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FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

BACKGROUND 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 3, 1975 

THE j?)ESI/T 

KEN~ 

ACTION 

Last day - Saturday, January 4 

Enrolled Bill: Federal-Aid Highway 
Amendments of 1974, S. 3934 

This bill will provide $347 million in additional authoriza­
tions for existing highway programs and $405 million for new 
catagorical grant programs. Of these amounts, $527 million 
is contract authority and thus would require no additional 
Congressional action prior to obligation. The Administration 
had only requested $50 million for highway beautification 
programs. 

If you sign this bill and seek to defer immediate expendi­
tures, you will have to ask Congress to revise your existing 
$10.7 billion Federal-Highway deferral. 

There may be some sentiment in the 94th Congress to defer all 
or some of the new special projects (about $300 million) and 
the contract authority for the primary and secondary systems 
($150 million). However, we understand that some in Congress 
will insist on spending a substantial portion (at least $200 
million) of the contract authority, especially in rural areas, 
because this bill is viewed by them as their "quid pro quo" 
for supporting the Mass Transit Bill. 

In addition to the unwanted authorizations, S. 3934 contains 
several desirable provisions which support your energy con­
servation objectives. The bill makes permanent the current 
55 mile an hour national speed limit which will otherwise ex­
pire on June 30. It extends until December 31 the demonstra­
tion car pooling program which expired at the end of 1974. 

Digitized from Box 22 of the White House Records Office Legislation Case Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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Because the 55 mile an hour speed limit results in a re­
duced productivity for truckers, this bill increases the 
maximum allowable vehicle weight on the interstate system 
from 73,280 lbs. to'80,000 lbs. - an increase of just under 
10%. The Administration supported this proposal and it has 
the very strong endorsement of the independent truckers. 
These amendments also impose a new weight test (bridge for­
mula) based on the weight of any group of two or more con­
secutive axles. To avoid undue hardships, the amendments 
"grandfathered" two states (New Mexico and Hawaii). The 
American Automobile Association, several railroad associa­
tions and others have argued that the grandfather clause will 
exempt a large number of states - possibly 15 - from the 
80,000 lb. limit and thus constitute a serious safety hazard. 
Hqwever, the legislative history of this clause makes it 
clear, in the view of the Department of Transportation and 
others, that it will apply only to the two states and thus 
there is no significant safety problem with this weight in­
crease, especially in light of the reduced speed limit. 

ARGUMENTS FOR SIGNING 

This is the first increase in the allowable weights for 
trucks in nearly two decades and is necessary because of 
the reduced truck productivity because of the 55 mile an 
hour speed limit. A pocket veto could trigger a strike by 
the independent truckers and we may not be able to get an 
increase through the 94th Congress. 

The energy saving provisions of this bill are an intregral 
part of your overall energy conservation program. 

The increased funding over your budget can be ameliorated 
by requesting deferral. The 94th Congress will have to take 
up early in this session a major highway bill and this new 
legislation plus deferral could have the effect of rescinding 
any undesirable funding contained in this bill. 

The House Public Works Committee considers this bill a must, 
especially in light of its "defeat" with Congressional pass­
age of S. 386, the Mass Transit Bill. 

ARGUMENTS FOR POCKET VETO 

The bill contains contract authority of more than $450 million 
in excess of Administration request, most of which will be 
available for immediate obligation, if not deferred. Also 
it provides an additional $225 million of requested authori­
zations over budget which will be subject to being appropriated. 
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Any request by you for Congress to defer additional high­
way funds may not be favorably received especially in light 
of the depressed condition of the highway construction in­
dustry. 

This bill increases the number of catagorical highway pro­
grams and is directly contrary to the highway initiative 
which you will submit following the State of the Union 
Message. 

The 55 mile an hour speed limit does not expire until June 30 
and it is reasonable to assume that Congress would extend 
it you veto this bill. 

AND AGENCY POSITIONS 

The following recommend that you sign and issue a statement 
which says that you will recommend deferral of most of this 
obligational authority. 

Ken Cole 
Bill Seidman 
Max Friedersdorf 
Secretary Brinegar 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Interior 
Federal Energy Administration 

The following recommend pocket veto. 

DECISION 

Sign (Tab B) 

Roy Ash (see attached bill memo at Tab A) 
Phil Areeda (if deferral request could 

jeopardize existing highway 
fund deferrals} 

(sign statement 
approved by 
Paul Theis at 
Tab C) 

Pocket Veto 
(Sign memo of 
disapproval 
approved by 
Paul Theis 
at Tab D) 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC 3 1 1974 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill s. 3934 - Federal-Aid Highway 
Amendments of 1974 

Sponsor - Sen. Bentsen (D) Texas 

Last Day for Action 

January 4, 1975 - Saturday 

Purpose 

Authorizes over $300 million for a number of categorical grants 
for various special projects; provides $200 million in contract 
authority to implement a new program of aid to off-system roads; 
provides an additional $150 million in contract authority for 
the construction of highways on the Federal-aid primary and 
secondary systems; authorizes appropriations of $75 million for 
highway beauty programs; increases truck weight ceilings on 
interstate highways; makes the 55 mile per hour speed limit per­
manent; and extends the carpooling demonstration program to 
December 31, 1975. · 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Agriculture 
Federal Energy Administration 
Department of the Interior 

Discussion 

Disapproval (Memorandum 
of disapproval 
attached) 

Approval 
Approval 
Approval 
Approval 

In early 1974, the Administration submitted to the Congress its 
proposed Unified Transportation Assistance Program (UTAP), a 
comprehensive six-year program which would have combined some 
mass transit and highway funds and would have given the States 
and localities increased flexibility on how to use those funds. 
The Congress rejected this proposal, and acted on the mass 
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transit and highway portions separately. The recently enacted 
National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-503) 
and S. 3934 are the results of those Congressional efforts. 

As enrolled, we believe that S. 3934 represents an unacceptable 
version of a highway bill. While it is an improvement over 
versions introduced in the House and the Senate and contains two 
Administration proposals, the bill would create a very serious 
inflationary problem by authorizing $700 million more for highway 
programs than the Administration requested. · 

Desirable Provisions 

The bill makes permanent the current temporary 55 mile per hour 
national speed limit which will otherwise expire on June 30, 
1975, and extends until December 31, 1975 the demonstration car­
pooling program due to expire on December 31, 1974. Extension 
of both of these provisions, initially enacted during the fuel 
crisis of last year as part of the Emergency Highway Energy 
Conservation Act (P.L. 93-239), had been requested by the 
Administration. The bill would also require each State to certify 
that it is enforcing the speed limit in order to receive highway 
aid funds. 

Because of the lower national speed limit with resultant pro­
ductivity declines and highway fuel prices, many truckers have 
found themselves in an economic bind. To counter this problem, 
DOT proposed a draft bill to increase allowable truck weights on 
interstate highways. The enrolled bill would increase the allow­
able truck weights for interstate highways from 18,000 to 20,000 
pounds for single axle trucks, from 32,000 to 34,000 pounds for 
tandem axle trucks, and from 73,280 to 80,000 pounds for overall 
gross weight. While S. 3934 does not go as far as DOT's proposal, 
and would have no impact in many States because of "grandfather" 
clauses in existing laws permitting heavier trucks, this is a 
desirable provision. · 

The bill provides contract authority of $75 million for fiscal 
year 1975 for highway beauty programs -- $50 million for the con­
trol of outdoor advertising, $15 million for control of junkyards, 
and $10 million for landscaping and scenic enhancement. The 
Administration had requested $50 million as a block grant for these 
three programs, which ran out of money last summer. The Depart­
ment of Transportation Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1975 
limits obligations for these programs to $45 million. The bill 
includes other provisions which the Administration requested, 
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including control over "jumbo" billboards erected beyond the current 
control limit of 660 feet. Some undesirable provisions contained 
in the House passed version were deleted from the conference report 
at DOT 1 s request. 

Undesirable Provisions 

The bill would make many undesirable changes to the highway 
programs. It would provide $347 million in additional authoriza­
tions for existing highway programs and $405 million for new 
categorical grants. ·The Administration had requested $50 million 
for existing programs (i.e., highway beauty) and no new programs. 
$527 million of these authorizations are in the form of contract 
authority which would require no additional Congressional action 
prior to obligation. In addition to highway beauty funds, $350 
million of this contract authority is immediately available, 
and would have to be released or deferred in January 1975. If 
deferral is proposed, a revision of the existing $10.7 billion 
Federal-Aid Highway deferral would be necessary. 

In particular, the bill provides an additional $100 million in 
contract authority for the construction of roads on the Federal 
rural primary system and an additional $50 million for rural 
secondary system roads. The bill would also authorize contract 
authority of $200 million to establish a ~ program for Federal 
assistance for the construction or reconstruction of rural roads 
not currently on any Federal-aid system. The money would be 
apportioned to the States in accordance with a formula based 
one-third on State area, one-third on rural population, and one­
third on off-system road mileage. In a letter to the House 
Public Works Committee, DOT suggested that instead of a new 
categorical grant program, the Congress should make existing 
authorizations available for off-system roads. The Congress 
rejected this proposal, even though it was pointed out that this 
provision would be inflationary and not consistent with the 
Administration•s objectives of reducing or eliminating categorical 

. grants. · · 

The bill would amend the method of computing cost when an 
Interstate route is withdrawn and the Federal share is made 
available for an alternate Interstate route or a mass transit 
project. Currently, 1972 cost estimates are used. This bill 
would allow the 1972 costs to be increased (or decreased) to 
reflect construction price changes based on 1972 design standards, 
up to the date of withdrawal. ·By providing substantially greater 
resources for mass transit construction, this would be another 
pressure for release of deferred highway funds. 

C
/'1·,.~ .•.. 

. 
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In addition, the bill would authorize appropriations for the 
following categorical grants: 

$109.2 million, limited to $10 million for fiscal 
year 1975 and $15 million for fiscal year 1976, 
for reconstruction or repair of the Overseas 
Highway to Key West, Florida 

$53 million, limited to $10 million in fiscal 
year 1975 and $15 million in fiscal year 1976, 
to build an urban highway in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota · 

$25 million for fiscal year 1976 for a new 
program to construct access highways to public 
recreation areas on lakes created by Federal 
construction projects 

$10 million for fiscal year 1976 for a new bikeway 
demonstration program, in addition to the existing 
bicycle program 

$7.5 million for fiscal year 1976 to establish a 
school bus driver training program 

an additional $50 million for fiscal year 1976 
for the special bridge replacement program 

an additional $45 million for fiscal years 1975 
and 1976 for the Rural Highway Public Transportation 
Demonstration Program · 

an additional authorization totalling $17 million 
for fiscal years 1975 and 1976 for Indian reser­
vation roads and bridges 

$360,000 for fiscal year 1975 for the relocation 
of railroad lines in Lafayette, Indiana 

$250,000 to build a bridge, in lieu of a drainage 
culvert, in Auburn, California 

The Administration opposed these authorizations for the above 
categorical grant programs. 

,.,/;~· 

1
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The bill would also: (1) authorize the existing Alaska ferry 
system to make stops in Canada. Currently, it may make stops 
only within Alaska, or the State of Washington; and (2) extend 
to Federal-Aid Highway Act projects the requirements of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Act ensuring that the elderly and the 
handicapped are able to use mass transit services. 

* * * * * * * 
The pros and cons for approval of s. 3934 appear to be as 
follows: 

Arguments for Approval 

(1) The Administration is developing a major new highway initia­
tive for submission to the 94th Congress. The Congress will 
probably be less likely to consider that proposal, if the 
Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974 are vetoed. 

(2) The new highway initiative would propose the elimination of 
all deferred highway funds prior to fiscal year 1977. If this 
proposal is accepted and Congress does not overturn the present 
deferral, most of the new contract authority in this bill would 
in effect be rescinded. 

(3) The bill contains provisions making the national 55 mile 
per hour speed limit permanent and extending the carpooling 
demonstration program for one year, both of which you mentioned 
in your November message on legislative priorities. 

(4) It contains highway beauty program authorizations and 
amendment~ and increases allowable truck weights on interstate 
highways, which the Administration requested although in some­
what different form. 

(5) DOT believes that overall this bill represents an acceptable 
compromise. In its views letter on the enrolled bill, it states: 

"The Administration and Department sought and obtained 
the cooperation of the Congress in securing the enact­
ment of the positive proposals referred to above. In 
the case of the negative proposals, the Department 
was relatively successful in obtaining substantial 
reductions in authorizations as the legislation moved 
through the Senate and House. In view of this history 
and on the basis of the content of the bill, we believe 
the bill should become law." 

.... , 

~'? 
\ ,--.... _____ . -
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Arguments Against Approval 

(1) The bill contains contract authority more than $450 million 
in excess of Administration requests, most of which will be 
available for obligation, if not deferred on January 1, 1975. 
An additional $225 million of unrequested authorizations, which 
require appropriations before obligation, are also provided. 
Approving these funds at this time would be highly inflationary. 

(2) Since available funds are already being deferred for many 
of these programs, the extra authorizations are not needed. 
In addition, adding the authorizations in this bill to the 
deferrals which have already been proposed will undoubtedly 
irritate the Congress, possibly to the point of provoking a 
rejection of the entire deferral request. · 

(3) DOT's 1975 appropriations bill has already been enacted 
and, thus, none of the authorizations in this bill are necessary, 
except for the highway beauty programs, which do require new 
authorizations if additional grants are to be made. 

(4) The Administration will propose major highway legislation 
to the next Congress that would substantially reduce the number 
of categorical grants (from 30 to 4), eliminate the large 
amounts of deferred funds, and focus Federal attention on the 
Interstate highway program. Most of the provisions of this bill 
are counter to those objectives. 

(5) The national 55 mile per hour speed limit does not expire 
until June 30, 1975. A provision making this limit permanent 
can be sought in the 94th Congress. Also, the carpooling demon­
stration program extension and a provision to increase allowable 
truck weights on interstate highways can be resubmitted to the 
new Congress. 

* * * * * * * 
On balance, we believe the arguments against approval are per­
suasive and, accordingly, we recommend that the bill be dis­
approved. A draft of a memorandum of disapproval is attached 
for your consideration. 

Enclosures 

; 
j ,. ., 

Director 



STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

I am today signing S. 3934, the Federal-Aid Highway 

Amendments of 1974. 

This bill contains three energy-related provisions 

which I find highly desirable. First, it will establish 

55 miles per hour as the national speed limit on a 

permanent basis. This limit has proven to be of great 

value in not only saving fuel but in decreasing the loss 

of life on our highways. 

Second, this bill will extend the carpooling demon­

stration program for one year, until December 31, 1975. 

This program provides funds to states and localities to 

encourage the use of carpools. The Department of 

Transportation has estimated that it could save this 

country five billion gallons of gasoline a year. In 

addition, it will reduce air pollution and urban congestion. 

Third, the bill will increase the allowable weights for 

trucks on interstate highways. Largely because of the lower 

speed limit, many truckers have found themselves in an economic 

bind, with decreased productivity. This modest increase in 

allowable truck weights should help them regain that produc­

tivity, without threatening public safety on the highways. 

Unfortunately, the bill would also make many undesirable 

changes in the highway programs. For one, it would provide 

$347 million in additional authorizations for existing highway 

programs and $405 million for new categorical grants. Of 

these amounts, more than $500 million in contract authority 

would be available to States without further action by the 

Congress. 

Since funds for many of the existing programs are already 

being deferred, these extra authorizations are not needed. 

Approving these funds at this time would not only be unnecessary 

but highly inflationary as well. In addition, one of the 
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objectives of this Administration is reduce or eliminate 

categorical grants. This bill provides authorizations for 

numerous new categorical grant programs. Accordingly, I 

will recommend to Congress that release of most of this 

highway obligational authority be deferred for 1975. I 

hope Congress will agree with this plan. 

The 94th Congress and the Administration must work 

together to develop a highway program for this decade 

which is compatible with our national transportation and 

economic objectives. I will work with the Congress to 

develop such a program. 



.. 
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MEHOHANDUM OF DISAPPROVAL 

I 

(__r am~ ,_.Jithhoiding my approval from s. 3934, the 

Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974. • 
..(A.-

The bill \'lOUld make many undesirable changes Jf" the highway 
L- ~~ 

programs.~t would provide $347 million in additional authoriza-
< 

tions for existing 1r+.!tl _q programs and $405 million for ne1r1 

categorical grants. Of these amountsJ over $500 million would be 

available ~o States without further action by the Congress. 

L since funds ·for many of the exi~ting programs .are alr_eady . 

being deferred, these extra authorizations are not neededv ~ . 
. '-''.net n~ -~~ ~ .. ~ 

Approving these funds at this time wouiCl]f ~,~ghly inflationary/ 
~ ..... 't_u. 

u•. •oi._,":SJZ' ~~;;a~" - -~/ . 
{:-it: bf s ·=we k §'eat of this Administration 'W" reduce or 

eliminate categorical grants. This bill provides authorizations 
- ~-~~~ 

progr~ rat:her titan reducing 

The 94th Congr~ss and the Administration must work together 

to develop a highway program for this decade which is compatible 

with our energy s~ortage. Unfortunately, _S. · 3934 does not provide 

the framework for a sensibly res~ructured)fiijijiliiiily program that will · 

meet our long-term national transportation and economic 
. . ~~ . . 

I will work with the~congress to develop a program 
. . 

that 

objectives. 

will meet these goals. 

extend the carpooling demonstration program for one 

<I> increase the allowable weight limits for trucks 

· I · hope the next Congress will act quickly on these 

proposals which will save fuel while saving lives on our 

THE \·llliTE HOUSE 

1975 
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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

~~~~.( 
I am today signing ;v.:3934, the Federal-aid Highway Amendments 
of 197 4. / ... ~.d.._ 

This bill conta · ~s three energy-re~rovisions which I finft ~ 
.i~fJ:y- desirt+J. e. First, it will ~e aeti!iePtal 55 Jf1fJEitr ~~ 44. 

· · This ~11i limit has proven to be of 
great value~ saving fuel~decreasing the loss of life on 
our highways . / ~-::c:;::--

Second,~bill will extend the carpooling demonstration program 
for one year, until December 31, 1975. This program provides 
~ds to states and localities to encourage the use of carpools. ~ 

has estimated that it could save this country five billion 
gallons of gasoline a year. In addition, it will reduce air 
pollution and urban congesti~ · 

,...1-:? . 
Third, the bill will inc~e the allowable weights for trucks 
on interstate highway!:l. J ~e<?ause of the lower speed limit~ --E.,...__ 
the ;renera;l; ti\JOJ>emj a Jait:JJ.a:'e'- many truckers have found "them-
selves in an economic bind, w1th decreased productivity. This 
modest increase in allowable truc~~s should help them 
regain that productivity, without~threatening public 
safety on the highways . (1 '=:,.._ · 

Unfortunately, the bill wh:1~~~o make many undesirable changes 
~~ the highway programs •. J!t would provide $347 million in 

additional authorizations for existing highway programs and ~~ 
. $405 million for new categorical grants. Of these amounts_,&iiri . 

$500 million in contract authority would be available to States 
without further action by the Congress. ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ __ _ r-r~z 'ff-"~~/;(1 

~ince funds for many of f~ isting programs are already being 
deferred, these extra author' tions are not needed. Approving 
these funds at this time woul highly inflationary.r 1 • ~~ 

difttt na•• sa 1 s , ;p ~ In addition, · - · of this ~ 
Administration ~reduce or el minate categorical grants. This -' ~ 
bill prov~des authorizations for numerous new categorical grant 
programs 11 -ba:taez- ~~~~~khan ~cing t:he nwub~ ~ ~e--g£-nnts. 
~orolngly, I will recommend to Congress that release of most 
of this highway obligational authority be deferre~~or 197~ 
~I hope Congress will agree with~&£ rl~ . 

The 94th Congress and the Administration must work together to 
develop a highway program for this decade which is compatible · 
with our national transportation and economic objectives. ~ 
:&.w of t:hc quest-iGns---t.ha.t .t.he ~tive- - ana Congress mu.s. ~;;,;._­
ada~e81'5 ...:.ar~ =what -sheu-ld-be .the rQle of the highway t st fund 
in ~ncy ou:t transpo£ tati-orr-~ee:t.i.v.es; how~ e State/ · 
1-es-al cont.;;ol and ~-±ex-±eility .=be= aetu-eved for non-interstate 
4~shG:l~ -t-ru: Federal -e£-fort f?~- ~ -more on comp:tet±on 
r1<e· --:Rti• -i the Imt--sEas~ $8fst,.m:;L.-.. -

(; / ~ ~L 
~ I will work with th Congress to develop a program ~~at will 

m:eet: W:a I! a s-ea, s. /( . (i) 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC 3 1 1974 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill s. 3934 - Federal-Aid H~ghway 
Amendments of 1974 

Sponsor - Sen. Bentsen (D) Texas 

' 
Last Day for Action 

January 4, 1975 - Saturday 

Purpose 

Authorizes over $300 million for a number of categorical grants 
for various special projects: provides $200 million in contract 
authority to implement a ne\'1 program of aid to off-system roads: 
provides an additional $150 million in contract authority for 
the construction of highways on the Federal-aid primary and 
secondary systems; authorizes aPpropriations of $7~ mill.inn ~o~ 
high"'Tay beauty programs; · increases ·truck ·weight ceilings on 
interstate highways: makes the 55 mile per hour speed limit per­
manent: and extends the carpooling demonstration program to 
December 31, 1975. · · 

Agency Reco~~endations 

Office of Management and Bu~get 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Agriculture 
Federal Energy· Administration 
Department of the Interior 

- Discussion 

.. 

Disapproval (Memorandum 
· of disapproval 

attached) 

Approval 
Approval 
Approval 
Approval 

In early 1974, the Administration submitted to the Congress its 
proposed Unified Transportation Assistance Program (UTAP), a 
comprehensive six-year program which would have combined some 
mass transit and highway funds and would have given the States 
and localities increased flexibility on how to use those funds. 
The Congress rejected this proposal, and acted on the 1nass 

. ' 



THE WHITE HOCSE 

ACTION ME~10RA..:.~DC.M W.·\SHI;'>;GTON LOG NO.: 937 

Date· · · January 1, 1975 

FOR ACTION: Mike Duval 
Max Friedersdorf 
Phil Areed~ / 
Paul Theisv 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: 

SUBJECT: 

Time: ll .f 
11:00 a.m. cC ~F-T, 

cc (for information) :warren Hendriks 
Jerry Jones 
Jack Marsh 

Time: noon 

Enrolled Bill S. 3934 - Federal-aid Highway amendments 
of 1974 

.;. __ . 
ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action 

-- rrepa.re Agenda. and Brie£ 

-- Fo:r Your Comments 

REMARKS: 

GO 
(.\J 

--For Your Recommendations 

--Draft Reply 

--Draft Remarks 

'Please ret~n to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

~ 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

H you have any questions or i£ you anticipate a 
daiay in sub:r.;.itting the :::'equired mc.terial, please· 
telephone the Steff Sacreiary immediately. 



THE v 'HITE HOUSE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHIN G TON LOG NO.: 937 

Date: January 1, 1975 
Time: 

11:00 

FOR ACTION: ~~ike uval _ cc (for information) =warren Hendriks 
Max Friedersdorf ~ Jerry Jones 
Phil Areeda~ Jack ~rsh 
Paul Theis 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: Tuesday, January 2 Time: noon 

SUBJECT: 
Enrolled Bill s. 3934 - Federal-aid Highway amendments 
of 1974 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action __ For Your Recommendations 

- - Prepare Agenda and Brief -- Draft Reply 

- - For Your Comments -- Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a 
delay in submitting the required materi~~l. please 
telephone the Staff Secretary immediatel;r1• 

K. R. COLE, JR. 
For the President 



THL \\TriTE HOUSE 

ACTION ::-.1E\10RASDC:\I 

Dote: T 1, 19 75 .. ,anua.ry 

FOR ACTION: Mike Duval 
Max Friedersdorf 
Phil Areeda.......­
Paul Theis 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETJI.RY 

DUE: Date: 

SUBJECT: 

LOG NO.: 937 

'l'ime: 
11:00 a.m • 

cc (£or information) =warren Hendriks 
Jerry Jones 
Jack Marsh 

Time: noon 

Enrolled Bill S. 3934 - Federal-aid Highway amendments 
of 1974 

AC"I'ION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action __ For Your Recommendations 

-- :i?repare Agenci.a and. .t:Srief ---· Draft Reply 

~---For Your Comments ---- Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

!£ you have any questions or i£ ycu anticipate c. 
delay in subrr.~Hing the reqt:i:·eC. :n:v1i:erial. please. 
telephone the Staff Secretary i::nm.ediately. 

''E":t.~r- ...... :..: .... 

l"oJ' t~e 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 2, 1975 

WARREN HENDRIKS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF (/~ 
Action Memorandum - Log No. 9 37 
Enrolled Bill S. 39 34 - Federal- aid 
Highway amendments of 1974. 

The Office of Legislative Affairs concurs with the Agencies 
that the enrolled bill should be signed. 

The Office of Legislative Affa:irs reluctantly recommends, on balance, 
that the President sign this bill and utilize the deferral process for the 
excess authorizations and contract authority, thereby placing the burden 
on the 94th Congress should it choose to deny the deferrals. 

Attachments 



MEMORANDUM OF DISAPPROVAL 

I am today withholding my approval from s. 3934, the 

Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974. 

The bill would make many undesirable changes to the highway 

programs. It would provide $347 million in additional authoriza­

tions ·for existing highway programs and $405 million for new 

categorical grants. Of these amounts over $500 million would be 

available to States without further action by the Congress. 

Since funds for many of the existing programs are already 

being deferred, these extra authorizations are not needed. 

Approving these funds at this time would be highly inflationary, 

unwise and unnecessary. 

It has been the goal of this Administration to reduce or 

eliminate categorical grants. This bill provides authorizations 

for numerous new categorical grant programs, rather than reducing 

the number of those grants. 

The 94th Congress and the Administration must work together 

to develop a highway program for this decade which is compatible 

with our energy shortage. Unfortunately, s. 3934 does not provide 

the framework for a sensibly restructured highway program -that will 

meet our long-term national transportation and economic objectives. 

I will work with the Congress to develop a program that 

will meet these goals. 

Three energy-related providisions in this bill which I 

support and intend to resubmit to the 94th Congress would {1) 

make the national 55 miles per hour s~eed limit permanent, {2) 

extend the carpooling demonstration program for one year, and 

{3) increase the allowable weight limits for trucks on interstate 

highways. I hope the next Congress will act quickly on these 

proposals which will save fuel while saving lives on our highways. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

January , 1975 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

. 
• December 20, 1974 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Executive Office Building 
W.ashington, D. c. 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department on S. 3934, an enrolled bill: 

"To authorize appropriations for the construction 
of certain highways in accordance with title 23 
of the United States Code, and for other purposes. 11 

SUMMARY 

S. 3 934 contains a variety of amendments to existing highway­
related legislation including increases in authorizations for 
existing programs, the creation of new categorical grant 
programs, the extension of temporary energy conservation 
legislation enacted earlier this year, and changes to the 
highway beautification and other substantive provisions of 
title 23, United States Code. 

Authorizations for Existing Programs 

The authorizations applicable to existing highway programs 
provide a total of $347.5 million in new money and consist 
of the following: 

An additional $100 million for the Federal-aid 
primary system in rural areas for FY 1976; 

An additional $50 million for the Federal-aid 
secondary system in rural areas for FY 1976; 



An additional $25 million for Indian reservation 
roads and bridges over the period FY 1974 through 
1976; 

An additional $45 million for the Rural Highway 
Public Transportation Demonstration Program 
over the period FY 1975 through 1976; 

An additional $50 million for the Special Bridge 
Replacement Program for FY 1976; 

An additional $2e 5 million for bridges on Federal 
dams; 

$50 million for the control of outdoor advertising 
for FY 1975; 

$15 million for the control of junkyards for 
FY 1975; and 

$10 million for landscaping and scenic enhancement 
for FY 1975. 

Categorical Grant Programs 

The new categorical grants created by S. 3934 authorize a total 
of $405 million and consist of the following: 

A program for the construction and improvement 
of off-system rural roads for which $200 million 
is authorized for FY 1976. Funds are to be 
apportioned to the States according to area, rural 
population, and off-system road mileage and are 
to be made available for expenditure in the counties 
of the States on a fair and equitable bas is. 

An engineering and feasibility study for the 
relocation of railroad lines in Lafayette, Indiana, 
for which $360, 000 is authorized for FY 1975. 

2 



A program for the construction or reconstruction 
of access highways to public recreation areas 
on lakes for which $25 million is authorized for 
FY 1976. 

The construction by the Secretary of the Interior 
of a bridge in Auburn, California, for which 
$250, 000 is authorized, plus additional increases 
or decreases depending upon cost of construction. 

A program for the reconstruction or replacement 
of bridge structures on the Overseas Highway to 
Key West, Florida, for which $109. 2 million is 
authorized. Only $10 million could be obligated 
in FY 1975, and $15 million in FY 1976. 

A demonstration program for the construction of 
bikeways in urban and urbanized areas for which 
$10 million is authorized for FY 1976. 

A demonstration project for the construction of 
an urban highway intermodal transportation 
connection in Minneapolis, Minnesota, for which 
$53 million is authorized. Only $10 million could 
be expended in FY 1975 and $15 million in FY 1976. 

A program of demonstration projects designed to 
encourage the use of carpools in urban areas for 
which $7.5 million is authorized. 

A program of grants to States for the conduct of 
school bus driver education and training. Not 
less than $7.5 million of sums authorized for 
section 402 of title 23 are to be obligated for 
these purposes. 
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Energy-related Amendments 

S. 3934 contains several provisions associated with energy 
conservation. First, it extends indefinitely the uniform national 
speed limit established last January by the Emergency Highway 
Energy Conservation Act. Secondly, it extends one year (until 
December 31, 1975) the program that Act created for the 
approval of demonstration projects designed to encourage the 
use of carpools in urban areas. As indicated above, it also 
authorizes $7.5 million for this program. Thirdly, it increases 
somewhat the maximum weights applicable to the operation of 
vehicles on the Interstate system. Finally, it establishes a 
requirement that each State certify annually that it is enforcing 
the uniform national speed limit and all State laws respecting 
maximum vehicle sizes and weights permitted on the Interstate 
and Federal .. aid primary, secondary, and urban systems. 

Highway Beautification 

In addition to authorizing funds for the highway beautification 
program for FY 1975, S. 3934 makes several amendments to the 
substantive provisions of sections 131 and 136 of title 23. First, 
the bill requires States to provide for the control of the erection 
and maintenance along the Interstate and primary systems of 
billboards which are more than 660 feet from the edge of the 
right-of-way, located outside of urban areas, visible from the 
main traveled way of the system, and erected with the purpose 
of their message being read from such main traveled way. 
Secondly, the bill would permit the retention of signs, lawfully 
in existence on October 22, 1965, determined to be landmark 
signs. Finally, the bill amends the 11 just compensation11 

provisions of sections 131 and 136 to eliminate the so-called 
hiatus period for Federal financial participation in sign and 
junkyard removals. 

Other Substantive Amendments 

Section 125 of S. 3934 makes two changes to section 103 of title 23. 
These changes would modify the manner in which the cost is 
computed when an Interstate route is withdrawn and the Federal 
share is made available for an alternate Interstate route or for 
a mass transit project. Currently the cost of a withdrawn route 
is the cost of that route included in the 1972 cost estimate. Under 
the amendments in S. 3934, the cost could be modified to reflect 
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construction price changes up to the date of withdrawal. 

Section 111 of S. 3934 amends section 115 of title 23 (Construction 
by States in advance of apportionment) to permit the Secretary 
to pay the Federal share of construction costs incurred for an 
Interstate project begun without the aid of Federal funds even 
though the particular State involved has not obligated all the 
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Federal funds authorized for Interstate projects within its boundaries. 
The purpose of this provision is to permit the continued use of 
s~ction 115 as it applies to Interstate projects at times when 
funds for that system have been impounded. 

Other amendments contained in the bill permit the funding of 
certain rail-highway crossing projects under section 322 of 
title 23 even though the crossings remain at ground level; permit 
the funding of projects to correct high hazard locations under 
the safer roads demonstration program (23 U.S. C. 405); and 
permit intermediate stops to be made in Canada by ferries 
financed under section 129(g) of title 23 and operated between 
Alaska and Washington. 

BACKGROUND 

S. 3934 is an outgrowth of a bill taken up in July 1974 by the 
Senate Public Works Committee. The Department had previously 
submitted to the Hill the proposed Unified Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1974 (UTAP), a comprehensive bill which 
established a six-year program for the improvement of public 
transportation in urban areas and a modest program to improve 
public transportation in rural areas. The Department also submitted 
to the Hill comprehensive highway beautification legislation, a bill 
to increase the maximum weight limits applicable to vehicles 
operated on the Interstate system, and a bill to provide additional 
authorizations and to revise the cost-sharing provisions of section 
322 of title 23, applicable to rail-highway grade-crossing projects 
along the Northeast Corridor. Following early hearings in the 
House and Senate, the UTAP bill was largely ignored on the Hill 
and efforts were undertaken in both Houses to process separately 
committee bills on mass transportation and the Federal-Aid Highway 
Program. These efforts led to the enactment on November 26, 1974, 
of the National Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974, and, 



after a lengthy process involving the drafting and redrafting of 
several proposals in both Houses, the adoption by the House and 
Senate of S. 3934. 

To indicate the substantial change that S. 3 934 underwent from 
the beginning, it should be noted that the initial Senate draft 
proposed across-the-board funding increases for the various 
Federal-aid Highway programs for fiscal years 1974 through 1976. 
For fiscal years 1975 and 1976, the original draft proposed 
$800 million per year in additional authorizations. In the case 
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o~ the original House measure, the bill not only proposed "business­
as-usual" authorizations across-the-board for the various program 
categories in title 23, but attempted to extend non-Interstate 
authorizations from the Trust Fund beyond its present statutory 
expiration date of 1977. 

DISCUSSION 

Following the enactment in November of the amendments to the 
Urban Mass Transportation Program, the principal concern of 
the Department in the area of highway legislation was that the 
Congress adopt amendments which would (1) establish the national 
speed limit on a permanent basis and create an enforcement 
requirement relative thereto; (2) extend for another year the 
carpooling demonstration program; and (3) authorize funds for 
the Highway Beautification Program. The extension of the speed 
limit and the carpooling program are two of the proposals cited 
in the President's November message to Congress on Legislative 
Priorities, and are important elements of the Administration's 
energy conservation program. The Highway Beautification Program 
ran out of funds last summer, and a new authorization is necessary 
to get the Program underway again. In each of the above-mentioned 
areas, S. 3934 satisfies the aims of the Department. The funding 
for the Highway Beautification Program exceeds our request, but 
should not be a problem because of the $45 million limitation. 
applicable to the various highway beautification functions contained 
in the Department's Appropriation Act. Also, as we requested, 
the authorization is limited to FY 1975. A special authorization 
is made for the carpooling program, but this should not be a 
major problem. 
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The amendments to the substantive prov1s1ons of the Highway 
Beautification Program are also acceptable. In effect, the 
amendments pick up two of the changes proposed by the Department 
in our bill last April and, at the same time, avoid almost all 
of the questionable or undesirable provisions contained in earlier 
versions of the House and Senate committee bills. First, the 
bill closes the loophole in the existing law which permits the 
erection of jumbo signs beyond the 660-foot control area. Secondly, 
the bill eliminates the so-called "hiatus period" for Federal 
financial participation in sign and junk yard removals. The bill 
also establishes a new category of "landmark signs" which can 
remain in non-conforming areas. However, inasmuch as these 
signs must have been in existence prior to October 22, 1965, and 
the category is very limited, we believe this provision is workable 
and not appreciably out of step with the purpose of the Highway 
Beautification Program. 

The bill contains two other proposals which satisfy, in part, 
proposals the Department submitted to the Hill earlier this year. 
The provision increasing vehicle weight limitations does not go 
as far as the Department's proposal as it applies to maximum 
overall gross weight, but we believe it should help offset the 
decrease in efficiency of truck operations on the Interstate system 
brought about by the imposition of the 55-mph speed limit. The 
proposal allowing the funding of protective devices for highway-rail 
grade crossings along the Northeast Corridor is similar to an 
amendment sought by the Department. Unfortunately, however, 
S. 3934 does not contain the proposals submitted by the Department 
which made additional funds available for Corridor grade-crossing 
projects and changed the cost-sharing formula to eliminate the 
requirement that railroads pay part of the costs of such projects. 

The bill makes a number of amendments to other substantive 
provisions of title 23 which we did not propose, but which we do 
not object to. These include the provisions on route withdrawals, 
advance construction, Alaska ferry operations, donations of property, 
and the inclusion in the Safer Roads Program of projects to correct 
high-hazard locations. We would have preferred that provisions of 
this type be considered next year in connection with legislation 
extending the Federal-Aid Highway Program, but we do not believe 
that any of them are harmful. 
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The remainder of the bill consists of a string of increased 
authorizations for existing highway programs and provisions 
establishing new categorical grant programs. For the most part 
the increased authorizations and new categorical programs are 
inappropriate at this time because of the President's efforts to 
control inflation. In furtherance of that program, the President 
has already submitted to Congress a special message recommending 
the deferral of substantial highway spending. Since S. 3934 runs 
completely contrary to that effort, it appears that, after the 
enactment of the bill, it will be necessary to increase the proposed 
de.ferrals to offset the adverse impact of the authorizations. 
Approximately $350 million will have to be added to the $10. 7 
billion currently deferred in order to continue the 1975 program at 
$4. 6 billion. The only potential difficulty we envision is whether 
we can incorporate the $200 million off-system program in the 
Federal-aid highway program deferral message {since it is a 
general fund authorization), or whether a separate deferral message 
will be necessary. Another point that should be considered in 
connection with these authorization provisions is that, in many 
cases, the committees heeded the requests of the Department during 
the processing of the legislation and reduced the authorizations 
substantially from the levels in the original bills. 

In one or two cases, authorizations contained in the bill for special 
programs are somewhat consistent with previous Departmental 
proposals. This is true with respect to the establishment of a 
funding mechanism for off-system roads and the authorization of 
additional funds for the Rural Highway Public Transportation 
Demonstration Program. UTAP authorized an additional $45 million 
for the Rural Demonstration Program and UTAP amendments we 
submitted to the Hill in May proposed the authorization of $100 million 
for a new rural transportation assistance program. At this point, 
of course, it would have been preferable to take up all such programs 
and authorizations next year in connection with the omnibus bill 
extending the Highway Program. 

RECOMMENDATION 

On the positive side, S. 3934 contains two energy-related proposals sought 
by the President in his November message and an accompanying speed 
limit enforcement provision. It provides essential authorization and 
constructive amendments to the Highway Beautification Program and 
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minor, but beneficial amendments regarding truck weight limitations 
and rail-highway grade-crossing projects along the Northeast Corridor. 

On the negative side, the bill contains a number of increases 
in program authorizations and some unnecessary new categorical 
grant programs. The impact of these proposals probably can 
be blunted, however, by increasing budget deferrals under the 
Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. 

The Administration and Department sought and obtained the 
cqoperation of the Congress in securing the enactment of the 
positive proposals referred to above. In the case of the 
negative proposals, the Department was relatively successful 
in obtaining substantial reductions in authorizations as the legislation 
moved through the Senate and House. In view of this history 
and on the basis of the content of the bill, we believe the bill 
should become law. 

The Department recommends that the President sign the enrolled 
bill. 



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C.20250 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of Management 

and Budget 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

December 2 3 • 1974 

We are responding to Enrolled Bill S. 3934, the Federal-Aid 
Highway Amendments of 1974. This Bill would amend the 
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 in several respects. 

The Department recommends enactment of S. 3934 as enrolled. 

Section 103 provides additional funds for public transportation in 
rural areas. Rural Americans presently have few alternatives to 
the private automobile for travel. The funds to be provided under 
Section 103 can prove helpful in maintaining presently available 
intercity public transportation options and in developing public 
transportation in local areas. The needs for public transportation 
by the transportation-disadvantaged persons in rural areas are 
obvious. 

Section 106 would increase maximum weight limits for vehicles 
on interstate highways. Currently, truckers are experiencing 
higher operating costs primarily because of fuel price increase 
and reduced capacity due to the 55 mile per hour speed limit. 
This situation has caused severe hardship especially for the hauler 
of perishable agricultural commodities.. The increase in the al­
lowable weights on the interstate highway system will permit truckers 
to increase their revenue per trip with little or no additional costs of 
operation and, at the same time, increase their productivity by car­
rying heavier loads. The increase in productivity of this major 
segment of the food distribution system will help to stabilize food 
prices. l!?ly 
J.~1~ 
Acting Seeretary 



FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20461 

, ... 
MEMORANDUM TO: Wilfred H. Rommel / 

FROM: 

ATTN': 

SUBJECT: 

Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference 
Office of Management and Budget 

Robert E. Montgomery, Jr. 
General Counsel 

Jan Fox 

Enrolled Bill Report on S. 3934 - Federal 
Aid Highway Amendments of 1974 

This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Federal Energy Administration on the subject enrolled bill. 

FEA supported passage of S. 3934 and strongly recommends 
that the President sign it into law. 

Although the bill contains provisions for highway author­
izations, public transportation demonstration programs, school 
bus driver training, and authorization for access highways to 
Federal areas, we have focused our primary attention on those 
sections of the bill which significantly affect energy conser­
vation. 

Section 114 of the Act would preclude the Secretary of 
Transportation from approving and funding plans for proposed 
highway projects in any state which has a maximum speed limit 
on any pUblic highway in excess of 55 mph or which does not 
apply its speed limits uniformly on all public highways. FEA 
estimates that a fuel savings of approximately five million 
gallons per day will result from this provision alone. In ad­
dition, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration es­
timated that a 22.6% reduction in traffic fatalities will re­
sult from the enforcement of a nation-wide 55 mph speed limit. 

Section 107 of the Act requires each state to certify to 
the Secretary of Transportation that it is enforcing all state 
laws relating to speed limits and vehicle size and weights. 
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This provision will help insure that the above mentioned sav­
ings in lives and fuel will be achieved and, therefore, rep­
resents an important strengthening of our 55 mph conservation 
program. 

Finally, Section 120 of the Act authorizes the Secretary 
of Transportation to continue to make grants for carpool demon­
stration projects. It is estimated that effectively used car­
pools can cut by two-thirds to three-fourths the amount of gas­
oline presently used by automobile commuters. 

For the above reasons, FEA strongly recommends that the 
President sign s. 3934 into law. 



United States Department of the Interior 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

This responds to your request for the views of this Department on 
the enrolled bill S. 3934, "To authorize appropriations for the 
construction of certain highways in accordance with title 23 of 
the United States Code, and for other purposes." 

While we recommend that the President approve this enrolled bill, 
we ~re concerned about the expanded definition of "Indian reserva­
tion roads and bridges" contained in Section 102(b). 

Enrolled bill S. 3934 would, among other things, authorize appropriations 
for the construction of certain highways pursuant to the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act. In addition, it would continue the national 55 miles 
per hour speed limit until Congress declares by concurrent resolution 
that it is no longer necessary, would require State certification of 
enforcement of the 55 miles per hour speed limit, and would extend 
for one year the authority to make grants for demonstration carpooling 
programs. 

The bill also contains an increase in the authorizations for the 
rural primary and secondary systems for fiscal year 1976 and establishes 
two categorical programs which provide for improvement of highways 
off the Federal-aid systems and for the construction of access roads 
to public recreation areas on Federal lakes. 

Moreover, the bill contains (1) amendments to the Highways Beautification 
Act and continuing authorizations for the basic beautification pro­
grams; (2) a provision permitting buses of up to 102 inches in width 
to be operated on the Interstate System; (3) a provision permitting 
the donation of real property for highway projects without the 
requirement for an appraisal; (4) authorization of $25 million over 
two years for the repair of Federal aid primary routes in the State 
of Florida; (5) a demonstration project for the construction of a 
high-density urban highway intermodal transportation connection in 
Minneapolis, Minnesota; (6) a project for the construction of a 
highway bridge in Auburn, California; (7) an amendment to section 103(e)(2) 
and (4) of title 23, United States Code, increasing or decreasing 
the dollar amounts available for substitute Interstate highway or 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 



public mass transportation projects to offset the effects of 
inflation or deflation, as the case may be; (8) a program for the 
training of school bus drivers; and (9) increased authorization 
of $2,500,000 to continue construction of a bridge over Markland 
Dam. 

This Department's major interest in enrolled bill S. 3934 involves 
the definition of "Indian reservation roads and bridges" contained 
in Section 102(b) of the bill. Section 102 adds a total of $25 
million to the authorization for appropriations for the purpose 
of building Indian reservation roads and bridges. This would 
inc~ease the authority to a total of $250 million. The increase 
is designed to cover additional expenditures that are authorized 
by the amendment to the definition of 11Indian reservation roads 
and bridges." The expanded definition would allow funds authorized 
for Indian reservation roads and bridges to be used on roads and 
bridges in the Federal-aid system that are located within or pro­
vide access to Indian reservations. This includes many miles of 
highway that are basically the responsibility of the States in 
which they are located and the Federal Highway Administration. 
We are concerned that this could cause diversion of funds that are 
badly needed for roads and bridges on Indian reservations. 

The impact of the amendment is mitigated somewhat by the language 
of Section 102(c) requiring the Secretary of Transportation to 
make an affirmative finding that any funds used from the Indian 
reservation roads and bridges authorization on a Federal-aid 
system in a State is supplementary to and not in lieu of the 
obligation of a fair and equitable share of funds apportioned 
to such State under its allocation for the Federal-aid system. 
We believe that this requirement should limit the instances where 
Indian reservation road and bridge monies are used on Federal-aid 
system roads, because Indian reservation road and bridge funds 
should be used to build needed road systems on Indian reservations. 

Further mitigation can be found in Section 102(d) which requires 
the formal consent of the tribe for whom~the Indian reservation 
bridge and road monies was intended before it could be used on 
the Federal-aid system. It is on this basis that we recommend 
approval of S. 3934 and hope that this additional category of 
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roads qualified for Indian reservation roads and bridges funds will 
not reduce the funds available for other categories of road systems 
on Indian reservations. 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director 
Office of Management and Bu 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

ely yours, 

Secretary of the Interior 
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MEMORANDUM OF DISAPPROVAL 

I am withholding my approval from S. 3934, the 

Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974. 

The bill would make many undesirable changes in the 

highway programs. For one, it would provide $347 million 

in additional authorizations for existing programs and $405 

million for new categorical grants. Of these amounts, 

over $500 million would be available to States without 

further action by the Congress. 

Since funds for many of the existing programs are 

already being deferred, these extra authorizations are 

not needed. Approving these funds at this time would not 

only be unnecessary but highly inflationary as well. 

One of the objectives of this Administration is reduce 

or eliminate categorical grants. This bill provides autho­

rizations for numerous new categorical grant programs which 

I consider an undesirable feature. 

The 94th Congress and the Administration must work 

together to develop a highway program for this decade which 

is compatible with our energy shortage. Unfortunately, 

s. 3934 does not provide the framework for a sensibly re­

structured program that will meet our long-term national 

transportation and economic objectives. 

I will work with the 94th Congr~ss to develop a program 

that will meet these goals. 
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Three energy-related provisions in this bill which I 

support and intend to resubmit to the Congress would " 1 

\.....--0 establish 55 miles per hour as the national speed limit, 

~) extend the carpoo~~ng demonstration program for one 

year, and (2') (increase the allowable weight limits for 

k . h' h ={' h . true s on 1nterstate 1g way~ . I hope t e next Congress 

will act quickly on these proposals which will save 

--~~ while saving lives on our highways. ~ 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

fuel 
.f-tvc.L 
r't:l clv t-t~~ ·a-
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{ REPORT 

No. 93-1111 

THE FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY AMENDMENTS OF 1974 

AuousT 20, 1974.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. BENTSEN, from the Committee on Public Works, 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
together with 

MINORITY VIEWS 

[To accompany S. 3934] 

The Committee on Public Works, reports an original bill (S. 3934) 
to authorize appropriations for the construction of certain highways in 
accordance with title 23 of the United States Code, and for other 
purposes, and recommends that the bill do pass. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

Congress last year passed the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973, a 
landmark measure that, for the first time, permitted flexibility in the 
use of Highway Trust Fund revenues for highway or transit purposes, 
significantly increased authorizations for various Federal-Aid High­
way Programs, and made additional substantive changes in the law. 

Because of the comprehensive nature of the 1973 Act, the Com­
mittee on Public Works had not intended to consider major high­
way legislation this year; however, in the latter months of 1973, 
the Arab oil embargo and the resulting energy crisis created a new 
set of circumstances. Many Americans for the first time were forced 
to recognize how vulnerable their transportation system is and to ask 
serious questions about how they will get to work, how often they 
travel, and what type of transportation they will use. 
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The Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974, while not a compre­
hensive measure, responds to some of the issues raised by the energy 
crisis and fills in those sections of the 1973 Act which were either 
deferred by the House-Senatt) Conferees or found to need adjustment 
'l'l.fter they were enacted into law. The Committee recognizes that 
major highway legislation will have to be considered again next year, 
:as authorizations in the 1973 Act near expiration and as questions 
concerning the future of the Highway Trust Fund, which is scheduled 
to expire in. October 1977, must be resolved. In this legislation, 
therefore, no highway authorizations are provided beyond fiscal year 
1976. 

Two principal sections of the Committee bill are directed at the 
country's energy problems: one would make the temporary 55 miles 
per hour speed limit, approved by the Congress and the President last 
winter, permanent. The second would permit modest increases in the 
allowable weights of trucks on Interstate highways, increases that 
the Committee feels will improve the productivity of trucks while 
remaining within acceptable limits of safety. 

Two other items in this bill were either deferred by the Committee 
last year or acted upon by the Committee but unresolved because of 
Administration disapproval. The bill extends the Highway Beauti­
fication Act for an additional three years, gives it added funds to do 
its job, and includes provisions to allow alternative information 
systems along highways which do not conflict with the thrust of the 
original act. Although this measure was approved by both Houses of 
Congress last year, it failed to clear Conference because of funda­
mental disagreements about the future of the program., now fully 
underway after some nine years of trial and error. 

A charter bus provision which passed the Senate last year is also 
included in this measure; it would amend Section 164(a) of la..'lt year's 
highway legislation by allowing public transit systems receiving Fed­
eral-aid funds to engage in charter activities so long as they do not 
foreclose private carriers from doing so. 

The bill also contains provisions (1) allowing the termination of 
highway contracts under conditions where the materials necessary are 
not available from the expected supplier because of Federal actions; (2) 
providing additional authorizations for the rural bus demonstration 
program approved last year; (3) allowing the Aiaska ferry to stop in 
Canada; (4) allowing funds for Indian reservation roads and trails to 
be used on Federal-Aid Highways on or leading to Indian lands and 
increasing the authorizations for the program. by $25 million; (5) pro­
viding $20 million, half from the Highway Trust Fund, for bikeway 
facilities in urbanized areas; (6) amending Section 322 of Title 23, 
which deals with elimination of rail-highway grade crossings in the 
Northeast corridor; (7) increasing the authorization for the special 
bridge replacement program by a total of $150 million; (8) setting up a 
sel?arate authorization of approximately $116 million for the repair of 
bndges on the vital Overseas Highway leading to Key West, Florida; 
(9) authorizing $360,000 for an engineering study of a railroad reloca­
tion demonstration project in Lafyette, Indiana; (10) authorizing all 
parkways, not just those on a Federal-Aid System, to be financed out 
of the Highway Trust Fund; (11) creating a new program authorizing 
$15 million for each of two fiscal years for access roads to Federal 
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re.servoirs; (12). assuring that public transportation facilities assisted 
With ~ederal-a1d funds are acc~ssible to the handicapped; and (13) 
extending a carpool demonstratiOn program. for one year to be sepa­
rately funded at a level of $lq million. 

The Committee also. considered a proposal to authorize $300 000 
fo: a st~1dy of a multt-m~dal transportation corridor from Ka~sas 
C1(y, Missout;~,. ~ Brunsw'lck, .Georgia, but decided to defer action 
U!ltil the feas1b1lity stw;ly reqmred by the 1973 Highway Act for a 
highway along that corndor has been completed. 

HEARINGS 

T~e S';Ibcommittee on Transportation conducted several days of 
hearmgs m late 1~73 and 1974 on subjects covered in this legislation. 
~ou.r days of hearmgs were held, beginning in December and continu­
mg ,n~ F~~ru.ary an~ March, o~ "Transportation and the New Energy 
Pohcie~, . With te~t1m.ony. received on the proposed 55 mile per hour 
speed hm1t n;nd \Vlth spec1al emphasis in the final three days on truck 
Sizes and weights. On the latter subject, more than 25 witnesses were 
heard, with 9 \'vitnesses directing their testimony to the safety issues 
involved ~~increasing vehicle .weights. 

.I~ add.ItiOn, the ~ubcomrmt~{le received testimony from. the Ad­
rmmstratwn concermng the Umfied Transportation Assistance Act on 
!vfarch 1~ an? conducte? fi~e hearing:s around the country on the 
Is~ues raised m tha~ legislatwn. Heanngs were held in New York 
City, Atl~nta, Detroit, Sa~ Francisco, and Los Angeles. 

. In Apnl, th~ Suf;>comrmt~e~ conducted . two days of hearings on 
highway beautificatiOn, rece1vmg oral testimony from ten witnesses 
and. 'Yrltten statements and supporting materials from rn9re than 50 
additiOnal sources. 

PROVISIONS OF LEGISLATION 

PARKWAYS 

The. Committee has included a provision to fund all parkways out of 
the Highway Trust Fund. A similar provision was included in the 
Senate-passed Fed~ral-~d Highway Act of 1973 but was modified in 
conference to proVIde H1ghway Trust Funds only for parkways which 
are made part of ·a State's Federal-aid highway system. Funds for 
all oth~r par~ways continue to come from the general treasury. 
ConfusiOn whtch has been enc_ount~red in rec~nciling the more general 
purposes. of most Fede~al-aid h1g~ways With those of parkways 
has conVInced the Comrmttee that tt was correct in the approach it 
adopte~ in the 1973 legislation: The Committee has included language 
to pro:'lde that parkways are mtended to be used only for scenic and 
recreatiOn purposes. 

P~rkways are creat~d by Act~ of Congress. They are designed pri­
manly for use by t.ourmg m<_>tonst~ fro~ ~11 parts of the country and 
follpw routes of nat1o!lal scemc or htstonc stgm.ficance. The Committee 
beh~ves that the ~atwnal character of these roads make them. logical 
subJec~s for fundmg from the Federal Highway 'rrust Fund. The 
Com.rmttee hopes that providing funding from. this source will enable 
the pepartm.ent of Interior to move ahead on the long-delayed com­
pletion of the Natchez Trace Parkway in Mississippi, Alabama, and 
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Tennessee, and on its backlog of projects such as the Foothills Park­
way in Tennessee, as well as the construction of the Highland Scenic 
Highway in West Virginia by the Department of Agriculture. 

INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS AND BRIDGES 

To accommodate increasingly diversified transportation require­
ments, the Committee has in the past decade sought to provide 
flexibilit,y in. the use of Federal hi~hway funds and to insure that 
representatives of various areas Within each State have a voice in 
how highway funds are spent. 

This amendment to those sections of title 23 which deal ·with roads 
and bridges on or leading to Indian reservations or lands would add 
flexibility to the type of projects for which Indian reservation road 
and bridge funds could be ob ed. Under existing regulations, funds 
authorized for pro!P'aming by Bureau of Indian Affairs may not be 
used on roads whiCh are part of a State's Federal-aid system. This 
limitation was imposed to encourage States to provide adequate funds 
for construction and maintenance of routes of statewide importance 
and to preserve limited Indian road funds for use on roads of more local 
significance. . 

The Committee amendment would permit Indian road funds to be 
used on Federal-aid routes ·within or providing access to Indian lands 
where the upgrading of such routes would provide particular benefits 
to the Indian communities and Indian economic development. To 
insure that a State does not decrease expenditure of its ap:portioned 
funds for Federal-aid roads within or giving access to Indian lands 
because this new source of funds is available, the Committee has 
included language requiring the Secretary to determine that use of 
Indian road monies is supplementary to and not in lieu of normal 
State expenditures for such routes. 

The changes in existing law have equal application to Indian lands 
in all States. The particular situation which prompted the proposed 
change, however, is the urgent need to construct and upgrade portions 
of three New Mexico highways serving two major developments on 
Navajo lands in the Four Corners region of the State: the Navajo 
Indian Irrigation Project and seven planned coal gasification plants. 

The on]v significant access to the area is by road. Two highways 
now provide north-south connections into the area: New Mexico 
route 666 between Gallup and Shiprock and New Mexico route 44 
from Albuquerque to Bloomfield. Both routes are on the Federal-aid 
primary system and both urgently need upgrading. A third highway, 
New Mexico route 371, is presently being surveyed and designed; it 
will be part of the Federal-aid secondary system, connecting Farming­
ton, the major population center in the Four Corners area, with 
Interstate 40 and the railroad to the south. 

In order to maximize the economic and social benefits to the Navajo 
Nation of these two massive development projects the Committee 
proposes to increase funds authorized for Indian reservation roads and 
bridges by a total of $25 million over the fiscal years 1974, 1975, and 
1976. This is less than half the estimated amount needed to construct 
the aforementioned routes to the standards necessary to meet pro­
jected needs. The State has already approved as part of its five-year 
road construction plan expenditure of $12.6 million on these three 
routes and may very well commit more State funds to match Federal 
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money. The Committee has been informed that State and local sources 
will be developed to meet the remaining need for approximately $25 
million. These sources include the State of New MeXIco; the counties 
of San Juan, Sandoval, McKinley and Rio Arriba; the city of Farm­
ington; the Navajo Tribe; E.·Paso Natural Gas Company and West­
ern Gasification Company. The Committee expects that funds from 
such sources ,will be secured at an early date in order to insure that 
Federal funds made available under this section, together with all 
other monies, are sufficient to provide the transportation facilitites 
necessary to realize maximum benefits from the Irrigation Project and 
gasification plants. 

RURAL HIGHWAY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION DEMONSTRATION PROGRA::VI 

The Committee last year formally recognized the decline in public 
transportation facilities available for use by people living in rural 
and lightly populated areas. Substantial attention has been paid in 
recent years to the public transportation needs of urban residents, 
but the mobility of people in rural areas was relatively ignored. 

Seeking to correct this imbalance, the Committee developed and 
the Congress enacted the Rural Highway Public Transportation 
Demonstration Program, authorizing $30 million for its supl?ort in 
fiscal years 1975 and 1976. This program is intended to examme the 
extent of the need for public transportation in rural areas and to test 
and evaluate systems for meeting this need. The 1973 Act authorized 
the purchase of equipment other than fixed rail and the construction of 
traffic control devices, parking areas and passenger loading facilities. 

Considerable interest has developed in the program since its 
approval. The Department of Transportation received a number of 
inquiries about possible participation in the program even before it 
became operative on July 1, 1974. 

As part of its proposals for transportation legislation early this 
year, the Department recommended that funding be increased for the 
Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstration program. The 
bill as reported authorizes an additional $45 million for tpe program, 
raising the total to $75 million for fiscal years 1975 and ·1976. Of this 
amount, one-third is to be provided by general fund appropriations 
and two-thirds from the Highway Trust Fund. 

The flexibility of the program is enhanced by other provisions which 
will permit a wider choice of options in seeking to identify the types 
of public transportation systems best suited to a variety of needs. The 
payment of operating expenses is authorized from the general fund 
a:ppropriations for the demonstration program. It is generally recog­
mzed that assistance in meeting operating expenses is required to 
maintain viable operations by urban transit systems. This need is 
equally great for a demonstration program in regions where low po:pu­
lation densities and long distances mitigate against self-supportmg 
operations. 

A major transportation need for people in rural areas is the ability 
to move to and from population centers to avail themselves of shop­
ping, medical, educational, religious, entertainment and governmental 
service opportunities. In this area, the bill provides that when inter­
city bus service is provided as part of the demonstration program, 
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preference be given to private operators who are or have provided 
service in the area of a project. Such preference could prevent the 
costly purchase of duplicate equipment and the creation or expansion 
of routes in areas where an established company is located. 

It is not the intention of the Committee that this program or the 
funds provided for its operation be utilized to give financial support to 
private companies that are suffering financial difficulties. At the same 
time, the Committee recognizes that a financially unstable company 
might, through its participation in the.demonstra~ion progrt;tm, be ~ble 
to continue to proVIde a service that might otherw1se be lost m a proJect 
area. 

The bill also provides that public notice, including the nam~ o.f the 
applicant, be given in each proposed project area and that Wlthin 60 
davs a public hearing be held. 

Regional councils, multi-jurisdict~onal bodies established. under 
Federal law perform a variety of serviCes. Many have been designated 
as A-95 review agencies for their regions regarding the expenditure of 
all State and Federal funding for planning and development through 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968. In areas in which 
they function, the Committee believes that regional councils should 
be considered as grant recipients to administer funds authorized for 
the Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstration Program. 

RAILROAD RELOCATION PROJECT 

The State of Indiana has asked for Federal assistance in efforts to 
relocate portions of railroad tracks in the city of La~ayette, I!ldia~a. 
Approximately 62 trains per day pass through the City, b!ocking vi.r­
tually every major traffic artery. There are heavy costs mvolv~d m 
slowing and stopping 150,00.0 vehicl~s a day at tl;ese. grade crossn:gs. 
In addition there is a deCided acCident potential m the s1tuatwn. 

The heav'y rail traffic requires that there be protective devices, 
such as crossing gates, flashing lights, interconn~ctio!lS with ~rafi?.c 
signals, and use of horns. As. a co!lsequence,.th~re 1s ~o1se po_llu~wn m 
residential areas. and also v1bratwn and nmse m busmess d1stncts of 
the city. , 

The intersection of four major railroad lines in or near Lafayette, 
plus new growt~ c~nters in Southeastern ~ppec3:noe County and .at 
Purdue Univers1ty m West Lafayette, have mtens1fied the automobile 
and railroad conflict. 

Lafayette was one of three cities in which relocation studies were 
conducted under contract with the Federal Railroad Administration. 
The other two cities, Wheeling, West Yirginiil:, and Lincoln, Nebrask!l, 
were authorized to carry out relocatwn proJects by the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1973. The Committee recomm~nds that an engineer­
ing and feasibility study of the Lafayette proJect be conducted and 
that $360 000 be authorized for the study. Additional authorizations 
will be ne~essary before Federal funds participate in actual relocation 
costs. 

CHARTER BUSES 

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 contains a prov~sion, ~ection 
164(a) that forbids the Secretary to extend Federal finanCial assistance 
for th~ purchase of buses under e~t~er the Urban Mass f'ran~porta­
tion Act of 1964 or the new provisions of the Federal Aid Htghway 
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Act that authorize the use of Federal-Aid Highway funds for mass 
transit, unless the applicant for the assistance agrees not to engage in 
charter service in competition with private bus operators outside of 
the area within which it provides regularly scheduled mass transpor­
tation service. 'fhe penalty for even a single violation of the agreement 
is a bar from the receipt of further Federal assistance under either Act. 

Soon after the provision was enacted, it became apparent that its 
immediate consequence was to force a prospective applicant for 
Federal assistance to choose between accepting the Federal assistance 
and continuing its existing charter service. As such, it became apparent 
that the restrictions in the law were too severe. In late 1973, the Senate 
passed by voice vote a measure virtually identical to the one the Com­
mittee now reports in this bill. The thrust of that measure was to 
allow public bus companies to operate charter service while receiving 
Federal funds, so long as they do not "foreclose" private operators 
from providing the service if they are willing and able to do so. The 
Senate bill applied to buses purchased with UMTA funds, as well as 
those purchased from the Highway Trust Fund. 

'fhe measure was eventually narrowed to include only those buses 
purchased with UMTA funds, and the measure was pocket vetoed by 
the President, because the Administration believed that the same 
rules should apply to buses purchased from whatever source. 

The Committee agrees vvith the private charter operators that 
they should not be put out of business because of any competitive 
advantage enjoyed by operators receiving ~ederal capital assistance~ 
on the other hand, grantees of Federal assiStance ought not be pro­
hibited from offering to the public needed charter services. The bill 
that the Committee reports is designed to give the Secretary of Trans­
portation the authority to enter into arrangements providing equitable 
solutions to the problem. The bill amends section 164(a) to require 
that, as a pre-condition of receiving grants under either the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act or the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973, 
the grantee and/or the ultimate operator of the Federally-financed 
equipment must enter into an agreement with the Secretary designed 
to assure that the Federal financial assistance will not enable public 
bodies and operators to foreclose private operators from providing 
inter-city charter bus service. The agreement is enforceable by the 
Secretary, and, for a continuing course of violations the Secretary 
is authorized to bar a grantee or ultimate operator of the equipment 
from the receipt of further Federal capital assistance. 

Since this amendment is intended to modigy section 164(a), it is 
the intent of the Committee that the Secretary should exercise his 
authority to prescribe the terms and conditions of grants to revise 
any agreements heretofore entered into pursuant to section 164(a) 
to reflect the new standard and remedies authorized by the new 
legislation. 

TRANSPORTATION FOR ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED PERSONS 

Section 165(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 provides 
that mass transit projects funded under the Federal-aid highway 
program shall allow effective utilization by elderly and handicapped 
persons. However, the Committee has heard from handicapped 
individuals and from organizations representing disabled persons. 
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that this section needs to be strengthened. The Departme~t of T~ans­
portation has funded numerous research and demonstratiOn proJects 
to determine which particular special services or _adjustments are 
most beneficial to the needs of elderly and handicapped persons. 
However the Committee has found that while funds have been 
spent on' such worthwhile projects as overh~ad grip rails, non-skid 
flooring material, improved lighting and pubhc address systems, and 
additional vertical handrails at side doors, there has been a lack of 
facilities such as turnstile alternatives or elevators which would make a 
system accessible to persons in wheelchairs.. . 

The Committee proposes to amend secti~m 165(b) to msure that 
any project receiving Federal financial assistance under. the ur_ban 
mass transit, Interstate transfer, or rural bus demonstratiOn se.ctwns 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 shall be "planned, designed, 
constructed and operated so as to allow e~ective util~zation. by elderly 
or handicapped persons", including those m whe~l?hairs. ?'his langull;ge 
should not be interpreted to mean that eac~ facll~ty o_r piece of eqmp­
ment which at the date of enactment of this sectwn, IS part of a mass 
transit syst~m for which Federal funds ~re sought must be ma~e 
accessible to the handicapped before recmp_t of Fe~e~al funds. It IS 
rather the Committee's intent that any proJect recmvmg fund~ aft~r 
the date of enactment, under any of the l?rograms referred to I_ll this 
subsection to the maximum extent feasible, be planned, designed, 
constructed and operated to provide for effective use by the elderly 
or handicapped. . . . . . . 

The bill contains a statement of natwnal pohcy whiCh IS similar to 
that found in section 16(a) of the Urban Mass Transportatio~ Act of 
1964 as amended and which declares that elderly and handiCapped 
pers~ns have the ~arne right to utilize mass transportation systems as 
other persons. This amendment goes further than the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act, however, permitting the Secretary_ to approve 
only those programs or.~rojects w~ch com1~ly, to the maximum extent 
feasible, with the provisions of this subsectiOn. . . 

The Committee recognizes that mass transit ,systems rec.mve far 
more Federal assistance under the Urban Mass rransportatwn pro­
gram than under the highway program and hopes that provisions for 
the elderly and handicapped identical.to those it has adop_ted for. mass 
transit projects funded under the highway program w;tll be mcor­
porated into the Urban Mass Transpo~tatwn Act a~d I~ple~ented 
to insure that all Federally-funded pubhc transp~rtatwn I:s ayll;Ilable, 
to the maximum extent feasible, to elderly or handicapped mdividuals. 

VEHICLE WEIGHTS 

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 established maximum per­
missible truck sizes and weights for use on the Interstate System to 
protect the safety of the traveling public and the Fe?eral i~vestment 
in that system. Until that time, the matter of vehicle wmgh~s and 
dimensions was exclusively a concern of the States. The maximums 
adopted in the 1956 act were _those ~hich the ~tat~ highway de~art­
ments, operating through thmr N atwnal orgamzatwn, the Amen~an 
Association of State Highway Officials, had agreed on as best meeting 
the need to protect the facilities which were ~eing c.onstructed .. 

The Federal limits set in 1956 and codified m sectwn 127 of title 23, 
United States Code, allow a maximum permissible single axle weight 
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of 18,000 pounds; a tandem axle weight of 32,000 pounds, an overall 
gross weight of 73,280 pounds, and a width of 96 inches; or the corre­
sponding weights and dimensions permitted under State law in effect 
on July 1, 1956, whichever is greater. At present, as a result of the 
application of that last clause, the so-called grandfather clause, 26 
States allow more than 18,000 pounds for a single axle, and 15 of 
those States allow 20,000 pounds or more. Twenty-four States allow 
more than 32,000 pounds for tandem axles, and eight of them allow 
36,000 pounds or more. Three States permit widths of 102 inches or 
more. In general, the States allowing heavier weights tend to be 
concentrated in the East, while the States frozen at the levels in the 
1956 law tend to be in the West and South. 

As a companion measure to the enactment of the limitations on 
sizes and weights of motor vehicles, the Congress in the 1956 act 
also directed the Secretary of Commerce to take all action possible 
to expedite the conduct of a series of tests, later known as the Illinois 
road tests, for the purpose of determining the maximum desirable 
dimensions and weights for vehicles operating on the Federal-aid 
highway systems, including the Interstate System. Recommendations 
on such standards were to be presented to the Congress not later than 
March 1, 1959. 

On August 18, 1964, the Secretary of Commerce transmitted to the 
Congress the requested study and recommendations (H. Doc. 354, 
88th Cong., 2d sess.). Essentially, the recommendations were that 
single axle weights for Interstate highways be raised to 20,000 pounds 
per single axle and 34,000 pounds per tandem axle. The allowable 
width limitations were to be raised from 96 inches to 102 inches, and 
overall gross weight was to be determined by a bridge formula as 
follows: 

W=5oo(~~1 +12N+36) 

where W =overall gross weight of the vehicle plus load, L=overall 
wheel base or the distance in feet between the centers of the first 
and last axles in the vehicle combination, and N =number of axles. 
The Administration endorsed this recommendation in its testimony 
to the Congress in 1968, and the Senate passed the measure on a voice 
vote. However, no legislation was enacted, and none has been enacted 
since that time, although the issue has been revived in each succeeding 
Congress. 

This year, in February and March, the Committee held three days 
of comprehensive hearings on the question of truck sizes and weights. 
The Committee proposal has the following features: 

1. It applies to Interstate highways only, not other Federal­
aid highways. 

2. It raises allowable single axle weights from 18,000 to 20,000 
pounds. 

3. It raises allowable tandem axle weights from 32,000 to 
34,000 pounds. 

4. It includes the bridge formula passed by the Senate in 1968, 
to avoid overstress on bridges. , 

5. It raises the maximum gross weight of trucks from 73,280 
pounds to 80,000 pounds. 

These figures include all tolerances. 
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The moderate increases recommended by the Committee are less 
ambitious than those passed by the Senate in 1968 and are more 
restrictive than recommendations made by the Department of Com­
merce in that year and the Department of Transportation in its 
testimony this year. 

Severa] important points need to be made concerning the Committee 
proposal. In the first place, it is permissive. It merely permits any 
State which so desires to allow the operation of vehicles on the Inter­
state Syste~ within the b<!rde~s of that State. up to the maxi:num 
limits estabhshed by the legislatiOn. The Comrmttee strongly beheves 
that the ultimate decision on the weights of trucks is a matter 
for the States, and it wishes to stress that this legislation is not 
designed as a recommendation for State action. It is quite clear from 
the record that the States individually bear a great responsibility 
under this legislation. The Committee, in fact, rejected an Adminis­
tration recommendation that the increases be mandatory on the States, 
for it is the States which have to determine for themselves-based on 
the needs of their own economies-the capacities of their road system 
to accommodate such changes and the costs that may result from 
the increases. 

It is also significant to note that the Committee proposal does not 
call for bigger trucks. The object, rather, is to make more efficient use 
of the trucks we presently have. In 1968, the Senate adopted a measure 
increasing the allowable width of trucks on the Interstate System; 
the present legislation contains no such provision. Moreover, the 
Committee considered and rejected recommendations by the Adminis­
tration and others to write into law for the first time a Federal guideline 
on the lengths of trucks. The Committee believes that truck lengths 
should remain, as they have been, a matter for State decision. 

A final consideration is the question of safety. Any increases in 
weights on trucks have to be considered for their effect on the safety 
of the rest of the motoring public. Heavier and larger trucks are said 
to overstress bridges, cause buffeting of smaller vehicles, and impose 
a psychological impact on other drivers. 

The Committee did not take this question lightly. After the first 
two days of hearings, the Committee scheduled an additional day on 
the subject of safety alone. The thrust of the tesimony from the Admin­
istration and other witnesses indicated that the modest permissive 
increases in the Committee bill would not constitute a significant 
safety hazard. 

Nevertheless, the Committee wishes to stress that several factors, 
independent of testimony, served to influence its decision to allow 
the mcreases. The first of these is the Committee's decision to make 
the 55 mile per hour speed limit permanent. The Bureau of Motor 
Carrier Safety indicated that possible increases in safety hazards due 
to weight increases-greater braking distances, tire wear, vehicle 
stability and the ability to maintain reasonable speeds-are offset 
by the SJ?eed reduction from 65 or 70 miles per hour to 55. This weighed 
heavily m the Committee's decision. 

Also significant was the announcement of the Department of Trans­
portation that new standards on brakes will go into effect in January, 
1975, to be followed in March by new standards on truck tires. Both 
will increase the safety performance of trucks on our highways. 

Of course, it must also be not~d that the increases proposed in the 
Committee's bill are already in effect in approximately half of the 
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S~ates in th~ Na~ion as a result ~f the grandfather clause in the 1956 
highway legtslatwn. The Committee received no evidence that the 
States n~w allowing the.se heavier weights have had more serious 
truck acCidents and fatahty r~cords than the States required to have 
the lower weights frozen into the 1956 Act. 

The Committ~e also notes that there are substantial economic 
~e~efits to b~ gained by allowing for the increases. With lower speed 
hmits a_nd ~Igher fuel costs, ~an;y; truckers have been caught in an 
econom:c. bmd an~ . the truckmg md~stry has suffered a decline in 
prod~c~Ivtt;y;. Admn_ustrator N o~bert Tiemann of the Federal Highway 
Adrm~str~t10n testified that .this loss o! productivity translates into a 
r~ductwn m the total tr:uckmg capacity available, on the order of 
mght p~rcent over all highways. In re~l terms, this means that a 
run whwh could have been completed m.;lO hours previously may 
now ta~e 11 hours. Moreover, lower speed limits can cause an in­
crease m the. nu~ber of drivers required, since the motor carrier 
safety regulatwns lSsued under Part II of the Interstate Commerce 
Act p~ohibit one driver from .driving over 10 hours. a day. 

AI!- mcrease of 10 percent m allowable gross weight, as this bill 
provtdes, to about 8~,000 p~unds woul~ enabl~ seven ~rucks to carry 
~he payload .now can.:ed by mght, assUllilllg a hi~h-dens1ty commodity. 
rhe Collillilttee believes that e~onom!c consi~erati?ns, our energy 
problems, and the safety protectiOns either wntten mto this law or 
m new regulations, warrant this permissive increase in allowable 
truck weights at this time. 

STATE ENFORCEMENT 

The 9ommittee has also aqded a new subsection (b) to section 127 
to require each State to certify annually that State size and weight 
laws are b~in.g. enforced on Federal-aid primary, secondary and urban 
syst~~s ~thin the State. The Committee believes that Federal 
participatu~n-to the extent of 70% of the cost--in construction or 
reconstructiOn of routes on these systems justifies a Federal require­
ment that a State adhere to the standards established by the State 
itself to provide for reasonable road life. 

Whenever State certification fails to satisfy the Secretary that 
St~te vehicle size and weight limitations are being adequately and 
uniformly enforced on any non-Intersta:te Federal-aid system, he 
must refuse to approve programs of proJects for such system until 
he receives assurances satisfactory to him that the requirements of 
this subsection are being met. 

ALASKA FERRY OPERATIONS 

The ?iJ! augm~nts the opera~ing authority of the Alaska ferry 
?YStem llliJ?-t~rnatwnal waters to mclude "stops at appropriate points 
m the Domnnon of Canada." 
. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 permitted, for the first 

time, the use of Federal-ai~ high'Y~Y: funds in building ferries or 
o~her necess~r:.v. vessels, docking famhties, and approaches on marine 
hi.ghway facilities. The Act, however, stipulated that ferries built 
With these funds could only operate within the State or between 
two adjoining States and at no time enter international waters. 
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The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 gave the ferry system 
limi. ted authority to operate in international waters, between the 
islands of the State of Hawaii, between Alaska and the State of 
Washington and between two points within the State of Alaska. 
The Act pr~hibited any other activities in international waters and 
still maintained the stipulation that docking could only take place 
at domestic ports. . 

The Alaska Ferry System can now dock those of. :ts vessels ~ot 
built with Federal-aid monies at Prince Rupert, Bnt1sh Columbia, 
a major gateway to southeastern Alaska. Those constructed or recon­
structed with Federal-aid funds under the 1970 Act cannot dock at 
Canadian ports. 

The language recommended by the Committee permits the LeConte 
and the Matanuska two 'essels which received Federal-aid in their 
construction, and a~y vessels to be built in the future, to put in at 
Prince Rupert, British Colum~ia. . . . . 

A stop at this port is essential to the economiC stabthty and efficient 
operation of the Alaska Ferry System. . 

This provision authori.z~~ no ad~i~ional funds for c~mstructl?n. of 
either vessels or shore famlities and 1s mtended only to giVe perm1sswn 
to stop at Canadian ports. Docking facilities could not be constructed 
at Canadian ports with Federal-aid funds. 

HIGHWAY BEAUTIFICATION AND THE CONTROL OF OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 

In March, 1973, the Committee approved the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1973'with a section on highway beautification. The langu.age 
of that provision passed the Senate, without amendmel!t, but failed 
to clear Conference with the House of Representatives because 
Members of the Conference Committee were unable to agree on final 
language. 

On March 12, 1974, Senator Bentsen introduced S. 3161, which was 
essentially a re-statement of last year's Senate bill. Two days of 
hearings were held on this bill in April of this year, and the Committ~e 
has approved the bill with amendments, as part of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Amendments of 1~74. . . . . 

By its action, the Committee has clearly mdtcate? that 1t wtshe~ the 
beautification program to proceed. Although the Htghway Beautifica­
tion Act was enacted in 1965, a meaningful program did l!ot g~t 
underway until substantial funding for. the program wa~ provide~ m 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970. Smc.e the substan.tial authonza­
tions in that Act made clear the commitment to th1s program of 
Congress and the Administration, the program has made significant 
progress. Whereas there were only twelve States (plus the District of 
Columbia and Puerto Rico) in full compliance with the program's 
requirements at the time of the 1970 Highway Act, all States now are 
in full compliance and have fund med for sign re!llov.al. "Full 
compliance" means that the S ave enacted legtslatwn pro-
hibitin~ the creation of new signs ip. all areas ex.cept commercial a_nd 
industnal areas and have entered mto the reqmred agreements w1th 
the Secretary r~garding the size, lighting, and spacing of signs in com­
mercial and industrial areas. 

These steps have constituted the first phase of t~e program. Now 
we are well into the second phase--the removal of signs by the Stat~s 
under their O\vn laws. As of the end of calendar year 1973, approxt-
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mately 200,000 nonconforming, illegal, and abandoned signs have been 
removed. Thus far this year, more than 25,000 additional signs have 
been removed by the States. Clearly, now is not the time, after many 
years of effort, to slow the program or vitiate its intent to eliminate 
the visual pollution along our major highways. 

The Committee notes that a curtailment of the program is imminent 
unless new legislation is approved by the Congress. As of June 30, 1973, 
there were no further authorizations of funds to distribute to the States 
for compensation. Therefore, it is imperative that this legislation be 
enacted, in order that the program be allowed to proceed in an orderly 
manner. 

The Committee's bill contains several provisions, which will affect 
the future course of the program but which will not impede its prog­
ress. The first of these would extend controls on outdoor advertising 
beyond the 660-foot limit now in law. 

Both the original 1958 bonus law for control of outdoor advertising 
alon~ Interstate highw!l'ys and the 1965 Highway Beautification Act 
proVIded for the establishment of an area of control 660 feet wide on 
each side of the highway. Although it was generally expected that this 
zone would be sufficient to accomplish the ~oals of the 1965 Act, the 
erection of giant billboards (called "jumbo stgns") just bevond the 660 
foot limit has tended to defeat its purposes. Clearly readable from the 
highways, these signs are visible for a longer period of time and domi­
nate the landscape to a greater degree than do signs of conventional 
size located closer to the highways. 

Therefore, the Committee recommends that section 131 be amended 
to require that "effective control" of outdoor advertising should in­
clude measures for regulating signs erected more than 660 feet from 
the nearest edge of the right-of-way if they are legible from the main 
travelled way of the highway. The test of legibility is whether the 
message on a sign, either pictorial or written, can be communicated to a 
motorist with normal vision traveling at the posted speed on the main 
travelled way. This proposed modification would not prevent States 
from imposing more stringentt controls, including restrictions on 
all signs visible from the controlled highway. 

To implement this extension, the Committee recommends changes 
in the definition of "effective control" set forth in section 131 (b) and 
various technical amendments in subsections 131 (c), (d) and (e) of 
title 23, United States Code. The Secretarv would be authorized to 
impose a penalty of 10% of the highway funds apportioned to any 
State which did not provide after Januarv 1, 1975, or the end of the 
next session of the State Legislature, whichever is later, for the control 
of s beyond 660 feet which are legible from the main travelled way. 

Committee believes that controls on these signs should be imple­
mented as quickly as possible, because further delay could allow the 
erection of more signs in presently uncontrolled areas. These even­
tually would have to be removed at additional cost to both the Federal 
and State Governments. Consequently, the bill guarantees just 
compensation for the removal only of those signs lawfully erected 
under State law prior to enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1974. While the proposed amendments to the Federal law alone 
would not prevent signs from going up m1til the States adopt necessary 
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compliance legislation, it is the int-ention of the Committee that com­
pensation not be paid to those who attempt to take advantage of the 
period between the passage of this Act and State compliance. 

Another significant provision of the Committee bill would provide 
compensation for those signs lawfully erected under State law after 
October 22, 1965 and before January 1, 1968. This is the so-called 
"hiatus period" in the beautification program, which has resulted in 
some severe hardship to the States and to sign owners. 

Present law limits signs eligible for Federal participation in com­
pensation payments to those lawfully in existence on October 22, 1965, 
or which were lawfully erected after January 1, 1968. A problem has 
arisen because of a misunderstanding over the me11ning of the term 
"lawfully erected". The Committee feels that fairness requires that 
the test of whether a sign was "lawfully erected" after October 22, 1965 
and prior to the enactment of this Act is State, not Federal law, and if 
signs were lawful under State law during this period, just compensation 
should be paid for them. 

Unless Federal participation is available to help compensate for 
removal of these signs, some States could be faced with an unduly 
heavy burden of paying 100% of the cost of removal of signs erected 
after 1965. In other States, signs erected after 1965 may not be re­
moved because the State law provides that no sign need be removed 
to comply with the Highway Beautification Act of 1965 unless Federal 
participation is available for compensation for removal. 
· It should be stressed that, by proposing additional Federal partici­
pation in the cost of compensation paid by States for these signs, the 
Committee is not suggesting any change in present compensation 
requirements for the removal of non-conforming signs. Ukewise, there 
is no intention to prejudice or af!ect in any way the determination 
by a State of what actually constitutes just compensation under its 
laws. 

The Committee considered and rejected a motion to include a 
moratorium on the taking do-w-n of so-called "directional signs" which 
were "in the specific interest of the travelling public" until the Etates 
provided alternative means of information to the motorist. 

The Committee is not unmindful of the need for travel information; 
however, it does not believe that a moratorium on directional signs 
would be in the best interests of the public or of the orderly adminis­
tration of the Act. 

The Committee also discusse.d the often confusing official directional 
signs along our major highways, and it urges the Department of 
Transportation, insofar as possible, to encourage uniformity and 
clarity in signs providing route, exit and other noncommercial in­
formation essential to the motorist. 

While a major objective of the highway beautification program is 
the control of outdoor advertising, including the removal of bill­
boards, there are some types of outdoor advertising of a unique char­
acter that justify preservation. Some firms advertise their products 
or services exclusively with signs painted on the sides of rural barns. 
Others have their messages displayed on rocks in natural settings. 
Some of this advertising has been utilized for many years and has 
become a part of the American folk heritage. 

Under the Highway Beautification Act, signs of a particular ar­
tistic or historic character, including those of such character on barns 
and natural surfaces, are not differentiated from the majority of 
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outdoor advertising which the Act is intended to control. The bill, 
therefore, authorizes the Secretary to exempt from removal those 
types of signs if they were erected before October 22 1965. 
. The Commi~tee recogniz~s that s?me States ha~e· moved eXpedi­

tiOusly to proVIde alternate 1nformatwn systems to the motorist while 
allowing their billboard removal programs to proceed. In Oregon 
~ermont, and Virginia, for example, it has been demonstrated that 
sign plazas, pamphlets, or the use of official "logo" signs with brand 
names or emblems on standard backgrounds allowed under section 
131(f), have provided the needed travel info~ation. 

Mr. George Baldwin, Director of the Oregon Department of Trans­
portation, told. the Committee that with its expanded use of sign 
plazas off the h1g~way an~ the !fSe of ~<lot5o" signs, "it appears that a 
great deal more mformatwn will be available to the traveling public 
than has ever ?efor~ been available on Oregon's Interstate System." 

The Comrmtt~e IS ple!'-Sed that t~e _Departme!lt of Transportation 
recently relaxed Its preVIously restrictive regulatwns on "logo" signs 
!1-llowing more flexible spacing. of signs. and ,larger logos. Moreover: 
~t u~ges the Departm~nt to con~mue workmg With the States in develop­
mg Its 131 (f) regulatwns and m strongly urging the States to provide 
the alte.rnatiyes ~o billboards that are allowed under the present law. 

In this leg~slatwn, the Committee has taken several steps to further 
encourage a!ternative ~~formation ~ystems to be developed. 

A Co:n:mittee proVIsion expandmg the use of official "logo" signs 
to the Primary System, as well as the Interstate, is intended to broaden 
the States' ability to provide important travel information to the 
motorists. 

·In ad~ition, the Committee bill provides for amendments to section 
3.07 of title 23 to allow expanded research into highway beautifica­
tion and the methods of providing significant information to the 
motorist. The Committee intends that this authority be implemented 
promptly and urges the Secretary to disseminate information to the 
States co~ce~ing how to improve their travel information services. 

More stgrufi?antly! the Committee, for the first time, provided for 
Federal finanmal assistance to the States in establishing information 
cente!S at safety rest areas and other trayel information systems within 
the nghts-of-way of Interstate and prnnary highways. The Federal 
share of the cost of establishing the information centers and other 
alternate information systems is 75 percent ·and up to 20 percent 
of the fund~ provided for section 131 may be' used for these purposes. 
The Comrm.ttee r~gards this as a positive ~tep, which will give the 
States new mcent1ves to eXpand traveler's mformation services. 

By iflcludin~ the~e P!Ovi~ions, th.e Committee. has broadened the 
potential for d~ssemmatmg :nformati~m along maJor highways, and it 
has done so Without stoppmg the billboard removal program in itil 
tracks, just at the time it is beginning to be effective. 

The Committee bill provides for an increase in authorizations for 
~ghway beautiJ;ica~ion to $75. million for each of the three years of the 
bill. Witnesses mdicated dunng the hearings that at lower levels of 
fuml~g it. would take more t~an fifty years to remove the non-con-
formmg s1gns now on the highways. · 

The Committee received testimony indicating that too often in 
the pa~t, S~ates have found .t~e Feden;I G?vernment vacillating on the 
Beauhficat10n Act and failing to give It adequate appropriations. 
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This along with "hiatus periods" and a threatened .moratorium on 
the taking down of directional signs has caused confus~on an~ concern 
among State of!ici.als, who are ~ot sure of Federal mte.ntwns. !'h~ 
American AssoCiatiOn of State Highway and TransportatiOn OffiCials, 
in a letter to the Committee, said the following: 

Any curtailment in the progra~ can. hav~. an adverse 
effect within the individual States m thmr ability to move 
forward expeditiously on this program. It no~ only causes 
difficulty in the administration of a program. ":1-th start a!ld 
stop features, it causes problems for. the admm~strators With 
their State leoislatures in requestmg matchmg funds to 
carry on a program, as well as changes in State law to make 
them compatible with Federal laws when the Federal program 
is then delayed for one reason or another. 

The Committee bill provides fun~s for sign removal and alternative 
information systems out of the Highway Trust Fund and also au­
thorizes $15 million for each of the three fiscal years for the control of 
junkyards and an additional $15 million a year for three years for 
landscaping and scenic enhancement. 

SPECIAL BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM 

Currently, there are an estimated 24,000 critically deficient bridges 
on Federal-aid routes and close to 70,000 on routes not part of the 
Federal-aid system. This problem, brought to the forefro~t _b:y t~e 
collapse of the Silver Bridge at Point Pleasant, West Vug~ma, m 
December, 1967, was first addressed in the Federal-Aid High~ay Act 
of 1970. This Act required an inventory be taken of all bndg~s .on 
Federal-aid routes and authorized funds in the amount of $100 mdhon 
for fiscal year 1972 and $150 million for fiscal year ~973 out of .the 
Highway Trust Fund, to pay 75% of the cost of replacmg the defiCient 
structures. . . . 

The replacement cost of the 24,000 defiCient bndges on Federal-aid 
systems is estimated at $4 billion by the Department. of Transpor­
tation. Inclusion of bridges that are not on a F~deral-aid sys~em and 
thereby not eligible for replacement under this .P~ogram raises the 
country's total bri~ge ~eplacement needs t? $1~ bilhon. 

Bridge constructiOn Is costly, and the div~rswn C!f reg~lar Fed~~al­
aid highway funds to this purpose could senously Impmr the a_l:nl~ty 
of the States to conduct an ongoing highway prog:am. The bmldmg 
of a single major bridge, for instance, could reqmre all of a State's 
highway apportionments for several years. . 

In addition, bridges eligible for replacemen~ under this progra~ 
are not evenly distributed throughout the U!!I~e~ S~ates.- Sta~es m 
which are located major rivers, such as t~e Missi~Sippi,_Missoun and 
Ohio, face particularly difficult problems m fin.ancm_g bridge construc­
tion. It was for these reasons that the Com~mttee m 1970 de;reloped 
the Special Bridge Replacement. Prog~am to mclu?e the estabhsh~ent 
of a priority schedule for replacmg bndges and Without an apportiOn­
ment formula for the distribution of money to the States. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 authorized $75 Inillion for 
each of the fiscal years 1974, 1975 and 1976 for the Special Bridge 
Replacement Program. Base~ .on the tot~~;l needs of the c_ountry, the 
Committee feels that the additiOnal commitment of funds Is necessary 
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since at the present rate of expenditure it would take 40 years to 
replace currently eligible bridges. The bill, therefore, increases 
authorizations for the program by $75 Inillion for each of fiscal years 
1975 and 1976. · 

UNIFORM NATIONAL SPEED LIMIT 

The Emergency Highway Energy Conservation Act (P.L. 93-239) 
became law on January 2, 1974, establishing a temporary uniform 
maximum speed limit of 55 miles per hour on all highways. This 
measure was enacted as a response to the severe shortage of motor 
fuels resulting from the Arab oil embargo on the United States. 

The benefits of the uniform speed limit have been so substantial 
that the Committee felt it should be established on a permanent 
basis. Such a provision is included in this bill. 

Vehicles operate with decreasing efficiency at higher speeds. Depart­
ment of Transportation studies show that the fuel economy of the 
average car decreases from 19.40 Iniles per gallon at 50 miles per hour 
to 14.93 miles per gallon at 70 miles per hour. 

Although there was generally less driving during the early months 
of this year, the Federal Energy Administration estimates that the 
uniform 55 miles per hour limit is now resulting in a daily saving of 
200,000 barrels of oil even as vehicle usage approaches earlier levels. 
This is a substantial saving and is achieved at little inconvenience 
to the motoring public since less than 25 percent of all vehicle miles 
traveled were at more than 55 miles per hour prior to the imposition 
of the uniform speed liinit. 

While the basis for P.L. 93-239 was fuel conservation, a need which 
remains, another important benefit is the dramatic reducti<?n in 
highway deaths. During the first six months of 1974 after the umform 
speed limit was required, traffic fatalities declined to 20,052 from 
26,037 for the comparable period a year earlier. This 20 percent ~ecline 
in highway deaths is considerably greater than the drop m fuel 
consumption and, therefore, must be attributed in large part to 
slower driving. Lower speed limits have produced the single most 
effective improvement in highway safety in recent years. 

The uniform national speed liinit has been widely accepted. The 
Gallup Poll of June 29, 1974, reported that 72 per cent of. the people 
interviewed favored keeping the maximum speed liinit at 55 Iniles per 
hour. The poll showed strong acceptance in every part of the country. 

In approving a permanent 55 miles per hour speed liinit, the Com­
mittee recognizes that its success depends on strict enforcement as 
well as public acceptance. There have have been news media r~ports 
of increasing highway speeds as the fuel shortage has been alleviated. 
It is, therefore, incumbent on law enforcement agencies to maintain 
strict adherence to the uniform speed limit. The Cominittee emphasizes 
that the uniform speed limit is applicable to all types of vehicles on 
all roads, including those in States which had no maximum legal 
speed liinits or had only "prima facie" speed limits prior to N ovem­
ber 1, 1973. 

ACCESS ROADS TO FEDERAL I,AKES 

Over the years, the Federal Government has participated in the 
construction of hundreds of dams and lakes, which provide 
recreational opportunities for tens of Inillions of Americans annually. 
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But the recreational potential of such lakes is often undercut by 
the lack of adequate highway access. Within the projects themselves, 
Federal agencies often provide excellent road connections. But out­
side the project boundaries, access is often difficult. Quite under­
standably, State highway departments often neglect demands to 
upgrade these roads ill favor of pressing State-wide road needs. 
. Much attention has been focused on the traffic needs that ~ill 
develop with the completion in two years of Clinton Lake in eastern 
Kansas. Because of the lake's proximity to the Kansas City metro­
politan area, the Corps of. Engineers anticipates that more than 
1,000,000 persons a year will be using the lake's recreation facilities 
by the end of this decade. The shortest route to the lake for most of 
these visitors runs through the southern portion of Lawrence, then 
west to the lake. Existing roads in the area are inadequate. 

To assist in the resolution of such problems, the bill establishes 
a new section of title 23, authorizing $15,000,000 annually out of the 
general fund during fiscal years 1975 and 1976 for constructing access 
highways to public recreatiOn areas at lakes developed under programs 
of the Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
Soil Conservation Service, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. These 
roads are to be no more than 20 miles in length, and they must be 
recommended by both State and responsible local officials. 

Previous proposals for such roads, including S. 3141, sought a 70 
percent Federal contribution toward construction costs. That would 
have placed the program in line with the traditional Federal-aid 
highway program. 

The Committee, however, recommends a Federal share of 50 percent 
because these roads are essentially recreational in character, rather 
than highways serving state-wide needs. The Committee believes the 
50 percent figure is a reasonable standard, since that is the cost sharing 
basis for. other separable recreation costs at Federal reservoir projects. 
Becau~e these roads may have .greatest int~rest to local groups, the 
matching share may be contnbuted by e1ther the State or local 
agencies, or both. 

It is the intent and expectation of the Committee that the initial 
projects approved under this section will be the Clin~on Parkway in 
Kansas and several access toads to Federal lakes ill· the State of 
Indiana that otherwise might have to be constructed as toll roads. 

While the 4.1 mile-long Clinton Parkway is planned as a 4~lane 
highway, the Secretary has the discretion to approve initially only a 
2-lane road, if that is what local officials request. 

NORTHEAST CORRIDOR DEMONSTRATION-RAIL CROSSINGS 

The Committee. recommends an amendment to section. 3~2 of title 
23, United States Code, t.o permit, under certain narrowly defined cir­
cumst~nces, selected public railroad:.highway crossings along the high 
speed Northeast rail corridor between Washington, D.C., and Boston 
to remain at ground level and to be provided with appropriate warning 
and protection devices. In amending existing law which requires 
elimination of all public ground-level rail-highway crossings, the 
Committee does not intend to retreat from its commitment to a safe, 
high speed rail system in the Northeast Corridor. It is the Committee's 
view that, except in rare instances, such a system requires rail-high­
way grade separations. 

t 
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~he I?rop?sed amendment is spec~cally designed to accommodate 
a s1tuat1on m New London, Connect1eut, where trains are presently 
restricted to speeds of 25-30 m.p.h. because of severe track cur­
vature, and where track relocation is not considered feasible. There 
are five crossings considered to be of unusually low potential hazard­
Spar Yard Street, Coast Guard Dock, Sail Loft, State Street, and 
Hallam Street-where it is believed the installation of warninO' 
and protective devices would offer a more appropriate solution tha~ 
the elimination of crossings at grade. 

The Committee hill also includes proposals made by the Depart­
ment of 'f~ansportation to authorize out of the Highway Trust Fund 
such add1twnal funds as are necessary to carry out section 322 and to 
change the current cost-sharing formulas. 

The 9ommi.ttee understands that contracts for many of the grade 
separatwn proJects are expected to be ready to be awarded within a few 
months and that existing authorizations are not sufficient to fund 
the work. In order that no delay be encountered in carrying out 
projects w~ich .will substantially impr?ve the safety and speed of 
transportatiOn ill the Northeast Corndor, the Committee believes 
it is desirable to authorize additional funds at this time. The Depart­
ment of Transportation estimates that $30 million in addition to 
funds already authorized will be needed to complete the demonstra­
tion program required under section 322. 
T~e Department of Transportation has also proposed a uniform cost­

sharmg formula for crossings on Federal-aid and non-Federal-aid 
routes, 90 percent Federal and 10 percent State funds. Currently the 
Federal Government is required to pay 90 percent, and the raifr~ads 
10 percent, for elimination of any crossing on a Federal-aid route 
and in the case of projects not on any Federal-aid route the Federal 
share is 80 percent; the railroads, 10 percent; and the State 10 percent. 
To date, however, the States have had to contribute the railroads' 
share .. The Comm~t~ee I?elieves the prol?ose~ formula which requires 
Federal-State partlc1patton hut no contnbutwn from the railroad will 
provide for more expeditious completion of projects. It is also felt 
that the new cost~sharing formula for crossings on non-Federal~aid 
routes should be made retroactive, to reimburse those States which 
have already paid the railroads' 10 percent share of projects under 
section 322. · 

The Committee did not adopt the DOT recommendation that pro­
tection or elimination of rail crossings on private roads should be 
~unded under the program established by section 322. While recogniz­
mg the safety hazards and the possible impediment to maintenance of 
high train speeds posed by such crossings, it is the Committee's 
belief that this problem is not related to the Federal-aid highwav 
program and is more properly a subject for consideration by the sub­
committee of the Senate Commerce Committee having jurisdiction 
over surface transportation. . 

OVERSEAS HIGHWAY 

. The. Fl<_>rida. Department of Transport.ation, after five months of 
mvesttgatiOnEt, found that 37 of the 44 bndges of the Overseas High-
way in the Florida Keys chain must be replaced. · 
. These bridges, part of U.S .. Route 11 provide the onlv overland access 
for the Naval defense installations located in the ~eys, as well as for 



20 

emergency medical, law enforcement, and fire protection servi~es. A 
pipeline carrying public water supplies for 53,ooq permanent res1~ei\ts 
of the area is also supported by th1s system. Dunng the Cuban m1ss1le 
crisis the amount of heavy military equipment using the bridges 
exce~ded the stress limits of the bridges which were constructed in 
1910, causing accelerated erosi.on of the stru.ctures. 

Florida has taken steps to mcrease the hfe of these structures by 
drastically reducing allowable weights on them and committing $11.:4 
million in State funding to keep the bridges in a safe and usable condi­
tion over a five-year replacement period. The cost of full restoration 
or replacement of the bridges, estimated at $155 million, is beyond 
the State's capacity. Because of the functional I\ecessity ~f this bri?ge 
svstem to theN ation as well as the State of Flonda, the bill authonzes 
up to $116,250,000 from the Highway Trust Fund to replace or recon­
struct these bridges. 

The Federal share of this project shall not exceed 75 per centum of 
total cost. 

BIKEWAY DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

In 1970 6.9 million bicvcles were sold in this country; in 1973 the 
figure was 15.3 million, over 5 million more bicycles than aut~mobi~es. 
Accompanying the rise in bicycle sales and use has been a d1sma:y1ng 
increase in accidents and fatalities involving bicylists; between 1971 
and 1972 bicycle fa tali ties rose by 30%. · 

The Committee believes there is a great potential benefit to be 
realized from a Federal investment in demonstration programs to 
build special" facilities-bicycle paths or lanes, shelters and traffic 
control devices-to encourage the use of bicycle.s as a means of tra?s­
portation in large urban areas and to provide a safer biCychng 
environment. 

The Committee. bill authorizes $20 million-$10 mil1ion from the 
Highway Trust Fund and $10 million in general funds-for ~xpendi­
ture, upon application by a State, in urban areas currently ~hgible to 
receive urban svstem highway funds. These funds are available for 
expenditure only for bikeway projects and are intended to be sup­
plementary to bikeway fui\ds.av:ailable under the ~ngoing Federal-aid 
highway program. Thus, 1t IS mtended that proJects ~unded under 
this section will be projects not eligible for Federal aSSlstance under 
section 217 of title 23. · 

The Committee hopes that by making these funds available as 
"seed" money, urban areas will be encouraged to i~tegrate bicycle 
facilities in their transportation programs. To assure mtegrated plan­
ning, the provision requires that any project appr?ved by the Se~re­
tary be part of the urban area's comprehensive transportatiOn 
planning process. 

TERMINATION OF FEDERAL HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS 

The Committee is aware of the hardship suffered by some highway 
contractors as the result of specific decisions of the Federal government 
in the allocation of petroleum products. Recognizing the effects of 
such past Federal actions and the possibility that specific go~ern­
mental decisions of a similar nature may, again, in the future depnve a 
contractor of a source of material upon which he reasonably relied in 
bid ding on a contract, the Committee has provided a new adminis-
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trative procedure by which highway construction contractors may 
apply to the Secretary of Transportation for termination of Federal 
highway contracts. 

The Committee established the new procedure as a supplement to 
existing but time-consuming judicial, statutory and re latory 
procedures. The procedure defines grounds upon which a way 
contractor may seek to terminate a Federal contract, and, in effect, 
recognizes certain acts on the part of the Federal government as con­
stituting force majeure. This, of course, could be done through judicial 
remedies under the doctrine of force majeure. This provision, however, 
is intended to afford timely redress in contract situations where con­
tinued contract performance is frustr.ated by specific, intervening Fed­
eral actions affecting the availability of highway construction mate­
rials. 

The provision permits a contractor to seek termination of executory 
contract obligations entered into before November 1, 1973, with the 
Federal contracting authority, only when his anticipated supplier, 
that is, the supplier on whom the contractor relied for construction 
material at the time of bid opening, is incapable of delivering essential 
highway construction mat.erials at any price. An unforeseeable price 
increase for a material which is nevertheless available from the antici­
pated supplier would not constitute sufficient cause for relief under 
the :procedures created by this provision. In any case, the contractor 
seeking relief under this section has the burden of showing the reason­
ableness of his reliance on the specific source of materials of which he 
has been deprived and the direct connection between the unavailability 
of the material and a specific Federal action. 

While the Committee rejected a proposal to allow the modification 
by the Secretary of prices in Federal-aid highway contracts, it is the 
intention of the Committee that where State law allows for increases 
in prices under executory contracts due to inflation or materials 
shortages, the Secretary will approve any necessary increases in 
Federal-aid funds for the affected project. Such increases in Federal 
funding would come from the appropriate existing apportionments. 

CARPOOLING 

This section modifies provisions of the Emergency Highway Energy 
Conservation Act (P.L. 93-23.9) relating to incentives for carpooling. 
That law established a carpool demonstration program in an effort to 
conserve fuel, decrease rush-hour traffic congestion, and improve air 
quality. 

P.L. 93-239 projects may include measures to locate potential 
carpool riders, buy necessary traffic control devices, and designate 
existing highway lanes and parking areas for preferential carpool 
use. Under that law, project financing is to come from authorizations 
for Federal-aid urban and urban extension highway systems. 

Testimony before the Committee, however, showed that some 
states have failed to allow some major cities to utilize their urban 
system funds for carpooling work, subverting the intent of Congress 
for a real national demonstration. 

This section extends the date for application for such projects 
by one year to December 31, 1975, and authorizes $15,000,000 out of 
the Highway Trust Fund specifically for carpooling nrograms. 

S.R. 1111---J: 



COST OF LEGISLATION 

Section 252 (a)(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 re­
quires publication in this report of the Committee's estimate of the 
costs of reporte.d legislation, together with estimates prepared by any 
Federal agency. · 

Total authorizations in this bill are $716,610,000. Of this amount, 
$646,250,000 would be provided from the Highway Trust Fund and 
$70,360,000 from general fund appropriations. Not included in the 
totals is an authorization from the Highway Trust Fund for the ex­
penditure of such funds as are necessary, in addition to general funds 
authorized, to i3arry out the railroad crossing demonstration program 
which is modified by section 118 of the bill. This non-specific funding 
authorization conforms to Administration recommendations. 

Authorizations of $113,000,000 are provided for fiscal year 1974, 
$219,360,000 for fiscal year 1975, and $248,000,000 for fiscal year 1976. 
Funds totaling $136,250,000 also are authorized without reference to a 
particular year. 

The Committee has received no cost estimates prepared by any 
Federal agency. 

RoLLCALL VoTES DuRING CoMMITTEE CoNSIDERATION 

During the Committee's consideration of this bill four rollcall votes 
were taken. Pursuant to section 133 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1970, and the Rules of the Committee on Public Works, these 
votes are announced here. 

On July 23, 1974, Senator Gravel moved to amend the beautifica­
tion portiOn of the bill, dealiilg with a moratorium period on non­
conforming directional signs. The motion failed, 4-8, with Senators 
Biden, Gravel, Montoya, a:qd Randolph voting in the affirmative 
and Senators Baker, Bentsen, Burdick, Clark, Domenici, McClure, 
.:VIuskie, and Stafford voting in the negative. 

Senator Bentsen proposed an increase in truck weights on the 
Interstate system to 20,000 pounds single axle, 34,000 pounds double 
axle, with a total gross weight of 80,000 pounds. The provision was 
adopted 7-5, with Senators Bentsen, Biden, Burdick, Gravel, 
~1c0lure, Montoya, and Randolph voting in the affirmative and Sen­
ators Baker, Buckley, DomeniCl, Scott, and Stafford voting in the 
negative. 

On July 31, 1974, during full Committee consideration of the bill, 
Senator Montoya offered an amendment to provide for escalation 
and termination clauses in highway construction contracts be­
cause of material shortages. This motion failed on a tie vote, 5-5, with 
Senators Clark, Domenici, Gravel, Montoya, and Randolph voting 
in the affirmative and Senators Baker, Bentsen, Buckley, Burdick, and· 
Stafford voting in the negative. 
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Senator Buckley offered an alternative amendment limited to 
termination of highway construction contracts. This amendment was 
!14opted, 9-1, with Senators Baker, Bentsen, Buckley, Clark, Domen­
l~I, Gravel, Montoya, Randolph, and Stafford votinO' in the affirma-
tive and Senator Burdick voting in the negative. "' . 
T~e vote of the 9ommittee to report the bill, taken on July 31, was 

unammous by voice. 
AGENCY VIEWS 

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, . 

H 
Washington, D.C., August 7, 197ft-. 

on. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D,C. 

. DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: T~is is in response to your request for the 
VI~ws of the Department With respect to the proposed Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1974 which the Committee ordered reported on July 
31, 1974. We are pleased that the Committee has acted favorablv 
upon some. of ?Ur ~arlier rec?mmendations and substantially reduced 
the authon~at~ons mcluded m the proposed legislation. In its present 
fo!m, t~e bill mcludes a nu~b~r of desirable provisions, although we 
still. beheve that the authonzat10ns should be further reduced. 

Smce o~r review of the bill as i~ ~as adopted by the Transportation 
Subcomnnttee, a number of additional programs and authorizations 
have been added. The bill now includes modifications to and authori­
zations continuing the important .Highway Beautification Program. We 
generally endorse those substantive changes which would expand the 
co~era~e of the program ~o prohibit all outdoor advertising regardless 
of Its dtsta~ce .from the .htghway right-of-way. However, we note that 
th.e ~uth?nzat~ons provided _for .the beautification program total $315 
~nl~IOn, mcludmg an authonzat10n of $105 million for FY 1974. In a 
similar proposal that we submitted, we recommended authorizations 
for 1975 and 1976 totaling together $105 million. We recommend that 
the 1974 authorizations in the Committee's bill be deleted and that 
~he 197? and 1976 authorizations be reduced to the levels proposed 
m o_ur btll. W~ also recommend that the amendment to section 131(g) 
of title 23, .Umted States Code, be changed by deleting the concluding 
phrase "priOr to the date of enactment of the Highway Beautification 
Act of 1974". This would preclude the creation of a new so-called 
"hiatus peri<?d" for signs ere.cted ~eyon? 660 feet of the right-of-way. 
Many new signs erected durmg th1o, penod would have to be removed 
later when they become nonconforming under State law without a 
.Federal contribution to the costs of removal. ' 

The bill ordered reported by the Committee has also added a new 
program to title 23 which 'vould authorize construction of roads to 
federally constr~cted lakes. This provision had been considered previ­
ously, and was m fact delete.d from the 1973 Highway Act in favor 
of a study ?f access t~ recreat10n areas. That study is currently under­
way and will be subnntted to the Congress not later than December 31 
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of this year. Until that study has been completed, we would recom­
mend that a new program not be included in any legislation. 

The bill also authorizes $116 million for the overseas highway bridge 
connecting the Florida mainland with the Florida keys. As a general 
rule we believe that provisions of this type should be financed out of 
regt{lar Federal-aid and State highway programs, including the special 
bridge replacement program. Given the current need to restrain 
Federal expenditures, we do not believe that there is sufficient justifica­
tion at this time for special Federal financing to carry out such a 
project. · 

Another provision which we believe shoul~ be omi.tted frorr; the bill 
establishes a new program for the constructiOn of bikeways m urban 
and urbanized areas. Only last year section 217 was added to title 23, 
United States Code, relative to· bicycle transportation, and we believe 
it is unnecessary to establish a new and separate categorical grant 
program for bikeway development. 

The authorizations in the bill for the special bridge replacement 
program are somewhat lower than they were in the bill approved by 
the Transportation Subcommittee. However, we still believe they are 
excessive and, particularly in view of the current problems brought 
about by inflation, they should be further reduced. 

This bill like earlier drafts, includes certain provisions which we 
strongly eddorse, such as the permanent establishment of a 55 mph 
speed limit and the amendment to the 1973 Highway Act regarding 
the use of Federal transit funds for charter bus service. We are also 
pleased that the bill includes amendments which will be important 
to completion of the program for the elimination of the critical public 
rail-highwlly grade crossings along the Northeast Corridor. We note 
that the provision on vehicle sizes and weights increases somewhat 
the weight limitations applicable to operations on the Interstate 
system. However, we do not believe that the proposed increase in 
the limitation on maximum gross weight (80,000 pounds) goes far 
enough, and we would prefer enactment of the provision on sizes and 
weights proposed by the Department. 

We understand that the bill may also include a section containing 
special provisions respecting the modification or termination of certain 
highway construction contracts. The Department opposed a provision 
of this type contained in the bill approved by the Transportation 
Subcommittee and would like to reserve the opportunity to comment 
on any substitute provision. 

In conclusion, we appreciate the elimination from the earlier ver­
sion of the bill of across-the-board increases in authorizations, and 
we believe that the bill contains many very useful provisions which 
will go far to help solve a number of serious transportation problems. 
However particularly in view of the serious inflation problem we 
are now facing, we strongly opp~se the new special funding pr~visions 
discussed above and the large mcreases proposed for the Highway 
Beautification and the Special Bridge Replacement programs. 

Sincerely, 
CLAUDE s. BRINEGAR. 
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FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1974. 

Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of June 6, 
1974, in which you requested the views of the Federal Energy admin­
istration on S. 3556, the "Highway Energy Conservation and Safety 
Act of 1974." 

The bill would preclude the Secretary of Transportation from 
approving plans for proposed projects in any State which has a maxi­
mum speed limit on any public highway in excess of 55 miles per hour. 
It would also preclude such approval if a State does not apply its speed 
limits uniformly on public highways or generally has a speed limit 
other than 55 miles per hour on divided public highways. 

The Federal Energy Administration strongly supports enactment 
of this bill, with the technical amendments proposed in this letter. 
We are enclosing a fact sheet on the effects of the 55 miles per hour 
speed limit. It shows a fuel savings of 5 million gallons per day, 
which alone would warrant enactment of this legislation. In addition, 
however, however, this Nation is enjoying a sharp reduction in highway 
fatalities because of the 55 miles per hour speed limit. The National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration has estimated a 22.6% drop 
in traffic fatalities attributable principally to lower speed limits, 
which drop represents 1,000 fewer Americans being killed each month. 
Thus, because of the savings of lives and of fuel, we support this 
legislation. 

However, we believe that certain changes should be made to 
strengthen and clarify the legislation. First, the language of the bill 
states that the Secretary of Transportation shall not approve plans 
in any State which has (1) a maximum speed limit in excess of 55 
miles per hour, and (2), a speed limit other than 55 miles per hour on 
certain highways, and (3) a speed limit not uniformly applied. Al­
though clearly not the intent of Congress, this would be interpreted 
to require disapproval only if all three prohibited activities are present. 
We would suggest that the conjunctive "and" be amended with the 
alternative 11or" on page 2, line 1, and page 2, line 8. 

Second, the legislation does not clearly require disapproval in a 
State which has no speed limit since it might be argued that if a State 
has no speed limit, it does not have a maximum speed limit in excess• 
of 55 miles per hour. We believe that this should be amended at page 
2, line 1 to read "hour, or no speed limit at all." 

Third, and finally, a question has arisen because some seventeen 
States have "prima facie speed limits" instead of "fixed speed limits." 
Those States have traffic laws making it a criminal offense to drive at 
an unreasonable speed. A speed limit is established and driving in 
excess of that speed gives rise to a presumption of driving at an 
unreasonable rate of speed. However, that presumption is rebuttable; 
and, once in court, the driver can escape criminal liability by showing 
that his higher rate of speed was reasonable from the standpoint of 
safety. In those situations, it becomes difficult to enforce posted 



26 

limits of 55 miles per hour on the so-called super highways. Congress 
may wish to consider clarifying this potential problem in achieving 
the purpose of this legislation. · 

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the 
administration's program. 

· Sincerely, 
JoHN C. SAWHILL, Administrator. 

Enclosure: 

ENERGY CoxsERVATION AND ENVIRONMENT, 
FEDERAL ENERGY OFFICE, 

Washington, D.O., June 197 4. 

FACT SHEET 

EFFECTS OF 55 M.P.H. SPEED LI:\IIT ON HIGHWAY FATALITIES AND 
GASOLINE CONSU1IPTION 

Traffic fatalities dropped an estimated 23.7. percent during the 
first 4 months of 1974, compared to the corresponding period last 
year, continuing a trend which began last November as a result of 
the nationwide gasoline shortage. The total reduction in traffic fa­
taliti~s since last November now stands at an estimated 4,775. 

The number of people killed on the Nation's roads was down in 
April for the sixth consecutive month compared to a year ago. Pre­
liminary figures released by the Department of Transportation's 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration showed that total 
traffic fatalities for the 50 States in April were 1,004 below the same 
month last year, a reduction of 22.6 percent. A total of 3,444 persons 
were killed in April compared to 4,448 traffic deaths for the corres­
ponding period a year ago. 

The reduction in fatalities is attributed to reduced speed limits 
more than to reduced driving. National Safety Council's figures for 
January and February indicate an average reduction of 17.5 percent 
in turnpike miles traveled, but a 55 percent average reduction in 
turnpike fatalities. This would tend to emphasize the importance of 
reduced speed as the major safety factor. 

ESTIMATED TRAFFIC FATALITIES AND CHANGES 

1974 

2,928 
2,566 
3,191 
3, 444 

Percent 
1973 change 

3,781 -22.6 
3,458 -23.2 
4,343 -26.5 
4,448 -22.6 

State 
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ESTIMATED TRAFFIC FATAliTIES, JANUARY-APRil 

1974 

315 
19 

184 
147 

1,040 
147 
100 
20 

752 
456 
42 
71 

511 
309 
174 
132 
228 
218 
42 

170 
256 
447 
217 
211 
232 

55 
95 
55 
31 

282 
123 
701 
462 

28 
565 
189 
139 
597 

19 
256 

51 
406 
811 
40 
23 

270 
180 
126 
126 
38 

TotaL ___ .••••.. __ .---- •• ___ . __ • __ • ________ • __ ----· _______ _ 12, 129 

ENERGY CoNsERVATION 

1973 

387 
13 

293 
193 

1, 434 
166 
147 
42 

963 
561 

40 
93 

622 
309 
224 
162 
322 
310 

53 
264 
304 
572 
261 
271 
364 

83 
122 
77 
28 

423 
172 
955 
526 

51 
666 
205 
196 
728 

51 
293 
63 

438 
1,144 

100 
39 

355 
224 
us 
308 
39 

16, 030 

Percent 
change 

-18.60 
+46.15 
-37.2 
-23.83 
-27.4 
-11.44 
-31.97 
-52.38 
-21.9 
-18.7 
+5.0 

-13.65 
-17.8 
-39.2 
-22.32 
-18.51 
-29.19 
-29.67 
-20.75 
-35.60 
-15.78 
..-21. 8 
-16.23 
-22.14 
-36.2 
-33.73 
-22.13 
-28.57 
+10.78 
-33.3 
-28.48 
-26.5 
-12.1 
-41.07 
-15.1 
-7.80 

-30.61 
-17.0 
-62.74 
-12.62 
-19.04 
-7.30 

-28.8 
-60.0 
-41.02 
-23.94 
-19.64 
+9.56 

-59.0 
-2.56 

-23.7 

NATIONAL GASOLINE SAVINGS ESTI:\IATED AT 5 MILLION GALLONS PER DAY 

Fuel savings can also be attributed to both reduced vehicle miles 
driven, and the inherent savings of lowered speed limits. Information 
provided by the Federal Highway Administration, based on random 
speed checks conducted by 10 states, shows that while the 55 m.p.h. 
speed limit may not be strictly observed everywhere, actual average 
travel speeds are ranging between 55 and 60 m.p.h. Based upon data 
now available, this would result in a total national gasoline savings of 
approximately 5 million gallons per day, or 600 million gallons in the 
first 4 months of 1974. 

These figures are based upon a composite car average, and upon 
rural and interstate driving. Urban areas, with their already less than 
55 m.p.h. speed limits, were not considered in the data. Using the 
same 9omposite car as a basis, automobiles get about 21 percent better 
gas mileage at 55 m.p.h. than they do at 70 m.p.h. 
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EfFECT OF SPEED LIMITS UPON HIGHWAY FUEL CONSUMPTION 

[Derived from data in DOT's "Analysis of Fuel Saving Through Reduced Speed limits" dated December 19731 

Speed limit (miles per hour) 

SPEED LDHT SUPPORTED 

Annual fuel savings (in millions 
of gallons) 

Cars All vehicles 
----

0 0 
886 I, 22G 

1,896 3,051 
2, 991 5,491 
4, 003 7,916 

FEO Administrator John C. Sawhill has recently sent a telegram to 
the Nation's Governors urging continued enforcement of the 55 m.p.h. 
speed limit. 

Sawhill told the Governors that "Speed limits of 55 miles an hour 
can save hundreds of thousands of barrels of oil per day, not to men­
tion the reduction numbered in thousands of Americans injured and 
killed by accidents on our highways. I urge you to maintain enforce­
ment of the nationwide 55 mile-an-hour highway speed limit, and to 
continue moving forward with other energy conservation measures." 

MINORITY VIEWS OF SENATOR STAFFORD AND 
SEKATOR BUCKLEY 

The Committee has recommended an increase in allowable weights 
of vehicles using the Interstate System to permit 20 000 pounds per 
single axle, 34,000 pounds per tandem axle, with gro~s weight deter­
mined by a formula, but in no case to exceed 80,000 pounds. We are 
opposed to such increases because we believe they will have a detri­
mental effect on highway safety, on the amenities of highway travel, 
and c<?uld hamper long-term efforts to rationalize our freight trans­
portatiOn system. 

The Committee points out that the reported measure does not 
deal with truck dimensions, but, only with weights. While this is an 
accurate characterization of the actual language, we do not believe 
it provides a complete picture of the provision's effect. The primary 
reM~n for increMi~l-r weight limitations is to permit trucks to carry 
heaVIer payloads. 'rhe 80,000 pound gross weight limit would in­
crease current payload limits by 10 percent. But, as the Federal 
Highway Administrator noted in his testimony before the Transporta­
tion Subcommittee: 

Of course, such increases of this magnitude could not 
be obtained without increases in State-permitted lengths 
where the commodity is of low density, since full cubic 
capacity of the vehicle would be obtained before the weight 
limit was reached. 

Thus, permitting heavier weights on the Interstate could, in our 
opinion, bring about pressures at the State level for increases in 
existing length limitations, in order to permit a larger segment of the 
trucking industry to take advantage of increased weight allowances. 

The trend toward longer trucks had been steadily rising since 
1946. A chart compiled by the Truck Trailer Manufacturers Associa­
tion shows that in 1946 no trailers longer than 34 feet were being 
produced, and the majority were less than 26 feet long. In 1972, 32 
percent of the trailers produced were 45 feet or more in length and 85 
percent exceeded 40 feet. Add to this the fact that over 10 percent of 
the 1972 production was the 27-foot model that is often used in pairs, 
and the dramatic increase in the number of very large truck combina­
tions becomes even more apparent. Length increases of one or two 
feet are almost imperceptible but the cumulative effect of numerous 
increases can be staggering. Virtually no studies have been carried out 
to test the effect of length increases on highway safety, but we believe 
that the widening gap between automobile and truck sizes must be 
considered a growing safety hazard to highway travel. 

. There is. da;ta to show that the in?reased vehicle weights proposed 
will result m mcreased pavement mamtenance costs of approximately 
20 percent and will accelerate requirements for bridge replacement. 

(29) 
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Also, in States which do not currently permit the heavier trucks to run 
on non-Interstate roads, the pressure will be to conform off-Interstate 
weight limits to those permitted on the Interstate System, thus raising 
serious questions about the safety of older bridge structures not 
de:-_igned to accommodate the heavy vehicles. 

Finally, we are concerned about enacting weight increases for trucks 
at a time when efforts are underway to encourage greater use of rail­
roads for long-haul, economical transportation of freight. It is gen­
erally agreed that the railroads are more efficient and economical for 
certain types ·of freight service than trucks. To take action now that 
could encourage a further shift of freight transportation from rail to 
trucks, despite the long-term advantage of rail use, seems to us 
ill-advised. 

It is for the foregoing reasons that we oppose any increase in Federal 
truck weight limitations. 

RoBERT T. STAFFORD. 
JAMES L. BucKLEY. 

1'·\ 

CHANGES IN ExiSTING LAw 

In compliance with subsection (4) of the rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill as re­
ported ar~ shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed m black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 

Sec. 
101. 
102. 
103. 
104. 
105. 
106. 
107. 
108. 
109. 
110. 
111. 
112. 
113. 
114. 
115. 
116. 
117. 
118. 
119. 
120. 
121. 
122. 
123. 
124. 
125. 
126. 
127. 
128. 
129. 
130. 
131. 
132. 
133. 
134. 
135. 
136. 
137. 
138. 
139. 
140. 
141. 
142. 
143. 
144. 
145. 
146. 

TITLE 23, UNITED STATES CoDE-"HIGHWAYs" 

CHAPTER I.-FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 

Definitions and declaration of policy. 
Authorizations. 
Federal-aid systems. 
Apportionment. 
Programs. 
Plans, specifications, and estimates. 
Acquisition of rights-of-way-Interstate System. 
Advance acquisition of rights-of-way. 
Standards. 
Project agreements. 
Use o.f ap.d access to rights-of-way-Interstate System. 
Letting of contracts. 
Prevailing rate of wage. 
Construction. 
Construction by States in advance of apportionment. 
Maintenance. 
Certification acceptance. 
Availability of sums apportioned. 
Administration of Federal-aid for highways :n Alaska. 
Federal share payable. 
Payment to States for construction. 
Payment to States for bond retirement. 
Relocation of utility facilities. 
Advances to States. 
Emergency relief. 
Diversion. 
Vehicle weight and width limitations-Interstate System. 
Public hearings. 
Toll roads, bridges, tunnels, and ferries. 
Railway-highway crossings. 
Control of outdoor advertising. 
Payments on Federal-aid projects undertaken by a Federal agency. 
Relocation assistance. 
Transportation planning in certain urban area!'. 
Urban area traffic operation& improvement program. 
Control of junkyards. 
Fringe and corridor parking facilities. 
Preservation of parklands. 
Additions to Interstate System. 
Equal employment opportunity. 
Real property acquisition policies. 
Public transportation. 
Economic growth center development highways. 
Special bridge replacPment program. 
Federal-State relationship. 
Special urban high density traffic program. 

(31) 
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Sec. 
147. Priority primary routei!. 
148. Development of a national scenic and recreational highway. 
149. Truck lanes. 
150. Allocation of urban system funds. 
151. Pavement marking demonstration program. 
152. Projects tor high-hazard locations. 
153. Program for the elimination of roadside obstacles. 
154. National maximum speed limit. 
155. Access highways to public recreati.Qn areas on Federal lakes. 

SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY. 

(a) .As use·d in this title, unless the context requires otherwise-

* * * * * * * 
[The term "Indian reservation roads and bridges" means roads and 

bridges that are located within or provide access to an Indian reserva­
tion or Indian trust land or restricted Indian land which is not subject 
to fee title a1ienation \vithout the approval of the Federal Govern­
ment, or Indian and .Alaska Native villages, groups, or communities 
in which Indians and .Alaskan Natives reside, whom the Secretary 
of the Interior has determined are eligible for services generally 
available to Indians under Federal laws specifically applicable to 
Indians.] 

The term 11Indian reser·vation roads and bridges" means roads and 
bridges, incl1tding roads and bridges on the Federal-aid systems, that are 
located within or provide access to an Indian reservation or Indian trust 
land or restricted Indian land which is not subject to fee title alienation 
without the approval of the Federal Government, or Indian and Alaska 
Native villages, groups, or comm·unities in which Indians and Alaskan 
Natives res·ide, whom the Secretary of the Interior has determined are 
eligible for ser'l-'ices generally a;~;-ailabte to Indians under Federal laws 
specifically applicable to Indians. 

• * * * * • * 
SEC. 127. VEIDCLE WEIGHT AXD WIDTH LIMITATIONS-INTERSTATE 

SYSTEM. 

(a) No funds authorized to be appropriated for any fiscal year under 
section 108(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway .Act of 1956 shall be ap­
portioned to any State within the boundaries of which the Interstate 
System may lawfully be used by vehicles with weight in excess of 
[eighteen thousand pounds carried on any one axle, or with a tandem­
axle weight in excess of thirty-two thousand pounds, or with an over­
all gross weight in excess of seventy-three thousand two hundred and 
eighty pounds,] twenty thousand pounds carried on any one axle, 
inclHaing aU enforcement tolerance; or with a tandem-axle weight in excess 
of thirty-jour thousand p&unds, including all enforcement tolerances; 
or Wl~th an overall gross weight on a group of two or more consecutive 
axles produced by application of the following formula: 

w =5oo( Jj~ + 12N +36) 

where W =overall gross weight on any group of two or more consecutive 
axles to the nearest 500 pounds, L=distance in feet between the extreme 
of any group of two or more consecutive axles, and N=number of axles 
in group under consideration, except that two consecutive sets of tandem 
axles may carry a gross load of 34,000 pounds each providing the overall 
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di~tance between the first and la~t axles of such consecutive sets of tandem 
axles is thirty-six feet or more: Prmri.ded, That such overall gross we1:ght 
may not exceed eighty thousand pounds, 1:ncluding all enforcement tol­
erances, or with a width in .excess of ninety-six inches, or the cor­
responding maximum weights or maximum widths permitted for 
vehicles using the public highways of such State under laws or regula­
tions established by appropriate State authority in effect on July 1, 
1956, whichever is the greater . .Any amount which is ·withheld from 
apportionment to any State pursuant to the foregoing provisions shall 
lapse. This section shall not be construed to denv apportionment to 
any State allowing the operation within such State of anv vehicles or 
combinations thereof that could be la"'1ully operated vwithin such 
State o_n Ju~y 1, 1956. With respect to the State of Hawaii, la·ws or 
regulatiOns m effect on February 1, 1960, shall be applicable for the 
purposes of this section in lieu of those in effect on July 1, 1956. 

(b) The Secretary shall require each State to certify annually that 
exi.sting State law respect·ing m.axim·um vehicle sizes and weights permitted 
on the Federal-aid primary, the Federal-aid urban system, and the 
Federal-aid secondary system in such State is beinfl enforced by such State. 
The Secretary shall not approve programs for prOJects on any such system 
in any St.ate until he has received certification satisfactory to him that 
such laws are being enforced on such system. 

* * * * * * * 
SEc. 129. TOLL ROADS, BRIDGES, TUNNELS, AND FERRIES. 

* * * * * * * 
(g) Notwithstanding section 301 of this title, the Secretary may 

permit Federal participation under this title in the construction of 
ferry boats, whether toll or free, subject to the following conditions: 

(1) It is not feasible to build a bridge, tunnel, combination 
thereof, or other normal highway structure in lieu of the use of 
such ferry. 

(2) The operation of the ferry shall be on a route which has 
been approved under section 103 (b) or (c) of this title as a part 
of one of the Federal-aid systems within the State and has not 
been designated as a route on the Interstate System. 

(3) Such ferry shall be publicly owned and operated. 
(4) The operating authority and the amount of fares charged 

for passage on such ferry shall be under the control of the State, 
and all revenues derived therefrom shall be applied to actual and 
necessary costs of operation, maintenance, and repair. 

[(5) Such ferry may be operated only within the State (includ­
ing the islands which comprise the State of Hawaii) or between 
adjoining States. Except with respect to operations between the 
islands which comrrise the State of Hawaii and operations be­
tween the States o .Alaska and Washington, or between any two 
points within the State of .Alaska, no part of such a ferry operation 
shall be in any foreign or international waters.] 

(5) Such ferry may be operated only toithin the State (including 
the islands which comprise the State of Hawaii) or between ad.ioining 
States. Except with respect to operations between the islands which 
comprise the State of Hau.-aii and operations between any two points 
in Alaska and between Alaska and Washington, including stops at 
appropriate points in the Dominion of Canada, no part of such ferry 
operation shall be in any foreign or international waters. 
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(6) No such ferry shall be sold, leased, or otherwise disposed of 
without the approval of the Secretary. The Federal share of any 
proceeds from such a disposition shall be credited to the unpro­
!n'amed balance of Federal-aid highway funds of the same class 
fast apportioned to such State. Any amounts so credited shall be 
in addition to all other funds then apportioned to such State and 
available for expenditure in accordance with the provisions of this 
title. 

* ·• * * * * 
SEc. 131. CoNTROL oF ouTDOOR ADVERTISING. 

(a) The Congress hereby finds and declares that the erection and 
maintenance of outdoor advertising signs, displays, and devices in 
areas adjacent to the Interstate System and the primary system should 
be controlled in order to protect the public investment in such high­
ways, to promote the safety and recreational value of public travel, 
and to preserve natural beauty. 

(b) Federal-aid highway funds apportioned on or after January 1, 
1968, to any State which the Secretary determines has not made pro­
vision for effective control of the erection and maintenance along the 
Interstate System and the primary system of outdoor advertising 
signs, displays, and devices which are within six hundred and sixty 
feet of the nearest edge of the right-of-way and visible from the main 
traveled way of the system, and Fedtral-aid high~y.Junds appor­
tioned on or after January 1, 1975, or after the exptratwn of the next 
regular session of the State f:egislature, whichever ?'.8 ltfifr, to any Sif1:te 
which the Seeretary determtnes has not made promswn for ejfectwe 
control of the erection and maintenance along the Interstate System and 
the primary system of those additional outdoor advertising signs, displays, 
and devices which are more than six hundred and sixty feet o_ff the nearest 
edge of the right-of-way, and legible from the main traveled, way of the 
system, shall be reduced by amounts equal to 10 per centum of the 
amounts which would otherwise be apportioned to such State under 
section 104 of this title, until such time as such State shall provide 
for such effective control. Any amount which is withheld from appor­
tionment to any State hereunder shall be reapportioned to the other 
States. Whenever he determines it to be in the public interest, the 
Secretary may suspend, for such periods as he deems necessary, the 
applicatwn of this subsection to a State. 

[(c) Effective control means that after January 1, 1968, such signs, 
displays, and devices shall, pursuant to this sectwn, be limited to (I) 
directional and other official signs and notices, which signs and notices 
shall include, but not be limited to, signs and notices pertaining to 
natural wonders, scenic and historical attractions, which are required 
or authorized by law, which shall conform to national standards here­
by authorized to be promul~ated by the Secretary hereunder, which 
standards shall contain provisions concerning the lighting, size, num­
ber, and spacing of 8igns, and such other requirements as may be 
appropriate to implement this section, (2) signs, displays, and devices 
advertising the sale or lease of property upon which they are located, 
and (3) signs, displays, and devices advertising activities conducted on 
the property on which they are located.] 
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(c) Effective control mean:s that such signs, displays, or devices after 
January 1, 1968, if located within six hundred and sixty feet of the 
right-of-way and, on or after July 1, 1975, or after the expiration of the 
next regular session of the State legislature, wM£hever is later, iJ l.ocated 
beyond six hundred and sixty feet of the right-of-way, and legible from 
the main traveled way of the system, shall, puro'Uant to this section, be 
limited to (1) directional and ojficial si.gns and notices, which signs 
and notices shall include, b·ut not be limited to, signs and notices per­
taining to natural wonders, scenic and historical attractions, which are 
required or authorized by law, which shall conform to national standards 
hereby authorized to be promulgated by the Secretary hereunder, which 
standards shall contain provisions concerning lighting, size, number, 
and spacing of signs, and such other requirements as may be appropriate 
to implement. this section, (2) signs, displays, and devices advertising 
the sale or lease of property upon which they are located, (3) signs, dis­
plays, and devices advertising activities cond·ucted on the property on 
which they are located, and (4) signs lawfully in existence on October 22, 
1965, determined by the State, subject to the approval of the Secretary, to 
be landmark signs, including sign:s on farm structures or natural surfaces, 
of historic or artistic significance the preservation of which would be 
consistent with the purposes of this section. . 

(d) [In order to promote the reasonable, orderly and effective dis­
play of outdoor advertising while remaining consistent with the pur­
poses of this section, signs, displays, and devices whose size, lighting 
and spacing, consistent with customary use is to be determined by 
agreement between the several States and the Secretary, may be 
erected and maintained within six hundred and sixty feet of the nearest 
edge of the right-of-way within areas adjacent to the Interstate and 
primary systems which are zoned industrial or commercial under 
authonty of State law, or in unzoned commercial or industrial areas as 
may be determined by agreement between the several States and the 
Secretary.] In order to promote the reasonable, orderly, and effective dis­
play of outdoor adtJertising while remain· consistent with the purposes of 
this section, signs, displays, and devices se size, lighting, and spacing, 
consistent with customary use is to be determined by agreement between the 
several States and the Secretary, may be erected and maintained within 
areas adjacent to the Interstate and primary systems which are zoned in­
dustrial or commercial under authority of State law, or in unzoned com-
mercial or industrial areas as may be determined eement between the 
several States and the Secretary. The States e full authority 
under their own zoning laws to zone areas for commercial or industrial 
purposes, and the actions of the States in this regard will be accepted 
for the purposes of this Act. Whenever a bona fide State, county, or 
local zoning authority has made a determination of customary use, 
such determination will be accepted in lieu of controls by agreement in 
the zoned commercial and industrial areas within the geographical 
jurisdiction of such authority. Nothing in this subsection shall apply 
to signs, displays, and devices referred to in clauses (2) and (3) of 
subsection (c) of this section. 

[(e) Any sign, display, or device lawfully in existence along the In­
terstate System or the Federal-aid primary system on September 1, 
1965, which does not conform to this section shall not be required to be 
removed until July 1, 1970. Any other sign, display, or device law­
fully erected which does not conform to this section shall not be re-
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quired to be removed until the end of the fifth year after it becomes 
nonconforming.] 

(e) Any nonconforming sign under State law enacted to comply with 
this section shall be removed no later than the end of the .fifth year after it 
becomes nonconforming, except a8 determined by the Secretary. 

(f) The Secretary shall, in consultation with the States, provide 
within the rights-of-way for areas at appropriate distances from inter­
changes on the. Interstate System, on which signs, displays, and de­
vices giving . specific information in the interest of the traveling 
public may be erected and maintained. The Secretary may also, in 
con!Sultation with the State8, provide witkin the right,s-of-way of the pri­
mary system for areas in which signs, displays, and devices giving specific 
information in the interest of the traveling public may be erected and 
maintained. Such signs shall conform to national standards to be 
promulgated by the Secretary. 

(g) [Just compensation shall be paid upon the removal of the 
following outdoor advertising signs, displays, and devices-

(!) those lawfully in existence on the date of enactment of 
this subsection, 

(2) those lawfully on any highway made a part of the Inter­
state or primary system on or after the date of enactment of this 
subsection and before January 1, 1968, and 

(3) those lawfully erected on or after January 1, 1968.] 
Just compensation shall be paid upon the removal of any outdoor 

advertising sign, display, or device lawfully erected under State law prior 
to the date of enactment of the Federal-Aid Highway Amendments 
of 1974. The Federal share of such compensation shall be 75 per 
centum. Such compensation shall be paid for the following: 

(A) 'fhe taking from the owner of such sign, display, or device 
of all right, title, leasehold, and interest in such sign, display, or 
device; and 

(B) The taking from the owner of the real property on which 
the sign, display, or device is located, of the right to erect and 
maintain sue · s, displays, and devices thereon. 

(h) All public Ian or reservations of the United States which are 
adjacent to any portion of the Interstate System and the primary 
system shall be controlled in accordance with the provisions of this 
section and the national standards promulgated by the Secretary. 

[(i) In order to provide information in the specific interest of the 
traveling public, the State highway departments are authorized to 
maintain maps and to permit informational directories and adver­
tising pamphlets to be made available at safety rest areas. Subject to 
the approval of the Secretary, a State may also establish information 
centers at safety rest areas for the purpose of informing the public of 
places of interest within the State and providing such other infJrma­
tion as a State may consider desirable.] 

(i) In order to provide information in the specific interest of the traveling 
public, the State highway departments are authorized to maintain maps 
and to permit information directories and advertising pamphlets to be made 
available at safety rest areas. Subject to the approval of the Secretary, a 
State may also establish information centers at safety rest areas and other 
travel information systems within the rights-of-way for the purpose of in­
forming the public of places of interest within the State and providing such 
other information as a State may consider desirable. The Federal share of 
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the cost of establishing such information centers and travel information 
systems shall be 7 fi per centum. 

(j) Any State highway department which has, under this section 
as in effect on June 30, 1965, !Jntered into an agreement with the Sec­
retary to control the erection and maintenance of outdoor advertising 
signs, displays, and devices in areas adjacent to the Interstate System 
shall be entitled to receive the bonus payments as set forth in the 
agreement, but no such State highway department shall be entitled 
to such payments unless the State maintains the control required under 
such agreement. Such payments shall be paid only from appropria­
tions made to carry out this section. The provisions of this subsection 
shall not be construed to exempt any State from controlling outdoor 
advertising as otherwise provided in this section. 

(k) Nothing in this section shall prohibit a State from establishing 
standards imposing stricter limitations with respect to signs, displays, 
and devices on the Federal-aid highway systems than those estab­
lished under this section. 

(1) Not less than sixty days before making a final determination to 
withhold funds from a State under subsection (b) of this section, or 
to do so under subsection (b) of section 136, or with respect to failing 
to agree as to the size, lighting, and spacing of signs, displays, and 
devices or as to unzoned commercial or industrial areas in which signs, 
displays, and devices may be erected and maintained under subsection 
(d) of this section, or with respect to failure to approve under subsec­
tion (g) of section 136, the Secretary shall give written notice to the 
State of his proposed determination and a statement of the reasons 
therefor, and during such period shall give the State an opportunity 
for a hearing on such determination. Following such hearing the Secre­
tary shall issue a written order setting forth his final determination and 
shall furnish a copy of such order to the State. Within forty-five days 
of receipt of such order, the State may appeal such order to any United 
States district court for such State, and upon the filing of such appeal 
such order shall be stayed until final judgment has been entered on 
such appeal. Summons may be served at any place in the United 
States. The court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the determination of 
the Secretary or to set it aside, in whole or in part. The judgment of the 
court shall be subject to review by the United States court of appeals 
for the circuit in which the State is located and to the Supreme Court 
of the United States upon certiorari or certification as provided in 
title 28, United States Code, section 1254. If any part of an apportion­
ment to a State is withheld by the Secretary under subsection (b) of 
this section or subsection (b) of section 136, the amount so withheld 
shall not be reapportioned to the other States as long as a suit brought 
by such State under this subsection is pending. Such amount shall 
remain available for apportionment in accordance with the final 
judgment and this subsection. Funds withheld from apportionment 
and subsequently apportioned or reapportioned under this section 
shall be available for expenditure for three full fiscal years after the 
date of such ap:portionment or reapportionment as the case may be. 

[(m) There Is authorized to be appropriated to carry out the 
provisions of this section, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1966, not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1967, not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal vear 
ending June 30, 1970, not to exceed $27,000,000 for the fiscal year end_ 
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ing June 30, 1971, not to exceed $20,500,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1972, and not to exceed $50,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1973. The provisions of this chapter relating to the 
obligation, period of availability and expenditure of Federal-aid 
primary highway funds shall apply to the funds authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section after June 30, 1967.] 

(m) There is authorized to be apportioned to cxrry out the provisions of 
this section, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
not to exceed $20,000,000 for each of the fi~cal ye2rs 1966 and 1967, not 
to exceed $2,000,000 for the fiscal year 1970, not to exceed $.27,000,000 for 
the fiscal year 1971, not to exceed $20,500,009 for theji<Jcal yexr 1972, and 
not to exceed $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and, 
out of the Highway Trust Fund, $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1974, $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
$75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976: Provided, That 
beginning July 1, 197 4, rw more than 20 per centum of funds obl:igated in 
any fiscal year shaU be obligated for projects under subsection (i) of this 
section. The provisions of this chapter relating to the obligation, period of 
availability, and expenditure of Federal-aid primary highway f?tnds shall 
apply to the funds authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section 
after June 30, 1967. 

(n) No sign, display, or device shall be required to be removed under 
this section if the Federal share of the just compensation to be paid 
upon removal of such sign, display, or device is not available to make 
such payment. 

• * * • * * * 
SEc. 136. CdNTRor. oF JUNKYARDS. 

• • * • * • * 
(j) [Just compensation shall be paid the owner for the relocation, 

removal, or disposal of the following junkyards- . 
(1) those lawfully in existence on the date of enactment of this 

subsection, 
(2) those lawfully along any highway made a part of ~he Inter­

state or primary system on or after the enactment of tlus subsec­
tion and before January 1, 1968, and 

(3) those lawfully established on or after January 1, 1968.] 
Just compensation shall be paid the owner for the relocation, removal, 

or disposal of junkyards lawfuUy in existence at the effective date of 
State legislation enacted to comply with this section. The Federal sha.re 
of such compensation shall be 75 per centum. 

* * * * * * 
[(m) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this sec­

tion, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, not 
to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, not to 
exceed $3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, not to ex­
ceed $3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, not to exceed 
$3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and not to exceed 
$5,000,000 for the fiscal year endin~ June 30, 1973. The provisions of 
this chapter relating to the obligatiOn, period of availability, and ex­
penditure of Federal-aid primary highway funds shall apply to the 
funds authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section after 
June 30, 1967.] 
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(m) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section 
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated not to 
exceed $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1966 and 1967, not to 
exceed $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1970, 1971, and 1972, not to 
exceed $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and, out 
of the Highway Trust Fund, not to exceed $15,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 197 4, $15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Jnne 
30, 1975, and $15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Jnne 30, 1976. 
The provisions of this chapter relating to the obligation, period of avail­
ability, and expenditure of Federal-aid primary highway funds shall 
apply to the funds authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section 
after June 30, 1967. 

• * * • * • * 
SEc. 144. SPECIAL BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM. 

* * * • * • * 
[(e)For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this section, 

there are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, $100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, 
$150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $25,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, $75,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975, and $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1976, to be available until expended. Such funds shall be 
availa~le f~r obligation at the beginning of the fiscal year for which 
authonzed m the same manner and to the same extent as if such funds 
were apportioned under this chapter.] 

(e) For the pttrpose of carrying out the provisions of this section, 
there are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of the Highway Trust 
Fund $100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, $150,000,000 
or the fi.scal year ending June 30, 1973, $25,000,000 for the fiscal 
year endtng June 30, 1974, $150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 19751 and $150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, 
to be available until expended. Such funds shall be available for oMigation 
at the beginning of the fiscal year for which authorized in the same manner 
and to the same extent as if such funds were apportioned under this 
chapter. 

• * * "' * * * 
SEc. 154. NATIONAL MAXIMUM SPEED LHHT. 

(a) The. Secretary of Transportation shall not approve any project 
under sectwn 106 in any State which has (1) a maximum speed lim,it on 
any public highway within its jurisdiction in excess of fifty:five miles per 
hour, ?r (2) a speed limit for all types of motor vehicles other than fi.fty­
nl!6 :n~le?er hour on any portion of any public highway within its JUris­
dtctt~n o fo,ur or more traffic lanes, the opposing lanes of which are 
p~yswal y separated by means other than striping, which portion of 
htghway had a speed limit for all types of motor vehicles of .fifty:five miles, 
or mr:re, per hour on November 1, 1973; or (3) a speed limit on any other 
port~f}n of a public highway within its jurisdiction which is not uniformly 
applwable to all types of motor vehicles using such portion of highway, if 
on Nov~mber 1, 1973, such portion of highway had a speed limit which 
was un!fo:mly applicable. to all types of motor vehicles using it. A lower 
speed. hmtt may be establtshed for any vehicle operating 1mder a special 
permtt because of any weight or dimension of such vehicle, including any 
load thereon. Clauses (2) and (3) of this subsection shall not apply to 
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any portion of a high'Way dnring snch time that the condition of the high­
'Way, 'Weather, an accident, or other condition creates a temporary hazard 
to the safety of traffic on such portion of a highway. 

(b) As used in this sect'ion the term "motor vehicle" means any vehicle 
driven or dra'Wrb by mechanical po'Wer manufact,ured primarily for use on 
public high'Ways, except any vehicle operated exclusively on a rail or rails. 

(c) Not'Withstand,ing the provisions of section 120 snms apportioned 
to any State under section 104 shall be available to pay the entire cost of 
any modification of the signing of the Federal-aid high'Ways for 'Which 
s1tch sums are apportioned within such State due to a reduction in speed 
limits to conserve fuel if snch change in signing occurs or has occurred 
after November 1, 1973. 

(d) The requirements of this section shall be deemed complied 'With by 
administrative action la'Wfully taken by the Governor or other appropriate 
official that complies 'With this section. 
SEo.155. AccESS HIGHWAYS TOPUBLIO RECREATION AREAS ON FEDERAL 

LAKES. 

(a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any monies in 
the Treasury not other'Wise appropriated $15,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975, and $15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1976, for the construction or reconstruction of access high'Ways to 
public recreation areas on Federal lakes in order to accommodate present 
andfntltre high traffic density. The Secretary shall develop guidelines and 
standards for the designation of routes and the allocation of fnnds for the 
purpose of this section 'Which shall include the following criteria: 

(1) Routes designated by the Secretary shall not extend beyond 20 
miles from the recreation area. 

(2) The designation of routes under this section shall comply 'With 
section 138 of this title. 

(3) Rmttes shall be designated by the Secretary on the recom­
mendation of the State and responsible local officials. 

(b) The Federal share payable on account of any project authorized 
pursuant to this section shall not exceed 50 per centum of the cost of 
construction or reconstruction of such project. 

(c) Any high'Way not part of the Federal-aid system 'When constructed or 
reconstructed pursuant to this section shall thereafter be part of the 
Federal-aid secondary system except as otherwise provided pursuant to 
this section. 

(d) For the purpose of this section the term "Federal lake" means a lake 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, or the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, or the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of 
the Interior, or a mtlltipurpose lake constructed 'With the assistance of the 
Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture. 

CHAPTER 2.-0THER HIGHWAYS 

* * * * * * * 
SEC. 207. PARKWAYS. 

(a) Funds available for parkways shall be used to pay for the. cost 
of construction and improvement thereof, including the acquisition 
of rights-of-way and related scenic easements. 

(b) Appropriations for the construction of parkways shall be ad­
ministered in conformity with regulations jointly approved by the 
Secretary and the Secretary of tbe Interior. 
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(c) The location of parkways upon public lands, national forests, 
or other Federal reservations, shall be determined by agreement be­
tween the department having jurisdiction over such lands and the 
Secretary of the Interior. . 

(d) Any parkway project on a Federal-aid system shall be subject 
to all of the requirements of this title and of any other law applicable 
to highways on such systems. 

(e) Parkways and all associated lands and rights-of-'Way funded in 
'Whole or part from the Iligh'Way Trust Fund shall be managed solely for 
scenic and recreational use and passenger car travel. 

SEc. 208. INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS. 

(a) Funds available for Indian reservation roads and bridges shall 
be used to pay for the cost of construction and improvement thereof. 

(b) The Secretary shall approve the location, type, and design of 
all projects for Indian reservation roads and ~ridges before any 
expendttures are made thereon and all constructwn thereof shall be 
under the general supervision of the Secretary. 

(c) Before approving a.<: a project on an Indian re.servation road or bn:dge 
any project on a Federal-at~d system in a State, the Secretary must deter­
~in~ that obUgatio~ ojf1mds for s1:ch project is. supplementary to and not 
tn lteu of the obhgatwn, for proJects on lnd1an reservation roads and 
bridges, of a fair and equitable share of funds apportioned to such State 
under section 104 of this title. 

[(c)] (d) Indian labor may be employed in such construction and 
improvement under such rules and regulations a:: may be prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

[(d)] (e) Cooperation of States, counties, or other local subdivisions 
may be accepted in such construction and improvement, and any 
funds, received from a State, county, or local subdivision shall be 
credited to appropriations available for Indian reservation roads and 
bridges. 

* * * * * 
CHAPTER 8.-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

* * * * * * 
SEc. 307. REsEARCH AND PLANNING. 

(a) The Secretary is authorized in his discretion to engage in 
research on all phases of highway construction, modernization de­
velopment, design, maintenance, safety, financing, [and traffic c~ndi­
tions,] traffic conditions, beantification, roadside development, and scenic 
enhancement, including the effect thereon of State laws and is authorized 
~o test1 develop, or assi~t in the testing and developing of any material, 
mventwn, patented article, or process. The Secretary may publish the 
results of such research. The Secretary may carry out the authority 
granted hereby, either independently, or in cooperation with any 
?th~r b~anch of the q.overnment, State agency, authority, association, 
ms~Itutwn, corporatwn (profit or nonprofit), or any other organi­
zatwn, o~ person. T!te Se~retary is also authorized, acting independ­
~ntly or m c?~peratwn With other Federal departments, agencies, or 
mstrumentahttes, to make grants for research fellowships for any 
purpose for which research is otherwise authorized by this section. 
The funds required to carry out the provisions of this subsection shall 
be taken out of the administrative and research funds authorized by 
section 104 of this title, funds authorized to carry out section 403 of 
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this title, and such funds as may be deposited in a special account 
with the Secretary of the Treasury for such purposes by any cooperat­
ing organization or person. The provisions of section 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (41 U.S.C. 5), shall not be applicable 
to contracts or agreements made under the authority of this subsection. 

* * * * * * * 
SEc. 322. DEMONSTRATION PROJECT-RAIL CROSSINGS. 

(a) The Secretary shall carry out a demonstration project for the 
elimination of all public ground-level rail-highway crossings along the 
route of the high-speed ground transportation demonstration projects 
between Washington, District of Columbia, and Boston, Massachu­
setts, conducted under authority of the Act entitled "An Act to 
authorize the Secretary of Commerce to undertake research and 
development in high-speed ground transportation, and for other pur­
poses", approved September 30, 1965 (49 U.S.C. 1631 et seq.). The 
Secretary may permit selected individual public crossings of unu.mally 
low-potential hazard to remain at ground level, ij they are provided with 
the best available protection. 

(b) The Federal share of the cost of work, either off or on any Federal­
aid system, under subsection (a) of this section shall be 90 per centum and 
the remaining 10 per centum of such cost shall be paid by the State in 
which the crossing is located. 

[(b)] (c) The Secretary shall carry out a demonstration project for 
the elimination or protection of certain public ground-level rail­
highw~ crossings, in, or in the vicinity of, Greenwood, South Carolina. 

[(c)] (d) (1) If the highway involved is on any Federal-aid system, 
the Federal share of the cost of [such work] work under subsection (c) 
of this section shall be 90 per centum and the railroad's share of such 
cost shall be 10 per centum. 

(2) If the highway involved is not on any Federal-aid system, the 
Federal share of the cost of [such work] work under subsection (c) of 
this section shall be 80 per centum and the railroad's share of such cost 
shall be 10 per centum and the remaining 10 per centum of such cost 
shall be paid by the State in which such crossing is located. 

[(d)] (e) Before paying any part of the cost of the demonstration 
projects authorized by this section, the Secretary shall enter into such 
agreements with the States and railroads involved to insure that all 
non-Federal costs will be provided as required by this section. 

[(e)] (f) The Secretary, in cooperation with State highway depart­
ments, shall conduct a full and complete investigation and study of the 
problem of providing increased highway safety at public and private 
ground-level rail-highway crossings on a nationwide basis through the 
elimination of such crossings or otherwise, including specifically high­
speed rail operations in all parts of the country, and report to Congress 
his recommendations resulting from such investigation and study not 
later than July 1, 1972, including an estimate of the cost of such a 
program. Funds authorized to carry out section 307 of this title are 
authorized to be used to carry out the investigation and study required 
by this subsection. 

[(f)] There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $9,000-
000 from the Highway Trust Fund to carry out paragraph (1) of 
subsection (c) of this section. There is authorized to be appropriated 
out of the general fund not to exceed $22,000,000 to carry out paragraph 
(2) of subsection (c) of this section.] 
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(g) There are authorized to be appropriated from the general .fund not to 
exceed $22,000,000, and out of the Highuay Trust Fund such additional 
sums as are necessary, to carry out the provisions of this section (exclusive 
of subsection (f)). . 

(h) In any case where, under an agreement made before the date ot 
enactment of this subsection, a State pays or has paid the railroad's share 
of the cost of work under subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary shall 
pay that State 100 per centum of the amount of such costs paid by the 
State, if the highway involved is not on any Federal-aid system. 

FEDERAL-Am HIGHWAY AcT oF 1973 

PuBLIC LAw 87, 93D CoNG., AuGusT 13, 1973, 87 STAT. 250 

* * * * * * * 
HIGHWAY AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEc. 104. (a) 

* * * * * * * 
[ (8) For parkways, $60,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 

1974, $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
$75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, except that the 
entire cost of any parkway project on any Federal-aid system paid 
under the authorization contained in this paragraph shall be paid 
from the Highway Trust Fund.] 

(8) For parkways, out of the Highway Trust Fund, $60,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 197 4, $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1975, and $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976. 

[(9) For Indian reservation roads and bridges, $75,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1975, and $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976.] 

(9) For Indian reservation roads and bridges, $83,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 197 4, $84,000,000 .for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1975, and $83,000,000 .for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976. 

* * * * * * * 
RURAL HIGHWAY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION DE:\IONSTRATION PROGRAM 

SEc. 147. [To encourage the development, improvement, and use 
of public mass transportation systems operating vehicles on high­
ways for transportation of passengers within rural areas, in order to 
enhance access of rural populations to employment, health care, retail 
centers, education, and public services, there are authorized to be 
appropriated $30,000,000 for the two-fiscal-year period ending 
June 30, 1976, of which $20,000,000 shall be out of the Higliway Trust 
Fund, to the Secretary of Transportation to carry out demonstration 
projects for public mass transportation on highways in rural areas. 
Projects eligible for Federal funds under this section shall include 
highway traffic control devices, the construction of passenger loading 
areas and facilities, including shelters, fringe and transportation cor­
ridor parking facilities to serve bus and other public mass transporta­
tion passengers, and the purchase of passenger equipment other than 
POlling stock for fixed rail.] 
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(a) To enc<rurage the development, improvement, and use of public mass 
transportation systems operating vehicles on highways for transportation 
of passengers within rural areas and small urban areas, and between such 
areas and urbanized areas, in order to enhance access of rural populations 
to employment, health care, retail centers, education, and public services, 
there are authorized to be appropriated $15,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975, and $60,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, of which $50,000,000 shall be <rut of the Highway Trust Fund, to the 
Secretary of J:ransportation to carry out demonstration projects for public 
mass transportation on highways in rural areas and small urban areas. 
Projects eligible for Federal funds under this section shall include highway 
traffic control devices, the construction of passenger loading areas and 
facilities, including shelters, fringe and transportation corridor parking 
facilities to serve bus and other public mass transportation passengers, the 
purchase of passenger equipment other than rolling stock for fixed rail, and 
the payment from the General Fund for operating espenses incurred as a 
result of providing such service. To the extent intercity bus service is pro­
vided under the program, preference shall be given to private bus operators 
who lawfully have provided rural highway passenger transportation over 
the routes or within the general area of the demonstration project. 

(b) Prior to the obligation of any funds for a demonstration project 
under this section, the :Secretary shall provide for public notice of any 
application for funds under this section which notice shall incl·ude 
the name of the applicant and the area to be served. Within sixty day.<; 
therea;ter, a public hearing on the project shall be held within the proposed 
ser~;ice area. 

* . * * * * * * 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT--RAILROAD-IDGHWAY CROSSINGS 

SEc. 163. [a] (a) (1) The Secretary of Transportation shall enter into 
such arrangements as may be necessary to carry out demonstration 
projects in Lincoln, Nebraska, Wheeling, West Virginia, and Elko, 
Nevada, for the relocation of railroad lines from the central area of the 
cities in conformance with the methodology developed under proposals 
submitted to the Secretary bvthe respective cities. The cities shall (1) 
have a local agency with legal authority to relocate railroad facilities, 
levy taxes for such purpose, and a record of prior accomplishment; 
and (2) have a current relocation plan for such lines which has a 
favorable benefit-cost ratio involving and having the unanimous 
approval of three or more class 1 railroads in Lincoln, Nebraska, and 
the two class 1 railroads in Wheeling, West Virginia, and Elko, 
Nevad~t, and multicivic, local, and State agencies, and which provides 
for the elimination of a substantial number of the existing railway­
road conflict point5 within the city. 

(2) The Secretary of Transportation shall enter into such arrangemenu 
as may be necessary to carry out an engineering and feasibility study for 
a demoostration project in Lafayette, Indiana, for relocation of railroad 
lines fmm the central area of the city. There are authorized to be appro­
priated to carry <rut this paragraph $360,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1975. 

* * * * * * * 
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FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AGREEMENTS 

SEc. 164. [(a) No Federal financial assistance shall be provided 
under (1) subsection (a) or (c) of section 142, title 23, United States 
Code, (2) paragraph (4) of subsection (e) of section 103, title 23, United 
States Code, or (3) the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, for 
the purchase of buses to any applicant for such assistance unless such 
applicant and the Secretary of Transportation shall have first entered 
1nto an agreement that such applicant will not engage in charter bus 
operations in competition with private bus operators outside of the 
area within which such applicant provides regularly scheduled mass 
transportation service. A violation of such agreement shall bar such 
applicant from receiving any other Federal financial assistance under 
those provisions of law referred to in clauses (1), (2), and (3) of this 
subsection.] 

(a) (1) No Federal financial assistance be provided under (A) 
subsection (a) or (c) of section 142 of title United States Code, (B) 
section 103(e)(4) of title 23, United States Code, or (C) the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964, for the purchase of buses to any applicant 
or such assistance unless as a condition of such assistance the applicant 

enters into an agreement with the Secretary of Transportation that neither 
the applicant nor any public or private entity that will have use of the 
buses will engage in charter bus operations &Utside of any urban area 
within which it prm:ides regularly scheduled mass transportation services, 
except as provided in the agreement a;uthorized by this subsection. Such 
agreement shall provide for fair and equitable arrangements appropriate 
in the judgment of the Secretary to assure that the financial assistance will 
not enable the applicant nor any public or private entity that will have the 
use of the buses to engage in charter bus operations outside of any urban 
area within which it provides regularly scheduled mass transportation , 
service in a manner that forecloses private operators from performing 
charter bus operations 011tside of any such area where private operators 
are willing and able to provide charter service. Agreements required by 
this section shall be binding on any public or private entity that will have 
use of buses financed under any provisions of law referred to in clause 
(A), (B), or (0) of this subsection. In addition to all other remedies 
specified in such an agreement, the Secretary shall have authority to bar a 
grantee or any user of buses financed under this Act from the receipt of 
further financial assistance for mass transportation facilities and equip­
ment where he determines that there has been a continuing pattern of 
violations of the terms of an agreement. Upon receiving a complaint re­
garding an alleged violation, the Secretary shall investigate and shall 
determine whether a violatioo has occurred. If he finds a violation, the 
Secretary shall take appropriate action to correct the violation under the 
terms and conditions of the agreement. 

(2) The Secretary shall amend any agreements entered into pursuant 
to section 164(a) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 to conform 
them to the requirements of subsection (a)(1) of section 1641 as amended 
by this section. The eifective date of such conformed agreements shall be 
the eifective date of the original agreements entered into pursuant to section 
164(a). 

* * * * "' * 
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BUS AND OTHER PROJECT STANDARDS 

SEc. 165. 
• • • • * * * 

[(b) The Secretary of Transportation shall assure that projects 
receiving Federal financial assistance under (1) subsection (a) or (c) 
of section 142 of title 23, United States Code, (2) paragraph (4) of 
subsection (e) of section 103, title 23, United States Code, or (3) sec­
tion 147 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 shall be planned and 
designed so that mass transportation facilities and services can effec­
tively be utilized by elderly and handicapped persons who, by reason 
of illness, injury, age, con~enital malfunction, or other permanent or 
temporary incapacity or disability are unable without special facilities 
or special planning or design to utilize such facilities and services as 
effectively as persons not so affected.] 

(b) The Secretary of Transportation shall require that projects receiving 
Federal financial assistance uruler (1) subsection (a) ar (c) of section 142 
of title 23, United State!J Oode, (2) paragraph (4) of subsection (e) of 
section 103, title 23, United States Oode, or (3) section 147 of the Federal­
aid Highway Act of 1973 shall be planned, designed, constructed and 
operated to allow effective utilization by elderly or handicapped persons 
who, by reason of illness, injury, age, congenital malfunction, or other 
permanent or temporary incapacity or disability, incl1tding those who are 
non-ambulatory wheelchair-bound and those with semi-ambulatory 
capabilities, are unable without special facilities or special planning or 
design to utilize such facilities and services effectively. The Secretary shall 
not approve any program or project to which this section applies which 
does not comply with the provisions of this subsection requiring access to 
public mass transportation facilities, equipment and services for elderly or 
handicapped persons. . 

* * * * * * 
EMERGENCY HIGHWAY ENERGY CoNsERVATION AcT 

PuBLic LAw 239, 93D CoNG., JANUARY 2, 1974, 87 STAT. 1046 

* * * * * * * 
[SEc. 2. (a) The purpose of this section is to conserve fuel during 

periods of current and imminent fuel shortages through the establish­
ment of a national maximum highway speed limit. 

[(b) After the sixtieth day after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Transportation shall not approve any project under 
section 106 of title 23 of the United States Code in any State which 
has (1) a maximum speed limit on any public highway within its 
jurisdiction in excess of 55 miles per hour, and (2) a speed limit for all 
types of motor vehicles other than 55 miles per hour on any portion 
of any public highway within its jurisdiction of four or more traffic 
lanes, the opposing lanes of which are physically separated by means 
other than striping, which portion of highway had a speed limit for 
all types of motor vehicles of 55 miles, or more, per hour on X ovem­
ber 1, 1973, and (3) a speed limit on any other portion of a public 
highway within its jurisdiction which is not uniformly applicable to 
all types of motor vehicles using such portion of highway, if on 
November 1, 1973, such portion of highway had a speed limit which 
was uniformly applicable to all types of motor vehicles using it. A 
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lower speed limit may be established for any vehicle operating under a 
special permit because of any weight or dimension of such vehicle, 
including any load thereon. Clauses (2) and (3) of this section shall 
not apply to any portion of a. highway during such time that the con­
dition of the highway, weather, an accident, or other condition creates 
a temporary hazard to the safety of traffic on such portion of a 
highway. 

[(c) (1) For the purposes of this section the terms "highway" and 
~<State" shall have the same meanings as in section 101 of title 23, 
United States Code. 

[(2) As used in this Act, the term ttmotor vehicle" means any 
vehicle driven or drawn by mechanical power manufactured primarily 
for use on public highways, except any vehicle operated exclusivelv on 
a rail or rails. • 

[(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 120 of title 23, 
United States Code, sums apportioned to any State under section 104 
of title 23, United States Code, shall be available to pay the entire 
cost of any modification of the signing of the Federal-aid highways for 
which such sums are apportioned within such State due to a reduction 
in speed limits to conserve fuel if such change in signing occurs or has 
occurred after November 1, 1973. 

[(e) This section shall cease to be in effect (1) on and after the date 
on which the President declares that there is not a fuel shortage 
requiring the application of this Act, or (2) on and after June 30, 1975, 
whichever date first occurs. 

[(f) The requirements of this section shall be deemed complied with 
by administrative action lawfully taken by the Governor or other 
appropriate State official that complies with this section.] 

SEc. 3. (a) To conserve fuel, decrease traffic congestion during rush 
hours, improve air quality, and enhance the use of existing highways 
and parking facilities, the Secretary of Transportation is authorized 
to approve demonstration projects designed to encourage the use of 
carpools in urban areas. 

(b) Proposals shall be originated by local officials and submitted by 
the State in accordance with the provisions of section 105(d) of title 
23, United States Code. The Secretary of Transportation shall ap­
prove for funding those projects which offer reasonable prospects of 
achieving the objectives set forth in subsection (a) of this section. 

(c) A project may include, but not be limited to, such measures as 
systems for locating potential riders and informing them of con­
venient carpool opportunities, designating existing highway lanes as 
preferential carpool highway lanes or shared bus and carpool lanes, 
providing related traffic control devices, and desisnating existing 
publicly owned facilities for use as preferential parking for carpools. 

[(d) A project authorized by this section shall be subject to, and 
carried out in accordance with all of the provisions of chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, applicable to highway projects, except 
that the Federal share of such project shall be 90 per centum, the 
Federal share shall not exceed $1,000,000 for any single project, and 
onlJ' funds aP,portioned under section 104(b) (3) and (6) of such title 
shall be available to carry out projects authorized by this section. 
The Secretary shall not approve any project under this section after 
December 31, 1974.] 
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Mr. BLATNIK, from the Committee on Public Works, 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany S. 3934] 

The CC)mmittee on Public Works, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 3934) to authorize appropriations for the construction of certain 
highways in accordance with title 23 of the United States Code, and 
for other purposes, having considered the same, report favorably 
thereon with an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

The committee amendment struck out all after the enacting clause 
and inserted a new text which is printed in italic in the reported bill. 

BACKGROUND 

Congress completed action on a comprehensive multi-year highway 
bill in 1973. Passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 culmi­
nated over 3,000 legislative man-days devoted to the highway bill 
over a two-year period. The Act included, in addition to other substan­
tive provisions, funding authority through fiscal year 1976 for the 
basic Federal-Aid highway and safety programs, and through fiscal 
year 1979 for the Interstate Highway program. The bill was signed 
mto law on August 13, 1973. 

After the bill became law, there was general agreement that further 
consideration of highway legislation would not be necessary until 
calendar year 1975. However, soon after passage of the Act, the Arab 
oil embargo was imposed and the nation was faced with an imminent 
fuel shortage. The Committee took the matter under study, held hear­
ings, and subsequently took action to establish a temporary maximum 
speed limit of 55 miles per hour on the nation's highways. The Com­
mittee also adopted a one-year carpool incentive demonstration pro­
gram as an additional energy conservation measure. The emergency 
bill was signed into law on January 2, 1974. 

(1) 
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.Not an.ticipated was .the Adn:tinistration's desire.torearly consid~r­
atwn of Its proposed six-year Unified Transportation Assistance Act 
of· ~97 4 providing for combined funding of the public mass. transpor­
tation and urban 4ighways programs. 

Comprehensive hearing on tne Administration's proposal were held 
by the Committee in Washington and around the country in the Spring 
of 1974. The greatest amount of testimony dealt with the critical need 
for additional capital and operating assistance for public mass trans­
portation systems in the major urban areas. The Federal~Aid Highway 
Act of 1973 had included a three-year extension of continuing high­
way programs and several new initiatives were yet untested; therefore, 
it was felt that major changes in highway legislation should await 
fWlimplementation and appraisal of the existing highway law. Mass 
transportation legislation was to be the Committee's main effort for 
19('4. . . . . 

What eventually emerged froPl the ·Committee w.as a comprehensive 
six-year program of Federal assistance for the construction and opera­
tion o~ _the nati.on's public mass transportation systems. Separate le_rgis­
lation providing a simple two-year extension of the basic Federal-Aid 
highway programs was later introduced but did not receive imniediate 
action. Final passage of a comprehensive public mass transportation 
bill occurred late in 197 4. 

The time remaining in the current session of Congress will not per­
mit the consideration of a major highway bill. To. provide continuity 
of the existing Fedeal-aid highway program, acti()n on a new author­
iati,on bill must be completed during the first session of the 94th Con­
gress. Congr~ must also act n.ext year to continue the highway Trust 
F?nd beyond Its.present termmatwn date <>:f October 1, 1977; other­
Wise,.Co;ngress Will have to provide some other source of financing for 
the,highway program. . . 

'l'h~ 1975 Interstate Cost Estimate is scheduled to be submitted to 
Congress in January 1975. Major issues regarding the source of finan­
cing and future funding levels for the variouS Federal :aid systems ean 
be. resolved after the Committee has had the opportunity to review the 
new cost estima.te1 has ~eld hearings to ~ive the benefit of testimony 
f~m the Admimstratwn and other mtnesses .. 

However, there are several critical issues which should not be put off 
until n~xt year. There are provisions in the reported bill directed at 
the country's energy problems. One would continue the national 55 
miles I?er hour. speed limit until Congress declares .bY concurrent 
resolutiOn that It IS no longer necessary; a second proVISion would re-
9.U:ire State certification of enforcement of the 55 miles per hour speed 
lrmit; a third provision would extend for one year the authority to 
make grants for demonstration carpooling programs. Action on these 
measures need not await a comprehensive review of the total highway 
program. 

The bill ·also contains a modest increase in the authorizations for the 
rural primary and secondary systems for fiscal year 1976 and estab­
lishes two categorical pro~ams which provide for improvement of 
highways off the Federal-aid systems and for the construction of access 
roads to public recreation areas on Federal lakes. 

In addition, the bill contains (1) amendments to the Highway Beau­
tification Act and continuing authorizations for the basic beautification 
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programs; (2) 'a provision permitting buses of up to 102 inches in 
width to he operated on the Interstate System; (3) a provision per­
mitting the donation of real property for highway projects without 
the requirement for an appraisal; ( 4) authorization of $25 million over 
two years for the repair of Federal-aid primary routes in the State of 
Flonda; (5) a demonstration project for the construction of a high­
density urban highway intermodal transportation connection in Min­
neapolis, Minnesota; (6) a project for the construction of a highway 
bridge in Auburn, California; (7) an amendment to section 103 (e) (2) 
and (4) of title 23, United States Code, increasing or decreasing the 
dollar amounts·available for substitute Interstate highway or public 
Il_lass transportation projects to offset the effects o~ i!lflation or defla­
tion, as the case rnay be; (8) a program for the trammg of school bus 
drivers; and (9) increased authorization of $2,500,000 to continue con­
struction of a bridge over Markland Dam. 

While not a comprehensive measure, the reported bill responds to 
some of the issues raised by the energy crisis and various other issues 
requiring immediate attention. In drafting the bill, the Committee 
attempted, to the extent possible, to avoid complicated and controver­
sial issues; however, no attempt was made to compromise positions 
which have been taken heretofore by a majority of the members of the 
House. Hopefully, the Committee has developed a bill which will he 
expeditiously approved by the House. 

During the formulation of the 'bill, the issue was raised as to the 
types of resurfacing improvements which are eligible for funding 
under the Federal-aid highway program. The custom, as developed by 
the Federal Highway Administration over a period of years, has been 
to limit Federal aid to those projects which are considered to be "better­
ments." This concept is a natural extension of section 116 (a), title 23, 
United States Code, which imposes upon the States the duty "to main­
tain, or cause to be maintained, any project constructed under the pro­
visions of this chapter." 

The Federal Highway Administration guidelines on resurfacing and 
reconstruction of pavement surfaces have been narrowly drawn to ex­
clude much general resurfacing work. Such distinctions are not neces­
r;;ary. It is not the intent to bring routine maintenance operations such 
as spot I?atching into the.Federa_l-aid prog-ram. Any project i.nvolving 
resurfacmg of a substantial portiOn of a highway should be eligible for 
Federal funding. 

The Committee starids ready to hold hearings if necessary to resolve 
any questions on the issue. 

HiGHWAY AUTHOliiZATIONS 

Great concern .is being expressed about the additional demands being 
placed on our htghway systems because of the abandonment of rail­
road service and lines across the country. 46,000 miles have already 
b.een abandoned, mostly in rural areas. Many of our rural highways are 
~Imply unable to accommodate the heavier loads borne by trucks mov­
In~ goods to market. 

The Committee believes that a greater effort should be made to up­
grade our rural hi~hways to accommodate safely all types of vehicles. 
For fiscal year 1976, this section provides an additional authorization, 
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fr~?m the Highw!ty T:rust Fund, of $200 million for the Federal-aid 
pnmary system m rural areas and $100 million for the Federal-aid 
secondary system in rural areas. These funds are in addition to funds 
previously authorized by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 

This section also authorizes $200 million for fiscal year 1976 for.the 
construction, reconstruction and improvement of roads off the Federal­
aidsystem. 

Authorizations are provided in this section to continue the high­
way beautification prosrams. $50 million for each of the fiscal years 
1975 and 1976 is authorized for the control of outdoor advertising· $15 
million for each of the fiscal years 1975 and and 1976 for the cont~l of 
junkyards; and $10 million for each of the fiscal years 1975 and 1976 
for landscaping and scenic enhancement. 

H:roHWAY BEAUriFICATION AND THE CoNTROL oF OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 

The Co~ission on Highway Beautification was established by the 
Federal-aid Highway Act of 1970 to study the Highway Beautification 
Act of 1965 and to recommend methods for preserving and enhancing 
natura}beauty along the Nation's highways. The original intention 
was that the report of the Commission would be submitted one year 
after funding. Unfortunately, however, it did not become fully op­
erational until late in 1971. Thereafter, public hearings w4;1re held 
throughout the country, and a large amount of data and information 
concerning highway beautification was assembled. 

The Co~ission completed its work a~d submitted a final report to 
Congress m December 1973. The Committee has carefully considered 
changes suggested by the Commission and others to correct several 
basic defectsjn the 1965 Beautification Act which have thus far hin­
dered the effective implementation of the program ·by the States. 
To. remedy them, several amendments are recommended by the 
Committee. · . 

First, subsection (b) of section 131, title 23, United States Code, 
would be amended to extend outdoor advertising controls beyond the 
I>.resent 6.60 feet f~o.m the edge of th~ highway right-of-way to cover 
Signs whtch are VISible from the mam traveled way and which were 
erected for the purvose of being read from the main traveled way of 
~he Interstate.or Fede-r;al-aid primary s~em. Extending controls to 
mclude such signs outside of urban areas IS necessary to prevent the 
mushrooming of giant billboards which are being erected bevond the 
present 660 foot limit to circumvent the intention of the Beautification 
Act. 

In determining whether State controls over signs located beyond 
660 feet from the right-of-way are in compliance with the require­
ments of this bill the Committee believes that the Secretarv should be 
able to exercise a certain amount of discretion and flexi.bilitv. For 
instance, he might approve a State Jaw which extended controls to a 
specified distance beyond 660 feet, if it could be demonstrated that 
such a limit, combined with restrictions on the size of si~, would in 
effect eliminate the oossibility of signs bein~r visible, and erected with 
the purpose of being read, from the main traveled ways of the 
controlled roadway. 

r. , 
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l'p.e ~tates would be given until January 1, 1975, or after the 
expu:ation of the next regular session of the State legislature, which­
ever Islater, to conform to the extended control requirements. 

Subsection (d) of section 131, title 23, U.S.C., would also be amended 
to assure that outdoor advertising in areas zoned industrial or com­
mercial will be permitted in the extended control zone. 

Sec?nd, the C~mmittee .notes with particular concern the need for 
motortsts to get mformat10n about such travel-oriented services and 
facilities as lod~ng, food ser~ce, autom?bile service, camping areas, 
truck stop~ tourist and recreatiOn attractions, and the like. Currently 
a su~stantla~ amount of such information is offered to the traveling 
pu~hc by billboards and other commercial signs. The Committee 
~heves t~at. the. States have a responsibility for assuring that there 
IS not !1- .d1mmut10n of the tJ::aveling public's information as outdoor 
advertistp.g C?Jltrollaws are Implemented. Clearly, as nonconforming 
commercial signs are removed under State outdoor advertising control 
lawsl other means of informing the traveling public must be provided. 
~emaining systems of delivering information would include conform­
IP.~ comm.e~c~al signs in commercial and industrial areas; signs adver­
tisu~g act1v1t~es ~nduct~d on the PI"?Perty on w!tich they are located; 
official. and directiOnal signs authonzed by sectiOn 131 (c) ( 1) of title 
~3, U ruted States Code; signs giving specific information to the travel-
1~ public author~ed within the right-of-way by section 131(f) of 
title 23 of the Umted States Code; and tourist information centers, 
map plazas, radio transmitters and other devices. 

As an additional means of providing information to the traveling 
pub~ic, electronic information displays which have a sequential and 
flexible ~hangeable message capacity and which may be changed by 
electromc process or by remote control should be permitted to the ex­
tent consis~nt :with ~aw. Sue~ information as ~ime, date, temperature, 
weather, directiOnal mformat10n or other pubhc service or commercial 
messages of interest to the traveling public may be offered by way of 
such systems. 

In this connection, along with the efforts of the States to maintain an 
effective information system, the Secretary of Transportation should 
care!ull~ reevaluate s~andards promulgated by him for directional and 
o~?Ial sign~ a~d not1~ au.thoriz~d by section 131(c) (1) and signs 
giVll}g specific 1~format10n m the mterest of the traveling public au­
thoriZed by sectiOn 131 (f), to determine whether these standards are 
truly responsive 1? the n~s of the traveling public. Finally, in this 
regard, the Committee believes the Secretary should carefully review 
the te~s of ag.~enients•between the Secretary and the tive States 
covenng defimttons of unzoned commercial and ind 1 areas and 
s~ze, lig!J.t~g, .and spacing of signs as they relate to needs for direc­
tional s1gnmg. 
. With the foregoing in mind, the Committee recommends the follow­
mg ~mend~ents relating to dir~tional signs: 
.. (1). Sectum 13l(c) (1). of title 23 would be amended to authorize 
dire?ho~al and offiCial signs and notices giving information in the 
speoific mterest of the trayeling public, including, but not limited to, 
Slgp8 for ~ sto. ps,. campmg gr~unds, truck stops, food services, gas, 
ana automotive services, and lodgmg. 
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Section 131(c) (1) is also amended to permit directional signs for a 
variety of services and facilities for motorists. It is the hope of the 
Committee, however, that the Secretary will employ innovative ap­
proaches in the exercise of his authority to set flexible standards to 
allow States to develop systems of directional signing suitable to vary­
ing conditions in different areas. 

(2) Sootion 131(f) of t.i'tle 23 of the United States Code would lbe 
amended to authorize the Secretary to permit the States to allow cer­
tain direotional signs within the right-of-way df Federal-aid primary 
highways. 

(3) The law would be further amended to provide that no sign 
lawfully in existence on JuRe 1, 1972, giving d'irootional information 
in the specific interest of the traveling ·publi~ need be removed until 
December 31, 1975, or until the State where the si~ is located certifies 
that directional information is reasonably available from other sources, 
whichever first oocurs. 

The provisions of the subsection 131 ( o) are intended to struCture 
the ·priorities in the removal of nonconforming signs so lthat the re­
moval of sig-ns •providing necessary directional information con'Cerning 
services and rncililties of speci'fic interest to mdtorists will be deferred 
until laSt. 

The ·provisions would apply only to signs containing, on June 1, 
1972, necessary directional 'information aJbout services and facilities in 
~he specific in~erest of I_UOtorists including, gas nnd automotive serv­
Ices, food services, lodgmg, campg-rounds, resorts, tourist attractions, 
tr~ICk stops, ~nd su~h ?ther facilities w_hich the Secretary may deter­
mme are m the specific mterest of motorists. 

( 4). Under th_e propo;;ed subsecltion. ( q) (1), the Se'CreJtary is directed 
to 'aSSISt Stllites m assurmg the motorist adequate directional informa­
tion concerning .·available goods and services. He is further directed to 
consider functional and esthetic factors in developing lthe national 
standards for highway sip:ns authorized by section 131 (c) and (f). 
Paragr!lph (2) of su'bsection ( q) would list those signs which could 
be considered to ·provide direction·al information about available goods 
and services. Paragraph (3) would direct the Secretary to encourage 
the S~altes to de.fer remoying necessary directional information signs 
of this type whiCh were m place on June 1, 1972, until all olther non­
co!lforming. s_igns we~e. removed. Fi~ally '. pnragraph ( 4) would per­
!filt any fa!Cihty providmg the motorist wJoth goods and services in the 
mterest of the traveling public to continue using one noncon­
forming sign in each diredtion on anv highway subiect to a State 
~tute iJI?-plementing secti~~ '131: provided the sig-n renders directional 
mformatwn about the facihty, 1t had been in place on June 1 1972 
and it is within 75 miles of the facility or such distance as th~ Stat~ 
shall estwblish. A qualifying sig-n is to remain until the Secretary is 
satigfied that the information is being provided by one of the enumer­
ated alternatives. or such other altnrnative ·ItS thP. State deems adequate. 

Third, subsection (g) of section 131 would be amended to assure that 
jus~ compensation will be paid for all signs required to be removed 
whiCh were lawfully erected under State law. This amendment would 
eliminate the previous ambiguities by assuring that all lawfully erect­
ed signs will be treated alike. 

I 
I 

7 

Fo~rth,_ to pr~vent inequities from arising where a second removal 
of a sign IS reqmred by virtue of the provisions contained in this bill 
a new amendment authorizing 100 percent Federal funding for re~ 
moving such signs is added. · 

Fifth, would be a change in section 131 (e) to remove obsolete 
language and to provide that all signs must be removed not later than 
the end of the fifth year after they become nonconforming pursuant to 
Stat~, not Federallaw .. The Secretary is also given authority to extend 
t~e _time !or removals m _the event Federal priorities change or other 
simila~ circumstances. arise n~~ssitating a delay in the program. 

SectiOn 10~ of the bill pe~am_mg 't? the control of junkyards would 
assure that JUSt compensatiOn IS paid the owner for the relocation 
removal, or disposal. of junkyards which ~er.e lawfully established 
u~de.r _State law. 'rhis amendment would elimmate the previous am­
bigUities by assurmg that all lawfully established junkyards will be 
treated alike. · 

AnvANCE CoNsTRucTioN 

Section 115. of title 23, United States Code, provides that when a 
State has obligated all funds for any Federal-aid system including 
the Inte?-"Btate System, apportioned to it, and proceeds t~ construct 
any proJect on that Federal-aid system without the aid of Federal 
funds, the Secretary is authorized to pay to such State the Federal 
share of the cos~ of construction of such project when additional 
funds are apport~on~d to the Stat~. The_Secretary is not authorized to 
approve an applicatiOn under this sectiOn unless an authorization is 
in effect for the fiscal year for which the application is sought. 

Beca~se of the withholding of highway funds over the years by the 
Executive Branch, States have generally been unable to exhaust their 
~~;pportionm~nts in order t:o take advantage of the advance construc­
tion authority under sectiOn 115. Therefore,· the Committee has in­
cluded in the bill a technical amendment to allow the States to pro­
ceed with adyance construction of projects on the Interstate System 
and to be reimbursed from present or future apportionments even 
though present apportionments have not been exhausted. 

Bus WIDTHS 

One of the major reasons for the increase in bus widths from 96 
inches to 102 iJ?-ches as pro':'ided in section 106 is to make the seating 
of passengers m these vehicles more comfortable and attractive. In 
addition there is a preponderance of 102 inches buses in the mass transit 
fleet which operate on narrower lanes than those on the Interstate 
system. This provision will allow these buses to use 12 foot or wider 
lanes on Interstate systems. 

As tp.e trend ?Ontinues throughout the cou?try toward mass trans­
portatiOn usage m greater volume by the pubhc, and as more and more 
buses go on the line for use, every· effort must be made to give these 
passengers, be they commuters, shoppers, or whatever, a clean, fast, 
effective and comfortable ride. 

There is conclusive evidence that increased bus width will certainly 
add to the comfort and attractiveness for passengers. 
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Increasing the width of buses from 96 inches to 102 inches will not 
in any way have an adverse affect on highway safety. The proof of 
this is contained in an in-depth study made by the Department of 
Transportation. A copy of the letter attesting to the safety of the in­
creased width follows : 

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION' 

Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
W aahington, D.O., April ~9, 197 4,. 

Ohaitrman, Oorrvmittee on Public Woks, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In 1972 your committee held hearings on a 
bill which would have increased the permissible maximum width of 
buses on the Interstate Highway System from 96 to 102 inches. At 
these hearings Department of Transportation witnesses identified a 
need for more information on the safety impact of wider buses, and 
research studies were subsequently initiated. 

On January 22,1973, we sent the committee copies of a report whi~h· 
indicated that the 102-inch buses would operate safely on Interstate 
highways. A copy of this report is enclosed. 

Following receipt of this report, you and Senator Randolph asked 
for our comments on a legislative proposal to authorize the wider buses;· 
In our response, on March 30, 1973, we pointed out that, although 
the Interstate highway could safely accommodate the wider buses, we 
had not evaluated the likely impact on other intersecting highway sys­
tems which were not built to Interstate ·standards. We indicated that 
succeeding research studies would evaluate this issue. A copy of our 
response is enclosed. 

We are pleased to inform you that the follow-up research has been 
completed, and a copy of the report is enclosed. Principal findings are: 

1. Drivers tend to center their 96- and 102-inch wide buses in 
the lane if clearances on both sides of the bus are unrestricted. 
When clearances are restricted, such as in tunnels, drivers of the 
102-inch wide buses tend to use the clearance on the unrestricted 
side to accommodate the additional width. 

2. No significant differences were found in the turning charac­
teristics of 96- and 102-inch wide buses. 

3. Aerodynamic disturbances generated by buses are negligible 
for the lower speeds found on city streets. Such disturbances may 
have significant safety implications on primary and secondary 
highways where operating speeds are greater. The difference in 
aerodynamic effects between 96- and 102-inch wide buses is neg­
ligible when lanes are 12-feet wide, the lane width for 66 percent 
of the primary system. As lanes become progressively narrower 
and crosswind velocities increase, the situation becomes more criti­
cal and control of bus speeds or restricted operation of 102-inch 
wide buses is suggested. 

4. No significant differences were found in the accident rates of 
96- and 102-inch wide intercity buses when traveling on city streets 
and primary highways. 

As a result of this research, we are fully satisfied that there is no 
appreciable safety difference between 96-inch and 102-inch buses when 
traveling on the Interstate System. Accordingly, we would not object 
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to amending the present language of 23 U.S. C. 127 to permit 102-inch 
buses to use the Interstate System. 

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no ob­
jection from the standpoint of the Administration's program to sub­
mission of these views for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
CLAUDE s. BRINEGAR 

UNIFORM NATIONAL SPEED LIMIT AND ENFORCEMENT 

This era of energy shortage has brought about a dramatic change 
in the public attitude toward energy and its use. The Arab oil embargo 
in November 1973 focused public attention on the issue and prompted 
a series of measures designed to reduce our consumption of fuel. Con­
gressional action was taken to reduce the speed limits on our Nation's 
highways. 

The Emergency Highway Energy Conservation Act (Public Law 
93-239) was signed into law on January 2, 1974, establishing a tem­
porary maximum speed limit of 55 miles per hour on all highways. 
The speed limit continues in effect until the President declares that 
there is not a fuel shortage requiring the application of the Act or 
until,Tune 30, 1975, whichever first occurs. 

The benefits of the lower maximum speed limit has been so substan­
tial that the Committee is proposing that it be continued until such 
time as the Congress declares by concurrent resolution that it is no 
longer necessary. 

According to reports from the Federal Energy Administration, over 
five million gallons of fuel have been saved daily as a result of the 
reduction in speeds and travel on the highways. This should be reason 
enough to maintain the lower speed limits; however, there has also 
been a sharp reduction in highway fatalities. The National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration has estimated a 20-percent drop in traffic 
fatalities, which represents 1,000 fewer Americans being killed each 
month. 

Several recent studies have attempted to identify factors contrib­
uting to the reduction of traffic fatalities. Results of a National Safety 
Council study indicate that 46 percent of the reduction is the result 
of reduced speeds, 21 percent the result of reduced travel on the high­
ways, and the remainder attributable to other factors such as reduced 
occupancy and greater use of safety belts. A recent study by the Ameri­
can Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials found 
that approximately half of the reduction in traffic fatalities is the re­
sult of reduced speeds and more uniform speeds and half as attribut­
able to all other factors. 

A recent Gallup Poll showed that 72 percent of the American people 
favor keeping the 55 miles per hour speed limit. A solid majority in 
each major region of the nation favored keeping the speed limit, even 
in the Midwest and West where highway traffic is often lighter. Despite 
the fact that fuel conservation was the reason for reducing the speed 
limits, the key reason given by those who favored the lower speed was 
the saving of lives. 

In terms of realizing greater fuel conservation and fatality reduc­
tion on the highways, the Emergency Highway Energy Conservation 
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Act has been a success. The Committee is concerned about the lack of 
enforcement of the 55 miles per hour speed limit. . 

If the 55 miles per hour. speed limit is to. remain effect! ve as an ener~ 
and life saving measure, It must be e!f~tively ~n!orced. The Com~It­
tee has included in the bill a provision reqmrmg States to cert_Ify 
annually that they_ are ~nforcing al~ State law~ with respect to exist­
ing maximum vehicle sizes and weights permitted on t~e _Inter~tate 
System and ~ith resp~ct to the. 55 mil~s per hour speed hmit. Fallu!e 
to comply will result m the withholdmg _of approv~l of Federal-aid 
highway projects, under section 106 of Title 23, Umted States Code. 

ExTENSION oF CARPOOLS 

The Emergency Highway Energy Conservation Ac~ (P.L. 93-239) 
permits Federal-aid urban system and urban extensiOn funds to ?e 
used for demonstration projects to encourage the use of carpools m 
urban areas. A project may include, but not be limited to, measures 
such as systems for locating potential riders and informing them of 
convenient opportunities, designating existing highway lane~ a.s pref­
erential carpool lanes or shared bus and carpool lanes, providmg re­
lated traffic control devices, and designating existing publicly-owned 
facilities :fo.r use as preferential parking for carpools. 

The Federal share for such projects is 90 percent and is limited to 
$1,000,000 for any single project. The statute limits the program to 
the period ending December 31, 1974. 

Because of the short duration of the program as presently au­
thorized, it has not been possible for the Administration to fully im­
plement the program or to assess its effectiveness. The Committee, 
therefore, is proposing that the termination date for approving car­
pooling projects be extended one year until December 31, 1975. 

AccEss HIGHWAYs To PUBLIC RECREATION AREAs oN CERTAIN LAKES 

This section of the bill provides a unique opportunity for the rural 
areas of our nation to take advantage of the $25 million authorization 
earmarked in this bill for the construction of roadways into and 
around inland lakes and waterways. This is a new provision which 
authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to construct or reconstruct 
access highways to public recreation areas on lakes in order to accom­
modate present and projected traffic density. 

There is great potential for economic and recreational development 
in such areas but only if there is an adequate highway system to handle 
the influx of people and automobiles that such projects will surely 
attract. 

It is the intent and expectation of the Committee that projects 
initially approved under this section will include the following: 
Countv Rmul 125 des1~ated by the Coms of Engineers connecting 
farm to market road 982 to Tickey Creek Park east of Dallas, Te-xas; 
Rapid Forge Road, between U.S. 50 and State Road 28 providin~ 
access to Paint Creek Reservoir near Greenfield, Ohio; access roads 
to Lake Raystown, located in Huntingdon County, Pennsylvania; and 
Hemlock Road, located in Glade Township, Warren County, Pennsyl­
vania, beginning at the end of Pennsylvania A venue. and running 
along the north side of the Allegheny River to the dam. 

I 
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The guidelines and standards to be developed by the Secretary, 
shall include, as criteria: (1) such highway constructed or recon­
structed shall not exceed 35 miles in length nor shall be located more 
than 35 miles from the nearest part of the recreation area; and (2) 
such routes shall be designated by the Secretary on the recommenda­
tion of the State and responsible local officials, after consultation with 
the head of the Federal agency (if any) having jurisdiction over the 
public recreation area involved. 

The Federal share payable for such project shall not exceed 70 per 
centum of the cost of construction or reconstruction of the project; 
and all the provisions of Title 23 which are applicable to non-Inter­
state highways on the Federal-aid system, and which are determined 
appropriate and not inconsistent with this section by the Secretary, 
will apply to. any highway designated under this section which is not 
a part of the Federal-aid system when so designated. 

A "lake" for the purposes of this section would mean any lake, reser­
voir, pool, or other body of water resulting from the construction of 
any lock, dam, or similar structure by the Corps of Engineers, Depart­
ment of the Army, or the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the 
Interior, or the Tennessee Valley Authority, and any multi-purpose 
lake resulting from construction assistance of the Soil Conservation 
Service, Department of Agriculture. This section applies to lakes 
heretofore or hereafter constructed or authorized for construction. 

Not to exceed $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1976 is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out these provisions; such amount is to be 
available for the fiscal year for which authorized and for the two 
succeeding years. 

BRIDGES OVER FEDERAL DAMS 

This section would amend subsection 320 (d) of title 23, United 
States Code, by increasing the authorization for the emergency fund 
from $25,261,000 to $27,761,000 which shall be available for expendi­
ture by the Secretary of Transportation in accordance with section 
320. The increase in authorization of $2,500,000 is intended for ex­
penditure only in connection with the construction of a bridge on 
Markland Dam, a Federal dam on the Ohio River near Markland, 
Indiana and Warsaw, Kentucky. 

OFF-SYsTEM RoADS 

This is a new section authorizing the Secretary to make grants to 
States for projects for the construction, reconstruction, and improve­
ment of any off-system road. This would include, but not be limited to, 
the replacement of bridges, the elimination of high-hazard locations, 
and roadside obstacles. 

The sums authorized to be appropriated shall be apportioned by the 
Secretary, on or before January 1 next preceding the commencement 
of each fiscal year as follows: (1) 1f3 in the ratio in which the area of 
each State bears to the total area of all States; ( 2) 1f3 in the ratio 
in which the population of rural areas of each State bears to the total 
population of rural areas of all States; and ( 3) 1f3 in the ratio in which 
the off-system road mileage of each State bears to the total off-system 
road mileage of all the States. 
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The off-system road mileage wi~l be d~termined as of the end ~f the 
calendar year preeeding the year m wh1ch the funds are apporywned 
and shall be certified to by the Governor of the State and subJect to 
approval by the Secretary. . 

The counties in each State shall receive any sums apportwned to the 
State, on a fair and equitable basis. . 

The provisions of Chapter 1 of title 23 applica:ble to the Fede~l-a1d 
secondary system will govern all sums ·apportioned under this sec­
tion with the exception of the provisions relating to the formula for 
apportionment, the requirement. ~hat these r?ads be on the Federal­
aid system, and such other proviSions determmed by the Secretary to 
be consistent with this section. The Secretary does not have ~e author­
ity to determine as inconsistent with this section any proVIsiOn relat­
ing to the obligation and availability of funds. It is intended that when 
the Secretary determines it to be appropriate, such roads may be 
designed and constituted to standards lower than those approved for 
the Federal-aid secondary system. 

The term "off-system road" means any toll-free road, ~ncluding 
bridges in a rural area, which road is not on any Federal-aid systei_U 
and which is under the jurisdiction of and maintained by a pubhc 
authority and open to :public travel. 

State and local o:ffic1als in selecting roads under this section should 
consider, among other matters, improv~ment and construction of~~ 
highways to rural areas substantially Impacted by accelerated mmmg 
and power generation activities to meet nati?nal energy den:;ands. The 
Committee feels it would be in the national mterest to provide for the 
construction' or improv':ment of such roads and to place them. on t~e 
Federal~aid system or m the off-system roads program provided m 
this section. Furthermore, it is evident that traffic loads and counts .on 
some existing r~ads on :r:ederal-aid systef!l to ·ax:eas of acceler~d mm­
ing and extrac~10n of. n;n?-eral resources, In?lu~mg re~ated mmemouth 
power production activities to meet the N atwn s growmg energy needs, 
are creating transporttlltion demands exceeding ~he roads' capaJbilities 
and pOsing new road safety haz!l'rds .. Th~ Committee rec_;ommends that 
the Department of TransportatiOn g~ve mcreased attentwn to the n~ed 
for :providing highway construction and improvements in energy mm­
ing Impacted areas of the various states. 

Furthermore, the Secretary is expected to establish and ~ollow 
abbreviated procedures to minimize paperwork and red tape m the 
development and ·approval of programs and projects under the off­
system road program. 

DONATIONS 

Section 323 of title 23, United States Code, provides that nothin_g 
in that title or any other law prevents a person whose real p~operty IS 

being acquired under that title, after he has b~n tendered JUSt com­
pensation as established by an approved appraisal of the fair market 
value of the real property, from making a gift or donation of the 
property to a Federal agency, Sta~e, State age~c:y, or _politica~ sub­
division of a State. The Federal H1ghway AdmmistratiOn has mte_r­
preted this provision as requiring a detailed appraisal to be made m 
each instance before a voluntary donation of property could be offered 
and accepted. !his has caused an unnecessary. and unintended delay 
in the processmg of donated property. The bill, as reported, would 
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amend section 323 so as to no longer require either an appraisal or a 
tender of the full amount of the estimated just compensatiOn where a 
party has indicated a desire to donate property. 

REcoNsTaudrioN OF Roms 

This section authorizes from the Highway Trust Fund $10,000,000 
for fiscal year 1975 and $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1976 for t~e reco~­
struction of Federal-aid primary routes in the State of Florida. This 
would be at the regular 70 percent federal matching ratio. . . 

There is a umque and unusual emergency problem m Flonda 
brought to the Committee's attention. This is with regard to the Over­
seas Highway, linking the Florida Keys with the mainland of the 
United States, a portion of Federal-Aid Primary Route Number 
003-1. 

The Florida De.partment of Transportation conducted a thm:o~gh 
investigation of this route and found extremely dangerous conditions 
that must be remedied. 

The analysis included the use .of the most advanced methods of 
bridge inspection procedures currently available. The Committee 
finds the State's analysis to be a totally accurate and comprehensive 
one, fully justifying immediate Federal assistance. 

The route provides the only land vehicular access to the Keys and 
also provides the only land access to the substantial and important 
naval defense installation in the Keys. 

This installation proved to be strategically vital during the Cuban 
missile crisis. The Department of Defense has advised the .Federal 
Highway AdministratiOn of its support of this program as :follows: 

AssiSTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
W(Mhington, D.O., October 4, 1974. 

Hon. NoRBERT T. TIEMAN, 
Federal Highway Administrator, 
W (pjhington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. TIEMAN: This refers to the State of Florida request for 
Federal assistance for reconstruction of the "Overseas Highway" to 
Key West, Florida. 

The Overseas Highway (Route 1) is of considerable importance to 
the Department of Defense as it is the only highway access to t~e 
Key West Naval Air Station. Over 7,000 Naval personnel and their 
families are based in Key West. Continued weight restrictions on ve­
hicles using t~e bridges w~l~ adverse~y imp~ct upon ~he D?D in ~f!:ec­
tively supplymg and serVIcmg the an statiOn, especially If mobiliza­
tion becomes necessary at some future time. · 

As a result, Route 1 is a vital land link connecting the mainland 
to Key West where this department has several important insta~la­
tions and activities. Therefore, we strongly favor its reconstructiOn 
and support the State of Florida in their efforts to obtain additional 
Federal funds provided there is no impact upon the Defense Access 
Highway Program or any related DoD program. 

Sincerely, 

38-006 0 - 74 - 2 

ARTHUR I. MENDoLIA, 
ABmtant Secretary of De feme 

(I mtallations a;nd LogisticB.) 
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In addition to providing highway access, including access required by 
emergency medical, law enforcement and fire vehicles, the route also 
carries waterlines, which are the only supply of potable water. The 
Committee notes that this water is essential for both civilian and mili­
ta~y needs. Immediate failure of any of the extremely deteriorated 
br1d~es, along the route, would produce not only a devastating eco­
~omie impact on Monroe County a,nd a possible jeopardy to the N a­
tiona! defense, but a severe health hazard and emer~ency as welL 

However, because of the lead time required to begm actual construc­
tion, and the inability of the State to obligate major portions of the 
total cost during the initial phase of the project, the Committee has 
placed a reasonable limitation on the amounts which can be obligated 
durin~ the first two years of this program. The Committee expects that 
additiOnal authorizations will be required in the future to correct the 
entire problem. 

In the interim period, the State of Florida ha,s taken steps to increase 
the life of the bridges and also for safety purposes has drastically re­
duced allowable vehicular weights along this route from 72,000 to 
50,000 pounds. The State has also approved the expenditure of $1-0.8 
million in State funding to keep the bridges along the route in a sa,fe 
and usuable condition durin~ reconstruction. 

As it applies to this sectiOn, an "authorization'' of funds to carry 
out the section is intended to be an "authorization for the appropria­
tion" of such funds. 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

The Special Urban High Density Traffic Program, newly created in 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973, authorizes the Secretary of 
Transportation to make grants to the States for the construction of 
high traffic volume urban highways connecting to the Interstate Sys­
tem. Each State is permitted to select one project for improvement. 

The States have selected and submitted candidate projects proposed 
to be funded under the program. However, due to an inadequate level 
of· authorization, projects have been approved in only three States­
Indiana, Texas and Arkansas. Moreover, additional authorizations 
for the special program are not likely considering the ultimate cost 
estimated to carry out the program and the prevailing fiscal conditions. 

Among the best proposals submitted, however, is a project :for im­
p~vement of Trunk Highway 55 between Franklin Avenue and 59th 
Stteet South in Minneapolis, Minnesota, a route approximately five 
miles in length. It forms the connecting link between the Central 
Business District and I-94-I--85 junction in Minneapolis, and the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airoort and the junction of I-495 
and proposed I-35 E. It also serves the Veteran(S' Administration 
Hospital and the recently desigriated Fort Snelling Historic District 
in south Minneapolis. 

Currently, Trunk Highway 55 between Trunk Highway 94 and 
Trunk Highway 5 carries an average daily traffic of 15,667 vehicles on 
the four lanes provided. Projected traffic volumes along the route in­
dicate a maximum of 105,600 vehicles per day in 1985. The route is a 
principal arterial and the only major highway facility in the six mile 
distance that separates l--85 Wand I-35 E. Trunk Highway 55, due 
to its location and the absence of other major transportation channels, 
is a logical route to upgrade to freeway status. The project is an inte-

I 
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gral part of local development plans published by the Metropolitan 
Council in April1973. 

The Committee feels that this project is of such importance as to 
justify a separa~ authorization of $53 million, out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, for 1ts construction. The Federal share of the cost of the 
project is set at 90% of the total cost thereof. 

AUBURN BRIDGE 

Auburn Reservoir in California was authorized in 1965. A dam 
4,000 feet long, 685 feet high will be constructed on the north fork of 
the American River at the edge of the City of Auburn. As part of the 
project, it was mandated that State Highway 49 be relocated. The new 
route chosen passes through 6 acres owned by the City of Auburn for 
future development as a park. 

In reviewing the project, the Committee found it obvious that such 
a proposal would not be satisfactory nor compatible with park uses. 
Accordingly, it is spelled out that the basic project authorization 
should be such that a small bridge would be constructed on the relo­
cated Highway 49 at Federal cost in order to provide access between 
the sections of the park otherwise divided by the highway. This is 
essential for preservation of the park. Additionally, it is in con­
formity with sound highway engineering design criteria. 

This section authorizes $250,000 to carry out the bridge project. 

Rom WITHDRAWALS 

Section 103(e){4) oftitle 23, United States Code, permits a State, 
from which an Interstate route in an urbanized area is withdrawn, to 
receive an amount out of general funds of the Treasury equal to the 
Federal share of the cost of the removed route for use on non-highway 
public maSs transportation projects in such urbanized area involving 
the construction of rail facilities or the purchase of passenger equip­
ment for any mode of public mass transportation. Funding availa!ble 
for transfer is limited to the cost of the withdrawn route as reflected 
in the 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate. Section 103(e) (2) permits In­
terstate funds to be transferred from a withdrawn route to a substi­
tute route, also limited to the dollar amounts in the 1972 cost estimate. 

Because of the IP'owing concern over rising costs, the Committee 
believes that some mcrease should be permitted in the dollar amounts 
available for transfer in order to compensate for the effects of inflation. 
Consequently, the bill provides that the funds availahle for transfer 
shall oo based upon the Federal share of the cost of the withdrawn 
route as reflected by the design utilized in the 1972 Interstate Cost 
Estimate, increased or decreased, as the case may be, by an amount 
equivalent to the cost attributable to changes in the composite cost of 
construction as determined by the Secretary. 

ScHooL Bus DRIVER TRAINING PROGRAM 

A recent survey by the National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis­
tration regarding school bus driver training programs revealed that 
many States have no required program; about 20 have requirements 
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which must be met during the first year the driver is on the road; and 
the balance have suggested driver training guidelines only. 

The data from a few States indicate that school bus driver error and 
other motorists contribute to 85% of school bus accidents and that they 
are indeed preventable. Mechanical failure alone accounts for only 4% 
of all school bus accidents. 

All of the major tmgic school bus accidents of the past few years 
have been in part attributaible to driver error: Waterloo, Nebraska; 
Gunnison, Col~rado; Littlefield, Texas; Congers, New York; and such 
non-school accidents as Fort Sumner, New Mexico and Allentown, 
Pennsylvania. 

Considering the fact ·that there are more than 300,000 school buses 
on the road during the school year, making up to 4 trips a day or more, 
the fact that all of these drivers have not had a minimum training 
course is cause for great concern. Present 402 funds fall short of the 
needed revenue to reach 300,000 school bus drivers who 1are required 
to receive driver training as set forth in Highway Safety Standard 17. 

The Committee bill authorizes out of the Highway Trust Fund $7.5 
million for fiscal year 1976 for the purpose of carrying out state pro­
grams for driver education and training for persons driving school 
buses. 

CosT oF THE LEGISLATION 

In accordance with Rule XIII ( 7) of the Rules of the House of Rep­
resentatives, the estima.ted costs to the United States which would be 
incurred in carrying out S. 3934, as reported, in fiscal year 1975 and 
each of the foJlowing five years are set forth herein. It IS n()t possible 
at this time to predict the anticipated rate of obligations or expendi­
ture of funds a.uth~Yrized in this bill. Accordingly, the estima:te which 
has been prepared by the Committee is based on the total amount of 
authorizations contamed in S. 3934, as reported, for the six fiscal yea.r 
periods. 

Fiscal year-
1975---------------------------------------------------

Highway trust 
fund General fund 

63,000,000 
322, 500, 000 

77,750,000 
300,000,000 

Estimated 
total 

140, 750, 000 
622, 500, 000 

Total new authorization generally for two fiscal years under this 
bill is $763,250,000. 

VoTE 

The Committee ordered the bill reported by voice vote. 

CHANGES ExiSTING LAw MADE BY THE BILL, AS REPORTED 

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as re­
ported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is 
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law 
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) : 

17 

TITLE 23.-UNITED STATES CODE 

HIGHWAYS 
Chap. 

1. Federal-Aid HighwaYB-------.... -------------------------------------
2. Other Highways---------------------------------------------------
3. General Provisions------------------------------------------------
4. ·Highway SafetY---------------------------------------------------

Chapter 1.-FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
Sec. 
101. Definitions and declaration of policy. 
102. Authorization!!!. 
103. Federal-aid systems. ·· 
104. Apportionment. 
105. Programs. 
106. Plans, specifications, and estimates. 
107. Acquisition of rights-of-way-Interstate System. 
108. ·Advance acquisition of rights-of-way. 
lOG. Standards. 
110. Project agreements. . . 

1 111. Use of and access to rightl!!-of-way-Interstate System. 
112. Letting of contracts. 
118. Prevailing rate of wage. 
114. Construction. 
115. Construction by States in advance of apportionment. 
116. Maintenance. 
117. Certification acceptance. . 
118. Avallabtuty of sums apportioned. 
UD .. Administration of Federal-aid for highways in Alaska." 
120. Federal share payable,, 
121: Payment to States for construction. 
122.' Payments to States for bond retirement. 
123. Relocation of utility facilities. 
124. Advance!!! to States. 
125. Emergency relief. 
126. Diversion. 
127. Vehicle weight and width limitations-Interstate System. 
128. Public hearings. 
129. Toll roads, ·bridges, tunnels, and ferries. 
130. Railway-highway crossings. 
131. Control of outdoor advertising. 
132. Payments on Federal-aid project undertaken by a Federal agency. 
[183. Relocation assistance.] 
138. Bus wid,tlM. 
134. Transportation planning in certain urban areas. 
135. Urban area tra:ffic operations improvement program. 
136. Control of junkyards. 
137. Fringe and corridor parking facilities. 
138. Preservation of parklands. 
189. Additions to Interstate System. 
140. Equal employment opportunity. 
[141. Real property acquisition policies.) 
141. JJJnforCflme'fl.t of requirements. 
142. Public transportation. 
143. Economic growth center development highways. 
144. Special bridge replacement program. 
145. Federal-State relationship. 
146. Special urban high density traffic program. 
147. Ptiorlty primary routes. 
148 .. - :Dev.elopment of a national scenic and recreational highway. 
149. Tr'lick lanes. 
150. · Allocation of urban system funds. 

. 151. Pavement marking demonstration program. 

Sec. 
101 
201 
801 
401 
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152. Projects for high-hazard locations. 
153. Program for the elimination of roadside obstacles. 

164. Access highways to public recreation areas on certain lakes. 

* * * * * * * 
§ 108. Federal-aid systems. 

(a) * * * 
* * * * * * • 

(e) (1) The ;Interstate S~stem shall be _designated within the pnit~ 
States including the Distnct of Columbia, and, except as provided m 
parag;aphs (2) and (3) of this subsection, it shall not exceed forty­
one thousand miles in total extent. It shal~ be_ so located as .to connect 
b routes, as direct as practicable, the prmc:pal metropolitan areas, 
cfties, and industrial centers, to serve the n~t10nal defense, a_nd to ~he 
greatest extent possible, to conn.ect at smt~b~e border pomts with 
routes of continental importance m the Domm1on of Canada and the 
Republic of Mexico. The routes of this system, to the .greatest extent 
possible. shall be selected by joint action of the State highway depart­
ments of each State and the adjoining States, subject t? the approval 
by the Secretary as provided in subsection (f) of this sectiOn. All 
h"ighways or routes inclu~ed. in the .Interstate. System as finall;y- ap­
proved, if not already come1dent with the prim.ary sys~en;, s?all be 
added to said system withou~ rega~d to tl,:te mileage hmitation set 
forth in subsection (b) of this section. This system may be located 
both in rural and urban areas. 

(2) In addition to the mileage authori~d by the first s~ntence ~f 
paragraph (1) of this subsectiOn, there IS hereby authori~ed addi­
tional mileage for t~e In~erstate S~~m o.f five hundred miles, to be 
used in makmg modifications or revisiOns m the Interstate Sy~em as 
provided in this paragraph. Upon the request of a State highway 
department the Secretary may withdraw ~is ~pproval of any route or 
portion thereof on the Interstate System withm that State selected an~ 
approved in accordance with this title prior to the ~nactment o~ this 
paragraph, if he de~ermines th~t such route or portion thereof IS not 
essential to completion of a umfied and connecte_d Interstate Sy~tem 
(including urban routes necessary for metropolitan transportat10~) 
and will not be constructed as a part of the Interstate System, and lf 
he receives assurances that the State does not intend to construct a 
toll road in the traffic corridor which would be served by such route or 
portion thereof. After the Secretary has withdrawn his approval. of 
any such route or portion thereof the mileage of such route or portiOn 
thereof and the additional mileage authorized ~y th~ first se;ttence of 
this paragraph shall be available _for t~e d~signation. of mterstate 
routes or portions thereof as provided m this subsectiOn. The pro­
visions of this title applicable to the Interstate System ~all apply to 
all mileage designated under the third sentence of this para~aph 
except that the cost of t~e United States o~ the aggregate of all mileage 
designated under the thud sentence of this paragraph shall not exceed 
the cost to the United States of the aggregate of all mile_age approval 
for which is withdrawn under the second sentence of this pa.ragraph, 
as such cost is included in the 1972 Interstate System cost estimate set 
forth in House Public Works Committee Print Numbered 92-29, as 
revised in House Report Numbered 92-1443, increased or decreased, 

J 
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as the case may be, as determined by the Secretary, based on changes 
~n construction costs of such rO'Ute or portion thereof as of the 'date 
..of withdrawal of approval under thi8 paragraph and in aaaordance 
with that design of lJUCh route or port~on thereof which i8 tM baJ/i,s 
of lJUCh 197~ cost estimate. In: considering routes or portions thereof 
to be added to the Interstate System under the third sentence of this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall1 in consultation with the States and 
local governments concerned, gwe preference, along with due regard 
for interstate highway type needs on a nationwide basis, to (A) routes 
or portions thereof in States in which the Secretary has heretofore or 
hereafter withdrawn his approval of other routes or portions thereof, 
and (B) the extension of routes which terminate within municipalities 
served by a single interstate route, so as to provide traffic service 
entirely through such municipalities. 

(3) In addition to the mileage authorized by paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of this subsection, there is hereby authorized additional m1leage 
of not to exceed 1,500 miles for the designation of routes in the same 
manner as set forth in paragraph (1), in order to improve the efficiency 
and service of the Interstate System to better accomplish the purposes 
of that System. • 

(4) Upon the joint request of a State Governor and the local gov­
ernments concerned, the Secretary may withdraw his approval of any 
route or portion thereof on the Interstate System within any urban­
ized area in that State selected and approved in accordance with this 
title prior to the enactment of this paragr:aph, if he determines that 
such route or portion thereof is not essential to completion of a unified 
and connected Interstate System or will no longer be essential by rea­
son of the application.of this paragraph and will not be constructed as 
a part of the Interstate System, and if he receives assurances that the 
State does not intend to construct a toll road in the traffic corrido1· 
which would be served by such route or portion thereof. The mileage of 
the route or portion thereof approval of which is withdrawn under 
this paragraph shall be available for designation on the Interstate 
System in any other State in accordance with paragraph ( 1) of this 
subsection. After the Secretary has withdrawn his approval of any such 
route or portion thereof, whenever responsible local officials of such 
urbanized area notify the State highway department that, in lieu of a 
route or portion thereof approval for which is withdrawn under this 
paragraph, their needs require a nonhighway public mass transit proj­
ect involving the construction of fixed rail facilities, or the purchase 
of passenger equipment, including rolling stock for any mode of mass 
transit, or both, and the State highway department determines that 
such public mass transit project is in accordance with the ,rlanning 
process under section 134 of this title and is entitled to priority under 
such planning process, such public mass transit project shall be st?-b­
mitted for approval to the Secretary. Approval of the plans, speCifi­
cations, and estimates for such project by the Secretary shall be deemed 
a contractual obligation of the United States for payment out of the 
general funds in the Treasury of its proportional share of the cost of 
such project in an a.mount equal to the Federal share whic~ would be 
paid for such a proJect under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964, except that the total Federal cost of all such projects under this 
paragraph with respect to such route or portion thereof approval of 



which is withdrawn nnder this paragraph, shall not exceed the Fed­
eral share of the cost which would have been paid for such route or 
portion thereof, as such cost is included in the 1972 Interstate System 
cost estimate set forth in table 5 of House Public Works Committee 
Print Numbered 92-29, as revised in House Report Numbered 92-1443, 
i1wreased or decrreased, as the case may be, as dete'l"11lined by the Sec­
retary, based on changes in construction costs of 8Ueh route or portion 
thereof as of the date of'IIJithdrawal of approval under this paragraph 
and in accordance with that design of such route or portion thereof 
which is the· basis of such 197'2 cost estimate. Funds apportioned to 
such State for the Interstate System, which apportionment is based 
upon an h1terstate System cost estimate that includes a route or portion 
thereof approval of which is withdrawn under this paragraph, shall 
be reduced by an amount equal to the Federal share of such project 
as such share becomes a contractual obligation of the United States. 
No general funds shall be obligated under .authority of ~his p~ragraph 
after June 30, 1981. No nonhighway public mass transit proJect ~hall 

. be approved under this paragraph unless the Secretary has received 
assurances satisfactory to him from the State that public mass trans­
portation systems will.fully utilize the proposed project. The pr!:!vis~on 
of assistance under this paragraph shall not be construed as brmgmg 
within the application of chapter 15 of title 5, United St!ltes Code, 
any nonsupervisory employee of an urban mass transportation system 
(or of any other agency or entity performing related functions) to 
whom such chapter is otherwise inapplicable. Funds available for 
expenditure to carry out the purposes of this l)ara!Uaph shall be sup­
plementary po and not in substitution for funds authorized an~ avail­
able for obligation pursuant to the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964, as amended. The provisions of section 3 (e) ( 4) of. the U r~an 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, shall apply m carrymg 
out this paragraph. 

• • • • • • • 
§ 115. Construction by States in advance of apportionment. 

(a) When a State has obligated all funds for any of the Fed~ral-aid 
systems, [includ,ing] other than the Interstate System, apport10ne~ to 
it under section 104 of this title, and 'Proceeds to construct any proJect 
without the aid of Federal funds, including one or more parts of any 
project, on any of the Federal-aid systems in such State, [including] 
other than the Interstate System, as any of those systems may be des­
ignated at that time, in accordance with all procedures and. all re­
quirements applicable to projects on any such system, except msofar 
as such procedures and requirements limit a Sta;te to the cons~ruction 
of projects with the aid of Federal funds preVIously apportroned to 
it, the 'Secretary, upon application by such State and his approval of 
such application, is authorized to pay ~ such State t~': Federal share 
of the costs of construction of such proJect when additiOnal funds are 
apportioned to such State under section 104 of this title if-

(1) prior to the construction of the project the Secretary ap­
proves the plans and specifications therefor in the same manner 
as other projects on the Federal-aid system involved, and 

_ (2) the project conforms to the applicable standards adopted 
under section 109 of this title; 
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The Secretary may not a~prove an application under this section 
unless an authorization is m effect for the fiscal year for which the 
application is sought beyond the currently authorized funds for such 
State and that no application .may be approved which will exceed the 
State's expected apportionment of such authorizations. 

(b) When a State proceeds to construct any project on the Inter­
state System without the aid of Federal funds, as that System may be 
designated at that ti'f}'l,e, in accordance with all procedures and all 
require'f}'l,ents applicable to projects on such System, ewcept insofar as 
such procedures and require'f}'l,ents limit a State to the aomtruetion of 
projects with the aid of Federal funds previously apportioned to it, 
the Secretary, upon application by such State and his approval of 
such appliaation, is authorized to pay to such State the Federal share 
of the cost of construction of such project when additional funds are 
apportion/3d to such State under section 104 of thi8 title if-

(1) Prior to the construction of the project the Secretary ap­
proves the plans and specifications therefor in the sa'f}'l,e manner 
as othe1• projects on the Interstate System, and 

(~) The project conforms to the applicable standards under 
section 109 of thi8 title. 

[b] (c) In determining the apportionment for any fiscal year under 
the provisions of section 104 of this title, any such project constructed 
by a State without the aid of Federal fnnds shall not ·be considered 
completed until an application under the provisions of this section 
with respect to such project has been approved by the Secretary. 

* * * * * * * 
§ 131. Control of outdoor advertising. 

(a) The Congress hereby finds and declares that the erection and 
maintenance of outdoor advertising signs, displays, and devices in 
areas adjacent to the Interstate System and the primary system should 
be controlled in order to protect the public investment in such high­
ways, to promote the safety and recreational value of public travel, 
and to preserve natural beauty. 

(b) Federal--aid highway funds apportioned on or after January 1, 
1968, to any State which the Secretary determines ·has not made pro­
vision for effective control of the erection and maintenance along the 
Interstate System and the primary system of outdoor advertising 
signs, displays, and devices which are within six hundred and sixty 
feet of the nearest edge of the right-of-way and visible from the main 
traveled way of the system, and Federal-aid highway funds appor­
tioned on or after January 1, 1975, or after the ewpiration of the newt 
regular session of the State legislature, whichever is later, to any State 
which the Secretary determines has not made proviiJion for effectwe 
control of the erection and maintenance along the Interstate System 
and the primary system of those additional outdoor advertising signs, 
displays, and de11ices which are more than siw hundred and siwty feet 
off the nearest edge of the right-of-way, located outside of urban areas, 
visible from the main traveled way of the system, and erected with the 
purpose of their 'fTI.,essage being read from such main traveled way, 
shall be reduced by amounts equal to 10 per centum of the amounts 
which would otherwise be apportioned to such State under section 104 
of this title, nntil such time as such State shall provide for such effec-
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tive control. Any amount which is withheld from apportionment to any 
State hereunder shall be reapportioned to the other States. Whenever 
he determines it to be in the public interest, the Secretary may suspend, 
for such periods as he deems necessary, the applioatioo of this subsec­
tion to a State. 

[ (c) Effective ~ontrol means that after? anua!Y 1, 19~8, :ruch signs, 
displays, and devices shall, pursuant to th1s section, be hmtted to (1) 
directional and other official signs and notices, which signs and notices 
shall include, but not be limited to, signs and notices pertaining to 
natural wonders, scenic and historical attractions, which are required 
or authorized by law, which shall conform to national standards here­
by authorized to be J?romulgated by the Secretary hereunder, which 
standards shall contam proVIsions concerning the lighting, size, num­
ber, and spacing of signs, and such other requirements as may be ap­
propriate to implement this section, (2) signs, displays, and devices 
advertising the sale or lease of property upon which they are located, 
and (3) signs, displays, and devices advertising activities conducted on 
the property on which they are located.] 

( c} Effective control means that sueh signs, displays, or devices after 
Jamruary 1, 1968, if located 'within sim hundred and sixty f~et t?f the 
right-of-way and, on or afteT July 1, 1975, or after the exptrat~on of 
the Mxt regular session of the State legislature, whichever' is later, if 
located beyond six hundred and simty feet of the right-of-waYJJ outside 
of urbam areas, visible from the main traveled way of the system, and 
erected with the purpose of their message being read from such rnailn 
traveled way shall, pursuant to this section, be limited to (1) direc­
tional and ·ofllcial signs and notices, whioh signs and notices maYJ1 
include, but not be limited to, signs and notices pertaining to infOr'ma­
tion in the specific interest of the traveling public, sueh as, but not 
limited to, signs and notices pe1'taining to rest 8'tops, O(Jfffl,ping grounds, 
food ser'ttices, gas and automotive services, and lodging, and shall 
include signs and notices pertaining to natural wonders, scenic and 
historical attractions, which are required or authomed by law, which 
shall conform to national standards hereby authorized to be promul­
gated by the Secretary; he1'eunde1', which stand(J;r'd8 shall contain pro­
visions concerning lighting, size, number, and spacing of signs, and 
8UfJh other requirements as may be appropriate to implement this 
section (except that not more than three directional signs facing the 
same di'l'eetion of travel shall be permitted in amy one mile along the 
inteTstate or primary; system outaide commercial and industrial ar'eas), 
(2) signs, displays, and devices advertising the sale or lease of property 
upon which they are located, and ( 3) sig'ns, displays, and devices 
advertising activities conducted on the property on which they are 
located. 

(d) In order to promote the reasonable, orderly, and effective dis­
play of outdoor advertising while remaining consistent with the 
purposes of this section, signs, displays, and devices who,cse size, light­
ing, and spacing, consistent with customary use is to be determined by 
agreement between the several States and the Secretary, may be erected 
and maintained within {six hundred and sixty :feet of the nearest edge 
of the right-of-way within] areas adjacent to the Interstate and pri­
mary systems which are zoned industrial or commercial under author­
ity of State law, or in unzoned commercial or industrial areas as may 
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be determined by agreement between the several States and the Secre­
tary. The States shs.ll have :full authority under their own zoning 
laws to zone areas for commercial or industrial purposes, and the ac­
tions of the States in this regard will be accepted for the purposes 
of tJ:.is Act. ·whenever a bona fide State, county, or local zoning au· 
th_onty has made ~ de~rmination of customary use, such determination 
will ?e accepted m heu of controls by agreement in the zoned com­
merCial and. industrial areas within the geographical jurisdiction of 
such authoritY:. Nothing in th_is subsection shall apply to signs, dis­
play~, and ~eviCes referred to m clauses ( 2) and {3) of subsection (c) 
of thiS section. 

[(e) An,;r sign, display, or device lawfully in existence along the 
Interstat.e .;::,ystem or the Federal-a.id primary system on September 1, 
1965, whiCh qoes not conform to this sectl<?n sha~l not be required to be 
removed until June 1, 1970. Any other stgn, d1splay, or device law¥ 
fully erected which does not conform to this section shall not be 
required to be removed until the end of the fifth year after it becomes 
nonconforming.] 

(e) Any nonconforming sign wnder State law enacted. to comply 
with this aection shall be removed no later than the end of the fifth 
year it becomes nonconforming, except as determ.ined by the Secretary. 

. (f) The ~ecretary shall, in consultation with the States, provide 
wtthm the nghts-of-way for areas at appropriate distances from inter­
cJ:.ange~ ~m the I?J-te~state Sy~te~, on w:hich signs, displays, and de­
':lces gwmg spemfic mformat10n m the mterest of the traveling pub­
he may ·be erected and maintained. The Secretary may also, in eon­
sul_taiton with the StateB, pro11ide within the rights-of-way of the 
pn~ry; .system I?T a~eas in 'l!'hich signs, displays, and devices giving 
Bpemfic ~nformatwn zn the zntereBt of the traveling public may be 
erected. and maintained: PrmJided, That sueh signs on the interstate 
and pnmary; shall not be erected in suburban oT in urban areas or in 
lieu of aign8 permited under subsection (d) of this section. Such signs 
shall conform to national standards to be promulgated by the Secre­
tary. 

[.(g) Just compensation shall be paid upoo the removal of the fol­
lowmg outdoor advertising signs, displays, and devices-

J:(l) those lawfully in existence on the date of enactment of 
th1s subsection, 

[(2) th~e lawfully on any highway made a part of the Inter­
state or pnmary system on or after the date of enactment of this 
subsection and before January 1, 1968; and 

[(3) those lawfully erected on or after January 1, 1968.] 
(g) Just oompensation shall be paid upon the removal of any ()IUt­

door advertising sign., display, or device lawfully erected under State 
law. 
The Federal share of such compensation shall be 75 per centum. Such 
compensation shall be paid for the following: 

(A) The taking from the owner of such sign, display, or device 
of ~II right, title, leasehold, and interest in such sign, display, or 
deVIce; and 

(B) The taking from the owner of the real property on which 
the sign, display, or device is located, of the right to erect and 
maintain such signs, displays, and devices thereon. 



24 

(h) All public lands or reservations of the United·States.which are 
adjacent to any portion of the Intersta~ System and. ~e pnmary sys­
tem shall be controlled in accordance with the proviSions of this sec­
tion and the national standards promulgated by the Secretary. 

( i) In order to provide infonnation in the specific interest. of the 
trnyel~g public, the State .hi~hway ~epartiD;ents are authonzed .to 
mamtam maps wnd to penn1t mfonnational direclones and. advertis­
ing pamphlets to be made available at saf(>}ty rest ~~s. SubJe<;t to the 
approval of the Secretary, a State may also ~bhsh. mformabon; cen­
ters at saf(>}ty rest ~re!lS for the purpose o~ I!lfonnmg the J?U'bhc of 
places of interest Withm the State and proVIdmg such other mforma-
tion as a State may consider desirable. . . • 

(j) Any State highway departme~t which has, under ~his soot1on 
as in effect on June 30, 1965, entered mto an agreement w1th the. ~ec­
retary to control the erection and maintenance of outdoor advert1smg 
signs, displays, and devices in areas adjacent to the Interstate S.ystem 
shall be entitled to receive the bonus payments as set forth 1~ the 
agreement, but no such State high'!ay .department shall l?e emt1tled 
to such payments unless the State mamtams the control reqmred under 
such agreement. Such payments shall'be pai4 ~nly froll!- l}ppropr:ia­
tions made to carry out this section. The provisions of this subsectiOn 
shall not be construed to exempt any State from controlling outdoor 
advertising as otherwise provided in this section. . . 

(k) Nothing in this section shall prohibit a State frol!l esta~hshmg 
standards imposing stricter limitations with respect to Signs, d1s~lays, 
and devices on the Federal-aid highway systems than those established 
under this section. . . 

(I) Not less than sixty days before maki~~ a final dete:mma~10n to 
withhold funds from a State under subsection (b) of th1s section, or 
to do so under subsection (b) of section 136, or with respect to failing 
to agree as to the size, lighting, .and s?acing .of signs •. disp~ays,. and 
devices or as to unzoned commerCial or mdustr1al areas m which signs, 
displays, and devices may be erected and maintained under subsection 
(d) of this section, or with respect to failure t:o appt;Ove und~r subsec­
tion (g)· of section 136, the Secretary shall g~ve wntten notice to the 
State of his proposed determination and a statement of the reaS<?ns 
therefor and durin~ such period shall £tive the State an opportumty 
for a he~ring on such detenninatio~. F ollowi~g such hearing th~ Secre­
tary shall issue a written order settmg forth h1s final determmatlon and 
shall furnish a copy of such order to the State. Within forty-five ~ays 
of receipt of such order, the State may anpeal such o~der to any Umted 
States district court for such State, and unon the film£t of such appeal 
such order shall be stayed until final judgnient has been entered on 
such appeal. Summons may be served at any place in the United States. 
The court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the detennination of the 
Secretary or to set it aside, in whole or in part. The judgment of the 
court shall be subject to review by the United States court of apneals 
for the circuit in which the State is located and to the Supreme Court 
of the United States upon certiorari or certification as provide? in 
title 28, United States Code, section 1254. If any part of an ~pporhon­
ment to a State is withheld by the Secretary under subsection (b) of 
this section or subsection (b) of section 136, the amount ~ withheld 
shall not be reapportioned to the other States as long as a smt brought 

by such State under this subsection is pending. Such amount shall re­
main available for apportionment in accordance with the final judg­
ment and this subsection. Funds wit!ilield from apyorti~nment and 
subsequently apportioned or ·reapportiOned under this section shall be 
available for expenditure for three full fiscal years after the date of 
such apportionment or reapportionment as the case may be. . 

( m) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out the proyi­
sions of this section, out of any money in the Treasury not otherWise 
appropriated, not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end~ng 
June 30, 1966, not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end~g 
June 30, 1967, not be exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end~ng 
June 30, 1970, not to exceed $27,000,000 for the fiscal year endmg 
June 30, 1971, not to exceed $20,500,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1972, and not to exceed $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30,1973. The _provisions of this chapter relating to the obligation, 

"period of availabihty and expenditure of Federal-air primary high­
way funds shall apply to the funds authorized to be appropnated to 
carry out this section after June 30, 1967. 

( n) No sign, display, or device shall be required to be removed under 
this section if the Federal share of the just compensation to be paid 
upon removal of such sign, display, or device is not available to make 
such payment. 

(o) No directional sign, duplay, or device la!wfulby in exutenoe on 
June 1,1972, giving specific information in the intereat of the traveling 
public shall be required to be removed until Decemher 31, 1975, or 
until the State in wkiek the 8if!n, duplay, or device u 'located certifies 
that the directional info'I'11Uli;zon about the service or activity adver­
tued on suck 8ign, duplay, or device '/1Ul.Y reasonably be available to 
motorists by some other metlwd or metlwds, whichever slwll occur 
first. A State sluill give preference, witk due regard to the orderly 
scheduling of the removal of signs, duplays, and devices and to high­
way safety, to the purchase and removal of any nonconforming 8ign, 
display, or device vdlwntarily offered by the owner thereof to the State 
for removal if funda are available to 8UCk State for 8UCk purpose. 

(p) In the case of any sign, duplay, or device required to be re­
moved under tkis section prior to the date of enactment of the Fed­
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1974, wkick sign, display, or device was 
after its removal lawfully relocated and wkick as a result of the 
amendments made to tkia section by suck Act is required to be 
removed, the United States sluill pay 100 per centwm of the jmt com­
pensation for such removal (including all relocation costs). 

(q) (1) During the implementation of State l{J)Ws enacted to cmn­
ply witk tM~ section, tke Secretary ahall encourage and assut the 
States to develop 8ign controls and progr(JI)n8 wkich will assure that 
necessary directUmdl information about facilities providing goods and 
services in the interest of the traveling pu:blic will continue to be 
available to motorists. To tku end the Secretary slwl1 resfiUily and 
revue as appropriate ei1Witing standards for directional aigns aJUtlwr­
ized wnder 8'Ubseetions 131(c) (1) and 131(/) to develop signs wkick 
are fwrwtional and eathetically compatible witk their 8'Urroundings. 
He shall employ the res011/rees of other Federal departments and agen­
cies, including the National Endowment for -the Arts, and employ 
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ma.;dr;w;m participation of private iwlustry in the development of 
stamlards amiJ syste'I'M of 8"i.gn8 developed for those purposes. 

(~) For purposes of this subsection, signs providing .direc_tional 
information abO'Id facilities providing goods and servl(J~S zn . the 
interest of the traveling publw are defined; to be ~hose gwtng dtr:ec­
ti()1Ul}, information about gas and automotwe servwe8, food, lodgtng, 
campgrownils, t'MWkstop8, resorts, re~~ areas, touryst attr'f1C­
tions kistoric sites, and 8U<Jh other facilitws as a State, wztk the ap­
prov:U of the Secretary, may deem appropriate. 

( 3) Among other things the Secretary s~all enco'!-r~ge States to 
adopt programs to ~sure th~t removal of signs. p_rov1d~ng I?-ecessa;ry 
directional informatiOn, whiCh also were proVIdmg directional m­
formation on June 1, 197'2, about facilities in the interest of the travel­
ing public, be deferred until all other nonconforming signs are re-
moved. 

( 4) The owner or operator of any facility providing goo<;Is and serv­
ices in the interest of the traveling public shall have the right to con­
tinue using no more than one nonconforming sign in each direction on 
any highway subject to controls under a State law enacted to comply 
with this section, which sign is providing directional information 
about such facility, and which had been providing directional infor­
mation as of June 1, 197'2, and which is within seventy-five miles, or 
such other distance as the State in which the sign is located may de­
termine, until the Secretary determines directional information about 
such facility is being adequatelv provided to motorists traveling in 
that direction on such controlled highway by conforming signs au­
thorized by subsection 131 (d) of this title, by signs advertising ac­
tivities conducted on the property on which they are located, by signs 
authorized by subsections 131(c)(1) or 131(f) of this title, by any 
other nonconforming signs, or by such other means as the State in 
which the sign is located deems to be adequate. 
§ 132. Payments on Federal-aid projeets undertaken by a Federal 

ageney. 
Where a proposed Federal-aid project is to be undertaken by a 

Federal agency pursuant to an agreement between a State and such 
Federal agency and the State makes a deposit with or payment to 
such Federal agency as may be required in fulfillment of the State's 
obligation under such agreement for the work undertaken or to be 
undertaken by such Federal a~ency, the Secretary, upon execution of 
a project agreement with such State for the proposed Federal-aid proj­
ect, may reimburse the State out of the appropriate appropriations the 
estimated Federal share under the provisions of this title of the State's 
obli~tion so deposited or paid by such State. Upon completion of such 
project and its acceptance by the Secretary, an adjustment shall be 
made in such Federal share payable on account of such project based 
on the final cost thereof. Any sums reimbursed to the State under this 
section which may be in excess of the Federal pro rata share under the 
provisions of this title of the State's share of the cost as set forth in the 
approved final voucher submitted by the State shall be recovered and 
credited to the same class of funds 'from which the Federal payment 
under this section was made. 

§ 133. Bus widths. 
!f otwithstanding 0;ny othe_r provision of this title relating to veMcle 

widths, any bus having a width of one humlred awl two ifnches or less 
may operate on any lane of twelve feet or more in width on the Inter­
state System. 
§ 136. Control of junkyards. 

(a) The Congress hereby finds and declares that the establishment 
and use and mamtenance of junkyards in areas adjacent to the Inter­
state System and the primary system should be controlled in order to 
protect the _Public investment in such highways, to promote the safety 
and recreatiOnal value of public travel, and to preserve natural beauty. 

(b) Federal-aid highway funds apportioned on or after January 1, 
1~68, to any State which the Secretary determines has not made provi­
Sion for eifective control of the establishment and maintenance along 
the. Intersta~ ~ystem and the primary system of outdoor junkyards, 
which are w1thm one thousand feet of the nearest edge of the right-of­
way and visible from the main traveled way of the system, shall be re~ 
duced ~y amounts equal to 10 per centum of the amounts which would 
oth~rw1se ~apportiOned to such State ~nder section 104 of this title, 
until such tnne as such State shall provide for such effective control. 
Any amount which is withheld from apportionment to any State 
hereunder shall be reapportioned to the other States,./Whenever he 
determines i~ to be in the public interest, the Secretary may suspend 
for .such penods as he deems necessary, the application of this su~ 
sect10n to a State. 

(c) Eifective control means that by January 1, 1968, such junkyards 
shall be screened by natural objects, plantings, fences, or other appro­
priate means so as not to be visible from the main traveled way of the 
system, or shall be removed from sight. 

(d) The ~rm "junk" shall mean old or scrap copper, brass, rope, 
rags, batteries, paper, trash, rubber debris, waste, or junked, dis­
mantled. or wrecked automobiles, or parts thereof, iron, steel, and 
other.old or scrap ferrous or nonferrous material. 

(e) The term "automobile graveyard" shall mean any establishment 
or pl.ace of b~siness whi~h is maintained, used, or operated for storing, 
keepmg, buymg, or selhng wrecked, scrapped, ruined, or dismantled 
motor vehicles or motor vehicle parts. 

(~) The ~riD: "jun_kya;d" shall mean an establishment or place of 
buSI_lless which .Is ~amtamed operated,. or used for storing, keeping, 
buymg, or selhng Junk, or for the mamtenance or operation of an 
automobile graveyard, and the term shall include garbage dumps 
and sanitary fills. 

(g) Notwithstanding any provision of this section, junkyards auto 
w:av~yards, an<l; scrap metal processing facilities may be ore'rated 
w1thm areas adJacent to the Interstate System and the primary sys­
~m which are withi!l one thousand feet of the nearest edge of the 
right-of-way and wh1ch are zoned industrial under authority of State 
law, or which are not zoned under authority of State law but are 
1_1sed for industrial activities, as determined by the several States sub­
Ject to approval by the Secretary. 
. (h). Notwithstanding any provision of this section, any junkyard 
m existence on the date of enactment of this section which does not 
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conform to the requirements of this section and which the Secre~ary 
finds as a practical matter oonnot be screened, shall not be reqmred 
to be removed until July 1, 1970. . . 

( i) The Federal share of landscaping and screenmg costs under this 
section shall be 75 per centum. . 

[(j) Just compensation shall be paid the owner for the relocatiOn, 
removal, or disposal of the following junkyards- . 

[ ( 1) those lawfully in existence on the date of enactment of thiS 
subsection, 

[(2) those lawfully along any highway made a part of t~e 
Interstate or primary system on or after the enactment of this 
subsection and before January 1, 1968, and 

[(3) those lawfully established on or after January 1, 19~8.] 
(j) Just compewatiffn shall be paid the o'IJYMr for the reloaatwn, 

removal, or disposal of junlcyards lawfully established under State 
law. 
The Federal share of such compensation shall be 75 per centum. 

(k) All public lands or reservations of the U~ted Sta,tes which are· 
adjacent to any porti?n of the interst:_tte and prm~a.ry system_s shal~ be 
effectively controlled m accordance with the provisions of this ~ti_?n. 

(1) Nothing in this section shall prohibit a State from estabh~hmg 
standards imposing stricter limitations with respect to outdoor ~unk­
yards on the Federal-aid highway systems than those esta:bhshed 
under this section. 

(m) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out. this sec­
tion, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
not to exceed"$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, not 
to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, not to 
exceed $3 000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 19'70, not to ex­
ceed $3,000,000 for the fiscal yea\ ending June 30, 1971, not to exceed 
$3,000,000 for the fiscal year end~ng June 30, 1972, and not f:? _exceed 
$5,000,000 for the fiscal year e~dmg- June ~0, 1973. ~he p~ovisions of 
this chapter rel'ating to the obhgatlon, period of availability, and ex­
penditure of Federal-aid primary highway funds sha.ll app~y to the 
funds authorized to be appropnated to carry out this section after 
June 30, 1967. 

* * * * * * * 
§ 140. Equal employment opportunity. 

· (a) Prior to approving any prograDIS for projects as provided ~or 
in subsection (a) of section 105 of this title, the Secretary shall requu;e 
assurances from any State desiring t_? ava~l itself of the be~efits o~ this 
chapter that employment in connectiOn with propose-4 proJe~ ~Ill be 
provided without regard to race, ~olor, cr~d or nat10~al ongu~. He 
shall require that each State shall mclude m the advertised sp~Cifica­
tions, notification of the specific equal employme~t opp01tumty re­
sponsibilities of the successful bidder. In approVIng prograDIS for 
projects on any of the Federal-aid systems, the Secretary shall,. where 
he considers it necessary to assure equal employment opportumty, re­
quire certification by any Sta;te d~iring to avail io/lf of the bene~ts of 
this chapter that there are m eXIstence and ·available on a regional, 
statewide, or local basis, apprenticeship. skill improvement or other 
upgrading programs, registered with the Depa,rtment of Labor or 
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the appropriate State agency, if any, which provide equal opportunity 
for training and employment without regard to race, color, creed or 
national orgin. The Secretary shall periodically obtain from the Secre­
tary of Labor and the respective State highway departments infonna­
tion which will enable him to judge compliance with the requirements 
of this section and the Secretary of Labor shall render to the Secretary 
such assistance and information as he shall deem necessary to carry out 
the equal employment opportunity program required hereunder. 

(b) The Secretary, in cooperation with ·any other department or 
agency of the Govenunent, State agency, authority, association, insti­
tution, corporation (profit or nonprofit), or any other organization or 
person, is authorized to develop, conduct, and administer highway con­
struction training, including skill improvement programs. Whenever 
an apportionment is made under subsections 104 (b) (1), (b) (2), 
(b) ( 3), (b) ( 5), and (b) ( 6) of this title of the sums authorized to be 
appropriated for expenditure upon the Federal-aid primary and sec­
ondary systems, and their extenSions with the urban areas, the Inter­
state System, and the Federal-aid urban system for the fiscal years 
1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, and 1976, the Secretary shall deduct sums 
as he may deem necessary not to exceed $5,000,000 per fiscal year for 
the fiscal years 1972 and 1973, and $10,000,000 per fiscal year for the 
fiscal years 1974, 1975, and 1976, for administering the provisions of 
this subsection to be financed from the appropriation for the Federal­
aid systeDIS. Such sums so deducted shall remain available until .ex­
pended.- The provisions of section 3709 of the Revised St~tutes, as 
amended ( 41 U.S.C. 5), shall ~ot be applicable to contracts and agree­
ments made-under the authority herem granted to the Secretary. 
§ 154. ~ccess highway to public recreation areas on certain lakes. 

EMhState shall certify to the Secretary before Jaruuary 1 of eMh 
year that it is enforcing all State laws respecting 7TUUCimwm vehicle 
sizes and weights permitted on the Interstate System in Mcord(lfiUJe 
with sectiffn 127 of this title, and all speed limits on public highways 
in Mcordrlnce with section 2 of the Emergency Highway Energy 
001i8ervatiffn Act (Public Law 93-2.<J9). The Secretary shall not 
approve any project under sectiffn 106 of this title in any State which 
has failed to certify in Mcordance with this section. 

* * * * * * * 
§ 141. Enforcement of requirements. 

( ~) The Secretary is authorized to cowtruct or recowtruct Mcess 
highways to public recreation areas on lakes in order to Mcommodate 
present and projected traffic density. The Secretary shall develop 
guidelines and standards for the designation of routes and the alloca­
tion of funds for ~he purpose of this section which shall include the 
following criteria: 

(.!) No portion of any Mcess highway COniJtructed or recon­
structed under this section shall exceed thirty-five miles in length 
nor'·shall any portion of such highway be located more than thirty­
five miles from the nearest part of such recreation area. 

(2) Routes shall be designated by the Secretary &n the recom­
mendation of the State and responsible local officials, after con­
sultation with the head of the Federal agency (if any) having 
jurisdiction over the public recreation area involved. 



30 

(b) The Federvd share payable on Mcount of any project authorized 
pur8'1Ulnt to thM section shall not ewceed 70 per centum of the cost of 
of construction or reconstruction of such project. 

(e) All of the provwns of thM title applicable to highways on the 
Federvd-aid system (other than the Interstate System) determined 
appropriate by the Secretary, eweept those provMions which the Sec­
retary determines are inconsMtent with thi~ section, shall apply to 
any highway designated under thM section which M not a part of the 
Federal-aid 8'fjstem when so designated. · 

(d) For the purpose of thM section the term "lake" means any lake, 
reservoir, pool, or other body of water resulting from the construc­
tion of any lock, dam, or similar structure by the Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, or the Bureau of Reclamation, Department 
of the Interior, or the Tennessee Valley Authority, and any multi­
purpose lake resulting from construction assistance of the Soil Con­
servation Service., Department of Agriculture. ThM section shall «;,PPlY 
to lakes heretofore or hereafter constructed or authorized for con­
struction. 

(e) There M authorized to be appropriated not to ewceed $~5,000/)00 
for the fiscal year 1976 to carry out thM section. Amounts authorized 
by thM subsection for a fiscal year shall be available for that fiscal 
year and for the two succeeding fiscal years. 

Chapter 2.-0THER HIGHWAYS 
Sec. 
201. Authorizations. 
202. Apportionment or allocation. 
203. Availability of funds. 
204. Forest highways. 
205. Forest development roads and trails. 
206. Park roads and trails. 
207. Parkways. 
208. Indian reservation roads. 
209. Public lands highways. 
210. Defense access roads. 
211. Timber access road hearings. 
212. Inter-American Highway. 
213. Rama Road. 
214. Public lands development roads and traill'!. 
215. Territories highway development program. 
216. Darien Gap Highway. 
217. Bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways. 
218. Alaska Highway. 

~19. Off-system roads. 

* * * * * * * 
§ 219. Off-system roads 

(a) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to States for proj­
ects for the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of any off­
system road (including, but not limited to, the replacement of bridges, 
the elimination of high-hazard location~, and roadside obstMles). 

(b) On or be fore ,January 1 newt preceding the commencement of 
each fiscal year the Secretary shall apportion the sums authorized to 
be appropiiated to carry o-Ut thM section among the several States 
as follows: 

(1) one-third in the ratio which the area of eMh State bears 
to the total area of all States,· 
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(B) one-third in the ratio which the population of rurral areas 
of eMh State bears to the total po'fJ'IJlation of rural areas of all 
the States; and 

( 3) one-third in the ratio in 'which the off-system road mileage 
of eMh State bears to the total off-system road mileage of all the 
States. Off-system road mileage as used in this tnibsection ahall be 
c[ete1"J'n;ined as of the end of the.calenda'l' year preceding the year 
~n which the funds are apporhoned and shall be certified to by 
the Governor of the State and tnibject to approval by the Secre­
tary. 

(c) Swms apportioned to a State under this section shall be made 
available for ei/Jpenditures in the counties of such State on a fair and 
equitable basis. 

(d) SWfM arportioned unde~ thu aection and prog_rams and projects 
under. thUf sect~ ~hall be sub7ect to all of the provMions of chapter 1 
of thM t~tle applwable to h~ghways on the Federal-aid secondary 
system ei/Jcept the formula for apportionment, the requirement that 
these roads be on the Federal-aid system, and those other provUions 
determined by the Secretary to be inconsistent with this section. The 
Secretary is not authorized to determine as inconsistent with thu sec­
tion any provUion relating to the obligation and availability of funds. 

(e) As used in this section the term "off-system road" means any 
toll-free road (including bridges) in a rural area, which road u not 
on any Federal-aid system and which u under the jurisdiction of and 
maintained by a public authority and open to public travel. 

Chapter 3.--GENERAL PROVISIONS 

* * * * * * * 
§ 320. Bridges on Federal dams. 

(a) Each executive department, independent establishment, office, 
board, bureau, commission, authority, administration, corporation 
wholly owned or controlled by the United States, or other agency of 
the Government of the United States, hereinafter collectively and 
individually referred to as "agency", which on or after July 29 1946, 
has jurisdiction over and custody of any dam constructed or to be con­
structed and o~ned by ?r forth': United States, is authorized, with 
any funds available to It, to design and construct any such dam in 
such manner that it will constiutte and serve as a suitable and adequate 
foundation to support a public highway bridge upon and across such 
dam, a!ld 0 design a1_1d construct upon the foundation thus provided 
a pubhc highway bndge upon and across such dam. The highway 
department of the State in which such dam shall be located, jointly 
with the Secretary, shall first determine and certify to such agency 
that such bridge is economically desirable and needed as a link in the 
State ?r Federal-aid highway systems, and shall request such agency 
1o design and construct such dam so that it will serve as a suitable 
and adequate foundation for a public highway bridge and to design 
and construct such public highway bridge upon and across such dam, 
and shall agree to reimburse such agency pursuant to subsection (d) 
?f this section for any 3:dditional costs w~ich it may be required to 
mcur because of the design and construction of such dam so that it 
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will serve as a foundation for a public highway bridge and for ex­
penditures which it may find it necessary to make in designing and 
constructing such public highway bridge upon and across such dam. 
In no case shall the design and construction of a bridge upon and 
across such dam be undertaken hereunder except by the agency having 
jurisdiction over and custody of the dam, actmg directly or through 
contractors employed by it, and after such agency shaU determine 
that it will be structurally feasible and will not interfere with the 
proper functioning and operation of the dn..m. 

(b) Constmction of any bridge upon and across any dam pursuant 
to this section shall not be commenced unless and until the State in 
which such bridge is to be located, or the appropriate subdivision of 
such State, shall enter ihto an agreement with such agency and with 
the Secretary to construct, or cause to be constructed, with or without 
the aid of Federal funds, the approach roads necessary to connect 
such bridge with existing public highways and to maintain, or cause 
to be maintained, such approach roads from and after their completion. 
Such agreement may also provide for the design and construction of 
such bridge upon and across the dam by such agency of the United 
States and for reimbursing such agency the costs incurred by it in the 
design and construction of the bridge as provided in subsection (d) 
of this section. Any such agency is hereby authorized to convey to the 
State, or to the appropriate subdivision thereof, without costs, such 
easements and rights-of-way in its custody or over lands of the United 
States in its custody and control as may be necessary, convenient, or 
proper for the location, construction, and maintenance of the approach 
roads referred to in this section including such roadside parks or 
recreational areas of limited size as may be deemed necessary for the 
accommodation of the traveling public. Any bridge constructed pur­
suant to this section upon and across a dam in the custody and juris­
diction of any agency of the United States, including such portion 
thereof, if any, as may extend beyond the physical limits of the dam, 
shall constitute and remain a part of said dam. and be maintained by 
the agency. Any such agency may enter into any such contracts and 
agreements with the State or its subdivisions respecting public use of 
any bridge so located and constructed as may be deemed appropriate, 
but no such bridge shall be closed to public use by the agency except 
in cases of emregency or when deemed necessary in the interest of 
national security. 

(c) All costs and expenses incurred and expenditures made by any 
agency in the exercise of the powers and authority conferred by this 
section (but not including any costs, expenses, or expenditures which 
would have been required in any event to satisfy a legal road or bridge 
relocation obligation or to meet operating or other agency needs) shall 
be recorded and kept separate and apart from the other costs. expenses, 
and expenditures of such agency, and no portion thereof shall be 
char2:ed or allocated to flood control, navigation, irri~ation, fertilizer 
production, the national defense, the development of power, or other 
pro!!Tams, purpose, or function of such agency. 

(d) Not to exceed [$25.261,000] $~7.?'61 ,000 of anv money heretofore 
or hereafter appropriated for expenditure in accordance with the pro­
visions of this title or prior Acts shall be available for expenditure by 
the Secretary in accordance with the provisions of this section, as an 
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emerge~cy fund,. to ~imburse any _agency .for any additional costs or 
expenditures ~hich 1t may be reqmred to mcur because of the design 
and construction of any such dam so that it will constitute and serve 
as a foun~ation for a public hi:ghway bridge upon and across such dam 
and to re!m~urse any such _agency for any costs, expenses, or expendi­
tures whiCh. It may be reqmred to make in designing and constructing 
a.ny such b~Idge ~pon and across a dam in accordance with the provi­
sions of th1s section, except such costs, expenses, or expenditures as 
wo~ld J:ave been require~ of such age~cy in any event to satisfy a legal 
obligatiOn to relocate a h1¥hway or bridge or to meet operating or other 
agency needs, and there IS authorized to be appropriated any sum or 
sums ~ecessar:y to reimburse the funds so expended by the Secretary 
from time to trme under the authority of this section. Of each bridge 
constructed upon and across a dam under the provisions of this section, 
there may be financed wholly with Federal funds that portion thereof 
which is located within the physical limits of the masonry structure, 
or structures, of the dam, and the Secretary shall in his sole discretion 
determine what additional portion of tbe bridge, if any, may be so 
financed, such determination to be final and conclusive. The remainder 
of the bridge, and any necessary related approach roads shall be 
financed by the State or its appropriate subdivision with o~ without 
the aid of Federal funds; but said portion of the bridge so financed bv 
the State or its subdivisions, including such portion thereof if any, 
as may e~nd beyond the physical limits of the dam, shall :deverthe­
less ~ ~es1~n~ and constructed solei~ by t?-e agency. having custody 
and. JUrisdiCtion of the dam as provided m subsection (a) of this 
sectiOn. 

(e) In making, reviewing, or approving the design of any bridge or 
approach structure to be constructed under this section, the agency 
~all, in matters relating to roadway design, loadings, clearances and 
Widths, and traffic safeguards, give full consideration to and be guided 
by the standards and advice of the Secretary. 

(f) The authority conferred by this section shall be in addition to 
and not in limitation of authority conferred upon any agency by any 
other law, and nothing in this section contained shall affect or be 
deemed to relate to any bridge approach structure, or highway con­
~tructed or to be constructe~ by any such agency in furtherance of 
1ts lawful purposes and reqmrements or to satisfy a legal obligation 
incurred independently of this section. 

• • • • • • • 
§ 323. Donations. 

Nothing in this title, or in any other provision of law, shall be 
construed to prevent a ·person whose real propertv is being acquired 
in conection with a project under this title, after he'has been [tendered 
the full amount of the estimated just compensation as established by 
an approved appraisal of the fair market value of the subject realJ 
fully informed of his right to receive just compensation for the acq'l.llt­
sition of his property, from making a gift or donation of such 
property, or any part thereof, or of any of the compensation paid 
therefor, to a Federal agency, a State or a State agency, or a political 
subdivision of a State, as said person shall determine. 

* * * 
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Chapter 4.-HIGHW AY SAFETY 
Sec. 
401. Authority of the Secretary. 
402. Highway safety programs. 
403. Highway safety research and development. 
404. National Highway 1Safety Advisory Committee. 
405. Federal-aid safer roads demonstration program. 

/1)6. School bus driver traini;ng. 

* * * * * * * 
§ 406. School bus driver training 

(a) The Secretary is authorized to rnnke grants to the States for the 
purpose of carrying out State progranuJ apprOV'ed by him of driver 
education and training for persons driving school buses. 

(b) A State program under this section shall be approved by the 
Secretary if such progra1111r-

( 1) provides for the establislvment and enforcement of qvxilifica­
tions for persons driving school buses; 

(2) provides for initial education and training and for refresher 
cowrses; 

( 3) provides for periodic reports to the Secretary on the results 
of such program; and 

( 4-) includes persons driving publicly operated, and person,s 
driving privately operated, school buses. 

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated out of the Highway 
Trust Fund for the fi8cal year 1976, $7,500,000 per fi8cal year. Such 
sums shall be apportioned among the States in accordance with the 
formula established under subsection (c) of section 4-02 of this title. 
·The Federal share payable on account of any project to carry out a 
program under this title shall not exceed 70 per centum of the cost 
of the project. 

EMERGENCY HIGHWAY ENERGY CoNSERVATION Aar 

AN ACT to conserve energy on the Nation's highways 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act be 
cited as the "Emergency Highw~y En~r~ Conservation Act". . 

SEc. 2. (a) The purpose of this section IS to conserve fuel dunng 
periods of current and imminent fuel shortages through the estab­
lishment of a nationa.l maximum highway speed limit. 

(b) After the sixtieth da.y after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Transportation _shall not approv~ any project un?er 
section 106 of title 23 of the Umted States (';Ode many State which 
has (1) a maximum speed limit on any public highway. ~thin its 
jurisdiction in excess of 55 miles per hour1 and (2} a speed hmit for.all 
types of motor vehicles other than 55 miles per hour on any portion 
of any public highway within its jurisdiction of four or more traffic 
lanes, the opposing lanes of which are physically separa~ by means 
other than striping, which portion of highway had a speed hmit for all 
tvpes of motor vehicles of 55 miles, or more, per hour on Novem­
ber 1, 1973, and (3} a speed limit on any othe~ portion of !L public 
highway within its jurisdiction which is not umformly applicable to 

35 

all types of motor vehicles using such portion of highway, if on Novem­
ber 1, 1973, such portion of highway had a speed limit which was 
uniformly applicable to all types of motor vehicles using it. A lower 
speed limit may be establislied for any vehicle operating under a 
special permit because of any weight or dimension of such vehicle, 
including any load thereon. Clauses (2} and (3) of this section shall 
not apply to any portion of a highway during such time that the con­
dition of the highway, weather, an accident, or other condition creates 
a temporary hazard to the safety of traffic on such portion of a highway. 

(c) (1) For the purposes of this section the terms "highway" and 
"State" shall have the same meanings as in section 101 of title 23, 
U :'lited States Code. 

(2) As used in this Act, the term "motor vehicle" means any vehicle 
driven or drawn by mechanical power manufactured primarily for 
use on public highways, except any vehicle operated exclusively on a 
rail or rails. · 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 120 of title 23, United 
States Code, sums apportioned to any State under section 104: of title 
23, United States Code, shall be available to pay the entire cost of any 
modification of the signing of the Federal-aid highways for which 
such sums are apportioned within such State due to a reduction in 
speed limits to conserve fuel if such change in signing occurs or has 
occurred after November 1, 1973. 

(e) This section shall cease to be in effect [1] on and after the date 
on which [the President declares that there is not a fuel shortage re­
quiring the application of this Act, or (2) on and afte·r June 30, 1975, 
whichever date first occurs] Congress by concurrent resolution declares 
there is no need requiring the application of this section. 

(f) The requirements of this section sha.ll be deemed complied with 
hy administrative action lawfully taken by the Governor or other 
appropriate State official that complies with this section. 

SEc. 3. (a) To conserve fuel, decrease traffic congestion during rush 
hours, improve air quality, and enhance the use of existing highways 
and parking facilities, the Secretary of Transportation is authorized 
to approve demonstration projects designed to encourage the use of 
carpools in urban areas. 

(b) Proposals shall be originated by local officials and submitted by 
the State in accordance with the provisions of section 105 (d) of title 
23, United States Code. The Secretary of Transportation shall ap­
prove for funding those projects which offer reasonable prospects of 
achieving the objectives set forth in subsection (a) of this section. 

(c) A project may include, but not be limited to. such measures as 
systems for locating potential riders and informing them of con­
venient carpool opportunities, designating existing highway lanes as 
preferential carpool highway lanes or shared bus and carpool lanes, 
providing related traffic control devices, and designating existing 
publicly owned facilities for use as preferential parking for carpools. 

(d) A project authorized by this section shall be subject to, and 
carried out in accordance with all of the provisions of chapter 1 of 
title 23, United States Code, applicable to highway projects, except 
that the Federal share of such project shall be 90 per centum, the 
Federal share shall not exceed $1,000,000 for any single project, and 
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only funds apportioned under section 104(b) (3) and (6) of such 
title shall be available to carry out projects authorized by this section. 
The Secretary shall not approve any project under this section after 
December 31, [1974] 1975. 

(e) The Secretary of Transportation shall conduct a :full investiga­
tion of the effectiveness of measures employed in the demonstration 
projects authorized by subsection (a) of this section. In addition, he 
shall, in cooperation with the Internal Revenue Service, the Environ­
mental Protection Agency, and other appropriate Federal and State 
agencies, study other measures, including but not limited to tax and 
other economic incentives, which might lead to significant increases in 
carpool ridership in urban areas throughout the country, and shall 
identify any institutional or legal barriers to such measures and the 
costs and benefits of such measures. He shall report to the Congress 
not later than December 31, 1974, his findings, conclusions, and recom­
mendations resulting from such investigation and study. Funds au­
thorized.to carry out section 307 of title 23, United States Code, are 
authorized to be used to carry out the investigation and study author­
ized by this subsection. 

• * * * * 
0 
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ftinr~third cron!lrrss of tht ilnittd ~tatrs of amcrica 
AT THE SECOND SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the twenty-first day of January, 
one thousan4 nine hundred and seventy-four 

9.n 9.rt 
To authorize appropriations for the construction of certain highways in accord­

ance with title 23 of the I;nited States Code, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Hott:se of Rep1•esentatives of the 
United States of Ameriea in Congress assembled, That this Act may 
be cited as the "Federal-Aid Highway Amendments of 1974." 

HIGHWAY AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. 101. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of title 
23, United States Code, the following sums are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated : 

(1) For the Federal-aid primary system in rural areas, out of the 
Highway Trust Fund, an additional $100,000,000 for the fiscal/ear 
1976. For the Federal-aid secondary system in rural areas, out o the 
Highway Trust Fund, an additional $50,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1976. Sums authorized by this paragraph are in addition to the 
authorizations for fiscal year 1976 for these systems in seetion 
104(a) (1) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. . 

(2) For control of outdoor advertising under section 131 of title 23, 
United States Code, $50,000,000 :for the fiscal year 1975. 

(3) For control of junkyards under section 136 of title 23, United 
States Code, $15,000,000 for the fiscal year 1975. 

( 4) ~"or landscaping the scenic enhancement under seetion 319(b) 
of title 23, United States Code, $10,000,000 :for the fiscal year 1975. 

(5) Nothing in paragraph (1) or (6) o:f this section shall be 
construed to authorize the appropriation of any sums to carry ont 
seetion 131, 136, 319 (b), or chapter 4 of title 23, United States Code. 

(6) For off-system roads under section 219, title 23, United States 
Code, $200,000,000 for the fiscal year 1976. 

INDIAN RESERVATION ROADS AND BRIDGES 

SEc. 102. (a) Paragraph (9) of subsection (a) of section 104 of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 is amended to read as follows: 

" ( 9) For Indian reservation roads and bridges, $83,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 197 4, $84,000,000 for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1975, and $83,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976.". 

(b) The definition o:f the term "Indian reservation roads and 
bridges" in subsection (a) of section 101 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"The term 'Indian reservation roads and bridges' means roads and 
bridges, including roads and b.ridges on the Federal-aid systems, that 
are located withm or provide access to an Indian reservation or 
Indian trust land or restricted Indian land which is not subject to 
fee title alienation without the approval of the Federal Government, 
or Indian and Alaska Native villages, groups, or communities in 
which I.ndians and Alaskan Natives reside, whom the Secretary of 
the Interior has determined are eligible for services generally avail~ 
able to Indians under Federal laws specifically applicable to Indians.". 

(c) Section 208 of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
relettering subsections (c) and (d) as (d) and (e), respectively, and 
adding a new subsection (c) as follows: 

" (c) Before approYing as a project on an Indian reservation road 
or bridge any proJect on a Federal-aid system in a State, the Secretary 
must determine that obligation of funds for such project is supple­
mentary to and not in lieu of the obligation, for proje.cts on Indian 
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reservation roads and bridges, of a fair and equitable share of funds 
apportioned to such State under section 104 of this title." 

(d) No funds appropriated under the expanded definition of this 
section shall be expended without the formal consent of the governing 
body of the tribe band or group of Indians or Alaskan Natives for 
whose use the Indian reservation roads and bridges are intended. 

RURAL HIGHWAY PUBLIC TBANSPORTA'NON DEM:ONSTBATION PROGRAM 

SEc. 103. Section 147 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 is 
amended to read as follows : 

" (a) To encourage the development, improvement, and use of 
public mass transportation systems operating vehicles on highways 
for transportation of passengers within rural areas and small urban 
areas, and between such areas and urbanized areas. in order to enhance 
access of rural populations to employment, health care, retail centers, 
education, and public services, there are authorized to be appropriated 
$15,000,000 for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1975, and $60,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, of which $50,000,000 shall 
be out of the Highway Trust Fund, to the Secretary of Transporta­
tion to carry out demonstration projects for public mass transportation 
on highways in rural areas and small urban areas. Projects eligible 
for Federal funds under this section shall include highway traffic 
control devices, the construction of passenger loading areas and 
facilities, including shelters, fringe and transportation corridor park­
ing facilities to serve bus and other public mass transportation 
passengers, the purchase of passenger equipment other than rolling 
stock for fixed rail, and the payment from the General Fund for 
operating expenses incurred as a result of providing such service. 
To the extent intercity bus service is provided under the program, 
preference shall be given to private bus operators who lawfully 
have provided rural highway passenger transportation over the routes 
or within the general area of the demonstration project. 

"(b) Prior to the obligation of any funds for a demonstration 
project under this section, the Secretary shall provide :for public 
notice of any application for funds under this section which notice 
shall include the name of the applicant and the area to be served. 
Within sixty days thereafter, a public hearing on the project shall 
be held within the proposed service area." 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT-BAILROAD-HIGHWAY CROSSING 

SEc. 104. Section 163 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 is 
amended by relettering subsection (a) as paragraph (a) (1) and 
adding the following new pa a ph: 

" ( 2) The Secretary of portation shall enter into such 
arrangements as may be necessary to carry out an engineering and 
feasibility study for a demonstration project in Lafayette, Indiana, 
for relocation of railroad lines from the central area of the city. There 
are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this paragraph 
$360,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975." 

TRANSpORTATION FOR mERLY AND HANDICAPPED PF.RSONS 

Sro. 105. (a) It is hereby declared to be the national policy that 
elderly and handicapped persons have the same right as other persons 
to utilize mass transportation facilities and services; that special 
efforts shall be made in the planning, design, construction, and opera­
tion of mass transportation facilities and services so that the avail­
ability to elderly and handicapped persons of mass transportation 
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which they can effectively utilize will be assured; and that all Federal 
programs offering assistance :for mass transportation (including the 
programs under title 23, United States Code, the Federal-Aid High­
way Act of 1973, and this Act) effectively implement this policy. 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 165 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act 
of 1973 ( 87 Stat,. 282) is amended to read as follows : 

"(b) The Secretary of Transportation shall require that projects 
receiving Federal financial assistance under ( 1) subsection (a) or 
(c) of section 142 of title 23, United States Code, (2) paragraph (4) 
of subsection (e) of section 103, title 23, United States Code, or (3) 
section 147 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 shall be planned~ 
designed, constructed, and operated to allow effective utilization by 
elderly or handicapped persons who, by reason of illness, injury, age, 
congenital malfunction, or other permanent or temporary incapacity 
or disability, including those who are nonambulatory wheelchair­
bound and those with semiambulatory capabilities, are unable without 
special facilities or special planning or design to utilize such facilities 
and services effectively. The Secretary shall not approve any program 
or project to which this section applies which does not comply with 
the provisions o:f this subsection requiring access to public mass trans­
portation facilities, equipment, and services :for elderly or handicapped 
persons." 

VEHICLE SIZF.S AND WEIGHTS 

SEC. 106. (a) Sect,ion 127 o:f title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out "eighteen thousand pounds carried on any one axle, 
or with a tandem-axle weight in excess of thirty-two thousand pounds, 
or with an overall gross weight in excess of seventy-three thousand 
two hundred and eighty pounds," and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: "twenty thousand pounds carried on any one axle, including 
all enforcement tolerances; or with a tandem axle weight in excess of 
thirty-four thousand pounds, including all enforcemi.mt tolerances; 
or w1th an overall gross weight on a group of two or more consecutive 
axles produced by application of the following formula : 

W=5oo(;~1 +12N +36) 

where W=averall gross weight, on any group o:f two or more consecu­
tive axles to the nearest 500 pounds, L=distance in feet between the 
extreme o:f any group of two or more consecutive axles, and N num­
ber of axles in group under consideration, except that two consecutive 
sets of tandem axles may carry a gross load of 34,000 pounds each pro­
viding the overall distance between the first and last axles of such 
consecutive sets of tandem axles is thirtv-six feet or more: Provided, 
That such overall gross weight may not exceed eighty thousand pounds, 
including all enforcement tolerances,". 

(b) The first sentence of section 127 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting immediately after "July 1, 1956," the 
following: "except in the case of the overall gross weight of any 
group of two or more consecutive axles, on the date of enactment 
of the Federal-Aid Hi~hwa.y Amendments of 1974,". The third 
sentence of such section IS amended by striking out the period at the 
end thereo:f and inserting in lieu thereof a comma and the following: 
"except in the case of the overall gross weight of any group of two 
or more consecutive axles, on the date of enactment of the Federal­
Aid Highway Amendments of 197 4.". 

( 
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ENFORCEMENT 

SEc. 107. (a) Chapter 1 of title 23 of the United Statt's Corle is 
amended by inserting after section 140 the following new section: 
"§ 141. Enforcement of requirements 

"Each State shall certify to the Secretary before January 1 of E>a('h 
year that it is enforcing all State laws respectin~ maximum vehicle 
size and weights permitted on the Federal-aid pnmary, the FedE-ral­
aid urban system and the Federal-aid secondary system, including the 
Interstate System in accordance with section 127 of this title, and 
all speed limits on public highways in accordance with section 154 of 
this title. The Secretary shall not approve any project under section 
106 of this title in any State which has failed to certify in accordance 
with this section.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23 of the United States Code 
is amended by striking out 
"141. Real property acquisition policies." 

and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"141. Enforcement of requirements.". 

ALASKA FERRY OPERATIONS 

SEC. 108. Paragraph ( 5) of subsection (g) of section 129 of title 23, 
United States Code, lS amended to read as follows: 

" ( 5) Such ferry may be operated only within the State (including 
the islands which comprise the State of Hawaii) or between adjoin­
ing States. Except w1th respect to operations between the islands 
which comprise the State of Hawaii and operations between any 
two points in Alaska and between Alaska and Washington, including 
stops at appropriate points in the Dominion of Canada, no part 
of such :ferry operation shall be in any foreign or international 
waters.". 

CONTROL OF OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 

Soo. 109. (a) The first sentence of subsection (b) of section 131 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended by inserting after "main 
traveled way of the system," the following: "and Federal-aid high­
way funds apportioned on or after January 1, 1975, or after the 
expiration of the next regular session of the State legislature, which­
ever is later, to any State which the Secretary det.ermines has not 
made provision for effective control of the erection and maintenance 
along the Interstate System and the primary system of those addi­
tional outdoor advertising signs, displays, and devices which are 
more than six hundred ·and sixty feet off the nearest edge of the 
right-of-way, located outside of urban areas, visible from the main 
traveled way of the system, and erected with the purpose of their 
message being read from such main traveled way,". 

(b) Subsection (c) of section 131 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) Effective control means that such signs, displays, or devices 
after January 1, 1968, if located within six hundred and sixty feet of 
the right-of-way and, on or after July 1, 1975, or after the expiration 
of the next regular session of the State legislature, whichever is 
later, if located beyond six hundred and sixty feet of the right-of-way, 
located outside of urban areas, visible from the main traveled way of 
the system, and erected with the purpose of their message being read 
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from such main traveled way, shall, pursuant to this section, be 
limited to (1) directional and official si~s and notices, which si~s 
and notices shall include, but not be limited to, signs and notices 
pertaining to natural wonders, scenic and historical attractions, which 
are required or authorized by law, which shall conform to national 
standards hereby authorized to be promulgated by the Secretary here­
under, which standards shall contain provisions concerning lighting, 
size, number, and spacing of signs, and such other requirements as 
may be appropriate to implement this section, (2) signs, displa~, 
and devices advertising the sale or lease of property upon which 
they are located ( 3) signs, displays, and devices advertising activities 
conducted on the property on which they are located, and ( 4) signs 
lawfully in existence on October 22, 1965, determined by the State, 
subject to the approval of the Secretary, to be landmark signs, includ­
ing signs on farm structures or natural surfaces, of historic or 
artistic significance, the preservation of which would be consistent 
with the purposes of this section." 

(c) Subsection (g) of section 131 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by strikmg out the first sentence and inserting the follow­
jug in lieu thereof: 

"Just compensation shall be paid upon the removal of any outdoor 
advertising sign, display, or device lawfully erected under State law." 

CONTROL OF JUNKYARDS 

Soo. 110. Subsection (j) of section 136 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out the first sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"(j) Just compensation shall be paid the owner for the relocation, 
removal, or disposal of junkyards lawfully established under State 
law.". 

ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION 

Soo. 111. (a) Subsection (a) of section 115 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "including the Interstate System," 
each of the two places it appears and inserting in lieu thereof at each 
such place the following: "other than the Interstate System,". 

(h) Section 115 of title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
redesignating subsection (b) as subsection (c) and by adding immedi­
ately after subsection (a) the following new subsection: 

"(b) When a State proceeds to construct any project on the Inter­
state System without the aid of Federal funds, as that System may 
be designated at that time, in accordance with all procedures and all 
requirements applicable to projects on such System, except insofar as 
such procedures and requirements limit a State to the construction 
of projects with the aid of Federal funds previously apportioned to 
it, the Secretary, upon application by such State and his approval 
of such application, is authorized to pay to such State the Federal 
share of the cost of construction of such project when additional funds 
are apportioned to such State under sect,ion 104 of this title if-

"(1) prior to the construction of the project the Secretary 
approves the plans and specifications therefor in the same manner 
as other projects on the ·Interstate System, and 

"(2) the project conforms to the applicable standards nnder 
section 109 of this title.". 
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DONATIONS 

SEc. 112. Section 323 of title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out "after he has been tendered the full amount o:f the 
estimated JUSt compensation as established by an approved appraisal 
of the fair market value of the subject real property," and by insert­
ing in lieu thereof the following: "after he has been fully informed 
of his right to receive just compensation for the acquisition of his 
property,". 

SPECIAL BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROGRAJ\f 

SEc. 113. Subsection (e) of section 144 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

" (e) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this section, 
there are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of the Highway 
Trust Fund $100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, 
$15opoo,ooo for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $25,000)000 for 
the nscal year ending June 30, 1974, $75,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975, and $125,000~000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1976, to be available until expended. Such funds shall be 
available for obligation at the beginning of the fiscal year for which 
authorized in the same manner and to the same extent as if such 
funds were apportioned under this chapter.". 

UNIFORM NATIONAL SPEED LIMIT 

SI<JC. 114. (a) ChaJ?ter 1 of title 23 of the United States Code, 
relating to highways, IS amended by inserting at the end thereof a ne'v 
section as follows: 
"§ 154. National maximum speed limit 

" (a) The Secretary of Transportation shall not approve any project 
under section 106 in any State which has (1) a maximum speed limit 
on any public highway within its jurisdiction in excess of fifty-five 
miles per hour, or (2) a s:peed limit on any other portion of a public 
highway within its jurisdiction which is not uniformly applicable to 
all types of motor vehicles using such portion of highway, if on 
November 1, 1973, such portion of highway had a SJ?eed limit which 
was uniformly applicable to all types of motor vehicles using it. A 
lower speed limit may be established for any vehicle operating under a 
special permit because of any weight or dimension of such vehicle, 
including any load thereon. Clause (2) of this subsection shall not 
apply to any portion of a highway during such time that the condition 
of the highway, weather, an accident, or other condition creates a 
temporary hazard to the safety of traffic on such portion of a highway. 

"(b) As used in this section the term 'motor vehicle' means any 
vehicle driven or drawn by mechanical power manufactured primarily 
for use on public highways, except any vehicle operated exclusively 
on a rail or rails. 

" (c) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 120 sums appor­
tioned to any State under section 104 shall be available to pay the 
entire cost of any modification of the signing of the Federal-aid high­
ways for which such sums are apportioned within such State due to 
a reduction in speed limits to conserve fuel if such change in signing 
occurs or has occurred after November 1, 1973. 

" (d) The re<J.uirements of this section shall be deemed complied with 
by administrative action lawfully taken by the Governor or other 
appropriate State official that complies with this section." 

(b) The analysis of such chapter 1 is amended by inserting at the 
end thereof the following: 
"154. National maximum speed limit.". 

(c) Section 2 of the Emergency Highway Energy Conservation Act 
is repealed. 
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ACCESS IDGHWAYS TO PLTBLIC RECREATION AREAS ON CERTAIN LAKES 

SEc. 115. (a) Chapter 1 of title 23, United Stat€s Code, is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 155. Access highways to public recreation areas on certain 

lakes 
" (a) The Secretary is authorized to construct or reconstruct access 

highways to public recreation areas on lakes in order to accommodate 
present and projected traffic density. The Secretary shall develop 
guidelines and standards for the designation of routes and the alloca­
tion of funds for the purpose of this section which shall include the 
following criteria : 

"(1) No portion of any access highway constructed or recon­
structed under this section shall exceed thirty-five miles in length 
nor shall any portion of such highway be located more than thirty­
five miles from the nearest .part of such recreation area. 

"(2) Routes shall be designated by the Secretary on the recom­
mendation of the State and responsible local officials, after con­
sultation with the head of the Federal agency (if any) having 
jurisdiction over the public recreation area involved. 

"(b) The Federal share payable on account of any project authorized 
pursuant to this section shall not exceed 70 per centum of the cost of 
construction or reconstruction of such project. 

" (c) All of the provisions of this title applicable to highways on the 
Federal-aid system (other than the Interstate System) determined 
appropriate by the Secretary, except those provisions which the Secre­
tary determines are inconsistent with this section, shall apply to any 
highway designated under this section which is not a part of the 
Federal-aid system when so designated. 

"(d) For the purpose of this section the term 'lake' means any lake, 
reservoir, pool, or other body of water resulting from the construction 
of any lock, dam, or similar structure by the Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, or the Bureau of Reclamation, Department 
of the Interior, or the rrennessee Valley Authority, and any multi­
purpose lake resulting from construction assistance of the Soil Con­
servation Service, Department of Agriculture. This section shall apply 
to lakes heretofore or hereafter constructed or authorized for 
construction. 

" (e) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed 
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year 1976 to carry out this section. Amounts 
authorized by this subsection for a fiscal year shall be available for 
that fiscal year and for the two succeeding fiscal years.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23 of the United States Code 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: · 
"155. Access highways to public recreation areas on certain lakes.". 

AlJBL"RN BRIDGE 

SEc. 116. (a) In order to provide access between the historical 
portion of the city of Auburn, California, Auburn District Fair­
grounds, city park and parhlng lots, and the Auburn Dam Overlook 
area, for motor vehicles and for passage of pedestrians, equestrians, 
and cyclists under a highway relocation, the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to construct, in lieu of a drainage culvert, an inter­
mediate size bridge across a shallow ravine. The bridge, at approxi­
mate stations 154+46 to 155+30 (84 feet), shall be part of the State 
Highway Number 49 relocation through the city of Auburn, 
California. 

.. ''•·' 
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(b) Upon completion such bridge shall be transferred to the State 
of California for operation and maintenance as a part of the highway 
relocation. The cost of the bridge, less the original planned drainage 
culvert, shall be considered as nonreimbursable. 

(c) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section 
the sum of $250,000 (October 1974 price levels) plus or minus such 
amounts as may be justified by changes in price indexes applicable to 
the type of development involved herein. 

NORTHEAST CORRIDOR DEMONSTRATION-RAIL CROSSINGS 

SEc. 117. Subsection (a) of section 322 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting at the end thereof the following: 

"The Secretary may permit selected individual public crossings of 
unusually low-potential hazard to remain at ground level, if they are 
provided with the best available protection." 

OVERSEAS HIGHWAY 

SEc. 118. (a) The Secretary is authorized to undertake proj{',cts for 
the reconstruction or replacement of bridge structures of a two-lane 
nature on the Overseas Highway, to Key West, Florida. The Federal 
share payable on account of such projects shall not exceed 70 per cen­
tum of the costs of such reconstruction or replacement. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropriated, out of the Highway 
Trust Fund, not to exceed $109,200,000, to carry out such projects. Such 
sums shall be available until expended except that of the funds author­
ized under this section only $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
,June 30, 1975, and $15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending ,June 30, 1976, 
can be obligated. 

BIKEWAY DEMONSTRATION PROGRA~I 

SEc. 119. (a) For the purpose of this section the term~ 
( 1) "bikeway" means a bic.Ycle lane or path, or support facility, 

a bicycle traffic control device, a shelter, or a parking facility 
to serve bicycles and persons using bicycles; 

( 2) "State" means any one of the fifty States, the District of 
Columbia, or Puerto Rico. 

(b) ( 1) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to States for 
demonstration projects for the construction of bikeways. Such bike­
ways shall be for commuting and for recreational purposes and shall 
be located in urbanized areas and such other urban areas as are 
designated by the State highway department under subsection 103 (d) 
of title 2a, United States Code. 

(2) The Federal share of any demonstration project for the con­
struction of a bikeway shall be 80 per centum of the total cost of such 
project. The remaining 20 per centum of such cost shall be paid by 
the grantee. 

( 3) No grant shall be made under authority of this Act unless 
such bikeway project is in accordance with continuing comprehensive 
transportation planning process carried on cooperatively by States 
and local communities in accordance with section 134 of title 23, United 
States Code. 

( 4) The Secretary shall establish, by regulation, construction 
standards for bikeway projects for which grants are authorized by 
this Act, and shall establish, by regulation, such other requirements 
as may be necessary to carry out this Act. 
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(c) Grants made under this Act shall be in addition to, and not in 
lieu of, any sums available for bicycle projects under section 217 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

(d) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1976. 

EXTENSION OF CARPOOLS 

SEo. 120. (a) The last sentence of section 3(d) of the Emergency 
Highway Energy Conservation Act (Public Law 93-239) is amended 
by striking out "December 31, 1974" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"December 31, 1975". 

(b) The Secretary of Transportation is authorized to make grants 
for demonstration projects designed to encourage the use of carpools 
in urban areas. Such a project may include, but not be limited to, 
such measures as systems for locating potential riders and informing 
them of convenient carpool opportunities, designating existing high­
way lanes as preferential carpool highway lanes or shared bus and 
carpool lanes, providing related traffic control devices, and designating 
existing publicly owned facilities for use as preferential parking for 
carpools. There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed 
$7,500,000 to carry out this subsection. 

SAFER ROADS PROGRAM 

SEo. 121. The first sentence of subsection (c) of section 405 of title 
23, United States Code, is amended by striking the word "and" after 
"crossings," and inserting in lieu thereof the following: "the correction 
of high-hazard locations, and". 

OFF-SYSTEM ROADS 

SEo. 122. (a) Chapter 2 of title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following new section : 
"§ 219. Off-system roads 

" (a) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to States for 
projects for the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of 
any off-system road (including, but not limited to, the replacement 
of bridges, the elimination of high-hazard locations, and roadside 
obstacles) . 

"(b) On or before January 1 next preceding the commencement 
of each fiscal year the Secretary shall apportion the sums authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this section among the several States as 
follows: 

" ( 1) one-third in the ratio which the area of each State bears 
to the total area of all States; 

"(2) one-third in the ratio which the population of rural areas 
of each State bears to the total population of rural areas of all 
the States; and 

"(3) one-third in the ratio in which the off-system road mileage 
of each State bears to the total off-system road mileage of all the 
States. Off-system road .mileage as used in this subsection shall 
be determined as of the end of the calendar year preceding the 
year in which the funds are apportioned and shall be certified to 
by the Governor of the State and subject to approval by the 
Secretary. 

"(c) Sums appropriated to a State under this section shall be made 
available for expenditures in the counties of such State on a fair and 
equitable basis. 
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" (d) Sums apportioned under this section and programs and 
projects under this section shall be subject to all of the provisions of 
chapter 1 of this title applicable to highways on the Federal-aid 
secondary system except the formula for apportionment, the require­
ment that these roads be on the Federal-aid system, and those other 
provisions determined by the Secretary to be inconsistent with this 
section. The Secretary is not authorized to determine as inconsistent 
with this section any provision relating to the obligation and avail­
ability of funds. 

"(e) As used in this section the term 'off-system road' means any 
toll-free road (including bridges) in a rural area, which road is not 
on any Federal-aid system and which is under the jurisdiction of and 
maintained by a public authority and open to public travel.". 

(b) The analysis of chapter 2, title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"219. O:tr-system roads.". 

BRIDGES ON FEDERAL DAMS 

SEc. 123. (a) Section 320(d) of title 23 of the United States Code 
(as amended) is amended by striking out "$25,261,000" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$27,761,000". 

(b) All sums appropriated under authority of the increased 
authorization established bY, the amendment made by subsection (a) 
of this section shall be available for expenditure in the same manner 
and for the same purpose as provided for in subsection (b) of section 
116 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-605). 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

SEC. 124. The Secretary of Transportation shall carry out a demon­
stration project for construction of a high-density urban highway 
intermodal transportation conne,ction between Franklin A venue and 
Fifty-ninth Street, South, in Minneapolis, Minnesota. The Federal 
share of such project shall be 90 per centum of the cost thereof. Such 
highway shall be placed on a Federal-aid system before any funds 
are expended under this section. There is authorized to be appro­
priated, out of the Highway Trust Fund, not to exceed $53,000,000 
to carry out this section, except that not to exceed $10,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1975, and $15,000,000 for the fiscal year 1976, shall be 
expended to carry out this section. 

ROUTE WITHDRA WAL8 

SEC. 125. (a) Section 103(e) (2) of title 23 of the United States 
Code is amended by striking out the period following "House Report 
Numbered 92-1443" and inserting in lieu thereof a comma and the 
following: "increased or decreased, as the case may be, as determined 
by the Secretary, based on changes in construction costs of such 
route or portion thereof as of the date of withdrawal of approval 
under this paragraph and in accordance with that design of such 
route or portion thereof which is the basis of such 1972 cost estimate." 

(b) Section 103(e) (4) of title 23 of the United States Code is 
amended by strikmg out the period following "House Report 
Numbered 92-1443" and inserting in lieu thereof a comma and the 
following: "increased or decreased, as the case may be, as determined 
by the Secretary, based on changes in construction costs of such 
route or portion thereof as of the date of withdrawal of approval 
under this paragraph and in accordance with that design of such 
route or portion thereof which is the basis of such 1972 cost estimate." 
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SOHOOL BUS DRIVER TRAINING 

SEo. 126. (a) Chapter 4 of title 23, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 406. School bus driver training 

" (a) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to the States for 
the purpose of carrying out State programs approved by him of driver 
education and training for persons driving school buses. 

"(b) A State program under this section shall be approved by the 
Secretary if such program-

"(1) provides for the establishment and enforcement, of qualifi­
cations for persons drivin~ school buses; 

"(2) provides for imtial education and training and for 
refresher courses ; 

" ( 3) provides for periodic reports to the Secretary on the 
results of such program; and 

" ( 4) includes persons driving publicly operated, and persons 
driving privately operated, school buses. 

" (b) Not less than $7,500,000 of the sums authorized to carry out 
section 402 of this title for fiscal year 1976 shall be obligated to carry 
out this section. Such sums shall be apportioned among the States 
in accordance with the formula established under subsection (c) of 
section 402 of this title. The Federal share payable on account of 
any project to carry out a program under this title shall not exceed 
70.r.er centum of the cost of the project." 

(b) The analysis of chapter 4, title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"406. School bus driver training.". 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Vice President of the United States and 
President of the Senate. 

I 
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Office of the White House Press Secretary 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

I a.r.n signing S. 3934, the Federal··Aid Highway 
Amendments of 1974. 

This bill contains three energy-related provisions 
which I find highly desirable. First, it will establish 
55 miles per hour as the national speed limit on a 
permanent basis. This limit has proven to be of great 
value in not only saving fuel but in decreasing the loss 
of life on our highways. 

Second, this bill will extend the carpooling demon­
stration program for one year, until December 31, 1975. 
This program provides funds to states and localities to 
encourage the use of carpools. The Department of 
Transportation has estimated that it could save this 
country five billion gallons of gasoline a year. In 
addition, it will reduce air pollution and urban congestion. 

Third, the bill will increase the allowable weights for 
trucks on interstate highways. Largely because of the lower 
speed limit~ many truckers have found themselves in an economic 
bind, with decreased productivity. This modest increase in 
allowable truck weights should help them regain that produc­
tivity, without threatening public safety on the highways. 

Unfortunately, the bill would also make many undesirable 
changes in the highway programs. For one, it would provide 
$347 million in additional authorizations for existing highway 
programs and $405 million for new categorical grants. Of 
these amounts, more than $500 million in contract authority 
would be available to States without further action by the 
Congress. 

Since funds for many of the existing programs are already 
being deferred, these extra authorizations are not needed. 
Approving these funds at this time would not only be unnecessary 
but highly inflationary as well. In addition, one of the 
objectives of this Administration is reduce or eliminate 
categorical grants. This bill provides authorizations for 
numerous new categorical grant programs. Accordingly, I 
will recommend to Congress that release of most of this 
highway obligational authority be deferred for 1975. I 
hope Congress will agree with this plan. 

The 94th Congress and the Administration must work 
together to develop a highway program for this decade 
which is compatible with our national transportation and 
economic objectives. I will work with the Congress to 
develop such a program. 

fl. # # # 
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:Please lat the President have reports 8lld recommendations as to the 
approval or these bills e.e soon as possible. 

The l!onorable Ro;y' L. Ash 
Director 
Off:!.:::e of ~~- ani Budset 
Wa.sh!~-rton, D. Ca 

Sincerely 1 

Robert D. M nder 
Ch:te:f' Executive Clerk 




