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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999

MONDAY, MARCH 16, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Birmingham, AL.
The subcommittee met at 9:33 a.m. at “Great Hall”, Hill Univer-
sity Center, University of Alabama at Birmingham, Birmingham,
AL, Hon. Richard C. Shelby (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senator Shelby.

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL CORRIDORS
PANEL 1

CONGRESSIONAL WITNESSES

STATEMENTS OF:
HON. ROBERT ADERHOLT, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM ALABAMA
HON. SPENCER BACHUS, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM ALABAMA

NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES

STATEMENTS OF:
JESSE L. WHITE, JR., FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN, APPALACHIAN RE-
GIONAL COMMISSION
DON VAUGHN, ASSISTANT TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR, ALA-
BAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OPENING REMARKS

Senator SHELBY. The subcommittee will come to order.

At this time, 1 would like to recognize Dr. William Deal the dean
of the School of Medicine at the University of Alabama in Bir-
mingham, for any remarks that he might care to make.

Thank you, Doctor Deal.

Dr. DEaL. Thank you, Senator.

On behalf of the University of Alabama at Birmingham and its
30,000 students, faculty, and staff members, | would like to wel-
come you, Senator, and this subcommittee to this campus. Senator
Shelby has been very instrumental and supportive of the develop-
ment of this campus since he was elected to Congress in 1979 and
we are very grateful for that. He, along with Congressmen Bachus
and Aderholt, have helped us and are fully supportive of the School
of Medicine and our human genetics initiative which is well under-
way.

@)
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Senator Shelby is also the first Alabama Senator to serve on the
Senate Appropriations Committee since the legendary Senate List-
er Hill who had so much to do with the development of the medical
center. We are grateful for your leadership, Senator, and again,
welcome all of you to this campus. Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Dean.

I want to thank each of you for being here today as we examine
the cost and the benefits associated with the completion of the Ap-
palachian development highway system, and specifically Corridor
X.

Last year, as part of the Transportation appropriations bill, this
subcommittee provided $300 million of Federal funds to the Appa-
lachian highway system. About $40 million of that went to the
State of Alabama to advance the progress of Corridor X. This $40
million was over and above the money the State of Alabama re-
ceived through the Federal-Aid Highway Program.

The reason this money is necessary is to compensate for the Fed-
eral Government's poor track record in living up to its promise to
finish this crucial highway system. The Appalachian development
highway system was created in 1965 with the intent of linking the
underdeveloped Appalachian region to the National Interstate Sys-
tem. Today, 33 years later, we still have large segments of the Ap-
palachian highway system which are incomplete. One of the largest
unfinished sections of the system in America is Corridor X here in
Alabama.

When completed, Corridor X will be a 97-mile highway from the
Mississippi State line to 1-65 here in Birmingham. In conjunction
with other routes in Mississippi, it will provide a freeway-type
route from Birmingham to Memphis and will facilitate trade and
economic development in northwest Alabama. Not only will it make
the movement of goods and people between Memphis and Bir-
mingham more efficient, but this highway project will also bring
much-needed jobs to the region. According to the road information
program, each $1 billion in new Federal highway investment na-
tionwide generates an estimated 1,018 jobs in Alabama.

Completing Corridor X will also provide critical highway safety
improvements in this area. Anyone who has driven much in north-
west Alabama knows how dangerous the roads can be, and this
new highway will do more to improve highway safety than any
other project in recent memory. Highway fatalities in Alabama in-
creased by 11 percent from 1992 to 1996. Nationwide, 77 percent
of all fatal crashes occur on two-lane roads while only 14 percent
of fatal crashes occur on roads with four or more lanes. In Ala-
bama, 53 percent of the roads on the National Highway System, ex-
cluding the Interstate System, are two lanes.

Automobile accidents not only cost lives but they have economic
costs as well. Motor vehicle crashes cost Alabama citizens about $2
billion per year or $471 for every resident of the State for emer-
gency services, medical costs, property damages, and lost market
productivity. Driving on roads in need of repair costs Alabama $394
million a year or $126 per motorist in extra vehicle repairs and op-
erating costs. Increasing the investment in our Nation's highways
will help change this and improve the lives of all of our citizens.



3

The purpose of this hearing today in Birmingham is to gain a
better understanding of how completing Corridor X and the Appa-
lachian highway system as a whole will benefit the people of Ala-
bama and other people in Appalachia. Our first witness today will
be Congressman Robert Aderholt who represents the 4th District
in which most of Corridor X lies.

Congressman Aderholt is a member of the House Appropriations
Committee and also is a member of the Transportation Subcommit-
tee as well. He worked with me on last year’'s appropriations bill
to ensure that the funds for Corridor X became a reality, and has
effectively used his seat on the Appropriations Committee to rep-
resent his district.

Congressman Spencer Bachus who represents most of the Bir-
mingham area is our next witness and has also been a staunch ad-
vocate in Washington for Corridor X. He sits on the House Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Committee and will continue to have
a strong voice in the final Federal Highway reauthorization bill.

We will also hear from the Honorable Jesse White, the Federal
Cochairman of the Appalachian Regional Commission. The ARC is
responsible for administering the Appalachian development high-
way system, and we are pleased to have Mr. White with us here
today in Birmingham.

The last witness on the first panel is Mr. Don Vaughn, Assistant
Transportation Director of the Alabama Department of Transpor-
tation. Mr. Vaughn, along with Director Jimmy Butts, is respon-
sible for running the Department of Transportation of the State on
a daily basis and for setting the State of Alabama’s priorities for
highway construction.

The second panel today will focus on the economic and safety
benefits of Corridor X. We will have Mr. William Buechner, direc-
tor of economics and research at the American Road & Transpor-
tation Builders Association; Mr. Barry Copeland, vice president of
government affairs at the Birmingham Area Chamber of Com-
merce. He is also the regional director of BellSouth Communica-
tions. Mr. Frank Filgo, president and CEO of Alabama Trucking
Association, and Mr. Al Gibbs, director of corporate affairs of the
Alabama Chapter of the American Automobile Association.

Congressman Aderholt, Congressman Bachus, we welcome you
here today to join me in this hearing. Your written statements will
be made part of the record in its entirety.

Congressman Aderholt, you may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ADERHOLT

Mr. ApeErRHOLT. Thank you, Senator, for having us here today
and allowing us to speak on the importance of Corridor X. A tre-
mendous amount of progress has been made toward the eventual
completion——

Senator SHELBY. Pull that microphone up closer to you, if you
would.

Mr. ADERHOLT. A tremendous amount of progress has been made
toward the eventual completion of this project in the past year in
Washington, and | look forward to the first day when Corridor X
is open.



4

When | was first elected to Congress back in 1996, Corridor X
was my No. 1 priority. Working with the Alabama congressional
delegation, the State Department of Transportation, local elected
officials, and interested citizens in north Alabama, we were able to
secure the largest general fund appropriation in history, $45 mil-
lion for the current fiscal year, before the State match. Working to-
gether, we were able to get this done and it is something we can
certainly all be proud of. However, this is just the first step toward
the completion of Corridor X.

This year will prove to be the crucial year when a sense of fair-
ness is restored to Alabama for transportation funding and the nec-
essary resources for the completion of Corridor X are secured.
Along with the annual preparations process, this year Congress, as
you know, will reauthorize the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act, also known as ISTEA.

Congress last authorized ISTEA legislation back in 1991. Unfor-
tunately, Alabama did not fare well in that legislation. Alabama is
a donor State, meaning we pay more in gasoline taxes in transpor-
tation trust fund than we receive in return for transportation infra-
structure project. In fact, Alabama has only got approximately 78
cents on the dollar since 1991.

The lack of a sound surface transportation infrastructure is
harming our ability to compete with other areas in the Southeast.
Congress has already responded with the largest funding for sur-
face transportation in history last year with $23.3 billion which is
up from $20.9 billion the previous year and more than $1 billion
over the President’'s request. And | pledge to continue to build on
this progress this year.

Certainly the Alabama congressional delegation has been work-
ing together to ensure that this does not happen again with the re-
authorization. Thankfully we are in a much better position this
time around with members of the Alabama delegation being on key
committees.

The No. 1 concern of the delegation is to ensure that Alabama
does not receive the short end of the stick on the overall amount
of funding that comes from the Federal Government. Certainly as
you're well aware, the Senate, last week, passed a 6-year reauthor-
ization of ISTEA and the House will shortly do the same. What is
important to know is that all competing long-term reauthorizations
are better for Alabama than the current law.

A central issue to ISTEA debate is specific funding category for
the Appalachian development highway system. Historically, the
main problem for the Appalachian development highway system,
which includes Corridor X, has been a stable, dedicated source of
funding.

Since the Appalachian development highway system is not part
of the Interstate Highway System, it is hard to rely on an annual
appropriations process. This is why, in some years, Alabama has
had significant levels of funding and other years it received very
small amounts. This makes it very difficult for long-term planning
and it is part of the reason that the Appalachian development high-
way system is only 78 percent completed while the Interstate High-
way System is 99 percent completed.
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The House, the Senate, and the President have all decided to in-
clude a specific funding category for the Appalachian development
highway system. The real battle seems to be what level of funding
will be secured in the final version of the bill. The President’s pro-
posal includes $2.1 billion over 6 years for the Appalachian devel-
opment highway system, the House proposal includes $2.5 billion
and the Senate’s proposal has $2.2 billion for the Appalachian de-
velopment highway system.

The funds for the Appalachian development highway system are
disbursed by a funding formula based solely on the costs to com-
plete the entire system of which Corridor X is one part. Alabama'’s
share is 11 percent so under the competing bills, we will receive
over $200 million before the State match from the highway trust
fund. This figure does not take into account the appropriations
process, and as | mentioned earlier, and has been mentioned, we
worked together last year to secure $45 million in the Transpor-
tation appropriation bill last year. Each year we will be in a posi-
tion to steer additional funds to Corridor X on top of the authorized
funding from the highway trust fund.

I have discussed the process to complete Corridor X up in Wash-
ington because | know everyone here understands what is impor-
tant to complete this project. There are two very consequential rea-
sons why the highway must be completed now. The first is eco-
nomic development for northwest Alabama, and certainly, the sec-
ond, which is certainly just as important and, in my opinion, more
important, is safety.

It is unacceptable omission that there is no Interstate Highway
from Memphis to Birmingham. This makes it more costly for busi-
nesses in Birmingham but also has slowed economic growth in
northwest Alabama. If you look at a map of Alabama, the counties
that are experiencing surging economic activity are generally those
with an Interstate Highway running through them. Many of the
counties in northwest Alabama will be able to create more jobs
when Corridor X is completed.

In addition, more businesses will be willing to locate along Cor-
ridor X in northwest Alabama because the transportation infra-
structure is sound.

An equally compelling reason to complete Corridor X is safety
concerns. The current two-lane route on U.S. 78 is one of the most
dangerous highways in the Nation. In Marion and Walker Coun-
ties, we have averaged one death per month over the past 50
months. This simply must change and it will do so when Corridor
X is completed. U.S. 78 was designed and built more than 50 years
ago when traffic patterns were significantly lower.

In addition, the decades of wear and tear have taken their toll
that have resulted in hundreds of traffic fatalities. Completion of
Corridor X will be a win-win situation for commuters and busi-
nesses. And I'm pleased that the people in Birmingham have linked
hands with the people of northwest Alabama to see Corridor X
come to fruition. Working together, | believe that we can ensure
our transportation infrastructure is ready to take us into the 21st
century.



6

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Congressman Aderholt. We will in-
sert your complete statement in the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT

Thank you for having me here today and allowing me to speak on the importance
of Corridor X. A tremendous amount of progress has been made toward the eventual
completion of this project in the past year in Washington and | look forward to the
first day when Corridor X is opened.

When | was elected to Congress in 1996, Corridor X was my number one priority.
Working with the Alabama Congressional Delegation, the State Department of
Transportation, local elected officials and interested citizens in North Alabama, we
were able to secure the largest general fund appropriation in history—$45 million
for the current fiscal year before the state match. Working together we were able
to get this done and it is something we can all be proud of. However, that was just
a good first step toward the completion of Corridor X.

This year will prove to be the crucial year when a sense of fairness was restored
to Alabama for transportation funding and the necessary resources to complete Cor-
ridor X were secured. Along with the annual appropriations process, this year Con-
gress will reauthorize the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA).

Congress last reauthorized the ISTEA legislation in 1991. Unfortunately, Ala-
bama did not fare well in that legislation. Alabama is a “donor state” meaning we
pay more in gasoline taxes to the transportation trust funds than we receive in re-
turn for transportation infrastructure projects. In fact, Alabama has only gotten 78
cents on the dollar since 1991.

The lack of a sound surface transportation infrastructure is harming our ability
to compete with other areas in the Southeast. Congress has already responded with
the largest funding for surface transportation in history last year, $23.3 billion
which is up from $20.9 billion the previous year and more than $1 billion over the
President’s request. | pledge to continue to build on this progress this year.

The Alabama Congressional Delegation has been working together to ensure this
does not happen again with the reauthorization. Thankfully, we are in a much bet-
ter position this time around, with Members on the key committees.

For example, in the Senate, Senator Shelby is the Chairman of the Transportation
Appropriations Subcommittee which actually appropriates funding for the various
transportation projects. Senator Sessions is on the Environment and Public Works
Committee which has prime jurisdiction over the reauthorization of ISTEA.

In the House, Congressman Bachus is a member of the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee and the Subcommittee on Surface Transportation which has
prime jurisdiction over the reauthorization of ISTEA. Congressman Callahan, Con-
gressman Cramer and | are members of the House Transportation Appropriations
Subcommittee which appropriates funding for the transportation projects.

The number one concern of the delegation is to ensure Alabama does not receive
the short end of the stick on the overall amount of funding that comes from the Fed-
eral government.

Last week the Senate passed a six-year reauthorization of ISTEA and the House
will shortly do the same. What is important to note is that all competing long term
reauthorizations are better for Alabama than current law.

The debate for us is moving in the right direction. The central question has been
answered. The State of Alabama will receive far more favorable treatment this time
around. The real issue is how much more will Alabama receive as compared with
current law.

A central issue in the ISTEA debate is a specific funding category for the Appa-
lachian Development Highway System. Historically, the main problem for the Appa-
lachian Development Highway System which includes Corridor X has been a stable
dedicated source of funding. Since the Appalachian Development Highway System
is not part of the Interstate Highway System, it has had to rely on the annual ap-
propriations process. This is why in some years Alabama has seen significant levels
of funding and other years it received very small amounts. This is why in some
years Alabama has seen significant levels of funding and other years it received
very small amounts. This makes it very difficult for long term planning and is part
of the reason that the Appalachian Development Highway System is only 78 percent
completed and the Interstate Highway System is 99 percent completed.
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The House, the Senate and the President have all decided to include a specific
funding category for the Appalachian Development Highway System. The real battle
seems to be what level of funding will be secured in the final version of the bill.
The President’s proposal (NEXTEA) includes $2.1 billion over six years for the
ADHS, the House’s proposal (BESTEA) includes $2.5 billion for the ADHS, and the
Senate’s proposal has $2.2 billion for the ADHS.

The funds for the Appalachian Development Highway System are disbursed by a
funding formula based solely on the cost to complete the entire system of which Cor-
ridor X is one part. Alabama’s share is 11 percent so under the competing bills we
will receive over $200 million before the state match from the highway trust funds.

This figure does not take into account the appropriations process. As | mentioned
earlier, Senator Shelby and | were able to secure $45 million this year in the Trans-
portation Appropriations bill. Each year we will be in a position to steer additional
funds to Corridor X on top of the authorized funding from the highway trust fund.

| have discussed the process to complete Corridor X up in Washington because
I know everyone here understands why it is important to complete this project.
There are two very consequential reasons why this highway must be completed now.
The first is economic development for North West Alabama and the second is safety.

It is an unacceptable omission that there is no Interstate Highway from Memphis
to Birmingham. This makes it more costly for businesses in Birmingham but it also
has slowed economic growth in North West Alabama. If you look at a map of Ala-
bama, the counties that are experiencing surging economic activity are generally
those with an Interstate Highway running through them. Many of the counties in
North West Alabama will be able to create more jobs when Corridor X is completed.
In addition, more businesses will be willing to locate along Corridor X in North
West Alabama because the transportation infrastructure is sound.

An equally compelling reason to complete Corridor X is safety concerns. The cur-
rent two lane route on US 78 is one of the most dangerous highways in the nation.
In Marion and Walker Counties we have averaged one death per month for over
50 consecutive months. This simply must change and will do so when Corridor X
is completed. US 78 was designed and built more than fifty years ago when traffic
patterns were significantly lower. In addition, decades of wear and tear have taken
their toll and have resulted in hundreds of traffic fatalities.

Completion of Corridor X will be a win-win situation for commuters and busi-
nesses. I am pleased that the people in Birmingham have linked hands with the
people in North West Alabama to see Corridor X come to fruition. Working together
we will ensure our transportation infrastructure is ready to take us into the 21st
century.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE BACHUS

Senator SHELBY. Congressman Bachus.

Mr. BAacHus. Thank you, Senator Shelby.

First of all, I want to thank you on behalf of everyone in the Bir-
mingham area for your strong, strong emphasis on the corridor act
and for the funding that you have been able to direct toward this
project.

I have been asked to address project status and also funding
issues. First of all, 1 think there has been a growing recognition on
the part of the Birmingham community and of north Alabama for
the need for this road. | would like to commend the chamber of
commerce, | would like to commend Congressman Aderholt. He has
made this his No. 1 project. And I think anytime you get a Con-
gressman who takes on one project and concentrates on it, you see
an effect. And | think that his efforts, really daily efforts, have re-
sulted in a lot more emphasis on this project because it actually
has a voice that can be identified, and that voice is Robert Aderholt
in the House.

With you as chairman of the Transportation and Appropriations
Committee, |1 do not know that people in this room realize the sig-
nificance of that, but if you wanted to put someone on any commit-
tee that would have more ability to influence funding for this
project, it would be transportation chairman, Senate Appropria-
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tions Committee, and we just happen to have Richard Shelby as
the chairman of that subcommittee.

Senator SHELBY. | thank you.

Mr. BacHus. | will say this, | think because of, not only chamber
of commerce but a group of mayors all along the route pushing very
hard for this project, informing us about the importance for their
communities, it has grown really to where it is, in the Southeast,
one of the top priorities of the Surface Transportation Committee
on which I sit. And I think | have very good news for the commu-
nity, for north Alabama, today, as far as the status of the ISTEA
bill, the House of Representatives will increase funding, if the
House bill—the Senate and the House bill are very similar, and 1|
want to commend you and Senator——

Senator SHELBY. Congressman, | think they would be interested
in your expanding your remarks on ISTEA right here today.

Mr. BacHus. What we have is, Alabama has been receiving about
$335 million for highways from the Federal Government. Under
the new ISTEA bill, it will receive something in the neighborhood
of $555 million, so you're talking about a 65-percent increase in
funding.

In addition to that, prior to this year, there was no funding for
Appalachian highways. The Energy and Commerce Committee
funded the Appalachian Regional Commission and they have dedi-
cated about $10 million—now this is in addition to the ISTEA high-
way money, they have committed about $10 million through En-
ergy and Commerce a year, prior to this year when you and Con-
gressman Aderholt increased the funding level about fourfold.

Under the new Appalachian regional funding mechanism, and
Congressman Aderholt mentioned that our share, there is a big—
for the first time, there is a separate category for highways. It is
a several-billion-dollar category, and Alabama’s share will go from
8 to 11 percent of Appalachian regional money. And what that
means, bottom line, is that for Corridor X and Corridor Y—I think
it is Corridor Y—Corridor V across Alabama, there will be about
$40 million—and this figure could change in the next few weeks,
but will be somewhere between $40 and $44 million for those
projects alone, per year.

Senator SHELBY. In addition to everything else.

Mr. BAacHus. In addition to the—first of all, we go from $335 to
$555 million in highway money under ISTEA. In addition, we have
an earmark for Corridor X and Corridor V of over $40 million a
year.

Compare that with the present spending levels of about $10 mil-
lion a year and you see that, in Federal money, we're dedicating
four to five times as much as we have been.

The Surface Transportation Committee estimates that about 62
percent of that money ought to go to Corridor X because Corridor
V is further toward completion. Now Mr. Vaughn could speak to
this probably a little better and give you the completion ratio. But
bottom line, we will—the Senate has passed its ISTEA Bill. The
House Surface Transportation Committee, on March 24, which is
very close to today, March 24, we hope to report a bill out and have
it pass the House before April 1. It will then go to a conference.
But Alabama will get basically a bigger pie—I mean, there will be
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a bigger pie for all the States and Alabama will get a bigger slice
of the pie.

Now, as far as the impact of this project on the State of Alabama,
the Surface Transportation Committee believes that this project,
more than any other, will benefit metropolitan Birmingham—uwill
benefit north Alabama and northwest Alabama. It is one of metro-
politan Birmingham'’s two missing links; one to the Midwest, the
other to Florida and south Georgia and panhandle of Florida. The
other transportation need for the City of Birmingham is actually a
project that is not even in Birmingham but will be an upgrading
of the road between Montgomery and Dothan to tie into 1-10,
which will have an economic benefit for Birmingham.

We also—the third project for Birmingham that is basically on
a—I think a must-do basis, is the northern beltline.

Senator SHELBY. Absolutely.

Mr. BacHus. That will have probably more impact on commuters
and on the economic development here in Birmingham. That
project, because we are increasing total spending by 67 percent of
moneys given to the State, and those moneys are not dedicated to
any one project, so the State of Alabama will be free to direct as
little or as much as they want to to the northern beltline and to
Corridor X, in addition to these $40 to $50 million that both the
authorization committee and the Appropriations Committee have
targeted for these projects.

I will say that, as much as you talk about the economic benefit,
and our whole second panel is going to talk about economic benefit.
The chamber has done a lot of work there, | would simply say that
what you're doing is you're linking the Southeast and the Midwest
which have more potential for growth than any other sectors, any
other regions in the country. You're linking them with an inter-
state highway which they presently do not have.

Other than the economic benefits, and for first time, I'll read part
of my written statement because | think this probably says it best:

But even more importantly, Corridor X is needed to improve safety. It seems that
every week we lose another Alabamian on the dangerous stretch of road that is now
U.S. 78. The completion of Corridor X will mean a safer commute and community,

not only for our residents along the road, but for others traveling between Alabama
and the Midwest.

Finally, I would like to compliment you, Senator Shelby and Sen-
ator Sessions. In the House of Representatives we added a Univer-
sity of Alabama Transportation Center.

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Mr. BacHus. | was pleased last week to see that the Senate has
also added $3.6 million—and we do not know exactly how much
this will be, but approximately or potentially $3.6 million over the
next 6 years for the University of Alabama at Birmingham, Tusca-
loosa, and Huntsville to study the transportation needs of our
State.

We talk about multimillion-dollar projects, but I am as excited
about our future leaders, our present students being involved in
our universities and in planning our transportation future based on
our transportation needs. | think that any time you direct money
toward planning, you do it in a scientific, scholarly way, you save
a lot of money and you get a much better system.



10

So with that, I'll close just by simply saying, Senator Shelby, I
think you having this hearing here today, one of the few hearings
nationwide, by the Appropriations Committee, shows not only—
you've already shown by the appropriations you've put behind this
project but also by being here today will make my job in the Sur-
face Transportation Committee—this hearing today is going to
make it a lot more to my advantage in gaining additional funds.

INFRASTRUCTURE IMPORTANCE TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Congressman.

I just want to make an observation or two. One, Senator Sessions
is not present, but Congressman Bachus alluded to what happened
in the Senate last week as far as ISTEA, the reauthorization bill.
Senator Sessions serves on that committee, a very important com-
mittee which is counterpart to what Congressman Bachus serves
on in the House.

Congressman Aderholt and | do not serve on the authorizing
committee, we serve on the Appropriations. So we have a good bal-
ance, | believe, for Alabama.

A lot of you are here because you realize how important infra-
structure is for economic development, for safety, and so forth. | be-
lieve that, if you look back, Corridor X should have been finished
10, 12 years, 15 years ago, and perhaps we did not have the clout,
honestly, but we've got the positions now, in Alabama. In the
House, with Congressman Bachus, Congressman Aderholt, Con-
gressman Callahan, and in the Senate, and we’re going to do it.

I see Mary Buckelew here, and there are a lot of officials, may-
ors, and councilmen from all over, but she is the chairperson of the
Jefferson County Commission. We've talked about something we're
not holding a hearing on today but Congressman Bachus brought
up, and that is the northern beltline. The northern beltline. |
would—I think after this, down the road, we should have a hearing
focusing only on the northern beltline.

Everybody here in Jefferson County that drives through Jeffer-
son County knows what 459 has meant. Can you imagine what the
extension around tying on to 459 south of Bessemer and tying on
up into northern Jefferson County will mean to the development of
Jefferson County, especially west Jefferson County. It will be like
daylight and dark. And we're going to do that. I know Spencer, you
alluded to it, and that is very important to you, but it is important
to all of us. It is important to economic development and | appre-
ciate that.

| appreciate both of you appearing here today. Congressman
Bachus is my Congressman from Tuscaloosa, in my district, and |
remind him that when | want to get his attention, you know, | say,
look, we vote for you. You know, he likes that. [Laughter.]

He says, keep voting for me.

But you understand what this hearing is about: Corridor X and
how it ties in with the system of highways in Alabama. You serve
on the committee dealing with ISTEA in the House. This is a his-
toric authorization bill that you're moving in the House.

What is the timetable, what do you think? I know you cannot say
exactly because nobody has an exact clock, an exact science in
Washington.



11

Mr. BacHus. Well, we had a breakthrough in the Senate, really,
not in the House. | wish | could come here and say that the House
of Representatives had had a breakthrough last week.

Senator SHELBY. We had the breakthrough, but you all will come
back now.

Mr. BAcHus. That is right.

And what that breakthrough was, though, that the—was that the
4.3 cents which——

Senator SHELBY. Explain that to the people here if you would.

Mr. BacHus. Over the past 40 years, we've had a Congress which
I think we all realize has increased spending and gone into deficit
spending, sometimes called the tax-and-spend Congress. And what
it did is, of the gas tax which were dedicated to roads, they di-
verted 4.3 cents to the general fund for other projects.

Senator SHELBY. And by 4.3 cents, that is——

Mr. BacHus. Out of each gallon.

Senator SHELBY. You're talking about billions of dollars down the
road, aren't you?

Mr. BacHus. Talking about billions of dollars. You're basically
talking about about 45 cents in taxes, of gas taxes for every gallon
of gasoline. And they took about 10 percent of that. That is where
the figure came from and they took about 10 percent of it and di-
verted it into the general fund. You have consistently voted against
that, I've noticed, and——

Senator SHELBY. Against putting it in the general fund, but to
use it for the intended purpose, right?

Mr. BacHus. And the intended purpose is for roads. So that
makes an $80 billion difference.

So when we go from our total appropriation of about one-half the
increase, little less than one-half is just from the effort of you and
I and Congressman Aderholt, and really | think the Alabama dele-
gation, with perhaps some exception, voted to dedicate to highways.

Also Alabama is getting—as | said, they're getting a bigger share
of the pie, so the Senate was able to get the votes to redirect that
money toward highways. And so the House Surface Transportation
Committee will report out a bill, our goal is by March 24, as | said.
We hope to get it to the floor and | think will get it to the floor
before April 1. I think it will probably be a 1- or 2-day process on
the floor of the House. Then it will go into a conference. And we
ought to have a new highway bill before May 1.

What the State of Alabama needs to do, as you and | know, we
are giving them the contract authority for 555 million dollars’
worth of spending.

Senator SHELBY. That is a lot of jobs and a lot of planning.

Mr. BAcHuUS. Yes; this year they had contract authority for about
$340 million. | believe they let about $325 million of that. They will
need to be prepared to let those contracts and to start moving dirt.
I think that to a certain extent, they've—there has been a lot of
money spent on consultants. I do not think that is necessary on
this project. The design work is complete, the route has been cho-
sen. What we need is to move dirt and lay concrete.

Senator SHELBY. And fast.

Mr. BAacHus. That is right. They can direct—they will have $220
million more a year for all their projects. In addition, they will
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have $44 million, somewhere between $40 and $44 million specifi-
cally for these two projects. I would urge the State, as soon as that
bill is passed, on or before May 1, to be in a position to let con-
tracts.

Senator SHELBY. I'm not in the State legislature, |1 spent some
time as a State senator, but I—since I'm in Jefferson County, | be-
lieve that the people of Jefferson County ought to be treated equi-
tably when it comes to building and finishing their roads and their
highways because they pay in more to the highway fund in Ala-
bama than any other county. And they have not always gotten back
what they paid in, and a lot of you have raised this with me. |
think you've got to raise that with the Governor, with your State
House delegation, with your State Senate delegation. But it ought
to be that way because this area is very important. Congressman
Aderholt—

Mr. BacHus. In fact, we've got two things that have hurt us.
There has—the money has not been directed back to Jefferson
County and Commissioner Gary White, | think, was the first per-
son that actually did an extensive study on that, and | think has
done a good job on——

Senator SHELBY. He is a good commissioner, outstanding.

Mr. BacHus. He has done an outstanding job on letting people
in Jefferson County know that they have not been getting back
from the State nearly their fair share.

We also—if you look at the funding, north Alabama has not got-
ten its fair share. So it has been a combination of those two factors.
And | think we need to insist on equity. We now have equity from
the Federal level and | want to stress—you know this and I know
this, but very little of this—now Corridor X and Corridor V will
have committed funds, but this $550 million a year is
unearmarked. The Governor’s association——

Senator SHELBY. And | trust it will not be squandered, don’t you?

Mr. BacHus. Yes; and that will be—you do not come to Washing-
ton to determine what projects will be built and which will not, you
go to Montgomery to make those determinations, and that as we
think it should be.

And so | hope people realize that——

Senator SHELBY. | do, too.

Mr. BAcHuUs. That we're not earmarking——

Senator SHELBY. Well, | appreciate your remarks. We under-
stand.

Congressman Aderholt, 1 want to ask you one question. In your
opinion, what is the most important reason for Corridor X to be fin-
ished and how soon——

Mr. AberHoLT. Right. Well, first of all, | think safety has to be
the most compelling reason to complete Corridor X. Economic
growth, as you know, is normally the central reason to upgrade
transportation infrastructure and certainly that is an important as-
pect here.

But really, in looking at U.S. Highway 78, as it currently exists,
and the completion of Corridor X, the lives that have already been
lost will continue to be lost until Corridor X is completed and really
the human cost cannot be—the cost there cannot be tabulated and
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the dollar amounts pale in comparison to the lives of loved ones
that have been lost in northwest Alabama.

But that is not to downplay that the economic growth is very
central, and | think to overlook that, certainly, would be a mistake.
But | have received a number of newspaper stories and photo-
graphs from constituents to illustrate the need to complete Cor-
ridor X and, as | mentioned earlier in my opening statement, |
think for the last 50 months, there has been an average of one life
per month that has been lost on Highway 78, just in the Walker
and Marion County area.

Senator SHELBY. At this point, can we get Mr. Jesse White, who
is the Federal cochairman, Appalachian Regional Commission, Mr.
Don Vaughn, assistant transportation director, if you gentlemen
would come up, | wanted to get the Congressmen’s remarks first.

Your written statements will be made part of the record, if you
would. Mr. White, since you're a very important player in this,
since you represent the Appalachian Regional Council, the people
here in the room would be very interested in your overview: where
are we going, how soon we can get there, and where we are today.

You might want to bring that microphone up close to you, other-
wise they will not be able to hear you.

STATEMENT OF JESSE L. WHITE, JR.

Mr. WHITE. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. First of
all, let me commend you on bringing a hearing out into the Appa-
lachian region. We have started a practice of trying to take at least
one of our Commission meetings out into the region every year, |
think it is good for our people to be able to join us.

Let me thank you personally for your strong support for the ARC
and that of the two Congressmen who joined me at the table, as
well as, really, the entire Alabama delegation. Those Congressmen
from Appalachia and Alabama, and | believe the whole Alabama
delegation has consistently supported——

Senator SHELBY. Would you tell the audience, just to remind
them, where Appalachian area begins, as far as your group is con-
cerned? Just delineate it if you could.

Mr. WHITE. My first day on the job, which was a little over 4
years ago, | was meeting with the staff and looking at the map,
and | asked them, | said, is Appalachia defined by God or by Con-
gress. And they said, young man, you must be new to Washington,
there is no difference.

Senator SHELBY. Oh, there is no difference.

Mr. WHITE. So it is geologically pretty pure. It runs along the
spine of the mountain chain, and it starts in southern New York,
comes down the mountain chain and includes, you know, what we
think of as Central—

Senator SHELBY. You are referring to the map on the left now?

Mr. WHITE. Map on the left, that is the Appalachian region.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. We are 399 counties in all of West Virginia and parts
of 12 other States, and that includes New York, parts of New York,
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Maryland, then western North Carolina, west-
ern South Carolina, southwestern Virginia, parts of Tennessee,
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north Georgia, and then we swing, of course, across the South and
get north Alabama and north Mississippi.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. One thing that is very unique about the ARC, we are
unique in Washington in the sense that we are a true Federal/
State partnership. The Commission consists of a Federal represent-
ative appointed by the President, and | sit with the 13 Governors.
And the interesting thing about it is, Congress gave us each one
vote. I'm the only Federal official that does not have the final au-
thority to spend money or issue regulations, | have to get the Gov-
ernors to go along with me, the Governors have to get me to go
along with them, so it is really a joint policymaking model that is
about 30 years ahead of its time.

Our origins go back to when John Kennedy was campaigning for
President in West Virginia in 1959 and was stunned at the poverty
he saw. Said he would do something about it, if elected, and ap-
pointed, once he was elected, what was called the President's Appa-
lachian Regional Commission [PARC], the PARC Commission.

It issued its report to President Johnson after Kennedy was as-
sassinated and Johnson pushed through the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965.

It is interesting, the opening sentence of the PARC Report says,
the following, it is kind of a haunting sentence. It says, “We find
that Appalachia is a region apart, both geographically and statis-
tically.” And it went ahead to paint a picture of a region that had
really been left out of the mainstream of the American economy.

And the first and foremost reason for that was its geographical
isolation. And one of its first findings was that, right next to this
huge population corridor going up and down the east coast and
along the gulf coast, stood this area that had been left out of the
Interstate System.

Senator SHELBY. Isolated.

Mr. WHITE. Isolated. And this report said, until this region is
connected to the mainstream of the American economy, it will
never be able to participate.

And so Congress authorized what has become a 3,025-mile high-
way system designed to connect us to the interstate grid, and that
is really the heart of the work that the ARC does.

In addition, the Congress found that highways were the first and
most important condition of economic growth, but not the only one,
and so it authorized us to work in what we call our area develop-
ment program, which our local development districts worked with
us on, and that is everything in terms of industrial parks, edu-
cation and training, water and sewer, the basic elements of commu-
nity and economic development that you have to have to capitalize
on your highways.

And so we have a full gamut of economic development programs,
about two-thirds of the money that Congress has given us in the
history of the ARC has gone to building our highway system. It is
now about 79 percent complete, and | believe as Congressman
Aderholt said, the interstate is 99 percent complete, so we're a lit-
tle behind.

We have always been funded, our highways have basically al-
ways been funded out of the general fund, and what is historic this



15

year, as the Congressmen have pointed out, and as have you, Sen-
ator, is that for the first time in history, the President and both
Houses of Congress are now committed to funding our roads out of
the trust fund. This is a huge development, because we've been
able to get only about $100 million a year divided by 13 States to
build our roads. And now we're looking at something like $2.2——

Senator SHELBY. We did better last year, didn't we?

Mr. WHITE. Well, I'm going to come to that.

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead.

Mr. WHITE. But now we're looking at $2.2 to $2.5 billion out of
the trust fund.

Last year, thanks a lot to you and Senator Byrd in the Senate
and our colleagues in the House, we had a banner year. In fact, the
ARC had the highest appropriations level last year in our history.
In our regular appropriations, we went into conference with $160
million from both Houses and came out with $170 million. So that
was pretty good. And then we had this special $300 million ear-
mark for our highway system.

So we want to thank you very much for your leadership. | think
the actions that the Congress took last year sort of catapulted us
to this position where we now have consensus on really making a
substantial investment in completing the system. So not only on
behalf of Alabamians, but on behalf of the 22 million people that
live in the Appalachian region, 1 would like to thank you.

The way our system works, Mr. Chairman, is Congress has au-
thorized 3,025 miles for our highway system that you see on the
map on the left. The Commission then establishes what the cor-
ridors are, and they are not numbers, they are letters. We go from
A to X. We are talking about two of the corridors here in Alabama.
X was actually one of the last ones added to our system, | think
it was added in the midseventies, if memory serves correctly.

Of our entire system, 2,259 miles now are open, 117 miles are
under construction, which is about a 79-percent completion rate as
has been mentioned. The bad news is that the last 21 percent will
cost more than the first 79 percent because we're going through
some of the toughest terrain and because, obviously, prices have es-
calated. It would have been cheaper if we had gone ahead and fin-
ished this sooner.

But now we are looking at a price tag of about $8.5 billion for
the system, the Federal share of $6.8 billion. There is already some
money in the pipeline, the remaining Federal cost is about $6.2 bil-
lion. So as you can see, this proposal and NEXTEA is really an in-
vestment to finish at least one-third of the system in the next 6
years. So that is just tremendous news.

Congress allocates this money to the Commission. | sit down
with the Governors once a year in this power-sharing arrangement
I mentioned, and we vote an allocation to the States. And that allo-
cation is based on the cost to complete. In other words, Alabama’s
part of the cost of complete as a percentage of the whole, deter-
mines what Alabama gets, and that is, as has been mentioned, that
is about 11.1 percent.

In terms of the two corridors in Alabama, X and V, there are
about 231 miles in these two corridors eligible for funding, about
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125 miles of that are open, about 40 miles are being built, 66 miles
are left remaining.

In terms of V, which is the road that runs down from Tennessee
through Huntsville, that is a 145-mile corridor.

Senator SHELBY. Does that tie on through Chattanooga?

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir; | believe it does.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. 100 miles are now open, 23 miles are under construc-
tion, so you have got about an 85 percent completion effort on V.

In terms of X, it is 95 miles authorized, 26 miles are open, 17
miles are under construction so we only have about a 45-percent
completion.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. White, | know this is not on scale—it was
done by my staff—but does this give you a rough idea of where we
are as far as, you see, starting over in Mississippi in the blue, the
deep blue, coming into Alabama where——

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir; that is——

Senator SHELBY. And then the red would be what is not finished
coming into Birmingham, is that correct?

Mr. WHITE. Right. That is largely an accurate scale.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. WHITE. | myself will be driving that corridor this afternoon.
I grew up in Mississippi, | have driven it before, so | have a per-
sonal passion for seeing it completed. 1 am looking forward to the
beautiful countryside of Alabama, | am not looking forward to parts
of the road that | will have to travel this afternoon. I am going to
Ole’ Miss, my alma mater tonight, where the President's Commis-
sion on Race is meeting, and that will be quite an emotional meet-
ing for me because | was a freshman at Ole’ Miss in the Meredith
year. So that will be quite an event.

So there is no question that this corridor needs to be completed,
Mr. Chairman. The economic benefits are obvious, the safety needs
have been mentioned. We are currently undertaking a comprehen-
sive study of the economic impact of our corridors, we will be shar-
ing that with you as it is completed this year. And we are also un-
dertaking a study of the safety impacts of our corridors. We will
also be sharing that with you, and 1 look forward to working with
you and our colleagues on the Hill, the entire delegation from Ala-
bama, in finishing our work.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. White. We have your written
statement and it will be made part of the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JESSE L. WHITE, JR.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to be here in Alabama on behalf of the Clinton Ad-
ministration to talk about the importance of completing the Appalachian Develop-
ment Highway System (ADHS). Today, more than 30 years after the first spadeful
of dirt was turned on the ADHS, only 79 percent of the system is open or under
construction. This Administration believes strongly that it is in the national interest
to accelerate the day when Appalachia will be fully served by a system of modern
highways. We are pleased to join with your Subcommittee in working toward this
goal.

This Subcommittee’s strong support this past year for the Appalachian Regional
Commission and its highway program has helped give us the largest highway fund-
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ing level in the Commission’s history. Mr. Chairman, thanks to you, Senator Byrd,
and other key Members of Congress, we are now able to make substantial progress
toward completing this critical highway system—and honoring the commitment that
the nation made to our region over three decades ago that we would have a network
of modern highways that could provide the engine for economic growth in small
communities all across Appalachia. On behalf of our governors and our small towns
and communities, | say a heartfelt thanks.

There is no single item more crucial to the economic development of Appalachia
than completion of the Appalachian Development Highway System. This highway
system is the cornerstone of the Commission’s plan to develop the region, criss-
crossing Appalachia and linking the region to the national interstate highway sys-
tem. From its inception—now almost 33 years ago—the ARC highway system has
been designed to be an instrument of economic development, first, by improving
commerce and transportation within the region, and second, by opening the region
to the rest of the nation and linking it to national and international markets.

BACKGROUND

A modern system of highways is a critical response to Appalachia’s isolation—a
product of treacherous terrain, narrow winding roads, and low travel speeds. That
isolation itself accounts for much of the region’s relative economic stagnation. Be-
cause of high construction costs and low traffic counts, the interstate highway sys-
tem had largely bypassed Appalachia, leaving vast areas of the region cut off from
the mainstream of American economic life. Moreover, the poor condition of the roads
that did exist within Appalachia made driving hazardous and discouraged commerce
and economic development.

Congress expressly authorized a regional highway system based not on traffic
counts but on its development potential—its ability to open up the region, connect-
ing communities and workers to broader markets and fostering the prosperity that
flows from this expanded commerce. Corridors were chosen to close the gap between
key markets on either side of Appalachia that were not linked by the interstate sys-
tem to the region.

The old system of roads—characterized by low travel speeds, long travel distances,
poor design standards, and unsafe conditions—made the delivery of basic services
difficult, expensive, and occasionally impossible, further impeding the region’s op-
portunity for growth. Without an effective system of highways, adequate health
care, for example, would be unavailable to literally thousands of Appalachian citi-
zens, and children would have to travel hours on dangerous winding roads to school.

Thus those wise men and women who guided the creation of ARC in the 1960's
declared that highways were an essential condition for the region’s future growth.
In the intervening years, their wisdom has been vindicated. Today the economic im-
petus to complete the system has never been more compelling. In today's global
marketplace, a modern system of highways is a critical first step in fostering eco-
nomic growth and enabling Appalachia to become a net contributor to the national
economy.

STATUS

Congress has authorized 3,025 miles for the Appalachian Development Highway
System. The Commission has established 26 highway corridors, with each of the re-
gion’s 13 states being served by at least one corridor. To date 2,259 miles of the
system are open to traffic, with another 117 miles under construction. The good
news is that 79 percent of the system is open or under construction. The bad news
is that the remaining 649 miles are some of the most difficult and expensive to
build.

Last year ARC concluded a study of the cost to complete the system. The esti-
mated total cost, as of September 30, 1996, was $8.5 billion, with the federal share
of that cost estimated at $6.8 billion. After deducting federal funds that were avail-
able for use in fiscal year 1997, the federal share was estimated at $6.2 billion.

The highways are planned, designed and constructed by the individual state high-
way agencies using funds made available from several Federal sources including ap-
propriations to the ARC and funds from the 1991 ISTEA and other appropriations,
such as the special appropriation your Subcommittee provided for fiscal year 1998.
The sequencing of the building of corridors within a state is the prerogative of each
respective governor.

The Commission allocates funds among our states based essentially on each
state’s relative share of the cost to complete the entire system. At lower appropria-
tions levels, we do provide a floor and a ceiling, in order to provide a bit more equity
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among the states. According to our latest cost-to-complete study, Alabama’s share
is 11.1 percent.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The economic benefits of highway improvements are remarkable. A recent Depart-
ment of Transportation report showed that historically almost 30 percent of the na-
tion’s growth in the rate of productivity can be attributed to highway improvements.
The major performance measures of the Appalachian Development Highway System
are the travel efficiencies and the regional economic development which the ADHS
has spurred. Even though the entire system is only three-quarters complete, studies
have found that the ADHS has significantly improved travel efficiencies and meas-
urably boosted employment, income and population growth in the region, while en-
hancing safety and reducing the costs and difficulty of extending health, education,
and other critical services to the region.

A 1993 study for the National Science Foundation, which examined 27 years of
Appalachian regional development, found that economic growth in the region was
greatest in those counties with ADHS corridors. Those 110 counties with ARC high-
ways grew 69 percentage points faster in income, 6 percent faster in population
growth and 49 percentage points faster in earnings than did counties with similar
socioeconomic characteristics outside the region.

Last year ARC launched a major study of the economic impact of our highway
system. The study—which is a comprehensive analysis of segments of 12 ADHS cor-
ridors that are 75 percent or more complete—will look at safety benefits, reduced
travel times, reduced vehicle operating costs resulting from the completion of the
segments, and, most importantly, the job creation that has occurred as a con-
sequence of our highways. The study is being conducted under a contract with Wil-
bur Smith Associates, a firm nationally recognized for its feasibility studies and so-
phisticated econometric analysis. We are now reviewing the preliminary data from
the study and expect to have a full report available later in the spring. We will cer-
tainly share those results with you when they become available. I am confident that
those data will tell a compelling story of how the ADHS is transforming the eco-
nomic landscape of Appalachia.

At the request of your committee, we are also conducting a study of the impact
that the completed ADHS corridors will have on safety. Based on information pro-
vided by state highway agencies, this study, which the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration is conducting for us, will compare accident data from completed sections of
the ADHS with data from accidents on unbuilt segments of the ADHS. The analysis
of the information is expected to show a significant reduction in accidents attrib-
utable to the highway improvements on the corridors under the ADHS program.
This report is expected to be completed in May, and we will share it with you just
as soon as it becomes available.

Mr. Chairman, these studies can quantify the impact of the ADHS, but they fail
to capture the human dimension of these highways. A year and a half ago then-
Highway Administrator Rodney Slater and | spent three days traveling the ADHS
in four states—the first time in history that the ARC Federal Co-Chairman and the
Federal Highway Administrator had jointly examined our system. Along the route
of the proposed Corridor G in West Virginia, we cautiously—and nervously—navi-
gated a winding two-lane U.S. highway, coming to an abrupt stop at a railroad
crossing a couple of miles from our scheduled lunch engagement in Williamson,
West Virginia. We waited almost 15 minutes as two long coal trains passed in front
of us. For us it was only a minor inconvenience—we were just a few minutes late
for lunch. But what if there had been an ambulance rushing a pregnant mother to
the hospital? Or a farmer needing immediate medical assistance? And imagine the
competitive disadvantage these kinds of inefficient and unscheduled delays cause
local companies in this area.

ADHS IN ALABAMA

As you are aware, Alabama’s portion of the system includes two corridors, X and
V, totaling 242.7 miles. Both of these corridors will provide east-west access between
the Appalachian region of Alabama and the surrounding area while also providing
missing links to the national interstate system.

The completion of Corridor V from the Mississippi state line near Red Bay
through Decatur and Huntsville is well underway. The 145-mile corridor follows
State Route 24, Interstate 565, and U.S. 72 across the state with over 84 percent
of the corridor open to traffic or under construction at a total cost of $289.2 million.
The 1997 cost estimate showed some $183.5 million of work remained to be com-
pleted on the corridor. This includes construction on new location and added lanes
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on Alabama Route 24 from Red Bay east to Moulton, completion of an unbuilt sec-
tion in Decatur, and upgrading the existing highway east of Interstate 565 in
Huntsville.

Corridor X linking Birmingham, Jasper, and Weston will be instrumental in pro-
viding an outlet for the traffic congestion along the U.S. 78 corridor, and it should
contribute significantly to reducing the number of serious accidents along U.S. 78.
I will myself be driving along this route this afternoon, as | travel to Oxford, Mis-
sissippi, to join a discussion of the President’s Initiative on Race, so | will get a
chance to experience first hand again—as | have in the past as a native of this
area—the congestion and safety problems along this corridor that a number of your
constituents have written me about.

Portions of the 98-mile corridor are complete or under construction from Jasper
west to Mississippi, with 44 percent of the corridor open to traffic or under construc-
tion at a total cost of $292 million. The remaining work was estimated at $716 mil-
lion in the 1997 cost estimate.

Remaining work includes construction on new location from Brilliant southeast to
Birmingham. Final design is under way from Brilliant to west of Jasper, and final
design and construction are under way on various sections around Jasper. Final de-
sign is under way on sections from Jasper to northwest of Birmingham, and an en-
vironmental study is under way on the final section, including the connection to
Interstate 65 in Birmingham.

The scope of the work, however, tells only part of the story. The real impact of
the Appalachian highway system in Alabama and throughout the region is on the
lives, and livelihoods, of the people who travel these roads. Corridor X, when com-
pleted, will offer a safer, faster, smoother alternative to the heavy traffic and haz-
ardous intersections that characterize the unimproved sections of U.S. 78 in Ala-
bama. Moreover, it will provide a non-stop freeway connection between Birmingham
and Memphis when it hooks up with the interstate-quality section of U.S. 78 at Tu-
pelo. When completed, Corridor X will save time, money, and lives—it's just that
simple and that important.

LEGISLATIVE STATUS

This fiscal year, the Commission received a record $402.5 million in appropria-
tions for the highway system, thanks in no small part to your efforts, Mr. Chair-
man, in providing a special $300 million in the Department of Transportation Ap-
propriations bill. This increase will allow expedited work in Alabama and the 12
other Appalachian states. As a result of this increase in funding, Alabama’s ARC
highway allocation for fiscal year 1998 is just over $50 million—that is roughly $40
million more than Alabama would have had available without the special $300 mil-
lion appropriation, and Senator Shelby, we thank you again for your work on this.

I am also pleased that the Clinton Administration has made an unparalleled com-
mitment to the timely completion of the Appalachian highway system by requesting
$2.19 billion for the ADHS in its six-year NEXTEA proposal. This marks the first
time that an Administration has proposed funding for our highways out of the High-
way Trust Fund. It is my understanding that this is the same figure that is in the
Senate’s version of the highway authorization. The bill that the House is expected
to consider in a few weeks also proposes funding our system out of the Highway
Trust Fund, at a six-year total of $2.25 billion. These are significant developments
that will, for the first time, provide a steady and reliable source of funding for the
system.

In summary, the completion of the 3,025-mile Appalachian Development highway
system is essential to bringing Appalachia into the national and international eco-
nomic mainstream. ARC is committed to building the entire system and welcomes
the kind of increase in funding that Congress is considering. The proposed addi-
tional authorizations would provide a multi-year source of funding which is essential
to the concentrated effort needed to complete the system as contemplated when Con-
gress established the Appalachian highway program.

Once again, Mr. Chairman, | thank you for your strong advocacy of the Appalach-
ian Regional Commission programs, and your untiring work on behalf of the people
of Alabama and Appalachia. It is because of people like you that we have made the
progress we have on the Appalachian highway system, and for the first time, can
look forward to the prospect of completing the system in the foreseeable future,
thereby redeeming the promise that the nation made to our region over three dec-
ades ago.
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FAVORABLE OUTLOOK FOR ARC

Senator SHELBY. Mr. White, just in a nutshell, can you sum up
where we are and where do you think we will be at the rate we
are going, you know, with all of the good news, assuming that we
work it out as Congressman Bachus says, between the House and
the Senate ultimately, in a conference, a favorable conference for
ARC plus additional money that we're going to be working on every
year with ARC.

Mr. WHITE. Right.

Senator SHELBY. The best strategy for us, as far as a deadline,
I know deadlines slip but, you know, this has slipped too long.
Where are we going to be in 5 years if we really work like the devil
on this?

Mr. WHITE. Well, I think as just a rough rule of thumb——

Senator SHELBY. Yeah, | know that.

Mr. WHITE. If we get the NEXTEA enacted as——

Senator SHELBY. What Congressman Bachus was talking about.

Mr. WHITE. Within the range we are talking about, you could see
one-third of that red become blue and, of course, that is just using
the ADHS earmark. That does not count other moneys that per-
haps would be appropriated——

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Mr. WHITE [continuing]. And applied to that, either by the Con-
gress or by Alabama.

Senator SHELBY. What we can add each year as we did last year
makes that faster.

Mr. WHITE. Makes it faster, yes.

Senator SHELBY. So we are seeing the light at the end of the tun-
nel—

Mr. WHITE. | believe so.

Senator SHELBY [continuing]. Although it is not bright yet, it is
getting brighter is it not?

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. OK. Mr. Vaughn——

Mr. BAacHus. Senator Shelby, | might say this, when we talk
about the Federal match, we're talking about one-third within the
next 3 years. There also is a State match——

Mr. WHITE. Right.

Mr. BAcHus. Which—so we're talking about——

Mr. WHITE. That's another 20 percent.

Mr. BAcHus. Another 20 percent. So you are talking about—you
are talking about close to 40—closer to 40 percent funding, | be-
lieve.

Senator SHELBY. That is good. Mr. Vaughn——

Mr. VAUGHN. Thank you, Senator Shelby.

Senator SHELBY. You are the one to comment on where we are
going and how we're going to get there fast.

STATEMENT OF DON VAUGHN

Mr. VAUGHN. Well, we are going faster than we have been,
thanks to your leadership in the Senate and your ability to bring
more funds to Alabama.
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Congressman Aderholt, Congress Bachus, along with Congress-
man Callahan and Congressman Cramer, and all your interest in
transportation.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Sessions, too.

Mr. VAUGHN. And Senator Sessions, certainly. |1 did not mean to
forget Senator Sessions.

It has certainly done a lot to increase Alabama’s clout as far as
transportation is concerned, and we look forward to graduating
from the donor State status into a State that can receive additional
funding to help us meet our transportation needs.

The 4.3 cents that Congressman Bachus referred to earlier is a
major step in the right direction. That is a gasoline tax, it is a user
fee and it should go nowhere but to transportation and we were
very pleased to see that come out.

May 1, the Senate has met their goal, their deadline, and | was
real pleased to hear Congressman Bachus say that the House was
going to meet the May 1 deadline as well. May 1 is a significant
date because that is when the current extension expires and no
more Federal funding authorizations after May 1. So we are very
encouraged to hear that the House is moving and hopefully will not
allow that to happen.

Now let me address some of the merits and needs of Corridor X.
The basic route of Corridor X was included in the original inter-
state and defense highway plans developed in the mid-1930’s. Un-
fortunately, when the Interstate System was approved in the mid-
1950’s, this route was one of the final segments deleted from the
original 40,000 miles.

Public interest in the route was revived with passage of the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act of 1965 which had the stated
goal to provide a highway system to open areas with developmental
potential where commerce and communication had been inhibited
by lack of access.

Corridor X was added to the Appalachian Development Highway
Program with the passage of the Surface Transportation Act of
1978. In June 1979, the Federal Highway Administration author-
ized the Alabama Highway Department at that time to begin work
to determine the location of the 97-mile freeway project. In 1978,
Senator, | worked in the location section of the Highway Depart-
ment, was involved in making the original estimate. It was 97
miles and estimated to cost $100 million, and we were aghast it
was going to cost $1 million a mile to build this freeway system.

Senator SHELBY. We should have built it, should we not? [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. VAUGHN. To date, the Department has obligated $420 million
for both Corridors X and V. Of that amount, Corridor X has re-
ceived $228 million Federal dollars which includes $91 million of
special appropriations over and above the Appalachian develop-
mental highway funds.

This money has constructed 23 miles of freeway which are open
to traffic from the Mississippi State line to Marion County Road 45,
south of Hamilton. Additionally, there are 19 miles currently under
construction. One section extends the freeway from Marion County
45 to State Route 129 at Winfield and another constructs a new
segment from Walker County Road 11 to U.S. 78 near Seedrum. A
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third section, the Jasper bypass, extends from U.S. 78 west of Jas-
per to the Bevill Industrial Park Road east of Jasper. Currently all
remaining sections of Corridor X are in the final design and/or
right-of-way acquisition phases.

The cost to complete right-of-way acquisition and construct the
remaining portion of Corridor X is estimated at this time to be ap-
proximately $600 million. The Department has an available bal-
ance of $60 million to be spent on both Corridors X and V. This
balance consists of $9 million carried over from previous years and
$51 million allocated by Congress this year.

When Corridor X is completed, it is estimated that U.S. 78 will
see an 18- to 50-percent reduction in the amount of traffic that
would have used U.S. 78 had Corridor X not been built. Addition-
ally, some studies indicate a 39-percent decrease in traffic acci-
dents along U.S. 78 with Corridor X in place.

Currently in the Jasper area, the traffic using U.S. 78 is a mix-
ture of long-distance commercial trucks and local and commuter ve-
hicles. With the completion of Corridor X, safety will be enhanced
by the separation of these two classes of traffic. Further the pro-
posed freeway will encourage economic development and diver-
sification in an area dominated by the coal industry. A completed
Corridor X will result in easier access from the rural areas of west
Alabama to the State’'s largest metropolitan area with its cultural,
educational, and medical facilities.

At current funding levels, the Department’s plan would have all
segments of Corridor X either open to traffic or under construction
in a three-phase program over the next 12 to 15 years. The first
phase, a 19-mile segment between Marion County 45 and the Jas-
per bypass will complete the freeway from the Mississippi State
line to east of Jasper at an estimated cost of approximately $100
million.

The second phase, a 16-mile segment from U.S. 78 at Graysville
to 1-65 will address an area of heavy congestion on U.S. 78. This
portion of the route is estimated to cost nearly $300 million.

The final phase of construction, from east of Jasper to U.S. 78
at Graysville is a 20-mile segment that will cost $200 million and
complete Corridor X from the Mississippi State line to Bir-
mingham. This total 97-mile Corridor X freeway will represent a
nearly $900 million investment in transportation infrastructure.

Thank you very much.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHeLBY. Thank you, Mr. Vaughn. We will insert your
prepared statement in the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD W. VAUGHN

The basic route of Corridor X was included in the original interstate and defense
highway plans developed in the mid-1930's. Unfortunately, when the interstate sys-
tem was approved in the mid-1950's, this route was one of the final segments de-
leted from the original 40,000 miles.

Public interest in the route was revived with passage of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 which had the stated goal to “provide a highway system
to open areas with developmental potential where commerce and communication
have been inhibited by a lack of access.” Corridor X was added to the Appalachian
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Development Highway Program with the passage of the Surface Transportation Act
of 1978.

In June of 1979, the Federal Highway Administration authorized the Alabama
Department of Transportation to begin work to determine the location of the 97 mile
freeway project. To date, the department has obligated $420 million for both Cor-
ridors X and V. Of that amount, Corridor X has received $228 million, which in-
cludes $91 million of special appropriations over the APD funds.

This money has constructed 23 miles of freeway which are open to traffic from
the Mississippi State line to Marion CR-45 south of Hamilton.

Additionally, there are 19 miles currently under construction. One section extends
the freeway from Marion CR-45 to SR-129 at Winfield and another constructs a
new segment from Walker CR-11 to US-78 at Cedrum. A third section, the Jasper
Bypass, goes from US-78 west of Jasper to the Bevill Industrial Park Road east of
Jasper.

Currently, all remaining sections of Corridor X are in the final design and right-
of-way acquisition phases.

The cost to complete right-of-way acquisition and construct the remaining portions
of Corridor X is estimated to be approximately $600 million. The Department has
an available balance of $60 million to be spent on both Corridor X and V. This bal-
ance consists of $9 million carried over from previous years and $51 million allo-
cated by Congress for this year.

When Corridor X is completed, it is estimated that US-78 will see an 18 percent
to 50 percent reduction in the amount of traffic that would have used US-78 had
Corridor X not been built. Additionally, some studies indicate a 39 percent decrease
in traffic accidents on US-78.

Currently, in the Jasper area, the traffic using US-78 is a mixture of long dis-
tance commercial trucks and local and commuter vehicles. With the completion of
Corridor X, safety will be enhanced by the separation of these two classes of traffic.
Further, the proposed freeway will encourage economic development and diversifica-
tion in an area dominated by the coal industry. A completed Corridor X will result
in easier access from the rural areas of west Alabama to the state’s largest metro-
politan area with its cultural, educational, and medical facilities.

At current funding levels, the Department’s plan would have all segments of Cor-
ridor X either open to traffic or under construction in a three phase program over
the next 15 years.

The first phase, a 19 mile segment between Marion CR-45 and the Jasper By-
pass, will complete the freeway from the Mississippi State line to east of Jasper at
an estimated cost of approximately $100 million.

The second phase, a 16 mile segment from US-78 at Graysville to 1-65, will ad-
dress an area of heavy congestion on US—78. This portion of the route is estimated
to cost nearly $300 million.

The final phase of construction, from east of Jasper to US-78 at Graysville, is a
20 mile segment that will cost $200 million and complete Corridor X from the Mis-
sissippi State line to Birmingham.

The total 97 mile Corridor X freeway will represent a nearly $900 million invest-
ment in transportation infrastructure.

IMPORTANCE OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Senator SHELBY. First of all, on behalf of the committee, | want
to thank Congressman Bachus, Congressman Aderholt, Mr. White,
and Mr. Vaughn for appearing here. And we are going to keep
working this, we are going to finish it, are we not? Thank you.

This will complete the first panel. We appreciate this, and all of
your statements will be made part of this hearing record in their
entirety.

Mr. BAacHus. Senator Shelby, let me make one final comment.

Senator SHELBY. Yes, Sir.

Mr. BacHus. Working on the Surface Transportation Committee,
I have come to realize that when we talk about transportation
projects, what we are really talking about is our future.

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Mr. BacHus. Without them, there will not be any economic
growth in this area. With them, we and our children will continue
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to prosper and a strong economy is a part of that equation. And
that is not going to be—that will not happen unless we put the
money behind the transportation infrastructure.

Senator SHELBY. We are going to make it happen working to-
gether. It has got to.

Thank you, gentlemen.



PANEL 2
NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES

STATEMENTS OF:

WILLIAM BUECHNER, DIRECTOR, ECONOMICS AND RESEARCH,
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INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Senator SHELBY. Our second panel will focus on the economic
and safety benefits of Corridor X. We will have Mr. William
Buechner, director of economics and research at the American Road
and Transportation Builders Association. As | said earlier, Mr.
Barry Copeland, vice chairman of government affairs, Birmingham
Area Chamber of Commerce. Mr. Frank Filgo, president and CEO
of Alabama Trucking Association and Mr. Al Gibbs, director of cor-
porate affairs of the Alabama Chapter of the American Automobile
Association.

Gentlemen, if you would come to the hearing table.

All of your written testimony will be made part of the record in
its entirety for the purpose of this hearing and if you will sum up
briefly your testimony, you have had the benefit of what was here
today.

Mr. Buechner.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BUECHNER

Mr. BUECHNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is William
Buechner and I am the director of economics and research for the
American Road and Transportation Builders Association.

Senator SHELBY. Do you want to take that microphone closer to
you? It is not very sensitive.

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Chairman, before | begin my statement, |
would like to express the appreciation of ARTBA and our members
for your leadership in expanding Federal investment in highways,
particularly the large increase provided for fiscal year 1998 in last
year's appropriations bill. Your leadership has been instrumental
in getting us to the funding level we enjoy today, and that is widely
recognized and appreciated by our members.

ARTBA is a national association with more than 4,000 members
representing virtually every segment of the transportation con-
struction industry that has an interest in Federal investment in
transportation infrastructure programs. We have 32 State chap-
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ters, including a very strong chapter in Alabama, the Alabama
Road Builders where we have a very long-time affiliation.

During the past year and a half, ARTBA has been doing a lot of
research into economics and safety aspects of highways, and we
want to represent some of the findings here this morning.

First, highways benefit a State in two ways. First is the short-
term stimulus that the local economy gets from highway construc-
tion. The second and far more important is the long-term benefit
as the new highway facilitates new business and expands the ac-
cess of local firms to a larger market.

The transportation construction industry is a major American in-
dustry and a major source of jobs. According to the Department of
Transportation, the industry of designing, building, maintaining,
and manufacture—and managing the Nation’s transportation infra-
structure is a $140 billion industry, more than 60 percent of those
expenditures are for highways, and in fact 70 percent of construc-
tion expenditures for transportation are for highways.

And to put this in perspective, this industry is about 50 percent
larger than the output of all of the farms in the United States and
it is about the same size as the electronics industry, including the
entire computer industry. So it is a major industry in the American
economy.

It is an industry that employs over 1.6 million people, which is
about 1.3 percent of all of the payroll jobs in the United States,
some of those jobs are with the private contractors who do the con-
struction work, a number of the jobs are with the State and local
transportation departments that maintain and manage the high-
ways as well as jobs in the industries that supply materials and
services to the highway contractors.

In Alabama, the industry employs over 27,000 people. Again,
most of those are in design and construction and maintenance of
the highway system, which is about 1%z percent of all the payroll
jobs in the State. So it is an even more important industry in Ala-
bama than it is for the rest of the country. And in general, these
are very well paying jobs with average hourly earnings about 20
to 40 percent above jobs in other sectors of the economy.

You referred to a Tripp study this morning, we said that for
every $1 billion of highway expenditures, about 1,000 jobs are cre-
ated in Alabama. But that is kind of the trickle-down effect from
spending this money anywhere in the country.

When a project is done here, the job creation impact is even
much stronger and it is probably onsite, when the Corridor X
project is being built, we are probably talking well above 1,000,
plus there are the jobs in the supplier industries which add to that.
And with a major company like Vulcan Materials right here in Bir-
mingham, the impact on Alabama is going to be much bigger than
the figure that Tripp was quoting.

But even more important for a State like Alabama is the long-
term impact that a project like Corridor X can have on the State’s
economy.

Last year, ARTBA published a study on the importance of the
Federal Highway Program to the economic prosperity of the indi-
vidual States, and we have supplied a copy of that for the hearing
record. We found using data from the 1993 Commodity Flow Sur-
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vey which had just come out last year that 75 percent of all the
product shipments in the United States are carried by truck, which
means that the Nation’'s economy is overwhelmingly dependent on
highways for transportation.

In Alabama, the figures show that the State’'s economy is even
more dependent on highways than most of the rest of the Nation.
In this State, 82.6 percent——

Senator SHELBY. Why is that? Go ahead, Mr. Buechner.

Mr. BUuecHNER. Well, that is a good question. It is just—it is a
good question, and | don't know that | can answer it. It may be the
product composition and it may be the availability of alternatives,
but I expect it is the product composition.

Senator SHELBY. That lends itself to surface transportation?

Mr. BUECHNER. To truck transportation.

And there are only six other States that are more dependent on
highway transportation to ship their States’ products to market
than Alabama. And 1 will just—Arkansas, North and South Caro-
lina, Georgia, Tennessee, and Wisconsin. Those are the only six
States that depend more on highway transportation than Alabama
does.

Senator SHELBY. And what are the others? Rail and air and
water?

Mr. BUECHNER. Rail and air and ports, water shipment.

The reason why highways are so important is the effect that they
have on cost savings and productivity growth for a State’s business
firms. About one-quarter of the growth in productivity after World
War 11 is attributable to the expansion of our highway system, par-
ticularly the interstates.

What this means is that firms, having access to good roads, enjoy
a cost and productivity advantage over those that do not. High
transportation costs limit the size of a firm’'s market, which means
that it cannot take advantage of the low cost and economy of scales
that occur as a firm’s volume of output grows. It takes the ability
to produce for a national market to achieve the economies of scale
and low production costs that makes a State’s economy competitive,
which is why, when a new highway opens up, you almost always
see an explosion of economic activity.

So the completion of Corridor X should provide a strong platform
for significant economic growth and development in northwestern
Alabama.

There is another aspect of highway investment that is often over-
looked which is that highway investments are investments that
last for generations. The Commerce Department has just released
its most recent figures on the fixed reproducible tangible assets of
the United States, and they show that the economic life of a typical
highway is 67 years before it has to be replaced. There is no other
productive investment that lasts that long. Office buildings, com-
mercial buildings, factories, 30 to 40 years, equipment 10 to 15
years, even computers like 3 to 5 years before they have to be re-
placed. The only other asset in the American economy that lasts so
long is personal homes.

So it does not mean that highways do not have to be maintained
any more than it means that homes do not have to be maintained.
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What it means is that when you build a highway, you are building
a productive asset that will last for three or four generations.

Finally, I want to say some words about safety to complement
some of the comments that were made earlier.

The United States has one of the safest highway systems in the
world. ARTBA is about to publish a major study on highway safety.
We find that since the early 1950's, the fatality rate on U.S. high-
ways has declined from 7 fatalities per 100 million miles traveled
to 1.7. About a 75-percent decline.

If we had the same fatality rate today as we had in the early
1950’s, more than 165,000 people a year would be killed on the Na-
tion’s highways today rather than 42,000.

The available evidence—I mean, there are lots of reasons for
this, seatbelts, higher drinking age, improvements in automobile
design. But the available evidence suggests that much of the im-
provement in highway safety during the past 40 years has been
due to investment in building safer highways.

During the 1950's, most of our travel was on two-lane roads.
These roads are much less safe than interstate quality highways.
Even today, the fatality rate on local, rural two-lane highways is
about five times the rate on interstate highways.

The good part of the reason for the decline in the fatality rate
has been the shift in travel from unsafe roads to safe roads. The
investment in highway improvements that we have made during
the last 40 years, we calculate, has saved more than 2 million lives.

Looking at Alabama, we find some very interesting juxtaposition
here. Alabama in 1996 had a fatality rate that was one-third high-
er than the national average.

Senator SHELBY. Say that again.

Mr. BUECHNER. The fatality rate per 100,000 vehicle-miles trav-
eled in Alabama was one-third higher than the national average.
This is Federal Highway Administration data.

Senator SHELBY. Were we the highest in the Nation?

Mr. BUECHNER. Not the highest, seventh highest.

Senator SHELBY. Who was the highest? Oh, boy, seventh highest?

Mr. BUECHNER. Seventh highest.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. BUECHNER. For fatalities.

At the other side—

Senator SHELBY. If you will furnish that data for the record.

Mr. BUECHNER. Pardon?

Senator SHELBY. If you will furnish that.

Mr. BUECHNER. | will supply that, yes.

At the other end, it had a nonfatal rate about two-thirds of the
national average, which means accidents without fatalities much
lower than the rest of the country, the fifth lowest.

And so what that suggests is that Alabama’s drivers are among
the safest in the Nation, but when they get into an accident, they
are far more likely to be killed than drivers in other parts of the
country.

In our view, the main culprit is the composition of the roads that
Alabama drivers use. It is not that Alabama’s roads are worse than
anyone else’s, it is that in Alabama there is a much smaller per-
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centage of the total road mileage is interstate quality and a much
higher percentage is the two-lane, rural roads.

And as a result, Alabamians do much less of their driving on
interstate-quality roads, which have one-fifth the fatality rate as
drivers in the rest of the Nation. In Alabama, 20 percent of vehicle-
miles traveled are on interstate or interstate-quality roads, the rest
of the country is 30 percent.

So Alabamians appear to have a higher fatality rate because they
do more of their travel on roads that are not as safe and are not
as forgiving when an accident occurs than drivers in the rest of the
country.

So expanding the system of interstate-quality roads in Alabama
by completing projects like Corridor X should not only have a bene-
ficial impact on the economic growth and development of the north-
western part of the State, it should also have a big impact on high-
way safety and help save the lives of many Alabamians in the
years to come.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Buechner. We have your writ-
ten statement and it will be made part of the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM R. BUECHNER

My name is William Buechner and | am the director of economics and research
for the American Road and Transportation Builders Association.

Mr. Chairman, before | begin my statement, | would like express the appreciation
of ARTBA and our members for your leadership in expanding federal investment in
highways, particularly the large increase provided for fiscal year 1998 in last year's
appropriations bill. Your leadership has been instrumental in getting us where we
are today, and that is widely recognized and appreciated by our members.

ARTBA is a national association with more than 4,000 members from every seg-
ment of the transportation construction industry with an interest in federal invest-
ment in transportation infrastructure programs. We have 32 state chapters, includ-
ing a long-time affiliation with the Alabama Road Builders, one of our strongest
state chapters. | have a Ph.D. in Economics from Harvard University and | served
for 22 years as a senior economist with the Joint Economic Committee of Congress
before joining ARTBA, where | helped Committee members set up more than 300
hearings. This, however, is my first opportunity to appear as a witness before a Con-
gressional committee and | am honored that it is before your committee and on such
an important subject.

I want to thank you very much for this opportunity to testify on the economic ben-
efits of highway investment, and | hope my comments will be useful as you evaluate
the potential benefits of the Corridor X project.

During the past year and a half, ARTBA has been conducting research into the
economic impact of transportation investment, particularly investment in highways,
and we want to present some of the findings here this morning.

Highways benefit a state two ways. The first is the short-term stimulus to the
local economy from highway construction. The second is the long-term benefit as the
new highway facilitates new business and expands the access of local firms to a
larger market.

The transportation construction industry is a major American industry and a
major source of jobs.

Designing, building, maintaining and managing the nation’s transportation infra-
structure is a $140 billion industry, and more than 60 percent of those expenditures
are for highways. To get a sense of the size of this industry and its economic impor-
tance, it is almost 50 percent larger than the entire farming sector, whose total out-
put in 1997, according to the national income and product accounts, was $94 billion.
The total value of the services of all the lawyers in the country was $105 billion.
The total output of the electronics industry, which includes the computer industry,
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\_/v%s about $150 billion, virtually the same size as the transportation construction
industry.

Transportation construction is an industry that employs 1.6 million people. Many
of these jobs are with the private contractors who do the actual construction, but
equally important are the jobs created in state and local transportation departments
to maintain and manage the highways, and jobs in the industries that supply mate-
rials and services to the highway contractors.

In Alabama, transportation construction employs over 27,000 people, again most
in the design, construction, maintenance and management of the state's highway
system. That is about 1.5 percent of all of the jobs on nonfarm payrolls in Alabama,
which is above the national average of 1.3 percent. In general, these are well-paid
jobs, with average hourly earnings about 20 to 40 percent higher than those in other
sectors of the economy.

And according to the Federal Highway Administration, each $1 billion of highway
investment generates a total of 42,100 jobs, including the jobs at the construction
site, the jobs in the supplier industries, and jobs that are induced by the increased
economic activity. The cost to complete Corridor X is apparently in the range of
$700 million, which means that at the peak of construction the number of new jobs
created will approximate 10,000, including the jobs in supplier industries and the
jobs generated as the new workers spend their wages in Alabama.

But even more important for a state like Alabama is the long-term impact that
a project like Corridor X can have on the state’s economy.

Last year, ARTBA published a study on the importance of the federal highway
program to the economic prosperity of the individual states. We used data from the
1993 commodity flow survey, which had just been released by the Department of
Transportation, to determine how much each state’s economy depended on highway
transportation to ship their products. This survey covered all shipments of products
at both the factory and wholesale level, except for raw agricultural products.

We found that 75.1 percent of all product shipments in the United States are car-
ried by truck, when measured by value of shipment. This means the nation’s econ-
omy is overwhelmingly dependent on highways to transport freight from producer
to destination. For years, advocates of highway investment have been saying that
a strong economy depends on a first-class highway system. These data show just
how important highways are, and | would like to submit a copy of the study for the
hearing record.

For Alabama, the figures show that the state’s economy is even more dependent
on highways than most of the rest of the nation. 82.6 percent of the state’s products
are shipped by truck. In 1993, total product shipments by the Alabama economy
came to $88.8 billion (with the strong growth in the economy since then, that figure
would be above $100 billion today). Of that total, $73.4 billion was transported by
truck. Only six other states are more dependent on highway transportation to get
their products to market than Alabama—Arkansas, North and South Carolina,
Georgia, Tennessee and Wisconsin—which indicates the potential importance of a
project like Corridor X to the state’'s economy.

Economists have known for more than a decade and a half that investment in
highways, particularly the core Interstate and National Highway System, has been
an important source of cost savings and productivity growth for the nation’s private
business firms. A recent study by New York University for the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration attributes about one-quarter of the growth of productivity after World
War 11 to the expansion of our highway system.

What this means is that firms having access to good roads enjoy a cost and pro-
ductivity advantage over those that don't. High transportation costs limit the size
of a firm's market, which means it can't take advantage of the low costs and econo-
mies of scale that occur as a firm's volume of output grows. It takes the ability to
produce for a national market to achieve the economies of scale and low production
costs that make a state’'s economy competitive. When a new highway opens, there
is almost always an explosion of economic activity as firms previously limited by in-
adequate roads now have access to a much larger market and can take advantage
of economies of scale that simply weren't possible in a small local market.

The Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965 recognized this even without
the recent studies when it authorized construction of a new highway network that
would connect the isolated and underdeveloped parts of Appalachia with the rest
of the nation’s economy. The act recognized that these highways “will open up an
area or areas with a developmental potential where commerce and communication
have been inhibited by lack of adequate access.”

More recently, studies by the Appalachian Regional Commission, referred to in a
recent floor statement by Senator Byrd, have found that “it is almost impossible for
communities still awaiting completion of their segments of these highways to attract
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businesses and investment opportunities to their areas, largely due to an inadequate
transportation system inhibiting their access to the national markets.”

Completion of the Corridor X project should provide a strong platform for signifi-
cant economic growth and development in northwestern Alabama.

There is another aspect of highway investment that is often overlooked, which is
that highways are investments that last for generations. Late last year, the Com-
merce Department released its most recent figures on the fixed reproducible tan-
gible assets of the United States. The data showed that the useful economic life of
a typical highway is 67 years before it has to be torn up and replaced. No other
productive investment lasts as long. Office buildings and factories, for example, have
an average useful life of 41 years and 32 years respectively. The only asset that
lasts longer is personal homes. This doesn't mean a highway won't require any
maintenance during those 67 years, any more than it means a home won't need
maintenance. What it does mean is that a highway once built will benefit the econ-
omy for three or four generations before it has to be rebuilt.

I would also like to say a few words about the contribution of highway investment
to safety.

The United States has one of the safest highway systems in the world. Since the
early 1950's, the fatality rate on U.S. highways has declined from 7.0 fatalities per
100 million vehicle miles traveled to 1.7 in 1996. If we had the same fatality rate
today as we had then, more than 165,000 people would be dying in highway acci-
dents each year, rather than 42,000. The injury rate has also declined significantly,
by more than half.

Some of the decline in highway fatalities has been due to the increased use of
seatbelts and air bags, the higher drinking age and reduced drunk driving, and im-
provements in automobile design. But the available evidence suggests that much of
the improvement in highway safety during the past 40 years has been due to invest-
ment in safer highways.

During the 1950's, virtually all travel in the United States was on 2-lane roads.
These roads are much less safe than Interstate quality highways. For example, the
fatality rate on rural local roads in 1996 was 3.67 per 100 million vehicle miles trav-
eled, compared to 0.76 on the Interstate Highway System—almost five times as dan-
gerous. The interstates and similar highways have much wider lanes, better visi-
bility, wide shoulders, directional dividers, and a variety of other safety features
that make them far more forgiving even at high speeds than 2-lane and unimproved
four-lane roads.

Today, over thirty percent of all vehicle miles traveled are on the Interstate High-
ways and Interstate-quality roads. This shift in travel from relatively unsafe to rel-
atively safe roads has been a major contributor to the reduction in the highway fa-
tality rate since the early 1950's. Our nation’s investment in highway improvements
during the past 40 years has saved more than 2 million lives.

Looking at Alabama, Alabama in 1996 had a fatality rate that was one-third high-
er than the national average but, at the same time, it had a non-fatal accident rate
that was less than two-thirds of the national average. Alabama, in fact, had the sev-
enth-highest fatality rate among the states, but the fifth-lowest accident rate. These
figures suggest that Alabama’s drivers are among the safest in the country, but
when they get into an accident they are far more likely to be killed than in other
parts of the country.

I think the main culprit is the composition of Alabama’s roads. The number of
miles of Interstate and Interstate-quality highways in Alabama is a much smaller
fraction of total highway mileage than in the rest of the nation—less than one per-
cent in Alabama compared to almost one-and-one-half percent in the rest of the
country—and, as a result, Alabamans do much less of their driving on Interstate
quality roads than drivers in the rest of the nation—20 percent versus 30 percent.

Alabamans thus appear to have a higher fatality rate because they do more of
their travel on roads that are not as safe and are less forgiving when an accident
occurs than drivers in the rest of the country. ARTBA's research indicates that
every $9,000 invested by the federal government in highway construction and im-
provements during the post-war period eliminated one non-fatal injury and every
$320,000 saved a life.

Expanding the system of Interstate-quality roads in Alabama by completing
projects like Corridor X should not only have a beneficial impact on the economic
growth and development of the northwestern part of the state, it should also have
a big impact on highway safety and help save the lives of many Alabamans in the
years to come.

Mr. Chairman, | hope this information is useful to you and | will be happy to an-
swer any questions.
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THE RoAD TO PROSPERITY: THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY PROGRAM
TO THE ECONOMIC PROSPERITY OF INDIVIDUAL STATES

(A study prepared by the Economics and Research Division of the American Road and Transportation Builders
Association)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the past decade, numerous studies have demonstrated that public invest-
ment in highways has contributed significantly to the nation’s economic growth by
lowering transportation costs and increasing private sector productivity. Although
creation of the Federal-aid highway program by Congress preceded this research by
some decades, this important federal program is clearly built on the recognition that
a good highway system is a critical component of a healthy economy.

State governments are also well aware that highways make an important con-
tribution to a healthy state economy by lowering transportation costs within the
state and providing efficient transportation for state residents. But the federal-aid
highway program is under attack, despite its proven contribution to the nation’s eco-
nomic growth and prosperity. Serious proposals have been made that would with-
draw our government's long-standing commitment to build and maintain a high
quality national highway system. The ultimate example of the threat is a bill intro-
duced by Senator Connie Mack (R-FL) and Congressman John Kasich (R-OH) to dis-
mantle most of the federal-aid highway program and turn most highway responsibil-
ities over to the states.

One factor contributing to this attack on the federal highway program is that lit-
tle information exists on how much each state’s economy depends on the transpor-
tation services provided by highways, particularly highways located in other states.
What fraction of each state’s products is shipped by truck over highways? How
much is shipped only on its own highways and how much is shipped over the high-
ways of other states? How vulnerable is each state’'s economy to highway decisions
made by policymakers in other states?

The purpose of this study is to determine how much the economy of each state
depends on out-of-state highways, i.e., our national system of highways. The impor-
tance of highways to state economies can be measured by the percent of the state’s
products shipped by truck. Products shipped entirely within a state use only the
state’'s own highway system. Products shipped to destinations in other states by
truck depend on out-of-state highways and thus benefit from a national system.
Based on data from the 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, this study uses the percent
of a state’s products shipped to out-of-state markets by truck to measure the state’s
economic benefit from a national highway system.

Figure 1 illustrates that state economies depend heavily on highways, and out-
of-state highways in particular, to ship their products. The study findings include:

—Nationwide, 75.1 percent of the value of products are shipped by truck, while
24.9 percent use some other mode such as rail or air or a multi-modal combina-
tion.t

—One third of products by value are shipped by truck entirely within the origi-
nating state and thus depend only on the state’s own highway system for trans-
portation.

—Almost 42 percent of the total value of products are shipped out-of-state by
truck and thus depend on the highways of other states. This means the econo-
mies of the individual states, on average, rely even more heavily on out-of-state
highways, or the “national” highway system, to ship products to their ultimate
markets than on their own highways.

—Some states are more dependent than others on highway transportation to move
their products. The attached table summarizes the importance of highways to
the economies of the individual states. In the table, the states are ranked ac-
cording to their dependence on the national highway system, as measured by
the percent of the state’s products that are shipped out-of-state by truck.

1When measured by tons or ton-miles, the truck share is smaller, largely because other modes
like rail carry more high-weight but low-value products.
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Fig. 1 State Economic Dependence on Highways
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STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS
Percent of all State products shipped by truck ranked
State by percent shipped out-of-State
Out-of-State In-State Total

Arkansas .. 63.1 24.5 87.6
Tennessee ... 62.5 214 84.0
South Carolina 59.0 217 86.7
Mississippi 58.0 24.2 82.2
Delaware 56.4 13.9 70.3
Nevada ... 56.2 24.4 80.5
Kentucky 56.0 21.2 71.2
Rhode Island 55.8 16.9 72.8
Connecticut 54.9 18.1 73.0
Georgia ... 539 30.8 84.7
Kansas ... 53.6 215 75.0
Indiana 535 23.8 71.3
Maryland 53.4 274 80.8
Nebraska ..... 533 27.0 80.3
North Carolina . 52.7 34.3 87.1
New Jersey 52.7 255 78.2
Wisconsin 52.6 31.2 83.8
Alabama ...... 524 30.3 82.6
Pennsylvania 50.0 30.6 80.6
Missouri 49.6 229 725
lowa 48.9 314 80.3
Virginia ... 48.1 33.1 81.3
West Virginia ... 47.3 17.6 64.9
New Hampshire 47.2 19.6 66.8
lllinois 46.6 28.0 74.6
Ohi0 ..o 453 31.6 76.9
South Dakota 4.7 355 80.1
Maine 44.1 30.5 74.6
MaSSACHUSELES ....vuvververiscirrisersesssesssss s ssenseseens 43.6 28.4 72.0
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STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS—Continued

Percent of all State products shipped by truck ranked
by percent shipped out-of-State

State
Out-of-State In-State Total

Idaho 43.0 275 70.5
Vermont ... 425 324 75.0
New York 414 34.6 76.0
Utah 40.5 29.2 69.7
Oklahoma 39.4 28.8 68.2
Minnesota . 37.8 329 70.7
Colorado 37.3 37.2 74.6
Michigan 35.1 419 76.9
Arizona 34.8 374 722
North Dakota ... 311 322 63.2
Oregon .......... 30.8 334 64.3
Washington 25.7 39.0 64.7
New Mexico 25.7 39.8 65.5
Texas 24.6 43.7 68.3
Louisiana 22.0 26.5 485
Florida ...... 21.8 55.9 71.6
California .. 212 46.3 67.5
Montana ... 19.6 42.1 61.7
Wyoming 12.9 16.9 29.8
Alaska 0.6 441 44.7
HAWAIT v enens sresnsesssnsnsnes 61.4 61.4

U.S. QVEIAJE ..o 41.6 334 75.1

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, Tables 1 and 8.

—Arkansas is the most highway-dependent state, shipping more than 87 percent
of its products by truck. Another 14 states—led by North and South Carolina,
Tennessee and Georgia—ship 80 percent of their products by highway, while
only three states—Wyoming, Alaska, and Louisiana—ship less than half of their
products by highway.

—Arkansas is also the state most dependent on national highways, shipping 63
percent of its products by truck out of state, followed by Tennessee, South Caro-
lina, and Mississippi. Altogether, 19 states ship more than 50 percent of their
products by truck on out-of-state highways.

The core strategy for reauthorization of the Federal highway program should be
to preserve and strengthen the national highway system, since the economic pros-
perity of the vast majority of states depends even more on out-of-state highways
than on in-state highways. Devolving the highway program to the states would be
self-defeating in the long run even for states whose own resources for highways
might exceed their share of federal highway funds, if higher transportation costs
and limited access to markets for the state’'s products resulted from a deterioration
in the quality of the nation’s highway system. Ultimately, the state's output and in-
come would fall below the potential that could be attained with an excellent na-
tional highway system.

In economic terms, the goal of federal highway funding should be to allocate re-
sources in such a way as to maximize the national benefit from the highway system.
This means looking at our national highways as a single unit and allocating federal
resources wherever they are needed to yield the best possible national system. What
each state should do is ask what kind of highway system is necessary for maximiz-
ing the state’s economic prosperity—by minimizing the transportation cost and
maximizing the market penetration of the products made in the state, to both in-
state and out-of-state markets. Each state should then work toward a distribution
of federal highway funds that achieves this goal.
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INTRODUCTION—THE THREAT TO THE NATION'S HIGHWAY SYSTEM

During the past decade, numerous studies have demonstrated that public invest-
ment in highways has contributed significantly to the nation’s economic growth by
lowering transportation costs and increasing private sector productivity. Although
creation of the Federal-aid highway program by Congress preceded this research by
some decades, this important federal program is clearly built on the recognition that
a good hlghway system is a critical component of a healthy economy.

State governments are also well aware that highways make an important con-
tribution to a healthy state economy. Good highways attract businesses to a state
by reducing the cost of transporting raw materials and products. Highways will be-
come even more critical to state economic performance as companies increase their
use of just-in-time and other cost-cutting logistics. The quality of a state’s highway
system also has a significant impact on workers and consumers, particularly as it
affects the economic cost of delays and congestion and the safety of highway users.
In addition, a good highway system can help improve the environment, since cars
are at their least efficient burning fuel when idling in traffic jams. From almost
every perspective, highways are the catalyst that make a state’s economy go.

Building and maintaining highways costs money. A significant part of this comes
from the federal government—financed by the federal gasoline tax and other high-
way user fees. Each time the motorist pulls up to the gasoline pump, twelve cents
per gallon of the price goes into the Highway Trust Fund.3 This is distributed back
to the states according to a complex formula for investment in highways. Currently,
the funding level for the federal highway program is almost $20 billion a year. The
only federal program distributing more money to the states is Medicaid. Although
the President’s budget for fiscal year 1998 calls for keeping Federal outlays for high-
ways just under $20 billion per year through fiscal year 2002, ARTBA and its allies
in the transportation construction industry—as well as many influential members
of Congress—are urging a substantial increase.

The federal-aid highway program, however, is under attack, despite its proven
contribution to the nation’s economic growth and prosperity. The current law au-
thorizing the federal-aid program—the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA)—expires on September 30, 1997. A new law must be enacted in order
for the program to continue into fiscal year 1998 and beyond.

While most Members of Congress support reauthorization of the federal program,
serious proposals have been made that would withdraw our government’s long-
standing commitment to build and maintain a high quality national highway sys-
tem. The ultimate example of the threat is a bill introduced by Senator Connie
Mack (R-FL) and Congressman John Kasich (R-OH) to dismantle most of the fed-
eral-aid highway program and turn most highway responsibilities over to the states.
Most of the federal highway gasoline tax would be repealed, leaving highway fund-
ing decisions up to individual states. Less radical approaches that have also gained
advocates would turn large parts of the federal highway program into a block grant
that states could use for highway needs as they wish.

ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF HIGHWAYS TO STATE PROSPERITY

What such proposals overlook is the economic importance of a nation-wide high-
way system and how much each state’s economic prosperity depends on the trans-
portation services provided by highways, especially those that lay beyond its own
boundaries. While a top-quality highway system is essential to a state’s economic
prosperity, no state economy could survive without access to markets throughout
the rest of the country. Not only are top-quality highways in other states an essen-
tial element of state economic prosperity, for some states, in fact, data suggest that
out-of-state highways may be even more important for the state's economic prosper-
ity than the state’s own highways. In this case, a state may find that the benefits

2Mr. Felix Ammah-Tagoe of the Bureau of Transportation Statistics provided valuable com-
ments. Any remaining errors are my own.

3 Although the federal gasoline tax is 18.3 cents per gallon, 2 cents per gallon goes into the
Highway Trust Fund to be used for mass transit and 4.3 cents per gallon is diverted into the
Treasury’s general fund.
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of higher investment in the national highway system could greatly exceed the bene-
fits of a “better” distribution formula for federal highway funds. But no state could
be expected to recognize the importance of investment in a national highway system
without information about the contribution of highway transportation to the state’s
economy.

The purpose of this study is to determine how much the economy of each state
depends on out-of-state highways, i.e., our national system of highways. The study
addresses a number of questions that bear on this issue: What fraction of each
state’s products is shipped by truck? How much is shipped only on its own highways
and how much is shipped over the highways of other states? How vulnerable is each
state’s economy to highway decisions made by policymakers in other states?

There are numerous ways products can be shipped—by rail, air, barge, truck or
some combination. The basic indicator used by this study to measure the contribu-
tion of highways to state prosperity is the percent of the state’s products by value
that are shipped by truck.# This overall measure of the importance of highways is
then allocated into two parts—the percent of shipments carried by trucks that begin
and end entirely within the same state and the percent that begin in one state and
end in another. This division makes it possible to measure the importance of out-
of-state highways to each state’s economy. Products shipped by truck entirely within
a state are carried only on the state’s own highways and don't use out-of-state high-
ways. Products shipped by truck to destinations in other states, by contrast, require
the use of out-of-state highways and thus benefit from a national system. For this
study, the percent of a state’s total shipments that are carried to out-of-state mar-
kets by truck serves to measure the state’s benefits from the existence of a national
highway system.

The data for this study were drawn from the 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, which
the Bureau of Transportation Statistics and the Bureau of the Census conducts
every five years as part of the Economic Census program. For each state, the Com-
modity Flow Survey provides detailed information on total shipments by establish-
ments in mining, manufacturing, wholesale, and selected retail and service indus-
tries by mode of transportation and by destination.5> These data were used to com-
pute for each state the percent of all products shipped by truck, both to in-state des-
tinations and to out-of-state destinations. These results were used to measure the
contribution of highway transportation to each state’'s economic prosperity.

STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON TRUCK TRANSPORTATION

Table 1 shows that the vast majority of states are heavily dependent on highway
truck transportation for product shipments. For each state, Table 1 reports (1) the
total value of product shipments originating in the state, (2) the total value of prod-
ucts shipped by truck, and (3) the percent of products shipped by truck. Table 1 lists
states in descending order according to the percent of products shipped by truck.

Table 1 shows that, but for three states, more than 60 percent of each state's
products by value are shipped by truck and thus depend on highways as the mode
of transportation. This ranges from a low of 29.8 percent for Wyoming to a high of
87.6 percent for Arkansas. For the nation as a whole, 75.1 percent of products by
value are shipped over highways. This means that only one-quarter of products by
value in this country are shipped by a mode of transportation other than truck, such
as rail or air.

Table 1 does not include products shipped by truck-based multi-modal systems,
such as truck-rail or truck-air, or the truck share of parcel post and courier services,
because the truck share of these forms of shipments is not split out. In addition,
shipments by governments are not covered by the Commodity Flow Survey. The ta-
bles in this study thus present the minimal or most conservative measure of the
contribution of highway-based transportation to state economies.

4While value of shipments by truck provides the best measure of the contribution of highways
to state economic prosperity, ton-miles shipped by truck would provide a better indicator of high-
way needs, including both initial pavement requirements and subsequent maintenance expendi-
tures.

5The Commodity Flow Survey does not cover shipments of raw agricultural products from
farm to processing plants like grain elevators, but does cover shipments of food and kindred
products from processing plants through the manufacturing, wholesale and retail levels.
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TABLE 1.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS

[Percent of State’s products shipped by truck]

State

Ranked by percent shipped by truck

Total value of
product ship-

Value shipped by truck

ments (millions) (Miltion) (Percent)
ATKANSAS ..vvvvverirrieeisrisesississsss st sssssenens $66,954 $58,661 87.6
North Carolina 209,398 182,302 87.1
South Carolina 83,621 72,531 86.7
Georgia ........... 210,143 177,921 84.7
Tennessee ... 170,056 142,788 84.0
Wisconsin ... 143,318 120,103 83.8
Alabama ...... 88,845 73,412 82.6
Mississippi 56,268 46,263 82.2
Virginia 114,590 93,116 81.3
Maryland ...... 98,508 79,553 80.8
Pennsylvania 248,758 200,525 80.6
Nevada 19,597 15,785 80.5
Nebraska 42,534 34,168 80.3
lowa ...coevenes 79,900 64,169 80.3
South Dakota 9,585 7,682 80.1
New Jersey ... 252,790 197,627 78.2
Florida ..... 172,045 133,567 716
Indiana ... 178,704 138,203 71.3
Kentucky 112,047 86,546 71.2
Michigan 256,289 197,153 76.9
Ohio ..vvee. 325,626 250,395 76.9
New York . 261,894 199,006 76.0
Kansas 70,519 52,923 75.0
Vermont 8,599 6,445 75.0
lllinois ...... 346,604 258,562 74.6
Colorado .. 58,765 43,816 74.6
Maine 20,233 15,085 74.6
Connecticut 71,357 52,075 73.0
Rhode Island ... 19,475 14,174 72.8
Missouri ....... 136,929 99,285 725
Arizona ..... 68,569 49,497 72.2
Massachusetts 111,722 80,467 72.0
Minnesota ........ 110,180 77,928 70.7
Idaho ... 16,518 11,645 70.5
Delaware .. 16,140 11,340 70.3
Utah ..... 35,599 24,818 69.7
Texas ... 451,847 308,561 68.3
Oklahoma 48,702 33,214 68.2
California 638,523 430,764 67.5
New Hampshire 16,465 11,002 66.8
New Mexico ...... 11,794 7,721 65.5
West Virginia 34,924 22,673 64.9
Washington 123,245 79,757 64.7
Oregon ......... 81,939 52,661 64.3
North Dakota 10,528 6,657 63.2
Montana 10,167 6,272 61.7
Hawaii 11,462 7,033 61.4
Louisiana . 96,194 46,621 485
Alaska ...... 8,120 3,631 44.7
WYoming ....c.ocevevnn 9,012 2,690 29.8
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TABLE 1.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON HIGHWAYS—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped by truck]

Ranked by percent shipped by truck

State Total value of Value shipped by truck
product ship-
ments (millions) (Million) (Percent)
US. 10181 s 5,845,601 4,388,793 75.1

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey. Table 1.

The fact that 75 percent of products by value are shipped to their destination by
truck does not mean these products require highway transportation. Most could
probably be shipped by some other mode if the appropriate highways did not exist
or were too costly. But for-profit companies generally choose the least-costly mode
of transportation to move their products to market. The current evidence indicates
that for 75 percent of products the least-cost mode of transportation is by truck over
the nation’s highways. While other modes could ultimately deliver these products
to their destinations, the transportation costs would be higher and our national
standard of living would thus be lower.6

STATE DEPENDENCE ON IN-STATE VERSUS OUT-OF-STATE HIGHWAYS

The next question is how much each state makes use of the national highway sys-
tem to ship products to markets beyond the state’s own borders. To estimate the
dependence of state economies on a national highway system, this study break each
state’s total highway use into two categories according to the final destination of the
product—(1) products shipped entirely within the originating state and (2) products
shipped to other states.

This study assumes that products shipped entirely within the originating state
make use only of highways lying within the state’s boundaries. If we assume that
each state has a goal of maximizing state output and income by providing the least
costly system for transporting products within the state, the states alone could be
responsible for highways since each state would develop a highway system that is
optimal for the needs of its own state economy. There is no apparent role for the
federal government in building or funding highways to facilitate product movements
that occur entirely within individual states. The final result—fifty separate state
highway systems—would be optimal for the nation, however, only if each state were
a closed economy, that is with no shipments of products to or from other states.

Table 2 shows how much of each state’s economy consists of products that are
shipped entirely within the state. In addition to data on the total value of all ship-
ments from the first column of Table 1, Table 2 presents data for each state on (2)
the value of products shipped entirely within-state, (3) the value of products shipped
within-state by truck and (4) the percent of all products shipped within-state by
truck.

The final column in Table 2 thus provides an estimate of the fraction of each
state’'s economy that operates using just the state’s own highway system. For most
states, this amounts to only a fraction of the state’s current value of product ship-
ments.

TABLE 2.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON INSTATE HIGHWAYS
[Percent of State’s products shipped in-State by truck]

Value of products shipped In-State ship-

Total value of in-State ments by
State product truck as per-
shipments Total By truck cent of total
illi s a hi
(millions) (millions) (millions) s(plgrrgeer?tt)s
Hawaii ... $11,462 $10,616 $7,033 61.4

6This would not be the case if highway transportation were subsidized more heavily than
other modes of transportation. But highways are generally financed by user fees such as taxes
on gasoline and diesel fuels, tolls, etc. If subsidies for highways exist, they would be relevant
only in comparison with subsidies for other modes.
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TABLE 2.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON INSTATE HIGHWAYS—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped in-State by truck]

Value of products shipped In-State ship-
Total value of in-State ments by
gl ———————— e
b ota trucl :
(millions) (millions) (ilions) 5{;‘5@;?55

FIOMAA ©vovvvievereersree e 172,045 108,737 96,105 55.9
California 638,523 390,988 295,410 46.3
Alaska .. 8,120 6,558 3,584 441
Texas ... 451,847 271,287 197,271 437
Montana 10,167 5,389 4,276 421
Michigan 256,289 122,712 107,265 419
New Mexico .. 11,794 5,700 4,694 39.8
Washington .. 123,245 68,745 48,125 39.0
Arizona ..... 68,569 29,272 25,627 374
Colorado ....... 58,765 24,898 21,873 37.2
South Dakota 9,585 3,839 3,402 355
New York 261,894 107,813 90,685 34.6
North Carolina 209,398 79,789 71,847 34.3
Oregon .......... 81,939 33,992 27,395 334
Virginia ... 114,590 41,861 37,963 331
Minnesota ... 110,180 44,081 36,245 329
Vermont ........ 8,599 2,940 2,787 324
North Dakota 10,528 3,948 3,388 322
Ohio 325,626 121,973 102,954 31.6
lowa 79,900 28,082 25,108 314
Wisconsin . 143,318 50,305 44,735 31.2
Georgia ......... 210,143 69,671 64,621 30.8
Pennsylvania 248,758 87,707 76,031 30.6
Maine 20,233 6,972 6,165 305
Alabama 88,845 30,050 26,878 30.3
Utah ......... 35,599 12,900 10,408 29.2
Oklahoma ..... 48,702 16,783 14,016 28.8
Massachusetts . 111,722 37,469 31,708 284
iN0IS ..vovvvveee 346,604 117,910 97,218 28.0
South Carolina 83,621 25,512 23,168 21.7
Idaho 16,518 5,256 4,550 275
Maryland .. 98,508 30,521 26,984 274
Nebraska .. 42,534 12,357 11,477 27.0
Louisiana ..... 96,194 47,385 25,500 26.5
New Jersey ... 252,790 79,196 64,413 255
Arkansas .. 66,954 17,584 16,434 24.5
Nevada 19,597 5,081 4,776 24.4
Mississippi 56,268 16,174 13,644 24.2
Indiana 178,704 50,699 42,545 23.8
Missouri ... 136,929 36,318 31,356 229
Kansas 70,519 17,839 15,128 215
Tennessee 170,056 43,550 36,450 214
Kentucky ....... 112,047 27,314 23,748 212
New Hampshire 16,465 3,651 3,233 19.6
Connecticut 71,357 14,820 12,896 18.1
West Virginia 34,924 8,874 6,163 17.6
Rhode Island ... 19,475 4,062 3,298 16.9
Wyoming ....... . 9,012 2,630 1,524 16.9
DEIAWATE ..vvvveveririerierererssees s 16,140 2,388 2,240 13.9
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TABLE 2.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON INSTATE HIGHWAYS—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped in-State by truck]

Value of products shipped In-State ship-

Total value of in-State ments by
State product truck as per-
shipments Total By truck cent of total
(millions) (millions) (millions) S(*,‘)'grr;‘;?tt)s
U.S. total 5,845,601 2,394,198 1,954,344 334

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, Tables 1 and 8.

Table 2 shows that, nationwide, just one-third of all products by value are shipped
entirely within the originating state by truck. This ranges from a low of 13.6 percent
for Delaware to a high of 61.4 percent for Hawaii. Among mainland states, only
Florida ships more than half of its products entirely within the state by truck. These
shipments, since they originate and end entirely within a single state, do not make
use of out-of-state highways. The highway systems of individual states would suf-
fice.

Product shipments by truck to other states, by contrast, require the use of out-
of-state highways to reach their destination. Theoretically, it would be possible for
the states acting together to develop highway systems to move products across state
lines. This would be easiest, but still not easy, for states that share a common bor-
der, since they share a common interest in minimizing the transportation costs of
shipping goods from producers to consumers.? But it would be immensely difficult
for the states to coordinate the development of a multi-state highway system which
facilitates shipments among non-adjacent states, since states have no economic in-
terest in minimizing the transportation cost for shipments that neither originate nor
end within their borders. In a federal system like ours, a strong case can be made
that only the federal government has an interest in developing a national highway
system that minimizes the cost of transporting goods among non-adjacent states.8

Table 3 presents data for each state on total out-of-state shipments by truck, in-
cluding shipments to both adjacent and non-adjacent states, with states listed in de-
scending order of dependence on out-of-state highways. This table shows how much
of the economic activity in each state depends on the national highway system for
access to markets in other states.

71n theory, a highway system to accommodate flows between adjacent states could be devel-
oped entirely at the state level without federal participation. The only requirement is that both
shipping and receiving states recognize the benefits of minimizing transportation costs. The
shipping state would benefit from expanded markets for its products, thus increasing the real
incomes of producers, while the receiving state would benefit from expanded sources of supply
for purchasers, thus reducing prices and raising real incomes for its households. The same
would hold true for shipments in the opposite direction. The results would be a mini version
of the benefits from trade, with both producers and households in both states better off. The
main bargaining issue between adjacent states would be the distribution of the costs of an inte-
grated highway system, since that would affect the distribution of the net benefits between the
two states.

This process becomes more complex, however, when it is recognized that most states border
more than one other state. A state highway system that minimizes transportation costs with
one adjacent state may not minimize transportation costs with another adjacent state. Florida
is a simple case, since it borders only two states. An integrated system that minimizes shipping
costs between Florida and Georgia might be less than optimal between Florida and Alabama
or Alabama and Georgia. Beyond that, Georgia would have an interest in also accommodating
trade with North and South Carolina, while Alabama would also want to take into account its
own economic interests in trade with Mississippi and Tennessee. Tennessee would face the most
complex task, since it is bordered by eight other states, each of which is bordered by numerous
other states. To the extent that development of integrated highways between adjacent states
were hampered by complex relationships between multiple border states, their economies would
be negatively affected.

8The most complex problems involve shipments between non-adjacent states. While states
have an economic interest in developing highways to transport goods to and from adjacent
states, they have no inherent interest in shipments that neither originate or end within the
state. Why, for example, would taxpayers in Georgia spend any of their own money on highways
that would minimize the cost of shipping products from Florida producers to South Carolina
markets? Why would any state spend its own money to facilitate trans-state shipments? States
would augment their own state highway systems to accommodate trans-shipments only if they
were paid to do so. But the potential costs and risks of leaving this up to the states indicate
the need for federal involvement in developing a national highway system.
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Overall, about 42 percent of all products by value are shipped out of state by
truck. This means that states on average are significantly more dependent on out-
of-state highways to transport products to their ultimate markets than on their own
state highway systems. Dependence on highways to transport products out of state
varies from a low of 13 percent of shipments by value for Wyoming to 63 percent
for Arkansas.

The following map, based on Table 3, suggests how much each state’s economy
could suffer if the federal government’s responsibility for developing and maintain-
ing a national highway system were to be dismantled and replaced by a system
where the states were responsible for funding and managing their own highway sys-
tems. For 19 states, half or more of the state’s products by value are shipped to out-
of-state destinations by truck. The economies of these states are thus more depend-
ent on the national highway system than on all other forms of transportation com-
bined, including their own state highways and non-highway-based modes such as
air or rail. Any change in policy that could result in a deterioration of the national
highway system will reverberate throughout their state economies, increasing the
transportation costs for their producers and reducing their access to out-of-state
markets. Another 19 states depend on the national highway system to ship a third
or more of their products to out-of-state markets. The economies of these states
would also be seriously affected by a deterioration of the national highway system.

AN INDEX OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY DEPENDENCE

As a final step in measuring the contribution of our national highway system to
the economy of each state, Table 4 presents an index of national highway depend-
ence. The index number for each state is the ratio of the percent of products shipped
out-of-state by truck to the percent of products shipped within-state by truck. An
index number greater than 1 indicates that more of the state’s economy depends on
the national highway system than on the state’s own highway system for transpor-
tation. The higher the index number, the greater is the state’s dependence on the
national highway system. The economy of Delaware, for example, is four times as
dependent on national highways to transport its products than on Delaware’s own
highways. Rhode Island, Connecticut and Tennessee are about three times as de-
pendent on the national highway system as on their own highways. The Colorado
economy, by contrast, is equally dependent on in-state and out-of-state highways,
while only 12 states are more dependent on their own highways than on the na-
tional highway system. On average, state economies are 25 percent more dependent
on the national highway system than on their own highway systems to ship their
products.
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Products Shipped Out of State by Truck

-

Fraction of All Products |

il More than Half (19)
l @ One Third to One Half (19)
| [ ] Less than One Third  (12)

TABLE 3.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM
[Percent of State’s products shipped out-of-State by truck]

Total value of
product

Value of out-of-State shipments by truck

Out-of-State
ship. by truck
as percent of

State hinmen To adjacent To nonadja- Total tal ship-

S(rnpinign;s Sta‘ﬁgngm"‘ Ce(rr‘rf”?igan‘)es (miUIItia(lm) ntw%r?tss(psr-
Arkansas $66,954 $20,111 $22,116 $42,227 63.1
Tennessee .... 170,056 37,367 68,971 106,338 62.5
South Carolina 83,621 16,662 32,701 49,363 59.0
Mississippi 56,268 10,472 22,147 32,619 58.0
Delaware 16,140 3,778 5,322 9,100 56.4
Nevada ... 19,597 7,315 3,694 11,009 56.2
Kentucky ... 112,047 26,941 35,857 62,798 56.0
Rhode Island 19,475 4,196 6,680 10,876 55.8
Connecticut . 71,357 13,596 25,583 39,179 54.9
Georgia ... 210,143 61,697 51,603 113,300 53.9
Kansas ... 70,519 11,538 26,257 37,795 53.6
Indiana ... 178,704 46,388 49,270 95,658 53.5
Maryland 98,508 19,312 33,257 52,569 53.4
Nebraska 42,534 6,184 16,507 22,691 53.3
North Carolina . 209,398 36,890 73,565 110,455 52.7
New Jersey ... 252,790 49,300 83,914 133,214 52.7
Wisconsin .... 143,318 29,803 45,565 75,368 52.6
Alabama ...... 88,845 17,615 28,919 46,534 52.4
Pennsylvania 248,758 58,136 66,358 124,494 50.0
Missouri ... 136,929 26,094 41,835 67,929 49.6
lowa ........ 79,900 17,309 21,752 39,061 48.9
Virginia 114,590 17,795 37,358 55,153 48.1
West Virgin 34,924 7116 9,394 16,510 47.3
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TABLE 3.—STATE ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE ON NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM—Continued
[Percent of State’s products shipped out-of-State by truck]

Value of out-of-State shipments by truck

Total value of

Out-of-State
ship. by truck

roduct . : as percent of

State sl?ipments gga?edsja(crﬁm Tcgnntogfggs' Total to?al ship-

(million) lion) (million) (million) mer;t:nt()per-

New Hampshire ... 16,465 2,517 5,252 7,769 47.2
lllinois ......... 346,604 48,834 112,517 161,351 46.6
Ohio ......... 325,626 58,972 88,469 147,441 453
South Dakota 9,585 2,078 2,202 4,280 447
Maine ......... 20,233 822 8,098 8,920 44.1
Massachusetts 111,722 16,894 31,865 48,759 43.6
Idaho 16,518 2,426 4,669 7,095 43.0
Vermont ... 8,599 1,271 2,387 3,658 425
New York . 261,894 47,668 60,653 108,321 41.4
Utah ....... 35.599 3,585 10,825 14,410 40.5
Oklahoma 48,702 8,777 10,421 19,198 394
Minnesota 110,180 11,834 29,849 41,683 37.8
Colorado .. 58,765 6,311 15,632 21,943 373
Michigan . 256,289 28,734 61,154 89,888 35.1
Arizona 68,569 12,537 11,333 23,870 34.8
North Dakota ... 10,528 1,783 1,486 3,269 311
Oregon ........ 81,939 16,641 8,625 25,266 30.8
Washington . 123,245 6,868 24,764 31,632 25.7
New Mexico . 11,794 1,804 1,223 3,027 25.7
Texas ....... 451,847 26,050 85,240 111,290 24.6
Louisiana . 96,194 8,308 12,813 21,121 22.0
Florida ..... 172,045 7,071 30,391 37,462 21.8
California 638,523 23,893 111,461 135,354 21.2
Montana 10,167 771 1,225 1,996 19.6
Wyoming 9,012 663 503 1,166 12.9
Alaska 8,120 0 47 47 .6
Hawaii L1462 oot e e
U.S. total 5,845,601 892,727 1,541,729 2,434,456 41.6

Source: U.S. DOT. 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, Tables 1 and 8.

TABLE 4.—INDEX OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY DEPENDENCE

Percent of State products shipped

by truck Index of national

State highway
Out-of-State In-State dependence
Delaware ...... 56.4 13.9 4.06
Rhode Island ... 55.8 16.9 3.30
Connecticut ..... 54.9 18.1 3.04
Tennessee ... 62.5 21.4 2.92
West Virginia ... 473 17.6 2.68
Kentucky ...... 56.0 21.2 2.64
Arkansas .. 63.1 24.5 2,57
Kansas ............. 53.6 215 2.50
New Hampshire 47.2 19.6 2.40
Mississippi 58.0 24.2 2.39
Nevada ... 56.2 24.4 231
Indiana ... 535 238 2.25
Missouri 49.6 22.9 2.17
SOULh Carolina .....ucveeeeevceereeesssee s nes 59.0 21.7 213
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TABLE 4.—INDEX OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY DEPENDENCE—Continued

Percent of State products shipped

by truck Index of national

State highway
Out-of-State In-State dependence

New Jersey ... 52.7 25.5 2.07
Nebraska .. 53.3 27.0 1.98
Maryland 53.4 27.4 1.95
Georgia 539 30.8 1.75
Alabama ... 52.4 30.3 173
Wisconsin . 52.6 31.2 1.68
lllinois 46.6 28.0 1.66
Pennsylvania ... 50.0 30.6 1.64
Idaho ........ 43.0 275 1.56
lowa ......... 48.9 314 1.56
Massachusetts . 43.6 28.4 154
North Carolina .. 52.7 34.3 1.54
Virginia ..... 48.1 331 1.45
Maine .... 44.1 305 1.45
Ohio .. 453 316 1.43
Utah ...... 40.5 29.2 1.38
Oklahoma . 39.4 28.8 1.37
Vermont 425 324 131
South Dakota .... 447 35.5 1.26
New York .. 41.4 34.6 1.19
Minnesota . 378 329 1.15
Colorado 373 37.2 1.00
North Dakota ... 311 322 0.96
Arizona ...... 34.8 374 .93
Oregon .. 30.8 334 .92
Michigan ... 35.1 419 .84
Louisiana .. 22.0 26.5 .83
Wyoming ... 12.9 16.9 a7
Washington 25.7 39.0 .66
New Mexico 25.7 39.8 .64
Texas ... 24.6 43.7 .56
Montana 19.6 421 A1
California .. 21.2 46.3 46
Florida .. 218 55.9 39
Alaska ... 6 44.1 01
HAWAIT ©.vvovvvieiiees e sesee sbesesese s nsees 614 s

U.S. QVEIAJE ..o 41.6 334 125

Source: ARTBA from 1993 Commodity Flow Survey data.
CONCLUSION—PRESERVING THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Although some policymakers would dismantle the federal highway program, the
central importance of the nation’s highway system to the economic prosperity of the
nation and of the individual states dictates, for most states, a different approach.

The core strategy for reauthorization of the Federal highway program should be
to preserve and strengthen the national highway system, since the economic pros-
perity of the vast majority of states depends more on out-of-state highways than on
in-state highways.® Devolving the highway program to the states would be self-de-
feating in the long run even for states whose own resources for highways might ex-

9As a corollary, the U.S. Department of Transportation has recently released data, based on
the 1993 Commodity Flow Survey, showing how much of the truck traffic within each state con-
sists of through-state shipments compared to shipments that either originate or end within the
state. The large volume of through-state shipments also supports the need for a federal highway
program. See Bureau of Transportation Statistics. “Truck Movements in America: Shipments
From, To, Within, and Through States.” BTS/97-TS/1, May 1997.
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ceed their share of federal highway funds, if higher transportation costs and limited
access to markets for the state’s products resulted from a deterioration in the qual-
ity of the nation’s highway system. Ultimately, the state’s output and income would
fall below the potential that could be attained with an excellent national highway
system.

In economic terms, the goal of federal highway funding should be to allocate re-
sources in such a way as to maximize the national benefit from the highway system.
This means looking at our national highways as a single unit and allocating federal
resources wherever they are needed to yield the best possible national system. What
each state should do is ask what kind of highway system is necessary for maximiz-
ing the state’s economic prosperity—by minimizing the transportation cost and
maximizing the market penetration of the products made in the state, to both in-
state and out-of-state markets. Each state should then work toward a distribution
of federal highway funds that achieves this goal.

STATEMENT OF BARRY COPELAND

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Copeland.

Mr. CoPeELAND. Senator, thank you for allowing me the oppor-
tunity to testify at today’'s hearing.

Senator SHELBY. Do you want to use that microphone? You prob-
ably do not need it.

Mr. CoPELAND. | am sorry. | am sure | do.

My name is Barry Copeland, | serve as volunteer chairman of
the Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce, Governmental Af-
fairs Division. The chamber would, first of all, like to wish Mr.
White a safe trip this afternoon. We need his leadership in Wash-
ington and we hope he’s all right on Corridor X as he travels today.

The Birmingham Area Chamber salutes you, Senator Shelby,
along with Congressmen Bachus and Aderholt for your outstanding
leadership on this critical matter of completing Corridor X. This
has emerged as the No. 1, most important objective of our chamber
of commerce and we represent 4,000 business members in this five-
county area of metropolitan Birmingham.

Just as an aside, those 4,000 members of the chamber employ
more than 280,000 people in this five-county area.

Senator SHELBY. Two hundred and how many?

Mr. CoPELAND. More than 280,000 people employed by our mem-
bers.

Determining that this highway project would be our top priority
was not a decision arrived at easily, nor is it considered lightly by
the chamber. To reach this decision, the chamber went through an
exhaustive process of first surveying the 4,000 members, then hold-
ing intensive planning sessions and finally having recommenda-
tions reviewed, debated, and then voted upon by our board of direc-
tors and trustees. The Corridor X completion emerged as the No.
1 priority.

Midway last year, the chamber board voted to add work and
completion on the northern beltline as a coequal priority.

Additionally, we have worked very hard at the chamber to
achieve the full cooperation of a number of other chambers of com-
merce, county commissions, mayors, and other publicly elected offi-
cials all the way from Birmingham up through Hamilton and we
call this regional entity the Corridor X task force. It is truly bipar-
tisan in nature, many of the people on the task force are here with
us today demonstrating a broad-based regional bipartisan support
for the Corridor X project throughout most of north Alabama.
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The Birmingham area chamber and the Corridor X task force be-
lieve this highway is critical because of two factors, and you have
heard discussion on this today: Highway safety and economic devel-
opment. We have initiated our own research as to the number of
accidents along the unfinished stretch of Corridor X and have
found some interesting numbers. Alarming would be a better word.

Between 1993 and 1996, there were 5,353 accidents on Highway
78, and those numbers are substantially higher than those reported
by the Alabama Department of Transportation and Public Safety
Department. The reason is, just as an aside, when the Public Safe-
ty Department counts a traffic accident, if that traffic accident oc-
curred at an intersection on Corridor X and was assigned to an
intersecting road, the Public Safety Department in Alabama might
not have tally-stroked that as an accident on the highway.

So we surveyed local municipalities up and down the highway
and the counties involved for Marion, Walker, and Jefferson Coun-
ties and came up with a number that is roughly one-third higher
than those reported in the State but we feel a more accurate——

Senator SHELBY. One-third higher than the other parts of the
State?

Mr. CorPeLAND. No; one-third higher than those reported on the
same highway by the State simply because the local municipalities
keep records of those traffic accidents at intersections.

Senator SHELBY. Did you compare the rate of accidents on other
roads in Alabama compared to 78——

Mr. CoPeLAND. No, sir.

Senator SHELBY. And see if that was higher?

Mr. CoPeLAND. We did not.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

Mr. CoPELAND. We were trying to gauge, Senator, as accurate as
possible a picture of the traffic accident rate. If you have traveled
the corridor, you know the high presence of white crosses up and
down that highway indicating fatalities, and you have heard testi-
mony this morning about that.

But the traffic accident rate itself we felt was significantly higher
than what we had access to and the surveys indicated that.

Senator SHELBY. All right.

Mr. CoPeELAND. Without a doubt, having a two-lane highway han-
dle this huge volume of passenger and freight traffic between cities
such as Birmingham and Memphis is just a recipe for disaster.

The completion of Corridor X will also mean tremendous eco-
nomic impact in this area of Alabama. In fact, it already has. As
jobs are being talked about now, as this new money becomes avail-
able in that corridor, you are seeing communities like Jasper adver-
tise themselves aggressively as a great place to live, the first time
in many, many years.

We have strong expressions of interest from companies such as
Federal Express with headquarters in Memphis for the completion
of this highway. | think it is safe to say it will effectively link Ala-
bama’'s markets with a huge basin of markets in the Midwestern
United States; however, common sense would dictate that Corridor
X be completed before any other competing corridors to Memphis
from Atlanta because you already have rights of way in place, you
have a major interstate link of 1-20 which already links Atlanta to
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Birmingham. And so we look at Corridor X as a de facto interstate
that is just waiting to happen and we hope that it will.

As an additional and equally important priority that the chamber
has established is the northern beltline, around the northern part
of Birmingham, which would relieve some very serious traffic con-
gestion. It is our hope that the last leg of Corridor X will be the
first leg of the northern beltline because they will intersect.

We know that funding pledges have been made at the State level
to complete Corridor X or to have construction under way from the
Mississippi line into Jasper by 1999 and we have heard today pro-
jections even beyond that. Now we urgently need the Senate Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Transportation to continue the very
pressing funding needs for Corridor X, tying it into the Bir-
mingham metropolitan highway system and again, ideally, linking
Corridor X with the northern beltline.

In sum, much has been accomplished, and again we are grateful
to you and to the Congressmen who are here today for your leader-
ship. We urge your committee to continue accelerating the funding
timetable for this highway so that it will be completed in a timely
fashion for economic development reasons and for the saving of
lives and the damage to property that we have heard about before.

Thank you again for your outstanding leadership and your per-
sonal interest in this, and at the Birmingham area chamber, we
stand ready to do whatever we need to do to support you in this.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Copeland. Your written state-
ment will be made part of the record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BARRY COPELAND

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me the opportunity to testify at today’s
hearing.

The Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce wishes to salute you, Congressmen
Bachus and Aderholt for your collective leadership on the critical matter of complet-
ing Corridor X, the long awaited controlled access highway between Birmingham
and Memphis. This has emerged as the number one objective of the Birmingham
Area Chamber of Commerce, our 4,000 business members and the 280,000-plus em-
ployees represented by these member businesses.

Determining this highway project to be our Chamber’s top priority was not a deci-
sion that was arrived at easily—nor is it considered lightly. To reach this decision,
our Chamber went through an exhaustive process of first surveying our 4,000 mem-
bers, then holding intensive planning sessions and finally having the recommenda-
tions reviewed and deliberated upon by our Board of Directors and Trustees.

Additionally, we have worked very hard to achieve the full cooperation of multiple
chambers of commerce, county commissions and mayors all the way from Bir-
mingham to Hamilton. We call this regional entity the “Corridor X Task Force.”
Many of them are here this morning, proving what broad based, regional support
there is for Corridor X throughout Alabama.

The Birmingham Area Chamber and the Corridor X Task Force believes that this
highway is critically needed because of two factors: Highway safety and economic
development. We have initiated our own research as to the number of accidents
along the unfinished stretch of Corridor X and have found that between 1993-1996
there were 5,353 accidents on Highway 78—numbers substantially higher than
those reported by the Alabama Highway Department.

Without a doubt, having a two lane highway handle the huge volume of passenger
and freight traffic between two major cities such as Birmingham and Memphis is
a recipe for disaster. We urge you to continue your efforts to identify funding quick-
ly—otherwise, highway accidents and fatalities will continue to mount.
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Completion of Corridor X will also mean a tremendous economic impact to all of
Alabama. It will effectively link Alabama markets with huge mid-western markets
that are currently very difficult to access using ground transportation. Furthermore,
much talk has been made about the need for a separate interstate highway link be-
tween Memphis and Atlanta. However, common sense would dictate that Corridor
X be completed first so that a de facto interstate highway could then exist between
Memphis and Atlanta, running through Birmingham.

An additional highway priority for our Chamber of Commerce is the Northern
Beltline around Birmingham to relieve serious traffic congestion. It is our sincere
hope that the last leg of Corridor X will serve as the first leg of the Northern Belt-
line. Funding pledges have been made to complete Corridor X (or have construction
underway) from the Mississippi state line to Industrial Drive in Jasper by 1999.

Now we urgently need the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation to consider the very pressing need of finalizing Corridor X by tying it into
the Birmingham highway system, ideally linking Corridor X into the Northern Belt-
line.

It is our understanding that approximately $54 million has been designated for
Corridor X in 1998. That still leaves an additional $546 million necessary to com-
plete this long overdue roadway. We urge this committee to continue to accelerate
the funding timetable for this highway so that it will be completed in time to save
lives and promote vitally needed economic development in Alabama.

Thank you again for your outstanding leadership on this. Our Chamber will con-
tinue to press as hard as possible on this issue. Please keep up the good work and
let us know whenever we may be of assistance to you.

STATEMENT OF J. FRANK FILGO

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Filgo.

Mr. FiLco. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The trucking industry is a significant catalyst to the economy of
the State of Alabama. Trucking's job is to deliver the goods, cost
effectively and safely. This not only benefits our customers but the
economic prosperity of the State of Alabama and its communities
as well.

Over 80 percent of Alabama’s manufactured goods, some 237 mil-
lion tons annually, are hauled by truck. Projections are, by the year
2000, trucks will be asked to haul over 269 million tons of Ala-
bama’s products to market. Furthermore, three-quarters of Ala-
bama’s communities depend exclusively on trucks where there are
no rail or water routes.

In order for our industry to do its job efficiently, we require a
well-built transportation infrastructure which links our commu-
nities with one another and to the markets outside our State. Well-
planned and maintained roads and bridges enable trucks to deliver
the goods to market at a reasonable cost on time and with less in-
stances of highway fatalities or accidents.

Corridor X is a major truck route. Based on truck classification
counts, approximately 7.5 percent of the traffic present on U.S.
Highway 78 during the morning peak hour, and approximately 7.2
percent of the traffic present during the afternoon peak hour is me-
dium or large truck traffic. Simply put, the existing conditions are
unsafe for all that share the road. Our professional truckdrivers
have families, too, and we want our workplace to be a safe place
for all.

As you know, Corridor X runs through or adjacent to Fayette,
Jefferson, Lamar, Marion, Walker, and Winston Counties. The
area’s largest employers are manufacturers of mobile homes, auto
parts and trucks, textiles, among other industries. Until Corridor
X is completed, these six Alabama counties will not be in a position
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to experience economic growth. That, as | understand is the pur-
pose of ADHS.

It has been said that Alabama is open for business, but until
Corridor X is completed, the six-county region which includes the
greater Birmingham area and impacts the entire State of Alabama
will never realize its true economic potential. Alabama’s economy
cannot prosper off a north and southbound truck route. Trucks
need to travel east and west, too, but cannot unless our roads head
in that direction.

We in the trucking industry realize that good roads and bridges
are sound investments with the benefits far outweighing the initial
cost. Each typical five-axle semi-trailer pays over $10,000 annually
in State and Federal taxes. We would like to see more of our high-
way user fees dedicated to the purpose for which they were paid.

The trucking industry wishes to thank the Alabama U.S. con-
gressional delegation for support of Corridor X and the overall need
for better roads to move Alabama’s economy. Senate bill 1173, allo-
cating more than a $26 billion increase for highway funding re-
cently passed U.S. Senate. Much of that increase will be allocated
to the States.

Now the U.S. House of Representatives must address the high-
way funding issue. We urge all Alabama highway users to join with
the trucking industry in supporting the increased funding for our
Nation’s roadways of which Corridor X is an essential component.

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF AL GIBBS

Senator SHELBY. Thank you. Mr. Gibbs.

Mr. GieBs. Thank you, Senator Shelby. | am Al Gibbs, director
of corporate affairs for AAA-Alabama.

Senator SHELBY. Take that microphone closer to you, please.
Thank you.

Mr. GieBs. We are the State affiliate of the 40-million-member
American Automobile Association, and it is a pleasure to be here
this morning to address you on behalf of AAA-Alabama’s 225,000
members and all Alabama motorists.

Anyone who has ever driven on Highway 78 between Bir-
mingham and Memphis will attest that completion of Corridor X
should be a priority item on our State’s transportation improve-
ment plan. But we favor its completion not just for the economic
benefits it will have for the State or for the additional tourism that
Alabama will gain or for the congestion relief and air quality im-
provement that will be derived, we advocate its completion for the
purpose of reducing injuries and needless deaths.

The simple fact is that the Highway 78 route is inadequate to
handle the volumes of cars and trucks that travel it, and too many
crashes and deaths occur that probably would not occur if the route
were a controlled-access interstate-quality highway.

We automobile owners and drivers realize that we are not the
only users of our roads. By sharing our roads with big trucks load-
ed with coal or timber or gasoline or large mobile homes is just a
part of everyday driving. We depend on them to deliver the goods
and services we need to live our lives and we have become accus-
tomed to their presence on the road, but we are deathly afraid of
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their size and weight, especially on noninterstate highways such as
Highway 78 where drivers face more driving variables and distrac-
tions.

Road conditions are a factor in an estimated 30 percent of traffic
fatalities. Highway improvements such as wider lanes and shoul-
ders, adding or improving medians and upgrading roads from two
lanes to four lanes can reduce traffic fatalities and crashes.

You mentioned earlier that the Tripp information—the road in-
formation program, Tripp, noted that 77 percent of all fatal crashes
occur on two-lane roads while only 14 percent occur on roads with
four or more lanes.

A study by the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety, this report
right here which you have, outlines the safety benefits we can
achieve if we invest our transportation resources wisely. For exam-
ple, by increasing lane width 1 foot, we can reduce crashes by 12
percent. Removing hazards within 10 feet of a road would reduce
these types of crashes by 25 percent. Removing hazards that are
within 20 feet would reduce crashes by 44 percent.

Every dollar we spend making these improvements on lower
grade roads actually produces a savings of nearly $3. In our view,
that's a wise investment. Allowing Federal gas tax dollars to accu-
mulate in the highway trust fund is not a wise investment. It may
look like a savings on paper but in reality it merely shifts expenses
to other areas of the economy. It pushes up the cost of insurance,
it pushes up the cost of health care. It pushes up the cost of doing
business and it delays the inevitable time when road and bridge
work not done today will have to be done anyway, but at that point
the work will not only be more urgent, it will be much more costly.

Fortunately, there are obvious solutions. First, Congress must
pass the ISTEA legislation quickly, and we are pleased to see the
Senate and we see that the House has a sense of urgency as well.
Second, we should invest every penny in the highway trust fund
the way American motorists intended when they passed the gaso-
line tax, to keep our transportation system running safely and effi-
ciently.

AAA’s goal is to ensure safety and freedom of mobility for this
generation and generations to come. In addition to improving roads
and saving lives, spending the trust fund as it was intended will
produce two beneficial side effects: American motorists will get
what they are paying for. That is all they want, and Congress and
the administration will protect one of their greatest assets, and I'm
not referring to the transportation infrastructure, I'm referring to
the trust of the American people.

The money has been collected for transportation, it should not be
hijacked. Returning highway tax dollars to the State held hostage
in the highway trust fund could go a long way toward completing
Corridor X.

We sincerely thank you for the work that you are you doing on
this important project and AAA-Alabama supports your efforts.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Gibbs. Your written statement
will be made part of the record.
[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF AL GIBBS

It is a pleasure to be here this morning to address you on behalf of AAA-Ala-
bama’s 225,000 members and all Alabama motorists.

Anyone that has ever driven on Highway 78 between Birmingham and Memphis
will attest that completion of Corridor X should be a priority item on our State's
transportation improvement plan.

We favor its completion not just for the economic benefits that it will have for the
State, or for the additional tourism that Alabama will gain, or for the congestion
relief and air quality improvement that will be derived * * * we advocate its com-
pletion for the purpose of reducing injuries and needless deaths.

The simple fact is that the Highway 78 route is inadequate to handle the volumes
of cars and trucks that travel it, and too many crashes and deaths occur that prob-
ably would not occur if the route were a controlled access interstate quality high-
way.

We automobile owners and drivers realize that we are not the only users of our
roads. Sharing our roads with big trucks, loaded with coal or timber, or gasoline,
or large mobile homes is just a part of everyday driving. We depend on them to de-
liver the goods and services we need to live our lives, and we've become accustomed
to their presence on the road. But we are also deathly afraid of their size and
weight, especially on non-interstate highways such as Highway 78 where drivers
face more driving variables and distractions.

Road conditions are a factor in an estimated 30 percent of traffic fatalities. High-
way improvements such as wider lanes and shoulders, adding or improving median,
and upgrading roads from two lanes to four lanes can reduce traffic fatalities and
crashes.

According to information gathered and analyzed by the road information program
(TRIP), 77 percent of all fatal crashes occur on two lane roads while only 14 percent
occur on roads with four or more lanes.

A study by the AAA foundation for traffic safety a copy of which you should have
in front of you outlines the safety benefits we can achieve if we invest our transpor-
tation resources wisely.

For example:

—By increasing lane width one foot, we can reduce crashes by 12 percent.

—Removing hazards within 10 feet of a road would reduce these types of crashes
by 25 percent.

—Removing hazards that are within 20 feet would reduce crashes by 44 percent.

Every dollar we spend making these improvements on lower-grade roads actually
produces a savings of nearly $3. In our view, that's a wise investment.

Allowing Federal gas tax dollars to accumulate in the highway trust fund is not
a wise investment. It may look like a savings on paper but, in reality, it merely
shifts expenses to other areas of the economy:

—It pushes up the cost of insurance.

—It pushes up the cost of health care.

—It pushes up the cost of doing business.

—And it delays the inevitable time when road and bridge work not done today
will have to be done anyway. But at that point, the work will not only be more
urgent, it will be much more costly.

Fortunately, there are obvious solutions.

First, Congress must pass the ISTEA legislation quickly and, fortunately, the

House and Senate now seem to have that sense of urgency.

And second, we should invest every penny in the highway trust fund the way
American motorists intended when they passed the gasoline tax to keep our trans-
portation system running safely and efficiently.

AAA’s goal is to ensure safety and freedom of mobility for this generation and
generations to come.

In addition to improving roads and saving lives * * * spending the trust fund as
it was intended will produce two beneficial side effects.

1. American motorists will get what they're paying for. That's all they want. And
* * %

2. Congress and the administration will protect one of their greatest assets. I'm
not referring to the transportation infrastructure. I'm referring to the trust of the
American people.

—The money has been collected for transportation.

—It shouldn’t be highjacked.

Returning highway tax dollars to the State, held hostage in the highway trust
fund, could go a long way toward completing Corridor X.



52

We sincerely thank you for the work you are doing on this important project and
AAA-Alabama supports your efforts.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The study referred to in Mr. Gibbs’' statement
does not appear in the hearing record, but is available for review
in the subcommittee’s files.]

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator SHELBY. Gentlemen, | am going to have some questions
for the record, but other than that, we want to thank you, all of
you, for appearing here today. We think this field hearing is impor-
tant. You heard the testimony earlier of the two Congressmen and
others. | think it defines where we want to go and | believe we
must, must finish this and we will.

Thank you very much, and let's keep working until this is fin-
ished and, as Congressman Bachus brought up, let's then work
on—or perhaps before then, the northern beltline. It is so impor-
tant to the people of Alabama and to the American people.

Thank you. This hearing is recessed.

[Whereupon, at 11 a.m., Monday, March 16, the subcommittee
was recessed, to reconvene at 10:06 a.m., Thursday, March 19.]



MATERIAL SUBMITTED SUBSEQUENT TO
CONCLUSION OF HEARING

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The following material was not presented at the
hearing, but was submitted to the subcommittee for inclusion in
the record subsequent to the hearing:]

CORRIDOR X: BACKGROUND, MARCH 16, 1998

Project Description.—Corridor X is a 96.9 mile controlled access facility from the
Mississippi state line to 1-65 that is part of the Appalachian Development Highway
System administered by the Appalachian Regional Commission. Upon its comple-
tion, and in conjunction with other routes in Mississippi, it will provide a freeway-
type route from Birmingham to Memphis. This road will greatly increase accessibil-
ity into northwest Alabama which should significantly increase economic develop-
ment in the region.

Project Status.—For the corridor, approximately 23 miles have been opened to
traffic and 21 miles are currently under construction. The environmental docu-
mentation has been completed on the entire corridor and all of the Right-of-Way has
been authorized, except for a 1.8 mile segment at 1-65 and U.S. 31 in Jefferson
County.

Funding Status.—The total project cost is estimated to be $570 million (80 per-
cent federal, 20 percent state), but the state of Alabama is only seeking about $258
million in ISTEA and state funds over the next five years. These funds will be used
to complete two portions of the Corridor: (1) the segment from SR 129 in Marion
County to U.S. 78 west of Jasper in Walker County and (2) an 11.9 mile segment
from U.S. 78 in Graysville in Jefferson County to 1-65 in Birmingham. These two
segments should be finished by 2002. The rest of the Corridor will not be completed
until after 2002.

Economic and Safety Benefits.—The major economic benefits result from the open-
ing up of the northwest region of the State by providing the transportation connec-
tion that will promote growth and development in the region. The primary safety
benefits will be the removal of current U.S. 78 traffic from a rural two-lane highway
to a freeway type facility and eliminating U.S. 78 traffic conflicts through several
small towns.

Additional information:

—In fiscal years 1996 and 1997, Corridor X was eligible for an average of $9 mil-

lion in Appalachian Highway Funds.

—In fiscal year 1998, that figure increased more than 500 percent—to about $50
million. $40 million of this amount were contained in the Transportation Appro-
priations Bill.

—This additional money will allow the state to make significant progress on Cor-
ridor X.

—~Corridor X is critical to the state’s economy. It will provide a more direct link
between Memphis and Birmingham, and will foster job creation.

—Senator Shelby is committed to securing as much funding as possible for the
Appalachian Highway System, so that the state of Alabama will have the ability
to finish this important highway.

STATUS OF CORRIDOR X SEGMENTS
[March 16, 1998]

Length

(miles) Status

Segment

AL/MS State Line to County Road 45 (south of Hamilton)
County Road 45 (south of Hamilton) to SR 129 (Marion County)

(53)

23 Completed.
7 Under construction.
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STATUS OF CORRIDOR X SEGMENTS—Continued
[March 16, 1998]

Length

(miles) Status

Segment

SR 129 (Marion County) to County Road 11 (Walker County) ..
County Road 11 to U.S. 78 (west of Jasper in Walker County)
West of U.S. 78 to Burton Creek 3 Design phase.
Burton Creek to Jasper Industrial Park Road ... 11 Under construction.
Jasper Industrial Park Road to 1-65 Birmingham ............cccccoeneinnrernenenn. 31 Design phase.

16  Design phase.
4 Under construction.

REsoLuUTION OF THE CITY OF CORDOVA, ALABAMA, REGARDING CORRIDOR X
DEVELOPMENT

Whereas, the development of the Appalachian Regional Highway known as Corridor
X connecting Memphis, Tennessee to Birmingham, Alabama and points between;
and

Whereas, construction on this important artery for trade and tourism has lagged in
its funding and development; and

Whereas, Appalachian Highway dollars will soon be appropriated that far exceed
amounts appropriated in recent years, resulting in a major increase of Federal
funding for the two Appalachian corridors in Alabama; and

Whereas, lives are being lost at an alarming rate because of unacceptable conditions
along the over-traveled roadway; and

Whereas, the Governor of Alabama has pledged to match with appropriate funding
all Federal money coming to the state for Appalachian highway development; and

Whereas, the economic potential of northwest Alabama is largely at bay until sig-
nificant headway is made on Corridor X: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the officials of Cordova, Alabama, who below sign in witness to this
document, fully support and encourage the speedy completion of Corridor X; and
be it further

Resolved, That the Governor of Alabama, in full understanding of the y and emer-
gency nature of this important highway project, be urged to appropriate additional
funding to Corridor X until the citizens of north Alabama are convinced the
project is proceeding with haste and appropriateness
Attest:

ELAINE STOVER, City Clerk.
SHELLY DRUMMOND, Mayor.

LETTER FROM BARRY COPELAND, VICE CHAIRMAN, GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, THE
BIRMINGHAM AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

MARCH 11, 1998.

Hon. RICHARD SHELBY,
U.S. Senator, Alabama, Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Trans-
portation, 110 Hart Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHELBY: The Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce wishes to
salute you for your outstanding leadership on the critical matter of completing Cor-
ridor X, the long awaited controlled access highway between Birmingham and Mem-
phis. This has emerged as the number one objective of the Birmingham Area Cham-
ber of Commerce, its 4,000 business members and the 280,000-plus employees rep-
resented by these member businesses.

Determining this highway project to be our Chamber’s top priority was not a deci-
sion that was arrived at easily—nor is it considered lightly. To reach this decision
our Chamber went through an exhaustive process of first surveying our 4,000 mem-
bers, then holding intensive planning sessions and finally having the recommenda-
tions reviewed and deliberated upon by our Board of Directors and Trustees.

The Birmingham Area Chamber believes that this highway is critically needed be-
cause of two factors: Highway safety and economic development. We have initiated
our own research as to the number of accidents along the unfinished stretch of Cor-
ridor X and have found 5,353 accidents on Highway 78 between 1993-1996—num-
bers substantially higher than those reported by the Alabama Highway Department.
Without a doubt, this highway that is currently two lane for much of its route is
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direly needed to be upgraded to interstate status to handle the volume of passenger
and freight traffic between the major cities of Birmingham and Memphis. Other-
wise, highway accidents and fatalities will continue to mount.

Completion of Corridor X will mean a tremendous economic impact to all of Ala-
bama. It will effectively link Alabama markets with huge mid-western markets that
are currently very difficult to access using ground transportation. Furthermore,
much talk has been made about the need for a separate interstate highway link be-
tween Memphis and Atlanta. However, common sense would dictate that Corridor
X be completed first so that a de facto interstate highway could then exist between
Memphis and Atlanta running through Birmingham.

An additional highway priority for our Chamber is the Northern Beltline around
Birmingham to relieve serious traffic congestion. It is our sincere hope that the last
leg of Corridor X will serve as the first leg of the Northern Beltline. Funding pledges
have been made to complete Corridor X (or have construction underway) from the
Mississippi state line to Industrial Drive in Jasper by 1999. Now we urgently need
the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation to consider the very
pressing need of finalizing Corridor X by tying it into the Birmingham highway sys-
tem, ideally linking Corridor X into the Northern Beltline.

Thank you again for your outstanding leadership on this. Our records show that
over $50 million will be spent on Corridor X in 1998. That is a step in the right
direction but, as you know, the total price tag to complete it is $600 million. Please
keep up the good work and let us know whenever we may be of assistance to you.

Sincerely,
BARRY COPELAND,
Vice Chairman, Governmental Affairs.

RESOLUTION OF THE WALKER COUNTY COMMISSION

Whereas, redevelopment of the area parallel to U.S. Highway 78 from Memphis to
Birmingham is a highway project originally planned to connect the last two major
Southern cities not already connected by a controlled access highway; and

Whereas, work on this project, begun 30 years ago, is presently lagging, almost to
a stop; and

Whereas, citizens of Walker County, Alabama, and other passengers and drivers
along the way continue to lose their lives at a rate of almost one per month over
the last four years; and

Whereas, trade and tourism are suffering because of the inability to travel safely
and with expediency along the present U.S. Highway 78: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Walker County Commission pledges its full support to the efforts
of the Birmingham Area Chamber of Commerce and the Corridor X Task Force;
and be it further

Resolved, That the Walker County Commission urges the full support and assist-
ance of The Honorable Jeff Sessions, The Honorable Richard Shelby, The Honor-
able Robert Aderholt, The Honorable Spencer Bachus, and The Honorable Bud
Cramer, in efforts to complete this valuable roadway with full expediency and
with the knowledge that it is according to the good pleasure and will of this body
and of the populace of our great County.

This the 1st day of April, 1997.
BrRuce HamRick, Chairman.

REsoLuTION OF THE CITY OF JASPER, AL

Whereas, accelerated funding for the completion of Corridor X has been a top prior-
ity for the City of Jasper, Alabama, all this year and in the past year; and
Whereas, we have received increased funding from the federal government through
the Appalachian Regional Commission; however funding from the State, other
than matching federal funds, have not come forth: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the City Council of the City of Jasper, Alabama, That the Honorable Fob
James, Governor of the State of Alabama, be asked to commit a minimum of Forty
Million Dollars in State Department of Transportation funds, exclusive of match-
ing funds, for Corridor X in the proposed Highway Bond Issue.
This the 2nd day of September, 1997.
Approved.
DoN GOEeTz, Mayor.
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ResoLuTION No. 96-97-16, CiTY OF SUMITON, CORRIDOR X DEVELOPMENT

Whereas, the development of the Appalachian Regional Highway known as Corridor
X connecting Memphis, Tennessee to Birmingham, Alabama and points between;
and

Whereas, construction on this important artery for trade and tourism has lagged in
its funding and development; and

Whereas, Appalachian Highway dollars will soon be appropriated that far exceed
amounts appropriated in recent years, resulting in a major increase of Federal
funding for the two Appalachian corridors in Alabama; and

Whereas, lives are being lost at an alarming rate because of unacceptable conditions
along the over-traveled roadway; and

Whereas, the Governor of Alabama has pledged to match with appropriate funding
all Federal money coming to the state for Appalachian highway development; and

Whereas, the economic potential of northwest Alabama is largely at bay until sig-
nificant headway is made on Corridor X: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the officials of Sumiton, Alabama, fully support and encourage the
speedy completion of Corridor X; and be it further

Resolved, That the Governor of Alabama, in full understanding of the urgency and
emergency nature of this important highway project, be urged to appropriate addi-
tional funding to Corridor X until the citizens of North Alabama are convinced
the project is proceeding with haste and appropriateness.

Approved.
PeTE ELLEN, Mayor.



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999

THURSDAY, MARCH 19, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10:06 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard C. Shelby (chairman) presid-
ing.

Present: Senators Shelby, Domenici, Gorton, Bennett, Faircloth,
Lautenberg, Byrd, Reid, and Kohl.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION MAJOR FUNDING
ISSUES

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

STATEMENT OF HON. RODNEY E. SLATER, SECRETARY OF TRANSPOR-
TATION

OPENING REMARKS

Senator SHELBY. The subcommittee will come to order.

We will focus on a few specifics of the President’s budget request
later in the hearing, Mr. Secretary, but first | wanted to say that
it has been a pleasure working with you for the past year. | ven-
ture to say that both you and | have learned a great deal, though
you probably knew a lot more than | did, about our Nation’s trans-
portation systems. That was your first as Secretary of Transpor-
tation and it was my first as chairman of the Transportation Ap-
propriations Subcommittee. But | have enjoyed working with you
and your staff.

FUNDING PRIORITIES

Last year, we discussed some of the criteria by which we should
evaluate the cost effectiveness of transportation programs. In put-
ting together last year’'s Appropriations Act, | tried to focus our
limited Federal resources on programs and projects that create
jobs, create opportunities, create economic activity, and improve
mobility in America, while, at the same time, reflecting the prior-
ities articulated in the President’s budget request and in the pro-
grams highlighted by members of the committee and the Senate.

(57)
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I think that 1998 has been a good year for transportation. How-
ever, in the budget constrained environment in which we all must
operate, the task of this subcommittee has been a balancing act of
allocating resources among a host of worthwhile priorities. This
year will be no exception.

The Senate-passed ISTEA reauthorization legislation envisions
highway obligation limitation levels significantly higher than the
record level we appropriated last year. | support those increased
levels. But I am also fully cognizant of the pressure these levels
will place on the other accounts in this bill.

The first dollar in this bill will be a highway dollar. The last dol-
lar in this bill will be a highway dollar. And in between, we will
focus on safety programs.

We will have to wait and see what happens with the ISTEA
funding levels as the budget process moves forward and as the
House takes up consideration of the reauthorization bill. I look for-
ward to the completion of both these efforts because this is one
Senator who believes that investment in our highway infrastruc-
ture is an investment in our future economic growth, opportunity,
and an improved quality of life for all Americans.

Last year, the administration’s budget request effectively called
for a freeze on the obligation limitation for highways, and | note
that this year’s request does effectively the same thing.

So it seems that where goes the Congress on highway investment
the administration gets to within a year or so. | applaud you for
that conclusion.

Although your request is not at a level that | think is realistic
in light of where the authorization process seems to be headed, it
is only 12 to 18 months behind where Congress is, and | think that
is a major improvement over what we have had in the past.

I will not comment at this time on the failure of the President’s
budget to live within the discretionary budget caps, but | am sure
that the chairman of the Budget Committee, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico, who is also a member of this subcommittee,
may have a few words for you on that score.

FUNDING CHALLENGES

Meeting the high level of highway funding needs will be made
more challenging this year by two factors: an increase in the first
year outlay scoring for Federal-aid highways, from 17 to 27 per-
cent, and the need to fill some holes in the budget where the ad-
ministration has assumed they will reap receipts from user fees in
a number of programs, many of which are not in place or even au-
thorized.

So every dollar we put in highways will cost us more in the first
year of obligation. And, as we begin our attempt to meet the au-
thorized highway obligation level, we must also backfill over $200
million in user fee holes.

I would also like to make the observation that the subcommittee
will be well served by moving a bill early this year. If we move
early, we maximize our ability to focus on the issues related to
transportation. If our bill is not completed and sent to the Presi-
dent for signature by the August recess, | am concerned that the
highway number will come under pressure from the administra-
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tion, where highway investment clearly is not the priority that it
is in the Congress.

Today we are honored to have the Secretary of Transportation,
Hon. Rodney Slater, to testify. He will be followed by a panel of two
administrators, from the Federal Aviation Administration, Jane
Garvey, and the Commandant of the Coast Guard, Adm. Bob
Kramek.

Senator Lautenberg.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LAUTENBERG

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

You have learned fast, Mr. Chairman, and though I would gladly
change places with you, I have great respect for the work you have
done and the leadership you have provided. We have worked well
together.

I am Kkind of getting used to second place. | am the ranking Dem-
ocrat on the subcommittee. I am also the ranking Democrat on the
Budget Committee. | heard your admonition, Mr. Chairman. Last
night, we passed the budget through the committee and, hopefully,
we will see it on the floor in the next week or so. We have taken
care of, in that budget, the ISTEA proposal that passed the Senate.
It will require, as you have suggested, Mr. Chairman, quite a bit
of juggling or balancing to get the funding that we would like to
see.

Mr. Chairman, | note the appearance here of Senator Byrd, who
brings a level of experience that none of us in the room has in
terms of matters of transportation. | get the feeling, Mr. Chairman,
that this is a particularly important subcommittee meeting when
Admiral Byrd—I mean, of course, Senator Byrd—can find time on
his schedule to be here with us. So we will pay attention, Mr.
Chairman, | am sure.

Also, 1 am glad to see our good friend and very successful Sec-
retary, Rodney Slater, here with us.

I want to take 1 minute, if I might, Mr. Chairman, to note the
fact that Adm. Robert Kramek is going to have his last appearance
before this subcommittee. He is finishing his tour of duty, which
he has done with distinction.

I want to thank you, Admiral, for your advocacy and your dili-
gence in making sure that the Coast Guard has the resources it
needs to function and that it does its tasks so admirably, as it has
in its long history.

I am very proud of the Coast Guard. | see all of the responsibil-
ities that they have and those that we continue to give them, and
they carry them out exceptionally. We wish Admiral Loy well in his
upcoming opportunity.

INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

Over these past few months, critical events have shaped our
paths in terms of transportation investment. The Senate passed its
ISTEA reauthorization bill with historic levels for highway and
transit and with healthy investments for safety programs. The Am-
trak reauthorization bill was signed into law, spelling out very
clearly appropriate funding levels for Amtrak.
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Now Congress and the public have spoken in favor of increased
investment in our infrastructure.

Mr. Chairman, so often we ignore the opportunity or the obliga-
tion to make the long-term investments in infrastructure. You can
never quite make it up when you fail to put in sufficient funds at
the moment. The highways are, indeed, in need of repair, upgrad-
ing, and so forth. But we need to make investments in all modes
of transportation service.

Congress and the public support that. Congress and the public
have also strongly endorsed the balanced budget agreement that
we adopted last year.

These three events—ISTEA and increased levels for mass transit
and highways, Amtrak reauthorization, and the balanced budget—
present enough challenges to our subcommittee than we ever could
have hoped for.

INVESTMENT BALANCE

Our goals should be to ensure that funding for our national
transportation system reflects the balance in a transportation net-
work that fills the needs and the special requirements of regions
or sectors or population centers in the country.

We need not punish one mode of transportation for the benefit
of another. The Senate just endorsed a balanced surface transpor-
tation plan for the next 6 years. And a few months ago, a funding
plan for Amtrak to reach operating self-sufficiency was put in
place.

This subcommittee has been charged with meeting these goals.
We have met such commitments for years and we should continue
to do so this year.

We should not forget that spending Federal dollars on our na-
tional passenger rail service is a wise investment in this age of
traffic-clogged highways, airport congestion, and increased pollu-
tion controls. Also, to mention a very important thing that we see
happening around us, there is the continuous rise in the importa-
tion of oil from abroad. This is not a position | like to see us in
and | am sure others share that point of view.

While hundreds of billions of dollars are spent every decade on
highway and airport improvements, a mere fraction on a relative
basis is spent on the country’'s rail system. If we underfund Am-
trak, we must be ready to find somewhere else the hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars that will be needed to build more airports and high-
ways to deal with the resulting congestion.

Just look at our aviation system today. It is so crowded that it
is almost impossible to maintain timely schedules. You see people
sleeping in airports, having their meals while sitting on the floor.
All of these things need investment.

The congestion also causes health problems. We know that. Air
pollution is a very serious problem in the country.

We also have to remember how important mass transit is to our
national economy—our national economy, | point out—and our
quality of life.

Right now, U.S. businesses lose an estimated $40 billion a year
in economic costs due to traffic congestion, and if all transit com-
muters drove to work, instead of taking transit, the annual cost of
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congestion on our highways would climb, it is estimated, by at least
another $15 billion.

Transit has always played a key role in linking Americans with
jobs, education, health care, and other services, and will increas-
ingly do so in the future.

Unfortunately, our challenges do not stop with mass transit, Am-
trak, and highways. As | noted, we are confronted with serious
needs for FAA activities that affect the safety in our skies—and |
am pleased to see the administrator here—the security in our air-
ports, and the upgrading of equipment, the accommodation of cur-
rent and expected growth in commercial and general aviation.

As the year 2000 looms ahead, the FAA is working its “war
room” to fix computers that may not recognize this simple change
of date. Our air traffic control mainframe computers and equip-
ment are so antiquated that the original manufacturers can no
longer provide support, and | can attest to that—having come out
of the computer business and having long ago discarded equipment
in my company that we still use in FAA.

Our air traffic controllers are stretched thin. But armed with the
ambitious plan proposed 1 year ago by the White House Commis-
sion on Aviation Safety and Security, and educated by the National
Civil Aviation Review Commission report entitled “Avoiding Avia-
tion Gridlock and Reducing the Accident Rate,” | call attention to
the fact that they forecast that, unless we invest in the aviation
system worldwide, by the year 2010, we can expect a major crash
somewhere in the globe every 7 to 10 days. We cannot permit that
condition to exist.

So we have to have some ideas as to where we will go.

Mr. Chairman, | do not mean to place a heavier load on you than
the one you already have, but you know what we have to do and
I know that you support these investments in infrastructure.

Our collaborative working relationship during the last appropria-
tions process produced a balanced bill. I look forward to getting the
same result working with you, Mr. Chairman, this year.

Thank you very much.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Byrd.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRD

Senator ByYrD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the
leadership that you are demonstrating as chairman of this sub-
committee in promoting additional investments in our transpor-
tation infrastructure.

I thank you also, Senator Lautenberg, for the continued dem-
onstration of efforts that you have put forth in the same regard.

INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

I wonder when the administration is going to catch on. | don’'t
see any indication that beefing up infrastructure is one of the ad-
ministration’s top priorities. It should be.

When Mr. Clinton ran the first time for Presidential office, he
emphasized infrastructure. I have not heard much about that late-
ly. But the American people, and | think the Congress, support in-
creased funding for infrastructure.
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So we are ahead of the administration. | hope the administration
will rush to catch up.

Darius the Great, who was King of Persia by virtue of the neigh
of a horse, ruled from 522 B.C. to 485 B.C. He was defeated by the
Greeks at the Battle of Marathon in 490 B.C. But he recognized
the importance of highways and the Persians built great highways,
linking the leading cities of Persia—Susa, Ecbatana, Nineveh, Sar-
dis, Smyrna, and all the way down to Egypt. Reaching the Black
Sea and the Mediterranean, the Persians knew the importance, as
I say, of highways.

Sir Francis Bacon recognized the importance of highways. He
said there are three things that make a Nation great and pros-
perous—a fertile soil, busy workshops, and easy conveyance for
men and goods from place to place.

H]e was later sent to the Tower, but not for that belief. [Laugh-
ter.

He was sent to the Tower because he was impeached. We got im-
peachment from our English brethren, the first impeachment oc-
curring in 1376, during the reign of Edward Ill, when Richard
Lyons and some other high officers were impeached.

Bacon was impeached for accepting bribes, and he admitted it.
But | remember him for what he said about transportation modes.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BILL

Now, recently, we passed a very important bill, and I am sure
you are aware, because | have discussed it with you, Mr. Secretary,
you are aware of the effort that Senator Gramm, Senator Warner,
Senate Baucus, and | put forth to add $26 billion to the ISTEA I,
bringing the figure up from $147 billion to $173 billion.

Do you support that continued amount? Do you support that?

Secretary SLATER. Clearly, Senator Byrd, you and Senator
Gramm, Senator Chafee, Senator Baucus, and all of the other
Members are to be commended for the strong voice that you have
given to increased investment in infrastructure. We support record
level investment. We want to do it, though, in a way that is con-
sistent with the balanced budget agreement. But that is something
we will work out over time.

Senator ByrDp. Well, do you support that level?

Secretary SLATER. This was a very strong statement. | com-
mended the bill on the day of passage and said that the Senate had
done a great job. I feel very good about that level of investment.

APPALACHIAN HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Senator ByrD. Included in that level was $2.19 billion for the Ap-
palachian Highway System, which is 32 years past due. That
amount of money was recommended by the President in his pro-
posed ISTEA legislation.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. That will be a great step forward toward comple-
tion of those Appalachian highways, which are important to the 13
States that are involved.

Do you support that $2.19 billion for Appalachian highways?

Secretary SLATER. Most definitely, sir.

Senator Byrp. And the administration supports it?
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Secretary SLATER. Oh, yes.

As you noted, it was a part of the administration’s proposed
budget for fiscal year 1999.

Senator BYrp. | can’'t understand why the President has rec-
ommended a freeze in highway funding at the 1998 level over the
next 5 or 6 years.

Secretary SLATER. That freeze, though, Senator, is at a record
level. 1 can tell you that the President, as you've noted and as
many others have noted, said early-on in his administration that
he was committed to rebuilding America. We have seen an increase
in investment by about 42 percent over the period 1990 to 1993.
But, again, we need to deal with these issues in the context of put-
ting our fiscal house in order, ensuring that we have a balanced
system, and we are definitely poised to do just that, working in
partnership with this committee and with this Congress.

Senator Byrp. Well, | think it is important to repair and to
maintain and to further build the transportation infrastructure in
this country.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator BYyrp. We have sworn fealty at the altar of a balanced
budget. But | think we have to also think of America’s competitive
position in world markets. |1 think we have to remember our own
people who are engaged in business ventures. They will benefit by
public investments in infrastructure.

I have not heard the administration express support for the
$2.19 billion for the Appalachian Highway System recently. | hope
you will express support for it.

Secretary SLATER. | do today, sir, and | do so with the full com-
mitment of the President in that regard.

Senator Byrp. Very well.

Now Henry Clay was a great advocate, as you will remember, of
the American system, which included Federal spending for internal
improvements. He helped to lead the way in building the Old Cum-
berland Road. The Old Cumberland Road is sometimes referred to,
and was then, as the Old National Road. It extended from Cum-
berland, MD, to Wheeling, WV, and on to Vandalia, IL. It was
begun in 1811, and by 1818, the Congress had invested the huge
amount of $3 million in that highway.

Henry Clay, who was a great leader, a great American leader, a
great U.S. Senator, and who was Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives early on in his political career, was an advocate of that
highway and assisted in getting congressional appropriations for it.
So | feel that we are working in pretty big shoes when we support
Clay’s American system, at least that part of it, improved infra-
structure.

Well, Mr. Chairman, | thank you for giving me this opportunity
to speak of infrastructure and | thank the Secretary for his appear-
ance here today and for his support of the Appalachian Highway
System.

We are going to dedicate a link of that highway system this year,
and | am going to see to it that our Republican Governor, who is
a friend of mine from our first years in the legislature, 52 years
ago, together—he later became the youngest Governor in the State
of West Virginia and now he has become the oldest Governor in the
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State of West Virginia, though he is still about 5 years behind
me—he is a great friend of mine and | am going to ask him to be
sure that Secretary Slater is invited to that meeting and that he
is on the program.

I look forward to hearing Secretary Slater there.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Chairman, before we go on, whenever
I am with Senator Byrd, | always learn something new. | just have
a problem remembering the dates, the names, and all those things.
But, other than that, | conclude with “I wish | had said that.”

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. | think we all wish we had said it if we had
known about it, learned it, and remembered it. [Laughter.]

Senator Byrd could be a full professor of classics and | think we
would all benefit from it. Perhaps he is.

Senator ReIp. Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Reid.

Senator ReID. The lectures that Senator Byrd gave on the Roman
Empire are the subject matter of a course that is now in its third
year of being taught at the University of Las Vegas. The text for
that is the lectures of Senator Byrd.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Faircloth.

Senator FAIrRcLOTH. | was really excited in that one time | had
thought he had said pork chops, but he had said workshops.
[Laughter.]

Senator LAUTENBERG. Is that from the hog farmer? [Laughter.]

Senator SHELBY. | want now to recognize Senator Faircloth. We
are now talking about infrastructure and highways. In a previous
life, in his State of North Carolina, he knew something about high-
ways, infrastructure, and transportation because he was the man
in charge of all of that.

Senator Faircloth, we are glad to have you as a member of this
committee and we recognize you now.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR FAIRCLOTH

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for all
you are doing. | will be very brief.

The budget overall was very good. | found some things in it that
were disturbing, but we are going to need to find ways to strength-
en the highway budget. We are falling behind. But the new ISTEA
bill reflects this.

One thing that concerned me was the Amtrak budget when,
clearly, we appropriate money for capital expenditures, rails, and
cars, and then come right under it and say but if you don't want
to spend it for this, you can spend it for operating expenses—sala-
ries, people, whatever.

Why even budget it if we are going to leave all that flexibility
in there? | think it is a ridiculous way to be committing money.

I am very much pleased at the increased commitment to avia-
tion. | think the Airport Improvement Program is critical for the
safety of this country. | am confident that Ms. Garvey is going to
do a good job to bring it about.
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I had asked for a report from the inspector general on the com-
puter fiasco. | have not gotten it yet. But | would still like to know
anything Ms. Garvey can enlighten me with as to what went on
there and what is going on.

I cannot think of anything more frightening than flying in air-
planes in fogs, clouds, and rain with an antiquated control system
about which we are totally helpless. When you sit down in the seat
of that plane, you cannot do anything.

So | would even put that ahead of anything.

Senator Byrd, | can dodge a pothole, but there is not a thing |
can do if that pilot drives that plane in the ground.

In the proposed Coast Guard budget, the administration proposes
a new user fee as a source of funding. A user fee is nothing but
a tax increase, and | don't think we need any tax increases.

I will not be voting for a user fee.

I have several questions of Mr. Slater and Ms. Garvey. But
thank you, Mr. Chairman for letting me be here.

Senator Byrp. Mr. Chairman, might | just answer my friend
from North Carolina——

Senator SHELBY. Yes, Senator Byrd.

Senator ByrRD. A State whose motto is “To be rather than to
seem.”

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Absolutely that is the motto.

Senator ByYRD. It is a motto of which one can be justly proud.

As to dodging potholes——

Senator FaircLoTH. Well, you understand the context of what |
am saying.

Senator BYrp. | do.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. The driver has a little control over that.

Senator ByrD. | was just going to point out, as | recall—and per-
haps Mr. Slater can correct me—I believe 42,000 people lose their
lives on highways every year.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator ByrbD. If that is a correct figure——

Secretary SLATER. It is.

Senator BYRD. It seems to me it would break down to about 110,
perhaps, a day.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator ByrRD. Can you imagine an airliner crashing every day
and Killing 110 people? That is the equivalent.

If that happened, the administration would be out there every
day saying more money for highways, more money for highways. |
think when we reduce it to those terms, we realize the significance
of the importance of safety on our highways.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Reid.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR REID

Senator ReIb. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Slater, 1 saw you and your colleagues in the gallery
when ISTEA passed last week. | noted the pleasure in all of your
demeanor last week and | am sure it was because the vote was so
resounding in favor of ISTEA.
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So | think that answers the question as to whether or not you
favor our additional funding. 1 was happy to join with Senator Byrd
and others in adding that additional money which makes the bill
a better bill than it was before.

1-15

The State of Nevada is growing so rapidly. | have spoken to you
personally about the tremendously difficult problems that we have.
In Las Vegas, we have about 300 people moving there each day.
That has created real problems in trying to maintain our infra-
structure.

We have come to realize the importance of, and we have a joint
venture now with California, trying to do something about 1-15—
the connecting highway between southern California and southern
Nevada. It used to be just a Nevada problem because people looked
at that as a way of moving people to and from the resorts in Ne-
vada. But we have now come to a partnership with the State of
California because they now realize that it is also a way to move
commerce between California and the rest of the country. When
that road is clogged up, people stand and wait, causing their em-
ployers tremendously increased costs for moving the produce and
other products that they have around the country.

So moving people and goods quickly and efficiently through the
Nation is one of the most important things that ISTEA will allow
us to do.

The original ISTEA, as you know, Mr. Secretary, was one of the
most far reaching and innovative pieces of legislation ever pro-
duced by Congress. We decided to no longer look at completing the
Interstate System but, rather, at focusing on connecting different
modes of transportation to meet the needs of the future. That was
the right thing to do.

ISTEA Il will continue along those lines.

LAKE TAHOE

I want to say, as part of that, how grateful 1 am to you and the
administration for your attention to Lake Tahoe, this gem that the
State of Nevada shares with the State of California, which Mark
Twain said was the fairest place on all the Earth.

Now Mark Twain had not been to many other places. But the
fact is he, | think, in his mind’s eye, like those of us who visit Lake
Tahoe, recognized that if there is a fairer place on the Earth, it
would take something to be.

You and the administration have stepped in and been very re-
sponsive to the issues that are facing that very struggling lake. |
appreciate that.

DRUNK DRIVING

I am glad to see that we have some requests for almost $40 mil-
lion for alcohol incentive grants. These grants are designed to en-
courage States to pass strong anti-drunk driving legislation.

A couple of weeks ago, | had a very tough decision. | had to vote
against an amendment offered by my friend and colleague, Senator
Lautenberg, lowering the drunk driving level from 0.1 to 0.08. It
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was difficult because | had stated publicly before and have also
since that | favor lowering that rate. The problem is, in the State
of Nevada, three successive legislatures have turned that down. So
I had to vote against my friend and that was difficult to do.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY

I see that you are asking for a 17-percent increase in motor car-
rier safety grants. That is another program | support.

I don't want to make a big deal out of it here today. But, again,
the ranking member of this subcommittee and | have been very
concerned about triple trailer trucks, those large, combination
trucks.

I have tried over the last 4 months to work something out with
the trucking industry, and | think we had a real good program
worked out, a study program worked out. Some people from the
safety industry did not agree with what we were trying to do. So,
sadly, we are not going to be able to do anything in this bill to pro-
vide more information on these combination vehicles, especially in
unresolved issues like length, weight, infrastructure damage, envi-
ronmental concerns, and, most importantly, safety.

Therefore, | would hope, Mr. Secretary, that your office would do
what you can to get us more information about triple trailer trucks.
The information is simply not there. There is a lot of information
put out by various special interest groups about how safe these ve-
hicles are.

Well, anyone driving down the highway next to one of these
knows that that is a stretch. We badly need information and we
were going to put something in this bill to mandate that. But that
is not going to be the case now.

So | would hope that you and your agency, generally, would take
a close look at that.

Secretary SLATER. OK.

Senator ReID. | have just a couple of more things, Mr. Chairman.

PASSENGER RAIL

I am a fan of Amtrak. We spend so much time here talking about
our airports, which are very important. | agree with Senator Fair-
cloth that we need to do everything we can to assure the safety of
our airports.

We spend huge amounts of money on our highways. But when
we spend a few dollars on a rail transportation system, people be-
come very concerned.

You know, it really is planes, trains, and automobiles. It takes
all three, and we need to devote more time to passenger travel by
rail. That is why Senator Moynihan and I, as a member of this
committee, have spent a great deal of time working on magnetic
levitation. There is some money in this ISTEA bill that, hopefully,
will allow that to proceed further than it has.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

I have another concern and that is with the new Surface Trans-
portation Board. | think they need a lot of work done. On two al-
most identical programs dealing with railroads, they came up with
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totally different answers. In Reno, NV, where we have a Union Pa-
cific-Southern Pacific merger, the Surface Transportation Board re-
fused to do an environmental impact statement. That is too bad.
They really should have done that.

The only thing | will say publicly here about the Surface Trans-
portation Board is that | am going to watch very closely their fund-
ing level. I think, from what | have seen today, we may have been
better off keeping the Interstate Commerce Commission than in
coming up with this Surface Transportation Board, which | think
at this point has been a total failure.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the work that you have done on this
subcommittee. | also appreciate the work of the ranking member.
You have both been a pleasure to work with and I look forward to
our doing some good things this year as we complete the conference
on the surface transportation bill and doing some good things with
you, Senator Lautenberg, on the Appropriations Transportation
Subcommittee.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you very much.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bennett.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENNETT

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I won't attempt in any way to try to duplicate the memory and
history lesson from the Senator from West Virginia, but I will com-
ment in the spirit of the comments that have been going around
here that | do have a sudden flash of deja vu.

I remember sitting at exactly that same table where you are sit-
ting, Mr. Secretary, when | worked for the Department of Trans-
portation, and being questioned by the Senator from Nevada, Alan
Bible. | find that kind of an interesting flash that | had not
thought of again. It was in this room with the same State being
represented by a distinguished Senator on this panel. I remember
how hard I prepared for that particular appearance.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. How did you come out? [Laughter.]

Senator BENNETT. We did all right. We got all the money we
wanted. Yes; we got all the money we wanted. [Laughter.]

Senator ReID. Bible was much more generous than Shelby.
[Laughter.]

INFRASTRUCTURE FOR OLYMPICS

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Secretary, | was in Nagano, Japan,
through the closing ceremonies of the Olympics and the closing
event of the Olympics over there. | did not spend all of my time
going to Olympic events, however. | went to see the transportation
officials there to ask them questions about their challenges relating
to putting on the Winter Olympics because we are going to be faced
with similar challenges in the United States.

Their principal problem, of course, was the weather, and you can-
not control that. But they put in an enormous amount of money
and effort in creating an infrastructure that would make it possible
for the Olympic guests to get to and from the various venues.

I came away with a more humble opinion of just how daunting
that challenge is—I guess | should say a more exalted opinion and



69

a more humble attitude. That would be the proper way of describ-
ing that.

The folks in Japan did a tremendous job and required a tremen-
dous amount of preparation and infrastructure.

I want publicly to commend you for the way you, personally, and
Mr. Jack Basso, your Budget Director, institutionally have re-
sponded to the challenges that we have had in Salt Lake City as
we have started to get ready for these Olympic games.

I note that your predecessor, Secretary Pefia, was quoted as say-
ing that he wished he could have done more to help alleviate the
transportation snafus in Atlanta, but that he was proscribed by the
legislative and regulatory situation with which he was faced.

We have worked with you and the Mayor of Salt Lake has
worked with you to try to make sure you don't feel those kind of
proscriptions or that your successor does not if you are not Sec-
retary in 2002 when it comes to the Salt Lake games.

I would just ask this question. Do you now feel comfortable that
you have all of the discretion you need in order to assist Salt Lake
City in putting on those games?

Secretary SLATER. Senator, | do feel comfortable and | can say,
without reservation, that you and the citizens of Utah will have the
full support of this administration as we work with the Congress
to respond to your transportation needs and challenges.

Senator BENNETT. | sincerely thank you for that and for, again,
repeating your attitude and that of the members of your staff in
helping us work that out.

As a Republican, | am hoping there will be a different adminis-
tration when the games come along, of course, but | recognize that
these are America’s games and they rise above any kind of par-
tisanship.

We are grateful to you and your staff members for your willing-
ness to work with us.

Senator REID. Senator Bennett, there will be another administra-
tion. It will be President Gore.

Senator SHELBY. Well, I think that is debatable.

Senator BENNETT. Yes; that is the subject for another time.
[Laughter.]

I do have some questions for Administrator Garvey with respect
to the air traffic control pattern around Salt Lake International
Airport, and | will save those questions for when we hear from the
administration.

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Before | recognize Senator Domenici, and | am
sure he has some statements and questions, Senator Bond wanted
me to say to you, Mr. Secretary, that he is now chairing a VA-
HUD Subcommittee on Appropriations and could not be here. But
he told me to express to you his appreciation for the call. He is,
of course, a member of this subcommittee. He cannot be at two
places at once.

Senator Domenici.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOMENICI

Senator DomENICI. Contrary to your thoughts, | don't have a lot
to say today, but | do have something to say.
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Senator SHELBY. All right.
SUPPORT FOR ISTEA REAUTHORIZATION

Senator DomMENICI. First, Mr. Secretary, | believe it is imperative
as the ISTEA bill works its way through the other body and into
conference that the administration, as soon as possible—and maybe
it is already too late—come out in open support for it. We need the
open support. Clearly, we cannot be magicians.

If we are going to spend what is prescribed in that bill, then we
don’'t have enough money for everything else that the President
asked for. | personally hope that, because we cannot support a few
things that he wants—and | am not now talking about the tobacco
tax, Senator Lautenberg—if we cannot support other things, | hope
he will not remain silent on the fact that we have had to spend
substantial money to build the roadways of America which are in
disrepair, and the mass transportation system. While it was slow
getting started in America, mass transit is a very desirable com-
modity across this land. It is not just parochial. It is everywhere.
It is as important as highways in many places, and in many re-
spects it is a very big step up ahead of highways in terms of envi-
ronmental contributions and the like.

Now this is not a little bit of money. Again, we are not magi-
cians. If we are going to fund this bill, then we have to find offsets
to pay for it, and those normally will be restraints in spending
someplace else. We are choosing to use the President’s offsets,
things that he found were not needed, but, obviously, he has spent
them elsewhere.

That creates a very serious problem.

You worked with us during that debate and during our negotia-
tions. We thank you for that. | do believe there are some in the ad-
ministration—I do not say it is you, and | do not say it is the Presi-
dent at this point—but there are some who have expressed great
concern about how much we are spending on highways versus
other priorities that the President had sought in his budget.

Let me assure you that | do not believe this is a Republican ini-
tiative. | don't think we have to run around saying we have ISTEA
in our budget, and we are proud of it. |1 think we are going to say
everybody wants ISTEA in our budget. |1 believe Congress will be
there on that issue with over 90 percent of the votes in this U.S.
Senate.

If I am reading the House right, it might get everybody in the
House by the time they figure it out how to dole the funding out.
I don’'t know whether they know how to do that yet. [Laughter.]

In any event, excuse me. | should be a little more cautious.
[Laughter.]

I don’'t know that | can say it any stronger than that. | hope that
in due course my good friend, Senator Byrd, when we proceed
through this process, will assist us in trying to get this done in
terms of White House support for it.

We don’t need it, and the Senator might remind me that it is our
prerogative to spend money and authorize programs. | understand
that. However, we still do have the President around who has a
bully pulpit, and we need him supporting highway construction in
the United States.
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I am not going to be able to stay for questions, so | am going to
submit them through the chairman.

USER FEES

I do want to mention to the committee one very serious thing,
and that is that part of the President’s ability to pay for transpor-
tation programs comes from three user fees, one big and two small.
The aviation user fee is $6-plus billion. I think it is interesting that
at this late date, you have not submitted the language for that pro-
posal to any committee. It is very important that that be done be-
cause if you write the legislation one way, it goes to the Finance
Committee. If you write it another way, there is a chance the ap-
propriators could do it if they wanted to.

Frankly, we need to see how you are imposing that fee. You have
two smaller fees, and there is no doubt about those. If the commit-
tee chooses to do them, they can do them under the leadership of
our chairman.

I would also say to all the Senators and to you, Mr. Secretary,
there is a very strong movement abreast not to let the Appropria-
tions Committee put on user fees, even if they had been within the
jurisdiction of those committees heretofore. That will be something
to watch.

I don't know how we will meet some of these spending targets
without some of these proposals. That will be an issue hovering
around, and you will be confronted with it, Mr. Secretary, in terms
of whether we get the right amount of money to spend or not.

Thank you very much and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Senator Kohl.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR KOHL

Senator KoHL. Thank you very much, Senator Shelby.

Like the other Senators, Mr. Slater, | am very pleased to have
you here along with Ms. Garvey and Admiral Kramek. We are talk-
ing about a tremendous expenditure over the next several years for
transportation in our society. It is fully justified and | think fully
necessary.

A country is judged by the condition of its roads, its highways,
its bridges, and its air transportation, and a country’s ability to
compete in this world, | think, is directly correlated with the condi-
tion of its transportation system. That is one of the most important
things we do here, to appropriate money to see to it that the trans-
portation system in our country is as modern and up to date as
that in any other country in the world.

So | recognize how important this authorization is and how nec-
essary it is.

My State is like most other States. The condition of our roads,
our bridges, and our transit systems is not nearly what it should
be and the requirements, the financial requirements, over the next
several years are overwhelming. That money has to come from
somewhere and a good deal of it comes from those of us here at
the Federal level.

So, again, | am pleased that we are making that initiative.



72

Like Senator Domenici, I am concerned that we pay for it in a
way that is responsible and in a way that is bipartisan. It is easy
to say we are going to spend an awful lot of money before you de-
cide where it is going to come from. But that is the hard part, de-
ciding where it is going to come from.

I trust that we, in our wisdom, will do it in a balanced and in
a fair way. If we can do that, then I think we will have made some
very important decisions with respect to the future of our country
here, this morning and this year.

So | am pleased to have you with us this morning.

Thank you, Senator Shelby.

Senator ReID. Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Reid.

Senator ReID. | would ask if | could submit some questions in
writing.

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, we will submit your ques-
tions for the record and also those of Senator Domenici.

Secretary Slater, your written statement will be made part of the
record in its entirety. You may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF RODNEY E. SLATER

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee.

Let me thank you for the opportunity to come before you today
to testify in support of President Clinton’s fiscal year 1999 trans-
portation budget proposal. | will submit my written statement for
the record.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Secretary SLATER. Let me say at the outset that a number of
questions have been asked by you. We had the occasion to answer
some of them as they came forward and | am sure that others will
be asked as you have the opportunity to individually ask questions.
But for those that were asked, such as the request for information
related to triple trailers, clearly understand that we will be respon-
sive to those kinds of requests.

Let me also say that | really thank the members for the edu-
cation in transportation that this audience has been afforded as all
of you have made your statements, dealing with its importance to
the economy, focusing on the importance of it as it relates to safety,
even dealing with the importance of it as it relates to national se-
curity and the positive impact that it can have on our environment.

I would like to address some of those issues as well, as | come
before you and talk about the President’'s $43.3 billion transpor-
tation budget for fiscal year 1999.

This is a part of the first balanced budget to be submitted by a
President in more than 30 years, and yet it still provides for a
record level of investment in transportation.

It continues the President’s commitment to creating—as many of
you have called for—a balanced, integrated transportation system
that is clearly international in its reach, intermodal in its form, in-
telligent in its character, and inclusive in its service.

In this regard, 1 am very pleased today to have the Commandant
of the Coast Guard, Admiral Kramek, who will talk about the work
we do in managing our waterways; and also Administrator Garvey,
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who will talk about the importance of aviation when it comes to
working with maritime and giving our transportation system an
international reach.

TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT

When | took office a year ago, | reflected on what the transpor-
tation needs were today and what they are in the context of the
21st century and the new millennium. Clearly, safety was recog-
nized as our top priority, but also there was the issue of wise in-
vestment.

Mr. Chairman, you reminded us that last year we talked about
cost effectiveness as it relates to infrastructure investment.

We also have the question of integrating our transportation sys-
tems so that they become one national, balanced, integrated trans-
portation system. And there is the need to bring a commonsense
approach to the way we work together and the way we work with
our partners in the private sector and the American people.

We are working with the Congress to enact legislation that, | be-
lieve, adopts and responds to the principles that I have just re-
ferred to in an innovative and commonsense way. For example, the
Congress recently passed Amtrak reform legislation that will allow
Amtrak management, working with labor, to plan for the long-term
future of this most important part of our transportation system.

As we look at ISTEA reauthorization we are concerned about the
issue of record-level investment, and we all want that. But if we
look carefully at this piece of legislation, as all of you have noted
in your comments, we see that we have the chance not only to
strengthen the highway program and the transit program to deal
with potholes and the like, but we also have the opportunity to en-
hance the environment, to give access to jobs for those moving from
welfare to work, and to harness technology so as to enhance the
quality of our transportation system.

I commend the Senate for taking a major step forward just last
week in passing ISTEA legislation that addresses all of these con-
cerns that are priorities of this administration. | also note the fact
that on that day, March 12, a year to the day after the President
unveiled our National Economic Crossroads Transportation Effi-
ciency Act [NEXTEA] proposal, many of the principles that were
talked about a year ago were reflected in this Senate legislation.
So, clearly, you have the strong support of this administration to
work with you to figure out how we make the necessary tradeoffs—
to provide for record level investment in a bill that is also visionary
in its focus.

DOT STRATEGIC PLAN

Quickly, let me just talk about our strategic plan. 1 know that
you have interests in that. This is a plan that will help us to put
in place the kind of vision for a transportation future that all of
you have mentioned, one that will allow us to enhance safety, to
improve mobility, to promote economic growth and trade, to protect
the environment, and to support national security.

If you look at our bill, we provide $3.1 billion for safety pro-
grams, an 11-percent increase and a record 7.3 percent of our total
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budget. We will do much on the aviation front and we will do much
across the board for transportation.

Record level investment for infrastructure investment is at $30
billion, 42 percent higher than that of the previous administration.
There is $1.1 billion for technology, $250 million for ITS invest-
ment, $90 million for Flight 2000 investment, and on and on.

Let me close by saying that we also believe that, as transpor-
tation officials, we can enhance the environment. So we provide
$1.9 billion in that regard, with $1.3 billion going for the Conges-
tion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement [CMAQ] Program.
Also, 1 would be remiss if | did not mention the quality effort of
the Coast Guard and all of the others who work with our transpor-
tation programs as we deal with the issue of national security.

But the Coast Guard, because of its drug interdiction efforts—so
vital to America’s future and its security—is to be commended.
That is why we have in our budget an increase to an amount of
$437 million for their efforts.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, | look for-
ward to the questions that you have already thought of and will
offer forthwith. But, more importantly, | look forward to working
with you and ensuring that our Nation has the best transportation
system in the world and a transportation system that can meet the
challenges of a new century and a new millennium.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to come before you,
and members of the committee, thank you as well.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Secretary Slater. We will insert
your prepared statement in the hearing record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RODNEY E. SLATER

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to
testify in support of the fiscal year 1999 budget proposals for the Department of
Transportation.

OVERVIEW

President Clinton’s historic budget for fiscal year 1999, the first balanced budget
in 30 years, ends the deficit three years ahead of schedule while continuing to invest
in America and preparing us for the 21st century.

As the President said in his State of the Union Address: “Americans have pursued
a new strategy for prosperity: fiscal discipline to cut interest rates and spur growth

. investments in education and skills, in science, technology and transportation,
to prepare our people for the new economy.”

A budget of $43.3 billion is proposed for critical Department of Transportation
(DOT) programs. This budget level is evidence of the Administration’s continuing
commitment to building an integrated transportation system that is intermodal in
form, international in reach, intelligent in character and inclusive in service. The
fiscal year 1999 budget request provides the resources to ensure a safe, efficient, ac-
cessible and convenient transportation system that meets our vital national inter-
ests and enhances the quality of life of the American people.

When | took office one year ago, | reflected on what we need to address transpor-
tation programs now and into the 21st century. In looking to the future, we can
learn from the past. Today our transportation system is the best in the world. Why?
Because of: technological innovation; infrastructure innovation; and institutional in-
novation.

In the intervening period, we have developed a Strategic Plan that has been
called the best in government.
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STRATEGIC GOALS

Philip Guedalla said in his book “The Hundred Years” that “the true history of
the United States is the history of transportation.” Helping us to give form to our
vision for a transportation system that will address the needs of the coming century
are the Department’s strategic goals to meet America’s transportation needs by: en-
hancing safety; improving mobility; promoting economic growth and trade; protect-
ing our environment; and supporting national security.

Our vision of transportation for the new millennium is of an integrated transpor-
tation system that serves the United States by being fast, safe, efficient, accessible
and convenient. It is a transportation system that is not just about concrete, asphalt
and steel—but rather is about providing opportunity for all Americans. This vision
for America’s transportation system is supported by the goals and programs funded
in the fiscal year 1999 budget.

MEASURING PERFORMANCE

It is important not only to make transportation investments but also to determine
their effectiveness. Fiscal year 1999 is the first year that we will formally submit
performance measures. We have in fact developed aggressive measures, and | look
forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and this committee, to examine the
performance of our investments and thus ensure the best possible management of
our resources.

SAFETY

After taking office a little more than a year ago, | stated that safety must be the
Department’s number one priority. To give life to that concept, the Department’s
programs promote public health and safety by working toward elimination of trans-
portation-related deaths, injuries and property damage.

The fiscal year 1999 budget proposes a total of $3.1 billion in new appropriations
for safety programs. This is an 11 percent increase over the fiscal year 1998 level
and a record 7.3 percent of total DOT resources.

Highway crashes in particular are a significant burden to our society, not to men-
tion the impact on families and communities. In the 21st century, we at DOT would
like the news of someone being killed in a car crash to become a thing of the past.
We have much work to do to make this happen.

Our goal for fiscal year 1999 is to reduce the number of transportation-related
deaths to fewer than those that occurred in 1995, which was at a level of 44,407,
despite a projected increase in miles traveled. It will not be easy to achieve these
goals, but it is essential that we commit ourselves to do so.

The fiscal year 1999 budget includes a 22 percent increase in funding for the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), to $406 million, to advance
highway safety. These resources will help encourage states to pass strong anti-
drunk driving legislation and to strengthen occupant protection laws. They will also
help states fight their highway problems directly through increased enforcement
and education programs designed to meet local conditions. Funding will support the
President’s Initiative to Increase Seat-Belt Use Nationwide; increased research to
improve our safety techniques; and expansion of the Safe Communities program, a
community-based approach to improving highway safety. Such community-based
programs have already shown results. For example, in Massachusetts, a community-
based program has reduced fatal crashes by 18 percent, and alcohol-related crashes
by 42 percent.

The Motor Carrier Safety Program is proposed to increase by 18 percent to $100
million, including funding for initiatives to improve safety by targeting unsafe car-
riers while reducing regulatory burdens on the safe ones. These programs work, and
in fact we have seen a reduction in fatalities from large truck crashes from 1986
to 1996.

Aviation safety funding is proposed to increase by 18 percent to $975 million to
fund additional safety personnel and continue ongoing emphasis on assuring the
safety of new entrant airlines. We plan to add 45 new safety inspectors and certifi-
cation personnel.

Railroad safety funding is proposed to increase by over eight percent to $62 mil-
lion to fund 32 new safety personnel and to strengthen the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration’s new results-oriented approach to safety. In fiscal year 1999, we aim to
reduce (from 1995 baselines): the fatality rate from 1.71 to 1.57 or less per million
train-miles, the number of rail-related crashes from 3.91 to 3.44 or less per million
train-miles, the rate of crashes at highway-rail crossings from 2.85 to 2.40 or less
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per million train-miles, and the rate of rail-related trespasser fatalities from 2.81
to 2.58 or less per million train-miles.

The Coast Guard’'s maritime safety funding is proposed to increase by nine per-
cent to $808 million, to fund critical search and rescue, boating safety and marine
safety programs. With these programs, we aim to reduce the number of recreational
boating fatalities by ten percent from 1993 levels, and reduce the worker fatality
rate on board commercial vessels from 52 per 100,000 workers in 1993 to 42 or
fewer per 100,000 in 1999. This is only the beginning and we will continue to strive
for even better results in the future.

Overall, much of the increase proposed in the fiscal year 1999 budget over the
fiscal year 1998 appropriated levels is for safety programs. We propose this because
it is our top priority and it is necessary to enhance the safety record even further
in the coming years. Last year, this Subcommittee supported the increases in safety
funding that we proposed for NHTSA and other programs. | appreciate that support
and hope that we can work together to provide the additional safety funding in-
creases proposed in this budget.

I would now like to discuss the Department's cooperative working relationship
with the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB). Under this Administration,
the Department’s record of responsiveness to NTSB recommendations has substan-
tially improved. We are proud of having achieved an 82 percent acceptance rate of
recommendations since 1993, compared to a 70 percent rate from 1967 to 1992.
Since 1993, we have closed nearly 800 recommendations issued prior to that time,
in addition to the 495 we have closed that were issued since 1993.

The Department takes seriously the safety issues presented on the NTSB'’s “Most
Wanted” list. Over 75 percent of the 45 recommendations on the list issued to the
Department are in the “open acceptable” category, meaning that the NTSB concurs
with actions the Department is taking to address the recommendations. We believe
our record and performance will continue to be high and we look forward to working
closely with the NTSB to address current and future recommendations.

MOBILITY

Mobility means helping Americans get to where they need to go through an inte-
grated transportation system.

Infrastructure Investment

President Clinton’s commitment to “rebuild America,” signaled his understanding
that improvements needed to be made to the nation’s transportation system. Work-
ing with both House and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees, we have increased
transportation infrastructure investment to record levels—for the first five years of
this Administration, 25 percent above the 1990-1993 average levels. Our fiscal year
1999 proposed level is a record 42 percent above the 1990-1993 average levels.

We are now beginning to see the results of these actions. Conditions of the Na-
tional Highway System have improved by reducing the percentage of miles classified
in “fair” condition or worse. Transit capacity has increased by 3.5 percent in just
two years. Improvements have been made in nationally important roads and bridges
and work has been undertaken on a number of airport capacity expansion projects.

Our goals for fiscal year 1999 are to continue these improvements. We plan to:
increase the percentage of miles on the NHS that meet pavement performance
standards for acceptable ride quality; increase capacity and reduce delays in the na-
tional airspace system; and increase the number of intercity and commuter trains
scheduled along the most congested segments of the Washington/Boston Corridor by
2005.

The Federal Government cannot fund every project that is envisioned. However,
we can continue to leverage the transportation dollar so it goes the furthest it can
and meets the needs of all of the American people.

The record $30 billion in Federal infrastructure investment that we propose for
fiscal year 1999 does just that. The Federal-aid highway obligation limitation is pro-
posed at $21.5 billion, equal to last year's record level. Included in this amount is
a new $90 million program to improve the flow of goods and people across the bor-
ders. In addition, $100 million is proposed for a new infrastructure credit program
and $150 million for State Infrastructure Banks. These two programs will help le-
verage other investments and bring projects to completion sooner.

A total of $4.6 billion is proposed for transit capital funding. This includes $3.6
billion for Formula Programs, $100 million for Access to Jobs and Training and
$876 million for Major Capital Investments. In that regard, transit capital invest-
ment is estimated to have averted $15 billion a year in congestion costs. Turning
to people’s needs, our Access to Jobs proposal supports the kind of programs which
enabled Elaine Kinslow, whom President Clinton introduced during his State of the
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Union Address, to move from welfare to work. Again, by funding these programs
we need to recognize that transportation is to serve the people. And what better way
than to provide the opportunity for meaningful work and the means to get to and
from that workplace.

As part of NEXTEA, President Clinton proposed a record $175 billion over six
years for surface transportation. Since then, the President's 1993 deficit reduction
plan and the strong economy have combined to cut the deficit faster than expected.
Because of this progress, the President is willing to consider additional transpor-
tation funding within the context of the Balanced Budget Agreement.

Surface transportation is but one part of our intermodal transportation system.
The budget will provide the means for our aviation system to handle the growing
number of flights. We propose to fund the airport grants program at last year's ap-
propriated level of $1.7 billion. Some examples of the type of projects that may be
financed are: new runways that increase capacity and allow airports to handle more
traffic; new taxiways and operating areas to reduce ground delays; and various safe-
ty and security improvements.

Passenger rail is another critical component of our nation's inclusive transpor-
tation system. The fiscal year 1999 budget includes historic funding levels for Am-
trak—$621 million in capital in addition to the $2.2 billion available in fiscal year
1998 and fiscal year 1999 from the Taxpayer Relief Act. This funding will give Am-
trak the ability to upgrade its system, and to replace aging rail cars in preparation
for the demands of the 21st century.

Critical Operations

Improvement in transportation operations for which the Department is respon-
sible, most notably Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Coast Guard, will
also contribute to our mobility goals.

Funding for FAA operations is proposed to increase by 5.5 percent to $5.6 billion.
This will fund 185 additional air traffic controllers and 150 additional maintenance
technicians. Additional funding is also proposed to make operational the air traffic
control and aeronautical navigation equipment now being delivered as part of the
air traffic control system modernization. This new equipment will further reduce the
number of outages, reduce delays, and allow optimum use of capacity to accommo-
date growth in operations. To keep that modernization on track, $2.1 billion, 14 per-
cent above last year, is proposed for FAA's facilities and equipment budget.

We also are making every effort possible to ensure that critical air traffic control
and other systems are compliant with proper fixes to the year 2000 date problem.
FAA has completed assessment of all mission critical systems and 125 out of 209
such systems are already certified as year 2000 compliant. FAA plans to have all
renovation of software and hardware that is needed for these remaining systems in
pflace by September of 1998, and all testing and validation completed by January
of 1999.

Coast Guard's operating expenses budget is proposed to be funded at $2.8 billion,
about two percent above last year's level. Its capital budget is proposed at $443 mil-
lion, 11 percent above last year's level. It includes $28 million for a deepwater re-
placement capability analysis, so that we will be in a position to field the lowest
cost, best systems to meet our deepwater fleet needs. To offset some of Coast
Guard's capital investment, we are proposing fees to recover a portion of the Coast
Guard’s costs for its navigational services to commercial users.

ECONOMIC GROWTH AND TRADE

America’s economy is in the best shape in a generation, with steady growth, high
employment, low inflation, and low interest rates. Part of this success is due to in-
vestments which make transportation efficient and flexible, keeping costs low. Eco-
nomic growth and trade represents an ultimate outcome for virtually all of our
transportation programs.

In addition to infrastructure investment and innovative financing, we also are
looking to new technologies to help keep America competitive. We're proposing a
total of $1.1 billion for research and development.

—This includes $250 million for intelligent transportation systems, which can cut

by a third the cost of the new highway capacity we need.

—Also included is $90 million for Flight 2000, a demonstration of technologies
and operational procedures which will exploit new capabilities such as GPS and
aeronautical data link and will lead to earlier introduction of free flight in the
national airspace system.

—The Nationwide Differential Global Positioning System, proposed to be funded
at $8.5 million in fiscal year 1999, will provide positioning, navigation, and tim-
ing accuracy for the nation’s surface transportation network. This system will
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help provide for the safe and efficient movement of trains and other modes of
transportation throughout the nation.

To further support economic growth, we at the Department must ensure that we
are good stewards of tax dollars and that the management of our programs is the
best that it can possibly be. To that end, the Department, and specifically the Fed-
eral Highway Administration, have taken very seriously an effort to consolidate field
offices. We have made some progress, but much more is proposed for this year and
beyond.

—We are implementing field office co-location via sensible space sharing to im-
prove customer service, reduce costs and increase efficiency. To date, NHTSA
and FHWA have co-located in Baltimore and work is underway to co-locate all
DOT offices in Kansas City. In addition, workgroups in Fort Worth and Denver
are developing plans on how to best serve the public through co-location.

—In order to provide one-stop shopping closer to major customers, FHWA and
FTA are setting up jointly-staffed metropolitan offices in Los Angeles, Philadel-
phia, Chicago and New York City.

—FHWA, based on a task force review during 1997, plans to reduce the number
of its regional level offices. By the spring of 1998, FHWA will complete a de-
tailed implementation plan for this reduction, including estimated costs and
budgetI allocations. A report to you on the review and the plans was delivered
recently.

Our ultimate goal of economic growth can be hindered, however, when programs
are held up and projects are delayed due to lack of authorization. Our Federal avia-
tion and surface transportation programs need to be reauthorized this year.

We are currently developing our proposal for aviation reauthorization, keeping in
mind the recommendations made by the National Civil Aviation Review Commis-
sion. Our proposed surface transportation reauthorization, the National Economic
Crossroads Transportation Efficiency Act, is pending before Congress and the Sen-
ate has just passed the ISTEA Il bill. I applaud the Senate for helping advance this
important legislation.

As we work with Congress toward consensus on these two major bills, the Presi-
dent’s proposal to establish a Transportation Fund for America will help us over-
come some of the obstacles that have cropped up in past efforts. This fund high-
lights the importance of transportation and will assure users that, should Congress
reduce mandatory spending or provide newly enacted revenues, these funds can be
targeted for transportation spending.

HUMAN AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The fiscal year 1999 budget includes several programs and initiatives aimed at
reducing air and water pollution, preserving wetlands and open space, and making
transportation facilities more compatible with the environment. No matter how
much is done to improve the capacity and efficiency of our transportation system,
we can not call our approach “intelligent” unless we tend to its effects on our envi-
ronment, and ultimately our health.

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) program, our
largest environmental program, is pending reauthorization with ISTEA. It helps
communities meet national standards for healthy air by funding innovative projects
that promote transit ridership, clean fuel use, and emissions-reducing inspection
and maintenance programs. A record level of $1.26 billion is proposed for CMAQ in
fiscal year 1999.

Both Coast Guard and FAA play vital roles in protecting the quality of the envi-
ronment. For fiscal year 1999, the Department requests $309 million for the Coast
Guard to prevent pollution, conduct pollution investigations, and supervise feder-
ally-funded cleanups. We also request a total of $39 million to ensure that all DOT
facilities are environmentally safe.

Prolonged exposure to high-levels of noise is a critical environmental concern. To
continue addressing this problem, the fiscal year 1999 budget includes funds in
FAA's Airport Grant program to help families and businesses relocate away from
airports where noise exceeds healthy levels, and to pay for sound insulation in exist-
ing property.

To help improve transportation’s energy efficiency, $10 million is proposed to pro-
mote the development and demonstration of Advanced Vehicles, Components and
Infrastructure in cooperation with the Department of Energy. This research effort
will be geared to demonstrate technologies for reducing emissions, enhancing energy
efficiency and reducing dependence on foreign oil.

The Department’s environmental goals for fiscal year 1999 include reducing trans-
portation-related emissions by one percent annually over ten years, and reducing



79

the number of residents exposed to significant aircraft noise (65 decibels or greater)
by 60 percent from 1995 levels.

NATIONAL SECURITY

DOT plays a critical role in ensuring that the transportation system is secure,
that borders are safe from illegal intrusion, and that the transportation system can
meet national defense needs in time of emergency.

—To remain vigilant in our efforts to prevent terrorism, the fiscal year 1999 budg-
et includes $100 million for the FAA to continue to purchase explosives detec-
tion equipment to be deployed at our nation’s airports.

—Even though not in this Subcommittee’s jurisdiction, | would like to mention the
$98 million included in DOT's budget for the Maritime Security Program. The
47 vessels supported by this program are committed to carry military cargo dur-
ing war or national emergencies.

—Last year, the Coast Guard intercepted and confiscated a record 103,617 pounds
of cocaine and 102,538 pounds of marijuana. The fiscal year 1999 budget in-
cludes $437 million for the Coast Guard's drug interdiction program.

Our goals in the national security area for fiscal year 1999 are to increase the

detection rate for simulated explosive devices and to reduce the flow of illegal drugs
and migrants via maritime channels.

CONCLUSION

We in the Department of Transportation must set high goals and with our part-
ners we must be architects of change. We must ensure our success in the 21st cen-
tury by recognizing the crossroads we are at today—recognizing the need not only
to invest in our current infrastructure, but to take full advantage of technology and
leave a more efficient, safer, and environmentally sound transportation system for
our children.

The budget that we have proposed for fiscal year 1999 takes a major step in that
direction. I look forward to working with this Subcommittee and the entire Senate
and House to pass a forward-looking transportation appropriations bill and to en-
sure that critical programs are provided long-term reauthorization.

EXPIRATION OF STEA AUTHORIZATION

Senator SHELBY. Last year a short-term funding bill, with which
we are very familiar, the Surface Transportation Extension Act
[STEA] of 1997, was enacted to fill the gap left by ISTEA's expira-
tion on September 30. To get the money flowing to highway
projects again, the extension legislation provided $5.5 billion in
new funding authority for the major Federal-aid programs and
gave States the flexibility to transfer, among other programs, unob-
ligated balances left over from the first 6 years of ISTEA, which
was about $10 billion nationally.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator SHELBY. However, an obligation ceiling of approximately
$9.8 billion was also in force. Most significantly, the States are not
allowed to obligate any Federal-aid highway funds after May 1 of
this year unless a new multiyear authorization bill was passed,
which has been referred to.

If reauthorization is not completed by May 1, will the States be
able to continue their highway programs?

Secretary SLATER. Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, they will not.
This bill is important.

Senator SHELBY. It's imperative, isn't it?

Secretary SLATER. It is imperative in terms of the long-term se-
curity of our transportation system, and also in giving those trans-
portation officials at the State and local levels the assurance of
knowing that there will be a smooth flow of needed infrastructure
investment.
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I do commend the Congress for providing the extension. But,
clearly, the Congress recognized the importance of reauthorization
legislation by providing some limits to our ability to allocate and
make resources available after a given date—May 1.

Again, | commend the Senate for stepping up to the plate and
moving their legislation expeditiously. Also, the House has ex-
pressed its commitment to do so as well.

So | believe that the Congress is ready to act. Clearly, the admin-
istration is ready to work in partnership with you to act.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, sir.

ENFORCEMENT OF NHTSA SUBPOENAS

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, more people are killed on our
Nation’'s highways each year than are killed in other modes of
transportation combined. We have talked about this.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct. Senator Byrd mentioned it.

Senator SHELBY. The National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration is charged with promoting highway safety in our country.
One of the primary responsibilities is to investigate product defects
within the auto industry to help ensure that the cars we all drive
are safe. My question is this, Mr. Secretary.

When this agency conducts an investigation of a particular auto-
mobile and issues a subpoena to an automaker to provide informa-
tion on that particular vehicle, and the automaker does not fully
comply with the subpoena—either by providing false information or
by simply withholding pertinent information—can the agency im-
pose a fine or penalty of any sort on the company for failure to
comply with the subpoena, or should it?

Secretary SLATER. Mr. Chairman, the agency can levy a fine for
failure to comply with a subpoena. We can also carry the matter
to court, and we have actually done both.

Senator SHELBY. OK.

EMERGENCY RELIEF HIGHWAY PROGRAM

Over the past 7 years, the Emergency Relief Highway Program
has been funded at an average of $582 million per year, $100 mil-
lion of that coming from the annual ISTEA contract authority and
the rest usually coming from a supplemental appropriation.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator SHELBY. In your budget, you have only requested $100
million for fiscal year 1999. It is almost guaranteed that this will
not be enough money and that the Department will be sending an-
other supplemental request for emergency highway repairs to the
Congress later this year.

Would it make more sense for you to request a realistic number
for the Emergency Relief Program instead of relying on supple-
mental appropriations for the program each year?

Secretary SLATER. Well, let me just say, Mr. Chairman, it is true
that we have a record upon which to reflect. And if you were to
look at what has happened, say, annually——

Senator SHELBY. They are not the only one who does that, now,
to be fair.
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Secretary SLATER. That's right. | understand. But if you look at
what has happened annually over the last 5 years, you can see that
the needs almost always have outstripped the $100 million that we
have requested.

But | will say that in all of those instances, we have been able
to come to the Congress when we have clear indication of what is
needed in the form of a supplemental appropriation and to get
those resources. In that regard, | would want to commend this com-
mittee and also the Congress for the effort that is currently under-
way to respond to the President’s request for a $259 million supple-
mental to deal with this very issue.

There are many categories where we probably would like to
make a request for additional resources. But what we have tried
to do is to offer a budget that is balanced, that reflects some appre-
ciation for the history that we have—where we have provided fund-
ing for these purposes—with the knowledge that we can and have
come to the Congress for supplementals once the need has become
clearer.

That is the way we chose to approach this matter on this occa-
sion as well.

USER FEES

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, the administration’s budget re-
quest, as | mentioned in my opening statement, envisions over
$200 million from user fee proposals that have either not been en-
acted by Congress or have had troubled implementation periods.

I just want to set the record straight and say that this Senator
is not interested in enacting any new user fees—taxes—on the
transportation community. | expect that no action will be taken
this year on any of the user fee/tax proposals in the administra-
tion’s budget. Accordingly, there will be substantial holes in the
FAA budget, the Coast Guard budget, the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration budget, and the Surface Transportation Board's budget.
And, to complicate matters, the Senate just passed an ISTEA reau-
thorization bill that envisions a substantially higher highway obli-
gation limitation than the record level we appropriated for 1998,
which will constrain our ability to find the resources to fill the user
fee/tax budget holes.

So we foresee the very real possibility of transportation budget
shortfalls given the dual constraints of higher ISTEA driven expec-
tations for highway spending and user fee/tax holes that are built
into your budget request.

Mr. Secretary, for the record, do you anticipate submitting any
budget amendments that might address these shortfalls, and what
potential cuts in the modal administrations can we take to offset
the user fee holes? Have you thought that out?

Secretary SLATER. Clearly we have thought about it. It is our
hope that, while some Members of the Congress have expressed
their lack of support for user fees, as you have, Mr. Chairman, we
will still have a good shot at making our case. The Congress has
responded to some requests. The one example is, clearly, the FAA
overflight fee issue.

Now | say that, also willing to acknowledge that the U.S. District
Court here in the District did recently find that to some degree we
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went a little far in implementing those fees. But they did not deter-
mine that overflight fees—user fees—are unconstitutional.

So there may be some way for us to address that issue over time.

But the big areas where we have requested user fees are clearly
FAA and rail safety, and we just ask that we have the opportunity
to work with you and members of the committee and Members of
Congress as we work to address the question.

We, too, were dealing with constraints, the desire to have a
strong transportation bill but also to do it within the context of
being able to submit the first balanced budget in over 30 years.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Senator Lautenberg.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, so far so good, | think. | want to ask a couple of
questions, some that may have a different slant than those of my
friend and colleague, the chairman of the subcommittee, which is
exactly where we would like to place you, right in the middle. You
don't have to pick sides, but you have to come up with the right
answer to satisfy both of us. It is not easy.

Secretary SLATER. It's not easy, sir, but we'll try.

Senator SHELBY. If you do that, you are going to be a great Sec-
retary. [Laughter.]

Senator LAUTENBERG. Last August, the Federal Highway Admin-
istration released its 1997 Federal Highway Cost Allocation Study.
It showed that the heaviest vehicles pay considerably less in taxes
than the costs they impose on our Nation’s highway system.

Now, clearly, the user fees these heavier trucks pay are not set
high enough to compensate for the increased wear and tear that
they cause to our roads and bridges.

Are you reevaluating the current user fee system—and again,
this is the first time you have to jump in the hole—to remedy this
deficiency in the amount of user fees paid by the heavier trucks?

Secretary SLATER. Let me just say, Senator, that we are looking
at user fees across a broad spectrum of the transportation industry.
The ones that we have made a decision on are reflected in our
budget.

We continue to look at the question as it relates to other compo-
nents of the industry, but no decision has been made at this time
in those additional areas. The places where we have made a deci-
sion are reflected in our budget.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Yes; because the cost allocation study, for
instance, suggests eliminating the $550 cap on heavy vehicle use
tax that applies to all vehicles registered that are above 75,000
pounds. Is that a change that you could support?

Secretary SLATER. Well, it is clearly a change that is worthy of
consideration. But, again, | think the best approach is to keep an
open mind on these kinds of issues and to look at all ways for ad-
dressing these kinds of concerns. That is the approach that we are
taking as a Department.

INCREASED SPEED LIMITS

Senator LAUTENBERG. The Department of Transportation report
on the impact of increased speed limits on the Interstate System
discloses that fatalities and injuries increased nationally on inter-
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state roads in 1996 while decreasing on all other roads, even
though the interstate roads are considered the safest.

This report also shows that the States that increased speed lim-
its in 1996 experienced about 350 more interstate fatalities than
otherwise would have been expected with the previous speeds.

How many lives more do we have to lose before action is war-
ranted?

Secretary SLATER. Well, Senator, as you know, the administra-
tion worked with you and others to retain a national speed limit.
We were unsuccessful in that effort in 1995 and, as a part of the
National Highway System [NHS] bill, the national speed limit was
removed.

We have been involved in a study and we have completed 1 year
of that effort. As you have noted, these changes have been discov-
ered.

I will say, though, that this is but 1 year, and what we want to
do is to continue to assess this situation as we go forward. But that
said, 1 want to make the clear point that this administration joins
all of you who understand that safety has to be our top priority in
pressing forward and aggressively on a number of fronts.

I mentioned the President’s national initiative to increase seat-
belt use from 68 percent to 85 percent by the year 2000, and to 90
percent by the year 2005.

We have already seen an increase in the seatbelt use rate to now
approximately 70 percent, a historic level.

We have also worked with you and others to deal with the issue
of drunk driving, and we do have the success in the Senate of the
0.08 initiative and will work hard in the House.

We have requested a 22-percent increase in NHTSA's budget, an
18-percent increase in the aviation budget, and an increase in the
safety component of every modal budget of the Department of
Transportation.

| say that to just make the point that, while we have seen the
issue of speeding increase the incidence of crashes and fatalities,
we are working on a broad front to be aggressive when it comes
to the issue of safety and its promotion, and working with our part-
ners to ensure stronger laws and greater implementation.

HIGHWAYS AND TRANSIT BALANCE

Senator LAUTENBERG. Mr. Secretary, with the passage of the
ISTEA reauthorization bill recently in the Senate, it kind of follows
in the tradition of the first ISTEA bill. They recognize the impor-
tance of mass transit as a critical link in our surface transportation
network and establish a balanced approach to funding highways
and transit, an approach that on many occasions you, Mr. Sec-
retary, on behalf of the President, have applauded and highly rec-
ommended. You have heard people here talk on behalf of expanded
transit funding.

But on March 3, 1998, in a letter to Congress you talk about the
emphasis on investment in transit and highways in order to re-
build America. You say transit should receive an equitable share
of all the increases within the aggregate budgetary framework.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir.
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Senator LAUTENBERG. Do you agree that any increases in fund-
ing for highways and transit should maintain the historic 80/20
balanced approach and provide funding for transit as well as high-
ways in both budget authority and outlays?

Secretary SLATER. | do, without reservation.

Senator LAUTENBERG. What can we do in the future to ensure
such an intermodal and balanced approach to surface transpor-
tation? And that answer has to be short, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary SLATER. | think you can continue to do as the Senate
has done. A couple of weeks ago, it dealt with the highway issue
and made a lot of people happy by raising that amount by $26 bil-
lion. But then, in response to concerns raised by you and by the
administration and others, it responded by raising the transit in-
vestmrt]ant by $5 billion. 1 think that that sort of balanced ap-
proach——

Senator LAUTENBERG. Would that get us to 80/20?

Secretary SLATER. It's about 80/20 when you look at those num-
bers added to what was currently being provided because we have
actually seen a significant increase in transit funding over the last
5 years.

Senator LAUTENBERG. | may have some questions about that
ratio, Mr. Secretary.

May | have just another minute of time, with the chairman’s per-
mission?

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead.

PUBLIC INFORMATION ON HIGHWAY SAFETY

Senator LAUTENBERG. | would ask that whatever you find in that
study on highway speeds and fatalities, please get that information
out fully across the country. People have to realize that it is nice
to be able to get there sooner and quicker and it is boring to sit
at 55 miles an hour on an open highway. But the carnage that re-
sults is something that we have to understand. There is a price to
pay for it.

I want the American public to make their decision based on the
price that their neighbor, their own families, or that others in their
community may pay.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary SLATER. Senator Lautenberg, we will disseminate that
information.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Faircloth.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you,
Mr. Secretary.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, Senator.

LANDING SLOTS AT GATWICK AIRPORT

Senator FAIRCLOTH. This is a longer question and | am going to
try to cut it down because you are familiar with it. It involves the
Charlotte to Gatwick airports route.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, sir; that is a very important issue.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Your Department granted authority for U.S.
Air to fly the route from Charlotte to Gatwick and they have sim-
ply refused to grant a landing slot to U.S. Air. | mean, they could
fly over there very nicely, but they can’t land.
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Secretary SLATER. Which is a problem and we have to address
it.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Yes.

Now the British Airways are trying to get, and have an applica-
tion for, Denver service.

Secretary SLATER. That's correct.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Are you going to block the Denver service
until they grant landing rights for us at Gatwick?

Secretary SLATER. Let me just say, Senator, that we have made
it clear to our counterpart in the United Kingdom and with the slot
coordinator at Gatwick that we intend to see the agreement that
we have reached pertaining to U.S. Airways honored and that we
clearly are reflective on those kinds of issues as we are asked to
make decisions related to the use of our airports.

Senator FAaIrRcLOTH. That is an absolutely elegant statement. But
are you going to tell them “no Denver till Gatwick”?

Secretary SLATER. We are going to tell them that we intend to
have Gatwick and that we are going to make a strong case for the
benefit of our airline.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. That is good enough. Thank you.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

INSPECTION STICKERS FOR TRUCKS

Senator FaircLOTH. Chairman Shelby and | talked to you, rather
wrote you a letter, about a very dangerous and fatal truck crash
in western North Carolina. The truck was way, way beyond any in-
spection and had problems with brakes as well as many, many
other problems.

I think every State in the Nation requires an inspection sticker
on an automobile, and for most States it is clearly on the wind-
shield, where you can see it—the date the vehicle was inspected,
all of that.

Why don’'t we have that with the trucking industry? And | say
that I am part of the trucking industry. We are still running 30
or 40 trucks and we have them inspected. But why not have it
clearly visible so that any time an officer stops a truck, he can just
glance at it and tell whether there is an inspection sticker on it
every time the truck crosses a way station?

Secretary SLATER. Senator, let me just say that | have gotten the
letter and, clearly, you have raised a very important issue here.

We should look into the issue of whether there should be a decal
or something that is visible that indicates that a truck has been
inspected, and we will do that.

The other thing that we have done that | think speaks to the
issue is that we have requested an additional $15 million, which
brings our total to $100 million, the amount of money that we will
provide in grants to State governments for motor carrier enforce-
ment and the hiring of personnel for their inspection programs.

Also, as a result of our streamlining effort, we have designed a
program that will allow us to focus on troubled carriers or carriers
that have a history of violating our regulations. We plan to imple-
ment that program as a result of this new initiative as well.

I do believe that those decisions and approaches speak to the
concern that both you and Chairman Shelby have raised.
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Senator FAIRCLOTH. It just seems to me to be such a simple solu-
tion to a major problem. Again, | make clear that the trucking in-
dustry is a great one and their motto, “If you got it, a truck
brought it,” is the truth.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. | have been a part of that industry and
strongly supportive of it in every way. But the very idea of allowing
trucks to whip back and forth, some scab operator with no inspec-
tion, no brakes, and you would have to have a search warrant and
a week to find out whether it had been inspected or not is—I mean,
if he stopped at a way station, how long would it take them to find
out if it had ever been inspected? They couldn't do it.

I think this is a very simple answer to a problem that needs ad-
dressing.

Secretary SLATER. It is. Let me just say that the Senate has re-
sponded to our request for stronger laws in that regard, for a
stronger program, and the ability to levy stronger penalties. We ap-
preciate that. It is a part of our ISTEA reauthorization proposal.

Senator FAIRcLOTH. All right.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bennett.

YEAR 2000 PROBLEMS

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As my colleagues are discovering about me, | am becoming abso-
lutely obsessed with a particular topic. It is not going to go away.
It is going to get worse—that is, my obsession, at least.

The topic is the year 2000 problems. As chairman of the Sub-
committee on Technology and Financial Services in the Banking
Committee, | have pushed this to the limit that I can in terms of
our problems facing banking. | will have some rather pointed ques-
tions for Administrator Garvey with respect to the FAA. But |
would like to raise with you, Mr. Secretary, your responsibility for
the entire Department.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, Sir.

Senator BENNETT. The FAA obviously has the highest visibility
here. There are airlines which have already announced they will
not have airplanes in the air on New Year's Eve 1999. | tell people
the three places you do not want to be on New Year’'s Eve are on
an airplane, in an elevator, or in a hospital as those are the areas
where the processors are most likely to cause you serious problems.

But | have visited with the President’s czar on Y2K problems,
Mr. Koskinen—newly appointed as assistant to the President—and
assured him of my absolute support in everything he is doing, and
I was heartened by having him tell me that they are not going to
try to solve all the problems. Instead, they are putting the respon-
sibility for solving the problems on the heads of each Cabinet offi-
cer and each administrative agency head.

The possibility of the Coast Guard not functioning properly be-
cause of computer breakdowns connected with Y2K, the possibility
of your communications system worldwide not functioning, aside
from the FAA, the possibility of the computers you have built into
highways not functioning, the chaos that can come if our transpor-
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tation system shuts down can be extremely severe and must be, |
think, your highest priority.

So this is just a reminder of what you are going to hear and are
hearing, | am sure, from the President. | understand from Mr.
Koskinen that the President himself raised this issue at a Cabinet
meeting.

Secretary SLATER. Yes, he did.

Senator BENNETT. | have talked to the leader about it here in the
Senate, about the necessity of our beefing up our oversight activity
on behalf of the Senate. Something may be moving forward on that
fairly shortly.

I cannot think of anything more devastating than to have us get
to a year from now or a year and a half from now, in late 1999,
be faced with these kinds of breakdowns that are clearly coming,
and say, “Gee, why didn’t we think about this before?”

So at the risk of being the boy who cries wolf, in this case, there
are real wolves and they are all computer driven. We have to be
as serious as we possibly can.

So as | have said, |1 will reserve my questions on Y2K problems
with the FAA for Administrator Garvey and | know that she is in
the forefront of the most visible challenge you face in this area.

But | could not let the opportunity go by and not stress to you
the obvious concern that the Senate must have of your duties over
and above the FAA to see to it that the entire Department of
Transportation gets on a triage approach as quickly as possible.

Now triage | had explained to me by Maj. Charles Emerson Win-
chester on a late night rerun of “MASH.” | didn’t understand what
the medical term meant until one of those reruns. But it is this:
You do what is necessary to see that the patient survives and then
put him or her into a convalescent situation later and turn your at-
tention to the next patient that is in danger of dying, instead of
staying with this one patient all the way through. You do triage
to do what is necessary for survival.

The best estimates | have seen show that at least 15 percent of
the computers in America will not be Y2K-compliant by the year
2000 and at least 25 percent of the computers worldwide will not
be.

As Alan Greenspan told the Banking Committee, it is not an
issue of having a big problem. It is an issue of having a small prob-
lem that is interconnected to everything else and, therefore, turns
into a big problem very quickly.

Fifteen percent of our computers not working is a really scary
number to me. | would hope you would be prepared to respond to
questions on this later on, in writing, as we do our best to work
together.

This is not a partisan issue. This is not a legislative branch/exec-
utive branch issue. This, frankly, is a national/international issue
which, if we don't get a handle on it in terms of setting priorities,
will trigger a worldwide recession and in some parts of the world
a serious depression.

It is too late to solve the problem. We have to move into the
triage mode and say what are the mission-critical systems and
what do we do to keep those mission-critical systems up, and we'll
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worry about solving the whole problem after we have survived the
turn of the millennium and do the convalescence later on.

So | appreciate your being here and just wanted to underscore
that and give you an opportunity to respond.

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary SLATER. Senator, clearly, as you have noted, you will
have the opportunity to visit with Administrator Garvey about the
FAA, in particular, when she comes before you. But let me say that
she is in the forefront of helping us to deal with this issue in the
FAA.

I would also note that the Coast Guard has done a significant job
in this area as well and is working, along with others in the De-
partment, to actually reach out to our stakeholders, those with
\t/)vhorél we work in the private sector. This is occurring across the

oard.

So | use the two of them—Admiral Kramek, the Commandant,
?nd also Administrator Garvey—because they are here and will fol-
oW me.

Let me also say that just this week we had a DOT-wide discus-
sion on this very issue. We used our Monday morning staff meeting
to talk about it in great detail.

I can assure you that everyone within the Department who un-
derstands the issue understands that we have to redouble our ef-
fort and that we have to be vigilant in dealing with this concern.
It is a top priority.

The final point that | want to make is that it is interesting how
we talk about transportation, and we go into the discussion that it
is more than concrete, asphalt, and steel. It is more than cars,
planes, and trains.

In the past, it was only that, but now it is also the communica-
tion system—technology being added to this—that we have recog-
nized as transportation beyond the traditional sense. And that
gives us an understanding of how it is evolving as a system for the
future.

Your point is well taken. This Y2K issue really forces us to con-
centrate on how dependent our transportation system has become
as it relates to technology and communications.

I can assure you that this Department will shoulder its respon-
sibility in ensuring that we deal with the Y2K challenge and that
we deal with it effectively. And we look forward to working with
you and the Congress in doing that.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you.

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Secretary, we all have some written ques-
tions—Senator Domenici and | do, Senator Lautenberg, and others.
Does anybody else have any written questions for the record?

If not, 1 would like to move on to the second panel. We thank
you for your appearance, we thank you for the work that you have
done with us, and we look forward to working with you in the fu-
ture.

Secretary SLATER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.
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[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-

ing:]
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SHELBY
GENERAL QUESTIONS

Question. The Government Performance and Results Act required executive agen-
cies, including the Department of Transportation, to submit strategic plans outlin-
ing the goals they expect to accomplish and methods to measure to what extent they
achieved those goals. | commend the Department for garnering the highest rating
among all agencies for its first strategic plan submitted this past September. How-
ever, despite the high rating, the Department's plan also contained some weak-
nesses. For example, the General Accounting Office’s critique of the strategic plan
noted that it did not fully describe the operational processes, skills, technology, and
resources required to meet the Department’s long-term goals. This month the De-
partment provided the Congress its first performance plan specifying how the De-
partment will measure its performance in attaining its strategic goals. How has the
Department rectified the problems identified in the strategic plan in preparing the
performance plan?

Answer. The DOT Performance Plan fully addresses all of the issues identified in
the GAO report on the Strategic Plan. The Performance Plan provides extensive de-
tail on the operational processes, skills, technologies and resources—the means and
strategies—for accomplishing each performance goal in the plan. These goals, in
turn, are linked explicitly to the outcome goals in the Strategic Plan. And where
the Strategic Plan described Corporate Management Strategies only briefly, the Per-
formance Plan provides a full chapter on this, detailing DOT's initiatives and mile-
stones in each area.

The Performance Plan provides a full 16-page appendix addressing management
challenges that have been raised previously by GAO and the Inspector General.
Strategies and milestones are provided for each of 32 areas, including specific exam-
ples cited as missing in the Strategic Plan:

—time frames for completing air traffic control modernization;

—oversight of highway and transit projects;

—meeting the long term funding needs of Amtrak; and

—adequacy of financial and other management information.

The GAO report also mentioned improvements to Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor as
an example of information that is missing in the Strategic Plan. The Performance
Plan includes specific performance goals to:

—Complete reconfiguration of selected interlockings with New Jersey Transit, to
achieve a 10 percent increase in the number of intercity and commuter trains
scheduled along the most congested segments of the Washington/Boston Cor-
ridor by 2005 (to 365 trains/day).

—Reduce the Amtrak trip time between New York City and Boston from 4 hours
45 minutes in 1997 to 3-hour service in 1999 (early fiscal year 2000).

—Increase the percentage of Amtrak trains arriving on time, from 76 percent in
1995 to 87 percent in 1999.

While the Strategic Plan takes an “umbrella” approach to long term goals, the

Performance Plan includes for each goal the contributions from specific modes, and
modal-level performance goals that support the Department’s strategic goals.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION
SAFETY DEFECTS INVESTIGATION

Question. It is my understanding that when NHTSA investigates complaints from
consumers, it sends a request for information to the automaker. Then, NHTSA will
determine from the automaker’s response whether a defect is what led to the com-
plaints and, if so, whether that defect is related to motor vehicle safety. How de-
pendent is this whole undertaking on reliability of the information that is provided
by the automaker?

Answer. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration conducts defects in-
vestigations in two phases: the Preliminary Evaluation (PE) and the Engineering
Analysis (EA). During the PE phase, the Office of Defects Investigation (ODI) sends
an information request (IR) to the manufacturer, asking for certain limited informa-
tion, including data on complaints, crashes, and injuries, as well as other general
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information. This information, along with the information obtained from consumers,
is analyzed to determine if further investigation is warranted. If ODI determines
that additional investigation is necessary, it upgrades the investigation to an EA.
During the EA phase, ODI conducts a more detailed and complete analysis of the
character and scope of the alleged defect. The EA builds on the information collected
during the PE and supplements it with appropriate inspections, tests, and surveys
conducted by ODI, as well as additional information obtained from the manufac-
turer and suppliers. It is critical that the information received from the manufac-
turer at all stages of an investigation be accurate and complete.

Question. How does NHTSA determine whether a defect is safety-related?

Answer. Some defects are inherently related to motor vehicle safety, such as steer-
ing wheel separations, brake failures, and vehicle fires. With respect to other de-
fects, NHTSA weighs the safety risk in terms of the frequency and severity of the
consequences of the defect. It compares the defect under investigation with past in-
vestigations, recalls, and court decisions. NHTSA also examines any intervening fac-
tors which may have contributed to the consequences, such as unexpected driver be-
havior or owner misconduct.

Question. When NHTSA determines the existence of a safety-related defect, what
action can it take against the manufacturer that is under investigation?

Answer. When the NHTSA Administrator makes a Final Decision that a safety-
related defect exists, an order is issued directing the manufacturer to notify all own-
ers, purchasers and dealers of the defect and to provide a cost-free remedy. If the
manufacturer does not comply with the recall order, the government (through the
Justice Department) will go to court to compel the recall.

Question. Could a recall order cost a manufacturer millions of dollars?

Answer. A recall could cost a manufacturer millions of dollars if the remedy is
expensive or a large number of vehicles are involved. Manufacturers do not rou-
tinely provide information to NHTSA on the costs of their recalls, so NHTSA cannot
speculate on how much is spent on recalls.

Question. Does this cost give the automakers a financial incentive to avoid a recall
notice?

Answer. Whenever the cost of a recall becomes substantial, there is an incentive
to avoid a recall. However, NHTSA actively monitors the industry to assure that
manufacturers do not allow this incentive to interfere with their statutory duty to
conduct recalls when a safety defect or noncompliance exists.

Question. Is NHTSA's authority to order a recall limited to eight years from the
first purchase?

Answer. A recall encompasses both notification and remedy. There is no time limit
on a manufacturer's obligation to notify NHTSA, owners, purchasers, and dealers
of a safety-related defect or a noncompliance with a Federal motor vehicle safety
standard. However, by statute (49 U.S.C. §30120(g)), the requirement that a remedy
be provided without charge does not apply if the vehicle (or equipment) was bought
by the first purchaser more than eight years before the defect or noncompliance is
determined to exist (three years for tires). If a vehicle is less than eight years old
at the time a recall is commenced, the manufacturer must provide a cost-free rem-
edy even if the vehicle is not brought to the dealer within the eight-year period.

Question. After that period of time, is NHTSA's only option to order automakers
to notify their customers about the safety defect?

Answer. NHTSA can order a manufacturer to provide a remedy for vehicles older
than eight years at the time of a recall order; however, it cannot require that the
remedy be cost-free.

AUTOMAKERS RESPONSE TO REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

Question. How heavily must NHTSA rely on the candor of the automaker under
investigation to respond fully to NHTSA's requests for information?

Answer. NHTSA does rely on manufacturers to provide accurate and complete in-
formation in response to information requests, particularly at the early stage of an
investigation. In addition, NHTSA has the authority to seek civil penalties if it dis-
covers that a manufacturer has failed to provide all requested information.

Question. If NHTSA discovered that a manufacturer withheld requested docu-
ments, what would NHTSA's recourse be against the manufacturer?

Answer. NHTSA could issue an administrative order to the manufacturer to pro-
vide the documents. Additionally, NHTSA could notify the manufacturer that it is
liable for civil penalties and attempt to reach an administrative resolution of pen-
alties under 49 U.S.C. §30165 for the prior withholding of information which had
been required by an information request issued under 49 U.S.C. §30166. If a manu-
facturer did not comply with an order or settle the potential penalties administra-
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tively, NHTSA could refer the matter to the Department of Justice for injunctive
relief or penalties, respectively. Moreover, depending on the circumstances, NHTSA
could refer the matter to the Department of Justice for consideration of a possible
criminal action.

Question. What if NHTSA didn’t discover that the documents had been withheld
until several years after its investigation had closed?

Answer. NHTSA could order the manufacturer to provide the documents. If
NHTSA felt that there was still a safety concern, NHTSA could reopen the defect
investigation or other proceeding in support of which the documents had been re-
quested.

Question. How often has NHTSA used its subpoena power to assist the Agency
in getting the information it needs?

Answer. NHTSA records indicate that it has issued administrative subpoenas in
five enforcement investigations, out of a total of more than 2,000 investigations.
NHTSA has generally found that informal information requests and special orders
have been adequate to obtain the information it needs.

Question. What is the largest fine NHTSA has ever issued for withholding infor-
mation, and how large was the company fined, in terms of annual profits?

Answer. NHTSA does not issue fines. The only significant case that appears to
relate to your inquiry involved Toyota Motor Corporation of Japan, where the pen-
alty sought for withholding information was part of a larger civil penalty claim. The
case was settled without apportionment of the settlement payment among the var-
ious civil penalty claims. The Toyota Motor Corporation is a multi-billion dollar cor-
poration.

Specifically, NHTSA collected a civil penalty of $250,000 from Toyota Motor Cor-
poration on April 25, 1994, to settle a lawsuit filed in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia. In the complaint that it filed in the lawsuit,
NHTSA alleged that Toyota had failed to conduct a timely recall to remedy a fuel
leakage problem in 1981-1989 Land Cruiser vehicles. The complaint also alleged
that Toyota had failed to provide NHTSA with accurate and complete responses to
investigative requests. The complaint sought maximum civil penalties of $808,000.
Of this figure, $800,000 was for the company'’s failure to conduct a timely recall. The
remaining $8,000 was for eight instances in which the company failed to provide
NHTSA with accurate and complete information in response to investigative re-
guests. That represented the statutory maximum of $1,000 per violation, which has
since been adjusted for inflation to $1,100.

Question. Are these fines intended to have a deterrent effect on the automaker?

Answer. These civil penalties should have a deterrent effect.

Question. Does NHTSA need more authority in this area than Congress has given
it?

Answer. Under current law, a manufacturer’s failure to provide accurate and com-
plete information in response to NHTSA's information requests results in a poten-
tial penalty of $1,100 for each instance. However, even a few failures of this nature
have the potential to seriously compromise an investigation. Raising the penalty
level for such failures could enhance the agency’s enforcement capacity.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DOMENICI
COMMERCIAL ZONE FOR LUNA AND DONA ANA COUNTIES

Question. | want to thank you for your support of my recent amendment to ISTEA
to create a commercial zone in southern New Mexico. | also appreciated your staff's
work to provide technical assistance and help in drafting the amendment in a way
which was acceptable to the manager of the bill.

As | am sure you are aware, because these two border counties have been des-
ignated as a commercial zone, trucks carrying products from Mexico now will be
able to travel directly to their destinations in New Mexico without having to engage
in the costly and inefficient task of offloading their cargo onto American trucks just
inside the border.

| believe that we need to have an open border with Mexico to facilitate trade and
promote investment in the southern part of New Mexico and throughout all of the
southwest. | also believe that this commercial zone puts New Mexico on the same
level playing field with other southwestern states which have border commercial
zones.

Can | count on your support for the New Mexico commercial zone as the ISTEA
bill moves through the House and in conference?
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Answer. Given the unique situation in Luna and Dona Ana Counties, the adminis-
tration does not object to your amendment as currently written.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LAUTENBERG
HIGHWAY ISSUES
SPEED LIMITS

Question. The Department of Transportation report on the impact of increased
speed limits on the Interstate system discloses that fatalities and injuries increased
nationally on Interstate roads in 1996 while decreasing on all other roads even
though Interstate roads are considered safest. This report also shows that States
that increased speed limits in 1996 experienced about 350 more Interstate fatalities
than would have been expected before the speed limit change. The report also states
that “close monitoring of crash trends on roads with increased speed limits should
continue and, if warranted, countermanding actions taken.”

Besides restoring the national speed limit to 55 MPH, what kinds of counter-
manding actions can you in good conscience support as being truly effective?

Answer. In the absence of restoring the National Maximum Speed Limit (NMSL)
to 55 MPH, the Department believes it will be important to continue to focus, at
the national and state levels, on key program areas of traffic safety, e.g., increasing
restraint use, strict enforcement of existing traffic laws, informing and educating
the public regarding specific traffic safety issues, implementing roadway and traffic
safety improvements, and ameliorating the effects of alcohol-involved driving to
compensate for possible increases in fatalities and injured persons that may be re-
lated to higher speed limits.

LIGHT TRUCK SAFETY

Question. Over the past decade, the popularity of light trucks has increased enor-
mously. Light truck sales accounted for almost half of the passenger vehicles sold
last year, and they now represent about ¥ of all registered passenger vehicles. More
Americans die each year in light truck-to-car crashes than in crashes between two
cars. This is true even though car-to-car crashes remain more common and there
are twice as many cars in use as light trucks.

I know that the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) is
studying the dangers posed by light trucks to other vehicles. After completing this
study, what concrete actions will the Department take to improve the compatibility
of light trucks with other passenger vehicles?

Answer. Compatibility between light trucks and cars is one aspect of a larger
study at NHTSA on improving crash compatibility between all categories of light
passenger vehicles. Improvements in crash compatibility, in general, and between
light trucks and cars, specifically, will likely require design modifications both to the
struck vehicle—to improve its crashworthiness—as well as to the striking vehicle to
reduce its aggressivity. In the case of LTV's, NHTSA is currently conducting a series
of crash tests to better understand the nature of the incompatibility between LTV's
and cars. These crash test results will be coupled with the results of detailed finite
element simulations to suggest design enhancements necessary to improve compat-
ibility. The results of this study will serve as the foundation for the directions for
any potential rulemaking in this area the Department might pursue.

Question. Occupants of sport utilities are as likely to die In crashes as car occu-
pants, because sport utilities are four times as likely as cars to roll over in an acci-
dent. NHTSA has done some research recently on the tendency of even the larger
sport utilities to roll over. Do you plan to conduct further research on the safety
risks sport utilities pose to their own passengers?

Answer. Yes. NHTSA is currently performing research to identify driving maneu-
vers that could trigger rollovers in vehicles that are prone to on-road-untripped roll-
over crashes. This research has proven to be very complex, since any single require-
ment that may prevent rollovers might cause manufacturers to incorporate designs
that may degrade other aspects of vehicle performance. NHTSA plans to continue
this rollover prevention research in fiscal year 1999. Additionally, NHTSA will use
the Variable Dynamics Test Vehicle to study the effectiveness of yaw stability aug-
mentation systems that are currently available in some vehicles in preventing roll-
overs. Besides the rollover prevention research, NHTSA also has an active rollover
crash mitigation research program which will continue in fiscal year 1999.

Question. Does the research done to date indicate that new design standards for
sport utilities aimed at increasing their stability should be developed?
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Answer. NHTSA's current rollover prevention research is attempting to develop
the basis for either a Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard to reduce the number
of on-road, untripped rollovers or a consumer information program to identify vehi-
cles that show unusual rollover tendencies toward untripped rollovers. An an-
nouncement as to how NHTSA will proceed is planned for early 1999.

TRUCK SAFETY AT U.S./MEXICO BORDER

Question. Two successive GAO reports have shown no improvement in the safety
of trucks and drivers from Mexico coming across our southern border, and no im-
provement in the quality and frequency of inspections conducted on both sides of
the border. (a) What is the Department’s plan to systematically upgrade the number
of inspections and to use Level 1, the best kind, to ensure that commercial drivers
from Mexico use only safety equipment on our roads? How can you ensure that
these drivers have proper licensing and issuance? (b) How are you going to ensure
that long-haul truck drivers from Mexico are not entering the U.S. already fatigued
and sleep-deprived when they operate on our roads, given the fact that Mexico has
no truck driver hours of service limits? (c) How can you ensure that Mexican govern-
ment really does its job of ensuring that trucks and drivers from Mexico are safe
before they cross our southern border?

Answer. To ensure that safety is not compromised as the NAFTA cross-border
provisions are implemented, the DOT, in partnership with the States and local gov-
ernments, has established a permanent enforcement presence and begun an inten-
sive driver and vehicle inspection program along the Southwest border. In fiscal
year 1997, over 19,000 Mexican drivers and 18,000 Mexican vehicles were inspected.

To continue to enhance enforcement activities, the DOT has been providing border
States with special funding over and above the basic allocated Motor Carrier Safety
Assistance Program (MCSAP) grant levels. This funding is intended to assist with
short-term resource needs and DOT has supported reauthorization legislation that
would provide States with the funding they need to build inspection facilities, hire
additional law enforcement personnel, and purchase equipment needed to establish
a permanent border management program.

While States are encouraged to conduct Level 1 inspections, national performance-
based MCSAP criteria may also require that States identify the primary reasons for
the out-of-service rates and then conduct special inspections which focus on these
violations.

To operate a commercial vehicle in the U.S., Mexican drivers must possess a valid
“Licencia Federal” (Mexican commercial driver’s license) and proof that the carrier
has insurance coverage consistent with the U.S. standards. To ensure that drivers
are operating with valid licenses, DOT has developed an electronic capability with
Mexico's Secretaria de Comunicaciones y Transportes to exchange information on
driver status. Like all other drivers operating in the United States, Mexican drivers
may be required to show evidence of compliance with these requirements upon entry
into the U.S. or during roadside inspections.

Working with the Secretaria de Comunicaciones y Transportes, the FHWA and
the four border States have provided a significant amount of training and technical
assistance to Mexican carriers to ensure they know and understand the require-
ments of operating in the United States. We believe Mexican carriers seeking to do
business in the U.S. are generally well aware of the rules and regulations with
which they must comply.

Mexican drivers must comply with the same safety requirements, including hours
of service and log book requirements, as U.S. drivers when operating commercial ve-
hicles in the U.S. The U.S. enforces these regulations through State and Federal
roadside inspections. For those drivers who are exempt by regulations from carrying
a log book because they are operating within a 100-air-mile radius of their normal
work reporting location, the driver's duty status (hours of service) is verified by
interviewing the driver and by reviewing date, time, and location information in-
cluded on related transportation documents such as shipping papers, vehicle reg-
istrations, the driver’s license, and Immigration and Naturalization Service crossing
permits.

Drivers who operate from the interior of Mexico beyond the 100 air-mile radius
of their normal reporting location are placed out-of-service if they do not comply
with the log book requirements. The United States, Mexico, and Canada have devel-
oped a strategy to assure that motor carriers are in compliance with their safety
obligations prior to beginning cross-border operations.

The three countries have agreed on these critical safety areas that will be re-
viewed before a carrier can begin cross-border operations: (1) safety management
systems, (2) driver qualifications, (3) hours of service compliance, (4) drug and alco-
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hol testing, (5) condition of vehicles, (6) accident monitoring programs, and (7) com-
pliance with regulations governing the transportation of hazardous materials. In ad-
dition, we have agreed on several elements that are essential to implementation of
a successful cooperative and coordinated compliance and enforcement program, such
as clear communications between governments and with motor carriers; develop-
ment of electronic data bases and exchange of safety information for companies,
drivers, and vehicles; and involvement of State and local officials.

We are now discussing with Mexico implementation of specific elements of a com-
pliance and enforcement program in Mexico that will be directed at motor carriers
that will be operating across the border into the United States including those that
transit the United States on their way to Canada. These elements are:

(1) Deployment of roadside commercial vehicle inspectors trained in accordance
with established North American procedures in Mexico’'s northern states and docu-
mentation of these inspections as part of an overall safety oversight process. Road-
side enforcement is key to an effective and visible enforcement program.

(2) Development of a method for gathering safety information from individual
motor carriers and providing that information to the United States. Adequate and
accurate information on motor carrier applicants is essential to the process of as-
sessing a carrier’s safety performance during the application process.

(3) Implementation of a motor carrier safety management oversight system for
those carriers with U.S. operating authority. Such a program is important to estab-
lishment of a permanent monitoring and enforcement program in Mexico; further,
it is paramount to the development of an effective North American motor carrier
safety program.

We believe that, taken as a whole, these initiatives will help ensure that trucks
and drivers from Mexico are safe before they cross our southern border.

COMMERCIAL DRIVER HOURS OF SERVICE

Question. Why is the agency prepared to revise commercial driver hours of service
limits when there has been no systematic demonstration of how appropriate mon-
itoring and enforcement of current hours of service limits could improve driver alert-
ness and avoid the safety hazards of fatigue and sleep deprivation?

Answer. The FHWA is not prepared to revise the commercial driver hours of serv-
ice limits at this time. The FHWA, however, has learned a great deal about human
performance and circadian effects in relation to sleep deprivation. These types of ef-
fects were unknown, or not well known, when the ICC developed the original rules
more than 60 years ago. The FHWA now has the opportunity to analyze whether
such effects may contribute to safer operations.

The FHWA continues to analyze the research and comments to the November 5,
1996 ANPRM. The FHWA will not be prepared to do anything until it completes
thorough analyses of all the research, statutory and executive order requirements
for regulatory analyses (including benefit-cost analyses), and consultation with ap-
propriate DOT staff.

NATIONAL MOTOR CARRIER ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Question. The Department supports the National Motor Carrier Advisory Commit-
tee which deals with commercial motor vehicle safety issues. In fiscal year 1996, the
Committee held no meetings but cost taxpayers $22,900, according to the General
Services Administration’'s (GSA's) 25th Annual Report on Advisory Committees. The
Committee also held no meetings in fiscal year 1997, even though GSA estimated
a cost of $85,300 for the Committee. (a) Can you explain why this Committee has
not met in over two years? (b) Is this advisory committee fairly balanced and is a
cross-section of highway safety organizations represented on the Committee? (c) Has
the Department decided whether it will renew the charter of this Committee?

Answer. The National Motor Carrier Advisory Committee (NMCAC) has not met
in over two years because the FHWA no longer needs to use this Committee for the
purposes originally envisioned. The GSA estimate assumed continuation of the
NMCAC. The membership of the NMCAC was balanced and reflected a cross-section
of highway safety interests, including former Congressman William Lehman, Judith
Stone of the Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety, and the Honorable Anthony
Montelione, Presiding Judge in Cook County, among others.

The Department is not renewing the charter of the NMCAC.

ROOF CRUSH STANDARD/ROLLOVER

Question. The current roof crush standard requires a test which does not really
show how well a passenger car vehicle would resist deformation or intrusion in a
full rollover crash. Over the last several years NHTSA has periodically reported on
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its research to revise the existing roof crush standard and establish a dynamic
standard to protect occupants in rollovers. When do you expect to begin rulemaking
to set this badly needed safety standard?

Answer. Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS) 216, Roof Crush Resist-
ance, specifies the minimal requirements for roof structure integrity for vehicles
under 2,722 kg (6,000 pounds) GVWR. It requires that these vehicles resist 12 the
vehicle’s unloaded weight without sustaining more than 125 mm (5 inches) of roof
crush when a rectangular load plate is applied to the vehicle’s roof structure over
the front occupant compartment.

NHTSA has been and is continuing research to examine the relevance of this
standard to actual real world rollover crashes. From this research, NHTSA has
shown some relationship between the risk of head injuries for belted occupants (in
rollover crashes) and the reduction of headroom due to roof intrusion. These findings
were documented in a Society of Automotive Engineering publication titled, “Deter-
mination of the Significance of Roof Crush on Head and Neck Injury to Passenger
Vehicle Occupants in Rollover Crashes.”

Recently, NHTSA completed testing using the FMVSS 216 test procedures and dy-
namic drop test procedures. The results of these tests are now being analyzed to
determine which test approach may provide the better correlation to real world in-
jury producing rollover events. It is anticipated that NHTSA will make a regulatory
decision on future efforts to improve rollover occupant protection by the end of 1998.
This summer NHTSA will make available to the public the results and reports on
all testing on its rollover related research.

Question. You indicated more than a year ago that you would be willing to revisit
a rollover standard for some kinds of rollover crashes. When will rulemaking start
on such a proposal?

Answer. NHTSA has initiated a short-term research effort to explore what might
be done to address single vehicle on-the-road rollovers. Last summer, NHTSA began
Phase | of its testing by selecting some maneuvers that are currently used by vehi-
cle manufacturers, consumer publications, or voluntary standards organizations to
assess the rollover resistance of vehicles. Three sport utility vehicles were run
through each of these maneuvers. This testing will continue in the spring of 1998.
The most promising maneuvers from Phase | will then be used in Phase 11 testing.
In the summer of 1998, Phase Il will run 12 vehicles (3 cars, 3 pickups, 3 vans,
and 3 sport utility vehicles) through the maneuvers chosen from Phase I. The re-
sults will then be analyzed and NHTSA expects to make a decision by the end of
1998 on future research and/or rulemaking actions for addressing rollover safety.

Question. Given the intense and continually growing interest and knowledge of
the public about car safety design and performance, such as air bags, for example,
how soon are you going to decide on a really informative standard to warn potential
buyers about passenger vehicles that have poor resistance to rollover? Would you
consider doing the same thing for a new roof crush standard, to provide ratings for
consumers on vehicle resistance to roof crush in rollover crashes?

Answer. The Phase | and Il rollover propensity testing is scheduled to be com-
pleted this fall. Results from this research will be used to make a decision on a roll-
over propensity standard and/or consumer information. The Department plans to
make this decision by the end of 1998. More immediately, NHTSA has proposed a
change to the rollover warning label for sport utility vehicles (SUV’s) to make it
more effective by using graphics and brighter colors to replace the current 15 year
old text-only design. Focus group research has shown that consumers are much
more likely to notice and heed labels with this type of design. Determination of ap-
proaches for informing consumers about roof crush resistance will follow decisions
on future actions regarding the current roof crush standard.

AMTRAK

DIFFERING FUNDING LEVELS IN ORIGINAL REQUEST TO OMB AND FINAL BUDGET
REQUEST

Question. In its original submission to OMB, the Department requested $705 mil-
lion for Amtrak. This number reflected the annual amount absolutely necessary to
achieve the balance of Amtrak’s capital needs and cover operating expenses, as ap-
proved by Amtrak’s Board of Directors last September. However, in its final budget
request, the Administration included only $621 million of capital funding, and di-
rected Amtrak to use funds provided in the TRA for its annual operating expenses.
This request is $84 million less than the amount Amtrak must have in order to con-
tinue operations over the next year without taking out commercial loans. If $705
million is the absolute minimum needed in order for Amtrak to balance its books
for fiscal year 1999, how do you justify requesting only $621 million?
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Answer. Both the Department and OMB agreed that the optimum long-term
strategy for Amtrak was to fund the Corporation’s September 1997 strategic plan
which envisioned a total Federal funding commitment of approximately $5 billion
between fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 2002. The Administration’'s request, when
taken with the funding available under the TRA, would provide that level of fund-
ing. The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget includes $621 million in capital appro-
priations to be spent according to the same capital project investment criteria used
by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). With this expanded definition of Am-
trak capital, the Amtrak Board of Directors has supported the workability of the
President’s budget.

USE OF TAXPAYER RELIEF ACT FUNDS

Question. Funds provided in the Taxpayer Relief Act (TRA) were intended to be
used solely on capital improvements, not operating expenses. In its resolution, the
Amtrak Board opposed, in the strongest possible terms, using the TRA funds for op-
erating expenses. The Board emphasized that those funds should be reserved for
high rate-of-return projects that will decrease Amtrak’s reliance on Federal operat-
ing support. If Amtrak were to borrow funds provided in the TRA for capital ex-
penses, would it not then be dependent on future Federal appropriations in order
to repay that amount?

Answer. Amtrak’s September 1997 strategic plan estimated that Amtrak would
require approximately $5 billion in total Federal financial assistance between fiscal
year 1998 and fiscal year 2002. Whether or not Amtrak were to borrow funds pro-
vided in the TRA, the recapitalization of Amtrak would be dependent on future Fed-
eral appropriations. Under the President’s fiscal year 1999 budget, Amtrak funding
will equal the amount under the TRA—$1.1 billion plus the proposed appropriation
of $621 million. Significant capital appropriations are also proposed for the outyears
($571 million in 2000 and $521 million annually through 2002). For appropriated
funds, the President’s budget assumes an expanded definition of capital that would
give Amtrak the flexibility to spend capital according to the same definition of cap-
ital used by the transit industry. This proposal will ensure that TRA funds are
spent on high-yield capital investments that will reduce Amtrak’s operating costs.

TRANSIT
BALANCED APPROACH TO HIGHWAY/TRANSIT FUNDING

Question. What will you do in the future to ensure such a truly intermodal and
balanced approach to surface transportation?

Answer. We will continue to work with the Congress to ensure that funding levels
are balanced and equitable and will continue to make our position clear in commu-
nicating views to Congress on the reauthorization legislation as it moves forward.

ACCESS TO JOBS AND TRAINING

Question. The Federal Transit Administration’s budget request includes $100 mil-
lion for the Access to Jobs and Training initiative. | support that initiative. How-
ever, I am concerned that, by including it as part of your flat-funded transit budget,
you are suggesting that instead of supplementing existing transit programs, funding
for this program should be subtracted from funding available for transit formula
grants. Would you support funding this program as a supplement outside the transit
program, so that transit formula funds would not be diverted?

Answer. Yes, within the overall transit funding levels proposed by the Adminis-
tration. While we are proposing that Access to Jobs be within the Formula Pro-
grams account, we are not proposing to reduce formula funding now available to
transit agencies. By moving to Formula Programs the funding that currently goes
into discretionary bus grants, we are increasing the amount of Federal transit fund-
ing distributed across the nation.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KOHL
COMPENSATION FOR DAMAGE TO ASSISTIVE DEVICES

Question. Over the past few months, my office has been in contact with the De-
partment regarding the case of Mr. Jeff LaDow, a resident of West Allis, Wisconsin,
who suffers from a disability and whose $16,000 wheelchair was irreparably dam-
aged during the course of a flight on one of the major airlines.

As you know, DOT regulations limit the maximum liability for claims with respect
to assistive devices at $2,500. Clearly, the $13,500 difference between the cost of Mr.
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LaDow's equipment and the maximum compensation available to him proves that
in some instances this cap may need to be updated.

What can be done to address this discrepancy and to ensure that this compensa-
tion cap is not impeding both legitimate claims as well as compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act? Is legislative action necessary to address the prob-
lem?

Answer. Currently, DOT regulations prohibit air carriers from setting liability
limitations for claims for assistive devices at an amount less than twice the liability
limit for lost or damaged baggage, which is currently $1,250 for domestic travel.
(There is a pending proposed rule to increase the minimum baggage liability limit
to as much as $2,000.) U.S. carriers have chosen to limit their liability, both for bag-
gage and for assistive devices, to the minimum limitation set by the Department,
thus all carriers of which we are aware currently limit their liability for assistive
devices to $2,500. The Department expects to issue a Notice of Proposed Rule-
making (NPRM) that would require airlines to reimburse passengers for the full
value of assistive devices which are lost or damaged by the air carrier. No legislative
action is necessary to address this issue.

LORAN—C RADIONAVIGATION

Question. Earlier this year, | contacted the Department with regard to the Loran-
C radionavigation system. Marine, aviation, land—even telecommunications users—
in Wisconsin have all told me of the value of this technology from a transportation
safety and cost-benefit perspective.

As you know, in the past two fiscal years Congress has agreed with them and pro-
vided about $8 million for the revitalization of the Loran infrastructure. Under the
1996 Coast Guard Reauthorization legislation, the DOT was required to formulate
a plan for future funding and upgrade of the Loran infrastructure. | understand you
have consulted with the firm of Booz-Allen & Hamilton for data collection and cost-
benefit analysis. Are the preliminary results of the Booz-Allen study available? Does
the data support Loran retention, and what is the status of the Department’'s fund-
ing plan?

Answer. The Booz-Allen report on Loran-C will be delivered to DOT in May 1998.
Once we receive and review the plan, we will be able to respond to the requirements
of the Coast Guard reauthorization.

COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM PILOT PROJECT

Question. Safety has been one of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s top pri-
orities. With the cooperation of the Commerce and Defense Departments, the Wis-
consin Department of Transportation recently began an innovative safety initia-
tive—a share communications system pilot project. This system will provide impor-
tant voice dispatch and centralized communciations for all emergency responders
and government agencies in SouthCentral Wisconsin, aiding the day-to-day commu-
nications of state troopers, municipal police officers, firefighters and guard mem-
bers, to name a few, and helping them respond to problems faster and more effec-
tively. The concept has also been endorsed by Vice President Gore's “reinventing
government” initiative. Hopefully the system will eventually be expanded to cover
the entire state.

Is the Department aware of this project? If this turns out to be an effective safety-
enhancing program that could be of benefit to other parts of the country, what role
could the Department or the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration play
in terms of promotion, outreach or funding?

Answer. The Department is aware of this emergency communications program in
Wisconsin. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) has pro-
moted development of innovative solutions to communications problems as part of
its “EMS Agenda for the Future.” The EMS Agenda acknowledges the challenge of
limited band width availability for emergency communications and recommends de-
velopment of shared systems that can serve the joint needs of EMS, fire, law en-
forcement and other emergency providers. The Wisconsin system will pilot test an
innovative partnership of several public safety and military agencies to deploy a
joint system which promises to provide greater efficiency and service for all. If this
initiative is successful, the concept could be promoted for consideration by other
states. NHTSA would promote it as part of our ongoing promotion of successful ex-
amples of local or state programs realizing the visions of the EMS Agenda for the
Future. As a follow up to the EMS Agenda, NHTSA is recognizing and promoting
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successful examples of local system upgrades that are consistent with the rec-
ommendations in the Agenda. An EMS Agenda Implementation Guide will be re-
leased this spring and a national conference will be conducted during EMS Week
in May to recognize innovative local programs.



FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
STATEMENT OF HON. JANE F. GARVEY, ADMINISTRATOR

U.S. CoasT GUARD
STATEMENT OF ADM. ROBERT E. KRAMEK, COMMANDANT
INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Senator SHELBY. Our second panel will be Ms. Jane Garvey, FAA
Administrator, and Admiral Kramek, Commandant of the Coast
Guard.

If you would both come to the witness table, we would appreciate
it.

Your written testimony, that of both of you, Ms. Garvey and Ad-
miral Kramek, will be made part of the record in its entirety. We
appreciate your appearance and we appreciate your patience.

Ms. Garvey, you may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF JANE F. GARVEY

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me say
that I will keep my remarks very brief and submit my longer state-
ment for the record.

It is a pleasure to appear before you and before this committee
to discuss the FAA's budget request for 1999. What | would like to
do is to speak of the budget in the context of three areas—safety,
security, and system efficiency. These are the areas where | have
directed the agency to focus their attention. These are the areas
that | believe the American people will judge us by.

SAFETY

First of all, as the Secretary said, safety is really the Depart-
ment’'s top priority. It is the heart and soul of what we do. When
I came to the agency in August, | asked colleagues at the FAA how
many safety recommendations do we have in front of us. | was told
that we have about 1,000 and, even when you eliminate the dupli-
cation, we have about 450. That is a very large number for any
agency to focus on effectively.

Over the last several months, | have worked closely with our
stakeholders. 1 have worked closely with our partners, and with in-
dustry to focus that agenda. To focus it in a way that is actually
doable; focus it in a way that it is based on operation-quantifiable
safety data.

It is very clear that, in order to lower the accident rate, it is im-
perative that we identify and implement the accident prevention
measures that have the greatest potential benefits. That really is
what we are doing. | believe that the President’s budget will allow
us to implement that agenda in a way that is effective.

(99)
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SECURITY

A second priority for us is improving aviation security. The
White House Commission gave us a comprehensive plan for en-
hancing security. Many improvements have already been made.
They include the installation of significantly improved security
equipment in a number of our airports around this country. We
have, | believe, a very aggressive implementation schedule and we
are moving forward in partnership both with the airports and with
the industry. By September 1, 1998, the FAA will have more than
500 pieces of explosive detection equipment at U.S. airports. The
President’s budget includes $100 million to continue to deploy the
critical equipment at our Nation’s airports.

SYSTEM EFFICIENCY

Another priority is system efficiency. A significant amount of
work has already been done to modernize the air traffic control sys-
tem. In 1997, thanks to strong financial support from this commit-
tee, the FAA installed more than 1,500 pieces of new equipment,
ranging from the very simple, basic equipment, such as radios, to
much more complex and new equipment like Voice Switching and
long-range en route radar.

We are in the midst of major acquisitions to replace our com-
puter systems at all the en route and airport terminal facilities. In
addition to operating the systems, which are so critical and so im-
portant, these computers will really provide the platform for future
enhancements, where we will achieve the greater productivity
gains and greater user benefits.

NATIONAL AIRSPACE MODERNIZATION

As Senator Faircloth mentioned a little bit earlier, the whole
issue of modernization is really one of our greatest challenges. I
know that a significant amount of work has already been done in
the area of modernization. We call the creation of the National Air-
space System, the work that we are looking at, the architecture, if
you will. It is really a significant piece of work, the result of work
done by people within the FAA, as well as industry.

Last fall, what | did was to convene a modernization task force.
I asked for representatives from the industry. | asked for members
of the union as well as FAA executives to be at the table. I want
to stress that it was important to us to have the unions there. They
operate the system. They really need to understand it and raise the
questions, just as we have. | asked the task force to focus on two
areas. One is to take a look at the architecture, the “what” the sys-
tem will look like; second is to reexamine the “when” and the “how”
of implementing the system improvements. |1 am very pleased to
say that we are really seeing a growing consensus. One of the
points the task force has made, which | think is extraordinarily
helpful, is that we need to put in place some building blocks now.
We need to look at modernization, look at those results and those
impacts that we can make now in the system. That, really, is what
we are moving out to do. Again, | would say that the President’s
budget really allows us to move forward with modernization and to
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move forward in an incremental fashion, a fashion that | really
think makes some sense.

YEAR 2000 [Y2K]

Let me also touch on the Y2K problem. | know that members of
the committee and Senator Bennett will have many more ques-
tions, and | am happy to answer them. But, very briefly, the criti-
cal question for us, as it is for you, is will the FAA meet the chal-
lenges as the countdown to January 1, 2000, continues. My answer
is, yes.

I have to say that this is something that is extraordinarily im-
portant to me, personally, and to the agency as well.

Last month, | appointed a new FAA manager. He reports directly
to me. His name is Ray Long. We have opened a command center
at Tyson's Corner. We have people from around the country who
are detailed here and are working solely on this issue.

We have a wonderful business partner in Coopers & Lybrand.
They are working side by side with us—a good, public/private coop-
erative effort. We have developed timelines, we have developed
benchmarks to ensure that our computer systems are Y2K compli-
ant before the turn of the century. We are working very closely
with the inspector general. We have moved our dates forward and,
at the Secretary’s request, are constantly looking to see if we can
move those dates, if we can pull them ahead even more forward.
I know that it is going to take vigilance. I know it is going to take
real effort on all of our parts. | do believe we are on the right track
and | believe we have brought the right resources to bear on what
is a really critical issue for all of us.

PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

In closing, Mr. Chairman, | believe this President’s budget re-
guest allows us to move ahead on each one of these priorities. It
gives us an increase in operations which recognizes the need to
hire more controllers, maintenance technicians, safety inspectors,
as well as certification personnel.

It includes a request, as Senator Faircloth mentioned, for air-
ports at $1.7 billion, a very important program for us. It includes
an increase in the facilities and equipment appropriation, allowing
us to move ahead on modernization.

We think it is a good, strong, solid budget, and | think it is going
to serve us well. To end on a personal note, I want to reiterate
what the Secretary said earlier, and that is to thank all of you for
the support that you have given to us, as an agency, and to me per-
sonally. Each one of you has been extraordinarily generous in both
your personal time and your commitment of support. | appreciate
that and look forward to working with you and with members of
this committee.

Thank you very much.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Ms. Garvey. We will insert your
prepared statement in the hearing record.
[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JANE F. GARVEY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: | am pleased to appear before
you today, and | want to thank all the members of this Subcommittee for your sup-
port of the FAA programs. | would like to discuss the FAA's fiscal year 1999 budget
request in the context of three areas where | have directed the agency to focus its
attention: safety, security, and system efficiency.

SAFETY

Safety is the agency’s top priority. | am pleased to report that we have a three-
pronged program to enhance aviation safety. One, we are in the final process of de-
veloping our focused safety agenda, which we will announce shortly. In order to
lower the accident rate, it is absolutely imperative that we identify and implement
the accident prevention measures that have the greatest potential benefits.

Two, we are making significant strides in developing a new safety model where
government can be both a partner and an enforcer. No one entity, whether public
or private sector, can lower the accident rate alone. This is not to say that we will
give up our regulatory responsibility. Not at all. It's just that there is a great deal
to gain from collaboration.

Three, while working together we must recognize and adhere to our own respon-
sibilities. On the public sector side, the FAA needs to acknowledge that paperwork
does not equal safety. This is why | am so pleased with what we are doing to im-
prove and streamline our oversight and rulemaking processes.

In terms of air transportation oversight, we know the current system cannot
produce the changes necessary to significantly lower the accident rate. We have fo-
cused too much on symptoms and not enough on cures. By the end of this year, we
will implement a new oversight model based on a system safety approach.

As for rulemaking, we shortened the time to develop rules by re-engineering the
rulemaking process. Rules will be developed more quickly than before. More impor-
tant than shortening the process, is building on quality early in the process—before,
rather than after, the fact.

SECURITY

My second priority is improving aviation security. We have a comprehensive plan
for enhancing security. In fact, several improvements already have been made.
These include the installation of significantly improved security equipment, as well
as enhanced procedures and methods for implementing this equipment throughout
the system. As many of you know, we are operating on an aggressive implementa-
tion timetable, and we are moving forward in partnership with industry and air-
ports. By September 1, 1998, the FAA will have more than 500 pieces of explosives
detection equipment at U.S. airports.

SYSTEM EFFICIENCY

My third priority is system efficiency. A significant amount of work already has
been done to modernize the air traffic control system. In fiscal year 1997, for exam-
ple, the FAA installed more than 1,500 pieces of new equipment—ranging from
basic equipment such as radios and distance-measuring equipment to systems as
new and complex as the Voice Switching and Control System and the long-range
en route radar. We are in the midst of major acquisitions to replace computer sys-
tems at all en route and airport terminal facilities. In addition to upgrading existing
systems, these computers will provide platforms for future enhancements where we
will achieve the greatest productivity gains and user benefits.

You and | know that the issue of modernization is one of our greatest challenges.
A significant amount of work has already been done, including the development of
the FAA’s modernization plan, which we refer to as the national airspace system
“architecture.”

To build on this work, last fall | convened a modernization task force with rep-
resentatives from all sectors of aviation. | asked the experts to focus on two areas—
one, take a good look at the architecture, and, two, reexamine the “when” and the
“how” of implementing system improvements.

With the architecture, we know we have the “what” for the aviation system for
the next century. As for the “when” and the “how” | am very pleased with the grow-
ing consensus among the entire aviation community.

What is key to this consensus is the acknowledgment that the new system is more
than acquiring new technology. It must be human-centered and we are working
closely with our labor partners and involving them early in the process as we de-
velop and install the tools they will be using. We know the modern ATC system
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must include new procedures and training, focus on human factors issues, and fully
consider private sector avionics and certification.

YEAR 2000

With respect to the Y2K issue, the question on everyone's mind is: Will the FAA
meet the challenges as the countdown to the January 1, 2000, continues? My an-
swer is an unequivocal “Yes.” Last month, | appointed a new FAA Y2K manager.
With the help of our business partner, Coopers and Lybrand, we are developing
stringent and disciplined agency-wide plan to ensure that all our computer systems
are Y2K compliant before the turn of the century. And, | can assure the subcommit-
tee that air traffic safety will not be compromised in the slightest.

There is one last point | would like to make before addressing our budget request.
Since joining the FAA last August, | have been addressing various personnel issues
at the agency. We are making progress and we are taking the difficult and nec-
essary steps to achieve a culture change at the agency.

OPERATIONS

For fiscal year 1999, the President’s Budget requests $5,631 million for FAA Oper-
ations, $295 million more than appropriated for fiscal year 1998. This increase rec-
ognizes the urgent need to hire more controllers, maintenance technicians, safety in-
spectors, and certification personnel.

I also want to bring to the subcommittee’s attention that the recent decision by
the U.S. Court of Appeals vacating our overflight user fees has, in effect, reduced
the fiscal year 1998 program level in Operations by $84 million. Currently, we are
assessing the impact of this reduction and our options with the Department of
Transportation and the Office of Management and Budget.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

The fiscal year 1999 request for the Grants-in-Aid for Airports program is $1.7
billion. As part of the Administration’s reauthorization package, we are examining
the current AIP formula and distributions. FAA must have the necessary flexibility
to direct investments to high priority projects such as safety, security, and capacity
projects. Mitigating the impacts of aircraft noise also will continue to be a major
focus.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

For fiscal year 1999, $2,130 million, a 14 percent increase ($255 million) from the
enacted level in fiscal year 1998, is requested in the Facilities and Equipment ap-
propriation.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING AND DEVELOPMENT

For fiscal year 1999, $290 million is requested to support the Research, Engineer-
ing and Development program. This request represents a 46 percent increase from
the fiscal year 1998 enacted level of $199.2 million. The $90 million for the Flight
2000 program accounts for most of this increase. Flight 2000 is a planned oper-
ational evaluation of the technologies, procedures, and human factors involved in
free flight, using Alaska and Hawaii airspace. | see Flight 2000 as a critical compo-
nent of NAS architecture and key to deploying major communications, navigation,
and surveillance systems on a broader scale.

CONCLUSION

In closing, Mr. Chairman, | would like to thank you and the Members of this Sub-
committee for the support you have provided to, and for, the FAA, and to assure
you of our willingness to work closely with you. This completes my prepared state-
ment. | would be pleased to respond to any questions you have at this time.

STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL KRAMEK

Senator SHELBY. Admiral Kramek.

Admiral KramEK. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure
to appear before you and this distinguished committee this morn-
ing.

Senator SHELBY. Will this be your last appearance?
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Admiral KRAMEK. Yes, sir; this will be my last appearance before
this committee.

As you know and as | know Senator Lautenberg of New Jersey
and Senator Faircloth from North Carolina know, the Coast Guard
is one of the great assets of the American people and has been for
the over 207 years of our history. We are a unique agency in that
we are both an armed force, a law enforcement agency, and also
a very important link in transportation in our maritime mode,
which we have not really addressed too much this morning.

We also return $4 in benefit for every $1 in budget given to the
Coast Guard.

From a trade standpoint, Mr. Chairman, America is still an is-
land nation. Ninety-five percent of our exports and imports come
by sea. That amount of trade is expected to triple in the next 15
years, and if we are worried about triple trailers now, things are
going to get worse.

I have just visited the great ports of Long Beach and New York,
amongst others. Containers are stacked up as far as the eye can
see and so are the other modes of transportation trying to get in
there to remove them.

We are worried about the mega ships of the future that will come
to our ports and the people who, in conjunction with that, want to
use our seashores and keep them free from pollution.

These ships are just about beyond belief. We are familiar with
some. We know about the 6,000-container container ship, where
the containers, stacked end to end, would reach 20 miles. Those are
in common practice now coming into our ports. The new ones on
the drawing board are for 8,000 containers.

As for passenger vessels, | think we are all amazed when we see
cruise ships or other passenger vessels that have 2,000 or 3,000
passengers. | can tell you new ones being designed now and getting
ready to be constructed will have 8,000 passengers.

In fact, there is one on the drawing board here this morning that
they hope to build at the turn of the century that might be 4,000
feet long, have 20,000 apartments on it, an airport, a hospital, and
would carry 40,000 passengers.

Our Coast Guard has to be ready to deal with all of these things
in the 21st century. At the same time, we streamlined and we feel
we are a model of Government downsizing. We have reduced over
4,000 people in the last few years and have saved over $400 million
a year in our budget.

We are now the smallest we have been since 1965. In fact, your
Coast Guard is smaller than the New York City police department,
to put it in perspective.

Yet we have more work than ever to serve the American people.
But we have had some great advances in technology and quality
management in order to maintain our services. We have not re-
duced our operations at all.

This budget allows me to maintain those current services. It also
allows me to order the minimum quantities | need on current con-
tracts for ships, rescue boats, and buoy tenders.

It also positions us for the future because in this budget is a
very, very important investment project for our deepwater acquisi-
tion. This budget asks for sufficient funds to conduct an analysis
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of our capabilities in the deepwater environment that will lead to
a replacement of the system of cutters, aircraft, and command and
control systems that we need to manage our maritime area both at
our coasts and worldwide at the turn of the 21st century.

Most importantly, this budget provides sufficient money for me
to bring on the people | need to do the job, to pay their salaries,
and to provide for parity with the other members of the Armed
Forces.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for inviting me here today.
My written statement may be made part of the record and | am
ready to answer any questions you may have.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Admiral. We will insert your writ-
ten statement in the hearing record.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ADM. ROBERT E. KRAMEK

Good morning, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to appear before this distinguished
subcommittee today to discuss the Coast Guard's fiscal year 1999 budget request
and its impact on the service, the nation, and those we serve.

During the past four years, the dedicated men and women of the Coast Guard
have continued to do what they have done for the past 208 years. Through their
outstanding efforts we have:

—Saved more than 19,500 lives and nearly $9.3 billion in property.

—Prevented more than 370,000 pounds of cocaine, marijuana, and other illegal

drugs from reaching America’s streets and school yards.

—Relsponded to more than 64,000 reports of water pollution or hazardous material

releases.

—Boarded more than 59,000 fishing vessels to check for compliance with safety

and preservation laws.

—Interdicted or assisted more than 75,000 migrant aliens attempting to illegally

enter the United States.

The Coast Guard has also accepted the challenge to operate and manage more ef-
fectively. The result is a lean Coast Guard which stands proudly as a model of bet-
ter government at less cost.

OPERATING THE COAST GUARD

To provide our unique services to the public, in fiscal year 1999 the Coast Guard
requests $2,772 million in Operating Expenses (OE) and $67 million in Reserve
Training Funds. Included in this request are the necessary funds to restore the
Coast Guard work force, currently under strength, and funds to provide adequate
quality of life for Coast Guard personnel and their families. To continue delivering
current services at the requested level, | have had to identify nearly $58 million in
internal savings. The Reserve Training Request funds a Selected Reserve strength
of 7,600 personnel that are part of Team Coast Guard and are integral to all of our
operations. | request your full support for both the Operating Expenses and Reserve
Training requests, as any reductions will directly impact the Coast Guard's ability
to complete the many missions that the American people have come to depend on.
Our fiscal year 1999 Operating Expense request reflects the Coast Guard's priorities
across four strategic goals—safety, protection of vital marine resources, maritime se-
curity, national defense and maritime mobility.

Safety

We are known as lifesavers and guardians of the sea. Search and Rescue is, and
always will be, our first priority. The Coast Guard's goal is to reduce deaths, inju-
ries, and property damage associated with maritime transportation, fishing, and rec-
reational boating. Through our marine safety program, we also prevent maritime ac-
cidents while remaining ready to react whenever disaster strikes. Each year, we re-
spond to approximately 50,000 search and rescue calls—from recreational boaters
in distress to freighters sinking in gale-force winds. The Coast Guard saves approxi-
mately 5,000 lives and approximately $2.5 billion dollars in property during search
and rescue missions every year. In terms of the value of lives and property saved
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alone, we provide the American public with a benefit of approximately four times
the cost of all Coast Guard services combined.

Protection of Marine Resources

We strive to eliminate environmental damage and natural resource degradation
on the high seas, within the 200-mile Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and in our
territorial seas. We protect the nation’s immensely valuable fisheries resources from
the dangers of overfishing and foreign poaching. Every day, the Coast Guard patrols
the fishing grounds off New England, Alaska, the Gulf Coast, and throughout our
EEZ. Preservation of these resources is and will remain a Coast Guard priority. Our
fiscal year 1999 budget includes $488 million for protection of living marine re-
sources. This is my largest law enforcement mission.

We are also pioneers in the fight against pollution of our nation’s waters. Since
1990, the average amount of oil spilled in the United States has dropped from 6.25
million gallons to 1.5 million gallons annually. However, we are not resting on our
laurels. We are working with industry and maritime safety organizations in the U.S.
and around the world to prevent environmental damage of all types. Our Prevention
Through People program recognizes we can not simply focus on corporations and
their leaders, we must also focus on the individual mariner—the human element.
With this as our operating premise, we have been very aggressive in fostering in-
creased prevention and response capabilities; conducting more enforcement; com-
pleting spill response contingency plans; and recovering costs from responsible par-
ties. Our fiscal year 1999 budget request supports our goal of reducing environ-
mental damage to U.S. waterways through these aggressive prevention, enforce-
ment, and response programs.

Maritime Security

The Coast Guard shields our nation by halting the flow of illegal drugs and aliens
through maritime routes, as well as enforcing all Federal laws and regulations at
sea. Our boarding teams interdict overcrowded boats carrying illegal immigrants
into the United States, foil sophisticated attempts to smuggle drugs into our waters,
enforce complex international fisheries agreements and domestic fisheries regula-
tions, as well as enforce safety regulations on commercial and recreational vessels.
In 1997, the Coast Guard seized a record 103,000 pounds of cocaine and more than
102,000 pounds of marijuana and other illegal drugs being smuggled into the United
States. Arrests of cocaine traffickers were up 1,000 percent, while cocaine seizures
were triple the previous year. To strengthen our Caribbean neighbors’ abilities to
stop these problems before reaching our shores, the fiscal year 1999 budget request
includes $2.7 million to operate a Coast Guard cutter as a training and support ship
for the President’s Caribbean Initiative. This cutter will heighten our partnering ef-
forts with our Caribbean neighbors and train their coast guards in interdicting
drugs and protecting their economic zones. We have finalized bilateral maritime
agreements with 18 nations in the Caribbean to enhance our ability to counter the
drug threat and support U.S. security goals in this region.

National Defense

As one of the five Armed Forces, the Coast Guard enhances regional stability in
support of the National Security Strategy, using our unique maritime capabilities.
We perform a range of defense duties for the Department of Defense, such as port
security, search and rescue, salvage, surveillance and interdiction, and embargo en-
forcement. A Coast Guard cutter is currently patrolling the Persian Gulf, conducting
maritime interception operations in support of the embargo against Irag, and one
of our Port Security Units stands ready for possible deployment in support of Oper-
ation Desert Thunder. The Coast Guard also works with foreign naval and maritime
forces through training and joint operations, which improve international coopera-
tion and support U.S. national security goals.

Mobility

Nearly 95 percent of all U.S. trade involves maritime transportation. Developing
a safe and efficient maritime transportation infrastructure is essential to the na-
tion’s economy and is key to our ability to compete successfully in the expanding
global economy. The Coast Guard facilitates maritime commerce and eliminates im-
pediments to the movement of goods and people. Like crowded highways, crowded
waterways demand careful policing to ensure safe, equal access for all mariners.
Coast Guard waterways management services promote the safe and efficient move-
ment of commercial vessels in congested harbors. Our fleet of buoy tenders maintain
some 50,000 Federal aids to navigation. We are also completing full implementation
of the Differential Global Positioning System to provide mariners with the most ac-
curate navigation information available. Our icebreakers keep shipping lanes open
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for commercial traffic in winter as well as conduct national interest missions in the
Arctic and Antarctic. Our vessel traffic services help ensure safe and expeditious
movement of vessels within the transportation network.

Our strategic goals, and this budget request, support the Department of Transpor-
tation’s strategic goals of safety, protection of the human and natural environment,
mobility, economic growth and trade, and national security, as well as the Presi-
dent’s national security goals.

INVESTING IN THE FUTURE

The Coast Guard today is not only concerned about maintaining our current level
of services, but meeting America’s future needs. Our fiscal year 1999 Acquisition,
Construction, and Improvements (AC&I) request is structured to provide for the fu-
ture. The “Deepwater” project is the cornerstone of the Coast Guard’s future recapi-
talization efforts. This project represents the systematic replacement of aging Coast
Guard cutters and aircraft and related command and control systems. This new sys-
tem is essential to the Coast Guard and our nation.

It is also important that we continue and complete current recapitalization
projects such as the Seagoing and Coastal Buoy Tenders, the Coastal Patrol Boats,
Motor Lifeboats, and Buoy Boats; continue safety and efficiency improvements on
our aircraft; and invest in information and decision support systems that will result
in future efficiencies. Full funding of our fiscal year 1999 request will allow us to
do just that.

To offset some of the Coast Guard'’s capital investment, user fees are proposed to
recover a portion of the Coast Guard's costs for navigational services. We are work-
ing hard to develop this proposal. To maintain current services and provide for re-
capitalization of aging assets, | need the full program level of our fiscal year 1999
AC&I request.

TODAY’S COAST GUARD . . . STREAMLINED, EFFICIENT

Our efforts to streamline the Coast Guard during the past four years have been
tough but successful. We have reduced our work force by nearly 4,000, we have re-
duced overhead, administrative, and support costs, and have placed resources in the
right place at the right time. Today, the Coast Guard is more active and affects
more American lives on a daily basis than at any time in its 208-year history.

| can say with confidence that our Service is on course and more responsive than
ever to both enduring and emerging national priorities. It is only because of our
most valuable resource—our people—that we have been able to undertake such sig-
nificant change while continuing to deliver the highest level of quality and excel-
lence in services to the public. | need your support for our fiscal year 1999 request
to restore the funding to our personnel account in order to recruit, retain, and pay
the skilled work force necessary to perform the Coast Guard’s missions.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, the President’'s fiscal year 1999 budget request for the Coast
Guard allows the Coast Guard to carry out its missions. | believe this request is
responsive to the challenges we face, yet recognizes the fiscal challenges we face as
a nation. Your strong support of this request is critical to ensuring the Coast Guard
remains Semper Paratus—Always Ready.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Senator SHELBY. Administrator Garvey, the emergency supple-
mental appropriation bill that was marked up earlier this week in-
cludes a significant appropriation for the year 2000 related work.
I know that both you and the Secretary have indicated that you are
confident that the year 2000 deficiencies will be corrected by July
1, 1999, or earlier.

Given the FAA's inability in the past to manage software pro-
grams on schedule, I am not willing to take a chance on it when
the stakes may be as high as a complete shutdown of the ATC sys-
tem on September 9, 1999, or on January 1, 2000.

Will the supplemental appropriation included in the emergency
supplemental appropriations bill provide you the necessary re-
sources to solve the host computer and year 2000 deficiencies?
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Ms. GARVEY. Mr. Chairman, the supplemental would be extraor-
dinarily helpful in allowing us to keep on schedule. It would also
allow us to aggressively replace the host equipment.

Senator SHELBY. Will it be sufficient? Will it be enough?

Ms. GARVEY. It will be, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for asking that
question.

COAST GUARD FACILITIES AT DAUPHIN ISLAND

Senator SHELBY. Admiral, this is parochial, | guess, but not to-
tally so.

There is a small Coast Guard station in Mobile, AL. | understand
that there was an anticipated relocation and construction of new
facilities for that station on some Coast Guard owned property situ-
ated on Dauphin Island for a search and rescue detachment.

Resources for that relocation and construction were not put in
the President’s budget request. | further understand that one of the
benefits of combining facilities at Dauphin Island is a reduction in
operating and maintenance costs. In other words, it would be cost
effective.

Is my understanding of this issue accurate? Was that money in
your request to the Office of the Secretary and in the Department’s
request to the Office of Management and Budget?

Admiral KRAMEK. Yes, sir, it was.

Senator SHELBY. Is that approximately $3.25 million?

Admiral KrRaMEK. It was about that amount, a little bit over $3
million.

Senator SHELBY. So if we get you the money, that would be OK,
wouldn't it?

Admiral KrRamEK. We could start construction.

I had to defer that project because of our budget caps, but we are
ready to move on that, which moves the rescue forces 2 hours clos-
er to where the work is.

Senator SHELBY. It makes sense, does it not?

Admiral KRAMEK. Yes.

Senator SHELBY. So if we get you the money, you will proceed
immediately, won't you?

Admiral KrameEk. We will.

STANDARD TERMINAL AUTOMATION REPLACEMENT SYSTEM [STARS]

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Administrator Garvey, although the STARS Program has been
the subject of a number of reprogramming concerns over key and
slight slippages in the software development schedule, the reports
I am getting and the committee is getting on the STARS Program
are that this very aggressive hardware and software program is
progressing well.

Do you share that assessment?

Ms. GARVEY. We do, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Is the budget request for the 1999 year suffi-
cient to meet your obligations for this program and to manage the
program in the manner you would expect from the FAA?

Ms. GARVEY. It is at this point. I will say that the next 3 weeks
are going to be very critical for us with the Standard Terminal Au-
tomation Replacement System [STARS]. We are working closely
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with the controllers and with members of the Professional Airway
System Specialists [PASS] Union, our maintenance union, to take
a look at some of the human factor issues. In the next 2 or 3 weeks,
we are going to understand even more clearly what those human
factor impacts will be.

We are all working very hard on the issue and the controllers are
working side by side with us as well as the members of PASS.

WIDE AREA AUGMENTATION SYSTEM [WAAS]

Senator SHELBY. Let me get your impression on the status of the
WAAS procurement.

In your testimony before the House Transportation Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, you suggested that for large procurements, it
might be useful to identify a cost range with risk factors that
would either increase or decrease the final cost of the procurement.

Given the cost escalation that we have seen in the estimated
costs of the WAAS system just in the last year and the critical
question of whether this is a sole or a primary system and my
growing concerns that this procurement is not even close to being
cost effective, is this a candidate for the type of range and risk
analysis that you suggested at the House hearing?

Ms. GARVEY. It is, Mr. Chairman. In fact, the General Account-
ing Office [GAO] made the suggestion to us. We are working closely
with them on ways that we might approach it. We are approaching
the Wide Area Augmentation System [WAAS] in that way right
now.

Senator SHELBY. | understand how a range and risk analysis
might be useful at program inception. But | worry about the slip-
pery slope of a rolling range and risk estimate that could lead Con-
gress to throw good money after bad. | am sure you share that. We
don’'t have to look very far to see the dangers of throwing good
money after bad.

The inspector general report on AAS that we mandated last year
is likely to show that we wasted over $1.5 billion. | would rather
cut WAAS now and get the program’s architecture and manage-
ment straightened out before we move forward than have an AAS
situation occur on our watch.

Do you share that view?

Ms. GARVEY. We do, Mr. Chairman. We are going to be working
on that very closely in the next several months. The issue of WAAS
providing primary means of navigation versus sole means capabil-
ity and the other questions that are associated with WAAS are at
the top of our agenda.

Senator SHELBY. It is a lot of money, isn't it?

Ms. GARVEY. It is a lot of money, Mr. Chairman.

DEEPWATER PROJECT

Senator SHELBY. Admiral, there is $28 million in the AC&I budg-
et for the deepwater project. Last year, we appropriated more than
was requested for the AC&I budget in an effort to reduce the de-
mands on that account as the deepwater project elements became
bigger factors in the AC&I account.

What will be done with that $28 million in fiscal year 1999?
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Admiral KRaAMEK. Mr. Chairman, this week we issued a request
for proposals to various contractors. We have a tremendous amount
of interests from all the major shipyard contractors in the United
States—major and minor—and from the aviation industry and the
electronics industry for this system.

In the next 3 or 4 months, these different consortiums that have
formed—there are five or six of them, or so—will answer our pro-
posals. This summer we will select at least three of these consor-
tiums which then will be paid from this $28 million to go into an
18-month design competition.

At the end of that, they will propose to us what the deepwater
system should be like—the types of ships, aircraft, and the C#l sys-
tems.

The phase Il part of that project, which is also covered by this
$28 million, is perhaps all three of them or perhaps just one win-
ner, as we down select, will then go into a detailed design and cost
analysis. Then we will select a winner from that to proceed to con-
struct the deepwater project.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Admiral.

Senator Lautenberg.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, we, unfortu-
nately, have two very important witnesses here and, as a con-
sequence, | have questions that | would like to try to get in. | hope
our colleagues will perhaps indulge me if | run over a minute or
two. We will try to wrap it up quickly.

Admiral Kramek, you have noted that your proposal for a 33-per-
cent funding cut for a container inspection program in fiscal 1999
will not result in a reduced level of effectiveness and will not com-
promise the safety of our ports and waterways.

As you know, I initiated this program in 1994, in response to the
Santa Clara | casualty in which several containers filled with toxic
materials were lost overboard off the New Jersey coast.

Despite assurances, | am concerned that this reduction has the
potential to substantially limit both the number and quality of con-
tainer inspections the Coast Guard can perform. It is of particular
concern because of, as you noted, the substantial increase in the
number and size of the ships that are going to be plying our wa-
ters.

If you come to New Jersey, you will see it. You know that con-
tainer movement is growing in popularity all the time. The size of
these things is amazing. Did you mention a vessel with 8,000 con-
tainers aboard? Is that correct?

Admiral KRaMEK. That's correct. They have 6,000 already.

Senator LAUTENBERG. It is almost beyond comprehension.

What assurances can we have here at the subcommittee that
these cuts, the cuts that you are proposing, will not impair the pro-
gram and result in an increased exposure to problems in our ports
and waterways?

Admiral KRAMEK. The assurances are that the goal that | set
was to maintain our service to the public, taking into account the
increase in trade. As you know, when we established this program,
you were very generous and very concerned when we set this pro-
gram up several years ago. We did it without any real experience
in having started it.
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Now that we have 3 years of experience in this program, I am
able to reduce the headquarters staff. | don't find that that is nec-
essary anymore for oversight of the program. I am going to main-
tain all my inspectors in the ports where they should be. | have in-
creased the number of containers that | have inspected each year
and forecast to do that in the future. And | have learned, in a qual-
ity way, how to do this job better.

If, for a moment, we fall behind, 1 will ask to have some of these
resources restored. But | have taken all of the savings—33 per-
cent—from what | consider expenses in excess of overhead costs. |
think we can do the same job and the process we have to do with
less money.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Don't be afraid, Admiral Kramek or Admi-
ral Loy, to send out an SOS when needed because we continually
give your service more and more tasks, and life becomes ever more
complicated. The ships that are being built show an amazing
growth in interest, whether it is passenger, container, or otherwise.
I have seen a proposal where they are looking for investments in
condominiums aboard ship so that you can own it and use it or
rent it out on a kind of casual basis.

There is one ship that is being proposed to have two towers—per-
haps you have seen that—where some gaming might take place off
the coast, with thousands of passengers boarding, and perhaps
going broke in the process. But the fact of the matter is the Coast
Guard's responsibility is considerably enlarged.

I noted in your statement the successes we have had in capturing
those attempting to run drugs into our country. Also, there is the
number of buoys that have to be tended to.

I am an amateur sailor by everybody’s standard and | need every
one of those buoys out there. That is how | spend all of my time,
looking for the next mark. And | have GPS, radar, and you name
it, and my vision is pretty good. [Laughter.]

That is how we built this incredible marine recreation industry
and commercial industry in our society. It is because the Coast
Guard was there to make sure the waterways were clear and un-
derstood and to make the preparations for tomorrow.

When | get reports for deeper drafts—not your direct responsibil-
ity—for vessels that are expected in the future, I don't know how
we are going to get them in and out of these fairly narrow water-
ways that we use so effectively. But we are going to do it.

The Senator from Utah can take some comfort in that he does
not have to worry about that. His problems are on the high and
ours are on the sea. He has the mountains and we have the sea
to worry about.

But you do a terrific job.

If 1 can, Mr. Chairman, | would like to get on with a couple of
questions.

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead.

OCEANIC SYSTEMS

Senator LAUTENBERG. Ambassador Garvey—I mean Adminis-
trator. Boy, | am changing titles all day.

Ms. GARVEY. Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. You know, that might come down the road.
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Senator LAUTENBERG. | called Senator Byrd “Admiral.” I'm hav-
ing a bad day. It's these late nights in the Budget Committee.

Administrator Garvey, you recently submitted a reprogramming
request for $75 million to replace 3 IBM 1970’s vintage air traffic
control computer systems. They are used for primary and oceanic
systems, offshore flight data processing systems. You describe it as
an imperative.

We, in my region, the New York/New Jersey region, know all too
well the problems FAA’s aging infrastructure imposes on the air
traffic controllers, the carriers, the airline passengers. It is tough
out there.

Now it is apparent that you have been facing this problem for
some time now. Why has it suddenly become a critical issue and
how many more aging computer systems are there out there await-
ing attention?

Ms. GARVEY. Senator, replacing the Host System is something, as
you have indicated, that we have known about. Originally, the FAA
was looking at the year 2002 or 2003 to replace the Host. But with
the Y2K issue, we took another look at that last fall and said
should we perhaps undertake a much more aggressive schedule.
That is really the result of the reprogramming.

Ken Mead likes to describe it as a “belt-and-suspenders ap-
proach” that we are taking, which is trying aggressively to replace
the Host at the same time that we are renovating the existing sys-
tem. In case we just cannot get the Host into every one of the ter-
minals, we want to have a backup as well.

So, while we have always planned to replace the Host, we have
moved it forward in a more aggressive timetable. That is the result
of the reprogramming.

Senator LAUTENBERG. | am sure that the Senator from Utah,
with his, as he describes it, obsession about Y2K matters, is going
to ask some questions there. | just want to register the fact that
I am concerned about the passage of the supplemental to get you
the funds that we need.

I say the same to you. Do not be ashamed or reluctant to de-
scribe your needs in the most effective terms necessary because
this is a critical issue. Again, | will defer to the Senator, who has
spent so much time on this and has so much knowledge about it.

I would put in a plug for my old company and say ADP has
solved the year 2000 problem. But | would not do that in this aus-
tere position that | now hold. [Laughter.]

CONTROLLER PAY

The question of controller pay and the regional differences are
enormous. | am concerned that you have not requested any funding
for controller pay increases in your 1999 budget.

Should we expect a request for a supplemental appropriation at
the conclusion of the current negotiations with the Air Traffic Con-
trollers Association?

Ms. GARVEY. Senator, as you have indicated, we are in negotia-
tions right now with the union, which, by the way, | think are
going very well. People are working very hard at it.

In talking with them last week, they had gone through about 50
articles, which was very good progress.
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We have not requested additional funds for pay. We are looking
at it as budget neutral and looking at offsets within the bargaining
unit. But we really have all ideas on the table, and the controllers
have brought forward some interesting ideas on productivity and
savings that could be gained in other areas.

So we are really looking hard at that.

I hope very much that we can conclude the negotiations fairly
quickly. 1 know that some of the more contentious issues are still
on the table. But we are making good progress.

AIRPORT DELAYS

Senator LAUTENBERG. The delays in our area with the number
of busy airports, including even general aviation, with Teterboro
and Morristown airports nearby, or Westchester—these are periph-
eral airports in the scheme of things—are notable. La Guardia,
Newark, and Kennedy airports are suffering, as are their pas-
sengers, from the number of air traffic delays, especially under se-
vere weather conditions.

I can tell you, as a frequent flyer to that area from here, even
when the weather is crystal clear, when the weather is perfect, the
delays are there. At times we spend more time circling to get a
landing slot than we do in actual transit from Washington to there.

What can we do? What are you planning to do to reduce these
delays and improve the safety?

We have had a few of what | might describe as close calls. | do
want to amend that for one system to say the system is safe. What
we want to do is make it even safer than it has been. The statistics
do not please us when there are persons involved if there is an ac-
cident.

What can we do to reduce delays and improve safety.

Mr. Chairman, that will be my last question.

Ms. GARVEY. Senator, let me answer that in three ways. | will
do this very briefly.

There are really three efforts underway. One is the moderniza-
tion effort. The work the task force, the work that RTCA has done
in laying out some of the automation tools that we can put in place
fairly quickly, before 2005, is noteworthy. The White House Com-
mission talks about the year 2005. But incremental building blocks
can be put in place now. We can deal both with safety issues and
efficiency issues, as you have suggested. That is one effort, mod-
ernization.

Second, there is the whole issue of reconfiguring the national air-
space. A point that you have made to me, and that your staff has
made as well, is that when you take on something like reconfigur-
ing the national airspace, that is a big proposition, an enormous
proposition. We, in the last few weeks, have been looking at taking
the Northeast corridor, where some of the problems, as you have
suggested, are the most significant; rather than taking on the
whole thing, let's at least look at that piece of it first so that we
can take on those challenges and not wait for the whole national
airspace to be reconfigured.

We are doing that and are working very closely with the airports
in the corridor, including Newark.
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The third is more immediate. In talking during a visit | had a
couple of months ago in Newark with both the airport and Con-
tinental people, they made some wonderful suggestions about oper-
ational improvements that we could make now that will have a di-
rect effect on efficiency and delays.

We are doing that. We have a task force made up of representa-
tives of the airport, FAA, as well as the airlines. We are putting
it in place and looking at the operational improvements now.

So those three efforts—operational improvements, which are
quite immediate, modernization, and the reconfiguration of the air
traffic control, which is a couple of years away but still in the short
term will give us some good answers to deal with the issues that
you have raised.

hWe are looking forward to a visit in April, | understand, to do
that.

Senator LAUTENBERG. Yes, indeed.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | think Administrator Garvey points
out something and that is that we have to have balance in our
transportation system. | have heard echoes of support here for rail
service.

Senator SHELBY. Absolutely.

Senator LAUTENBERG. If we did not have it between New York,
Boston, and Washington, if we did not have Amtrak serving those
areas, we would need 10,000 new flights a year. There is no room.

People looking up at the sky do not see it, but they see it when
they get to the airport and they have to wait an hour for their
flight, or they arrive too late for their connection.

I hope that we will continue to invest in rail service so that we
can reduce the need to continually expand air service when, in fact,
air service can be improved by redirecting some of the routes, in-
stead of some of these short legs that we have.

Thanks very much, and | thank my colleagues for indulging me.

AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Senator SHELBY. Senator Faircloth.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you.

Have you given any thought to closing Newark? [Laughter.]

Ms. GARVEY. None at all, Senator.

Senator LAUTENBERG. And we have not thought about taking our
old operations out of North Carolina, either, my old company.
[Laughter.]

Senator SHELBY. I'll tell you what. | know that Senator Lauten-
berg has been a big sponsor, advocate of rail transportation, mainly
in the Northeast, where he is from and where a lot of it works. But
some of us in the South are concerned about rail transportation.
There is not enough there. There is not enough coming through my
hometown or through Senator Lott's State. That is something we
are going to have to address and Senator Lautenberg knows that
well.

Senator LAUTENBERG. We will look at the Shelby express, |
promise you.

Senator SHELBY. Absolutely—the Lautenberg-Shelby express.
[Laughter.]

Senator Faircloth.
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AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL EQUIPMENT

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Garvey, | just want to run through a few things. I am not
even asking questions on these first four. | just want to mention
and thank you for these. If you or some of your staff would take
note to make sure they are on line, and, if you don’'t mind, if you
would, let someone get back to me on the projects | am going to
mention.

Ms. GARVEY. Certainly, Senator.

Senator FAIRcLOTH. First is the Global Transpark and the San-
ford-Lee County Airport and the funding for this so that we can get
the schedule on line. Second is the Lexington Airport and the
Moore County Airport.

If you would, have someone contact me and let me talk to them
on these projects and where they stand. Also, this one is very im-
portant because, if | am not mistaken, maybe you are planning to
be there. The Charlotte air traffic control tower will receive the
rapid deployment voice switching system in July of this year. |
would very, very much want to make sure that that is on schedule
and moving as it should be.

To be very brief, | understand exactly what Senator Byrd was
saying earlier. Certainly 110 people a day killed on highways is a
condition we cannot allow to continue. But | still go back to the
helplessness we feel when any of us in this room gets into an air-
line. We have no control.

I have been through automobile wrecks and I have been through
airplane crashes. I can tell you that the airplane crash is much
more frightening.

I still look back—and | am not trying to identify some individual
whom we can label a scapegoat—but the fiasco that the FAA al-
lowed to go on and on and on in the purchasing of new control
tower control equipment for the entire aviation network in this Na-
tion is just a travesty that | hope we are correcting rapidly and
that is not allowed to continue. The waste of money was bad
enough. But the waste of time, as time moved on and we became
more obsolete and more obsolete, was terrible because lives are at
stake.

Would you tell me, are we catching up? Are we doing just fill-
in, make-believe catchup? Are we expending the system for more
air traffic? Or are we just kind of running down to Radio Shack
and getting something to replace a 1974 computer with?

Ms. GARVEY. Senator, thank you.

I think we have made some real improvements. | thought your
comments in the opening statement zeroed in on some of the prob-
lems we have had in the past. That is sometimes the interest in
getting an enormous project that may be just too big. Sometimes
Government does that. We focus on long-term implementation of a
project that sometimes may be very difficult to achieve.

I think that is why the work that RTCA and the task force has
done has been so important, because they have really said let's look
at some building blocks, let’s look at something we can put in place
now. And that is going to give us and will give us the kind of auto-
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mation tools that we really need to deal with the issues that you
and other members have raised.

I think some of the reform that Congress gave the FAA, the ac-
quisition reform, for example, has been extraordinarily helpful.

One thing that is very different in the way that we monitor con-
tracts now and that is really significant is this. There are ways
that the contracts are set up so that we can catch any problems
early-on in the process, rather than hearing about them from con-
tractors. We have been able to monitor projects in a way and have
caught some things, for example, in the WAAS contract, also in the
STARS contract, that we might not have caught 5 or 6 years ago.
So I think Congress has been extraordinarily helpful in giving us
some of the reforms.

But | think the issue is an important one, and one we have to
constantly look at. Are we putting the right pieces of equipment in
place? Are we thinking both what can we get in the short-term for
benefits and what also will lead to something that will serve the
next century as well? | think we are making some good progress.

AIR TRAFFIC MODERNIZATION

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Just very briefly—am | running out of time?

Senator SHELBY. You go on ahead, Senator Faircloth.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Just in a word, are we trying to cover the
mistakes of the past or are we expanding for the future? Are we
getting ready for more air traffic?

Ms. GARVEY. Senator, | believe we are preparing for the future.
We are ready for the future—we will be.

FEDERAL EXPRESS MID-ATLANTIC HUB

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Ms. Garvey, we, in North Carolina, are ex-
cited about the possibility that Federal Express is looking at the
possibility of locating their Mid-Atlantic hub there.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Faircloth, could you get them to share
that with Alabama, too? [Laughter.]

Senator FAIRCLOTH. There is no room in Alabama. [Laughter.]

If this happens, we will need some support and financing from
FAA of a considerable amount, depending on which airport it goes
to. | just want to say that we will be back.

Ms. GArvey. We will look forward to that, Senator, and we will
be happy to work with you.

DRUG INTERDICTION FUNDING

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you.

Admiral Kramek, does the budget request permit the Coast
Guard to accomplish the drug interdiction objectives that you have?
I want you to know that I think it is one of the most dangerous
things facing the country and if your current budget request does
not do it, I can assure you that you will have my support and prob-
ably that of a lot of other Senators for more.

Does it give you an adequate amount of money?

Admiral Kramek. This budget request allows us to maintain the
same level of drug law enforcement that we maintained last year—
at the same level as last year.
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Senator FAIRCLOTH. Should it be expanded?

Admiral Kramek. Well, | think if one were to follow the National
Drug Control Strategy that has been laid out to reduce supplies in
this country by 50 percent over the next 10 years, that would beg
for a program with some growth. So we are studying that. We are
going to have to, in the future, ask for more resources in order to
meet the requirements of that strategy.

But this year we had a bit of a dilemma, and the dilemma was
the Congress and the administration agreeing on balancing the
budget. We had budget caps to live within. And so, this budget al-
:owsI me just to maintain the current services we had at last year’s
evel.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Admiral.

Just out of total curiosity, why would anybody want to be on a
ship with 40,000 other people?

Admiral KrRaMEK. | have no idea. [Laughter.]

When Senator Lautenberg mentioned the ship with the con-
dominiums, every condo is already sold on that vessel. Those peo-
ple live on it. They say they travel around the world and follow the
sun. That is where they live, and it is totally sold out.

Senator FAIRcLOTH. | will stick to North Carolina.

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Senator Bennett.

MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR Y2K

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Garvey, | appreciate your comments about the year 2000
problem. I will not beat a dead horse.

Now that is the wrong analogy. This horse is not dead. This is
a horse that is going to kick down the barn if we don’'t get some-
thing under control.

But I would simply share with you my own experience. The agen-
cies over which | have a degree of responsibility and control all
gave me the same answers when | raised the year 2000 problem.
The immediate was yes, we have a plan in place and yes, we will
be ready.

As | have pursued it, | have found that in almost every case, the
answer is no. They cannot be ready and the plan they have is more
wishful thinking than anything else.

I am delighted to hear your description of the meeting that just
took place. It should have taken place based on where we are—you
were not there, so you do not bear any of the responsibility—well
over a year ago, and probably for an agency as big as yours 2 or
3 years ago.

I am scared to death to find out that this meeting took place a
month or so ago to start pulling this together. I will be working
with you in whatever capacity the leader gives me on this issue to
give you as much support as we possibly can get out of Congress.

Do not believe the techies who tell you immediately oh, yes, we
have this problem under control. This is a management problem.
The responsibility is yours. The responsibility is Secretary Slater’s.
It is not something you turn over to your Chief Information Officer
and then turn your attention to other issues. It is something you,
yourself, must be on top of virtually on a daily basis.
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If 1 can put it in this analogy, your Chief Information Officer is
General Marshall. You are President Roosevelt, and the free world
is at stake here on how well you do your job.

If that is enough to scare you, | have accomplished what | want
to accomplish.

Ms. GARVEY. You have succeeded, Senator. [Laughter.]

SECOND AIRPORT SURVEILLANCE RADAR FOR SALT LAKE CITY

Senator BENNETT. Good.

Let me be parochial now. Everybody else has been and it is time
for me to be parochial, too.

With respect to an ASR-9 system in Utah Valley, which is just
south of Salt Lake Valley, we have a letter from you saying that
it does not meet the cost benefit analysis.

My question, which you can answer for the record, is whether or
not your analysis focused primarily on the Provo Municipal Airport
because the real problem, frankly, is not Provo. The problem is Salt
Lake International Airport.

Of all of the major hubs in the United States, Salt Lake Inter-
national Airport is the most physically constrained; 10,000- to
12,000-foot peaks virtually surround the airport.

It is the Salt Lake radar problem that we are worried about, not
the Provo radar problem.

Now the mayor of Provo was in to see me yesterday and he has
big plans for the Provo Airport. But there is a circumstance now
where coming from the south, airplanes literally go off radar.

A week or so ago, when the President came to Salt Lake to ac-
company his daughter when she went skiing, Air Force One went
off radar for 26 seconds. There was considerable panic over that.
Regular airliners can go off radar for minutes.

We are concerned about that and hope you will take a second
look at it.

Your letter tells us that there is going to be additional radar cov-
erage during the Olympic games, so that during the Olympic
games, temporary facilities will be put there to take care of this
and nobody will go off radar coming from the south during the
Olympics.

Obviously, the question gets raised: If it is good enough for the
Olympics, why is it not good enough for regular traffic? While we
will have additional traffic during the Olympics, Salt Lake is a
major hub. Delta operates a tremendous number of flights out of
there, as they do with their other hubs in Cincinnati and Atlanta.
This is one we hope you take a careful look at.

We are a little bit afraid that the analysis that was done was
just on Provo, saying well, the additional radar is not necessary for
Provo which is 45 miles, roughly, south of Salt Lake. Given the ma-
neuvers that airliners have to go through to get around the moun-
tains, get into the landing pattern, and get into Salt Lake, this is
a Salt Lake problem, not a Provo problem.

I would appreciate it if you would look into that and get back to
me on it.

Ms. GARVEY. We will do that, Senator.

I remember very well last year, even before | was sworn in, you
urged me to visit the airport and see the uniqueness of the layout.
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I did. So | do have some appreciation for the issues that you have
raised.

Let me go back and take another look at that.

[The information follows:]

Currently, there is not a validated operational need to install a second airport sur-
veillance radar (ASR) for Salt Lake City International Airport. This airport experi-
ences a delay rate below national average. Most of the delays that do occur would
not have been prevented with improved terminal radar coverage. High altitude air-
craft inbound from the south are controlled by the Salt Lake City Air Route Traffic
Control Center (ARTCC) and remain within the ARTCC's radar coverage until es-
tablished in the radar coverage and airspace of the Salt Lake City Radar Approach
Control (TRACON). Positive radar contact and control is always maintained
throughout the aircraft descent by either the ARTCC or TRACON. The FAA will
continue to ensure the safe and efficient flow of traffic at Salt Lake City Inter-
national Airport.

The proposed need for a second ASR in the Salt Lake City area is a separate issue
from the short term temporary radar surveillance need for the 2002 Winter Olym-
pics. Provo Airport has been identified as a potential relieve airport during the Win-
ter Olympics. The temporary ASR-9 is intended to provide radar coverage into and
around Provo Airport during the increased traffic period the Olympics Games will
generate.

The radar coverage issue involving Air Force One, occurred on Tuesday, March
10, 1998 at 8:34 a.m. EST. Air Force One was enroute from Andrews Air Force
Base, MD to Windsor Locks, CT. Although the beacon radar data provided by the
Gibbsboro air route surveillance radar was interrupted partially, basic radar data
was provided continuously.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much. | appreciate your con-
sideration.
Mr. Chairman, | appreciate your courtesy.

COAST GUARD RECRUITING

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

I have just one final question for Admiral Kramek.

I know that the current low unemployment rate, while good for
the Nation, creates some difficulty for the Coast Guard in your re-
cruiting efforts. Does the current budget provide the resources to
maintain your end strength numbers considering the difficulty of
recruiting in a low unemployment economy?

Admiral KrRaMEK. Yes; this 1999 request from the President asks
for sufficient funds to do just that.

We have to contact approximately 120 qualified high school grad-
uates to get one of them to join the Armed Forces nowadays. It is
about the same for all the services, though a little better for the
Coast Guard. But sufficient funds are requested in this budget to
do that, Mr. Chairman.

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

Senator SHELBY. We appreciate both of you appearing here, your
patience, and your hard work. We will submit additional questions
in writing to be answered for the record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the agencies for response subsequent to the hearing:]
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FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SHELBY
CONTROLLER PAY

Question. The budget request does not request any funding for any cost increase
due to a new contract with the air traffic controllers. Your agency is currently in
discussions with the air traffic controllers with regard to the terms and conditions
of such a new contract. Do you anticipate a new contract this year, and will the Ad-
ministration submit a budget amendment to pay for any increased costs due to such
a contract?

Answer. While the negotiation process is progressing well, whether it will be con-
cluded this year is unknown. If any cost increases result from the contract, we will
pursue funding them through cost savings offsets. It is the agency’s intention that
the new contract will be budget neutral.

LIGHTER THAN AIR VEHICLES

Question. Last year's Transportation Appropriations conference report contained
language directing the FAA to examine the feasibility of exempting hot air balloons
from the minimum safe altitude requirements of 14 CFR 91.119. The FAA currently
exempts helicopters from this requirement and often exempts hot air balloons from
the requirements during balloon rallies. What steps has the FAA taken to examine
the feasibility of a permanent exemption for Lighter Than Air vehicles from the re-
quirements of this FAA rule? Can you assure the Committee that the FAA will un-
dertake a thorough study to determine whether such an exemption would be fea-
sible, and report back to Congress as soon as possible?

Answer. In recognition of the increasing popularity of hot air ballooning as a sport
aviation function, the Federal Aviation Administration has, from time to time, pro-
vided guidance to field elements regarding the operation of these lighter-than-air
(LTV) vehicles with regard to minimum operational altitudes in accordance with the
provisions of 14 CFR part 91.119, Minimum Safe Altitudes.

The regulation provides for the establishment of a minimum safe altitude for all
aircraft. By regulation, aircraft must operate at an altitude that permits an emer-
gency landing, in the event of a power unit failure, without undue hazard to persons
or property on the surface.

Minimum safe operating altitudes and distances are addressed for operations con-
ducted over ‘“congested areas,” “other than congested areas,” and “sparsely popu-
lated areas”. The rule establishes an exception for helicopters, in recognition of their
distinct operational characteristics which permit them to operate vertically and hori-
zontally (including side and rearward operations) with equanimity. No other type
of aircraft can safely duplicate these operational characteristics.

As maneuverability and controllability of an aircraft type decreases, safety consid-
erations become more significant. Where the FAA may permit a small single-engine,
power line patrol airplane to operate under the conditions of a waiver to the mini-
mum altitude rule over other than congested areas (e.g. no less than 200 feet from
persons or property), it would not authorize the same operation by a large multi-
engine transport airplane.

Minimum safe operating altitude and distance waivers are generally granted upon
request for those operators participating in airshows or competitive events. Such
walvers are issued under strict terms and conditions involving pre-determined pilot
actions and crowd control to preclude injury to persons or damage to property on
the surface. During these events, FAA personnel are on hand to monitor the safety
aspects of the event, and to terminate events or activities if conditions warrant it.

Balloons appear to be graceful and slow-moving, however, the amount of control
an operator has over a lighter-than-air aircraft is minimal, and the aircraft is imme-
diately subject to any variation in the atmosphere, such as gusty winds or thermal
activity. An immediate correction to an in-flight abnormality of a hot air balloon
only results in a response over a relatively long period of time.

At this time, the Federal Aviation Administration has no plans to initiate rule-
making to provide an exception to the minimum safe operating rules (14 CFR part
91.119) for lighter-than-air aircraft. The absence of total effective control of such air-
craft would not provide for an equivalent level of safety that the general public has
come to expect.

Should an operator or an organization request an exemption to the current rule,
the Agency will examine the merits of the request on a case by case basis to deter-
mine the feasibility of granting such an exemption.
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FAA REPROGRAMMING REQUEST FOR REPLACEMENT OF COMPUTER SYSTEMS

Question. The FAA recently submitted a reprogramming request for $75.3 million
to replace three IBM 1970's vintage air traffic control computer systems—the pri-
mary and oceanic air traffic control systems, and the off-shore flight data processing
system. The FAA has also disclosed that these critical systems need to be replaced
immediately because they are no longer supported by IBM.

Why was this problem not identified earlier and how many more of these air traf-
fic control computer systems are on the verge of obsolescence?

Answer. The Host Computer System (HCS) was originally identified for replace-
ment by the Advanced Automation System (AAS), which was canceled in 1994. Only
the Peripheral Adapter Module Replacement Item (PAMRI) segment of AAS was
successfully deployed and commissioned. We have continued work on the HCS and
critical system replacement programs.

The Host and Oceanic reprogramming request was sent to the Appropriations
Subcommittees on March 6, 1998. This reprogramming would allow FAA to acceler-
ate the replacement of Host and oceanic systems. This request came about after
Lockheed Martin (LM) informed the FAA level in a report dated July 23, 1997, that
it could not provide the current maintenance. LM is the prime contractor for the
HCS with IBM being the hardware maintenance supplier. In this report, IBM stated
that it could only provide the current maintenance level for one year ending 09/98
and “best effort” thereafter. End-of-Service issues for various components were also
identified in this report.

Upon receipt of this information, the FAA analyzed the risks and alternatives for
the HCS replacement. During this time, the FAA also vigorously pursued the HCS
mainframe Year 2000 compliance issue with IBM but IBM declined to certify the
system as Y2K compliant. Thirteen alternatives for the HCS replacement were stud-
ied in an Investment Analysis in February 1998. The reprogramming request was
submitted.

Other systems that are either obsolete or on the verge of obsolescence include:

Current system Replaced by or decommission

Automated Radar Terminal System (ARTS) IlIA, llIE; ARTS IIA,  Standard Terminal Automation Replacement System (STARS).
IIE.
En Route Automated Radar Tracking System (EARTS) ............ Micro-EARTS.
Common Digitizer (CD)—1 ......cccovverrerrrreernrinnne CD-2.
Air Route Surveillance Radar (ARSR)-1, 2 ... Being decommissioned and replaced selectively with ARSR—
3, 4.

Direct Access Radar Channel (DARC) .....c.ccocvveevmmevierirneenninens Supportable till 2001; Investment Analysis is examining al-
ternatives for a replacement system.

Peripheral Adapter Module (PAM) .......ccnvenermmernerierinceneeens Supportable till 2001. Investment Analysis is to be deter-

Replacement Item (PAMRI) mined.

Flight Service Automation System (FSAS) ......cccccrerrimmrienienns Logistically not supportable by year 2000 and is being re-

placed under the OASIS program.
Tandem portion Voice Switching and Control System Replacement planned.
(VSCS).

NAS MODERNIZATION APPROACH

Question. The FAA Administrator has begun an outreach effort with the aviation
community to build consensus on and seek commitment to the future direction of
the agency’s NAS modernization program. A review of this program by the NAS
Modernization Task Force (which includes FAA and DOD officials and representa-
tives of external stakeholder groups) concluded last month that the architecture
under development builds on the concept of operations for the NAS and identifies
the programs needed to meet the needs of the user community. However, the task
force found that the architecture is not realistic because of (1) an insufficient budg-
et; (2) the preponderance of risks associated primarily with certifying and deploying
new equipment and with users’ cost to acquire equipment; and (3) unresolved insti-
tutional issues and a lack of user commitment.

The task force recommended a revised approach that would be less costly and
would be focused more on providing near-term user benefits. Under this revised ap-
proach, FAA would (1) implement a set of core technologies to provide immediate
user benefits; (2) modify the Flight 2000 initiative to address critical risk areas asso-
ciated with key communication, navigation, and surveillance programs, and (3) pro-
ceed with implementing critical time-driven activities related to the Host computer
and the year 2000 computer date problems and with implementing such systems as
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STARS, surveillance radars, and en route displays to replace aging infrastructure.
What are the costs for |mp|ement|ng the revised approach, including the Flight 2000
Initiative? What are the benefits?

Answer. The Administrator's Modernization Task Force provided guidance to the
FAA for establishing priorities for and reducing risks in modernization. The Free
Flight Phase 1 (FFP1) initiative represents aviation community consensus on the
first phase of modernization. It will cost approximately $600 million for the core pro-
gram out of a total modernization program of $11.9 billion in Facilities and Equip-
ment (F&E) for fiscal years 1998-2002. Flight 2000 will cost approximately $400
million in Research, Engineering and Development (R,E&D) for fiscal years 1999—
2003. The re-worked National Airspace System (NAS) Architecture is consistent
with budget planning targets and incorporates the recommendations of the Task
Force. The key differences from the Version 3.0 draft architecture is the changed
priorities and ensuring that the pace of modernization is supported by proposed
funding levels. This approach affects when certain capabilities will be operational.
This will influence both the initial operational capability date, and the deployment
rate for some systems consistent with the needs to balance both sustainment and
modernization of the NAS.

Benefits will be achieved through the risk mitigation strategies of the Flight 2000
program on major communication, navigation, and surveillance acquisitions, as well
as evolutionary development for key air traffic management decision support sys-
tems in the FFPL1 initiative. All six elements of FFP1 will be providing quantifiable
benefits to the FAA and the aviation community by the end of year 2002. Flight
2000 is essential to dealing with transition, system performance, procedural devel-
opment, and defining benefits that could occur with voluntary user equipage. The
most immediate benefit is demonstrating the safety improvements that can be real-
ized by improved pilot and controller situational awareness.

Question. What activities has the agency decided to scale back, delay, or eliminate
from its modernization efforts? What are the implications for the cost, direction, and
pace of NAS modernization?

Answer. Although the preliminary scheduling changes show that modernization is
feasible within existing budget, the full analysis will not be completed until approxi-
mately July of this year and will become the technical, schedule and cost component
of the Architecture. Most decision support systems (automation/controller tools) will
reach initial operational capability as planned, but the NAS-wide full operational ca-
pability of these tools will occur later. The communication, navigation, and surveil-
lance related improvements could be deferred from one to three years, and the infra-
structure replacement programs (especially facility modernization) could be deferred
to allow acceleration of automation tools that will provide more benefits to NAS
users.

Question. What steps does the FAA plan to take to mitigate the risks associated
with certifying and deploying new technologies associated with NAS modernization?

Answer. Flight 2000 will demonstrate NAS modernization on a manageable scale
before deployment to the remaining NAS. One of the chief benefits of such a dem-
onstration is the ability to identify and mitigate technical, operational, and institu-
tional risks associated with modernization. Achieving low cost avionics is an exam-
ple of Flight 2000 risk mitigation. The FAA will work jointly with the aviation com-
munity to define, select, acquire, certify, and install new communication, navigation,
and surveillance (CNS) capable avionics. Performance requirements for multiple air-
craft avionics suites and integration with corresponding ground systems present a
number of operational and technical risks that will be addressed by the government
and industry partnership. FAA and industry will use government and other test fa-
cilities to insure interoperability of the avionics and ground infrastructure.

Similarly, FFP1 technologies will be deployed with necessary procedures and
training to reduce the operational risks associated with each technology. The re-
sponsible deploying organization will work closely within the FAA, including unions,
and the airspace users to ensure that the decision support tools are operationally
suitable and enable early benefits. Risk reduction achieved by early deployment at
FFP1 sites will help identify and validate the appropriate transition path to full
scale national deployment.

Question. What steps does the agency plan to take to make technologies more af-
fordable to the user community? To demonstrate that new technologies will provide
early and immediate benefits to users?

Answer. The Flight 2000 initiative includes steps to minimize avionics develop-
ment, procurement, implementation, and after market costs. The FAA will engage
industry early in the program to ensure standards are developed to streamline and
complement the manufacturing and certification process. To promote competition
and speed the procurement process, the FAA will identify multiple avionics suites
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that minimize development, implementation and certification costs for a wide vari-
ety of aircraft. This shared government/industry development approach will insure
maximum use of scarce resources to take advantage of commercial off-the-shelf
(COTS) technology. The software and hardware certification process will be stream-
lined to make certification less time consuming and therefore less costly.

The Flight 2000 initiative will not only demonstrate and refine the Free Flight
technologies but will also provide early benefits to a significant number of users par-
ticularly in Alaska where immediate safety benefits will be realized. A CONUS site,
yet to be selected, will allow the benefits of communication, navigation, and surveil-
lance air traffic management (ATM) operational improvements to be demonstrated
in high-density traffic areas.

Flight 2000 will help accelerate the development and certification cycle for avi-
onics thereby reducing the cost to the user. Free Flight Phase 1 will also provide
early airspace user benefits in a number of key ATM areas including increased effi-
ciencies in traffic flow management, system capacity and the granting of user clear-
ance requests (with associated fuel and time savings).

FLIGHT 2000 RISK MITIGATION

Question. How does the FAA plan to modify the Flight 2000 initiative to address
critical risks associated with communication, navigation, and surveillance programs?

Answer. Flight 2000 was conceived to achieve advanced CNS capability, by
streamlining certification of new avionics, validating new controller and pilot oper-
ational procedures, and driving down the cost of aircraft avionics equipage. Flight
2000 planning builds upon unaddressed but required operational improvements, set
forth by the aviation community in the Radio Technical Communications for Aero-
nautics (RTCA) Free-Flight Implementation Plan of October 26, 1995. Although pre-
viously not a stated objective, optimizing the risks associated with Free-Flight has
been an integral part of Flight 2000 from the outset.

Many of the technical risks associated with new CNS systems are addressed by
industry or other FAA programs as part of technical development. All too often in
the past, operational and institutional risks have been overlooked, preventing real-
ization of operational capability and actual benefits to users. Through RTCA, the
FAA and the aviation community have begun a joint planning process that more ac-
curately identifies risks associated with CNS modernization. The Flight 2000 initia-
tive will be refined from this work to address risk areas not covered in other pro-
grams or by industry, especially operational and institutional risks.

FLIGHT 2000 FUNDING

Question. Are the funds requested in fiscal year 1999 for Flight 2000 based on
the new risk mitigation approach?

Answer. Risk mitigation was a primary consideration in developing the Flight
2000 program. The new initiatives addressed by the NAS Modernization Task Force
have not been fully incorporated into the program plan, but any additional funding
requirements resulting from the new risk mitigation approach are not expected to
significantly impact the requested fiscal year 1999 level. As the joint FAA and in-
dustry risk mitigation planing proceeds and subsequent funding requirements are
known, they will be included in Flight 2000 out-year budget requests.

NAS MODERNIZATION APPROACH

Question. What actions has the agency taken to address shortcomings identified
by GAO that impact FAA's ability to effectively modernize the NAS? These included
problems in the areas of systems architecture, cost estimating and accounting, soft-
ware acquisition, and organizational culture? What additional actions are planned?

Answer. FAA action is ongoing to address the GAO’s recommendations regarding
systems architecture, cost estimating and cost accounting, software acquisition, and
organizational culture:

Systems Architecture.—FAA has ongoing efforts to develop both a logical and tech-
nical architecture to guide NAS modernization. We are focusing on new programs
through investment analysis and system engineering teams to define the architec-
ture we are developing. The “logical” NAS Architecture, currently Version 3.0, is de-
rived from operational concepts and requirements. The “technical” architecture,
which is a detailed subset of Version 3.0, will include applicable standards that
apply across programs, software, communications, data management, information
security, physical security, performance, and other operational and performance re-
lated factors. Both the logical and technical architectures are under configuration
management. The logical architecture changes are also coordinated with users.
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When the architecture is approved, the FAA will have a technical baseline that the
users and the Congress can measure performance against.

Cost Estimating and Accounting:

Cost Estimating.—This effort includes four key elements that will be partially im-
plemented starting in October 1998:

—Standard Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) to provide consistent, comparable,
and complete cost estimates and to track actual experience for NAS moderniza-
tion programs;

—Corporate history for estimated and actual costs and schedules to provide data
for cost estimating and to serve as an audit trail for NAS modernization efforts;

—Cost estimating tools that will provide estimates consistent with the standard
WBS and will be continuously updated with actual experience from the cor-
porate history; and

—A definitive agency-level life cycle cost estimating process, which defines the
roles and responsibilities of contributing organizations and integrates life cycle
cost estimating with other FAA business processes.

Cost Accounting.—In response to GAO as well as National Civil Aviation Review
Commission, Government Performance and Results Act, and other legislation, FAA
is installing a cost accounting system. A significant effort is underway to implement
the system by fiscal year 1999. The Associate Administrator for Research and Acqui-
sitions (ARA) organization is serving as a pilot and is developing and evaluating ini-
tial capabilities during fiscal year 1998. This system will allow the agency to mon-
itor the costs associated with various projects within the FAA.

Software Acquisition.—FAA is undertaking a multiyear program to improve soft-
ware engineering practices for both the FAA and its major suppliers. The FAA with
support from the Software Engineering Institute Carnegie Mellon University has es-
tablished an Integrated Capability Maturity Model (FAA-iICMM) to guide process
improvement activities. The ARA organization has established a specific process im-
provement goal that is reflected in the fiscal year 1998 ARA Business Plan. This
goal is to have at least 75 percent of 14 major ARA programs reach FAA-iCMM
Level 2 by December 1999 and Level 3 by December 2001. In addition to improving
software engineering and acquisition processes, the FAA's Chief Scientist for Soft-
ware Engineering is leading specific improvement efforts in the areas of metrics, ar-
chitecture, streamlining software certification processes for both airborne and non-
airborne systems, and improving FAA's software and systems engineering com-
petencies.

Organizational Culture.—The FAA's organizational culture change initiatives
have included an internal focus on improving ways to achieve common goals across
lines of business, as well as strengthening public and private collaboration in our
NAS modernization activities.

An example of the internal focus would be the establishment of an Integrated
Product Leadership Team of senior FAA executives tasked with making rec-
ommendations and implementing changes which strengthen the effectiveness of our
integrated product teams as the preferred organizational structure of our acquisition
work force. This organizational structure includes seeking to develop common or
complementary performance standards across lines of business that place an empha-
sis on teamwork and collaboration versus the traditional stovepipe approach. It also
is designed to streamline the decision-making process in fielding new systems.

To improve our collaboration with the external aviation community, the FAA con-
tinues to identify ways to include the users in our decision-making process. For ex-
ample, we established a NAS Modernization Task Force, consisting of FAA, DOD,
unions, and aviation user organizations. This task force successfully fostered a pub-
lic-private collaboration in developing a NAS modernization plan that has the ac-
ceptance and commitment of both the FAA and of the users we serve. In addition,
we work hard to reach consensus for major NAS modernization decisions, using
RTCA to bring the community together to provide advice and recommendations to
the agency in such areas as operational concepts, NAS architecture, and free flight.

Beyond our initial response to GAO, we are preparing to establish a pilot pro-
gram, which would have many of the research and acquisitions work force partici-
pate in a prototype of a new compensation system. Under this system, salary in-
creases will be primarily based on two factors: (1) Meeting quantified goals defined
for the entire ARA organization; and (2) for significant individual achievements.
This system will abolish pay increased based on length of service.

Question. FAA canceled the tower segment of its automation program in 1997.
What are FAA's plans for replacing the workstations and bringing new functionality
to tower facilities?
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Answer. Mission needs analysis is underway to determine the global automation
needs of the tower domain.

FREE FLIGHT

Question. One of the key technologies identified by FAA for free flight-the agency’s
new concept of air traffic management-is the Initial Conflict Probe (ICP). ICP is
based upon the User Request Evaluation Tool (URET) developed by Mitre. It is a
decision support tool that allows en route controllers to identify potential conflicts
between aircraft trajectories and aid controllers in resolving them. FAA indicated
that it plans to spend about $245 million for full scale development of this capability
and to award the ICP contract in March 1998. A recent GAO review of URET found
that quantitative performance evaluations were limited in that these evaluations
were based on actual traffic data in only two centers, and they were not independ-
ently validated.

FAA's en route product team, responsible for developing and implementing ICP,
acknowledges that the limited amount of information on URET constitutes a tech-
nical risk and they have outlined plans to mitigate this risk. GAO'’s work cautioned
that awarding the ICP contract before independently validating URET performance
and developing firm requirements for ICP is unwise. GAO has previously reported
that emphasizing concern for schedule at the expense of disciplined system develop-
ment and careful, thorough testing has proven to be imprudent. How does the Task
Force recommendation to begin limited deployment of ICP impact current plans for
full scale development? Please provide (for the record) a list of high level milestones
for ICP development and deployment.

Answer. The ICP program will be redirected to accomplish FFP1 objectives. An
ICP full scale national deployment decision will be deferred until 2002 or beyond
(when measured user benefits from FFP1 are available).

Question. We understand FAA is planning to deploy URET to four additional loca-
tions. Is this accurate? How will this affect the ICP deployment.

Answer. Consistent with the RTCA Select Committee recommendation, the de-
ployment of the URET will be expanded to an additional five sites: Atlanta, Chicago,
Washington, Cleveland, and Kansas City, for a total of seven. The scope of ICP, in-
cluding a decision regarding deployment of probe capability at the remaining
ARTCC's, will be determined after the confirmation of benefits realized during the
limited deployment.

Question. Does FAA plan to continue with efforts to independently verify URET's
performance capabilities? If yes, what are the time frames for the independent ver-
ification?

Answer. The FAA has recently completed a simulation study of the URET system
performance. This study was performed by the William J. Hughes Technical Center
and completed April 1998. The results are documented in “User Request Evaluation
Tool (URET) Conflict Prediction Accuracy Report,” Document number DOT/FAA/
CT-TN98/8. Continued quantitative and qualitative analysis of URET performance
will be part of the evolutionary deployment effort.

Question. What additional testing is needed to demonstrate that the ICP will
work effectively across center boundaries when deployed nationally?

Answer. Testing of URET interfacility capability is on-going and will enter daily
use at Indianapolis and Memphis. Deployment at the seven RTCA recommended
sites will demonstrate the concept for a multi-center application.

WIDE AREA AUGMENTATION SYSTEM (WAAS)

Question. The FAA is planning a transition to satellite-based navigation, using
signals generated by the Department of Defense’'s Global Positioning System (GPS).
However, GPS does not satisfy all civil aviation requirements and FAA is developing
a Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS) to enhance GPS, which will require ad-
ditional communication satellites. FAA is planning to lease these additional commu-
nication satellites and plans to begin paying on this lease beginning in fiscal year
2002, using its Operations appropriation. FAA’s plan was to complete WAAS devel-
opment by the end of 2001. However, the Task Force on ATC modernization is rec-
ommending a slower pace for WAAS development after the completion of phase 1
in 1999.

The WAAS project is seeking an advanced appropriation to pay for satellite leases,
which would provide FAA multi-year authority to obligate funds in future years be-
yond fiscal year 1999. However, FAA plans to enter into some form of lease agree-
ment with a vendor before fiscal year 1999. What guarantees and incentives is FAA
proposing to prospective vendors that would not obligate the government but still
encourage them to invest their capital?
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Answer. The FAA is currently working with the Department of Defense’s GPS
Joint Program Office to define the requirements for a request for proposal for sat-
ellite services. While specific details have not yet been determined, there are some
basic considerations that will be communicated to interested industry participants:

—There is a strong potential for a world-wide market of related services due to
increased international interest in satellite-based navigation. This market place
affords the possibility for industry to pursue potential cost sharing arrange-
ments with a large return on their investment.

—The potential for satellite services extends well beyond the FAA’s near term re-
quirements for WAAS. The FAA has other navigation, communication, surveil-
lance, and air traffic initiatives that lend themselves to increased business op-
portunities and ultimately increased profit.

Question. Why doesn't FAA request authority to obligate funds to purchase or

lease satellites beginning with the fiscal year 1999 appropriations?

Answer. The FAA has requested statutory authority that would allow it to obli-
gate funds as early as fiscal year 1999 to lease satellite services over any number
of years. The FAA's request to form a Performance Based Organization asks for
multi-year contracting authority to acquire leases for Air Traffic facilities and equip-
ment, research and test sites and facilities, and other real estate and personal prop-
erty or any interest therein. The FAA currently has multi-year authority in 49
U.S.C. 40111 and 40112 but this authority is limited to a base period of five years
with three option years. This period of time is not long enough to take advantage
of lower costs associated with amortization over a longer lease term. Satellite pro-
viders typically provide the lowest lease costs for satellites when costs are spread
over the life of the satellite which is customarily designated as ten years.

In addition to multi-year authority issues, the FAA is currently refining its sat-
ellite acquisition strategy. There are short-term alternatives currently being consid-
ered such as broadening FAA and NASA interagency agreements to add a civil avia-
tion navigation package to NASA's Tracking and Data Relay Satellite contract. The
Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellite contract directed by NOAA is
also being considered.

Alternatively, the FAA, like other agencies, could procure its telecommunications
services through GSA which is the statutorily authorized executive agent for sat-
ellite services which can be leased on a ten year, multi-year basis.

Question. Has FAA done an affordability analysis to determine that the Oper-
ations Appropriation can pay the expected lease costs?

Answer. As part of the investment analysis activities conducted by the FAA for
the WAAS acquisition program baseline in January 1998, an affordability analysis
was prepared. This analysis concluded that the satellite lease costs were affordable
so long as the FAA stayed on track to begin decommissioning the existing ground-
based navigation infrastructure in favor of satellite navigation. In addition, the
analysis concluded that lease costs could go down in the event these costs could be
shared by other FAA or non-FAA users.

Additional affordability analyses will be required in the event the FAA decides to
retain some of the ground-based equipment as part of an independent back-up sys-
tem. This analysis will occur over the next few months with the results reported
to the Administrator in late 1998.

Question. Why is the Administrator's Task Force recommending a slower pace for
WAAS development?

Answer. The Administrator's NAS Modernization Task Force does not intend to
slow up implementation of WAAS, and it does not believe that its’ plan to mitigate
the risks of GPS/WAAS early on will cause a delay in the program. The RTCA Free
Flight Steering Committee, composed of industry and government representatives,
endorsed the approach, recognizing that full-scale development of new operational
capabilities requiring both ground and cockpit enhancements pose a number of sub-
stantial barriers to successful implementation. Not the least of these is the lack of
consensus and commitment on the part of the aviation community. In the past, fail-
ure to gain consensus and commitment from the aviation community has been one
of the major factors in schedule delays and cost overruns. The NAS Modernization
Task Force, and the RTCA Free Flight Steering Committee, believe that mitigating
this and other risks at the front end of the process would help eliminate delays and
additional costs later on. To that end, the steering committee recommends that FAA
move forward on schedule with the development and deployment of an initial WAAS
capability that will provide precision approach capability at limited sites with lim-
ited availability. Simultaneously, the FAA will continue to address the risks in-
volved in the remaining phases of the WAAS program. One of these risk-mitigation
measures is to conduct an independent assessment of the risks to the GPS/WAAS
signal from intentional (jamming) and unintentional interference (mostly atmos-
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pheric). This assessment will help determine whether we can achieve a GPS/WAAS
sole means operational capability in end-state WAAS.

Question. How will this slower-paced development impact on the current 2001
completion date for WAAS?

Answer. The evolutionary, building-block approach recommended by the NAS
Modernization Task Force, which was endorsed and refined by the RTCA Free
Flight Steering Committee, is not intended to delay the 2001 completion date for
wide area augmentation system (WAAS). With global positioning system (GPS)/
WAAS, as with other more complex NAS modernization programs, the whole idea
is to implement operational capabilities that are ready to be brought on line now
while eliminating the risks that might cause schedule delays later on.

Question. How has FAA addressed the continuity problems inherent in the WAAS
system?

Answer. The FAA is addressing the continuity issue by incorporating various tech-
nical solutions into the system’s design to avoid unnecessary burdens on any one
element and thereby minimizing the risks for failure. For example, as stated in the
February 1998 Report to Congress (Wide Area Augmentation System Report on Pro-
gram Status, Management, and Satellite Communications), “The FAA and Raytheon
conducted intensive studies as to the existing terrestrial communications network
redundancy. As a result, the network was doubled as to communication linkages to
preclude a single system mode failure.” In addition, the FAA is pursuing additional
satellite services to increase the system’s availability. These improvements are being
addressed using pre-planned product improvements (P3l) as the system matures
from an initial (Phase 1) to a final (Phase 3) operational capability.

WAAS AND LAAS DELAYS AND COST OVERRUNS

Question. Due to the delays and cost over-runs being experienced with WAAS and
LAAS we believe, as we have told the FAA in the past, that there needs to be an
interim plan to support en-route navigation and terminal precision approach re-
quirements. Is the FAA developing such a plan? If so, please provide details. If not,
please explain how the FAA plans to handle interim needs, such as new precision
approaches and technology refresh of outdated equipment.

Answer. With initial operational capability, that is, en route and CAT | precision
approaches expected for WAAS in July 1999, and existing ground based systems
providing this capability well past that date, there is no reason to develop an in-
terim plan to support en-route navigation and terminal precision approach require-
ments. There will be an adequate overlap between the existing ground based sys-
tems and the upcoming WAAS system. The current WAAS implementation plan
does not consider decommissioning existing ground based systems until 2005 at the
earliest. Current instrument landing system (ILS) and distance measuring (DME)
equipment will remain in service until at least 2010 with ongoing sustainment pro-
grams. Under the ILS service life extension program, approximately 120 of the old-
est systems have already been replaced or upgraded. For the DME program, fiscal
year 1999 is the initial year to begin replacing the oldest DME equipment. Because
of the expected July 1999 WAAS initial operational capability date, any new CAT
| precision approaches will be handled as GPS/WAAS approaches.

NEXT GENERATION LANDING SYSTEMS

Question. When was the last time the FAA did a survey of airports with ILS/DME
requirements? Please provide a copy of the most recent FAA list of unmet ILS/DME
requirements including the benefit/cost ratio for each site. What are FAA's plans to
update this listing?

Answer. The last year a survey was conducted on ILS requirements was 1992. Al-
though the results of that survey, appearing only on working papers, contained ap-
proximately 180 CAT I, Il, and Il sites, we do not have a current list of specific
sites. The decision to invest in satellite based technology significantly reduced the
FAA's ILS establishment program, with fiscal year 1995 being the last year for new
category | requirements. Since that time only limited CAT Il and Ill ILS projects
were supported based on planned implementation of Local Area Augmentation Sys-
tem. The information follows:

[CLERK's NoTE.—The information referred to does not appear in the hearing
record but is available for review in the subcommittee’s files.]

Question. We understand that a significant number of navigation and landing aids
in the NAS are nearing the end of their useful lives and won't be able to last
through a 12 year (or longer) transition to GPS based systems. Please provide a sys-
tem by system assessment of the condition of each type of navigational and landing
aid in the FAA inventory.



128

Answer. Overall, our sustainment and technology replacement program efforts
have made p055|ble relatively stable trends for navigational and landing systems.
Greater efforts are in place to improve and sustain navigation/landing systems such
as VHF Omnidirectional Range (VOR)/Distance Measuring Equipment (DME) and
Localizer/Glide Slope (LOC/GS). The number of facilities in each group has re-
mained relatively stable over the past ten years due to a generally one-for-one up-
grade program.

The Mean Time Between Outages for the past ten years remains stable or shows
improvement. The Unscheduled Mean Time to Restore shows some variance pri-
marily due to national, regional, and local restoration policy.

The number of unscheduled outages has remained relatively stable—the LOC and
?S_Inu_mbers have increased somewhat, but programs are in progress to sustain the
acilities.

A service life extension program for Mark-1B and Mark-1C Category | Localizer
and Glide Slope systems has been in operation for the past five years to provide sup-
portable and maintainable equipment.

The Mark-20 program, an on-going program to replace existing older ILS, is now
nearly complete and is expected to improve the performance of the ILS.

The installation of the third-generation VOR is expected to improve its perform-
ance. The third-generation system uses state-of-the-art technology, and is more
readily reset via Remote Maintenance Monitoring (RMM). The facility can be in-
?ta_lll_ed either as an upgrade of the second-generation facility, or as a completely new
acility.

We expect to experience better performance in these areas as a result of the Serv-
ice Life Extension Programs, the Mark-20 program, and the Third Generation VOR
programs.

We are composing a workgroup of specialists from NAS operations, operational
support, logistics, requirements, research and acquisitions, and other organizations
necessary to answer the system-by-system assessment.

KOREAN AIRLINES ACCIDENT IN GUAM

Question. Could the accident in Guam be contributed to an ILS glide slope which
was out of service? Is it possible that this type of incident could re-occur in the con-
tinental U.S. if the current infrastructure is not kept up?

Answer. Although it is the National Transportation Safety Board's responsibility
to determine the cause or causes of the accident, and the NTSB has not made a
final determination in this case, the FAA believes that the ILS glide slope was not
a factor.

A Notice to Airman (NOTAM) stating that the glide slope was unusable had been
issued on July 7, 1997 (the accident occurred on August 5) and the crew was told
by the approach controller that the glide slope was unusable.

This accident was not related to a failure in the infrastructure. The “unusable”
status of the glide slope was due to a planned replacement of the building housing
the glide slope equipment following storm damage to the old building. The published
instrument approach procedure contained provisions for safely conducting the ap-
proach without the glide slope, and a re-occurrence of this type of accident in the
continental United States (U.S.) is highly unlikely.

WAAS AND LAAS AVIONICS

Question. How are you planning to handle the opposition of the major airlines to
installing WASS and LAAS avionics in their aircraft?

Answer. The Air Transport Association (ATA) confirmed that the airlines fully
support the installation of WAAS and LAAS, provided they can ultimately enable
sole means navigational operations. No resistance is anticipated by ATA member
airlines since the use of augmented GPS will be beneficial to all member airlines.

Question. How long will it take for 90 percent of U.S. aircraft to become equipped
with LAAS and WAAS avionics? What about international air carriers?

Answer. The FAA Investment Analysis Report on Satellite Navigation, dated Jan-
uary 1998, assumed air carrier equipage with WAAS to reach 90 percent in 2006
and air carrier equipage with LAAS to reach 90 percent by the end of 2007. These
estimates were based on WAAS full operational capability in late 2001 and LAAS
full operational capability in 2006. In the economic analysis, it was assumed that
only Category | equipped air carriers (20 percent of the air carrier population) would
equip early with WAAS avionics and the rest (80 percent of the air carrier popu-
lation) would wait for avionics with both WAAS and LAAS capabilities. Inter-
national air carriers were assumed to equip at the same rate as domestic air car-
riers.
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Regarding general aviation, we estimated that currently only 72 percent of air-
craft are equipped for instrument flight, and that 90 percent of these would equip
with WAAS by 2006. Since we do not expect the rate of equipage for instrument
flights to significantly increase, we do not expect general aviation aircraft as a
whole to ever reach 90 percent equipage for WAAS. We assumed further that by
2009 only 34 percent of general aviation flights would be on LAAS equipped aircraft,
and this would represent an even smaller percentage of total general aviation air-
craft. Thus, we do not expect that general aviation equipage of LAAS to ever reach
90 percent.

Estimates of equipage rates were made after consultation with representative air
carrier, general aviation, and avionics manufacturers, as well as personnel within
the FAA. The estimates are considered to be conservative; there is a low risk that
equipage will be slower than expected.

GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTEM OUTAGE

Question. What will happen if there is a GPS outage in the U.S. due to problems
such as signal jamming, interference from other terrestrial sources or a solar storm?
What type of back-up plan does the FAA envision for a WAAS/LAAS-based system
in terms of en route navigation? More importantly, what type of back up plan will
be used for Category I, Il and 111 approaches?

Answer. The current FAA policy in event of the above is to provide a NOTAM
highlighting the unavailability of service, similar to what is done today in the event
of severe snow storms or hurricanes. Aircraft in the air under Instrument Flight
Rules will then have to rely on such things as radar vectors from air traffic control
(ATC) and/or high quality inertial navigation systems, if available, to provide them
en route navigation. General aviation aircraft under Visual Flight Rules will revert
to pilotage or dead reckoning to provide them en route navigation.

For Category I/11/111 approaches, a similar strategy applies if GPS is unavailable.
,IATS_ then would be expected to direct aircraft to airports that can facilitate a safe
anding.

Based on the concerns raised by the President's Commission on Critical Infra-
structure Protection and the Congress, the FAA is reviewing the above policy for
the possible inclusion of a backup to Global Positioning System/Wide Area Aug-
mentation System/Local Area Augmentation System. An analysis is currently under-
way to assess the threat, establish backup requirements, and evaluate the various
alternatives for backup.

NEXT GENERATION LANDING SYSTEMS

Question. Is it true that there are FAA-certified Commercial-off-the-Shelf (COTS)
ILS available which are half the price of the FAA's Mark 20 Military Spec version?
What ILS cost basis did the FAA use when doing the cost benefit analysis for WAAS
and LAAS?

Answer. It is true that COTS ILS's are available that meet category 1 require-
ments at approximately half the price of the MK-20 ILS. However, for category 2
and 3 requirements only the MK-20 is currently available. If additional ILS pro-
curement is required the acquisition strategy would consider quantity, urgency,
supportability, and the LS category. COTS would be considered as a viable option.
The MK-20 system pricing was utilized when doing the cost benefit analysis for
Wide Area Augmentation System.

Question. As a result of delays in the GPS/WAAS program our Committee has
continually supported steps to assure that the FAA will make necessary investment
in acquiring Instrument Landing System equipment because this technology pro-
vides a very cost-effective airport safety enhancement. In fact, in recent years, the
FAA has purchased nearly 200 new systems through its existing ILS contract. We
understand that the contractor has performed well on this contract and this is one
of the procurement success stories for the FAA in recent years. Would you agree?
How many options remain on the existing contract and when does it expire?

Answer. The contract for the MK—20 ILS is with Wilcox Electric, Inc., now known
as Airsys ATM. Under this contract, the required 186 systems have been delivered
with 41 more available through December 1998 through options. This was a very
successful development and production effort with the category 3 capable MK-20 de-
livered on schedule and at contract cost. The contractor’s performance was superior.

Question. We have seen an ILS equipment requirements list based on information
provided by airports and some FAA input that indicates there is a backlog of more
than 200 airport locations that have identified needs for Instrument Landing Sys-
tems. What steps are being taken by the FAA to exercise remaining contract options
for this equipment to meet existing needs?



130

Answer. In 1992 an analysis identified approximately 180 runways that could
qualify for ILS equipment based on FAA criteria. With the decision to invest in sat-
ellite based technology, and the planned implementation of WAAS starting in fiscal
year 1998, fiscal year 1995 was the last funding year for category | sponsored ILS
projects. Since that time only limited category II/l11 ILS projects were supported
based on the planned implementation of LAAS. The current contract does have op-
tions available to acquire additional ILS equipment, however no plans exist nor are
funds available for the procurement and installation of additional ILS equipment or
the required runway visual range and approach lighting systems that constitutes a
complete ILS project.

STANDARD TERMINAL AUTOMATION REPLACEMENT SYSTEM (STARS)

Question. FAA’'s STARS project is expected to replace 15- to 25-year-old computers
and related equipment used at FAA facilities that track aircraft in the airspace sur-
rounding airports. Because the project experiencing software development problems,
first site operational readiness, scheduled for December 1998 at Boston, may slip
by four to five months. STARS human factor issues will cause further delay. FAA
is seeking an additional $29 million in fiscal year 1998 funds for the STARS project.
This money is needed for software development changes, additional resources to
maintain the program schedule, changes to address human factors issues, and the
early deployment of STARS equipment at Reagan Washington National Airport and
possibly the TRACON's at New York and Dallas/Fort Worth.

In its March 1997 report on the status of the project, GAO pointed out that the
project’s life-cycle cost estimate could possibly increase due to expected higher costs
for operating and maintaining STARS equipment. FAA officials disagreed, but agen-
cy officials could not provide GAO with any data to support their claim. How much
has the size of STARS software grown since its original estimate?

Answer. The current estimate for the STARS Full System Capability (FSC) soft-
ware (the software that will provide full operational capability) is 188,100 newly-
developed and/or modified source lines of code (SLOC). This represents an increase
of 48,100 SLOC over the 1997 estimate of 140,000 SLOC.

This estimate does not include the code that will be developed to address human
factors issues resolution. Initial System Capability (ISC) human factors continue to
be addressed by the controllers and technicians unions. Once an approved imple-
mentation strategy for these ISC human factors issues resolution is agreed upon,
the estimate for software code will be revised.

Question. How confident are you that the existing software development problems
will only lead to a four to five month slip at Boston? How many months will the
STARS schedule slip due to human factors issues?

Answer. The FAA has identified a four to five month schedule risk to the Decem-
ber 1998 Boston operational date. The exact magnitude of this delay will be deter-
mined after the ISC human factors evaluation activity is completed.

Activities associated with identifying and prototyping solutions for ISC human
factors issues is on-going. However, activities associated with software development
to resolve the ISC human factors issues (some of which are already known) are not
funded, and are contingent on the approval of the formal fiscal year 1998 re-
programming request.

Question. Will the Facilities and Equipment baseline for STARS be revised up-
ward as a result of the fiscal year 1998 reprogramming request?

Answer. The Facilities and Equipment baseline for STARS will remain at $940.2
million and not be increased as a result of the fiscal year 1998 reprogramming.

Question. Can FAA, at this time, provide an updated operation and maintenance
cost estimate for the STARS project?

Answer. In July 1997, our estimate for operation and maintenance costs remained
under our acquisition program baseline objective of $1.5 billion. We are currently
performing human factor assessments to improve the STARS system supportability.
Once these activities are completed, we plan to reassess our support costs.

YEAR 2000

Question. FAA has renamed its Interim Host Replacement project the “Host and
Oceanic Computer Systems Replacement project.” The project is urgent because
FAA cannot provide assurance that the current Host system at its 20 en route cen-
ters will be able to operate safely and avoid groundings or delays on January 1,
2000. FAA plans to request about $160 million in Facilities and Equipment funds
during fiscal years 1998 and 1999 through reprogramming and new budget author-
ity-to acquire, test and install the new equipment. However, this amount does not
include the Facilities and Equipment cost of technical refreshment, nor does it in-
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clude the cost of operating and maintaining the equipment over its service life. Is
the Host and Oceanic Computer Systems Replacement project focused solely on re-
placing the Host hardware? Will FAA need to replace the rest of its Host system
in the near future?

Answer. The Host and Oceanic Computer System Replacement (HOCSR) program
is a four-phased program. Phase 1 of the HOCSR program consists mainly of hard-
ware replacement activities focused on processor replacement and connection to ex-
isting peripherals and failure/recovery switching equipment at both domestic and
oceanic Air Route Traffic Control Centers. Phase 2 is focused on software changes
only for the upgrade of the National Airspace System monitor to the IBM 390 in-
struction set. Phase 3 will involve the replacement of “user” interface devices (Key-
board Video Display Terminals, printers, communication controllers,) and their con-
nections to the Host and Oceanic replacement processors. In Phase 4, the current
disk and tape drives will be replaced as determined by operational and technical
studies. This four-phased approach provides replacement of hardware and equip-
ment in accordance with end-of-service dates.

Question. What is the life cycle cost estimate broken down by year and appropria-
tions account for the Host Replacement?

Answer. The total life cycle cost for HOCSR is $607.2 million.t The table below
provides a breakdown of cost by year and appropriation account. This estimate in-
cludes technical refresh and programmed upgrades.

HOCSR LIFE CYCLE COST SUMMARY

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year F&E 0&M

79.5 0.6

87.5 5.0

90.1 6.6

62.8 131

231 13.2

40.0 216

20.7 220

9.9 19.9

8.3 20.7

39 211

16.8 20.8

TOAl v 4426 164.6

Question. What are the life cycle costs associated with FAA's plans to address
Y2K compliance issues? Do these estimates include costs associated with making
the Host computer year 2000 date compliant?

Answer. Repair cost estimates for the FAA Year 2000 (Y2K) currently are $161.5
million. This figure includes the cost estimate for renovation and certification of the
Host as Y2K compliant.

Question. What is FAA's schedule for installing this new equipment? How will the
deployment of new Host hardware to 20 en route centers affect FAA’s plans for de-
ploying DSR to the centers?

Answer. The initial HOCSR hardware deliveries to the William J. Hughes Tech-
nical Center occurred in April 1998. The HOCSR deliveries to the operational sites
will commence in August 1998, with the first Initial Operational Capability (10C)
to occur December 1998 and the first Operational Readiness Date (ORD) planned
for February 1999. The I0C for the last site will occur September 1999 with a
planned ORD in October 1999. While we are working to minimize impacts to the
DSR schedule, there will be some adjustments. The HOCSR waterfall schedule was
developed with the sites and regions to mitigate program risks and to minimize the
number of schedule overlaps with the DSR program.

1 Cost estimate includes program travel and backfill overtime.
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AVIATION WEATHER

Question. Please provide a table that presents the detailed composition of the
aviation weather R&D budgets for fiscal year 1997, fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year
1999 on a comparable basis. The detail should show Socrates, Juneau, national lab-
oratory funding, program emphasis areas, program support, cost-benefit analysis
support, in-house civil service costs, and similar levels of detail.

Answer. The information follows:

FISCAL YEAR 1999

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year—

1999 President’s

1997 enacted 1998 enacted budget request

F&E APPIOPHALION ..vovvveverercirreiessssiesisssssnsssssssssssssnsinss svsssssssssssessnssens $3500 e
R,E&D Appropriation $13.000 5.300 $12.248

Total Available ........ccccovviiiereieieeceeee 13.000 8.800 12.248
In-House Personnel 0.360

Project SOCRATES ... 1.589

Juneau Wind Shear ............. 400
Center for Wind, Ice and Fog . [EOT
Aeronautical Hazards .......... 157
National Laboratory ..... .947
Research Operations ....... 1.275
Technical Center Support 470
Cost Benefit Analysis 400

Question. What was the program office’s original request for aviation weather
R&D at the outset of the fiscal year 1999 budget formulation process? Which pro-
gram areas have suffered as a result of reductions during the budget process?

Answer. The program office’s original request for aviation weather research and
development at the outset of the fiscal year 1999 budget formulation process was
$22.4 million. As a result of the reductions in program funding for fiscal year 1999,
the following lower-priority work will be deferred:

—Transition of growth and decay algorithm to the NEXRAD Operational Support

Facility for national implementation.

—Onboard based turbulence detection product evaluation.

—Incorporation of boundary layer conditions into the growth and decay algorithm
to produce a highly reliable one hour forecast of convective weather.

—Implementation of enhanced cloud analysis into the Rapid Update Cycle and
Eta models.

—Demonstration of an initial automated ceiling forecast capability at San Fran-
cisco.

—Project SOCRATES demonstration of the full system concept and the design
and build of a full multibeam system will be postponed.

—Flight Information System (FIS) will not provide an impact assessment of incor-
porating en route FIS products in the cockpit, which is necessary for the defini-
tion of standards and guidance for implementation.

In addition to the above work reductions, the following lower-priority programs

will be deferred in their entirety in fiscal year 1999 at the proposed budget level:

—National Ceiling & Visibility—develop the capability to forecast this phenomena
to enhance aircraft safety, especially for General Aviation.

—Space Weather Coordination—develop the capability to determine the effects of
space weather on satellite systems used for navigation and communication, such
as the Global Positioning System.

—Oceanic Convective Nowcasting—develop the capability to provide better defini-
tion of the location, timing, and severity of convective weather hazards for oce-
anic routes.

—Wake Vortex Detection and Dissipation—develop the capability to generate high
][_esgllution data to detect wake vortex and predict its dissipation to increase traf-

ic flow.
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—Terminal Operations Analysis—develop the capability to determine the benefits
of improvements to terminal operations.
—Gravity Wave Detection—develop the capability to characterize and automate
its detection and prediction in real-time to enhance safety.
—National Mesonet Data Consolidation—develop the capability to access existing
weather sensors to enhance collaborative decision making.
—Terrain-Induced Atmospheric Turbulence—develop the capability to detect and
eventually forecast hazardous turbulence at or around airports including Reno,
El Paso, Colorado Springs, and others to enhance safety.
—Volcanic Ash Forecasting—develop the capability to address the unique aspects
of ash movement and dissipation relative to aircraft safety and traffic flow.
—High Glance Value Displays—develop the capability for enhanced user access
to weather hazard information, increasing collaborative decision making.
—Emerging Weather Product Technologies—develop the capability to apply re-
sults of basic research to aviation requirements.
Question. Provide a list of weather R&D program accomplishments in fiscal year
1997 and the accomplishments planned for fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999.
Answer. The following are weather research and development program accom-
plishments for fiscal year 1997 and accomplishments planned for fiscal year 1998
and fiscal year 1999.

Fiscal year 1997:

—Achieved Aviation Gridded Forecast System (AGFS) initial operating capability
via aviation digital data service at the Aviation Weather Center (AWC) to im-
prove aviation advisories & forecast capability.

—Implemented NEXRAD algorithm upgrades for storm cell identification and
tracking and hail detection nationwide.

—Began flight tests of water vapor sensor system on commercial air carrier air-
craft.

—Weather Support to Deicing Decision Making (WSDDM) collaboration with
users at LaGuardia and O’Hare airports.

—Implementation of in-flight turbulence algorithm on United Airlines aircraft
condition monitoring system.

—~Evaluation of convective weather Growth and Decay algorithm at Memphis
testbed.

—Provided forecasts of freezing precipitation aloft via the AWC, while providing
improved algorithms.

—Began formal field test of 40 km Rapid Update Cycle (RUC) model by National
Weather Service.

—Performed SOCRATES infrasound detection technique studies, and started de-
velopment of an infrasound atmospheric model.

Fiscal year 1998:

—Complete installation of original purchase lot of airborne water vapor sensors
on commercial aircraft.

—Complete WSDDM technology transfer to Cooperative Research and Develop-
ment Agreement partners.

—Commence in-flight turbulence algorithm evaluation at the Aviation Weather
Center.

—Conduct demonstration of 30-minute Growth and Decay algorithm with air traf-
fic control and airline users at Dallas.

—Implement RUC-2 at the National Weather Service.

—Conduct San Francisco Operations Demonstration.

—Build and test a two-beam concept demonstration system under Project SOC-
RATES; operate system at the JFK vortex test site and collect vortex signature
data; collect wind sheer/microburst data from other sites; correlate measure-
ments with modeling efforts; conduct peer review.

—In the Aeronautical Data Link program: define FIS Policy base products; start
work on standards and guidance material; and establish FIS server at the W.J.
Hughes Technical Center for future evaluation of FIS products.

Fiscal year 1999:

—Incorporate satellite data into an automated icing guidance product.

—Enhance the capabilities of the web-based Aviation Digital Data Service and de-
velop tools for interactive data assimilation and distribution.

—Facilitate broader industry usage of snowfall rate detections capabilities.

—Evaluate turbulence in-situ data in models to improve turbulence forecasting.

—Integrate satellite data into storm growth and decay algorithm.
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—Im[()jr?ve model physics and cloud initialization in both the RUC and the Eta
model.
—Clomplite enhancement of the detection accuracy of the mesocyclone NEXRAD
algorithm.
—Begin installation of supplemental purchase lot water vapor sensing systems on
commercial air carriers.
Question. What additional accomplishments could be achieved in fiscal year 1999
if the program were funded at the program office’s original request.
Answer. The following additional accomplishments could be achieved if the pro-
gram were funded at the program office’s original request:
—Complete transition of growth and decay algorithm to the NEXRAD Operational
Support Facility for national implementation.
—Complete in-situ based turbulence detection product evaluation.
—Incorporate boundary layer conditions into the growth and decay algorithm to
produce a highly reliable one-hour forecast of convective weather.
—Irlnplement enhanced cloud analysis into the Rapid Update Cycle and Eta mod-
els.
—Demonstrate an initial automated ceiling forecast capability at San Francisco.
—Initiate previously unfunded aviation weather research projects, including:
—Space Weather Coordination;
—Oceanic Convective Nowcasting;
—Wake Vortex Detection and Dissipation;
—Terminal Operations Analysis;
—Gravity Wave Detection;
—National Mesonet Data Collection;
—Terrain Induced Atmospheric Turbulence;
—Volcanic Ash Forecasting;
—National Ceiling and Visibility;
—High Glance Value User Displays; and
—Emerging Weather Product Technologies

TURBULENCE ACCIDENT AND INJURY DATA

Question. The Air Transport Association (ATA) apparently maintains a report on
accidents and injuries that is more comprehensive than the data maintained by the
FAA. Please discuss the differences between the FAA's practices and ATA’s with re-
spect to passenger and cabin attendant injuries, especially those resulting from tur-
bulence.

Answer. ATA recently developed a survey instrument with which to obtain con-
fidential data on turbulence events and injuries from its member air carriers. The
result was a one-time effort to produce a three year “snapshot” of past experience
of responding members for the period 1994 through 1996. Not all ATA members re-
sponded and the data collection effort will not be an on-going activity.

As an advocacy group with voluntary members, ATA has a very different relation-
ship with the air carriers than does the FAA. Consequently, ATA can obtain con-
fidential data that is not provided to the FAA, and ATA has the option of protecting
that information or presenting only summary information with which no member
is explicitly associated.

In contrast, the FAA relies on two principal sources for data on passenger and
cabin attendant injuries from turbulence or other types of event. If an event quali-
fies as an accident, the FAA relies on data from the National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB) to define the number of serious and minor injuries involved. In addi-
tion, the FAA relies on its own Accident and Incident Data System to record all
minor injuries associated with turbulence incidents that are reported to the FAA,
either by the air carriers or by FAA safety inspectors. The FAA and NTSB data
bases may not be as comprehensive as the singular snapshot that ATA has devel-
oped, but the NTSB and FAA data bases are ongoing and available to the public.

ATOMSPHERIC TURBULENCE

Question. With specific respect to the turbulence incident that a United Airlines
747 encountered between Japan and Hawaii in late 1997, what actions is FAA tak-
ing in its RE&D program and operational programs so that in the future the NAS
will be better able to detect and forecast such turbulence and to convey that infor-
mation to the affected air traffic controllers, airline dispatchers, and pilots?

Answer. The FAA has conducted a long-standing aviation weather research pro-
gram that includes atmospheric and orographic turbulence research. This research,
sponsored and funded by the FAA, has been done primarily by the National Center
for Atmospheric Research in conjunction with the National Oceanographic and At-
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mospheric Administration (NOAA) labs which are co-located in Boulder, Colorado.
Research projects include in-flight turbulence algorithm evaluation, implementation
of an on aircraft turbulence algorithm on approximately 200 aircraft for operational
evaluation, testing of ground-based sensors to detect and warn of orographic turbu-
lence, as well as an extensive effort to coordinate international turbulence research.

FAA is also supporting investigation and development of an airborne detection
system that would provide warnings of a variety of atmospheric anomalies, includ-
ing clear air turbulence, wind shear, thunderstorms and possibly aircraft generated
wake turbulence. This program (SOCRATES) is being conducted under the direction
of the Volpe Transportation Center in Cambridge, Massachusetts. In regards to the
detection and forecasting for the airspace system of the future, both FAA and NOAA
are working to achieve technology transfers into the operational environment. The
National Center for Environmental Prediction (NCEP) and its associated centers,
Aviation Weather Center and the Environmental Modeling Center, are involved in
the development and distribution of refined turbulence products that will be used
by Integrated Terminal Weather System (ITWS), Weather and Radar Processor
(WARP), National Weather Service (NWS), Automated Weather Information Proc-
essing System (AWIPS), and the future weather switches and communication links
to support system safety and efficiency. These products will also be available to com-
mercial weather companies.

In the operational area, in 1995 and 1996 the FAA produced and distributed a
Wake Vortex Training Aid (textual and graphic) with a supporting video tape and
a stand-alone CD-ROM encompassing the training aid. In October 1997, a refined
and updated Advisory Circular on Atmospheric Turbulence Avoidance, which in-
cluded a recommended model for a turbulence tracking and avoidance system for
air operators, was issued. As a part of the “Turbulence Happens” program, the FAA
has issued informational pamphlets and handouts to raise the flying public’'s aware-
ness of the need to “keep your seat belt fastened when you are seated.” Seat belt
usage was the subject of a Flight Standards Air Transport Bulletin distributed to
all air carriers through their respective operations inspectors to encourage Captains
to reiterate during passenger briefings and announcements to the passengers the
importance of staying “belted’ when seated.

Question. What progress has been made in the last year to better detect and dis-
seminate turbulence information?

Answer. In the past year, efforts of a Turbulence Product Development Team
(PDT), under the direction of the FAA’'s Aviation Weather Research program, have
resulted in the integration of an on-board (in-situ) turbulence detection algorithm
into the software of the aircraft condition monitoring system (ACMS) on board sev-
eral United Airlines aircraft. This algorithm has been installed on five United Air-
lines 737 and 757 aircraft and is currently undergoing evaluation. The in-situ algo-
rithm provides the only source of near real-time quantifiable turbulence detection
data, which will be utilized to validate turbulence forecast models and be made
available to operational forecasters at the Aviation Weather Center (AWC) in Kan-
sas City. Additionally, PDT efforts have also been directed towards the development
of an integrated turbulence forecasting algorithm which is currently undergoing
evaluation by forecasters at the AWC and the development of improved NEXRAD/
TDWR enroute and terminal turbulence detection algorithms to leverage off these
existing sensor networks.

In addition, the FAA’s Aircraft, Avionics, and Navigation IPT is investigating a
new technology under the SOCRATES program for the detection, location, and
tracking of air turbulence. In this effort, two sets of field tests have been conducted.
The first tests in the Fall of 1997 examined the acoustic characteristics of wake vor-
tices, and the second tests in the Spring of 1998 at the John F. Kennedy Inter-
national Airport provided quantitative measurements for lidar-acoustic characteris-
tics of wake vortices. The results to date are promising.

AVIATION WEATHER

Question. What have been the recommendations of the Air Traffic Management
Subcommittee of the Research, Engineering, and Development (RE&D) Advisory
Committee regarding aviation weather R&D? What is the current status of that sub-
committee’s report? Please provide a copy of that report to the subcommittee along
with the FAA's planned actions to deal with the reports recommendations.

Answer. The subcommittee’s report was approved by the R,E&D Advisory Com-
mittee at its meeting on January 29-30, 1998. The subcommittee report follows.

In recommendation number 3, paragraph 5.2.2.1, the subcommittee made the fol-
lowing recommendation: “The Associate Administrator for Research and Acquisi-
tions, ARA-1, should establish a separate weather IPT within the AND organiza-
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tion, to focus the leadership and responsibility for all research, engineering, develop-
ment, and implementation of weather projects.” FAA has formed, within its Office
of Air Traffic Systems Development, an IPT for Weather/Flight Service Systems.
This office is the single point of responsibility for planning and executing FAA's
weather research program described in chapter 4 of the R,E&D budget. Addition-
ally, this office has responsibility for development and deployment of FAA systems
for distributing current weather reports and weather forecasts. These systems in-
clude the integrated terminal weather system (ITWS), weather and radar processor
(WARP), and operational and supportability implementation system (OASIS) as de-
scribed in the F&E budget.

FINAL REPORT OF THE AVIATION WEATHER SUBCOMMITTEE, FEDERAL AVIATION AD-
MINISTRATION, RESEARCH, ENGINEERING AND DEVELOPMENT SUBCOMMITTEE, OcC-
TOBER 31, 1995

1. INTRODUCTION

At the August 31, 1994 meeting of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Re-
search, Engineering and Development (R,E&D) Advisory Committee, Mr. Najeeb E.
Halaby agreed to chair a subcommittee effort to study the FAA's aviation weather
programs. Mr. Carl P. McCullough was appointed Designated Federal Official.

The Aviation Weather Subcommittee was asked to identify and prioritize aviation
weather research and development efforts and operational procedures and programs
that should be pursued by the FAA, based on their potential payoff for the spectrum
of users. (See Appendix A for the complete Task Statement). The focus of the sub-
committee was to attempt to answer questions related to the need, adequacy, depth,
and the pace of the weather research and operational problems and opportunities.
To do so, the subcommittee needed to understand user needs and the roles and re-
sponsibilities of various entities, public and private, in the development and provi-
sioning of aviation weather products and services to respond to user needs. For the
purposes of this report, “user” refers to pilots, controllers, dispatchers, traffic man-
agers, supervisors and others who require aviation weather products in the perform-
ance of their jobs.

To accomplish the above task FAA officials and Mr. Halaby proposed members for
the subcommittee, who in turn helped in the selection of other working group mem-
bers. The aviation committee volunteers representing different organizations partici-
pated in this study. A complete listing is given in Appendix B.

The initial meeting of the Aviation Weather Subcommittee took place on January
25, 1995. During that meeting the charter/task statement was reviewed and rede-
fined and subcommittee/working groups membership was expanded and approved.
Many meetings, reviews and site visits were conducted by the Subcommittee over
the next several months. This report presents the resulting findings, issues and rec-
ommendations.

It should also be noted that there have been many recent studies of this general
subject, and the Subcommittee recognizes that a comprehensive study by the Na-
tional Research Council was published in March 1994 as “Weather For Those Who
Fly,” and another study will be completed prior to publication of this report (October
1995). Sponsored by the FAA, National Weather Service, and Department of De-
fense, the latter study attempts to define organizational roles and responsibilities,
and to offer recommended changes where appropriate. To the extent possible, the
Subcommittee will draw upon the findings of these and other previous studies in
sharpening its recommendations.

2. GENERAL FINDINGS

Fulfilling the FAA’s mission of the “safe and efficient utilization of the airspace”
urgently requires a much improved delivery of aviation weather services to pilots,
controllers, traffic managers, supervisors and dispatchers. Recent weather related
accidents in both air carrier and general aviation operations as well as insistent de-
mands of users of the Air Traffic Control system for reduced delays which are pri-
marily due to weather, pose the greatest challenge to the Administrator. The policy
and priority for weather services and products must now be restated so as to meet
this challenge.

Aviation weather is and will continue to be most important to the air transpor-
tation system. It is a principal cause of aviation accidents and the major cause of
flight delays. Improved, delivered forecasts offer an important opportunity for in-
creasing system capacity. Better short-term forecasts and current information on
hazardous weather conditions are critical to ensuring safe flight. Timely and accu-
rate weather information is critical to planning fuel and time-efficient flight plans.
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Weather information directly affects pilot/air traffic user decision making and is es-
sential as an enabling technology for other key aviation Research and Development
(R&D) thrusts, such as air traffic automation and flight management. A significant
part of weather-related delays and accidents can be avoided in the future by provid-
ing all users of the system a common understanding of the weather phenomena.
This common understanding must have two characteristics: the products viewed
should be operationally useful (i.e., understood by non-meteorologists) and must pro-
vide timely information for effective real-time decision making.

The FAA has understood the needs for improving the quality, integrity and cost
of providing aviation weather to all classes of users. In the past decade, the FAA
has launched several major R&D and Facilities and Equipment (F&E) programs to
study, develop and produce a better weather detection and prediction capability.
These programs are addressing a wide range of atmospheric conditions from thun-
derstorms and turbulence, to icing, visibility and wind shear. This effort is about
to produce a vast amount of data. Transferring this data into operationally useful
information and the timely dissemination of this information to all users who need
it, when and where they need it, remains one of the greatest of challenges. In other
words, the development of data communications mechanisms, namely cockpit data
links, have not kept up with the other aspects of aviation weather system (e.g., sen-
sor systems). Air traffic controllers are required to provide only significant weather
data which is available, and to disseminate, time permitting, other weather
advisories. On the other hand, pilots cannot see the same information presently
available from ground sensors.

Upon review, several general and major findings became apparent, which allowed
the subcommittee to establish the critical issues. These findings include:

1. There appears to be an abundance of weather data available today which is
not being fully utilized because in part:

—It is not provided to the users in an actionable form;

—Timely and efficient delivery mechanisms to users do not now exist;

—There are managerial and organizational problems and impediments to cost/ef-

fectiveness; and

—There is a lack of focused priority and emphasis on the delivery of data from

sensors all the way to users.

2. Weather programs have, over the years, suffered from a lack of consistent pol-
icy determination by various Administrators, as to the agency’s role and priorities.
The much higher priority programs are those which help the controller separate and
dispatch aircraft. This has often resulted in weather-related programs that are in-
consistently funded, causing less than acceptable performance.

3. It is not clear what the FAA weather requirements are and how they are estab-
lished and prioritized. Lack of organization focus and process in this area is a major
contributor to this problem. For example, the FAA agreed in 1977 that its means
of compliance with the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 would be a comprehensive list
of weather requirements, submitted annually by the Secretary of Transportation to
the Secretary of Commerce. While informal and less visible communications have
occurred, no such list has ever been provided.

4. The R&D focus and activity have been on the weather data gathering (sensing,
processing, integrating, etc.) rather than on data distribution and presentation. The
controllers and pilots need a simple, but representative, presentation of weather
hazards, locations, trends and forecasts. This is particularly important because of
more reliance among commercial and military pilots on sophisticated onboard com-
puters and navigational systems, and a gradual migration to concepts of “free
flight.” A companion shift in aviation weather presentation is needed: more reliance
on graphical products rather than current textual products to complement the
above—particularly in general and local service aviation.

5. A clear need exists for prudently selected research and development in the fol-
lowing areas to provide operationally useful products, determined by the users to
be of high priority:

—Thunderstorm movement, growth and decay;

—Accuracy of winds aloft;

—~Ceiling and visibility prediction;

—Icing prediction and reporting;

—Lightning detection, tracking and reporting;

—~Clear air turbulence detection and forecasting; and

—Wake vortices detection and tracking.

6. While cost/benefit analyses are being performed at the macro (NAS) and micro
(individual acquisition program) levels, none that we have seen is being done as an
input to focus and prioritize the FAA's aviation weather research activities.
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7. The FAA’s current mission is to provide aircraft separation assurance and traf-
fic management directives (i.e., “separate metal from metal”). This mission does not
extend into the separation of aircraft from hazardous weather. As a result, the role
of controllers in aviation weather has been of a limited advisory nature, partly be-
cause weather observations and forecasts have not been adequate. Some pilots have
information from onboard radar or direct visual observation that is temporally and/
or spatially more accurate than information available to the controller. Further-
more, with the exception of wind shear at sites with Terminal Doppler Weather
Radar (TDWR) and advanced Low Level Wind Shear Alert System (LLWAS), the
superbly equipped pilot will retain the advantage in accuracy for the foreseeable fu-
ture. Even at those sites with TDWR and advanced LLWAS, the FAA believes it
is better to provide the pilot with the wind shear information and train him/her to
interpret the data than for the controller to initiate vectors to enhance safety or re-
duce delay. The first critical step toward changing this pattern is to significantly
enhance the Information available to both controllers and pilots, so the cooperative
system can be quickly improved.

3. RECOMMENDATIONS

System Development

The FAA should develop a weather system architecture to provide the proper
aviation weather information to all users in a timely manner. It should include an
end-to-end (sensor to user) subsystem that provides a mechanism to get the same
aviation weather information to all users.. This system approach is absolutely essen-
tial in meeting the user needs and in maximizing the impact of the R&D efforts.
The implementation of such a system must have high priority within the aviation
weather program to reap the benefits of past investments in weather sensors and
research products.

Organizational

The subcommittee recognizes that, since its inception, steps have been taken by
the FAA to improve many of the organizational and managerial measures that have
plagued the aviation weather services for years. The creation of the Surveillance
and Weather Integrated Product Team (IPT) and most recently the Aviation Weath-
er Division within the Air Traffic Requirements organization has consolidated many
of the disparate organizational entities and stakeholders into more cohesive units
with somewhat clearer lines of responsibility. While this is a positive step, addi-
tional actions must be undertaken to focus decision-making responsibility and au-
thority for fulfilling approved aviation weather requirements. These include contin-
ued development of the IPT to involve all stakeholders, from requirements setters
to the flying public.

R&D

The FAA must also continue with a rational, consistent level of long-term R&D
funding to avoid losing the impetus of the research continuum through major Find-
ing fluctuations. The FAA should direct the focus of R&D activities toward oper-
ationally useful products so that the fruits of R&D can be provided to the users on
a continual basis. This requires prioritizing R&D activities within the limited FAA
budgets with an emphasis on generating products that provide benefits to both in-
ternal and external users. Furthermore, all research projects should be carefully
chosen and, as a pan of the research activity, develop a comprehensive, defensible
cost-benefit story and a planned-implementation path that ensures timely oper-
ational delivery of its products to users.

In view of an overall deficiency in R&D funding, the FAA should effectively co-
ordinate weather-related R&D efforts of NASA, DOD and DOC with the FAA pro-
gram. In any event, the FAA should comply with the agreement with DOC to pro-
vide an annual statement of weather requirements.

Aviation Weather Entrepreneurship

The combination of danger, delay and demand by pilots, controllers and FAA lead-
ership has fortunately developed a market for aviation weather products that is
being exploited by non-government organizations and private industry. This enter-
prise must be encouraged through expedited acquisition, certification and in all
available ways in order to expedite the introduction of services to the various classes
of users, commercial air transport, commuters, general aviation and the military.
This will require education and training, particularly of pilots, controllers and dis-
patchers. It must also involve agencies other than the FAA, particularly the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, and Department of Defense. This creative pressure from industry
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and the non-profit institutions who have contributed so much to the advancement
of improved services can accelerate crucial decisions such as the adoption of digital
data link so essential to success of translating technology into reality.

Policy

The FAA Administrator should provide a clear and cohesive policy statement re-
garding the agency’s important role in the provision of aviation weather services.
The policy statement should reflect the need for further definition of the capability
and responsibility of controllers and pilots in the issue of separating aircraft from
hazardous weather Better understanding of organizational and individual respon-
sibilities is critical to determining future priorities. This involves clearly delineating
the authority and accountability as between the FAA's operations and acquisition
organizations (ATS and ARA), so that the Administration, the Congress and the
public can identify the official in charge of weather services in the new FAA struc-
ture. This will require unified and disciplined organization and management when
such a policy is clearly established.

Culturally, a higher level of decisiveness and discipline must be enforced through
a stabilized line of command empowered to make and execute decisions. Without
this, the IPT cannot realize its promise, and the convict and irresolution of the past
will reappear in another shape. Hopefully, new legislation to grant the Adminis-
trator greater freedom in personnel and procurement matters will enable better
management of available resources. In the interim, however, FAA management
must improve risk calculation and its assumption and get on the proactive decision-
making track.

In the end, we recognize the indispensable judgment of pilots and controllers re-
garding the weather data presented to them. The Administrator should set policies
for their training and certification that will lead to enhanced understanding and de-
cision-making regarding weather, taking into account the many significant forth-
coming changes in the National Airspace System.

Finally, the FAA Administrator can and should provide leadership in the imple-
mentation of the above recommendations with emphasis on getting short-term and
long-term products in the field to best meet user needs. This becomes even more
crucial, as the availability of total federal dollars become limited and the FAA is
forced to make some difficult choices with the cooperation of private industry re-
sources.

The members of the Aviation Weather Subcommittee are available to support the
FAA in its critical mission of aviation weather service dealing with the safety and
efficiency of all flights in the air transportation system.

[APPENDIX A]

TASK STATEMENT, AVIATION WEATHER SUBCOMMITTEE

The Aviation Weather Subcommittee, under the Federal Aviation Administration
Research, Engineering and Development Advisory Committee, is tasked to identify
prioritize aviation weather research and development (R&D) efforts and operational
procedures and programs that should be pursued by the FAA, based on their poten-
tial payoff for the spectrum of users. The subcommittee should also recommend the
direction to be taken by the FAA to expedite the conversion of R&D programs into
usable capabilities.

In establishing the recommendations and priorities, the subcommittee should con-
sider such factors as operating requirements and capabilities for the safe and effi-
cient utilization of the airspace in light of available resources, as well as:

a. Expressed needs and priorities of the users, both internal and external to the
FAA, principally controllers, pilots, and dispatchers.

b. The anticipated cost and complexity of a given project or product.

¢. The relative difficulty in time and cost required to make a product or system
operational.

d. The expected benefits and costs of a proposed product or system.

e. The risks associated with the program.

f. A vision of the probable system of 2005 and the research and development to
be conducted in the next ten years.

The subcommittee may engage working group experts to explore the elements of
this tasking. Findings and recommendations are to be included in a report submit-
ted to the full Research, Engineering and Development Advisory Committee no later
than September, 1995. The full committee’'s endorsement is required prior to the
final report being forwarded to the Administrator.

The 1995 report will complete the subcommittee’'s work unless extended by the
committee chair.
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[APPENDIX B]

SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

Hon. Najeeb E. Halaby, Chairman Dr. Alexander E. MacDonald
Mr. Albert P. Albrecht Mr. Joseph L. McCormick
Mr. Steven J. Brown Hon. John L. McLucas
Captain Robert Buley Captain Dennis Newton
Mr. Frank J. Colson Dr. Ralph Petersen
Vice Admiral Donald D. Engen, USN Dr. Agam Sinha
(ret) Mr. Paul Smith
Dr. Dolores Etter Captain Robert Smith
Dr. James E. Evans Mr. David Taylor
Dr. Brant Foote Mr. James Washington
Brigadier General John J. Kelly, Jr., Mr. John F. Zugschwert
USAF (ret)

[APPENDIX C]

METHODOLOGY

A final report with specific program recommendations was requested by Septem-
ber 1995 and in order to complete deliberations in the short time available and rec-
ognizing the unavailability of cost/benefit analyses, the depth of the reviews was
limited.

Two initial meetings were held in January and February to refine and articulate
the exact problem and need, and to agree on a plan of attack. Three Working
Groups were established to consider separate and distinct areas of the weather
arena, corresponding to the three areas outlined above. To expedite the deliberation
of the working groups, it was decided to have all subcommittee members meet to-
gether at each of the subsequent briefings.

The first set of reviews and briefings was held in Boulder, Colorado. Subcommit-
tee members were made aware of the weather activities at the National Center for
Atmospheric Research, Forecast Systems Laboratory, and United Airlines Center at
Chicago O’'Hare Airport The next series of reviews were held at the FAA head-
quarters, where members of the Integrated Product Team for Surveillance and
Weather (AND-400) briefed members of the subcommittee on several major weather
programs. These included: Integrated Terminal Weather System, ASR-9 weather
system processor, TDWR, Next Generation Weather Radar (NEXRAD), and Weather
and Radar Processor (WARP). The last set of formal briefings was held in the Bos-
ton area. WSI, Inc., Phillips Labs/Hanscom AFB and MIT/Lincoln Labs were visited
on July 13 and 14, 1995.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING AND DEVELOPMENT BUDGET TABLE

Question. Please provide a table that shows how much the FAA requested for the
various components of the fiscal year 1999 RE&D budget in its submissions to the
Office of the Secretary and to the Office of Management and Budget. Include the
fiscal year 1998 RE&D request in the President’s budget on the same table for com-
parison.

Answer. The information follows:

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING AND DEVELOPMENT OST, OMB AND PRESIDENT’S BUDGET SUBMISSIONS
BUDGET AUTHORITY

[Dollars in thousands]

Fiscal year—

Mode/program area/program 1998 Presi-

dent 1999 OST 1999 OMB

1. System Development and Infrastructure ... $75,550 $78,171 $72,227

a. System Planning and Resource Management .................. 1,164 1,630 1,369
b. Technical Laboratory Facility 3,341 3,341 3,268
c. Center for Advanced Aviation System Development 5,444 5,000 4,890

d. Personnel and Related EXPENSES .......cccoveeveirveerniinerenns 65,601 68,200 62,700
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RESEARCH, ENGINEERING AND DEVELOPMENT OST, OMB AND PRESIDENT’S BUDGET SUBMISSIONS
BUDGET AUTHORITY—Continued

[Dollars in thousands]

Fiscal year—

Mode/program area/program .
1998 Presi 1999 0ST 1999 OMB

2. Capacity and Air Traffic Mgmt Technology .........cccccoueenevinenene 9,108 185,515 132,163

a. Traffic Flow Management .........ccccoeneneenersennenernnenens 2,986 5,184 2,332
c. Runway Incursion Reduction ..........ccccccnivennce 2,990 5,679 1,369
d. System Capacity, Planning and Improvements . . 1,367 2,335 1,272
e. Cockpit TeChnOlOgy .........coveeevrneereernereeinerineirenieens . 1,765 357 349

f. General Aviation & Vertical Flight Tech Program 2,468 1,462
. Flght 2000 .....cooovverecererirceisenniseresseseenns . 151,289 120,000
h. Future Airways Facilities Technology ............cccocorevrernienee 897

i. Operations Concept Validation ...........ccccovevnreerneenerirnnnene
j. ATM System Analysis ..............
k. Software Engineering R&D .........
Oceanic Automation Program ........ .
Modeling, Analysis and Simulation ..o

8,109
2,800
6,397

3. Communication, Navigation and Surveillance ...........cccveven. 15,132 23,061 11,398
a. Communication 4,706 6,709 1,174
b. Navigation ....... . 10,426 12,768 6,718
C. SUNVEIIIANCE ... reriensisens s 3,584 3,506
4. Weather: a. Weather Progra