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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

The Honorable Thomas A. Daschle
The United States Senate
Washington D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Daschle:

The Admuinistration strongly supports the use of alternate fuels as a meaningful way to address
some of the Nation’s air quality, energy conservation and balance of payment problems. The
future of U.S. transportation will depend heavily on alternative fuels. For these reasons, the
Administration is firmly in favor of continuing an ethanol excise tax exemption.

The Administration believes that the ethanol exemption does not reduce needed investments in
roads, bridges and transit. Furthermore, given the current balances in the Highway Trust Fund
and projected revenues, continuation of the exemption will not affect future Federal spending on
transportation projects.

The cxtension of the tax exemptlion for ethanol use as a highway motor fuel is part of the
Administration’s surface transportation reauthorization proposal, S. 468, the National Economic
Crossroads Transportation Efficiency Act (NEXTEA). Our proposal would extend the current
exemption provision through Septcmber 30, 2006, because of the many benefits that domestic
ethanol production provides 10 the Nation.

Sincerely,

Rodney E. Slater
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' March 2, 1998
Possible Senate ISTEA Environmental Amendments/Issues
' of Concern to EPA

National Ambient Air Quality Standards -- Possible amendment (Inhofe) on NAAQS
implementation. EPA vigorously opposes amendments that delay or undermine the President’s new
NAAQS regulations and implementation plan. (We have talking points and briefing materials on this
issue).

. EPA also opposes other possible NAAQS amendments (Inhofe) that would eliminate or modify
highway sanctions or the conformity process.

National Environmental Policy Act -- EPA does not object to the provision in the Senate bill
(Sec.1225 by Graham and Wyden) that would streamline the NEPA review process without amending

NEPA. : : .
. EPA would strongly oppose streamlining language that amends or undermines NEPA similar
to the House ISTEA bill (Smith, NH, may offer such an amendment).
K An amendment (Lautenberg) may be offered to strengthen the NEPA public participation

requirements, which EPA would support.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program -- Amendments may be offered to seriously
undermine the CMAQ program, which EPA would oppose:

eliminate CMAQ (Inhofe) .

. flex money out of CMAQ to highways or allow construction of Single Occupancy Vehicle
(SOV) lanes (Inhofe, Sessions)

. Some of the budget scenario could also undermine CMAQ if contract authority is much higher

than outlays (Domenici would increase contract authority by $18 bil. and outlays by $13 bil.).
This could result in states spending their CMAQ money on highway construction.
. Any budget agreement should reflect a proportionate increase for CMAQ

Transit ~ The Byrd-Gramm proposal would increase spending by $5 billion per year, however, all of
this money would be targeted to highways, and none to transit. EPA believes that transit should get its
traditional 20% of any major ISTEA budget increases.

Sustainable Transportation -- We would oppose any amendments that would eliminate the $20
million per year “Transportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot Program” (Sec.1604),
which is very similar to the Administration’s “Sustainable Transportation Initiative.” An amendment
may be offered to eliminate thi§ program. ' :

Wetlands ~ The Senate bill includes a $100 million wetland restoration pilot program. EPA would
oppose amendments to weaken or eliminate this program. -
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LRM ID: JAB378

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Washington, D.C. 20503-0001
Wednesday. March 4, 1988

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Legislative Liaison Officer - Sea Distribution below
’
FROM: James J. Jukes (for) Assistant Director for Legislative Refcrence -
OMB CONTACT: James A. Brown
PHONE: (202)395-3473 FAX: {202)395-3109
SUBJECT: REVISED Transportation Report on $1173 Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficlency Act of 1997 [REVISED GRAHAM AMENDMENT on
Intagratad Environmental Decisionmaking)

DEADLINE: 4:00 P.M. TODAY Waednesday, March 4, 1998

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us if this
item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title
X1l of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

COMMENTS: Senator Grahem has revised his amandment on Integrated Environmental
Decisionmaking. Accordingly, Transportation has revised its letter. This amendment could be
considered as early as this afternoon. If we do not hear from you by the deadline, we will thorefore
assume that you have no objection to clearance.

DISTRIBUTION LIST

AGENCIES:

19-Council on Environmental Quality - Michelle Denton - (202) 39/6-6760
33-Environmental Protection Agency - Chris Hoff - (202) 260-5414
61-JUSTICE - Andrew Fols - {202} 514-2141

117 and 340-TRANSPORTATION - Tom Harlihy - (202) 366-4687

EOP:

Edward R. Clark
Jefferson B. Hill
David J. Worzala
Diane R, Montgomery
David E. Tornquist
Michael Deich

Mark J. Schwartz
Kenneth L. Schwartz
Edward H. Clarke
Carline M Jelsma
Cheree D. Desimone
Dorothy Robyn
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Jeff Forbas
Alice E. Shuffield
Linda Lance
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LRM ID: JAB378 SUBJECT: REVISED Transportation Report on $1173 Intermodal Surface
Trangportation Efficiency Act of 1997 [REVISED GRAHAM AMENDMENT on Integrated
Environmental Decisionmaking)

, — r— : — N
RESPONSE TO
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMQRANDUM

If your response to this requast for views is short {e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by
e-mail or by fexing us this response sheet. If the response is short and you prefer to call. please call the
branch-wide line shown below {NOT the analyst's line) to leave a message with a legislative assistant.

You may algo respond by:

{1) calling the analyst/attorney's diract line (you will be connected to volce mall if the analyst does not
answer); or

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

TO: Jameas A. Brown Phone:; 386-3473 Fax: 396-3109
Office of Management and Budget
Branch-Wida Line (to reach legislative assistant): 395-3454

FROM: {Date)

(Name)

(Agency)

. (Telephone)

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

______ No Objection

No Comment

See proposed edits on pages

Other:

FAX RETURN of pages, attached to this response sheat
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f w‘\% THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

%‘b‘mmaf WABMINGTON, D.O. 20580 FD v /F\r
| U

The Honorable Bob Graham
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator GGraham:

1 am writing in response to your request for the Administration’s views on section 1225, the
integrated decisionmaking provision of S, 1173, the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1997 (ISTEA II). This provision reinforces several of our rdministrative
initiatives to integrate the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process with
transportation decisionmaking. As you are aware, the Admipistration’s proposal for ISTEA
reauthorization did not propose legislative revisions in this area because we are committed to
pursuing opportunities for integrated decisionmeaking under existing statuiory authority.

I commend you and Senator Ron Wyden for your leadership and responsiveness in proposing an
amendment to section 1225, which defines “concurtent processing,” and “assures early
consideration of alternatives,” consistent with Council on Environmental Quality and
Department of Trangportation requirements and makes other improvements.

The Department and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) have been working together
for some time to make the transportation/NEPA process more efficient and more effective.

We believe your integrated decisionmaking provision parallels these efforts and, with the
addition of the refinements you have now proposed, is a positive initiative., It would continue to
emphasize integration of transportation and NEPA decisionmaking without amending NEPA or
affeoting implementing regulations, We will oppose amendments to ISTEA II that would
undermine NEPA protections,

We look forward to working with you and other Members on this initiative, as 5. 1173 moves
forward. Section 1225, as improved through your proposed amendment, is a positive step

towards making the NEPA and transportation decisionmaking process mors efficient, withowt

compromising environmental protection. An identical letter has been sent to the provision’s

cosponsor, Senator Ron Wyden, and to the leadership of the Senate Environment and Public
Works Committee,

" Sincerely,

Rodney E. Slater
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3/2/88 €:48 P.M,
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1226
On page *82, atter the end of lina 25, ingert the following:

“(5: ConcuRRENT PROCESSING.~ The tarm, ‘eoncurrent processing’ means to the
fullast axtent praotiosble, and 16 the extant otherwise requlred, sgencies shall
prepare environmental impact statements and environmental asssssmants
aoncurrently with and integrated with environmental snalyses snd relsted surveys
and studles required by the Figh snd Wildlife Ceerdination Act {16 U.S.C. 681 et

- 86Q.), the National Historic Preservation Act of 1880 (16 U.S.C. 470 et 3eq.), the
Endengered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and other
s ironmental review laws and exaecutive ordors.”

On page 163, linss 10 -12, sirike “with the requirements” through the end of the
sentence, and insert “for surface trangportation projedts at the oarliest possible time,
including, to the eéxtent appropriste, st the planning stage with the sgreement of the
coopaerating agencles.” :

On page 183, lines 17-18, atrike “with the planning, predesign st s, and
declelonse aking®. ' '

On page 184, lines 17 -18, strike “with the tranapartation planning and deciel¢ smaking
of the®, and insart “for surtace transportation projects by", ,

On page 1686, line 2, deiete “(rather than sequential)®. .

On page 187, line 7, insert “and the public on request® after “cooperating agen: les".

On page 138, line 11, strike "grant”, and Insert “taka acrion on”.

On page 1G9, after the end of lina 10, insert the tollowing:
“and assure early consideration of alternatives to a bropond project, including
alf¢rmatives that eddress transportation demand conslstant with 23 U,S.C.
134()(3)." _ .

On page /@8, strike linua 20 through page 170, line 2.

[On page 170, line 18, after ‘ugreemeant’, insert that has bean developed with public
involvernent’.] .

On page 172, line 3, aftar “APPNOACHED.— ", inaart ‘In addition to existing formal public
participution opportunities,”.

On page 174, line 8, after “subsection (a)", Insert “consistent with Part 1601, et 2aq., of
Titie 40 't the Code of Federal Regulations.” -
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MAJOR AMENDMENTS TO S. 1173

Highway Trust Funds Off-Budget--Pro: Hutchison; Anti: Chafee, Domenici
Byrd-Gramm--Pro: Byrd, Gramm, Warner, Baucus; Anti: Chafee, Domenici

Minimum allocation applied to transit--Pro: Johnson, Allard, Thomas, Faircloth, Inhofe, Levin;
Anti: Sarbanes, D’Amato, Moseley-Braun, Durbin, Lautenberg, Torricelli, Moynihan

.08 BAC--Pro: Lautenberg, DeWine, Anti: Ashcroft, Bob Smith, Kempthorne, Graham,
Thompson, Campbell

Alter or Eliminate DBE Program--Pro: McConnell, Sessions, Ashcroft; Anti: Kennedy, Moseley-
Braun, Baucus, Daschle

Repeal Davis-Bacon and other labor protections--Pro: McConnell, Sessions, Nickles, Warner;
Anti:Kennedy, Wellstone, Dodd, Harkin

Funding for Appalachian Highways--Pro: Byrd; Anti: Sessions, Chafee
Truck Exemptions--Pro: Burns, Breaux, Allard; Anti: Lautenberg, Chafee

Enhancements--Pro: Chafee, Moynihan; Anti: Brownback
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The Threats to Mass Transit

In agreeing to provide an extra $26 billion for
the nation’s highways this week without a commen-
surate increase for mass transit, the Senate has
thumbed its nose at a majority of the American
population, the nearly 55 percent of all Americans
who live and work in more than 40 major metropoli-
tan areas. Boosting the share of spending for roads
and bridges without providing a reasonable in-
crease in aid for commuter trains, subways and
buses ignores the complexity of mobility in metro-
politan America. Moving workers to their jobs
depends on a network of decent roads and reliable
mass transit. Without rapid transit, many of these
metropolises would be parking lots at rush hour.

In this decade, spending for mass transit has
generally amounted to 20 percent of the total Fed-
eral aid for highways, bridges and mass transit. To
maintain this 80-20 ratio, transit spending, mostly
for capital programs, has to rise whenever highway
aid does. But this modest approach has come under
attack as power in Congress has continued to shift
to the South and West. Some Southern and Western
states, which got back substantially less than a
dollar in aid for every dollar in gasoline taxes sent
to Washingtan, resented the way existing aid formu-
las tied to energy and environmental goals and
aging systems gave Eastern and Midwestern states
more than a dollar in aid for each dollar of gas
taxes.

The Senate is currently crafting a $171 billion
highway spending bill for fiscal years 1999 through
2003, including the $26 billion added this week. But
pending mass transit legislation, sponsored by Sen-
ator Alfonse D’Amato, would set aside only about
$36 billion for transit, or about 17 percent of total
highway and transit spending. The short-term task
Senator D’Amato and his colleagues have set them-
selves is to win $5.2 billion more for mass transit. If
they are successful, even that amount will not cover
transit’s capital needs, which are roughly $13 billion
to $15 billion a year. As a matter of long-term
economic self-preservation, members of Congress

who represent metropolises should organize to push |

for a higher level of aid.

States with transit systems face other threats -

as well. Under several legislative proposals, each
state, regardless of need, would be guaranteed a
level of mass transit aid equal to 70 to 90 percent of
the Federal gas tax revenue it contributed for the
mass transit account of the Highway Trust Fund.
That would divert money from vital projects to
secondary ones. When the highway and transit bills
are merged to form the new Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act, the Senate should
insure that it does not undermine the transportation

networks of the nation’s metropolises. Reliable rap- .

id transit remains an effective tool for cutting
congestion.

PHOTOCOPY
PRESERVATION
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' March 2, 1998
Possible Senate ISTEA Environmental Amendments/Issues
' of Concern to EPA

National Ambient Air Quality Standards -- Possible amendment (Inhofe) on NAAQS
implementation. EPA vigorously opposes amendments that delay or undermine the President’s new
NAAQS regulations and implementation plan. (We have talking points and briefing materials on this
issue). '

. EPA also opposes other possible NAAQS amendments (Inhofe) that would eliminate or modify
highway sanctions or the conformity process.

National Environmental Policy Act -- EPA does not object to the provision in the Senate bill
(Sec.1225 by Graham and Wyden) that would streamline the NEPA review process without amending
NEPA. : _

. EPA would strongly oppose streamlining language that amends or undermines NEPA similar

to the House ISTEA bill (Smith, NH, may offer such an amendment).
. An amendment (Lautenberg) may be offered to strengthen the NEPA public participation

requirements, which EPA would support.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program -- Amendments may be offered to seriously
undermine the CMAQ program, which EPA would oppose:
. eliminate CMAQ (Inhofe)

. flex money out of CMAQ to highways or allow construction of Single Occdpancy Vehicle
(SOV) lanes (Inhofe, Sessions)
. Some of the budget scenario could also undermine CMAQ if contract authority is much higher

than outlays (Domenici would increase contract authority by $18 bil. and outlays by $13 bil.).
This could result in states spending their CMAQ money on highway construction.
. Any budget agreement should reflect a proportionate increase for CMAQ

Transit -- The Byrd-Gramm proposal would increase spending by $5 billion per year, however, all of
this money would be targeted to highways, and none to transit. EPA believes that transit should get its
traditional 20% of any major ISTEA budget increases.

Sustainable Transportation -- We would oppose any amendments that would eliminate the $20
million per year “Transportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot Program” (Sec.1604),
which is very similar to the Administration’s “Sustainable Transportation Initiative.” An amendment
may be offered to eliminate this program.

Wetlands - The Senate bill includes a $100 million wetland restoration pilot program. EPA would
oppose amendments to weaken or eliminate this program. :



PROPOSED ADDITION TO NEPA AMENDMENT

On page 175, line 6, insert the following new subsection and redesignate the following

subsections accordingly: .
(c) Section 112 of title 23, United States Code, is amended by adding at the end

the following new subsection:
“(g) SELECTION PROCESS.— It shall not be considered to be a conflict of interest,

' — as defined under section 1.33 of title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, for a State to

procure, under a single contract, the services of a consultant to prepare any

environmental assessments or apalyses required, including environmental impact
statements, as well as subsequent engineering and design work on the samme project
provided that the State has established an independent multi-disciplined geientifie—
teview jaamm-that assesses the objectivity of any analysis, environmental assessment of -

environmental impact statement prior to its submission to the agency that approves

project.




For Immediate Release: CONTACT: Niki Mitchell,
Tuesday, March 3, 1998 Environmental Media Services,
(202) 463-6670; Valerie Holford,
Fenton Communications, (202)

822-5200 -

" Environmental Leaders Re-State Emphatic
Commitment to ‘Friendly’ Transportation Bill

Anti-Environmental Amendments Threaten
ISTEA As Senate Floor Debate Heats Up

As Senate floor debate on ISTEA heats up, the nation’s top environmental
leaders today re-stated their commitment to the passage of a federal transportation
spending bill with strong environmental provisions intact.

In a clear display of unity, the leaders repeated a message they delivered to
‘Congress last year during extended, contentious debate over aspects of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA): especially regarding clean air
protections such as those contained in the Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality
(CMAQ) program. There is a proposal on the table to increase spending by $18
billion and all have agreed that any transportation spending increase must be equally

distributed through the ISTEA structure, including a guarantee that transit receive a
fair share of any funding hike.

“ISTEA is one of the most important pieces of environmental legislation
Congress will consider this session,” said leaders in the joint statement. **Americans
have said they favor strong environmental safeguards. The highway construction
lobby and other interests are attempting to mount a stealth attack on the environment
 through efforts to gut ISTEA. We repeat that we consider ISTEA a critical piece of

environmental legislation and will not see it weakened under any circumstances.”

Among the signatorics to the statement are Deb Callahan, president, League
of Conservation Voters; Ken Cook, president, Environmental Working Group;
Richard Moe, president, National Trust for Historic Preservation; Carl Pope,
exccutive director, Sierra Club; John Adams, executive director, Natural Resources
Defense Council; Brent Blackwelder, president, Friends of the Earth; Fred Krupp,
executive director, Environmental Defense Fund; Howard ‘Bud’ Ris, executive
director, Union of Concerned Scicntists; Gene Karpinski, executive director, U.S.
Public Interest Research Group (U.S. PIRG); Hank Dittmar, executive director,
Surface Transportation Policy Project; and Blake Early, The American Lung
Association.

Leaders are most concerned about the following proposals:

. Anti-Transit amendments proposed by Senators Faircloth (R-NC); Allard
(R-CO); and Johnson (D-SD), which would eliminate a need-based
approach to transit funding and discretionary programs that ensure
communities can make new investments in bus and rail transit.

--more--

. The anti-Enhancements amendment proposed by Senator Brownback (R-



KS) which would allow state departments of transportation (DOTs) to opt
out of the enhancements program, the only dedicated source of funding to
make transportation systems safer for bicyclists and pedestrians.

. Attacks on the Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) program by
Senator Inhofe (R-OK) that would allow state DOTs to direct scarce, air-
quality dollars into expanding lane capacity on existing highways. This
amendment defeats the purpose of CMAQ. New roads do not make the air
cleaner, but they can make it worse.

. Attacks by Senator Bob Smith (R-NH) on National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) provisions would seriously undermine NEPA in the
name of "streamlining" environmental reviews. In fact, the proposed
amendment would limit the participation of environmental agencies in
oversight of transportation projects.

. Attacks on new air quality standards from Senator Inhofe would prevent
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) from implementing needed
health- based standards to reduce air pollution.

Not since radicals in the 104th Congress sought to rollback every
environmental protection put in place over the last 25 years has there been such a
demonstration of solidarity against an assault on the environment. ISTEA
recognized the link between transportation and the environment by dedicating
funds to address environmental problems caused by transportation. Examples of
environmental impacts range from toxic air pollution to emissions of greenhouse
gases (automobile exhausts account for about one-third of greenhouse gas
emissions in the U.S.) to the many impacts of suburban spraw! including run-off
that contaminates community water sources. A leading contributor to solid waste
and natural resource consumption, sprawl---which is partially addressed by transit-
--is a voracious consumer of wetlands, farm lands and open space.

In addition to other environmental provisions and funding for mass transit,
fairer funding formulas for states and citics are under attack. Arguably of most
concern however, is the funding for hard-won clean air provisions which members
are aiming to raid for diversion to politically popular road projects in this election
year. _
_ Originally passed in 1991, ISTEA for the first time freed federal

transportation money from the stranglehold of highway builders. A landmark law,
it democratized the decision-making process and replaced highway-only funding
with programs that allow flexible use of money for community-determined
transportation needs. ISTEA dictates all federal transportation spending for

highways, bridges, pedestrian and bicycle facilities and mass transit.

The re-authorization of ISTEA has been delayed since its expiration last
year. The bill gained steam during a lull in Senate proceedings and has moved to
the floor with unexpected speed.
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flanitzﬂ Srates Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20810
Murch 4, 1998

Dear Colleague,

We write Lo solicit your support for an amendment we plan to offer to S. 1173, "INTEAIL" that
would liclp most states meet their transit challenges and achieve a more batanced and fair
Jdistribution of transit program funds. '

_ Since 1982, when the current (ransit formula was last updated, the distribution of funds under the
fedcral wansil prograim has becn focused on a few states. In recent yows, demand for transil
services has increased thuoughout the nation. especially in growth areds, rural regions and tor
service 10 the poor, clderly and disabled. However, the current ansit formulas do not respond W
these changes. S. 1173, a3 currently wriren, would give just cight states over 60 pereent of all
rransit [unding. '

Our amendment, the “Transif Madernization Act® mects these new dermands by making a modest
adjustument to the curvent allocation of funds. In fact, over 90 percent of Tansit lunds would
continue to he distributed under current formulas. tlowever, some modermization of the funding
formulas are long overdue. T his amendment would create 3 “minimum guarantee” that will
increase cach swte’s shase of key transit programs up to 70 percent of the state’s contributions 10
the transit account of the [lighway ‘Irust Fund, 1p to 3 maximum of $12.5 million per year.
Under this approach, thic vast majority of America's cities and sinaller communities would
receive more transit funds. '

AS you can sec from the anached chart, this amendment would ensure a wider distribution of
[unds throughout the nation. In an.individual year, approximately 30-15 states would benefit
from this amendment. This more cquitable di «ribution is accomplished, however, witliout
substantially harming the systems cwrently receiving the bulk af the fundinp. Al states,
including pulillcal subdivisions, which arc currently substantial donees under the program
wowuld remain substantial donees. In foct, the funds for this minimum guaranice would come
almost cntirely from growth in'the program over Fiscal Year (FY) 1997 levels.

The hottom Line is that this amendment is fair and pro-transit. [t would transforn the program
from one fucuscd on a handful of recipicnts to one that could receive wider support in the future.
To cospensur the amendment Or to receive mMore infonuation sbout it contact Chris Jaln
(Thoinas) at 4-6441 ot Sarah Dahhin (Johnson) at 4-3842.
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Tolal Adjustes
( FY 1098
Projected FY Farmula &
Total 1998 Total Discretionary
Discretionary & Fermula & Funaing WAth
farmula Funding | Discretonary 70% MG 90%
STATE FY 1997 (1) “funding FTA ot Fr §7
Alabettia 13,180 Q00 40,217,000 5;.717,000
Alaska B.490.000 2.55%.000 7,272,182
Arizona 25,843,000 18.960.000 §1.460.000
Ar3ansas 11,9984.000 7.383.00U 19,863,000/
Caiifarma 529 972.000 533.578.000 552.080.981
Culurado "4 361,000 |  §1.787.0CC 61,787,060
Connacticut g7.272.000 77.821000 69.041.276
Oalaware 11,708.000 6.853.C00 0.404 458
Dist. of Col. 37.118.080 41 563.000 15,894,194
Fland3 155.2:0.000 195.387.000 194,387,000
Geergia 11£.291.000 109.670.000 118,848,183
Hawai 17.405.0C0 24,046,000 71.341.466
Idaha 3.273,640 3.782.000 16,282.000
Winois 276.434.00Q 278.874.0C0 248,790,800
ladiana 43.925.000 47,041,000 £5.541,000
lowa 21,445.000 14,155.000 26,894,000
Kan3as 11,011,000 10,063,000 2%.863.000
Kontucky 19.982.000 17,363,000 29.863.000
Lauisiana 50,133.000 48,417,000 €4 515,083
Mainc 4.064.000" 3,934,000 18,034,000/
Maryland 717306000 | 117.806.000 165.856.4U0]
Maegacnysetts 169,288.U00 200,845,000 178.192.082
Mmichigan 61,508.000 80.973.0C0 73.473.000
Minnesola 30,807,000 | 44,266,000 s1.888.000
Mi3al98ippi 1A.200.000 12.244,000 24,744,000
Missoun g6.471,000 79,714,000 79.008,473
Montana 2.873.0Q0 2.975.9Q0 12.8¢2.870
NeLIaska 7,148 000 8.163.0C0 20.669.000
Nevads 13,614,500 29,431,000 29.431.000
Now Hampshire 3.450.000 1.988.000 16,165,884
New Jersey 200.402.000 308.278.000 275.761.8C0
New Moxica $.080.00V _14.755.000 24,697.843
ow YOrx §01,540.600 745 211.000 6639,441.279
North Carglina 29.849.9C0 46.056.000 £0.156.8100
Nonn Dakota 3,795.000 2.580.000 10,088.5Q9
. {Onia 111.609.600 | 105.433.000 115.4RA.465
Qklanoma 12.405.000 14.580.000 26.9060.00Q
Oregon 102,282,000 60.558.000 90.588.000
Pannsylvania 229.539.000 261.G24.Q00 214,348,600
Rhcde ia1and 2,073 000 9.138.000 9.488.013
Sauth Caround 12.890.000 30,122,000 12.622.000
South Dakota 2.027.000 4,375,000 10.072.937
Tennedsee 24,550,000 41,492 000 43,922.u0u
Toxis 182.78%.00Q 222.770.800 236,270.000
uah §2.732.000 22.527.000 82.036.0e4
Vermnn! 8,521,000 9,049,000 9,048,000
Viginid $7,985,000 60.031.00U 72.931.650
Washington 81,643,000 | 112,672,000 a5 957,836
Waedat Virginia 12 324000 21,347,000 24.875.75¢4
Wisconsin 28.863.000 4% §82.900 58.062.000
Wyeming 2.3/2.000 1.502.000 11,543,151
Tarnlciies 40.1A7.980 §3 880.00U 47.800.0%8
IOUI 5!3;:111 A‘_‘aom', ——"031.113,000| A.104 TR a00|  ¢.494 561 000

Nuwea,

(1) Sauree: FTA padruary 1958
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Comparison of Formula & Discretionary Transit Funding
Proposed FY 1998 Funding With and Without 70% MG
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FY 1998 Approprietions from FTA February (998
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AMENDMENT NO. Calendar No.

Purpose: To provide for a minimum allocation of transit
program finds t0 each Stute.

IN TIIE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES—105th Cang, 2d Sess.

(no.)

(ute) .

Referred to the Comuruttes on ___
end ordered to be printed

Ovdered to lis on the table and to be printed

ANENDMENT intended to be proposed by Mr. JOENSON (for
himself, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. ALLARD)

Viz:
1 At the appropricte place, insert the following:
) SEC. ___. MINIMUM GUARANTEE OF TRANSIT PROGRAM
3 FUNDS.
4 Section 5338 of title 49, United States Code, 18
5 amended by adding at the end the following:
6 “(0) MINTMUM GUARANTEE OF TRANSIT PR_OGM{
7 Fu~Ds. .' |
8 “(1) SET-ASIDE REQUImED.—For each ftiscal
0 yeor beginning after September 30, 1997, aller pro-
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viding for any allocation or set-asides under sub-

 section (g) or (h) of this saction, but before complet-

ing distribution ol other amounts made available or
appropriated under snbsections (a) and (b) of Uus
section, the Secrc'tary s;hull sct aside, and shall dis-
tribute to each State, in addition to amounts other-
wise distributed to the State (or to its political sub-
divisions) to carry out scclivus 5307, 5309, 5310,
and ‘5311, the amount deseribed in . paragraph
(2)(B).

“(2) CALCULATION.—

“(A) DEFINITION OF MINIMUM CUARAN-

TEE THRFESHOTD AMOUNT.—In this subsectiOn\,

the term ‘minimum guarantes threshold

amonnt’ means, with respect to a State for a

fiscal ycar, the amount equal to—

“(i) tolal amount made available or
appropriatad to all States and nolitical
subdivisions under eections 5307, 5309,
5310, and 5311 for that fiscal year; multi-
plied by

“(ii) 70 percent of the percentage con-

trbution of estimated tax payments allo-

cuted to the Mass Tranait Account under

gaction 9503(2) of the Internal Revenue

PAGE 7
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3

Code of 1986 in the latest fiscal year for

which data ure available, thaﬁ are attrib-

utable to highway unsers in the State.

«“(B) AmouNT.—Subject to subparugraph
(C) snd any other limitations set forth in this
subsection, the amount described in this sub-
paragraph is the amount, if it is a positive
nurwmber, that, if added to the total amount dis-
tributed to the State (and its political subdivi-
sions) under sections 5307, 5309, 5310, and
5311 for that fiscal year, is equal to the mini-
mum guarantee threshold amount.

#(C) LrMITaTION.—The maximum amount

distributed to a State under this subsection

" ghall not a:r;eeed $12,500,000.

“(3) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—

““(4) IN GENERAL.—AMoOUNLS required Lo
be sel aside and distributed to States under this
§11bsection in any fiscal yesr— |

| .“(ii may be obtained from any

- amounts under section 5309 that arc made
available or appropriated to the Secretary
for funding this subsection or for distn'Bu-

tion at the discretion of the Sccrctui;y m

the fiscal ysar; or

rHeC ©
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4
(i) if not, shall be obtained by pro
portionately rcducing ammounts that would
otherwise be made availsble or eppro-
priated under subsections (a) and (b) of
" this section, for sections 5307, 5309, and
5311, to those States and political subdivi-
sions for which the total amount distrib-
uted under sections 5307, 5309, 5310, and
5311 in that fiscal yoar is greater than

1.05 times—

“(i) the total amount made avail-
able or sppropriated to all States and
political subdivisions under sections

. 5307, 5309, 5310, and 6311, in that
| ﬁscﬂ year; multiplied by

“(I) the percentage contribution
of estimated tax payments allocated to
the Mass ‘I'ransit Aecount under sec-
tion 9503(e) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 in the latest fiscal year
for which data are available that are
attributable to highway users in the
State.

“(R) PROPOKTIONATE REDUCTIONS FROM

DIEFERENT SOURCES —The Secretary  shall

PARGE 9

Qoos



03/04-98_ WED 11:27 FAX . °

OA\MACNMALCSS.162

w N

o

O o ~ O v

o

apply reductions under subparagraph (A) pro-
portionately to amounts made available from
the Mass Transil Account and to amounts ap-
propristed or made available from other
sources. |

“(C) OTHER RUTES ON APILICATION OF
REDUCTIONS.—

" () Iv GENERAL.—Reductions other-
wise required by subparagraph (A) may be
taken against Uie amounts that otherwise
would be distributed to any State or politi-
cal subdivision thercof only to the extent
that making those reductivns would not—

(D) reduce the total amount dis-
tribnred to the State aud its political
subdivisions under sestions 5307,
5809, 5310, and 5311 to less than the
greater of— |

“(aa) 90 percent of the total
of amounts distributed to the
Stute and its politieal suhdivi-
sions under thosc sections in fis-
cal vear 1997; or

“{bb) the minimum guaran-

tee threshold amount for the

@olo
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State for 'r.lh_e fiscal year at issue;

o

“(II) reduce the total amount
distributed to a State or political sub-
division that, prior to application of
this subacction, would receive a total
amount less than the greater of the
amount specified by item (aa) ot (bb)
of subclause (I).
“(ii) PROPORTIONATE REDUCTIONS.—

In the event of the opplicability of clause

(i), the Secretary shall ubtain the remain-

der of the amounts required to be distrib-

uted to States onder the minimum guaran-
tee required by this subsection proportion-
gtely from those States, including political

subdivisions, to which subparagraph (4)

applies, and to which dlause (1) of this sub-

paragraph does not apply.

“(D) PROPORTIONATE REDICTION IN
CASE OF INSUFFICIENT FUNDS.—If the applica-
tion of subparagraphs (4) and (C) would pro-
vide funds 1n an nﬁomt less than the amount
described in paragraph (2), .thc Seaetary shail

distribute to the State, in lieu of the amount

@o1l
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1 that otherwise would be distribuled under para-
2 graph (2), an amount equal to—

3 “(i) the amount otherwise required
4 under paragraph (2); multiplied hy

5 “(ii) the gquotient of—

& “(I) the amonnt obtained by ap-

7 ' plication of subparagraphs (A) and

g (C); and

9 “(ﬁ) the afnéunt requred under
10 parggraph (2) to be provided to all
1 States. |

12 “4(4) AIUKIBUTION OF AMOUNTS.—For the pur-
13 poae.s of caleulations under this subsection, with re-
14 spett to attributing to individual States any amounts
15 distributed to political subdivisious that are multi-
16 State entities, the Secrstary shall attribute thase
1/ amounts to individual States, based on such cnteria
18 as the Secretary may adopt by rile, except that, for
19 purposes of calculations made during the 12-month
20 period beginning on the date of enactuierd of this
21 subsection, the Secretary may attribute those
22 _ amounts to individnal St.ates before adopting & rule.
23 “(8) USE AND AVAILABILITY.—
24 “(A) Iv Gsmmm.—Amouﬁts distnibuted

23 to a State under this subsection may be used
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1 for any purpose eligible for assistance under
2 this chapter and shall remain available until ex-
3 pended. Notwithstunding any other provision of
4 this chapter, up to 2> pereent of the amount
5 Aistributed to a Slate under "this subgcetion for
6 any ficcal year may be used by the State for
7 @Ry project or program eligible for assistanee
8 under section 130 or 152 of title 23.
9 “(B) City AND COMMUNITY TRANSIT
10 FUNDING INCREASE CUARANTEE.—
11 “() IN GENERaL.—Fifty percent of
12 the amount distributed to a State under
13 this subsection shall be distributed by the
14 State to each cntity in the State, including
15 the State itself, that, o the immediately
16 preceding fiscal year, received funds di-
17 rectly from the Secretary under section
18 5307, 5309, 5310, or A311.
19 “(i) ALLOCATION. In carrying out
20 clause (i), the Secretary shall distribute to
21 : - each entity described in that clause an
22 amount equal to the ratio between—
23 . “(I) the total amount of tunds

24 Treceived by the entity under sections



1 5307, 5309, 5310, and 5311 in the
2 immediately preeeding fiseal year; and

3 “(T1) the total muount of funds

¢ received by all entities described in

S olause (i) in (ke State under those

6 gections in that fiscal year.

¥l “(iii) USE OF AMOUNTS BY STATE.—

8 The portion of funds that the Stale dis-

9 tributes to itself pursuant to clause (i), as
10 a2 vesult of the receipt of funds directly
11 from the Secretary under section 5311 in
12 the immediately preceding fiscal year, may
13 be used by the State only in areas and for
14 purposes Lt are eligible under section
15 5311. |

16 “(8) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS.—For
17 purposes of sections 5323(a)(1)(D) and 5223(b)
18 amounts distributcd to 2 State under this subsectibn <
19 that are, in turn, awarded by &mw
20 grantees, shall be treated as if awarded hy the Sec
21 -@ﬁepmﬁam - w

- -, &im ST ‘L)‘ mnrter eor‘jmﬂ L531I‘“"l?#'&!ngr:mv.o«: e

23. does not, serve an urbamzed ares; gnd_ =TT
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{ “(B) directly to the subgrantec under sec-
2 tion 5307, il the subgrantee serves an urban-
3 ized ared.
4 ““(7) REPORTING OF TRANSFERS.—
5 “(A) NOTIFICATION OF TRANSFER.—If 2
6 State exerciscs the anuthority in parcgreph
7 (3)(A) to transfer funds distributed to the State
& ander this subsection for a project or program
9 eligible for assistance under section 130 or 132
10 of title 23, not later than 30 doys after the date
11 3 on which that transfer ;s made, the State shall .
12 notity the Secretary of—
13 ¢“(i) the transfer;
14 “(ii) the amount transferred; and
15 “(iii) the type of project or program
16 to which the transferred funds were ap-
17 plied. '
18 SHB) ANNUAL REPORT.—Begiuning on
19 January 1, 9000, and on January 1 of each
20 year thereafter, the Seeretary shall submit to
- 21 the Committee oun Banking, Housing, and
22 Urban Affairs of the Senate, and the Commit-
13 ' ree on Truusportation snd Infrastructure of Lhe
24 House of Representalives; 2 report describing

235 the exlent to which each Qrare has utiized the
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authority provided in paragraph ( N(A) Lo

trensfer funds distributed under this subsection

for projects or programs eligible for assistance

wuder section 130 or 132 of title 23.".
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Possible Amendment — Guarantee Some Money For Cities and Communities

The Natiopal League of Citics has come out agamnst “minimum allocation”™
amendments and the Community Transportation Association of Amecrica has been looking for a
way to guarantee a program increase for small comununities. One way to gain suppert of the
CTAA and to gain the support of citias in the States which would benefit from the amendment is
to make it clearer that those constituencies would benefit. Unfortunately, the relationship
between some stats governments and their cities is not ideal, and the individual cities.
erronecusly. would not assumc that they would benefit from an infusion of transit funds to the

state.

.On page 7, line 21, insert “(A) General.” immedistely before the word
“Amounts’.

On page 8, after line 4 and before line 5, insert a new subparagraph (B) as
follows:

“(B) City and Community Transit Funding Increase Guarantes. Fifty percent of
the amount distributed to a State under this subsestion shall be distributed by the State to each
entity in the State, including the State itself, which. in the previous fiscal ycar, receivad funds
directly from the Secrctary under either sections 5307, $309. 5310, or 5311 of this title. The
distribution of the funds reserved under this subparagraph to each guch entity in the State shall be
in the ratio equal to the total funds received by such entity under sections $307, §309, 5310. and
5311 in the previous fiscal year to the amount of funds received by all entities in the State under
those sections in the previous fiscal year. The portion of funds which the State distribytes to
itse!f pursuant to the previous sentence, as 3 result of the State’s having received funds directly
from the Secretary under section 5311 in the previous fiscal year. may be used by the State only
in areas and for purposes eligible under section 53] 1" ‘
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PrRoJECT

TO:  STPP Calleagues: (see below for distribution) Please Deliver Immediately

BoarD oF

DIRECTORS

E Dovid Burwell, Choir

Scott Bernstein
Sarah Compbell

i Judith Espinosa

Emil Frankel

Hank Dittmor
Executive Director

Kaid Benfield, NRDC Elizabeth Humphrey, Congressman Blumenauer

Jeff Blum, Maryland Citizen Action Jonathan Jones, Stata of Dalaware

Jeif Boothe, Oppenheimer, Wolf & Dannelly John Lagomargino, LMRC

John Bosiey, NARC Janna Lieber, US DOT

Tom Bulger, GRI Laurie Martin, Issac Walton League

Paul Carlson, APTA Cheryl A, Maynard, APA

Brian Cohen, EWG Kevin MeCarty, US Conference of Mayors

Cathy Conner, Parsons Brinckerhaff Diane Montgomery, OMB

Dan Costellp, NTHP Jody Newman, LAB

Dan Duff, APTA Elizabeth O'Donoghue, Senator Lautenberg

Linda DuPriest, Bikes Belong Jon Orcutt, Tri-State Transportation Campaign

Amy Elisbree, AMTRAK Tamar Qsterman, NTHP

Robert Fogst, NACO Ruth Ravitz, State of Conneticut

Marianne Fowler, RTC Dorathy Robyn, The National Economic Council

Michelle Giguere, Ball Janik Tim Rutten, Ball Janik

Allen Greenberg Laurie Saroff, National League of Cities

Steve Shimberg, NWF Robert Hicks, PT!

Hal Hiemstra, RTC Elizabeth Thompson, EDF

Dave Hirsch, FOE Polly Trottenberg, Senator Moynihan

John Horsley, US DOT Susan West Montgomery, Preservation Action
: Danial Wilson, AlA

FROM: Hank Dittmar and Roy Kienitz, STPP
DATE: February 26 , 1998

SUBJECT: ISTEA 2 Sign-on Letter for the Senate --

Immediate Attention Required

As many of you know, ISTEA 2 has been brought to the Senate floor. The
attached letter will be sent to the entire Senate on Friday afternoon,
February 27th. If your organization can sign-on, please call or email

Grace Erb by Noon on Friday. Leave your name and organization.
Thanks for your quick attention.

Phone: 202/466-2636 Email: gmerb@transact.org
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February 27, 1998

Dear Senator:

The Senate ISTEA bill (S.1173) now being debated is of vital importance to our nation's
environment as well as our infrastructure. In the six years since its passage, ISTEA has
proved to be a major environmental success; helping local governments and citizens
across the country create cleaner and safer transportation choices, implementing new
programs to reduce air pollution, and providing affordable and energy-saving public
transportation services to the millions of Americans who depend on it every day.

Yet there are a number of alarming threats - in the form of amendments -- to both the
balanced approach and the environmental provisions contained in ISTEA. These are
being taken extremely seriously by community organizations, environmental groups, and
local elected officials nationwide, just as they will by the American public as your votes
approach. Spedifically, we urge you to:

(1) Ensure that any increase in funding for ISTEA 2 (S.1173) is spread evenly across all
ISTEA programs, including mass transit. Under every administration since the early
1980s, mass transit has shared in 20% of any increase in federal transportation funding.
Any increase in ISTEA 2 spending should be treated exactly the same way and ensure
faimess across all modes of transportation.

(2) Reject the anti-environment amendment, reportedly to be offered by Senator Inhofe
(R-OK), to dismantle the administration's new air quality standards.

(3) Reject any anti-transit "minimum allocation” amendments that would literally cripple the
federal transit programs, as well as cities and states across the country who depend on
federal transit assistance to provide access to their residents as well as move people
from welfare to work.

(4) Reject the anti-environment amendment, reportedly to be offered by Senator Smith
(R-NH), that would severely weaken the federal environmental review process under the
1969 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

(5) Reject the anti-environment amendment, reportedly to be offered by Senator Inhofe,
to aliow highway widenings to be funded from ISTEA's air quality program (CMAQ). This
amendment negates the purpose of the CMAQ program by allowing expansion projects
which research has shown attract more traffic, making air pollution even worse.

(6) Reject the anti-community and anti-local control amendment, filed by Senator
Brownback (R-KS), to allow state departments of transportation to opt out of ISTEA's
Transportation Enhancements Program -- its most locally-driven publicly popular program
that has built thousands of new bicycling and walking facilities nationwide.

Since 1991, ISTEA has empowered local officials and citizens nationwide to make
transportation decisions that have helped strengthen our communities while protecting
precious natural resources and the public health. Make no mistake about it, ISTEA is an
environmental bill and your votes on these amendments are votes on the environment.
Your decision is of the utmost importance to the millions of Americans who are looking to
the leadership of the 105th Congress to protect our nation's air, water and public health.

Sincerely,

@002/002
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Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bryan
Chafee
Collins
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin

D’ Amato
Feingold
Feinstein
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Sarbanes
Snowe
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

~ 35
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EPA/OCLA
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Abraham Thompson
Allard Thurmond
Ashcroft Warner
Bond
Breaux S
Brownback
Burns

Byrd
Campbell
Coats
Cochran
Coverdell
Craig
DeWine
Enzi
Faircloth
Ford

Frist

Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hage] -
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kyl
Landrieu
Lott

Mack
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
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Bennett
Bumpers
Cleland
Domenici
Glenn
Graham
Gregg
Harkin
Hollings
Kermey
Levin
Lugar
McCain
Moseley-Braun
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth

B. Smith
G. Smith
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L Dorothy Robyn
" 03/02/98 12:35:22 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Sally Katzen/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: Inhofe amendment

| just met w. EPA leg. guy (Joe Crapa) and others (shelley fidler, tracey thornton, etc.}. As of
today, it looks as if Inhofe is going to offer something we cld support: 1) full funding for
monitoring {$13M); and 2) EPA would not designate any non-attainment area without 3 full years
of monitoring. Joe is waiting for language, and wld have to vet in EPA, but if it's what he's
hearing, he thinks EPA wlid support. Shelley agreed. It's not clear why he wid do this, given that it
delivers on something we've promised (part (2} above) and wld take steam out of his more extreme
approach (which the petroleum folks are behind). But that's Joe's best info. He thinks he’

Il know more by end of day, and we'll do conference call then. EPA will also give us list of
members to call -- fence sitters, or potential Dem supporters, to whom our message would be --
don't sign up until we've seen and vetted the language.

Call on DBE amendment today at 3:30. Looks now like that will be first up.

| am going to organize a daily conference call w. DOT, EPA, DOL and various parts of the white
house so that people can stay on top of what's happening.
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LRM ID: JAB370
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Washington, D.C. 20503-0001
Monday, March 2, 1998
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM
TO: Legislative Lisison Officer - See Distribution helow
FROM: James J. Jukes (for) Assistant Director for Legislative Refercnce e
OMB CONTACT: James A. Brown
PHONE: (202)396-3473 FAX: {202}395-3109
SUBJECT: Transportation Report on $1173 Int dal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1997 EM-V“egﬂo
DEADLINE; 10:00 A.M. Tuesday, March 3, 1998
3 —— ' cam—— — " —..f

In accordence with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us if this
item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title
Xt of the Omnibus Budget Reconcitlation Act of 1990,

COMMENTS: A vearsion of this letter was previously circulated to you. This revision retlects the
restilts of an interagoncy meeting and subsequent discussions with Congresssional staff. If we do

not hear from you by the deadline, we will assume that you have no objection to clearance of this
lattor,

DISTRIBUTION LIST

AGENCIES:

19-Council on Environmental Quality - Michelle Denton - (202) 39/5-5750
33-Environmental Protection Agency - Chris Hoff - (202) 260-5414
61-JUSTICE - Andrew Fois - (202) 614-2141

117 and 340-TRANSPORTATION - Tom Herlihy - (202) 366-4687

EOP:
Edward R, Clark
Jefferson B, Hill
David J. Worzala
Diane R, Montgomery
David E. Tornquist
Michael Deich
Mark J. Schwartz
Kenneth L. Schwartz
—Sdward-H—Charke—
Carline M Jelsma
Cheree D. Desimone
Dorothy Robyn
Joff Forbes
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Alice E. Shuftield
Linde Lance
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LRM ID: JAB370 SUBJECT: Transportation Report on S1173 Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1997
Comamr— e T TT—— - pro— ——
RESPONSE TO
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

If your response to this raquest for views is short (e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by
o-mail or by faxing us this response sheet, If the response is short and you prefer to call, pleasoe call the
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave a message with a legislative asslstant.

You may also rozpond by:

(1) calling the analyst/attorney's direct line (you will be connacted to voice mail if the analyst does not
answer); or

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

TO: James A. Brown Phone: 395-3473 Fax: 386-3109
Office of Management and Budget
Branch-Wide Line (to reach legislative assistant): 395-3454

FROM: {Date)

(Name)

(Agency)

{Telophone)

The following is the responso' of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject:
______ Concur
______ No Objaction
_ _No Comment

See proposaed odits on pages

Other:

FAX RETURN of pages, attached 10 this response sheet
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The Honorable Bob Graham
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Graham:

I am writing in response to your request for the Administration’s views on
Section 1225, the integrated decisionmaking provision of S. 1173, the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1997 (ISTEA I)). The National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is one of the Nation's most significant
environmental laws. The Administration is intent on presexving and
strengthening environmental review under NEPA, while improving
implementation. Asyou are aware, the Administration’s proposal for ISTEA
reauthorization did not propose legislative revisions in this area, because we
believe that existing authorities afford sufficient opportunities for integrated

decisionmaking. We will oppose amendments to ISTEA 11 that would
undermine NEPA protections.

In many respects, Section 1225 reflects several of our administrative initjatives 10
integrate the NEPA process with transportation decisionmaking. The
Department and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) have been
working together for some time to make the transportation/NEPA process more
efficient and more effective. For example, the Department and CEQ cosponsored
a workshop focusing on NEPA. Federal, State, and loca) officials and
non-governmental representatives from across the country shared innovative
ideas, discussed improvements for the NEPA process in general, and considered
ways to reinvent NEPA analysis during transportation decisiorunaking.

We believe your integrated decisionmaking provision parallels these efforts.
Your provision would continue to emphasize integration of transportation and
NEPA decisionmaking without amending NEPA or affecting implementing
regulations. As you know, the Administration will oppose any amendment to
NEPA. We will also oppose any amendment that would delegate Federal duties
under NEPA to State government or would compromise the statutory
responsibilities of other Federal agencies.

While the provision does not explicitly address alternatives analysis, we believe
alternatives analysis is an integral component of NEPA implementation. NEPA
and the CEQ regulations require both the transportation planning and NEPA
processes on surface transportation projects to identify and assess a reasonable
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range of alternatives so that decisionmakers have the opportunity to fully
compate the social, economic, and environmental impacts of various alternatives.
It is particularly important to assure that the scoping process described in the
CEQ regulations is an open and meaningful exercise to ensure that the public has
an opportunity to help shape projects within their communities.

The Department and other federal agencies involved in NEPA implementation
stand ready to work with you and other Members on this initiative, as

S. 1173 moves forward. We appreciate your effort toward ensuring that the
NEPA and transportation decisionmaking process is more efficient, without
compromising environmental protection. An jdentical letter has been sent to the
provision's cosponsor, Senator Ron Wyden, and to the leadership of the Senate
Environment and Public Works Committee,

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that it has no objection, from
the standpoint of the Administration’s program, to the submission of these views
for the consideration of Congress.

‘Sincerely,

Rodney E. Slater
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