect ta appropriation (programs subject to oDiigation limitations) 
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/ 

SPENDING UNDER THE 
CBO BASELINE WITH DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (WIDIl 

FOR PROORAMS COVERED BY S. 1173 
(Mil l ions of Dollars, by Fiscal Yaar) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Budget Autftority 
Estimated Outlays 

N a l f i A OparationajLOf 
Budget Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

tmiSA^pflraiioni -if 
Buogei Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

0 
3 

75 

72 
65 

77 
90 

74 
6B 

0 
0 

ao 
90 

77 
72 

0 
0 

82 
90 

79 
76 

0 
0 

04 

B1 
60 

2003 

Spanding fr t im DiMcnrtionary Apprapr lat ions 

Appalactiiun DBvetopmcoUiiatawayL^yatein 
Budget Authonty 300 3p7 314 322 329 337 
Estimated Outlays 81 209 259 295 320 327 

0 
0 

87 
90 

84 
62 

Miscellaneous Trust Funfl_expfinditdrBB 
Buoget Autnufity 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Esiimatod Outlays 53 51 48 34 27 i 5 

BudQot Autnority 
Estimated Outlays 

• 

98 
0 

23 

RfiPA ha7nn 
Budfiei Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

Formula Grants 
Budflet Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

iSubacoiuBl 
15 
16 

240 
-195 

15 
15 

245 
-173 

16 
16 

251 
•S7 

0 
5 

16 
16 

257 
24 

Q 
5 

16 
16 

263 
108 

0 
3 

Mi?yeUnnpflii<i,appfnprt?iiinn'i.fCQtn-thfl.gQnefaLfund 
Budget Autnonty 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Estimated Outlays 160 132 97 5 i 18 13 

17 
17 

260 
129 

l i te 
RudQai Aut/ionty 
Ett imatod Outlays 

G 

8 
5 
7 

(contirtuedj 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
C B O B A S E U N E WnTH DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (W1D<) 

FOR PROGRAMS COVERED BY S . 1173 
(Milliona ofDolUrs, by riscal Yaar) 

Administrntiw» Pitpwnifg 
Buoget Autnority 
Estimated Outlays 

EiiAOinaAJScuuircn 
Budget Autnority 
Escimatea Outlays 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Spandlng from DIscrationary Appropriatloria 

46 
45 

92 
89 

AQ 
48 

94 
94 

50 
50 

96 
97 

52 
51 

9S 
100 

54 
54 

101 
102 

2003 

5S 
56 

103 
104 

YHWVTA 
Budget Autnonty 
Estimated Omiays 

200 
208 

204 
?07 

209 
196 

214 
185 

219 
193 

225 
195 

imerfilalo-Iraaafec 
Budgat Autnority 
Estimated Outlays 

0 
16 

0 
2 

0 
0 

RwBanrm Training Human fte^ 
Budget Authority 0 0 0 0 0 
Ectimated Outlays 5 2 0 0 0 

0 
0 

Budget Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

TnralK 
WiDi Budget Autnority" 
Estimated Outtays 

1.046 
743 

1.071 
775 

1,098 
874 

1.126 
945 

1,155 
1.019 

1,185 
1.037 

10.732 30.757 30.785 30.812 30,841 30.871 
27.163 28 400 29.213 29.799 30.221 30.884 

Total of Mandatory Budget Auinority (Cantratzt Authority) and Qiscrtnionary Budget Autnonty 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
COO BASEUNE WITHOUT DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (WODI) 

FOR PROGRAMS COVERED BY S. 1173 
(Milliona of Oollare, by Fivcal Yaar) 

1998 1B09 2000 2001 

Spandiofl f rom Contract Author i ty ' 

NHTSA HAFFTY GRANTS - includes FHWA fundi 
Contraa Autnority 195 195 196 
Estimated Outlays 178 186 189 

195 
187 

2002 

195 
187 

2003 

195 
187 

FHWA MQtac£arngr Saffiiy-Qama 
Contrata Authority 90 90 90 90 90 90 
Estimated Outlays 80 85 85 05 85 65 

Fffaf-ral-aid suhinct to ina otaliflation limiiaiiQO 
Contract Authority 23.742 Z3 742 23 742 23. 23.742 23 742 
EEtimaieo Outlays 19.975 21.205 21.688 22,017 21.913 21 970 

Fftdnrat-nid nitempt fmm otiligat'ipn lifnitatiop 

Contract Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

739 
1,966 

739 
1.757 

739 
1.541 

739 
1.207 

739 
1,056 

F H r m " * ^ f i r a r i t i . 
Contract Authority 
E9tiniatt>d Outlays 

*t..Mntal5: 

Contract Autnoniy 
Eatimatad Outlays 

2657 
2.260 

29.686 
25.420 

2.857 
2,260 

29.666 
27.442 

2.657 
2.260 

29.686 
27.732 

2,657 
2.2G0 

29.686 
27 720 

2.657 
2.260 

29 686 
27.472 

739 
960 

UajQT Capital Invc^riwnt 
Contract Autnority 2,263 2.263 2.263 2 263 2.763 2.263 
Estimated OuOays 1.961 1.949 1.969 1,965 1.971 2.011 

2.657 
2.260 

29.686 
27,473 

- Under WODI. oWiQation litnitations (or 1999 tnrougn 2003 are assumed to equal tne 
i998 obligation limitauons 

Note: Outlays ahown atiove are a crombmation oi dtracrt tpenaing (axempt programs) ana spending 
suoiect to appropnation (programs suOjea to obligation limitations) 
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/ 
SPENDING UNDER THE 

CBO BASEUNE WITHOUT DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (WODI) 
FOR PROGRAMS COVERED BY S. 1173 

(Mill ions of DoltarE, by Fiscal Yaar) 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spandlng f r imi Olaorattonary Appropriat iona 

AppaJacnian Dewelopmeni Highway ^^-^tftm 
Bixiget Authority 300 300 300 300 
Estimated OuUayS 81 207 252 282 

300 
300 

300 
300 

EhQac&jui(eiy.Ocaiu& 
Budget Authoniy 
Eit imaled Outldyt. 

0 
0 

NHTSA QpfTHtioni. - gt 
Buoget Authonty 76 75 75 75 75 75 
Eatimatad Outlays 91 88 86 84 81 79 

HJdlSA QpeiatioottJf 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

72 
65 

72 
67 

72 
68 

72 
71 

72 
72 

72 
72 

MisceHaneouE Trust Fut\a fi^pf ruiiTum^ 
Budget Authonty 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Estimated Outlays 53 5 l 48 34 27 i 5 

State Infrafttruclurq Bapk'i 
Budget Autnority 0 0 o 0 
Estimatad Outiayi 98 23 8 5 

0 
3 

MiSCf iianfioiis appropnatmns \rom ihp y n f ^ m i funr^ 
Budget Authonty O 0 
EsiWnoted Outlays 160 132 

R S P A haraniQus fTrrfitiri;<i« ^Hnfr ' ' r ' " " ' 
BuOget Authority 15 15 
Estimated Outlays 16 15 

Fopniiln f i rant t 
Budget Autnority 
Estimated Ounays 

UTC 
Budgat Autnonty 
Eetimatoo OuTiays 

240 
-195 

6 
8 

240 
-129 

6 
7 

o 
97 

15 
15 

240 
11 

6 
6 

0 
51 

15 
15 

240 
124 

0 
18 

15 
15 

240 
218 

6 
G 

0 
13 

15 
15 

240 
240 

6 
C 

(continued) 
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SPENDING UNDER THE 
CBO BASELINE WITHOUT DISCRETIONARY INFLATION (WODI) 

FOR PROGRAMS COVERED BY S. 1173 
(Milliona of Dollara, by Fiscal Yaar) 

AdminiaifaiivQ Expenser, 
Budget Autnonty 
Estimated OitOays 

Planning A Rasftarnn 
Budget Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

QuOQet AuttHHity 
Ettimated Outlays 

199U iy»9 2000 20ni 2002 

8p«nding from Oiscrationary Appropriations 

445 
45 

92 
89 

ZOO 
20U 

46 
45 

92 
94 

200 
202 

46 
45 

92 
96 

200 
195 

46 
45 

92 
97 

200 
191 

46 
4fl 

92 
97 

200 
186 

2003 

46 
46 

92 
96 

200 
184 

Budget Autnonty 
Estimated Outlays 

0 
16 

Siitilntals 
Budget Auttionty 
Estitnated Outlays 

1,046 
742 

1 046 
812 

Rosaarcn Training Human. Res, 
Budget Authority 0 0 0 
Estimated Outlqy 3 5 2 o 

1.046 
931 

1.046 
1.007 

0 
0 

1.046 
1.072 

WOOl Budget Author i ty" 30,732 30.732 30.732 30 732 30.732 
Estimated Outlays 27.162 28.254 28.664 28727 28.543 

1.046 
1.068 

30.732 
28,442 

~ Total ot Mandatory Budget Authority ((Contract Authority) ano Oisaetionary Budget Authority 
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BASELINE SPENDING UNDER CURRENT LAW 
(Milliona of Dollata, by Fivcal Yoar) 

1996 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spending frxim Contract Authority 

NHTSA SAFFTY GRANTS • inriuriflu FH\A/>̂  tlion'^ 
Contract Authority igs i95 195 i95 i95 195 
Estimated Oudays 178 1 67 1 94 i95 200 205 

BHWA MutQfXfifnff Safaty.^KOta 
( infract Aglhonty 90 go 90 30 90 90 
Estimated Outlays 80 85 87 89 Ql 94 

F€;t1<tra|-a.ri i ^ r ^ i ^ in iha obligating limi'^t '^ 
Coniriict Autnarity 23.742 23.743 23.742 23.7.42 23.742 23 742 
Esttmatad Outlays 19.975 21.335 22 158 22.931 23 323 23 911 

Fedffral^ifl y i f mpT from obligation nmitntion 
Contraa Authority 739 739 739 739 739 739 
Estimated Outlays 1.966 1.757 i.54i 1.207 1.056 960 

Major Capital lfn,^sTment 
Coniraa Authority 2,263 2.263 2.263 2.263 2.263 2.263 
Estimated Oudays i.96i i.gSl 1,995 2,012 2.0S4 2,140 

FQnQuiai2riata 
Contract Autnority 
estimated Outlays 

2.657 
2.260 

2.657 
2.310 

2.657 
2.363 

2.657 
2.420 

2.667 
2478 

2.657 
7.537 

Subloi^la 
Contraa Authority 29,686 29.686 29.686 29,6^6 29.686 
Estimated Outlays 26,420 27.626 28.339 28 854 29 202 

29,686 
29.647 

Note: Outlays shown above are a combination of direct spending (exempt programs) and spending 
cubieci to appropriation (programs subiect 10 obligation limitations) 
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SPENDING UNDERCURRENT LAW 
(Milliona of Dollars, by r i t ic i l Y«ar) 

1998 1&U9 2000 2001 

SpandihQ from Oiscrationaiy Appropr i i t i ons 

AppaiachiaiiDavHiopraent Hiahway_SyMam 
Budget Authority 300 
Estimatad OuOays 8i 

EjdWA-safoitaiants 
Budget Autnonty 
Ettimated Outlays 

NalSAJ^pfloliQnfi z_gt 
Budgei Auttiority 
Estimaiaa Outlays 

N H T ; ^ Qp^t jnoy -rf 
Budg«t Autnority 
Estimated Outlays 

75 
91 

72 
65 

0 
126 

0 
2 

0 
45 

0 
25 

0 
45 

0 
23 

0 
30 

0 
13 

2002 

0 
18 

0 
0 

0 
6 

2003 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Miscellaneous T/uSI Fund gupfwrlili irHi 
Budget Authority 0 0 o 0 o 
E3timat«Kl Outlays S3 5l 48 34 27 

?>1alB Inrrpynir t . i f f i Bank«i 
Budget Authority o o 
Estimated Outlays 98 23 

MiscBllangQus appmprifltipp-s frnm tno gtnCfCI tuQd 
Budget Auttionty 0 0 
Estimatad Oudays i60 132 

RSPA na^arrious mnipriaK .qiipaiyfyioj 
Budget Authority i5 
Estimated Outlays 16 

Formula Qra f l ^ 
Budget Authority 
Estimatad Outlays 

UTC 
Budget Autnority 
Es(imai<nd Outlays 

AdimaialrativD Exparutcia 
Budget Authority 
EsnimHiPfl Outlays 

240 
-195 

46 
45 

0 
3 

0 
-269 

0 
97 

• 

-244 

0 
51 

0 
-200 

0 
0 

0 
18 

0 
0 

0 
-145 

0 
15 

0 
3 

0 
13 

0 
-134 

0 
0 

0 
0 
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SPENDING UNDER CURRENT UVW 
(MIHIom of Do||«ra. t>y F|aca| Ymary 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Spanding f rom Oisorationary AppropHatione 

Plnnnin9 L Reaaafrfi 
Budget Autnority 
Estimatml Oudays 

Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Iniefsiaialcaofifer 
Budget Authority 
Ei t imalcd OuHaya 

92 
89 

200 
208 

0 
16 

Research Training MinnnfiRfH 
Budget Authonty o 
Estimated Outlays 5 

SuDtolais 
Budget Auinonty i 046 
Estimated Outlays 742 

Budget Authority 
Estimated Ouda/a 

30.732 
27.162 

• 

83 

0 
192 

0 

0 
2 

0 
430 

29.686 
28,056 

0 
44 

0 
141 

0 
3 

0 
175 

29.686 
28.514 

0 
18 

0 
93 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
48 

29,686 
28.902 

0 
9 

0 
48 

0 
0 

0 
-12 

29.686 
29,190 

0 
4 

0 
14 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
-81 

29.686 
29.766 
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BASELINE SPENOING, CURRENT LAW VS HK 2400 
(Mill iona of Dollar*, FY 1998-03) 

CURRENT H.R. ?.-tOO 
ITVW H.R. 2400 OVER 

TOTAL CURR LAW 

WODI H.R. 2400 
BASEUNE OVER 

WODI 

Sponding f rom Contrnct Authori ty 

t i ld lSA SAFETY GRANTSjLincludes FHWA 
Contract Autliotity 
Estimated Outlays 

'^HWAMptpr.CacrLer Safety granlB 
Contract Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

F.edfirataid. subject to the o t l i m 
Contract Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Ecderal-ald owjaicLfionLQtiJm 
Contract Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Major CapitaUoxafitmetit 
Contract Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Foimuia.Qtanlfi 
Contract Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

UTC 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Administrativ.e.£xRfiiigaB 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Blanoing 8. Research 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Subtotals 
Contraci Autiiority 
Estimated Oudays 

1,170 

1.160 

540 
527 

142.453 

1.33,634 

4,434 

8,468 

13.579 
12.112 

15.941 

14,367 

0 

0 

178.117 

170,288 

1.625 

1.515 

810 

756 

161.298 

151,323 

18,065 

16,866 

15,061 
13.304 

20,123 
11.629 

24 

14 

208 

203 

368 

225 

217.582 

195,837 

455 

355 

270 
231 

18,845 
17,689 

13.631 

8,378 

1,482 

1,192 

4.1 §2 
(2,738) 

24 

14 

208 

203 

368 

2-25 

39,465 

25.549 

1,170 

1.113 

540 
504 

142,453 

128,769 

4,434 

8,488 

13,579 

11.826 

15.941 

13,560 

0 
0 

0 

0 

178.117 

164.260 

455 

402 

270 
254 

18,845 

22.554 

13.631 

8.378 

1.482 
1.478 

4.182 
(1,931) 

24 
14 

208 

203 

368 

225 

39.465 

31,577 
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BASELINE SPENDING. CURRENT LAW VS HR 2400 
(Mi l l ion* of OoMaro, FY 1800.03) 

CURRENT H.R 2400 
LAW H.R 2400 OVER 

TOTAL CURR LAW 

Spending from Discrotionary Appropr iat ions 

Ap()ai;ichian Development HigluyaiLSxBtem 
Uudgct Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

FHWA safety grant?; 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

NHTSA Qperaliont: - qf 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

NHTSA Opcr8UQna.-if 
Budget Authority 
Esdmated Outiays 

Miacellaaepus Trust Fund Rxpenrlittir^'^ 
Budget Authority 
Esdmated Outlays 

State InfrafrtnitTtiire BanKs 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

MiBc appropriations from the gecLfiind 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

Next generatlnn high speed rail 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Alaska m\\mar\ 
Budget Aitthority 
Esdmated Outiays 

Bail 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

Formula Grants 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

UIC 
Budget AuWtority 
Fslimatod Outlays 

AdininiGtrativcExBenses 
Uudgot Authonty 
Ectimated Outlays 

WOO'" H.R. 2400 
BASELINE OVER 

WODI 

300 
300 

75 
181 

72 
100 

0 
228 

0 
142 

0 
470 

20 
66 

10 
12 

240 
(1.187) 

6 
19 

46 
50 

300 
300 

75 
161 

464 
444 

0 
228 

0 
142 

0 
470 

556 
583 

358 
4,539 

12 
25 

0 
0 

0 
(0) 

392 
344 

0 

(0) 

0 

(0) 

96 
100 

(20) 
(68) 

(10) 
(12) 

558 
583 

118 
5.72G 

50 
50 

1,800 
1,422 

449 
509 

432 
416 

0 
228 

0 
142 

0 
470 

120 
149 

80 
56 

1,440 
270 

36 
30 

274 
272 

(1,500) 
(1.122) 

0 
0 

(374) 
(328) 

32 
28 

0 
0 

(120) 
(149) 

(60) 
(56) 

556 
583 

(1,082) 
4,269 

(24) 
(14) 

(178) 
(172) 
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(Mil l ions of Doll. irs, FY 1998-03) 
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Sponding f rom Dlscrotion.nry Appropnat io 

PJanning & Resaarcli 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

WIVIAIA 
Budget Authority 
Esdmated Outlays 

IntflrstatP Trancfor 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

l^egaarch. Tmining, HumaoEes. 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

O l ymp i c 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

/Access fn.Jobs 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Outlays 

Subtotals 
Budget Autfiority 
Estimated Outlays 

ns 

Totals; 
Budget Authority 
Estimated Oudays 

CURRENT 
L>\W 

TOTAL 

92 
248 

H.R. 2400 
H.R 2400 OVER 

CURR LAW 

200 
696 

0 
24 

0 
7 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1.061 
1,382 

182 
343 

200 
696 

0 
24 

0 
7 

335 
335 

252 
191 

2.632 
8,613 

90 
95 

0 

(0) 

0 
(0) 

335 
335 

252 
191 

1,771 
7,251 

WOO' H.R. 2400 
BASELINE OVER 

WODl 

552 
569 

1.200 
1,166 

0 
24 

0 
0 

6,383 
5,744 

179.178 
171.650 

220,414 
204.450 

41,236 
32,800 

184,480 
170,004 

(370) 
(226) 

(1.000) 
(470) 

0 
0 

0 
0 

335 
335 

252 
191 

(3.531) 
2,889 

35.934 
34,446 


