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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

March 22, 1973 

Mr. Les~ie Lo~an 
2523 N. 23rd"Road 
Arlington, Virginia 22207 

Dear Mr. Logan: 

It was good talking to you today. I am 

enclosing a copy of the list of members of the House 

Rules Committee. Your offer of assistance is appre-

ciated. Perhaps if you know any members of the 

Virginia delegation, you could contact them directly. 

Enclosure 

~ rt T. Monagan 
Assistant Secretary -Designate 

for Congressional and 
Intergovernmental Affciirs 
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Digitized from Box 25 of the Loen and Leppert Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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House of Representatives 
Committee.on 

Ray J. Madden, Indiana, chairman 
James J. Delaney, New York 
Richard Bolling, Missouri 
B. F. Sisk, California 
John Young, Texas 
Claude Pepper, Florida 
Spark M. Matsunaga, Hawaii 
Morgan F. Murphy, Illinois 
Gillis W. Long, Louisiana 
Clem Rogers Mcspadden, Oklahoma 

RULES 

.. 
. ... 

Dave Martin, Nebraska 
John B. Anderson, Illinois 
James H. (Jimmy) Quillen, Tennessee 
Delbert L. Latta, Ohio 
Del Clawson, California 
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W11ereas traP.sporta ti on is one of the most irr:portant a.nd 
significant domestic problems now facing Arlington County and 
the Washington Hetropolitan region anci the nation; 

Whereas an efficient and ratioi1a~- transportation system 
throughout our nation and particularly in our urban and suburban 
areas requires a meaningful balanc:Lng among several modes of 
transportation including-freeways, rail rapid transit, buses 
and private automobiles; 

Whereas development of the transportation ·system best 
suited.to meet the nee<ls of urban and suburban areas requires 
the guidance and direction of local governmen-ts in conjunction 
with regioµal planning processes; 

Whereas Federal aid to transportation should be designed 
to allow choice of the combination of transportation modes 
that will best meet each ?rea 1 s transportation needs; ~ .. 

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

Whereas legislation now being considered in Congress would 
aid in meeting transportation needs in ArVngton and elsewhere 
by allowing states and localitfos more f lexi.bility--in• utilizing 
the Federal Highway Trust. Fund; 

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

Now, Therefore, the Arlington County toard 

(i) SU!'ports legislation to make a s1 .• bstantial share of 
Federal Higlr.-7ay Trust Fund monj.es availabJ.e for mass transit, 
including r··.pid rail transit, 

(2) er.::lorses the payment of ap{)ropri;;te shares of such 
funds directly to suitable regional agendes in metropolitan 
areas of sorae minimum size. 

00000000000 

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

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

-·? - ) / 

/( ,, ~.1(/ 

LUELLA R. HOLLINGSHEAD 
Assistant Clerk 

• 



.. 
l 

At a. regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Fairfax 
County, Virginia, held in the Board Room in the Massey Build
ing at I<"'airfax, Virginia, on. Monday March 5, 1973, at which 
meeting a quorum was present .and.voting,.· the following resolu
tion was adopted: . .- .. 

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF USE OF FEDERAL HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 
FOH. Ml\SS .TRANSI'l'. 

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

WHEREAS an efficient and rationa1·transportation system 
throughout our nation and particularly in our ·urban and sub
urban areas requires a meaningful balancing among several 
modes of transportation including freeways, rail rapid transit, 
buses and private automobiles; 

, 
WHEREAS development of the transportation system best 

suited to meet the needs of urban and suburban areas requires 
the guidance and direction of local governments in conjunction 
with regional planning processes; 

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

WHEREAS the very 
Federe.l Hight·1ay Trust 
sulting in relatively 
transit systems; 

restricted uses now permitted of the 
Fund distort and defy such choice, re
inefficient and undesired types;of 

! 

; . 

WHEREAS legislation now being considered in Congress 
would aid in meeting transportation needs in Fairfax County 
and elsewhere by allowing states and localities more. flexi
bility ·in··utilizing the Federal Highl·:ay Trust Funds; 

lftlEREAS President Nixon has pledged a renewed e.ffort to 
matce Federal Highway Trust Fun,d money available for 'mass 
transit; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Fairfax County Board 

(1) · Supports legisl?.tion to malce a substantial share 
of Federal High~vay Trust Fund monies available · 
for mass transit, including rapid rail transit, 

.. 

~ ' ------· 
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endorses the payment of appropriate shares of 
such funds directly to locai jurisdiction or 
regional trans~ortation dist~icts in major 
~etropolitan areas~ 

• 

, 

.. ... 

•· 

A Copy - Teste 

~(/),~,.,/ 
Helen O. Mo:-nsen 
Clerk of said Board 
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Northern Virginia Transportation Commission 
• RADIO BUILDING 

CHAIRMAN 
Rufus Phillips 

VICE CHAIRMAN 
Everard Munsey 

SECRETARY/TREASURER 
Harold J. Casto 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Judson E. Edwards 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
Jack O. Cra)Nford 

COMMISSIONERS: 

FAIRFAX COUNTY 
Joseph Alexander 
Herbert E. Harr.is, II 
Alan H. Magazine 
Rufus Phillips 

CITY OF FAIRFAX 
John W. Russell 

CITY OF FALLS CHURCH 
Lee M. Rhoads 

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

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

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT 
OF HIGHWAYS 

John P. Mills, Jr. 

II 2030 16TH STREET, NORTH .ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22201 • TELEPHONE (703) 524-3322 

Hon. John C. Kluczynski 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Transportation 
Committee on Public Works 
U. S. House of Representatives , 
Room 2165, Rayburn Building 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Congressman Kluczynski: 

March 23, 1973 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

These needs must be me.tin light of two it?-creasingly obvious 
realities: 

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

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

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

-2-
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The people of Northern Virginia are fully aware that alternatives 
to the automobile must receive support and adequate funding. In the 
urban areas, we must concentrate on moving people, not automobiles. 
For example, in Fairfax County, where I am a member of the Board of 
Supervisors, studies show that 25 percent of the land will be in right
of-ways and pavement by the year 2000 if we continue present trends 
in automobile use. 

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

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

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

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

Chairman 
Northern Virginia Transportation Com.mission 

Enclosure 
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
Radio Building 

SUBJECT: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

WHEREAS: 

2030 North 16th Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22201 

RESOLUTION #74 

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

One of the most important and significant domestic 
problems now facing_ Northern Virginia and the urban 
areas of the Nation .!s transportation; and 

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

Development of the transportation system best suited 
to meet the needs of urban and suburban areas 
requires the guidance and direction of local govern
ments in conjuction with regional planning processes; and 

Feder~l aid to transportation should be designed to 
allow choice of the combination of transportation modes 
that will best meet each area's transportation needs; and 

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

-1-



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

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

1) seek and support of l~gisl;:ttion to make 
a substantial share of Federal Highway 
Trust Fund monies available for Rapid 
Rail transit, and other Mass Transit 
modes; and 

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

Approved this 1st day of 
March, 1973. . 
NORTHERN VffiGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

Harold J. Ca - o,'Jecretary-Treasurer 
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission 

-2-
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Northern Virginia Transportation Commission 
• RADIO BUILDING .203016TH STREET, NORTH .ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22201 • TELEPHONE (703) 524-3322 

THE NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Commission also has representation on the Transportation 
Planning Board of the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, the 
Virginia Governor's Metropolitan Areas Transportation Needs Study 
Commission and Governor's Task Force on Transportation and Public 
Safety. 
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METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF ( VERNMENTS 
1225 Connecticut Avenue, N.K. 

1 Washington, D.C. :20036 ·. \ 
': t 

.< l 
( 

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING INCREASED FEDERAL FUNDING .. 1· AUTHORITY FOR MASS TRANSIT CAPITAL GRANTS AND THE 
USE OF A PORTION OF THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND FOR 
TRANSIT PURPOSES 

I 1 . 

I 1 WHEREAS, in his State of the Union Me~sage, the President 
has proposed that " ••• States and communities be given the right 

/ to use a designated portion of the Highway Trust F~nd for capital 
I ·improvements in urban public transportation, including improve-
1 men ts 1 in bus and rapid rail systems."; and 

I . 
J WHEREAS, th~ President has also asked.that Federal funding 

authdrity for mass transit capital grants be doubled and recom
mended that the Federal share of mass transit projects be raised 
to 70%; and 

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments 
(hereinafter called "Council") has endorsed the transportation 
control strategies recommended by the Air Quality Planning Com
mittee for the Not-ional Capital Interstate Air Quality Control 
Region to implement the National Air Quality standards for c~rbon 
monoxide, hydrocarbons, and photochemical oxidants; and 

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

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

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

(a) THAT the Board strongly ~ndorses the President's 
recommendations for improving public transportation in urban 
areas and conunends the President for his plans for meeting our 
critical urban transportation needs, 

(b) THAT the Chairman of the Board is authorized to 
notify the Members of Congress of the Council's position and to 
solicit their support of the President's legislative proposals 
on public transportation, 

(c) THAT th~ Chairman of the Board is also authorized to 
notify the National Association of Regional Councils of the 
Council's position and to urge NARC to express its support to the 
Administration and· the Congress •. 

f) • l 
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' ·cERTTFICATE 

The undersigned herebJ certifies that: 

.. 
. 1) He is the duly appointed, qualified and acting 

Certifying Officer of the Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments, and keeper of the records 
thereof, inc:!luding the journal· of its· proceedings. 

2) The copy of the Resolution· 'R25-73 · 
hereto entitled: 

·annexed 

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

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

WITNESS my hand and seal of the Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments this 14th day of March , 
19 73 . 

I ( . ) "' 
' ! 
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PRESS RELEASE OF THE HONORABLE JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI 

During my 22 years of service in the United States Conqress, I 

have been a strong advocate for federal support for transportation. I 

know the need for transportation; I know what the highways, rails and buses 

have done in deve 1 oping the econom1 c and soci a 1 life of our country. Today, 

as 1n 1951, I feel as strongly about this issue as when I first took this 

stand. 

I have been, and a 1 ways wi 11 be, a firm supporter of. our great 

highway program. Without our highway program, this country would not be 

the prosperous, successful nation it 1~ today. I further believe that 

there is a need, particularly within our uroan and suburban areas, to increase 

federal aid an~ support to our mass transit programs. 

Moreover, I believe that we have to give our urban areas greater 

flexibility in the µse of the transportat1on aid they receive. Because 

of the complexity of our major urban centers, the diversity between areas, 

and the tremendous impact in tenns of the number of people involved, we 

can no longer afford to hamstring our local officials with solutions that 

do not fit the un1queness of their conmun1ty. Local officials must be 

allowed to choose from a broad Splectrum of solutions so that they can more 

easily select whichever mode will best solve their local transportation 

problems. 

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

sit in an adequate and enlightened fashion. 

The problem therefore is still with us toddy. There must be a 

resolution if our urban centers are to continue their growth and viability. 

(more) 
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Without backing off from my support for the highway program, I feel the 

need is so great in the cities of our nation, and especially in my own city 

of Chicago, that I have decided to step forward and support proposals to 

grant states and cities the option to spend a portion of the moneys here

tofore eannarked solely for highways, for public transportation programs -

as well. 

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

gone evolutionary growth to adapt to changing national needs and priorities • 
• 

In light of today's energy crisis and environmental concerns, a ~eed to 

reassess the direction of our transportation objectives has to be made. I 

believe that broadening the potential uses of the Highway Trust Fund will .. 
help the highway program to continue to meet the nation:s transportation 

objectives. 

i . 
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ARL1i\'.:ac:·n.\:-~s rnR PR C.SFt<V l\TF"\~ OF !~tl!! lH.Yra~.!AC r A:J3Jt.DES 
P0S1 OFt" f ::0:-. 3:-;5 

J.RLINGTO:-:, ; ·i!-\.CJNIA 22210 

• ~ T. !:.Ollll.1' •::. C"'MRTIS, \:S~._ (kct.) 
ilu:e J':~siclent 

. LA!': D. dl~i-'.Y 
ilontH.J'7 • ice P~nt 

.\kOMARTIN 
TtWl.fllrri 

03Efc.T N. HISLOP 
E:ccca11i,":! ~ .. r•tu-, 

ST.1\'~£;·L!fr ON Cf'.::.:-::;r1.:·.:z U3Z (\;• ~-uc;-:·.-J.AY '..i.'aU&T F\!ND. 
"vef ore 

'£ransuo::-tat1on Subcc1~'.'!l1 tte~, C-:>:t.::rl ttee dn Pu:.110 ~or~:e 
• U,S. House of rre~re~~ntat1~ss 

.• , .., .. , , 0'7 "' •·.arcn ~.), i,, ..1 

Mr. Chairman and Memters of the Committeel 

I am Dr. Leslie Logan of 252J N'orth 23 Road, ,\rl1r~ton, 

!tt .... ~i~; ••• 
J:.::;4~1.-1 ... 

Exc-.uti.e se:r.:t.:ry 
JJ1·4:l 7J 

"" . ----

Virginia. I am the Pres1dent of A1·lin5ton1F.1.ns !'or :'r~ser-va~lon 

or the Fctomac Palisades. Th1s 1s an organization reprecc~tin~ 

appro41 1!!'1.tely B, 000 pecple in the Noi·thcrn Virgir..1a area, -----
. ----

--~meml:x:~~ are organizai\c1~1zen 5r.oups and associations, 

church groups and .;.nd.1vld"J.al~. We heve a long and pro~d 

history covering n.~B.rly 20 yee.rs. ~e have been' r1la1ntiff s in 

several successfJl]. l.egal actions which have had RlilOn(5 their 

purposes the preservation of the Pctoi:e.o Fal1s&de3 and ·i;he 

ste~ing of widesp:·ead freeway and bridge constructlon 1n 

the 1rrep1acab~e P J~omac River Gorge. We are currently 

part1o1pat1ng in th'! constructive act1vit~"es of oppo.:;1ng air, 

no1.se a.rd water po.Llut1on 1n. the greater WE shington metropolitan 

r~gton. 

In passing I w1sh to mention as some 1rni1cat1on of the 

ertectlvenass or our organization that in iS59 the Arlington 

County Board, the "lected governing autho'.'!:' 1~1 ov~r A::.111gt.:>n 

County, VJ.?"g1n1a, a;.rard~d the Arl1~ton1anz for ?reservation 
.. 

·' 

.. 

·. 
•: 

··~ ... 
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or "Che Potomac Palisades 1 ts Award of 1'1er1 t. The award was 

made "in appreciation of a significant contribution to the 

beautification of P.r11ngton Coll!lty, Virginia, and the enhancement 
;?O 

o.f the Poto!l'!ac· River.•• Further, I wish to add, not as a 

personal matter, but as an indication again of the effectiveness 

and widespread nature of the activities of this organization .. 
that in 1966 Hrs. Lc~a..ll and I were awarded the Washington 

·Evening Star Sll ver Cup for our , ·~outstanding com.mun1 ty con

tributions." This award was based in large part on our work 

for a."ld ui th the Arl1ngton1ans for Preservation of the Potomac 

Palisades. 

I contend that the so-called Highway Trust Fund sh?uld 

be relaxed from its present str1ngP.nt lim1t~tions on th~ee 

princ!pa~ grounds. 

First, there is a grave need for this relaxation to me&t 

the vsrled needs of the people, most p~irticU:larly those too 

young to drive, the aged, the ~hysically handicapped and the 

poor, Seeoni, there are sound adm1n1stra.t1ve and public 

interest reasons for this relaxation in order to give state 

and local governments the "freedom of choice" needed to 

develop the transportation system most responsive to their 

individual needs, Third &nd finally,, I maintain that 

bal~nced-coordinS?.ted transpo:-tA.tlon can best be attained, 

together with the conservation of our natural resources and 
~ 

the diminution of d~aths by automobile accidents if these 

comprehensive transportation systems under the gul·iance of 

state ann 1003 1 govern::entr> are encouraged by th~ n:rn1st~nce 

' ... ~--

. . 

' 
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ct f'unis der'1 ved fro.::11 the ~o-called Elehway Trust Fund, 
t 

As will bo deta1led here1n~fter, 1t 1s a misc·oncept1011 to 

charncteri:le these monies as Hlghl:ny Trust monies· to be used 

solely ror 1nterstrtte highways, No mcnn1ngful "'trust" 1s 

brolten 1f thes?! monies are otherwise used for puolic trans-

portation fac111t1es, J 

The people of the United States need to have the strin~ent 

11m1tat1ons .no';IT shackling the 1!1.gh'\·:ay T;-13s ... t Fund removed, 

Automoblios are not avallable to .:n?..ny -people who need trans

portation most, There arc approxir.:.=:-ttel:; 65~60, 000 Americans 

under the age of 16 who a.re too you..'lg to have a d.r1 ver' s 

license, ?•:1111ons more do not 01·m a car because of age, 

1nf11·Iil1ty or poverty, l!ore than half the households in this 

country wl th less th~n $J, 000 ar ... "'lual 1nco:ne ~nd about half 

ot all households whose heads are o.5 years old or more ha.ve 

no car, Yet it 1s th1s same group, the aged , the poor, the 

physically handicapped and the young who most n~ed mobility 

to gain access to adequate education, health care, Job op

portun1 ties and oth~r necessities or life, Continuing the 

present emphasis en the provate automobile 1L transportation 
.r 

planning will only increase the plight or ~he disadvant~ged, 

The plight ofthe non-disadvantaged is not cuch better, 

Motor vehlcles currently account for forty per cent of all 

011 consumed 1n the U,S,A, The energy crisis that now .faces 

the world in general and.the t.S,A, 1n particular aggrevates 

this cr1t1c~l s1tust1on, We rue not me~t1ng th1~ crisis if 
. 

·we cont1nuc to place heavy reliance on 1~d1 ~r1d.ual . pass ~nger cArs 
... r.;. _!II •· - ..:.. · ·-·· ., ;..:..1 • ··.":r -!~ . :.· :• ; :,·., .. •. ,, ... . . .. ;. •.••. • •• '- -:.:· ...... ·'•· : ·· ··· .. ~ ..... ,, • . ··.·~··•···· · ·· •.• ·.•· ,~ •. •. •.• •. : .. ·• 
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for personal tra..~dpo:tat1on. 

.. . , .. 
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Of even core lra~edia~e concern are the nu.~bers of people 

b3ing 1nJu=ed e.nd. killed in conpect1on with the use of euto:iobilc!::io 

Qver 50, 000 Ame·i."ica.ns Will still die on our nat1cn t S ro,3dS and 

highways every year, and tha~ is quite simply u_~acceptable. 

The developmen~ of mass ~ransit w111 tend to rel1eve highway 

traf~ic and mak~~t.r...avel much more safe. ~he relaxation 

of the Highway Trust Fund to e.110;1 states and local commun1 ties 

to develop solutions to their special transportation needs 

w11i assist th1s. 

I now turn to the sound ~<}.~~p.,.st:rp,tiv~ and public interest 
-~·-- -~---------- - . -

reasons why local and. state governments should be accorded 

11:rreed.om of choice. 11 in the developx.ent and cons-cruc'tion of 

high~zays, mass rapid tra~s1t1 buses or new and better modes 

of tr~nsp~rtation. Local authorities have a sounder under• 

standing of what ·the people in their community want. Re-

sponsi veness to their uants ~.;111 encourage r111d enhance the 

1oca1 citizen=~ -co suppor-c with further taxes and debt 

obl!gat1ons necessa~y to fully develop thes~ fac111t1es. 

We have hcrctof orc re:erred to the ~o-colled Highway 
I 

Trust Ftmd. Thj_s ha~ been purposeful, A 'Iµ.St misconception 

ha.s grow.n up to the effect that somehow this fund is a sacred 
.. 

trust and roust 1n law· a.'l"ld good. conf:oicncc be used only to 

cons-eruct more and bigger highways. This is. a comple-ceJ.y 

~alse notion. .1 

In his testlmo~y of Ieoruary 7, 197J, Secretary of 

. . 

... -
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1•ransportattnn, t-.he Hor' )rabl.c Claude s. Br1neg3l", ~y:ot:e Pbout 

the H1gh•qH~' · .. :rus~ Fur:c: befor·e the Subcomm1 ttee on 'fransportation, 

Comra1 ttee' on Pub:lc Wor h.s , Uni tec1. States Senate, He urged 

that the High~1ey ·.i:rust l<"'und be 1n part released to local and 

state governments to provide mass transportation by b~ and 

rail. He stateda .. 

"While some of the tax rates were increased in 
195b and later in 1959, a sizeable share of the tax 
receipts going into the trust fund were considered 
"general fund" mon1e$ prior to 1956, just as many 
other excise taxes are toa.ay •• •'l'O show the significance 
of this h1stor1cal pattern, 1f we today computed 
the share of the 19?4 trust fund monies that came 
from general fund sources prior to 1956, we find the 
total to be approximately 50~. Thus , on grounds 
of equity it seems fair to consider that a sizable 
amount of the trust fund monies could be legitimately 
used for transportation purposes that broadly 
~ ner1t a large segment of the population." 

Elsewhere in hi s testimony Secretary Brinegar observeda 

11I doubt ·~hat anyone who has tried to move about 
in our major ~ ... ties at rush hours can deny that the 
need for ac~!on 1s urgent ino.e~u.. 1•ioa.ern, t'e<1eraJ.ly
supported hl.ghuays have made our cities accessible, 
but too many cars trying to use these highways 
have made the l~1 t1es, as a practical matter, almost 
inaccessible ji st at the times most of us need the 
ao-cess1b111ty. r 

Further , Secret;ary Brinegar stateda 

~he program we now propose would permit trust 
fund monies aut;horizea. for the Federal-aid urban 
system to be u ... ~ ed both for ca.pi tal highway and mass 
transit projects with the decision to be left to 
the state and local governments , The mass transit 
projects could include improvements both to ous and 
rapid rail s~stems. At the same t1me, • • we would 
continue the Urban Mass Transportation program 
which has as its main objective the supplying of 
the major , large capital transit needs of our urban 
areas ." 

Arl1ngton1ans for Preservation of the Potomac Palisades 

. . 

,! 

" --·-

.. 
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en1orses such a program. 

this succinct and corlD!enC:tiole stat·3raents 

•'The most important ele~cn~ ••• is that •• funds' 
originally authoriZeQ for the In~erstate Sy~tem to 
be e::coended f o::- othr::r i!!,ucrtant highi·7a.y and public 
tra.nsporta!;i~n pro}:!ct s. · Ti113 r:::co;;n1ze3 "the. 
t'act that ne.n~'"Of ocr urban In\;erste.te li.n.ks play . a 
major role in. seri1ing loc$;41 urban travel needsa •• 
(We recognize) the :·net that th:)se n~ads can be 
served 0:1 r::eans o"ther -cha."'l Int-or::t~~e lin.i-:s sndo,. 
(that) cities and states jointly (should be permitted) 
to develop suitable alternativesa It is a laudable 
move t toward flexlbilit;,. 0 

6 

· I now turn to- my third point, ·the general publlc 1nter~st 

involved in changing the Highway Trust Fund from a conduit 

'for co1'tcrcte into a sensible nat'ional mechanism to finance 

trar.;.spor~a:Li on solu tlons, 
. 

Highways ha·1e been fu....-ided by .:?53 b1111on for th" po.s.t . .. .... 
16 yearzo Last year alone, the federal trP~'lsportat1on 

budget showed 60 'cents of every trunsportation dollar invested 

1n h1gh~·1ays while less tn~n 5 cents was alloted for mass 

trans1 t and 1nter~..,t ty ro.11. Today we ha·.re a backlog of more 

than ~4.4 billi<Jr: in requests for urb<J.n ma~n t!'ansi t nss1ste.nce .. 
ror the nation's ·~ities and i·re have a.ddl t1cnal growing needs 

I 

for intercity rail transportation. .. 
Finally, it has been establlsheJ. beyond all doubt that 

the private automob1le1s .. one of the chief contributors to 
coor(~ lr..~:ted 

air pollution. A properly b~lanced~urban trnnsportat~on 

system including rsll rapid transl t could.. Cr"ntr1bute enoroously .. 
to n d 1 t " ' ecrease n he corrmuter use of the private auto~ob1le. 

'.rh1s problem of pollut1o~ alone, considering its present nrid 

. . 
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~rowing sl4ould uersuad.e reason?.b1~· an=. . . rocpc~1s.t bl t:: .... 
pub11c off1c1c".ls to the :1eed for ir.:-..iec.1ate 1·:ide-spi .. ead. and. 

decisive action, The propo~al to loosen the str1ct\ll"es 
• 

on the Highv~·sy 'J:'rust F\:~d would. b~ E'. g:'..emt step in th.J.t 

constructive ac~1on, 
... 

I have undertnken to demonstrate to you that in the 

interests of us al.l, but particularly wlth respect to the . . 
too young, the old, the physically h'.llldicapped and the under- . . 
privle~ged, the~e is a need to remove so~e of the present 

11m1t~tlons on the use of the H1gh~;ay Trust FU.nd. I have also 

pointed out that the flex1b111ty p;roposed whereby the local 

ani state authorities determin~ their precise needs in the 

employment of their alloted portions of sµoh t.rust funds is 

in keeping with sound concepts of our government as well as 

being a.dm1n1strat1vely desirableo In conne<...tion with this 

point I have sh~wn the error 1n considering. that these 

so-called Highway Trust Fund monies are not tru:ly as much a 

"trust" as a rcspons1b111ty and tha.t equity 1s on the side of those 

urging a broader application of their use. Finally, I have 

indicated some of th.e public policy cons1de~at1ons that dictate 

the necessity and the appropriateness of brn;i.d.en1ng the scope 

to better ~t111ze these funds. 

After approximately fifteen years of exp~r1ence with the 

H1e;hw:..\.y ·:rr11st l"und operat1~ms (you l·;ill recall 'that he was the 

first Federal Highway J..d.m1n1strator stemming fro':n passage er 

Federal-Aid Highway ·Act of 19.56) • Secreatry of Trai'lsportat1o,.,~ 1 . ·11~ .. 
the Honorable John Volpe said before his re~-ent retirements "" 

.. 
• j _ _ ,___ __ .. 

. . 

" 
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•on the whole, the transportation system which 
has evolved' both consciously and unconsciously., 
represents an uneven f~bric' 111·-suited to today 's 
needs, and is, itself a major contributor to the 
problems facing transportat1on· today.M 

The President in his message to the Congress on March 

q.. said:.a 

•changing the way we use the Highway Trust 
Ftind should be one of the top items on· our national 
agenda. If we do not aot now,. our children· will 
grow up ill' cities which are strangled by traffic, 
raked by noise, choked by pollution, 

By opening up the Highway ~rust Fund today, 
we can open up great new vistas for our cities tomorrowo 

I have also asked the Federal funding authority 
for mass tra:nsit capital grants to be doubled--from 
$3 billioh to $6 billion. And I have recommended 
that the Federal share of mass transit projects be 
raised to 70 per cent. 

All of these steps will help us meet the challenge 
of mass transit. 

Mr:• Chairman, we appreciate your leadership in solving 

these crucial problems and we heartily endorse the position 

you announced on February 21. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

-. 
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ARGUMENTS AGAINST OPERATING SUBSIDIES LEGISLATION 

I General/Substantive 

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

the rise in the use of the automobile 
- changes in the nature and structure of the urban environment 

(growth of the suburbs) 
- rapidly rising costs 
- uncoordinated planning and execution of urban transportation 
- unimaginative and unwarranted regulation of the transit tndustry 
- changes in the expectation of the riding publi~ 

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

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

of parking facilities, etc., are equally as important. 

~ 
State and local government clearly is the only appropriate level to . 

undertake the programmatic actions. They must be tailored to the needs and· 
aspirations of each community. They cannot be dictated through national · 
standards set in Washington .. 

Only local governments are capable of making the hard choices needed 

(
to improve the competitive position of transit vis-a-vis the automobile. 
A Federal subsidy removes pressures forcing these decisions and encourages 
business as usual. 

C. Generally the fiscal pinch for State and local government has signifi
cantly ameliorated. The post World War II population bulge is in the labor 

, force; the birthrate is declining; the 1970-71 recession is over; State and 
local governments are increasing their revenues; and general revenue sharing 
will provide additional resources. All things considered State and local 
government has resources to commit. (This may not be true across the board.} 

D. The Administration is strongly opposed to the creation of new categorica 
grants. In addition to the general case there are several specific arguments 
to be made against a new grant program in this instance :--· 

'. 

' 



2 

a) it biases local decision-making by making funds availabl . for ac -
specific purpose on a use-it or lose-it basis regardless of local prirrities. ·-

b) a categori ca 1 grant program administered with any kind of1 Federal 

(

approval process would get us deeply involved in strictly local matters - ----" 
(e.g., anytime local fare levels and routes were changed it could involve 
appeals to the Department) 

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

F. The argument that the new clean air laws require massive transit 
erating subsidies is just not proven. There is a strong probability that 
cal regulatory actions such as those discussed above will be the key factor ... 
obtaining changes in automobile usage patterns in our urban areas. 

G. This bill authorizes a new $BOOM program not in the President's 
budget. As such, it can only generate pressure for excessive Federal spendtng
at a point when Federal fiscal responsibility is absolutely essential to fight 
inflation. 

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



.. 
' .. 

II. Political 

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

B. Provide South Carolina $ to allow NeW-'fo-rk--b-i-ty to give -
overly generous wage increases to its bus drivers. 

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

I 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

October l, 1973 

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

Dear Jerry: 

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

The most important feature of HR 6452 would be the establishment of a new 
categorical grant program making funds available exclusively for operating 
subsidies. · This bil 1 would authorize $800 mi 11 ion for these grants and 
distribute the money by fonnula among only the largest urban centers. The 
amendment offered by Representative Brown would modify HR 6452 in a number of 
areas, with the most important change permitting the funds distributed for 
the operating subsidy program to also be used for capital investments at the 
discretion of the recipient. 

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

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental 
problems. The basic ills of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing 
costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of 
the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone 
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most 
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State 
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems 
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the 
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the 
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile. 
Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit, 
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls, 
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions 
able to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all 
necessary components of a solution. All are totally outside the purview of 
Federal responsibility . 
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The availability of Federal funds for operating subsidies only would postpone 
the inevitable decisions which State and local officials must make to confront 
the basic problems facing transit. The establishment of a Federal operating 
subsidy program would weaken the incentives currently felt by local offlcials 
and transit management to improve transit operations. 

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

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The 
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds 
also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim 
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses, 
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between 
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently 
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized 
an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and 
also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can 
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments.. Furthermore, 
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for 
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already 
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any 
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would 
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed 
by HR 6452. 

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

Sincerely, 

ar 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

October 1 , 1973 

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

Dear Jerry: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The 
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds 
also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim 
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses, 
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between 
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently 
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized 
an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and 
also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can 
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments~ Furthermore, 
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for 
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already 
available for transit capital requirementS, we believe that there is not any 
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would 
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed 
by HR 6452. 

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

Sincerely, 

' 
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-~- THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

. . October 1 , 1973 

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

Dear Jerry: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The 
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds 
also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim 
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses, 
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between 
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently 
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized 
an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and 
also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can 
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthennore, 
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for 
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already 
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any 
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would 
result in a ptogram differing very little in its effects from that proposed 
by HR 6452. 

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

Sincerely, 

' 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

October 1, 1973 

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

Dear Jerry: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The 
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds 
also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim 
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses, 
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between 
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently 
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized 
an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and 
also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can 
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments~ Furthermore, 
for the first time, it pennits transit.projects to be substituted for 
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already 
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any 
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would 
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed 
by HR 6452. 

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

Sincerely, 

' 
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-~· THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

' • October 1, 1973 

Honorable Gerald Ford 
u. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

Dear Jerry: 

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

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

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

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental 
problems. The basic ills of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing 
costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of 
the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone 
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most 
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State 
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems 
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the 
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the 
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile. 
Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit, 
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls, 
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions 
able to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale ·are all 
necessary components of a solution. All are totally outside the purview of 
Federal responsibility . 

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

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

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The 
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds 
also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim 
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses, 
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between 
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently 
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized 
an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and 
also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can 
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments~ Furthermore, 
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for 
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already 
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any 
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would 
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that proposed 
by HR 6452. 

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

Sincerely, 

' 



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

October 1, 1973 

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

Dear Jerry: 

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

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

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

The financial problems besetting transit are a symptom of more fundamental 
problems. The basic ills of decreasing ridership and rapidly increasing 
costs are complexly interwoven with our total urban problems, dominance of 
the automobile, suburbanization and changing work patterns. Money alone 
cannot solve these basic problems; and in fact, implementation of the most 
important components of a solution are exclusively within the purview of State 
and local authorities, not the Federal Government. Solutions to the problems 
of mass transit in our cities require both capital assistance, which the 
Federal Government is supplying, and State and local willingness to review the 
entire range of policies affecting mass transit vis-a-vis the automobile. 
Local measures such as controls on automobile use, priority lanes for transit, 
and other traffic regulations to effect the choice of mode, land use controls, 
pricing and supply of parking facilities, and the formation of institutions 
able_to deal with these subjects effectively at the metropolitan scale are all 
necessary components of a solution. All are totally outside the purview of 
Fede:, responsibility . 

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

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

HR 6452 would provide Federal funds exclusively for operating subsidies. The 
amendment offered by Representative Brown would permit the subsidy funds 
also to be used for capital projects. Supporters of that amendment claim 
that by making the funds available for both capital and operating expenses, 
they are requiring local officials to set priorities and make choices between 
competing needs. However, it should be noted that the President recently 
signed into law the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973. This Act authorized 
an additional $3 billion exclusively for mass transit capital grants and 
also a sum of almost $2.5 billion for urban transportation programs which can 
be used for highway construction or mass transit investments. Furthermore, 
for the first time, it permits transit projects to be substituted for 
controversial Interstate routes. With major Federal resources already 
available for transit capital requirements, we believe that there is not any 
need for a program like the Brown amendment, and that this amendment would 
result in a program differing very little in its effects from that·proposed 
by HR 6452. 

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

Sincerely, 

.................................. 
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MEMOl\ANDUM l'O&s .. OYASH 

Fl\OM1 WILLIAM E. TIMMONS 

SUBJECT• 

At a DMt•U., wlth •elected ff••• OOP coaeenatlv••• 
th• la•u• of operatlq aub•tdl•• for m&•• traaalt 
came up. Obvloaalr all tho•• la th• m••tlaa are 
oppoaed to epeat1a1 •ub•idl••· 

Alao, hewevel', tbel'• .. velope4 aome oppealtloa 
to the Prttetd•Dt'• new tnaepol"tatl• meaaure 
becau•• the tlexlbilltf would perml.t opentlq 
1ubaldl•• am woultl be the atart down that loa1 
•••• ,., nad. 

ll•P. PhU Cr&ae (a.nu ••rve• o.n th• hbeommtu.. 
deaU.a1 with the l••••• aacl the Pre•tdeat aeked me to 
put you l.n tcNcsh wt.th him to ••ou•• both the cu•rent 
UMTA bill a.ad the Prealdeat'• new federalt•m 
•••po••l. 
Caa do? 



Febnary 25, 1974 

MEMORANDUM FOBt BOB LINDER 

THROUGH: MAX L. FRlEDEBSDORF 

FRO Ms O.ENJ: AINSWORTH 

SUBJECT: Fact Sheets. 386 

Could 1 pl•••• haw 50 oopl•• of the attached by 9100 a. m. Tuaday, 
Februry 26, 1974, pl•••· 
Many thanka. 



FACT SHEET 

s. 386 

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. I~ will add flexibilit_y to the rural transportation progra1'ln ... ·d 
provide rural bus service for these rural and small urban a1Jls. 

/ 
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UTAP will provide $16 billion to urban areas over 6 years and 
ad?itional amounts for rural public transportation. 

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

• S. 386 could significantly bust the FY 1974 budget and feed inflation. 

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

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

PLEASE NOTE: The UTAP figures only include the UMTA funds 
allocated by formula. In addition (not shown on table), under UTAP 
$700 million a year will be distributed on a project-by-project basis 
for capital transit programs. 



]} FY-74/75 
2/ FY-75/76 
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Unified Transportation Assistant ,. 
Urbanized S.386 Program {S.3035, HR 12589} · 

Area 11 $ in First % of y $ in First % of • 

2 Years of Total 2 Years of Total 
Program Proqram Program Program 
$ in K $ in K 

Dayton 3,040 0.38 8,608 .. o:5s 

Norfolk 4, 160 0.52 8,386 
.; 0.56 

Memphis 3,840 0.48 8,220 0.56 

Rochester 3,520 0.44 7,547 0.51 

Akron 2, 160 . 0.27 6,812 0.46 

Birmingham,Ala. ...... -X· 7,003 

Jacksonville 'f-" "* 6,645 0.45 

Toledo 2,320 0.29 5,972 0.41 

Nashville 5,627 0.38 

Honolulu 2,880 0.36 5,552 0.37 

Richmond 2,800 0.35 5,227 0.35 
< 

Syracuse ~ +- 4,721 0.32 

Wilmington 1,680 0.21 4,388 0.31 

Grand Rapids 1,360 0.17 4,427 0.30 

El Paso 1,200 0.15 4,235 0.28 

Tacoma 1,760 0.22 4,173 0.28. 

Fl).nt 1,280 0.16 4, 142 0.28 

Wichita 1,280 0.16 3,794 0.26 

Albuquerque 1,360 0.17 3,733 0.25 

·charlotte, N.C. 1,280 0.16 3,508 0.24 

Peoria 1,120 0.14 3, 101 0.21 

Mobile tf- ·.k 3,236 . . 
Columbia,S.C. 1,200 0.15 3,034 0.20 

Harrisburg · 1,200 0.15 3,021 0.20 

Aurora 2,923 0.20 

Charleston,s.c. 1,120 0.14 2,867 0.19 

Fort Wayne 1,040 0.13 2,826 0.19 

Corpus Christi 1,040 0.13 . ' .. 2,670 0.18 -
Madison 1,280 . 0.16 . 2,578 0.17 

* Amounts not known. 

l/ FY 74/75 
· 2/ FY 75/76 (NOTE: UTAP amounts do NOT include the $700 million. per 

year discretionary fund.) 

0 0 

I 
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M&MOll.ANDUM roa: BILL TIMMONS 

FRO Mi MAX J"JUEDUSJ>OaF 

SUBJ.ECTa 

Both Demeetlc Coaadl (Dm M_.) aa4 OMB (Paal O'Neill) recom._.. we 
boW arm • die Opent:Atla Sab•Wl•• Coafenace repolt. S. 116. aa4 aey 
are .._ly ......... a wto. 

TMI total &pane are •-.Jt.11' d&e eame fu •• Coafenace a.,.n and tlae 
UTAP HCtloa of eu tl'aa1porta .... bW. (S. JOJI aad H. L 12519) 

T1t.e cealenace ...,.n total la •aoo mlJHoa for 4•cal 174 uul '71; UT.AP wD1 
coat t700 mwt- .... •11. the 8rat yeu ., It• ........... 

Howe ..... S. Sl6 I.a ~ tilted tewaN tlabaWW• mae• trualt la Mew 
York. CWcac•• PWJMel:plda aad Be...._ 

New Yerk alw wtNW recetn 11 .... cat of dMt total ........... (lJ~ ....... 
OU blU).. 

All otbei- lecalitlea WO.W bwftt mere .... I' 0\11' bUl. ror -••• Pllie•lx 
woaltl racelft $J.4 mlllloa .... r S.J86 for tile ftrat ,..ar. aad flO.I _..r 
oublll. 

TJae co.fer .. • baft de91 .. the nama of tlaell' bW to Slael'leacrr Ma•• Tna•lt 
to ca• la oa tbe -1'11' cnacb. 

T ... wfereace npon may H call .. ap dale wHk. JoJaa Rhode• la alerted 
_. l• .,,. ... to CODlel'eace r.,.n. 

We ellou14 MYe ••• p&I• •Wkera" a't'&llable totlay fal' •tetrllt11tloa. but wW 
bold tadl coafenace r.,.n l• 41.d. 

CCl Kuelei•• 
Weblaer 
.Alaawortla 



Honorable John J. 1'hodee 
Miaerl.tY Leader 
United Statu Bou• of hpr"•tatl,,.. 
Wuldnat•, D. C. 20515 

I appreciated yo.ar iaqdry ceaandat ., .t ... on s. 386. the 
~ • ...,. ~·• Tru.af. t Mt vhf.cll, I wu.!eratmd, will be \afore 
tM 'Rule• eo-1.ttee next 11NM11t. 

We are fiatly .,,...d to neh a naTTOW, catesoriea1 preana of 
operatbt 1Deidl• for••• tnn•tt. Althev.gh the Ceafenece 
a.n4ecl the \ill to inelwle cnta111 blpr•• 11 •t• that had not 
b .. ...,t .. l>y either llovn, ••h u &l1-i•1 tile MW had to 'M ued 
fer capital npn. ... , t rnda ~ that s. !86 f.e Mt IOM 
1-.UJ.att.oa. 

hi.,_ bow, th• Mldahtrattoa U. propoaed the Unified ~tin 
.M•iat..- hotna to prori•• $16 bf.lltcm to una anu .,.... aix 
years .U add.f.t:l--1 w•t• for nral pablte tr..,.rtatfea. 
Title tt of thta pnar- ("tJTAP") wnl.4. in th• fiT•t year, pzencl• 
• $700 111.llion capital tr-it hpftrt ... •t f•4. •d a additiollal 

700 mlli• f w& to It• alloeated to urb• areu oa a f orwsla 
b•i• to be ... d for eapital tllprow .. t or openttna anaidy 
at loul optt•. 

My 11Mt aerlou e.osaeern i• that ttU•aa• of s. '86 wnld renlt to 
an eacupt.&1t1• _.•tltllt• tn tttle It. Yn ay ttew, UT.AP elaaly 
proytct.. the auperin' appreaeh; 

a) !he MN UllPftheuiw prqraa would 'be set Nok if 
s. 386 vtrr• to pu•. At but, 9. 386 ~inti a ptee-•lt 
one-eut cataprl.ul approach. 

It) tJTAP prntcl• Wlft ... .., _..r f.t• f--1.a proana - $1ft0 
aill:l.oa Ta. $400 stllton per year. (Pol' Phoeab. S. 386 
Wftld proft.dll $1.68 ailllon per ,..ar, UT.AP $5.4 atllion 
per .,. ... ) 

e) 'l'be Title tt fonmla 1• •iwple. to th• febat aa4 elear 
(poptdatloa). The s. 386 for.la weld 1"I coapliutec! 
to .,..1,. -4 to admf.aiater (pa--.n, pl• 'Nhicle wit•, 



-

l1oaoTable John J. Rhodett - Pap 1'ira 

pl• population). Al••• graata an •de to tt"ana1t 
•erri.oe• wbue at l•at 15% of the pepdatiOft ta •ftftd 
lty ina•• trm.uait.. Th:l11 coaplteate4 fonMla wau141 nca..tn 
cloee '""•rat Oftre1pt Md an •'1'111 of J'edenl a11d1tora 
keaph.1 eln• tabe on local tnnait. 

d) The UTAP formla te fair. ('tlrw Ten City NdiTee 9.5% 
of th• total. while Phoenix nee1'"8 .71). s. 386 ta 
hea"f'ily vetshte4 to a h*"ful of bt1 ettt .. with large 
and npeuiw rail trn•it systeM (lftc neeifte 20.8%, 
vhila 'Phoenix r•c•ift• •lY .41). I ehould add, holrn•'l'• 
th.at we are not wMded to a f ermla bued .. i.11 upon 
1"tf'Ulattea. Th• Mminbt:rat1cna :l• Jr•lt•nd to cl1aeua 
ll&tjutmnta tn the f onmla tharta1 deliberation• on the 
total paekage. 

•) The T!TAP prom• vorke thr..agb the Cowrnora. The s. '86 
pneedun '1'_,...•• the Qo'ftl'IM)r• •d any •yon. and 
gOM cH.netly to tranait autboritt•. 

UTAP ha bea f.ntrectaeed 1n hotb the Hou• and the Senate. 'l1le 
Seaat• Public Wofta eo.dttee ha aekeduled Ma.nap which besf.a 
Maday. Mareh 4 in tl!tl Yon City. Chairmen Blatnik of the Hou•• 
Pablic •rt• Cetmitt• haa gtna u• e¥el"Y i11dieattcm that he wf.11 
besf.n heari.11.. in the near future. 

We haft an htetorle opportmsity to naet aad to iwplW'llt th• ••t 
far naehing act.ace ner in •a• tnasportatioa. I atneerel,. hepe 
that. the PMitift and eeoperatt .. a~hen r-.f.dly U.floptaa 
betwMG Congru• end the Allahitltnttoa cm. tbie new ••• tra:nait 
initiatt•e will not be cliftupted by th• .-a••• of S. 186. Should 
thia legilllaU.a P••, I weuU lte eo.pelled to reec-mul to th• 
Pr••icl•t that it 'be Tetoed. 

cc: S-10 
TGC-1, 2, 40 
TAD 
TCI-10 
UMTA 
RChambers:jdm:3/l/74 

Siaeenly, 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THRU: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 13, 1974 

WILLIAM E. TIMMONS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF f'>1 . Fr 
VERN LOEN r ~ ~ 
H. R. 12859, Federal Mass Transportation 
Act of 1974 (Public Works version) 

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

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

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

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

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

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



...... - .. ~ 
- 2 -

As a sweetner for Chairman Madden, Section 7 authorizes a demonstration 
project for the relocation of railroad grade-crossings at Hammond,Indiana. 
It authorizes $9. 3 million of financing from the Highway Trust Funds and 
$4. 6 million from general funds in fiscal year '75. This section is protected 
by a waiver on points of order, but there will certainly be an attempt to 
knock it out otherwise under the open rule with two hours of general debate. 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THRU: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE J 
WASHINGTON 

August 13, 1974 

WILLIAM E. TIMMONS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF f'>1 . Fr 
VERN LOEN r /_ 1t 

H. R. 12859, Federal Mass Transportation 
Act of 1974 (Public Works version) 

This bill, which will be on the House floor Wednesday, provides $20 billion 
authoriz3'1-tion over six years beginning in the current fiscal year. 

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

Up to 50% of 
subsidies. An 

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

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

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

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



.. 
- 2 -

As a sweetner for Chairman Madden, Section 7 authorizes a demonstration 
project for the relocation of railroad grade-crossings at Harnrnond,Indiana. 
It authorizes $9. 3 million of financing from the Highway Trust Funds and 
$4. 6 million from general funds in fiscal year 175. This section is protected 
by a waiver on points of order, but there will certainly be an attempt to 
knock it out otherwise under the open rule with two hours of general debate. 

" 

' 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 16, 1974 

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL TIMMONS 

FROM: MAX FRIEDERSDORF M . ~ . 

SUBJECT: Mass Transportation 

Listed below are the target Members for the Harsha Amendment 
on the Mass Transit Bill. 

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

There is also a large target group listed below which were 
absent. 

We will split this list among our staff and also share it with 
House GOP Leadership. In addition, DOT CGR is working on these 
people. 

GOP 

Brown, Garry 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Cort able 
Chamberlain 
Frelinghuysen 
Grover 
Hunt 
Madigan 

GOP 

Anderson, John 
Arends 
Gubser 
Hansen, Orval 
Huber 
McEwen 
Minshall 
Williams 

DEMO 

Alexander 
Bevill 
Davis, Mendel 
Dorn 
Mathis 
Stephens 
Stratton 

ABSENTEE TARGETS 

DEMO 

Davis, John 
Gray 
Hebert 
Jones, Ed 

·Landrum 
Mcspadden 
Passman 
Rarick 
Teague cc: Ainsworth, Loen 
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