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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

March 22, 1973

Mr. Leslie Logan
2523 N. 23rd Road
Arlington, Virginia 22207
Dear Mr. Logan:
It was good talking to you today. I am

enclosing a copy of the list of members of the Hous

Rules Committee. Your offer of assistance is appre-

ciated. Perhaps if you know any members of the

~
-

Virginia delegation, you could contact them di}rectly.

Sincerely,

rt T. Monagan

Assistant Secreta.ry-Designa_te

for Congressional and
Intergovernmental Affairs

Enclosure
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Ray J. Madden, Indiana, ch
James J. Delaney, New York
Richard Bolling, Missouri
B. F. Sisk, California
John Young, Texas

Claude Pepper, Florida
Spark M. Matsunaga, Hawaii
Morgan F. Murphy, Illinois
Gillis W. Long, Louisiana
Clem Rogers McSpadden, Okl
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Y .
House of Representatives
Coumittee on .
RULES
L ad
- h
airman Dave Martin, Nebraska

John B. Anderson, Illinois
James H. (Jimmy) Quillen, Tennessee
Delbert L. Latta, Ohio

L . Del Clawson, California

ahoma




Whereas transportation is one of the most important and
significant domestic problems row facing Ariingten County and
the Washington Metropolitan region anc the nation;

Whereas an efficient and rational transportation system
throughout our nation and particularly in our urban and suburban
areass requires a meaningful balancing among several modes of
transportation including freeways, rail rapid transit, buses
and private automobiles;

Whereas developnent of the transportation 'system best
suited. to meet the needs of urban and suburban areas requires
the guidance and direction of local governments in conjunction
with regional planning processes; '

Whereas Federal aid to transportation should be designed
to allow choice of the combination of transportation modes
that will best meet each area's transportation needs; .

Whereas the very restricted uses now permitted of the
Federal Highway Trust Fund distort and defy such choice,
resulting in relatively inefficient and undesired types of
transit systems;

Wherecas legislation now being considered in Congress would
2id in meeting transportation needs in Arlington and elsewhere
by allowing states and localities more flexibility dn-utilizing
the Federal Highway Trust. Fund; -

Whereas President Nixon has pledged a renewed effort to
make Federal Highway Trust Fund money available for mass
transit;

Now, Therefore, the Arlington County board

(1)‘supports legislation to make a sibstantial share of
Federal Highway Trust Fund monjes availabie for mass transit,
including r-pid rail transit,

(2) erdnrses the payment of appropriate shares of such
funds directly to suitable regional agencies in metropolitan
areas of scue minlmum size.

oooo00Qo0000

I hereby certify that the resolution set forth above was
unanimously adopted by the Arlington County Board at a regular
meeting held on February 21, 1973.

Given under my hand this 22nd day of February, 1973:

-
: -
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7 LUELLA R. HOLLINGSHEAD
Assistant Clerk
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At a.regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax
County, Virginia, held in the Board Room in the Massey Build-
ing at Fairfax, Virginia, on Monday March 5, 1973, at which

| meetlng & quorum was present and votlng, the followina resoclu-~

tion was adopted:

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF USE OF FEDERAT HIGHWAY TRUST FUND
FOR_MASS TRANSIT. l

WHEREAS transportation 13 one of the most important and
significant domestic problems now facing Fairfax County, the
Washington Metropolitan region and the nation;

WHEREAS an efficient and rational transportation system
throughout our nation and particularly in our 'urban and sub-
urban areas requires a meaningful balancing among several
modes of transportation including ﬂeeways, rail rapid transit,
buses and prlvate automoblles,

WHEREAS development of the transportation system best
suited to meet the needs of urban and suburban areas requires
the guidance and direction of 1oca1 governments in congunctlon
with regional planning processes ‘ .

WHEREAS Federal aid to transportation should be de81vned
to allow choice of the combination of transoortatlon modes
that will best meet each area's uransportation needs; .

WHEREAS the very restricted uses now permitted of the
Federal Highway Trust Fund distort and defy such choice, re-
sulting in relatively inefficient and undesired types of
transit systems; ' : ’

§
* A
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WHEREAS legislation now being considered in Congress
would aid in meeting transportation needs in Fairfex County
and elsewhere by allowing states and localities more flexi-
bility in-utilizing the Federal Highway Trust Funds;

WHEREAS President Nixon has pledged a renewed effort to
make Federal Highway Trust fuﬁd noney available for ‘mass
transit;

NOW, THEREFORE, thg‘Fairfax County Board

(1) Supports 1eglslat1§n to make a substantial share

' of Federal Highway Trust Fund monies available -
for nmass tvanult lncludlnc rapid rail transit,

-
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(2)
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endorses the payment of approprlate shares of
such funds directly to local Jurlsdlctlon or
regional transportation dLSurlCtS in maJor
mctropolvtan areas. .

A Copy_- Teste

Helen O, Moméen
Clerx of said Board
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Narfl:ern Virginia Transporfaﬂon Commission

Il RADIO BUILDING F¥ 2030 16 TH STREET, NORTH

Bl ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22201 Il TELEPHONE (703) 524-3322 -~

CHAIRMAN
Rufus Phillips

VICE CHAIRMAN
Everard Munsey

SECRETARY/TREASURER
Harold J. Casto

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Judson E. Edwards

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
Jack O. Crawford

COMMISSIONERS:

FAIRFAX COUNTY
Joseph Alexander
Herbert E. Harris, 11
Alan H. Magazine
Rufus Phillips

CITY OF FAIRFAX
John W. Russell

CITY OF FALLS CHURCH
Lee M. Rhoads

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA
Charles E. Beatley, Jr.
H. Winfield McConchie

ARLINGTON COUNTY
Joseph L. Fisher
Kenneth M. Haggerty, DDS
Everard Munsey

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT
OF HIGHWAYS
John P. Mills, Jr.

March 23, 1973

Hon. John C, Kluczynski

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Transportation

Committee on Public Works

U. S. House of Representatives -

Room 2165, Rayburn Bu11d1ng

Wash1ngton D.C.

Dear Congressman Kluczynski:

Transmitted herewith is a Resolution passed by the
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission supporting
legislation which would make a substantial share of Federal
Highway Trust Fund monies available for Rapid Rail Transit
and other mass transit modes.

We are supporting this legislation because of our
need for additional funding to meet a transportation crisis -~
which all urban areas of our Commonwealth and the Nation
are facing, or soon will face. Our transit problems in
Northern Virginia -- and the goals and objectives that must
be underwritten now -- are no different than those of every
other urban area. The transit financial crunch is a national
problem, requiring itnmediate federal actmn and federal
funding.

We believe the resolution of this problem now will
enable us to cope with the matter before it becomes
insurmountable.

Sponsor of the transit service element »
for the 1-95 Shirley Highway Express Bus-On-Freeway Demonstration Project



Although there is unbearable pressure on the property tax
at the local level, the five jurisdictions, comprising the Northern
Virginia Transportation District: the counties of Arlington and
Fairfax and the cities of Alexandria, Falls Church and Fairfax,
must obligate themselves for a minimum of $264 million for rapid
rail and bus mass transit during this decade.

Fifty-nine million dollars of this sum is needed in the bus -
program and supplemental improvements by our Commission. The
remaining $205-million is for the rapid rail Metro System.

Member jurisdictions of our transportation district have

. already contributed $83-million for Metro, When that sum is
deducted from the over-all requirement of $264 million, a balance
of $181 million is left to be funded during the remainder of this
decade just to meet our minimum rapid rail and bus transit needs.

These needs must be met in light of two increasingly obvious
realities: .

The first reality is that more highways are not
the long-run solution to all urban traffic congestion.
Public transit is the alternative to continuing an open-
ended approach of building more and more highways,
especially in urban areas where the environmental and
social costs of new highways are exceptionally high to
individual communities.

The second reality is the virtual financial
collapse of the existing privately and publicly-owned
transit companies in this country, especially in
communities of medium or smallhsize, and the fact
that compulsory air quality standards will require a
radical increase in the size of bus fleets and bus
operations,

Largely because of the emphasis on highways and very little
official interest in public mass transit in the past, local, state,
and federal governments have had to financially rescue floundering
transit companies, or see this public service disappear at the very
time that it is needed most to solve urban transit problems. As
you know, this has happened in this Metropclitan Area.



The people of Northern Virginia are fully aware that alternatives
to the automobile must receive support and adequate funding. In the
urban areas, we must concentrate on moving people, not automobiles.
For example, in Fairfax County, where I am a member of the Board of
Supervisors, studies show that 25 percent of the land will be in right-
of-ways and pavement by the year 2000 if we continue present trends
in automobile use.

We should also consider the need for this legislation in light
of what it will do to help achieve the air quality standards set by the
Federal Environment Protection Agency. Rapid Rail and other modes
of mass transit will help Virginia and the Nation meet these air quality
standards.

Finally, there is the fuel crisis. Here again, a strong mass
transit program is important for all the people, because moving com-
muters save energy resources now being diverted into gasoline for
automobiles.

The transportation problems, the air and noise pollution
problems, as well as the fuel crisis, will not be solved by deferring action
to the future.

We of Northern Virginia, therefore, urge immediate passage
of legislation now to resolve these problems via substantial funding
for Rapid Rail and other Mass Transit modes from the Federal High-
way Trust Fund monies.

Chairman
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

Enclosure



SUBJECT:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

e WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

- ut - NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
- (s .

Radio Building
2030 North 16th Street
Arlington, Virginia 22201

RESOLUTION #74

Support of legislation to make a substantial share of
Federal Highway Trust Fund monies available for
Rapid Rail transit, and other mass transit modes.

One of the most important and significant domestic
problems now facing Northern Virginia and the urban
areas of the Nation is transportation; and

An efficient and rational transportation system
throughout our Nation and particularly in our urban
and suburban areas requires.a meaningful balancing
among several modes of transportation including
freeways, rail rapid transit, buses and private
automobiles; and

Development of the transportation system best suited
to meet the needs of urban and suburban areas
requires the guidance and direction of local govern-

ments in conjuction with regional planning processes; and

Federal aid to transportation should be designed to

allow choice of the combination of transportation modes
that will best meet each area's transportation needs; and

WHEREAS: The very restricted uses now permitted of the Federal
Highway Trust Fund distort and defy such choice,
resulting in relatively inefficient and undesired types
of transit systems; and '



WHEREAS: Legislation now being considered in the United
States Congress would aid in meeting transporta-
tion needs in Northern Virginia and elsewhere
in the Nation by allowing states and localities
more flexibility in utilizing the Federal Highway
Trust Fund; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Northern Virginia
Transportation Commission comprised of five
political jurisdictions; the Counties of Arlington
and Fairfax, and the Cities of Alexandria, Falls
Church, and Fairfax and representing more than
950, 000 citizens in transportation matters at the
~ official meeting on March 1, 1973, Fairfax City
Council Chambers, Fairfax, Virginia, does hereby
record the unanimous vote of elected Commissioners to:

1) seek and support of législation to make
a substantial share of Federal Highway
Trust Fund monies available for Rapid
Rail transit, a.nd other Mass Transit
modes and

e 2) further strongly urges that the payment
of appropriate share of such funds be
made directly to the local jurisdictions
or transportation districts in Metropolitan
areas,

Approired this 1st day of

March, 1973,
NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION ‘COMMISSION

Northern Virgini# Transportation Commission.

/e

Haftold J. Cas o, ecretary Treasurer
Northern Vn:guua Transportatlon Commission

-2-
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 Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

W rADIO BUILDING 2030 16TH STREET, NORTH  [IARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22201 [l TELEPHONE (703) 5243322

THE NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

The Virginia General Assembly in 1964 created the Northern
Virginia Transportation District comprised of five political jurisdictions;
the counties of Arlington and Fairfax and the Cities of Alexandria, Falls
Church and Fairfax.

The Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC) was
created to manage the affairs of the Transportation District and to represent
its more than 950, 000 citizens in transportation matters within the region.

It is constituted b'y eleven appointive members from the five elected
city and county governments within the District and one member representing
the Virginia Department of Highways. Commission membership is appor-
tioned according to relative size of the jurisdiction, with four from the
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, three from the Arlington County Board,
two from the City of Alexandria and one each from Fairfax City and Falls
Church.

In addition to providing transportation planning and coordination for
the area, NVTC serves as the catalyst for its member jurisdictions with the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) in financing,
planning, and construction of the Metro Rapid Rail Transit System in Virginia.

NVTC is also the signatory for Northern Virginia to the agreement with
WMATA to acquire and operate a unified Regional bus transit system.

NVTC is represented on the Board of Directors of WMATA by two
directors and two alternates, or one-third of the WMATA Board.

The Commission also has representation on the Transportation
Planning Board of the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the
Virginia Governor's Metropolitan Areas Transportation Needs Study
Commission and Governor's Task Force on Transportation and Public

Safety.
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-METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF ¢ VERNMENTS
' ' 1225 Connecticut Avenue, N.¥.: )

| Washington, D.C. 20036 x
o
1: ]

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING INCREASED FEDERAL FUNDING

USE OF A PORTION OF THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND FOR

// AUTHORITY FOR MASS TRANSIT CAPITAL GRANTS AND THE

/

TRANSIT PURPOSES

| sjz
. ; . .
| WHEREAS, in his State of the Union Message, the President

has proposed that "...States and communities be given the right
to use a de51gnated portion of the Highway Trust Flind for capital

‘1mprovements in urban public transportation, lncludlng improve-

ments, in bus and rapid rail systems."; and

!

/ WHEREAS, the President has also asked that Federal funding
authority for mass transit capital grants be doubled and recom-
mended that the Federal share of mass transit pro;ects be raised
to 70%; and

WHEREAS, the Metropolitaﬁ Washington Council of Governments
(hereinafter called "Council") has endorsed the transportation
control strategies recommended by the Air Quality Planning Com-—
mittec for the National Capital Interstate Air Quality Control
Region to implement the National Air Quality Standards for carken
monoxide, hydrocarbons, and photochemical oxidants; and

. WHEREAS, one of the primary transPQrtation control
strategies calls for greatly expanded transit service, imcluding
the acquisition of a large number of new buses; and

WHEREAS, the long range planning work of the Council's
Land Use Policy Committee and Transportation Planning Board to.
date clearly indicates the need for immediate extensive improve-
ments in all forms of transit in order to reduce future highway
demands and air pollution,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS: '

(a) THAT the Board strongly endorses the President's
recommendations for improving public transportation in urban . -
areas and commends the President for his plans for meetlng our
critical urban transportation needs,

{b) THAT the Chairman of the Board is authorized to

‘notlfy the Members of Congress of the Council's position and to

solicit their support of the Pre31dent's leglslatlve proposals
on public transportation, : .

~ (c) THAT the Chairman of the Board is also authorized to
notlfy the National Association of Regional Councils of the
Council's position and to urge NARC to express 1ts support to ‘the

' Admlnlstratlon and- the Congress.




* 'CERTIFICATE

The undersigned hereby certifies that:

»n

1) He is the duly appointed, qualified and acting
Certifying Officer of the Metropclitan Washington
Council of Governments, and keeper of the records
thereof, including the journal of its proceedings.

I'd

2) The copy of the Resolutlon R25 73 - annexed
hereto entitled:

t

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING INCREASED FEDERAL FUNDING
AUTHORITY FOR MASS TRANSIT CAPITAL GRANTS AND THE
USE OF A PORTION OF THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND FOR
TRANSIT PURPOSES

i
i
|

is a true, correct and compared copy of the original
Resolution as flnalTy adopted at a meeting held on
March 14 o » 19 73 , which was duly convened
in conformity with all applicable requirements; a
proper quorum was present throughout said meeting,
and the resolution was duly proposed, considered and
adopted in conférmity with applicable requirements.

WITNESS my hand and seal of the Metropolitan Washington

Council of Governments this _14th day of March s
13 73 . ‘
. (SEAL)

Tl

_' SRR | /MWu/KjM

PR e /MADELEINE B. SCHAILER
et S ) Staff Attorney ' -
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PRESS RELEASE OF THE HONORABLE JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI

DUring my 22 years of service 1in the United States Conqress, I
have been a strong advocate for federal éupport for trdnsportation. I
knoww the need for transportation; I know what the highwayvs, rails and buses
have done in developing the economic and social life of our couﬁtry. Today, i

as in 1951, I feel as strongly about this issue as when I first took this -

stand.

\

I have been, and always wil] be, a firm supporter of our great
highway program. Without our highway program, this country would not be
the prosperous, successful nation it is today. 1 further believe that
there is a need, particularly within our urban and suburban areas, to increase
federal aid ahq support to our mass traﬁsit progréms:

’ foreover, I believe that we have to give ouf urban areas greater
flexibility in the use of the transportation afd they receive. Because'
of the Eomplexity of our major urban centérs, the diversity between areas, -
and the tremendous impact in terms of the number of people involved, we
can no longer afford to hamstring our local officials with solutions that

do not fit the uniqueness of their community. -Local officials must be

. allowed to choose from a broad spectrum of solUtibnS éo that‘they can more

easily select whichever mode will best so]ve‘tﬁeir Tocal transportation

problems.

Last year we lost in our attempts to finance highways and mass tran-

sit in an adequate and enlightened fashion.
The problem therefore is still with us today. There must'be a
resolution if our urban centers are to continue their growth and viability.

(more)
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Without'backing off from my support for the highway prbgram, I feel the
need is so great in the cities of our nation, and especially in my own city
of Chicaqo, that I have decided to step forward and suﬁport proposals to
grant states and cities the option to spend a portion of the moneys here-
tofore earmarked solely for highways, for public transportation programs °
as well. '

L

Over the past 50 years the federal aid highway programs have under-

~gone evolutionary growth to adapt to changing national needs and priorities.

-

In Tight of today's energy crisis and environmental toncerns, a need to
reassess the direction of our transportation objectives has to be hade. 1
believe that broadening the potential uses of the Highway Trust Fund will
help the highway progfam to c;ntinue to meet the nation's tranéporfation

objectives.




ARLINGTCNIANS FOR PRESFRVATION GF A% POTOMAC PALISADES

POS1 OFFLLF 22U 335

=51 iE LOGAN e s TR Telephones:
President ARLINGTON, ViRCINIA 22210 < Tt
; Dictiluy,
*+T. ROBERT W. CBRTIS, USK (ket.) 3254930
Yice Fresi N ¢ ; -
et Executive Secretary
. LAN D. dENRY ) 3274375 .
rionurary bice Presidlent
)WAKRD MARTIN
Treasures ;
DBEKT N. HISLOP
Executiv= Secretary -
STATEMINT ON Cra3INg USE O AIGHWAY 14RUST FUND
vefore
Pransportation subcoumzittes, Conaltted dn Publie ioriks
s = Y F b
U«S. House of Henresentatives I
farch 23, 1973
Mr. Chairman and Memters of the Committeek \\\
= L ] EEC : -

I am Dr., Leslie Logan of 2523 Worth 23 Road, Arlington,
Virginia, I am the President of Arlingtonlans for Preservatlion

of the Fotomac Palisades, This is an organization reprecenting

approximately 8,000 pecple in the Northern Virginla area, -
_ﬁwgnr’heﬁbers are organizeicitizen groups and associa%go;s.
church groups and :ndividuals, We have a long and proud R
history covering nosrly 20 years, We have been’ nlalntiffs in
several successful legal actlions which have had aaong thelr
purposes the preservatlion of the Pctoszae Falisades and The
stemning of widespread freeway and bridge cogstruction in
the irreplacable Pslomac River Gorges We are currently
participating in th=s constructive activities of Oppbsins air,
noise and water pollution in the greater Weshington metropolitan
region. ; i
25 In passing I wish to mentlon as some indication of the
© effectivencss of our organization that in 1559 the Arlington
‘ Coumty Board, the electgg governing authority over Ariington

County, Virginisa, awarded the Arlingtonianc for Freservation

#

% | ' S b d



of the Potomac Palisades 1ts Award of Merit. The award was
made "in apprecization of a significant contribution to the
beautification of Arlington County, Virginia, and the enhancement

£
of the Potomac River." Further, I wlsh to add, not as a

—personéi mattaf, but as an indication egain of the effectiveness
and wldespread nature of the activities of this organifatlon
that in 1966 lMrs. chan'and i 4 were(awarded the Waéhinston
Evening Star Silver Cup for our "outstanding community con-
tributions," This awaﬁd waé based in large part on our work
for and with the Arllpgtonlans for Preservation of the Potomac
‘Palisades, |

I contend that the so=called Highway Trust Fund should
be relaxed from its present stringent limitations on thrase
rrinelpal grounds,

First, there is a grave need for this relaxation to meet
the varied needs of the people, most particularly those too
young to drive, the aged, the physically handlicapped and the
- poor. Second, there are sound administrative and public
interest reasons for this relaxation in order to glive state

and local governments the "fresdom of choicz? needed to

dévelop the transportation system most responsive to their
individual needse, Third and finaelly, I maintaln that

balzanced-coordinated transportation can best be attained,

together with the conservation qf our natural resources and
the dimlnution of deaths by automobile accidents if these
conprehensive transpor:ation systems under the guidance of

o

state and local goverazents are encouraged by tha assistance



*  portation facilities, ' J

. 3

. of funis derived fromn the so-calied Highway Trust Fund,

§ . i
As wlll be detalled hereina=fter, it 1s a misconceptlon to

 characterize these monlies as Highwoy Trust monief to be used

solely for interstate highways. No mecaningful “trust" is *

broken if thess monlies are otherwise used for punlic transe

s
N

The people of the United States need to have the stringent

‘ limitations now shackling the Highway Trust Fund removed,
Autonoblics are not avallable to zmany Ppeople who need trans-
0
portation most. There are approxicately 65\60.000 Americans

under the age of 16 wno are too young to have a driver's

- license, liillions more do not owm a car because of age,

'1nf1rm1ty or poverty. lMore than half the houscholds in this

country with less than 33,000 annual incoxe 2nd about half

- of all households whose heads are 65 years 0ld or more have

- no care Yet it is this same group, the aged , the poor, the

physically handicapped and the young who most nsed mobility
to galn access to adequate education, health cére. job op~
portunities and other necessities of life. Continuing the
preseqt eanphasis cn the provate autozobile ir. transportation
planning will only increase the plight of che disadvantaged.
The plight ofthe non-disadvantazed is not much better,

Motor vehicles currently account for forty per cent of all

- 011 consumed in the U,S.A. The energy crisis that now faces

the world in general and.the U.,S.A. in particular sggrevates

this critical situation., We a:e not meeting this crisis if

. ~We continue to place heavy reliance on indiridual ?ass*nger cars

5 v . :
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for perconal transpociation,

Of even more immediate concern are the nuabers of pecple

being inJured end kllled in connection with the use of autoaoblles,

.

Over 50,006 Americans will still die on our natica's roads and
highvays every year, and that is quite simply unaccezptable,
The developnent of mass transit will tend to rellieve highway

- traffic _and meke 2l) travel much more safe, “Lhe relaxation

of the Highway Trust Fund to allow states and local'communitlés
to develop solutions to their'special transportation needs
wlll assist this.

[

- I now turn to the sound administrative and pudblic interest

reasons wny local and state governments should be accorded
itreedom of choice.™ in the developrent and construction of

nanda”
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highweys, mass rapld transit, buses or new and better modes
of traasportation, Local authorities have a sounder under-
standing of what 'the psople in their community want, Re-
sponsiveness to thelr wants will encourage rnd enhance the
lbcal citizenry to support with further taxes and debt
obligations necessary to fully develop thes: facilities,

We have heretofore referred to the so-called Highway
Trust Fund, This has been phrposeful. A vast misconception
has growa up to the effect that somenhow this fund is a sacred
trust and pust in law and ébcd‘ccnscicncc be used only to
construct more and bigger hignways. This is a completely

false notion, : : J

In his testimony of february 7, 1973, Secreta;y of
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Pransportation, the Honorable Claude 5. Brinegar, snolke about
the Highway 'Lrust Fund before the Subcommittee on Transportation,
Committee on Public WOTrks , United States Senate, He urged
that the Highway ‘I'rust Fund be in part released to local and
state governments to provide mass transportation by bus and

rall, He stated: ~_

"While some of the tax rates were increased in

1956 and liater in 1959, a sizeable share of the tax N\

recelpts. going into the trust fund were considered
"general fund® monies prior to 1956, Just as many

other exclse taxes are todaye..l0 show the significance
of thls historical pattern, if we today computed

the share of the 1974 trust fund monles that came

from general fund sources prior to 1956, we find the
total to be approximately 50%. Thus, on grounds

of equity it seems falr to consider that a sizable

amount of the trust fund monles could be legitlmately
used for transportation purposes that broadly

**-_ﬂ)///benerit a large segment of the population,"
Elsewhere in his testimony Secretary Brinegar observed;

®I doubt hat anyone who has tried to move about
in our major c.tlies at rush hours can deny that the
need for action is urgent indecd, wmodern, federally-
supported nlghways have made our clitles accessible,
but too many cars trying to use these highways
have made the cltles, as a practical matter, almost
inaccessible Jjust at the times most of us need the
accessibllity.”

Further, Secretary Brinegar statedi

"The program we now propose would permit trust
fund monles authorized for the Federal-aid urban
system to be uced both for capital highway and mass
transit projects with the decision to be left to
the state and local governments, The mass transit
projects couild include improvements both to bus and
rapid rall systems, At the same time,,.we would
continue the Urban Mass Transportation program
which has as its maln objective the supplying of
the major, large capital transit needs of our urban
areas,"

Arlingtonlans for Preservation of the Potomae Palisades »
P d
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endorses sSuch a Progran,

-On the question of flexikili%y, Secrelary Briunsgar made

this succincet and commengable statanents ] : Rtk

“The most important elemeni...is that,.funds®

originally sutnorized for the Interstate System to

be expsndsd for other impervant highway and publilc

tr ansporuaui n proj2cts. Thls racomnizes the

fact that nanyof our urban Intsrstete links play . a

mnajor role in serving local urban travel needsSisee

(We recognize) the fact that those nzeds can be

served by means otner than Interstate 1inzs andess

(that) clties and states Jointly (should bes permitted)

to develop sultable alternatives, It is a laudable

move: toward flexibility.® '

- I now turn to-my third point, the gensral publlc intersest
involved in changing the Highway Trust Fund from a conduit
for concrete into a sensible natlonal mechanism to finance
transportation solutlions,

Highways have been fuaded by 353 billion for the past
16 years, Laét-;ear elone, the federal transportation |
budget showed 60 cents of every Utransportation dollar invested
in highways while less than 5 cents was alloted for mass
transit and intercity rail., Today we have a backlog of more
t?an U4 billior in requests for urbtan mass transit assistance
for the nationfs cities and we have addlticnal growing needs

|
for intercity rail transportation,

-

Finally, it has been establisned beyond all doubt that

the private automdbileis’one of the chief contributors to
coordinated
elr pollution. A properly bzlanced,urban transportation

systen 1ncludin§ rail rapld transit could contribute enornously

'
" - V4
to & decrease in the cormvter use of the private autonmobils,

This problen of pollution alone, considering its present and

W
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growing seriousnzss éhould persugde reasonable and xrospen
public offizials to the need for iraedlate wide-spread and
decisivg action, The p}oposél to loosén the'strlctgres :

on the Highway “rust Fund would b2 a glent step in that %
constructive acticn. % >

T have undertaken to demonstrate to you that in the
interests of us all,'but particularly with respect to the
too young, the old, the physié;lly handicapped and the under-
privliedsged, thers is a need to remove some of the pfesent
limitations on the use of the nghwéy Trust Fund, I have also
polnted out fhat the flexlbility proposed whereby the local
ani state authorities determine their precise needs in the
employment of their alloted portions.nf such trust funds is
in kcepling wlth sound concepts of our government as well as
being adninistratively desirable, In connection wlth this
point I have shown the error in considering. that these
so-called Highway Trust Fund roules are not truly as much a
"trust" as a responslbility and that equity is on the side of thoée
urging a broader application of their use., Finally, I have
indicated soms of the public policy considerations that dictate
tha necessity and the appropriatenzss of brcadening the scope
o bstter utilize these funds,

After approximately fifteen years of exparlence with the.
Highuway Trust Fund operatipns (you will recall that he was the
first Federal Highway Administrator stemming from passage cf
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1955), Secreatry of Trgnsportatloafflf’

the Honorablec John Volpe sald before his recent retirement: s

-
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"On the whole, the transportation system which
has evolved, both consciously and unconsciously,
represents an uneven fabric ill-sulted to today's
needs, and is, itself a major contributor to the
problems facing transportation today."

The President in his message to the Congress on March

4-sa1&1

"Changing the way we use the Highway Trust
Fund should be one of the top items on our national
agenda, If we do not act now, our children will
grow up im cities which are strangled by traffic,
raked by nolse, choked by pollution,
By opening up the Highway Trust Fund today,
we can open up great new vistas for our cities tomorrow,
I have also asked the Federal funding authority
for mass transit capital grants to be doubled-~from
$3 blllioh to $6 billion, And I have recommended
that the Federal share of mass transit projects be
raised to 70 per cent,.
All of these steps will help us meet the challenge
of mass transit,

Mr, Chairman, we appreclate your leadership 1n solving

these cruclial problems and we heartily endorse the position

you announced on February 21.

i

Thank you, Mr, Chalrman and members of the Committee,
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ARGUMENTS AGAINST OPERATING SUBSIDIES LEGISLATION

I General/Substantive

A. The deficit position of the industry results from a complex-and-inter- -
related set of factors:

the rise in the use of the automobile o
changes in the nature and structure of the urban envwronment
(growth of the suburbs)

rapidly rising costs

uncoordinated planning and execution of urban transportation -
unimaginative and unwarranted regulation of the transit industry
changes in the expectation of the riding public

None of these basic 1115 can be affected by changes (up or down) in
the fare. The deficit position of transit is merely a symptom of these basic
roblems.

‘B. Our November, 1971 report on the Feasibility of Federal Assistance for
Urban Mass Transportation Operating Costs made it quite-clear that money alone
will not solve the basic problem. Money probably is a necessary precondition
for improvement of local transit service but the nonmonetary aspects -- traffic
regulation to affect the choice of modes, land use controtl, pricing and'supply 1
of parking facilities, etc., are equally as important. :

State and local government clearly is the only appropr1ate 1eve1 to -
undertake the programmatic actions. They must be tailored to the needs and -

aspirations of each community. They cannot be dictated through national
standards set in Washington. .

to improve the competitive position of transit vis-a-vis the automobile.

A Federal subsidy removes pressures forcing these decisions and encourages
business as usual.

({ Only local governments are capable of mak1ng the hard choices needed
C. Generally the fiscal p1nch for State and 1oca1 government has signifi-
cantly ameliorated. The post World War II population bu]ge is in the labor
+ force; the birthrate is dec11n1ng, the 1970-71 recession is over; State and
Tocal governments are increasing their revenues; and general revenue sharing
will provide additional resources. A1l things considered State and local
government has resources to commit. (This may not be true across the board.)

D. The Administration is strongly opposed to the creation of new categorica
grants. In addition to the general case there are several spec1f1c arguments
to be made aga1nst a8 new grant program in this instance ----



a) it biases local decision-making by making funds availabld for a~ =
specific purpose on a use-it or lose-it basis regardless of local pr1fr1t1es '

b) a categorical grant program administered with any kind of Federal
approval process would get us deeply involved in strictly local matters - —-——
(e.g., anytime local fare levels and routes were changed it could involve
appeals to the Department)

E. A separate categorical grant program provides an easy mechanism for -
local officials to pass on increased labor costs rather than in engaging in
tough bargaining -- a Federal subsidy removes incentive for effective
management at the local level and could easy plow the Federal taxpayers
dollars into bottomless pits around the nation. cos

F. The argument that the new clean air laws require massive transit
perating subsidies is just not proven. There is a strong probability that
local reguldtory actions such as those discussed above will be the key factor..

in obtaining changes in automobile usage patterns in our urban areas.

G. This bill authofizes a new $800M program not in the President's
budget. As such, it can only generate pressure for excessive Federal spending —
at a point when Federal fiscal responsibility 1s absolutely essent1a] to fight
inflation.

H. The recent Federal Aid Highway Act by providing an additional $3 billion
in new transit capital assistance funds and permitting flexible use of urban
highway funds for transit represents a s1gn1f1cant measure of new Federal ’
assistance for transit.
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II.

Political
“A.

For few urban centers (primarily New,York City) -- in a
limited budget, extra dollars can only come at expense
of rural and other programs.

Provide South Caro]1na $ to-allow New York-Gity to- give ~
overly generous wage increases to its bus drivers.

Could be moved into trust fund at expense of rural highways.




THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

October 1, 1973

Honorable Gerald Ford
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jerry:

This is in response to your request for the Administration’s position on
HR 6452, the proposed transit operating subsidy measure, as well as the
proposed amendment to that bill by Representative Garry Brown.

The most important feature of HR 6452 would be the establishment of a new
categorical grant program making funds available exclusively for operating
subsidies. This bill would authorize $800 million for these grants and
distribute the money by formula among only the largest urban centers. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would modify HR 6452 in a number of
areas, with the most important change permitting the funds distributed for
the operating subsidy program to also be used for capital investments at the
discretion of the recipient.

The Administration strongly opposes the enactment of HR 6452, whether or not
it includes the amendment offered by Representative Brown. It has long been
the position of this Administration that the solution to the financial
problems of the transit industry cannot and should not be resolved by the
establishment of a new Federal categorical grant-in-aid program.

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental
problems. The basic i1ls of decreasing ridership and rapidly -increasing

costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of

the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local w1111ngness to review the
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile.

Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit,
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls,
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions
able to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all
necessary components of a solution. A1l are totally outside the purview of
Federal responsibility.



The availability of Federal funds for operating subsidies only would postpone
the inevitable decisions which State and local officials must make to confront
the basic problems facing transit. The establishment of a Federal operating
subsidy program would weaken the incentives currently felt by local officials
and transit management to improve transit operations.

Further, the authorization of an additional $800 million ‘is unacceptable at
a time when it is essential that Federal spending be curbed. If inflation is
to be controlled, we cannot have still more authorizations creating new
pressures to increase Federal spending.

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds

also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses,
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized

an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and

also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthermore,
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would

result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed
by HR 6452.

A bill along the lines of that being considered by the Congress would not
be acceptable to the Administration.

Sincere]y._

-~

Claude S. Bripegar



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

October 1, 1973

Honorable Gerald Ford
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jerry:

This is in response to your request for the Administration's position on
HR 6452, the proposed transit operating subsidy measure, as well as the
proposed amendment to that bill by Representative Garry Brown.

The most important feature of HR 6452 would be the establishment of a new
categorical grant program making funds available exclusively for operating
subsidies. This bill would authorize $800 million for these grants and
distribute the money by formula among only the largest urban centers. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would modify HR 6452 in a number of
areas, with the most important change permitting the funds distributed for

the operating subsidy program to also be used for capital investments at the
discretion of the recipient.

The Administration strongly opposes the enactment of HR 6452, whether or not
it includes the amendment offered by Representative Brown. It has long been
the position of this Administration that the solution to the financial
problems of the transit industry cannot and should not be resolved by the
establishment of a new Federal categorical grant-in-aid program.

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental
problems. The basic i11s of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing

costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of

the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile.
Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit,
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls,
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions
able to.deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all

necessary components of a solution. A1l are totally outside the purview of
Federal responsibility.



The availability of Federal funds for operating subsidies only would postpone
the inevitable decisions which State and local officials must make to confront
the basic problems facing transit. The establishment of a Federal operating
subsidy program would weaken the incentives currently felt by local officials
and transit management to improve transit operations.

Further, the authorization of an additional $800 million is unacceptable at

a time when it is essential that Federal spending be curbed. If inflation is
to be controlled, we cannot have still more authorizations creating new
pressures to increase Federal spending.

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds

also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses,
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized

an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and

also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthermore,
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed
by HR 6452.

A bill along the lines of that being considered by the Congress would not
be acceptable to the Administration.

Sincerely,}

?,

’/ggﬁgﬁé?2< Br;‘?




THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

October 1, 1973

Honorable Gerald Ford
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jerry:

This is in response to your request for the Administration's position on
HR 6452, the proposed transit operating subsidy measure, as well as the
proposed amendment to that bill by Representative Garry Brown.

The most important feature of HR 6452 would be the establishment of a new
categorical grant program making funds available exclusively for operating
subsidies. This bill would authorize $800 million for these grants and
distribute the money by formula among only the largest urban centers. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would modify HR 6452 in a number of
areas, with the most important change permitting the funds distributed for

the operating subsidy program to also be used for capital investments at the
discretion of the recipient.

The Administration strongly opposes the enactment of HR 6452, whether or not
it includes the amendment offered by Representative Brown. It has long been
the position of this Administration that the solution to the financial
problems of the transit industry cannot and should not be resoived by the
establishment of a new Federal categorical grant-in-aid program.

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental
problems. The basic i11s of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing

costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of

the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile.
Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit,
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls,
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions
able to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all

necessary components of a solution. A1l are totally outside the purview of
Federal responsibility.



The availability of Federal funds for operating subsidies only would postpone
the inevitable decisions which State and local officials must make to confront
the basic problems facing transit. The establishment of a Federal operating
subsidy program would weaken the incentives currently felt by local officials
and transit management to improve transit operations.

Further, the authorization of an additional $800 million is unacceptable at
a time when it is essential that Federal spending be curbed. If inflation is
to be controlled, we cannot have still more authorizations creating new
pressures to increase Federal spending.

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds

also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses,
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized

an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and

also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthermore,
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed
by HR 6452.

A bill along the lines of that being considered by the COngress would not
be acceptable to the Administration.

Sincerely,

-

Claude S. Bripegar



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

October 1, 1973

Honorable Gerald Ford
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jerry:

This is in response to your request for the Administration's position on
HR 6452, the proposed transit operating subsidy measure, as well as the
proposed amendment to that bill by Representative Garry Brown.

The most important feature of HR 6452 would be the establishment of a new
categorical grant program making funds available exclusively for operating
subsidies. This bi1l would authorize $800 million for these grants and
distribute the money by formula among only the largest urban centers. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would modify HR 6452 in a number of
areas, with the most important change permitting the funds distributed for
the operating subsidy program to also be used for capital investments at the
discretion of the recipient.

The Administration strongly opposes the enactment of HR 6452, whether or not
it includes the amendment offered by Representative Brown. It has long been
the position of this Administration that the solution to the financial
problems of the transit industry cannot and should not be resolved by the
establishment of a new Federal categorical grant-in-aid program.

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental
problems. The basic i11s of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing

costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of

the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile.

Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit,
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls,
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions
able to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all

necessary components of a solution. A1l are totally outside the purview of
Federal responsibi]ity.



The availability of Federal funds for operating subsidies only would postpone
the inevitable decisions which State and local officials must make to confront
the basic problems facing transit. The establishment of a Federal operating
subsidy program would weaken the incentives currently felt by local officials
and transit management to improve transit operations.

Further, the authorization of an additional $800 million is unacceptable at

a time when it is essential that Federal spending be curbed. If inflation is
to be controlled, we cannot have still more authorizations creating new
pressures to increase Federal spending.

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds

also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses,
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized

an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and

also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthermore,
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed
by HR 6452.

A bill along the lines of that being considered by the Congress would not
be acceptable to the Administration.

Sincerely,

L/
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

October 1, 1973

Honorable Gerald Ford
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jerry:

This is in response to your request for the Administration's position on
HR 6452, the proposed transit operating subsidy measure, as well as the
proposed amendment to that bill by Representative Garry Brown.

The most important feature of HR 6452 would be the establishment of a new
categorical grant program making funds available exclusively for operating
subsidies. This bill would authorize $800 miliion for these grants and
distribute the money by formula among only the largest urban centers. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would modify HR 6452 in a number of
areas, with the most important change permitting the funds distributed for
the operating subsidy program to also be used for capital investments at the
discretion of the recipient.

The Administration strongly opposes the enactment of HR 6452, whether or not
it includes the amendment offered by Representative Brown. It has long been
the position of this Administration that the solution to the financial
problems of the transit industry cannot and should not be resolved by the
establishment of a new Federal categorical grant-in-aid program.

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental
problems. The basic i1ls of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing

costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of

the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile.
Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit,
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls,
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions
able to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all

necessary components of a solution. A1l are totally outside the purview of
Federal responsibility.



The availability of Federal funds for operating subsidies only would postpone
the inevitable decisions which State and local officials must make to confront
the basic problems facing transit. The establishment of a Federal operating
subsidy program would weaken the incentives currently felt by local officials
and transit management to improve transit operations.

Further, the authorization of an additional $800 million is unacceptable at

a time when it is essential that Federal spending be curbed. If inflation is
to be controlled, we cannot have still more authorizations creating new
pressures to increase Federal spending..

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds

also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses,
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized

an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and

also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs- which can
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthermore,
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed
by HR 6452.

A bi1l along the lines of that being considered by the Congress would not
be acceptable to the Administration.

Sincerely,

[/
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

October 1, 1973

Honorable Gerald Ford
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Jerry:

This is in response to your request for the Administration's position on
HR 6452, the proposed transit operating subsidy measure, as well as the
proposed amendment to that bill by Representative Garry Brown.

The most important feature of HR 6452 would be the establishment of a new
categorical grant program making funds available exclusively for operating
subsidies. This bill would authorize $800 miliion for these grants and
distribute the money by formula among only the largest urban centers. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would modify HR 6452 in a number of
areas, with the most important change permitting the funds distributed for
the operating subsidy program to also be used for capital investments at the
discretion of the recipient.

The Administration strongly opposes the enactment of HR 6452, whether or not
it includes the amendment offered by Representative Brown. It has long been
the position of this Administration that the solution to the financial
problems of the transit industry cannot and should not be resolved by the
establishment of a new Federal categorical grant-in-aid program.

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental
problems. The basic ills of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing

costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of

the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State
and Tocal authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile.
Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit,
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls,
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions
able to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all

necessary components of a solution. All are totally outside the purview of
Fede :" responsibility.



The availability of Federal funds for operating subsidies only wou]d%postpone
the inevitable decisions which State and local officials must make ta confront
the basic problems facing transit. The establishment of a Federal operating
subsidy program would weaken the incentives currently felt by local off1c1als
and transit management to improve transit operations.

Further, the authorization of an additional $800 million is unacceptable at
a time when it is essential that Federal spending be curbed. If inflation is
to be controlled, we cannot have still more author1zat1ons creating new
pressures to increase Federal spending.

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds

also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses,
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973.  This Act authorized

an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and

also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthermore,
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed
by HR 6452.

A bill along the lines of that being cons1dered by the Congress would not
be acceptable to the Adm1n1strat1on

Sincerely,

2 /’ ,//)
A
L C(k\_ (' Tt T

Claude S. Brinegar

U



February 7, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: ROY ASH
FROM: WILLIAM E, TIMMONS
SUBJECT: Operating Subsidies

At a maeting with selected House GOP conservatives,
the issue of operating subsidies for mass transit
came up. Obvicusly all those in the meeting are
opposed to operating subsidies.

Also, however, there devsloped some oppositien
to the President's new transportation measure
because the flexibility would permit operating
subeidies and would be the start down that long
subsidy road,

Rep. Phil Crane (R-Il1) serves on the subcommittes
desling with the issus, and the President asked me to
put you in touch with him to discuss both the current
UMTA bill and the Presideant's new federaliom
proposal.

Can do?

ech/h/x Friedersdorf




February 25, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: BOB LINDER

THROUGH: MAX L, FRIEDERSDORF
FROM: GENE AINSWORTH
SUBJECT: Fact Sheet S, 386

Could I please have 50 copies of the attached by 9:00 a, m, Tuesday,
February 26, 1974, please,

Many thanks.



FACT SHEET |

S. 386

e The Emergency Mass Transit Act, S. 386, will help the very big
cities -- primarily New York, Chicago and Boston -- at the expense
of the rest of the country. For example, under the first two years
of the Administration's transit proposal (UTAP), New York City
would receive about 10 percent of the total funds by formula while |
under this bill it gets 21 percent. On the other hand, Phoenix gets
about a 40 percent reduction under S. 386 from what it would receive
under UTAP,

(NOTE: The New York area wants these federal tax dollars
to save their 35¢ fare because the New York voters rejected
a state bond proposal designed to accomplish this.)

@ S. 386 is a piecemeal and limited approach to the larger public
transit problem facing all cities. It will seriously jeopardize the
chances for Congress to consider the comprehensive Unified Trans-
pertation Assistance Program (H. R, 12589, S. 3035). The main
strengths of UTAP are:

1. It will assist urban areas in solving transportation problems
that they are unable to handle alone. These problems are being
intensified by the energy crisis and the need to meet environmental
standards.

2. It will combine two separate and relatively inflexible capital
programs that are, in various ways, distorting current local
decisions on transportation investment choices and transit operating
practices. Combining the programs and opening up the range of uses
will encourage better plannmgfand better resource decision-making
at the local level. L

3. It will provide the states and urban areas with an assured source
of federal funds over several years so that long-term planning can
be done at the local level.

4. It will add flexibility to the rural transportation progra d
provide rural bus service for these rural and small urban aXgs.




Ny

UTAP will 'provide $16 billion to urban areas over 6 years and
additional amounts for rural public transportation.

e S. 386 totally cuts out the Governors and some mayors by allocating
money directly to transit authorities and urban areas. This will
seriously imperil coordination between highway and transit planning.

e S. 386 could signifi‘cantly bust the FY 1974 budget and feed inflation.

. ® The formula in S. 386 will be extremely difficult to administer and
will likely require extensive oversight and audit of the cities by the
federal government.

® Attached is a table which demonstrates the degree which S. 386 will
result in less transit funds for all but 2 hand full of the very largest
c ities.

PLEASE NOTE: The UTAP figures only include the UMTA funds
allocated by formula. In addition (not shown on table), under UTAP
$700 million a year will be distributed on a project-by-project basis
for capital transit programs.
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] . ’ Unified Transportation Assistan
Urbanized S.386 Program (S.3035, HR 12589) -

Area 1/ $in First % of 2/ % in First . % of v
. 2 Years of Total 2 Years of  ~ Total
Program Program Program ' Proaram
$in K $ in K
New York 166,640 *20.83 . 142,678 g .9.5
North New Jersey ‘35;280 4.41 60,703 4.1
Los Angeles 40,080 5.01 - - 104,801 7.1
Chicago : 53,520 - 6.69 77,619 P 5.7
Philadelphia 25,680 3.21 : 50,461 : 3.4
Detroit - 20,480 2.56 . 49,828 3.4
San Francisco 119,280 2.41 . 37,495 2.5
Boston . 21,440 2.68 33,287 2.2
Washington, D.C. 18,640 2.33 31,140 2.1
Cleveland 13,040 1.63 24,595 1.7
St. Louis ' . 11,520 1.44 23,630 1.6
Pittsburgh ' 13,000 - 1.63 23,166 1.6
Minneapolis 9,920 1.24 21,389 1.4
Houston 8,480 -1.06 21,056 1.4
Baltimore 11,840 1.48 19,825 1.3
Dallas 6,960 0.87 - 16,800 1.1
Milwaukee ' 8,320 1.04 15,717 1.1
Seattle 6,880 0.86 15,537 1.1
Miami ' - 7,520 0.94 15,306 1.0
San Diego . 5,360 0.67 15,038 1.0
Atlanta < 6,880 0.86 14,717 1.0
Cincinnati 5,680 0.71 13,936 1.0
Kansas City 5,280 0.66 13,826 0.9
Buffalo 6,320 0.79 13,635 0.9
Denver 5,040 - 0.63 13,142 0.9
New Orleans - _““-' co- o 12,069 0.8
Phoenix 3,360 0.42 10,834 0.7
Portland 4,800 - 0.60 10,352 0.7
Indianapolis * +* 10,294 0.7
Providence ¥ * 9,980 0.7
Columbus 4,160 0.52 9,914 0.7
San Antonio 4,240 - - 0.53 9,694 0.7
4
1/ FY-74/75 | -

2/ FY-75/76
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o . : Unified Transportation Assistan
Urbanized $.386 Program (S.3035, HR 12589)

Area 1/ $in First % of 2/ % in First % of *
. - 2 Years of Total . 2 Years of © Total
. Program Program Program ) Program
$ in K ' $ in K
Dayton 3,040 0.38 8,608 R 0.58
Norfolk 4,160 0.52 8,386 ‘ 0.56
Memphis 3,840 0.48 8,220 0.56
Rochester 3,520 0.44 7,547 0.51
Akron A 2,160 1 0.27 6,812 0.46
- Birmingham,Ala. ~ X 7,003
Jacksonville * # 6,645 0.45
Toledo 2,320 0.29 5,972 0.41
Nashville 5,627 0.38 .
Honolulu 2,880 0.36 5,552 0.37
Richmond 2,800 0.35 5,227 0.35
Syracuse : . L _ 4,721 0.32
Wilmington 1,680 0.21 4,388 0.31
Grand Rapids 1,360 0.17 4,427 0.30
E1 Paso 1,200 0.15 4,235 0.28
Tacoma . _ 1,760 - 0.22 4,173 0.28
Flint 1,280 0.16 4,142 0.28
Wichita 1,280 0.16 3,794 0.26
Albuquerque 1,360 0.17 3,733 0.25
Charlotte, N.C. 1,280 0.16 3,508 0.24
Peoria 1,120 0.14 3,101 0.21
Mobile . F * 3,236 .
Columbia,S.C. 1,200 0.15 3,034 0.20
Harrisburg - 1,200 0.15 3,021 0.20
Aurora 2,923 0.20
Charleston,S.C. 1,120 0.14 o 2,867 0.19
Fort Wayne 1,040 - 0.13 2,826 0.19
Corpus Christi 1,040 0.13 - .- 2,670 0.18
0.17

Madison . 1,280 - 0.16 2,578

# Amounts not known.

/

1/ FY 74775 : .
2/ FY 75/76 (NOTE: UTAP amounts do NOT include the $700 million per
year discretionary fund.) ‘



February 25, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR;: BILL TIMMONS
FROM: MAX FRIEDERSDORF
SUBJECT: Operating Subsidies

Beoth Domestic Council (Dans Mead) and OMB (Paul O'Neill) recommend we
held firm on the Operstiag Subsidies Conference report, 8. 386, and they
are streagly indicating & veto,

The total figures are roughly the same for the Confersnce Report and the
UTAP section of our transportation bill. (S. 3035 and H.R. 12589)

The conference report total is $800 million for fiscal 174 and '75; UTAP will
cost $700 million for '75, the first year of its operatica.

However, S, 386 is strengly tilted toward subsidising mass transit in New
York, Chicage, Philadelphia and Boston.

New York alone would receive 21 per cent of the total expenditures (13% under
our bill).

All other localities would benefit more under our bill. For example, Phoenix
would receive $3.4 million under 8, 386 for the first year, and $10.8 undoer
our bill, :

The conferees have changed the nams of their bill to Emergeacy Mass Transit
to cash in on the energy crunch.

The conference report may be called up this wesk. John Rhodes is alerted
and is opposed to conference repert.

We should have one page “talkers" available today for distribution, but will
heold until conference report is flled.

cc: Koreloges cc: Leoen
Webber Ebbrle
Alasworth Moors




Mareh 1, 1974

Honorable John J. Thodes

Minerity Leader

United States House of Representatives
Washingten, D.C. 20515

Desr ¥r. Phodas:

1 apprecisted your inquiry cencernimg my views on 8. 386, the
Emsrgeney Mass Transit Act vhich, I understand, will be defore
the Rules Committee next week,

We are flatly opposad to such a narrow, categorical program of
operating subsidies for mass tramsit. Although the Counference
amanded the bill to ineclude certain improvemsnts that had not

bean sdopted by either House, such as allowing the nev fund to be used
for capital expenses, I remain convincad that S. 386 {s not geod
legislation.

‘As you know, the Administration has propesed the Unified Tramsportation
Assistance Program to provide $16 billion te urban aress over six
years and additiomal amounts for rural public transportatiem.

Title YT of this program ("UTAP") would, in the first year, provide

a $700 sillion capital transit improvement fund end sn additiomal

$700 million fund to de allocated to urban areas on a formula

basis to be used for ecapital iwprovement or opersting subsidy
at loeal optiom.

¥y most serious concern is that passage of S. 386 would result in
an unaceeptable substitute for Title II. In my view, UTAP eclearly
provides the superior appreach;

s) The wore comprehensive pregram would be set back if
8. 386 wera to pass. At best, 8. 386 remains a pilecemsal,
one-shot categorical approach.

b) UTAP provides more money under its formula program - $700
uillion vs. “00 million pPar yaar. m‘ M, 8. 386
would provide $1.68 million per year, UTAP $5.4 milliom
per year.)

¢) The Title II formuls is simple, te the point snd clear
(populaticn). The S. 386 formula would be complicated
to apply and to administer (passengers, plus vehicle miles,



Honorable John J. Rhodes - Page Two |

plus population). Alse, grantes are made to transit
serviceas vhare at least 752 of the population {s served
by mass tramsit, This complicated formula would require
close Yedaral oversight and an srmy of Yederal auditors
keeping close tabs on loecal tremasit.

d) The UTAP formula 1s fair. (New Yerk City receives 9.5%
of the total, while Phoenix receives .7Y). S. 386 is
heavily weighted to a handful of big cities with lavge
and expemsive rail transit systems (NYC receives 20.8%,
vhile Phosnix receivas only .4%). I should add, however,
that ve are not wedded to a formula based selely upon
population. The Administration is prepared to discuss
adjustwents in the formula duriag deliberstions on the
total package.

e) The UTAP program vorks through the Govermors. The 8. 386

procedure by-passes the Govermors amd many mayors, and
goes direetly to transit suthorities.

UTAP has been introduced in both the Fouse and the Semate. The
Senate Public Works Committee has scheduled hearings which begin
Monday, Mareh 4 in New York City. Chairmsn Blatnik of the House
Public Works Committee has gives us every imdiecation that he will
begin hearimgs in the near future.

We have an historie epportumity to enact and to implessnt the most
far reaching advance ever im mass tramsportation. I sineerely hepe
that the pesitive and ecooperative atmosphere rapidly devgloping
betwean Congress and the Administration on this new mass transit
initiative will not ba disrupted by the passage of 8, 386, Should
this legislatiwa pass, I would be compelled to recommend to the
President that it be vetoed.

siueircly,

Claude $. Brineagar
cc: S-10
TGC-1, 2, 40
TAD
TCI-10
UMTA
RChambers:{dm:3/1/74



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 13, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM E. TIMMONS

THRU: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF /1, £,

FROM: VERN LOEN /oé ’
SUBJECT: . H.R. 12859, Federal Mass Transportation

Act of 1974 (Public Works version)

This bill, which will be on the House floor Wednesday, provides $20 billion
authorization over six years beginning in the current fiscal year.

54% of the funds would go to nine major cities in Category A. Up to 50% of
their allocations over State plans could be used for operating subsidies. An

estimated $5 billion could be used for operating subsidies.

Every Public Works Republican signed minority views but for differing reasons.

- Most feel there is a Federal nesponsibility in this area, but question launching

a program of this scope. The bill was reported by voice vote.

Bill Harsha will offer an amendment to reduce the authorization to $12 billion
over six years. Bud Shuster has indicated he will offer an amendment to
strike operating subsidies estimated at $900 million per year..

The Committee report lists some 278 cities with populations of 50, 000 or
more which could benefit. Plainly the Committee is playing the old numbers
game. .

When the question of the Administration's position came up during Rules
Committee consideration, Don Clausen said the Nixon Administration op-
posed authorization levels and favored the UTAP proposal. He says there
has been no indication of the Ford Administration's position - something we
should have for him and Bill Harsha tomorrow.



As a sweetner for Chairman Madden, Section 7 authorizes a demonstration
project for the relocation of railroad grade-crossings at Hammond,Indiana.
It authorizes $9. 3 million of financing from the Highway Trust Funds and

$4. 6 million from general funds in fiscal year '75. This section is protected
by a waiver on points of order, but there will certainly be an attempt to
knock it out otherwise under the open rule with two hours of general debate.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 13, 1974

.

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM E. TIMMONS

THRU: MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF M, £,

FROM: VERN LOEN //04{ ’
SUBJECT: . H.R. 12859, Federal Mass Transportation

Act of 1974 (Public Works version)

. This bill, which will be on the House floor Wednesday, provides $20 billion
authorization over six years beginning in the current fiscal year.

'54% of the funds would go to nine major cities in Category A. Up to 50% of
their allocations over State plans could be used for operating subsidies. An
estimated $5 billion could be used for operating subsidies.

Every Public Works Republican signed minority views but for differing reasons.
Most feel there is a Federal xesponsibility in this area, but question launching
a program of this scope. The bill was reported by voice vote.

Bill Harsha will offer an amendment to reduce the authorization to $12 billion
over six years. Bud Shuster has indicated he will offer an amendment to
strike operating subsidies estimated at $900 million per year..

The Committee report lists some 278 cities with populations of 50, 000 or
more which could benefit. Plainly the Committee is playing the old numbers
game. ‘ '

When the question of the Administration's position came up during Rules
Committee consideration, Don Clausen said the Nixon Administration op--
posed authorization levels and favored the UTAP proposal. He says there
has been no indication of the Ford Administration's position - something we
should have for him and Bill Harsha tomorrow.



As a sweetner for Chairman Madden, Section 7 authorizes a demonstration
project for the relocation of railroad grade-crossings at Hammond,Indiana.
It authorizes $9. 3 million of financing from the Highway Trust Funds and

$4. 6 million from general funds in fiscal year '75. This section is protected
by a waiver on points of order, but there will certainly be an attempt to
knock it out otherwise under the open rule with two hours of general debate.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 16, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

BILL TIMMONS

MAX FRIEDERSDORF Y .= .

Mass Transportation

Listed below are the target Members for the Harsha Amendment

on the Mass Transit Bill.

These Members voted against the Milford substitute to eliminate
operating subsidies which lost 197 - 202.

There is also a large target group listed below which were

absent.

We will split this list among our staff and also share it with

House GOP Leadership.

people.
GOP

Brown, Garry
Buchanan
Burgener
Conable
Chamberlain
Frelinghuysen
Grover

Hunt

Madigan

GOP

Anderson, John
Arends

Gubser

Hansen, Orval
Huber

McEwen
Minshall
Williams

DEMO

Alexander
Bevill

Davis, Mendel
Dorn

Mathis
Stephens
Stratton

ABSENTEE TARGETS

.DEMO

Davis, John
Gray

Hebert
Jones, Ed

" Landrum

McSpadden
Passman
Rarick
Teague

In addition, DOT CGR is working on these

cc: Ainsworth, Loen



Nevember 21, 1974

Deay Ray:

in case you still wamt it, here is & copy of the
telogrem which wags delivered to Reps. John
Raadss, Jeseph Minish and Garry Brown during
the debate on the rule for the Mstional Mass
Tronsperistion Asslsteass - teday.

Agaln Lot me congratiuisie you and your team
oa 2 great job in paseing this bill.

With kind vregards, [ am
Siacevely yours,

Verasa C. Loen
Speeini Aselstant to
the Presidenst

Mr. Ray Warasr

Office of Intergovernmaental Affaire
Department of Traasperiaiion

430 Seventh Strest, 5. W,

Washiagien, D. C. 20590

VCL:aech
Enclosure )(Copy of Telegram from GRF)
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HASHINRTON o PLELSS FOPWARD THE FOLLTWINT “E5546
THE HOVDKaBLE JOHN REDRES

MOUSE nF SEFRESCNTATIVRES

WASHINETON, D,C,

1 UMBERSTRND T=4T THE WNuSE OF RePRFSFNTATIVES WILL COnSIDES
TODAY TrE NATIONAL #2558 TRENSPORTATION ASSISTAMCE ACT OF 1974,
S§,38K, A5 YOU KMDW, I FULLY SUPPDRY TrIS SINeYEAR, §i1.8 SILLIGH
TRANSIT BILL, IT REPAFSENTS &4 RESPONSIBLE STEP Tn 0OUR EFFORTS T
REDUCE EMERGY CUMBUAPTION AND CONTRCL INFLATION, TAIS IS A 200D
BILL #ND T COMMEND THE EFFORTS OF YOU AND OTHER LEADERS IN THE
HOUSE wHD ARE WORYINK HARD FNR ITS PASSAGE, 1 AM VERY HOREFUL
THAT ACTION YOU TeXE TODAY WILL RESULTING THE PASSAGE OF 5,386 &C

m

THAT IT WILL BEF ON MY DESK FOR SIGNATURE WHMEN T RETURN FROV sBROAD

/S/ GERALD R, FORD
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