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ABSTRACT

Appropriations are one part of a complex federal budget process that includes budget
resolutions, appropriations (regular, supplemental, and continuing) bills, rescissions, and
budget reconciliation hills. The process begins with the President’s budget request and is
bounded by the rules of the House and Senate, the Congressional Budget and | mpoundment
Control Act of 1974 (as amended), the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, and current
program authorizations.

This report is a guide to the Department of Transportation (DOT) and Related
Agencies appropriations bill for FY2001. It is designed to supplement the information
provided by the Subcommittees on Transportation of the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations. It summarizes the current legidative status of the hill, its scope, major issues,
historic funding levels (by agency and major programs), and requests for the upcoming fiscal
year, and related legidative activity. The report lists the key CRS staff relevant to the issues
covered and related CRS products.

It will be updated following each major legidative stage, especialy following legidative
action in the committees and on the floor of the House and Senate.

NOTE: A Web version of this document with
active linksis available to congressional staff at
[http://lwww.loc.gov/cr §/products/apppage.html]



Appropriations for FY 2001: Department of Transportation and
Related Agencies

Summary

Both houses of Congress have passed somewhat different versons of the FY 2001
Department of Transportation (DOT) Appropriations Act (H.R.4475). The House of
Representatives version provides total budgetary resources of $55.2 hillion; the Senate
version provides $54.7 billion. The roughly $500 million difference is partly an outgrowth
of the lower budget cap that Senators had to work with. The House and Senate hills both
provide sgnificant increases above FY 2000 enacted funding for dl major agenciesexcept
the Federd Railroad Adminigtration (FRA). However, compared to the House hill, there
are two losers in the Senate hill. The Senate hill provides dmost $200 million lessfor the
Federa AviagionAdminigtration(FAA) and $257 millionlessfor the Coast Guard. For the
overdl DOT budget, the Senate bill represents a 9.5% increase over the FY 2000 budget;
the House bill represents anearly 10.5% increase.

The President’s FY 2001 budget, released on February 7, 2000, had proposed
spending just under $55 hillion for the DOT and related agencies. This would have
amounted to an increase of dightly more than 9% above the FY 2000 level.

The House and Senate hills as wel as the Administration’s request reflect the
continuing impact of the Trangportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA21). The
House and Senate figures for highway funding and for mass trandt are in agreement and
conform closdy to TEA21'sprovisions. The hills raise highway funding by over 6.5% and
transt funding by dmost 8.5%. The Adminigtration’s proposed increases of 5% for
highways and roughly 9% for trangt reflected the Adminidration’s requested changesin
TEAZ21's provisons for distribution of Revenue Aligned Budget Authority (RABA) funds.

The enactment of FAIR21 (P.L. 106-181), which reauthorized the FAA through
FY 2003, has had a mgjor impact on the agency’s funding for FY 2001. Both the House
and Senate-passed versgons of H.R. 4475 provide for an increase in the FAA’s tota
budgetary resources of wel over 20%. In the House-passed version, both the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) and the Facilities and Equipment (F&E) budget are funded
at the FAIR21 guaranteed leve of $3.2 billionand $2.657 hillion, repectively. However,
in a possible nonconformance with FAIR21, the Senateinitidly funded AIP and F&E at
the required leves but then provided for a transfer of $120 million of AlIP contract
authority to the FAA Operations and Maintenance (O& M) budget.

Most observers do not expect a difficult conference on H.R. 4475 but there are dill
some issues to be resolved. These issues indude removing the Senate bill’s transfer of
$120 millionof Al P funding that may not conformto FAIR21; language to strengthenstate
drunk driver blood acohol standards to 0.08%; raising the budget alocation to increase
the Coast Guard's and FAA’s O&M budgets, motor carrier “hours of service’ rules,
project eermarking; and spending redtrictions related to the corporate average fue
economy (CAFE) standards.
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Appropriations for FY 2001: Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies

Most Recent Developments

On June 15, 2000, the Senate passed the Department of Transportation and
Related Agencies Appropriations (DOT) bill, 2001 (H.R. 4475, as amended by S
2720). Although the bill provided more than a 9% increase for DOT, including
increasesfor nearly all major programs, theamount wasroughly $500 million below
the amount theHouseof Representatives had approved in May. The Senate’ soverall
spending appears to be in conformance with the Transportation Equity Act for the
21% Century (TEA21). However, in including a provision to allow for the transfer
$120 million of Airport Improvement Program (AIP) contract authority to be
transferred to the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) operations and
maintenance (O&M) budget, the bill may not conform to the Wendell H. Ford
Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21 Century (FAIR21).

On May 19, 2000, the House had passed itsversion of H.R. 4475. Thehill called
for a budget of just over $55 billion, an increase of more than 10% above the
FY2000 enacted level. The spending levels in the bill are in conformance with the
spending guarantees of both TEA21 and FAIR21 and provide increases for nearly
all agencies.

On February 7, 2000, the President submitted a DOT FY2001 budget request
that was dightly under $55 billion, roughly 9% above the enacted FY2000 level.

Conferees are expected to meet after the August recess to begin resolving
differences in the two versions of H.R. 4475. Issues include: the transfer of $120
millionfrom AIP to the FAA Operations budget that may not beinconformancewith
FAIR21; the inclusion of language to strengthen state drunk driver blood alcohol
standardsto 0.08%; raising the budget allocationto the House' slevel toallowmore
spending onthe Coast Guard and FAA Operations; changesin motor carrier “ hours
of service” rules; the earmarking of projects; and the spending restrictions related
to corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards.

The Trangportation Appropriations Framework

Trangportation is function 400 in the annua unified congressiond budget. It isaso
conddered part of the discretionary budget. Funding for the DOT budget isderived from
anumber of sources. The mgjority of funding comes from dedicated trangportation trust
funds. The remainder of DOT funding is from federd Treasury generd funds. The
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trangportationtrust fundsincude the highway trust fund, the trangt account of the highway
trust fund, the airport and airway trust fund, and the inland waterways trust fund. All of
these accounts derive their respective funding from specific excise and other taxes.

Together, highway and trangt funding condtitute the largest component of DOT
appropriations, and can account for 60% to 70% of total federa transportation spending
in any given year. Most highway and the mgority of trangt programs are funded with
contract authority derived by the link to the highway trust fund. Thisisvery sgnificant from
abudgeting standpoint. Contract authority is tantamount to, but does not actualy involve,
entering into a contract to pay for aproject a some futuredate. Under this arrangement,
specified in Title 23 U.S.C., authorized funds are autométicaly made available at the
beginning of each fiscd year and may be obligated without gppropriations legidation.
Appropriations are required to make outlays a some future date to cover these
obligations.

Where most federal programs require new budget authority as part of the annua
appropriations process, transportation appropriators are faced withthe opposite Stuation.
That is, the authority to spend for the largest programs under ther control aready exists
and the mechanism to obligate funds for these programsis dso in place.

Prior to the FY 1999 DOT Appropriations Act, changes in spending in the annud
trangportation budget component had been achieved in the appropriations process by
combining changes in budget/contract authority and placing limitations on obligations. The
principa function of the limitation on obligations is to control outlays in a manner that
corresponds to congressiona budget agreements.

The authority to set alimitation on obligations for contract authority programs gave
appropriators congderable leeway in dlocaing funds among the various federa
trangportation activitiesin function400, which includes agencies such as the Coast Guard
and the Federal Aviation Adminigtration. In addition, the inclusion of the highway and
trangt programs and ther trust-fund generated revenue streams inthe discretionary budget
provided appropriators with additiond flexibility as part of the annua process by which
avallable funds were dlocated amongst the 13 standing appropriations subcommitteesin
the House and the Senate.

Changes in Transportation Appropriations as a Result of TEA21

TEAZ21 changed this budgetary procedure in two ways. Firt, it created new budget
categories and second, it set gtatutory limitations on obligations. TEA21 amends the
Bdanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to create two new budget
categories. highway and mass trangt. TEA21 further amends the budget process by
creating a gatutory leve for the limitation on obligetions ineach fiscal year from FY 1999
to FY 2003.

In addition, TEAZ21 provides a mechanism to adjust the amounts in the highway
account, but not the transit account, to correspond with increased or decreased receipts
in the highway-generated revenues. This Revenue Aligned Budget Authority (RABA)
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redistributesto the various states, for obligationad TEA21 highway programs, the trust fund
revenuesthat areinexcess of projected receipts. These additiona revenues are allocated
to the states usng the formulas spelled out inthe law. However, the FY 2000 DOT request
proposed redirection of RABA funds from highway programs to other DOT inititives,
predominantly for environmenta activities associated with the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Qudity (CMAQ) program and for trandt. In the end, the FY2000 DOT
gppropriations act (P.L. 106-69) did not adopt the Adminigtration’ sproposed redirection
of RABA funds. InitsFY 2001 budget submission, the Adminigtrationagain suggested that
a portion of RABA funds be redirected, dthough the beneficiary programs to which
additiona funds would be made available are different from those proposed in FY 2000.

The net effect of the creation of these new budget categoriesisapredetermined level
of funding for core highway and trangt programs, referred to in TEA21 asadiscretionary
gpending guarantee. The highway and mass trandit categories are separated from the rest
of the discretionary budget in away that prevents the funds assigned to these categories
to be used for any other purpose.These so cdled “firewdls’ are viewed, in the TEA21
context, as guaranteed and/or minimum leves of funding for highway and trangit programs.
Additiond funds above the firewdl leve can be made avalable for highway and trangt
programs through the annua appropriations process.

TEAZ21 changes the role of the House and Senate appropriations and budget
committees in determining annua spending levels for highway and trandit programs. The
gppropriations committees are precluded from their former role of setting an annud leve
of obligations. Inaddition, it appearsthat the Act precludes, at least inpart, the House and
Senate gppropriations committees from exercisng what some Members view as their
traditional option of changing spending levels for specific programs or projects. In the
FY 2000 Appropriaions Act, however, it appears that appropriators have taken some
tentative stepsto regain some of their discretionover highway spending. The FY 2000 Act
cdled for the redistribution of some funds among programs and added two significant

spending projects.

As suggested eaxrlier, the TEA21 firewdls gppear to diminish the flexibility of the
committees on gppropriations to meet the gods of the annud budget process, because the
committees can only adjust the DOT agency or program budgets outside the firewdls
Hence, any reduction in spending for function 400 mugt be dlocated to agencies or
programs other than highways or trangit. This hasraised specia concernfor supporters of
the Coast Guard and Amtrak, which are the largest DOT functions without firewall
protection.

Changes in Transportation Appropriations as a Result of the
Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21¢
Century (FAIR 21 or AIR21)

FAIR21 (P.L. 106-181, signed April 5, 2000) provides aso-caled * guaranteg’ for
FAA program spending. The guarantee for aviaion spending, however, is sgnificantly
different from that provided by TEAZ21. Instead of cregting new budget categories, the
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FAIR21 guarantee rests on adoption of two point-of-order rules for the House and the
Senate. Thefirst point-of-order prevents Congress from conddering any legidation that
does not spend dl of the “total budget resources’ as defined by FAIR21 for aviation
purposes. Tota budget resourcesfor purposes of the Act are essentidly the revenues and
interest accruing to the aviation trust fund. The second point-of-order prevents any
gpending for FAA operations and maintenance (O&M) or Research, Engineering and
Devedopment (RE& D), unlessthe Airport Improvement Program (AlP) and the Facilities
and Equipment (F&E) portions of the FAA account are funded a ther fully authorized
levels

Almost dl observers view the FAIR21 guarantees as being somewhat weaker than
thoseprovided by TEA21 for highway and trangt programs. Congress can, and sometimes
does, waive points-of-order during consideration of legidation. I naddition, thereisasense
that appropriators might ill have some latitudeto make sgnificant changestoFAA O& M
funding, which is dependant on both trust fund and generd fund contributions. For
FY 2001, the supporters of FAIR21 have the assurances of House leadership that no
point-of-order waivers will be considered. Smilar assurances were not provided by
Senate leadership.

Supporters of FAIR21 believe the Act requires sgnificant new spending on aviation
programs. And for at least the FY 2001 appropriations cycle, thisislikely to be the case.
Enactment of FAIR21 means that transportation appropriators have total control over
gpending for the Coast Guard, the Federal Railroad Adminigration(indudingAmtrak), and
anumber of smdler DOT agencies. All of these agenciesare concerned about their funding
prospects especidly if overdl domestic discretionary spending caps are not raised
aufficiently.

Supporters of the Coast Guard are especialy concerned about this new
trangportation appropriations environment. The Coast Guard is not funded by a trust fund,
and hence cannot claim a user-fee base to support an argument for its own budget
firewdls The Coast Guard has a unique status within the trangportation budget category
because of itswartime role in nationdl defense. It is not unusud for the Coast Guard to
recaive some fundsfrom military gopropriations during the annual appropriations process.
Itispossible that the Coast Guard will seek additiond funding fromthe military sde of the
budget in the years ahead if additiond funds from transportation appropriations do not
become available.

Table 1. Status of Department of Transportation Appropriationsfor FY 2001

Subcommittee Conference Report
Markup House House Senate Senate Conf. Approval
House Senate Report Passage Report Passage Report House Senate | Public Law
H.Rept. S.Rept. 106-
H.R. 4475 | S.2720 | 106-622 309
5-8-00 6-13-00 | 5-17-00 5-19-00 6-14-00 6-15-00 — — — —
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With release of the Clinton Adminigtration’s FY 2001 budget proposal on February
7, 2000, the budget debate began in earnest. In proposing an overal transportation
spending level of nearly $55 hillion, the Adminigtration continues to emphasize its sfety,
research, environmentd, infrastructure, and mobility priorities which complement Vice
Presdent Gore' s proposals concerningthe Administration’ s*livability agenda.” Additiond
issues have arisen during congressiona consideration of the appropriations legidation,
however, perhaps because of the shortness of the ection-year session there have not
been many. Ancther reasonthe FY 2001 DOT appropriations debate was |ess contentious
than last year is that has been argued in a less condrained budgetary environment.
Conferenceis expected to occur after Labor Day.

The unresolved issues are rdatively narrow. The Senate version of H.R. 4475
includeslanguagethat would pendize states, by reducing their funding under certain federal
highway programs, that do not adopt and enforce a 0.8 blood acohol concentration
(BAC) law. The Senate hill aso includes a provision that prohibits DOT from spending
fundsto consider, adopt, or enforce any proposed rule or proposed amendment to the
exiding hours of service regulations that govern the driving and work hours of commercia
drivers. In addition, the Senate bill includes a provision that could be in nonconformance
with FAIR21. It dlows FAA to transfer $120 million of Airport Improvement Program
(AIP) fundstothe Operations and Maintenance (O& M) budget. This could beinterpreted
as lowering AlP funding below the $3.2 billion trigger level for the new AIP digtribution
formulas. If the dld formulasremainintact, this could cause a sgnificant shift of fundsfrom
the formula programand ardativeincreaseinthe moniesavailable for discretionary grants.
TheHouseversonof H.R. 4475 includeslanguege that restricts DOT spending related to
changing the corporate average fud economy (CAFE) standards. The remaning issues
include project earmarking and whether to raise the budget alocation to the House leve
to alow for more spending for the Coast Guard or FAA’s O&M budget.

Major Funding Trends

Table 2 shows Department of Transportation actua or enacted funding levels for
FY 1988 through FY 2000 plus the President’ s budget proposal for FY2001. The major
portion of these funds are contract authority.® Total DOT funding amost doubled from
FY 1988 through FY 2000 and the FY 2001 proposal addsto this growthtrend. Totasmay
not incdlude some user fee collections; thus, program totas may vary from other figures
cited in this report.

! Starting in the early 1990s, about $300 million of the funds shown in Table 2 were
transferred from the DOD appropriations budget to DOT. These monies are used to support
Coast Guard activities.
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Table 2. Department of Transportation Appropriations:
FY 1988 to FY 2001
(inmillions of dollars)

Fiscal Year @ Appropriation °
FY 1988 Actual 25,779
FY 1989 Actual 27,362
FY 1990 Actual 29,722
FY 1991 Actual 32,776
FY 1992 Actual 36,184
FY 1993 Actua 36,681
FY 1994 Actual 40,359
FY 1995 Actua 38,878
FY 1966 Actua 37,378
FY 1997 Actua 40,349
FY 1998 Actua 42,381
FY 1999 Enacted 47,224
FY 2000 Enacted® 49,995°
FY 2001 Proposed 54,566°

& “Actual” amounts from FY 1988 to FY 1998 include funding levels initidly enacted by Congress in the
Department of Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations bill as well as any supplemental
appropriations and rescissions legidation enacted a& a later date for that fiscal year. “Enacted” figures
for FY 1999 and FY 2000 are mostly taken from the conference report tables (H.Rept. 106-355).

® Amounts include obligations, limitations, DOD transfers, and exempt obligations.

¢ The across-the-board rescission mandated for FY 2000 required a reduction of roughly $179 million
from the $50.174 hillion provided in P.L. 106-69.

4 Fy2001 proposed funding figure is taken from budget tables provided by the House Committee on
Appropriations.

Coast Guard
[ http:/Avww.uscg.mil/]

The Coast Guard's increased responghilities for drug and illegd immigrant
interdictiononthe high seas and itsaging fleet of water craft and aircraft aretwo concerns
associated with its funding. The Administration requested $4.608 billion for Coast Guard
discretionary funds in FY 2001.2 Compared to the total $4.022 hillion appropriated in

2 The Administration’s budget includes a number of offsets to adjust for proposed but
unauthorized user fees that would require authorizing legislation outside the jurisdiction of the
appropriations committees. The House Appropriations Committee figures on the
Administration’s budget request factor out the impact of these non-existent user fees.

(continued...)
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FY 2000, the FY 2001 request represents a $586 million, or 15% increase. In approving
FY 2001 funds on May 16, 2000, the House A ppropriations Committee (H. Rept. 106-
622 ) recommended atotal of $4.617 billion, an amount approved by the HouseonMay
19, 2000. Thisamount was $7.9 millionabove the President’ srequest. On June 14, 2000,
the Senate A ppropriations Committee approved $4.359 (S. Rept. 106-309), an amount
approved by Senate onJune 15. Coast Guard programs are authorized every 2 years, see
CRS Report RS20117, Coast Guard FY2000 and FY2001 Authorization Issues, for
discussionof current congressional cong deration of authorizetionbills For amoreindepth
discussion of the Coast Guard’s budget, see CRS Report RS20600, Coast Guard:
FY2001 Budget Issues.

The Coast Guard budget request of $4.609 billion is proposed to enable the Coast
Guard to continue its activities againgt drug smuggling and recapitaize aircraft and vessdl
fleets. Of this amount, $3.199 billion (a 15% increase compared to FY 2000) would be
alocated to operation and maintenance of a wide range of ships, boats, arcraft, shore

Figure 1. U.S. Coast Guard Appropriations

Billiens of Dallars
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1 T Ut
000 1833 A4S0k 4017
4354
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GO0 fe| b el L
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Awrtmal Enaeral [equest TTone Presed  Sunale Paesed

units, and aids to navigation. The House approved $3.192 hillion, $7 million less than
requested; the Senate, $3.040, $159 million less than requested. Ancther mgor
component of the request would assign funds for acquisition, construction, and
improvement purposes. For this component, the Administration sought $520 million, a

2 (...continued)

Because of this difference, the figures in the textual discussion of the President’s FY 2001
request will differ from the figures in the tables and charts of this report that rely on the
House Appropriations Committee budget tables. The appropriations committee adjusted total
for the Coast Guard request is $4.609 billion.
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34% increase compared to FY 2000 funds. The House passed $515 million, $5.2 million
less than requested; the Senate $407.8 million, $107 million less than the request. The
proposa sought, and the House and Senate approved, $17 million, roughly the current
levd, for Coast Guard activities for environmenta compliance and restoration. For
research, test, and evauation, the plan requested and the Senate approved $21.3 million,
$3 millionmorethan FY 2000 funds; the House-approved amount of $19.7 million is $1.6
millionlessthanrequested. For Coast Guard retirement, the budget sought, and the House
and Senate approved, $778 million, $48 million more than the current leve. The
Adminigrationrequested $73 milliontotrain, support, and sustain aready military Sel ected
Reserve Force of 7,600 membersfor direct support to the Department of Defenseand to
provide surge capacity for responsesto emergencies suchas deanup operations following
ail spills The House and Senate approved $30.4 million, $7 million more thanrequested.

A prominent issue has been the Coast Guard’'s management of a major planned
replacement of aging and outmoded high seas vessdls and aircraft. Only planning and
andyss funds of about $45 million are requested for thisin the FY 2001 request; actua
purchases of nearly $10 billionareanticipated over a20-year period beginningin FY 2002.
During hearings before the Coast Guard’ sauthorizing and appropriating subcommitteesin
1999, the Genera Accounting Office (GAO) criticized the Coast Guard' s handling of this
vitd replacement program. CRS Report 98-830F, Coast Guard I ntegrated Deepwater
System: Background and Issues for Congress, discusses the issues associated withthe
program. In gpproving FY 2000 fundsin P.L. 106-69, Congress specified that the Coast
Guard submit a comprehensve capital invetment plan with its FY2001 budget
judtification, adate not met by the Coast Guard. The House FY 2001 bill includeslanguage
requiring a capital investment plan covering 2002-2006 to be submitted withthe FY 2002
budget and specifies a recission of $100,000 per day if the due date is not met. The
Senate-passed hill would withhold FY 2001 planning funds until the study is completed.

Another issue involves the Coast Guard's planned use of user fees. The FY 2001
budget anticipates using roughly $95 million from new user fees for recapitdization of
vessds, information management, and Coast Guard shore infrastructure not part of the
deepwater replacement effort. The Adminigtration has proposed legidation to authorize
user fees for commercid cargo vessdls and cruise ships; it anticipates collecting $212
million in FY'2001 and $636 million annudly whenthe fee systemisfully operational. Past
proposals for user fees for traditional Coast Guard services, such asbuoy placement and
vess tréffic regulaion, have been controversa. Some have argued that these services
should be funded fromgenera funds because of their widespread benefits; othersthink that
user fees should be assgned iningtances where the beneficiaries can be clearly identified.
In passing FY 2000 gppropriations in P.L. 106-69 (H.R. 2084), Congress included hill
language prohibiting the Coast Guard from using any FY 2000 funds “to plan, findize, or
implement any regulation that would promulgate new user fees...” The FY 2001 House-
and Senate-passed FY 2001 hill continues this prohibition.
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Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)

[http:/Amww.fra.dot.gov]

The House and Senate-passed FY 2001 appropriations hills (H.R. 4475) include
somewhat different funding for FRA. The House hill provides $689 million; the Senate hill
provides $705 million. Both the House and Senate hills include roughly $521 miillion for
Amtrak. Both hills aso reject the Adminigration’s request for $468 million in RABA
funding for its expanded Intercity Passenger Service fund.

Inthe Senate, the floor debate included discussionof an amendment that would have
dlowed states to use federa-aid highway funds for intercity passenger ral (see the
discussion at end of the FAA section).

During the debate in the House, two significant provisons were diminated from the
points-of-order: one that would have dlowed the use of Congestion Mitigation and Air
Qudity Improvement (CMAQ) or Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds for
intercity rall passenger vehides and fadilities; and a second provision that would have
increased the federd share for the diminationof rail-highway crossng hazards from 90%
to 100%.3

For FY 2001, the Administrationhad requested $1.179 hillionfor FRA.* Thiswould
have been roughly a60% increase over the FY 2000 enacted levd. This requested increase
reflectedtheimpact of anew DOT initiaive the Expanded Intercity Rall Passenger Service
Program.

The most notable reduction from the FY 2000 amount was a $50 million cut for
Amtrak. Amtrak issues are discussed in a separate section below.

Railroad Safety and Technology. The FRA is the primary federa agency that
promotes and regulates railroad safety. In the FY2000 budget, the Administration
requested about $95.5 million for the railroad safety program and dl other adminigtrative
and operating activitiesrelated to FRA dtaff and programs. Most of those fundswere used
to pay for sdaries as wel as associated travel and training expenses for fidd and

3 Although the 100% matching share provision was eliminated from H.R.4475, it was
included in the FY 2000 emergency supplementa spending provisions included in the Military
Construction Appropriations Act, 2001 (P.L. 106-246).

4 The Administration’s budget includes a number of offsets to adjust for proposed but
unauthorized user fees that would require authorizing legidation outside the jurisdiction of the
appropriations committees. The House Appropriations Committee figures on the
Administration’s budget request factor out the impact of these non-existent user fees.
Because of this difference, the figures in the textual discussion of the President’s FY 2001
request will differ from the figures in the tables and charts of this report that rely on the
House Appropriations Committee budget tables. The Appropriations Committee total for the
Administration’s FRA request is $1.056 hillion.
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headquarters saff and for information systems monitoring the safety performance of the
industry.® The conference agreement accompanying P.L. 106-69 specifies $94.3 million
for those expenses. For FY 2001, the Adminigtrationis requesting $103.2 millionfor those
expenses. InH.R. 4475, the House Committee on A ppropriations recommended $102.5
millionfor FRA’ s safety and operations activities. In the Senate verson of H.R. 4475, the
Senate Committee on Appropriations recommended $99.4 million. The House and
Senate-passed hills retained the committee recommended levels.

The last railroad safety reauthorization statute was enacted in 1994 and funding
authority for that programexpired at the end of FY 1998. FRA’ s safety programs continue
udng the authorities specified in federd railroad safety law adready and with annua
appropriations. Subcommittees of the Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Committee and the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee held extensive
hearings during the 105" Congress on various railroad safety issues. Those ddliberations
did not result in a consensus to enact alaw that would have authorized continued funding
for the regulatory and safety compliance activities conducted by the FRA or change any
of the exiding authorities used by that agency to promoterailroad safety. A reauthorization
datute changing the scope and nature of FRA's safety activitieswould most likdy affect
budgets after FY 2001.

The adequacy and effectiveness of FRA’ sgrade-crossing activities continue to be of
interest, epecidly after the March 1999 crash between an Amtrak train and atruck in
Bourbonnais, IL., whichresulted in11 desths and morethan 110 injuries. Relevant safety
issues include How is FRA hdping the states ded with the grade crossing safety
chdlenge?IsFRA’sFY 2001 budget adequate to ded with that chalenge? Congressiona
reaction to those questions had a bearing on the railroad safety budget for FY2000. The
FY 2000 conference agreement increased fundingfor Operation Life- saver to $.95 million
and provided support for a nationa public service campaign to increase awvareness to
crossing safety and trespass prevention. In its FY2001 budget, FRA is requesting
additional gtaff and funding to strengthen itsgrade crossing programand associated public
education activities. The House Report specified a totd of $.95 million for Operation
Lifesaver activitiesfor FY 2001. The Senate Report recommended $1.1 million.

® Those funds also are used to conduct a variety of initiatives, including the Safety Assurance
and Compliance Program (SACP), the Railroad Safety Advisory Committee (RSAC), and
field inspections. SACP involves numerous partnerships forged by railroad management,
FRA personnel, and labor to improve safety and compliance with federal railroad safety
regulations. RSAC uses a consensus-based process involving hundreds of experts who work
together to formulate recommendations on new or revised safety regulations for FRA’s
consideration.
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To support itssafety program, the FRA conducts researchand development (R& D)
onadiversearray of topics, induding: fatigue of railroad empl oyees, technologiesto better
control train movements (pogtive train control), and track dynamics. For FY 2000, the
FRA requested $21.8 millionfor railroad R& D. The conference agreement onP. L. 106-

Figure 2. Federal Railroad Administration Appropriations
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69 oecifies$22.5 millionfor the FY 2000 R& D program. For FY 2001, FRA isrequesting
$26.8 million for railroad R&D activities. In H.R.4475, the House Committee on
Appropriations recommended $26.3 millionfor railroad R& D. The Senate Committeeon
Approprigtions recommended $24.7 million for ralroad R&D. In the reports
accompanying the House and Senate transportation appropriation bills and in the annua
conference report, the gppropriations committees hitorically have dlocated the railroad
R& D funds among various research categories pertaining to safety.

High Speed Rail R& D and Magnetic Levitation R&D. In FY 2000, $27.1
million was made available for the Next Generation High Speed Rail Program. The FRA
is requesting $22 million to continue this program in FY 2001. In H.R. 4475, the House
Committee on Appropriations recommended $22 million for FRA’s high speed rall
program. The Senate Committee on Appropriations recommended $24.9 million for
FRA'’s high speed ral program. TEA21 authorizes $20 million of contract authority in
FY2000 to support the Magnetic Levitation (maglev) Transportation Technology
Deployment Program. For FY 2001, TEA21 provides $25 millionof contract authority for
continuation of the maglev program.
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Amtrak

[http:/Amww.amtrak.com]

The FY 2000 budget authority for Amtrak was $571 million compared to $609
millionin FY 1999. Amtrak also had about $1.1 billion available in FY 1999 from the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 for suchthings as new equipment and improved sgnding and
track. Amtrak borrowed some of that $1.1 hillion to cover operating expenses. The
Adminigration requested $521 million for Amtrak for FY2001. The House-passed
appropriations hill provides $521 millionfor Amtrak for FY 2001. The Senate-passed hill
aso provides $521 million for Amtrak for FY 2001.

Federa financial operating assstance to Amtrak is prohibited after FY2002 (49
U.S.C. 24101 (a) (1999)). GAO and the DOT Ingpector Generd (1G), at the request of
Congress, have evauated Amitrak operations and outlook, and havereportedto Congress
that they are not optimidtic that Amtrak will be able to operate without federd financia
operating assstance after FY 2002. In 1997, Congress created an independent nationa
commisson, entitled the Amtrak Reform Council (Council), and assigned it severd tasks
regarding Amtrak and the future of intercity ral passenger service. The Council submitted
itsfirst annua report to Congressin January 2000. In that report, the Council stated that
“During the decade when the American economy and most of its transportation system
have expanded in an unprecedented manner, Amtrak’s ridership has remained virtualy
unchanged . . . . The most notable accomplishment of intercity rail passenger servicesince
1970 isthat it has Smply managed to survive, dbeit as a declining percentage of the total
trangportation market.” The report contains suggestions for Amtrak. The report aso
contains issues the Council intends to study during 2000.

Inadditionto federa financid operating assistanceto Amtrak, the DOT I1G estimates
that over the next severd years, Amtrak will require $2.7 billionto $4 hillion in federal
funds for new eguipment and improvements to sgnaing and track. Some of these funds
would be used to upgradetrack between Washington, DC, and New Y ork City, the most
heavily traveled Amtrak route. Beyond this amount, the DOT | G estimatesthat Amtrak will
have additiond, continuing requiremerts for federd funding for new equipment and
improvements to signaing and track for the foreseegble future,

Amtrak Reform Council. Amtrak Reform Council (Council) funding is presented
within the budget request, dthough the Council is anindependent federd commisson. The
budget authority for the Council was $750,000 in FY 2000 compared to $450,000 in
FY 1999. The Adminigrationrequested $1 millionfor FY 2000. The House A ppropriations
Committee recommended $1 millionfor FY 2001. However, during debate onthefloor the
bill (H.R. 4475) wasamended to provide only $450,000 for the Council for FY 2001. The
Senate-passed bill recommends $495,000 for the Council for FY 2001.

The Council wascreatedin 1997 to performanindependent assessment of Amtrak’s
labor agreements, Amtrak’ s progress in increasing employee productivity, and [any time
after December 2, 1999] Amtrak’ s ability to operate without federal operating ass stance
after September 30, 2002. Congress added other duties later. If the Council concludes
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that Amtrak will require federa operating assstance after September 30, 2002, then
federa law requires the Council to submit to Congress an Amitrak reorganization plan;
requires Amtrak to submit to Congress an Amtrak liquidation plan; and dtates that
legidative action will be taken by the Senate.

Expanded Intercity Rail Passenger Service Fund. The Administration’ sbudget
proposa requested the establishment of a new grant programto aid Amtrak and intercity
rall passenger service, to be funded at $468 million in FY2001. The Administration
requested that the $468 million come from RABA funds associated withthe highway trust
fund. These funds would have required a 100% match of statefunds. The projectswould
have to make a positive financia contribution to Amtrak and produce public benefits in
excess of public costs. Projectswould have to be located on a current or potentia future
intercity rail corridor. Funds were to go toward the acquisition of equipment, construction
of infrastructure improvements induding acquisition of right-of-way, and planning and
desgn. Funds were to be used only for capita as defined by Generaly Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP), thus excduding them from being used for maintenance of
equipment or track. The House-passed hill provides no funding for FY 2001. The Senate-
passed bill dso provides no funding for FY 2001.

Anamendment was offered fromthe floor to dlow statesto use their gpportionments
from the highway trust fund (specificdly, from the nationdl highway system program, the
surface trangportation program, and the congestionmitigetionand ar quality improvement
program) to pay for capital improvementsfor intercity passenger rail service. The argument
for this amendment was that the individua states werethe best judges of their most urgent
trangportation needs and should be given the flexibility to spend their available
trangportation funds as they see fit. The arguments againgt this amendment were that the
repair and maintenance needs of the nation’s highway system were very great, therefore
none of the money available for that purpose should be dlowed to be used for anything
else, and that expanding the spending criteria of these programstoincludethings other than
highways would condtitute legidating in an appropriations hill. The amendment failed on a
point of order objection that the amendment was legidating in an gppropriations hill; the
objection was upheld by a’52-46 vote.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

[http:/Amww.fhwa.dot.gov]

The Senate passed version of the FY 2001 appropriations bill provides FHWA with
total budgetary resources, $30.7 billion, comparable to those found in the House passed
verson of the bill, also $30.7 hillion. Both House and Senate hills provide funding a levels
dightly above the $30.6 hillion levd found in the Adminigtration proposd.
Programmaticaly, the House and Senate hills closdy track the Administration proposdls,
whichareinturngoverned by the provisons of TEA21. The limitationon obligationfunding
levd in both billsis anidentica $29.7 hillion. The House and Senate hills essentidly ignore
an Adminigtration request to redistribute a portion of FY 2001 revenue adigned budget
authority (RABA) funds,
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The FHWA portion of the gppropriations bill has drawn little comment during floor
congderation of thislegidation in ether the Houseor the Senate. There islittle by way of
controversy surrounding the FHWA budget. The possible exceptionto thisstatement isthe
level of spedific project earmarking for the Federal Lands Highway Program and the
Transportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot Program. The reports
accompanying boththe Senate and House bills detail specific, and in some cases different,
project earmarks for both of these programs.

The Adminigtration was proposing a total FHWA budget of $30.358 hillion for
FY 2001. Interms of the total FHWA budget, this represented anincrease of just over 5%
from the FY 2000 level. The obligationd limitation, which supports most of the federd-aid
highway program, was set a $29.319 hillion; funding for exempt programs (emergency
relief and a portion of minimum guarantee funding) was set at just over $1 billion. All of the
core FHWA funding programs received considerable increases in the context of the
program framework established by TEA21 (described later in this section).

The Adminigtrationwas a so proposing that only $2.31 hillionof the available RABA
be assigned to highway programs. This meant that $741 millionof RABA fund would have
been transferred within DOT agencies for mogtly non-highway activities. In addition, the
Adminigration was proposng that specific programs within FHWA' s jurisdiction receive
designated digtributions of RABA funds. For example, funding for Indianreservationroads
and highway tax fud evasion projects would have increased to levels beyond those that
would be provided by TEAZ21. The proposal to change the distributionof RABA fundsis
acontroversa one. The Adminigration made a redistribution proposal in FY 2000 that
was ultimatdy ignored by Congress. The Administration proposal for FY2001 is of a
different nature thanlast year’ s request in that it does not provide a mgjor shift of RABA
fundsto trangt.

A find issue likely to have arisen as aresult of the Adminigtration proposa was the
useof contract authority to fund anumber of the proposed increases discussed above. The
net effect of this proposd was to potentialy exceed the obligationd limitation detailed in
TEA21. Inother words, the Adminigrationgpending proposal appeared to exceed TEA21
authorized levels for some programs. Hence, ether new authorizing legidation, with
concomitant increasesin contract authority, would have been needed to accommodate the
new funding levds (anunlikely prospect at the moment) or some exigting programs would
have seen spending reductions to accommodate the increased spending for favored
initiatives. Both of these scenarios were unpopular with highway interest groups and with
those Members who do not want to see the TEA21 framework changed.
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InFY 2000, the FHWA wasprovided with$28.8 billionintotal budgetary resources.
Thiswas a $2.0 billionplusincrease over the FY 1999 levd. The FY 2000 Appropriations
Act continued the draméatic growth in FHWA funding that has resulted from passage of
TEAZ21in 1998. By way of comparison, funding for FY 2000 was over $10 hillion more

Figure 3. Federal Highway Administration Appropriations
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than what was available in FY 1995. A find adjustment to FY 2000 FHWA spending was
a reduction of just over $105 million pursuant to the government wide rescission (P.L.
106-113) of 0.38% that occurred at the end of the first session.

The FY 2000 Act largdly followedthe provisons of TEA21interms of overdl funding
digribution (a discusson of the TEA21 program structure follows this section). The
principa change in the FY' 2000 Act wasin the disribution of RABA funds for programs
under the direct control of the FHWA. These so called “dlocated” funds go to programs
such as the Federal Lands Highway Program and the Highway Beauttification Program.
The effect of the Act’ sprovisons wasto transfer a Sgnificant portion of the RABA funds
designated for the dlocated funds to core highway programs (surface transportation
program, nationa highway system program, etc.) for distribution to the states onaformula
basis. The other mgor change in the Act was a dgnificant increase in the number of
specific projects and funding levds detailed inthe legidation. This earmarking isacommon
feature in other parts of the transportation appropriations Act, but had been absent from
the highway section of the Act for severd years. H.R. 4475 dso includes sgnificant
earmarking for FY 2001.

The 0.08% Blood Alcohol Concentration (BAC) Provison. The Senate-passed
verson of H.R. 4475 includesaprovison that would reduce the amount of highway trust
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funds that a State receives if it does not adopt and enforce a'0.08 blood alcohol
concentration(BAC)” law. Sucha statute makesit illegd (by definition) to operateamotor
vehicle at or above a0.08 BAC. Under the Senate provision, the DOT Secretary would
be required beginningin FY 2004 to withhold 5% of certain federd aid highway funds for
any state that has not yet adopted and enforced a0.08 BAC law. Beginning in FY 2005,
that amount increases to 10%. The withheld funds would be regpportioned to a state if it
adopts and enforces a 0.08 BAC law within three yearsfromthe date that the funds were
initidly withheld. Those supporting this approach often assart that the incentive specified
iINTEA-21 (see section 163 (a) of chapter 1 of title 23of the U.S. Code), whichprovides
additiond federa ad fundsto those states that enact and enforcea 0.08 BAC law, has not
proven auffident to encourage many additiond statesto implement the 0.08 BAC limit and
that stronger measures are needed. Those againg the approach specified in the Senate bill
typicaly maintain that each state should determineitsowntraffic safety laws without federal
pressure or dictates. Some aso argue that the weight of evidence documenting the
effectiveness of a0.08 BAC law needsto be strengthened before the federd government
forces enactment of this measure on al Sates.

The TEA21 Funding Framewor k. TEA 21 created thelargest surfacetransportation
program in U.S. history. For the most part, however, it did not create new programs.
Rather, it continued most of the highway and trangt programs tha originated in its
immediate predecessor legidation, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1991 (ISTEA, P.L. 102-240). Programmaticadly, TEA21 can be viewed as a
refinement and update of the ISTEA process. There are a few new funding initidives in
TEAZ21, such as a Border Infrastructure Program, but the vast mgjority of funding is
reserved for continuing programs.

There are severa groupings of highway programs within the highway firewal. Mogt
of the funding is reserved for the mgor federad ad highway programs, which can be
thought of asthe core programs. These programs are: National Highway Syslem(NHS),
| nterstateMaintenance(IM), Surface TrangportationProgram (STP), Bridge Replacement
and Rehabilitation, and Congestion Mitigationand Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ). All
of these programs are subject to gpportionment on an annual bass by formulaand are not
subject to program-by-program appropriation.

There is a second category of highway funding within the firewdls. This so cdled
“exempt” category consists of two eements, an additiond annud authorization of minimum
guarantee funding ($639 million per fiscd year) and emergency reief ($100 million per
fiscd year). These funds are not subject to the annud limitation on obligations.

A further set of programs, which are dso within the firewal, are known as the
“dlocated” programs. These programs are under the direct control of FHWA or other
governmental entities. These programs include: the Federal LandsHighwayProgram, High
Priority Projects (former demondtration project category), Appalachian Devel opment
Highway System roads (formerly indigible for trust fund contract authority), the National
Corridor Planning and Border Infrastructure Program, and severa other smdl programs.
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As discussed earlier, TEA21 provides a link between the highway generated
revenues that flow into the highway account and highway spending. The Act requires that
the Secretary of Transportation make an annua evauation of revenues into the highway
account during the previous fiscd year vis-avis spending authorized within the highway
firewdl for the new fiscd year. If revenues go up, program spending is increased.
Conversdly, spending can go down if revenues go down. TEA21 specifiesaformulato
determine the directionand amount of highway funding adjustment. Known as RABA, this
mechanism was employed beginning in FY 2000.

FHWA Research, Development, and Technology (RD&T) Programs. The
FHWA proposed increasing funding for various RD& T activities from $437.2 millionin
FY 2000 to $658.8 million in FY 2001. Thesefundswereto be used primarily to advance
and deploy technologies intended to improve pavements, highway structures, roadway
safety, highway policies, and intdligent transportationsystems (ITS). The largest requested
increases, in dollar amounts, were in FHWA's Surface Transportation R&D and the
Intelligent Trangportation Systems (ITS) programs. More specifically, FHWA requested
increased funding for its surface transportation R& D program from $98 millionin FY 2000
to $138 million in FY2001. The Adminigration also requested $238 miillion for ITS
deployment, which is $120 million above the amount of contract authority specified in
TEAZ21. TheITS deployment program provides funds for states and loca governmentsto
use advanced communication and information systemsto improve the management and
safety of their surface transportation systems. The source of the proposed additional
funding was to be new contract authority that would be added to the contract authority
already authorized under TEA21. Because alegidaive changeto TitleV of TEA21 would
have been required to add this additiona contract authority, it was uncertain whether the
additional funding requested by FHWA for RD& T would be provided. InH.R. 4475, the
House Committee on Appropriations recommended $437.2 million, induding $98 million
for surface research programand $118 millionfor I TS deployment, the amounts authorized
in TEA-21. The Senate Committee on Appropriations recommended identical amounts.
The House and Senate-passed versons of H.R. 4475 provide for the committee
recommended levels.

An issue associated with the ITS deployment program is the eermarking of funds.
During the last few years, the appropriators have designated a subgtantia portion of the
incentive funds used to accelerate ITS deployment. For example, in FY1999 the
appropriatorsearmarked the entiredeployment account by specifyingwhichcitiesor states
would receive those funds and the amounts to be obligated. The conference agreement
accompanying P.L. 106-69 aso earmarked the FY 2000 deployment account. TEA21
aso specifies severa projects which are to receive some of the ITS deployment funds.
Some Members and proponents of ITS would prefer to have the deployment funds
competitively awarded. Numerous earmarksfor ITS deployment projects are specified in
the FY 2001 House and Senate Reports.
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Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

[http:/Mmww.fta.dot.gov/]

Both the House and Senate-passed FY2001 appropriations bills (H.R. 4475)
provide $6.3 billion in total budgetary resources for FTA. This is essentidly the TEA21
guaranteed level. Thetwo versons of the bill agree on al mgor funding categories. This
funding level compares with an FY 2000 appropriation of dmost $5.8 hillion.

For FY 2001, the Adminigration proposal would have funded FTA programs at

nearly the same $6.3 billion leve as the House and Senate, with much of the difference
being the addition of $75 million from RABA, mostly for the job access and reverse

Figure 4. Federal Trandt Administration Appropriations
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commute program. Congress has rejected the Administration’s proposed use of some
RABA funding for trangt.

In FY 2000, most of the discussiononthe budget submissionfocused on the Clinton
Adminigration’s proposa to divert a large chunk of RABA funding to trangt. Congress
bascdly ignored this proposal and funded the program at the TEA21 trandt guarantee
funding levels

As mentioned above, the FY 2000 Act provided a tota of $5.8 hillion for FTA.
Almog dl FTA programs received fundingincreases. The trangt gppropriations shown in
Figure 4 illugrate the sgnificant increaseinfunding for FY 1999to FY 2000 and proposed
for FY2001, falowing the enactment of TEA21 in 1998. As Figure 4 shows, transit
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funding under TEA21 reached its highest funding leve to date in FY2000.° The $ 6.3
billion (an 8.4% increase over FY 2000), provided for FY 2001 inthe House and Senate-
passed versons of H.R. 4475, continues the impact of TEA21 on transit spending.

FTA Program Structure and Funding. There are two mgor trangt programs. the
Major Capital Investment Programand the Urbanized Area Formula Program. Thereare
aso severd smdler formulaand planning and research programs.

The Magjor Capita Investment Program (Section 5309—formerly known as Section
3) is comprised of three mgor components. new trandt sarts, fixed guide way
modernizetion, and bus and bus facilities. For FY 2001, the Clinton Administration
proposed funding of this program at $2.65 hillion. Thisis dightly higher than the FY' 2000
level of $2.5 billion. These funds are dlocated on a discretionary basis by FTA or
earmarked by Congress. The House and Senate-passed hills both provide $2.65 hillion
for the program for FY 2001.

The Adminigration FY 2001 budget proposes that 12 new rall trangt projects be
considered for ful funding grant agreements. Rall trandt project sdection is dways a
controversia exercise because there are more potentia projects listed in TEA21 than can
be funded within the trangt guaranteed funding level. The Senate report (S. Rept. 106-
309) language expresses the opinion that DOT should reassess its request for the 12 new
projects given the number of projects deemed digible for funding under TEA21. The
House and Senate hills provide $1.058 billion for new starts.

The Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307—formerly known as Section
9) provides for the urbanized area capital and, in some cases, operating needs. These
activitiesindude bus and bus-rel ated purchasesand maintenancefacilities, fixed guide way
modernization, new systems, planing, and operating assstance. For FY 2001, the
Adminigration requested $3.45 billion, a dight increase over the $3.05 provided in
FY 2000. These funds are apportioned on acomplicated formula process based, in part,
on populationand trangt servicedata. The House and Senate-passed hills provide $3.45
billion for the Section 5307 program for FY 2001.

Section 5307 contains several gpecific formulaset asides: urbanized areas (areaswith
populations of 50,000 or more), nonurbanized areas (lessthan’50,000), grantsfor ederly
and individuas with disabilities, clean fuels and over-the-road bus accessbility. Sightly
lessthan 90% of the Adminigration FY 2001 Section 5307 proposal isfor urbanized areas
(urbanized areasover 1,000,000 population receive two-thirds of the funding; urbanized
areas with populations under 1,000,000 receive the remaining third) and just over 6% of
thisis designated for nonurbanized aress.

TEA21 authorized anew discretionary Job A ccessand Reverse Grant Program. This
program provides trangportation ass stance for wefarerecipientsand |ow income persons

8 Pursuant to the government wide 0.38% rescission at the end of the ¥ Session, FTA programs were
cut by $17.6 million from the level provided in the FY 2000 Act.
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to find and get to work in suburbanareas. The Adminigirationproposed that this program
be funded at aleve of $150 millioninFY 2001, with$50 millioncoming fromredistributed
RABA funds. The House and Senate hills both regjected the use of $50 million in
redistributed RABA fundsand provide $100 millionfor the program. The FY 2000 funding
leve for this program was $75 million, dthough the Adminigtration had requested $150
million.

With the enactment of TEA21, operating assistance funding was diminated for
urbanized areas (UZAs) with 200,000 or more populatiion. However, preventive
maintenance, previoudy digible for funding from operating assi stance, isnowdigibleunder
anexpanded capital grants formula program. Urbanized areas under 200,000 population,
including rura areas (under 50,000 population), canusedl of the formula funds for ether

capital or operating purposes.

The earmarking of trangt projects could be an issue in conference, given the
differencesinthe report language of the House report (H. Rept. 106-622) whichligs, for
example, dollar amounts for bus and bus facilities, and that of the Senate report (S. Rept.
106-309) which does not.

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
[http:/mww.faa.gov/]

Adminigtration Request. For FY 2001, the Administration proposed funding the
Federal Aviaion Adminigration (FAA) at $11.2 billion, which would have been $1.2
billion, or 12% more than was enacted last year. InFY 2000, the agency was, for the first
time, funded infull fromthe airport and airway trust fund withno generd fund support. The
Adminigration again proposed full funding from the trust fund, supplemented with $1.5
billionin new user fees not yet enacted. The issue of no general fund support for the FAA
ishighly controversa, however. Higtoricaly, asgnificant portion of the agency’ s budget
comesfromgenera fund revenues, the rationde being that the public at large redizes some
benefit from aviation whether it uses the system or not.’

The Adminigration is again cdling for the cregtionof asemiprivateair traffic control
system supported by fees on arlines but dill under the jurisdiction of the federd
government. Specificaly, the Adminigtrationwants Congress to replace the current excise
tax on arline passengers with a system in which the actud commercid users of air treffic
control services pay, based on the cost of those services. The FAA intendsto useexiding
authority to create a performance-based organizationfor air traffic control servicesheaded
by achief operating officer. Last year, the same structure drew oppositionfromairlinesand
the generd aviation lobby, which represents owners of amdl private planes. Such plans

" General fund appropriations have varied substantially, both in dollar terms and as a
percentage of FAA appropriations as a whole, from year to year. Over the last 12 years the
share has ranged from 0% to 47%. See table 1, in CRS Report RS20177, Airport and
Airway Trust Fund Issues in the 106" Congress, by John W. Fischer.
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have been conggtently rej ected by Congress. The Adminigtration’ sproposal for Air Treffic
Control reform was outlined by FAA Adminigtrator Jane Garvey in testimony before the
House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Subcommittee on Aviation, on
March 1, 2000 [http://www.faa.gov/apaltestimony/2000/301tg g.htm).

Operations and Maintenance (O&M). Primaily for sdaries, the $6.6 hillion
requested for operations was amost 12% more thanlast year’ sappropriationand wasto
cover mandatory cost increasesand additiond staffing. The increase included funding for
202 additiond fidd maintenance gaff and $129 million to maintain traffic control and
navigation equipment now being delivered as part of the modernization of the arr traffic
control sysem. The request so was for funding 64 additiond saff for ar carrier and
arcraft certification and safety survelllance, and 94 additiona aff to inspect hazardous
goods shipmentsand monitor the performance of airport security measures. An additiona
$25 millionwas included for initiatives to protect FAA's computer systems from crimind
intrusion, as part of alarger $91 million FAA-wide effort.

Facilitiesand Equipment (F&E). The $2.5 billion F& E request was 22% more
thanthe FY 2000 appropriationand wasto be used to improve and modernize the national
ar gpace sysem infragtructure. The request includes:

1 $1.1 hillion for procurement and modernization of air traffic control
fadlities

1 $614 million for engineering, development, test, and evauation of
advanced systems. This account included $220 million for FAA’s Free
Hight program, whichisasatellite-based ar traffic management concept
intended to give pilots greater control over the routes they fly, saving
arlines fud and time. Wide area augmentation, a key element of the
program, was zeroed out last year because of concerns that the
Adminigrationhad not adequatdly judtified the programand was moving
too fast. The Adminigration requested $111 million for wide area
augmentation this yeer.

1 $586 million for missonsupport, induding systems engineering technical
support, contractor oversght of equipment inddlation, and expenses
related to FAA employees who manage and implement FAA projects.

1 $202 million for procurement of facilities and equipment to support
missions other thanair traffic control, including $97.5 million to continue
implementation of explosive detection devices.

Research, Engineeringand Devel opment (RE& D). TheRE& D request of $184
million was 18% above the amount appropriated last year. It included $49 million for
continued research in arcraft structures and materias, and $49 million for explosive
detection and other security research. The remaining research funding provides for
improvements in weather information, resolution of environmenta issues, human factors,
and support of the FAA laboratories.
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Grants-in-Aid for Airports. The Airport Improvement Program (AIP) provides
grants for airport development and planning. The President’s FY 2001 budget proposes
AlP spending of $1.95 hillion. Thisisthe same leve enacted inthe FY 2000 appropriations
bill (P.L. 106-69). However, for FY 2000 AlP funding was reduced by $54.4 million as
part of the 0.38% across-the-board rescission required by P.L. 106-118.

FAIR21 (P.L. 106-181), which reauthorizes AIP, was sgned into law by the
President onApril 5, 2000. For FY 2001, FAIR21 authorizes $3.2 hillion, a68 %increase
over FY 2000, if AIP isfunded at the fully authorized levd. FAIR21 includes so-called
funding “ guarantee’ language that supporters bdieve will assure AIP funding a the fully
authorized leve. The House-passed FY 2001 appropriations hill, H.R. 4475, conforms
with the FAIR21 guarantee of $3.2 hillionfor AIP in FY2001. In the Senate version of
H.R. 4475, the bill’ s conformance has been questioned because of a provisonthat dlows
for $120 million of the $3.2 hillion of AIP contract authority be made available for “ar
traffic services to maintain aviation safety.”

If the provison is included in the enacted legidation, there could be programmatic
ramifications for the digribution of AIP grants. In FAIR21, most of the new funding
formulas are designed to adjust for the muchlarger amounts of money to be distributed and
have an AIP funding trigger leve of $3.2 billion. If $3.2 billion is cut by the $120 million
transfer, the old funding formulas might remain in effect. If this happens, it could cause a
sgnificant shift of moniesaway fromformula program grants and ardative increase in the
monies avallable for discretionary grants.

Although neither the House report (H. Rept. 106-622) not the Senate report (S.
Rept. 106-309) earmark specific amounts of AIP discretionary funding to individua
arports, both bills “place-name’ a large number of Airports and direct the FAA to
consder project grant applications at these airports as priority projects. Place-naming
could become anissue inconference, either because of the large number of airportsplace-
named, or because some conferees might wish to add specific dollar amounts to place-
named projects. Traditionaly appropriations hills have not added specific dollar earmarks
to place-named airports.

Boththe House and Senate-passed FY 2001 gppropriationshills(H.R. 4475) indude
arescissonof $579 million in FY 2000 contract authority made available inFAIR21. The
rescisson will have no programmeatic impact on the AIP funding available for FY2001 .
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House Action on FY2001 FAA Appropriations. The House Appropriations
Committeereported H.R. 4475, the FY 2001 DOT appropriations bill, on May 17, 2000
(H.Rept. 105-622). The measure passed the full House on May 19, 2000, with little
debate. Under the House bill, FAA funding will increaseto $12.585 hillion, whichis about

Figureb. Federal Aviation Administration Appropriations
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$2.5 billionmorethanlast year’ samount and $1.363 billion more than the Administration
request. Concerns that the operations account might have to be cut because it was not
protected by FAIR21 were unfounded, at least in the House hill.

The fadlities and equipment account mark is $2.657 billion, roughly the same as
caled for by FAIR21. Thisisanincrease of $582 million over last year, and $162 million
more than the Adminigration request. Funding for the Airport Improvement Program is
increased to $3.2 billion. Thisisadmost 70% more than was appropriated last year, and
inlinewiththe increase cdled for by FAIR21. The operations account israised to $6.544
billion, an increase of $644 million (11%) over thisyear'sleve, but $48 millionunder the
Adminigration request. About 70% of the operations budget ($4.4 hillion) is reportedly
drawn from the Aviation Trust Fund with the balance coming from the generd fund. This
is roughly the ratio envisioned by FAIR21. The $184 million mark for FAA'’s research,
engineering, and development program matchesthe Adminigration’ srequest, but doesnot
meet the FAIR21 authorized level of $237 million.

Senate Action on FY2001 FAA Appropriations. The Senate Appropriations
Committeereported H.R. 4475 on June 14, 2000 (S. Rept. 106-309), and the hill passed
unanimoudy on June 15, 2000. The Senate bill provides atota of $12.540 hillion for the
FAA, induding $6.470 hillion (adjusted for the $120 million transfer from AIP) for
operations, $2.656 hillion for fadlities and equipment, $183 million for research,
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engineering and development, and $3.2 billion(exduding the transfer to operations) for the
Airport Improvement Program.

While the total appropriation represents a subgtantial increase over last year's
amount, the Senate mark for FAA operations is $120 millionlessthanthe Adminigtration’s
request (the House mark isabout $50 million under the request). An even larger shortfal
in the operations account was avoided when the Senate Appropriations Committee
redirected $120 millioninairport grantsto ar traffic services. According to press accounts,
FAA Adminidrator Jane Garvey has said that the funding shortfal will prevent the agency
fromhiring 170 more safety inspectors and medica certificationstaff, and result in 10,000
fewer safety ingpections than last year. The Senate Appropriations Committee has
indicated that the budget pinch in the operations account is due in part to FAA’s “failure
to manage its workforce.” The gStuation, it said, “will necessitate a comprehensive
reevauation of the agency’s approach to operationa functions.” (S. Rept. 106-309, p.
46.)

Impact of FAIR21 on the FAA FY 2001 Budget. The recently enacted FAA

reauthorizationact, the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21
Century (FAIR21, P.L. 106-181), will have a sgnificant impact on the DOT budget and
gppropriations debate for FY 2001. Thisis because the so-called funding “ guarantees’ and
point-of-order enforcement provisons in the Act make it more difficult than in previous
years for appropriators to fund the FAA below the authorized leve. Funding at the fully
authorized leve of $12.7 billionwould exceed the Administration’ srequest by $1.5 hillion
(13% higher) and would be $2.7 billion above (17% higher) the FY 2000 enacted level.

The funding guarantee enforcement provisons require that dl annua aviation trust
fund revenues be spent on aviation and that the AIP and F& E accounts must be fully
funded at the authorized level before any legidationto fund the O&M or RE& D accounts
can be considered (See introductory section for a more detailed explanation). This
arrangement providesthe capitd portions of the FAA budget, AP and F& E, withstronger
procedura protection from reductions during the appropriations process. However, by
implicationit may leave the O& M and RE& D budgets more at risk fromreductions which
might otherwise have been made agency-wide. The assumption by supportersof FAIR21
isthat, because the O& M account ismodtly for sdariesfor ar traffic controllersand other
safety-related personnd, it is a difficult target for “budget hawks’ to cut. Therefore, by
protecting AIP and F& E, FAIR21 leaves the more difficult targets available for cuts.

FAIR21 authorizes the O&M budget a $6.592 billion, the same as the
Adminigration request. AIP is authorized at $3.2 hillion, F&E at $2.657 hillion, and
RE&D at $237 million. The levelsfor these three accountsare dl Sgnificantly higher than
the amounts requested by the Adminigtration.

Avidtion trugt fund revenues done will not sustain the leve of funding caled for by
FAIR21. To befully funded at FAIR21 authorized levels, resources must be appropriated
fromthe generd fund. For FY 2001, trust fund revenuesare proj ected to be $10.6 hillion.
AIP and F&E must be fully funded firg, at $5.9 hillion. This leaves a balance of $4.7
billion of the year's trust fund revenuesto fund FAA’s O&M and RE& D accounts. This



CRS-25

balanceisroughly $2.1 hillionbelow both the Adminigtrationrequest andthe FAIR21 level
of gpproximately $6.8 billionfor those accounts. The $2.1 hilliondifference could be dedt
with by: providing funding from the genera fund; cutting from the unprotected budget
accounts, O&M and FE&D; drawing down unexpended trust fund balances; or a
combination of the three.

The FAA’s FY 2000 budget relied solely on aviation trust fund revenues. FAIR21
clearly assumes that genera fund revenues will be appropriated. For FY 2001 the
Adminigtrationhasagain proposed funding FAA entirely from the aviation trust fund with
the ad of aproposed new user fee. Some members of the House and Senate would also
prefer to make the FAA' s budget self-sustaining.

The House-passed gppropriations bill (H.R. 4475), by fully funding AIP and F&E,
conforms with the FAIR21 requirements. By providing for $2.14 billion from the generd
fund, the hill makes only amodest reduction in the O& M budget request. The Senate-
passed version (H.R. 4475 as amended by S. 2720), as discussed in the Grants-in-Aid
to Airports discussion, may not conformto FAIR21 because of aprovisonthat dlowsfor
$120 million of AIP contract authority to be used for air traffic services. If this is
interpreted as cutting the $3.2 hillion level “guaranteed” for AlP, some would argue that
the Senate bill does not conform to FAIR21.

Resear ch and Special Programs Administration (RSPA)

For FY 2001, RSPA requested $99.2 millionin budget authority, compared to $83
million provided in FY2000.2 Most of RSPA’ sbudget is dl ocated to activities seeking to
promote transportation safety. For pipeine safety, RSPA was seeking $47.1 million, an
increase of $10.5 millionover FY 2000; and for hazardous maerids transportation safety,
the agency requested $18.8 milllion, an increase of $1.1 million over FY 2000. In H.R.
4475, the House CommitteeonA ppropriations recommended $76.789 millionfor RSPA,
induding $18.773 million for the hazardous materials transportation program. For the
pipdine safety program, the Committee recommended $40.137million. The Senate
Committee on Appropriations recommended $75.214 million for RSPA, including
$18.620 millionfor the hazardous materids transportation program. For the pipdine safety
program, the Committeerecommended $43.144 million, induding $2.5 milliontobedrawn

8 The Administration’s budget includes a number of offsets to adjust for proposed but
unauthorized user fees that would require authorizing legidation outside the jurisdiction of the
appropriations committees. The House Appropriations Committee figures on the
Administration’s budget request factor out the impact of these non-existent user fees.
Because of this difference, the figures in the textual discussion of the President’s FY 2001
request will differ from the figures in the tables and charts of this report that rely on the
House Appropriations Committee budget tables. The appropriations committee tables put the
Administration’s RSPA request at $85 million. Of the Administration’s $99 million figure, $14
million is linked to a legidative proposal for a user fee to finance hazardous materials safety
activity that requires authorizing legidation. Under current law, the emergency preparedness
grants are funded by permanent appropriations.
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down from the reserve in the Pipeline Safety Fund. The House and Senate-passed hills
adhered to their committee report recommendations.

RSPA’s budget request included severa proposed enhancements of existing
programs and some new initiatives. For example, RSPA was seeking to increase funding
for: state efforts to prevent damage to underground fadilities, induding gas and liquid
pipelines, by outside forces (e.g., by a congtruction crew), grants to support state efforts

Figure 6. Research and Special Programs Administration Appropriations
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to improve pipdine safety, and its Office of Emergency Transportation. RSPA dso is
seeking toinitisteanew R& D program on transportation infrastructure assurance, and to
obtain funding for the proposed University Marine Transportation Research Program. The
House Committee gpproved increased funding for each of these initiaives, except funds
for the proposed university marine research program were not approved.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
[http:/AMww.nhtsa.dot.gov/]

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration was established as a separate
organizationd entity in the Department of Transportation in March 1970. The agency’s
respongbilities indude establishing minimum safety standards for automotive equipment,
saving as a cdearing house and information source for drivers, identifying and studying
emerging safety problems, and encouraging stategovernmentsto enact lawvs and implement
programs (through safety grants) to reduce drunk driving and to encourage the use of
safety devices. Once again, the Adminigration has emphasized that, “Improving
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trangportation safety is the number one Federal Government transportation objective.”
NHTSA plays akey role in implementing this objective.

In its policy statements, the Department of Transportation, through NHTSA, has
targeted specific program activities that have potentia for reducing highway desths and
injuries. Included among these are programs to: reduce drunk and drugged driving; reduce
the incidence of aggressive driving and “road rage’; ad in the development of “smart air
bags’ that will continue to provide protectionto occupants, while reducing risk associ ated
with the bags themsalves; reduce the likdihood of child automobile trunk entrapment;
enhance infant and child safety in vehicle crashes, and exploretransportation options and
safety programs for an aging population. In their respective appropriations committee
reports, the House and Senate have suggested that they dso share a concern for these
NHTSA initiatives.

For FY 2001, the NHT SA requested anappropriationof $499 million, approximately
a 37 percent increase over the enacted amount for FY 2000. In its submittal, the agency
requested aninfusonof $70 millionfromthe Revenue Aligned Budget Authority (RABA).
Boththe Senate and the House, however, denied the agency’ sproposal to transfer RABA
money from highway projects to safety programs.

The House-passed legidation (H.R.4475) provides $395 million total budgetary
resources for NHTSA, asgnificantly smaler amount than requested, but sill an increase
of 7 percent over the FY2000 enactment of $368 million. The Senate-passed funding
legidationlikewiseprovided total resourcesof $395, reducing the chance for debateduring
the conference on NHTSA funding.

More specific programareas and ther recommended amountsincdude the following:

1 Operations and Research: Adminigtration request — $286 million totd;
House-passed legidation provides — $182 million; Senate-passed
legidation — $182

1 Highway Traffic Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund): Adminigtration
Request — $213 million (obligation limitation) total. House-passed
legidation(no changefromrequested amount) — $21.3 million, distributed
to the following programs. $155 million for State and Community
Highway Safety Grants, $36 million for Alcohol-Impaired Driving
Countermessures Incentive Grants, $13 millionfor Occupant Protection
Incentive Grants; and $9 million for State Highway Safety Data Grants.
The Senate-passed |egidation also provides $213 million for the Traffic
Safety Grantsinitiative, using the same generd breakdown, by program.
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Figure 7. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Appropriations
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Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA)

The FMCSA was created by the Motor Carrier Safety Improvement Act of 1999
(MCSIA), P.L. 106-159.° This agency became operationa on January 1, 2000, and
assumed the responsibilities and personne of DOT’ s Office of Motor Carrier Safety.*®
FMCSA issuesand enforcesthe Federal M otor Carrier Safety Regulations, whichgovern
the operation and maintenance of commercia truck and bus operations and specify
requirementsfor commercid drivers. Most of the fundsused to conduct FM CSA activities
are derived fromthe federal highway trust fund. The FY 2001 budget request for FM CSA
adminidrative expenses and operations was$82.6 million, whichisa$12.1 millionincrease
compared to the FY 2000 appropriated level of $70.5 million. FMCSA aso conducts a
research program that is intended to improve the truck and bus safety regulations and
asociated safety and compliance activities conducted by both federa and date
enforcement officers. During FY 2000, the appropriation for the motor carrier research
program was $6.4 million. The FY 2001 request was $9.6 million. In H.R. 4475, the
House Committee on Appropriations recommended $92.2 million for the adminigtrative
expenses of the FMCSA, induding $8.7 millionfor research. The hill passed in the House

® During various hearings held in the first session of the 106" Congress, a variety of
organizations, including DOT'’s Inspector General, the General Accounting Office, and many
industry associations raised numerous concerns regarding the effectiveness of the federal
truck and bus safety program. In response to these concerns, Congress created the FMCSA.

o DOT's Office of Motor Carrier Safety, which operated from October 9 through
December 31, 1999, replaced the Office of Motor Carriers of the Federal Highway
Administration of the DOT.
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with no change to the recommended numbers. The Senate-passed version of H.R. 4475
included the Senate Committee on Appropriations recommendation of $92.2 million for
the adminidrative expenses of the FMCSA, including $9.85 million for research.

During the conference onthe House and Senate-passed bills, conferees will address
aprovisoninthe Senate-passed versonof H.R. 4475 that prohibitsthe Department from
spending fundsto consider, adopt or enforce any proposed rule or proposed amendment
to the exiding hours of service regulation that governs the driving and work hours of
commercid drivers. The House-passed hill does not include such a provision. During
recent adminigtrative hearings held by FMCSA, numerous groups representing various
aspects of the motor carrier community raised awidevariety of concerns or objectionsto
DOT’ s proposa. Strong support for FMCSA’ s proposal was limited.

Inadditionto the fundsused to conduct its motor carrier safety program, FMCSA’s
budget request includes funds for Motor Carrier Safety Grants and information systems,
which are proposed to increase from $105 million in FY 2000 to &t least $187 millionin
FY 2001.1 Most of that additiona increase will come from the increase in grant funding
authorized inthe MCSIA. Additiona funds are proposed to be diverted fromthe RABA
to support a $10 million request for activities to improve the Commercid Driver's
Licenang Program. The House Committeeon Appropriations recommended $177 million
for the Motor Carrier Safety Grants and information systems, but it did not approve the
$10 million to be transferred from other RABA sources. The Senate Committee took
identical action.

Severa congressiona committeesare conductingoversght onDOT’ simplementation
of P.L. 106-159. Interest is likey to focus on the amount of resources and number of
personnel that FM CSA hasrequested to conduct itsresponsibilities as specified under the
MCSIA, as wdll as the plans of the FMCSA to implement recommendations of the
General Accounting Office and the Inspector Genera of the DOT. The Appropriations
Committees are expected to decide the amount of fundingto support FM CSA operations
as wdl as whether to increase the research and development program for motor carrier
safety as requested by the FMCSA.

" The expected distribution from RABA, as specified under current law, may increase the
contract authority amount for the motor carrier safety grant program by roughly $16.3 million
during FY 2001.
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Table 3. Budgetary Resour ces of Selected Agenciesand Selected Programs
(in millions of dollars—totals may not add) 2

Final FY 2000
Enacted °

FY 2001
Request

House Passed

Senate Passed

Conference
Report

FHWA 28,802 30,358 30,701 30,701 —
I(Limitati on on Obligations) 27,701 29,319 29,662 29,662 -
I(Exempt Obligations) 1,207 1,040 1,040 1,040 -
IN HTSA. 368 499 395 395 |
IFRA 1735 1,056 689 705 —

Amtrak (total) 571 521 521 521 —

Amtrak Reform Council 0.75 1 0.450 0.495 —
IFTA 5,785 6,321 6,271 6,271 —
|Formu|aGranta (Capital, Plan.., & 620 669 669 669 -

Limited Operating) (general funds)
|FormuIaGrants, (Capital & Plan.) 2,478 2,676 2,676 2,676 -

(trust funds)

ICapitaI Investment (general funds) 490 529 529 529 -
ICapitaI Investment (trust funds) 1,967 2,117 2,117 2,117 —
IFAA 10,027 11,222 12,585 €12,390 —

Operations (trust fund & 5,900 6,592 6,544 € 6,350 -

genera fund) (+120 transfer)
|Faci lities & Equipment (F&E) (trust €2,075 2,495 2,657 2,657 -

fund)

Grant-in-aid Airports (AIP) (trust 1,896 1,950 € 3,200 € 3,200 -

fund) (limitation on obligations) (-120 transfer)
|Re&arch, Engineering, & Developmt 156 184 184 183 —

(RE&D) (trust fund)
|u scG* 4,022 4,609 4,617 4,359 —
IOperating Expenses 2,781 3,199 3,192 3,039 —

Acquisition, Construction, & 389 520 515 408 -
Jimprovements

St. Lawrence Seaway 12 13 13 12 —
joic 45 48 53 €49 —
IRSPA 68 985 7 75 —
|o ST '76 88 78 76 —
IEssential Air Service (trust fund) 50 50 50 50 -

STBY 17 17 17 16 —
NTSB (Budg Auth) 57 153 63 59 -
IF MCSA 150 279 269 269 —

Budgetary Resour ces -

Grand Total" 50,027 54,630 55,239 ' 54,767
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Sour ces and notes:

2 Unless otherwise noted, figures in Table 3 were taken from tables provided to CRS by the House Committee on Appropriations.
Numbers within this table may differ dightly from those in the text due to supplemental appropriations, rescissions, and other funding
actions. Columns may not add due to rounding or exclusion of smaller program line-items.

® FY2000 budget reductions pursuant to the government wide rescission (P.L. 106-113) that were too small to be reflected in the FY 2000
column in Table 3 are as follows: Federa Railroad Administration, $-179,000; Transit Planning and Research, -$243,000; Coast Guard
alteration of bridges, -$57,000; and environmental compliance and restoration, -$65,000; Saint Laurence Seaway, -$46,000; OIG, -
$170,000; STB, -$58,000; and Office of the Secretary, -$28,000.

¢ The Senate-passed FY2001 bill includes provision for a transfer from AIP to Operations of $120 million “if necessary to maintain
aviation safety.” The Senate and House hills for FY2001 also provide for a rescission of $579 million of FY2000 AIP contract authority.
The FY2000 Fecilities and Equipment appropriation included a rescission of $30 million of FY 1998 budget authority. These rescissions
have no impact on the budgetary resources available for FAA programs for FY2001 and are not subtracted from the FAA totals. The
supplemental appropriations act of 2001 (P.L. 106-246) added $75 million to the FY 2000 O& M budget.

¢ In generd, the Coast Guard total budgetay resources includes substantia funding from the Department of Defense and from
emergency supplemental appropriations. For more detail, see CRS report RL30246, Coast Guard: Analysis of the FY2000 Budget. For
FY 2000, Congress appropriated an additional $200 million as emergency funding contingent on an official budget request being made.
Thus, the total FY 2000 appropriation could be interpreted as being $4.224 billion. FY 2001 figures are budget authority.

¢ The House figure includes $4.5 million in transfers from other agencies. The Senate passed figure includes $38.5 million by transfer.

" $5 million in offsetting collections from a proposed fee to finance hazardous materids transportation safety activities would increase
the total funding to $104 million.

¢ Includes Surface Transportation Board estimated offsetting collections for FY 2000 and estimated collections for FY 2001.
"The DOT and related agencies appropriations does not fund the Maritime Administration (MARAD) or the Federal Maritime
Commission (FMC) and their budgets are therefore not included in this report. They receive funding from the Commerce, Justice, State

appropriations bills.

" This figure is taken from the table in S Rept. 106-309. The House Committee on Appropriations total for the Senate version of H.R.
4475 is $54.785 billion. The difference appears to emerge from the score keeping sections of the tables.

’ The Administration proposed that an additional $10 million be raised from user fees. P.L. 106-246, the emergency supplemental
appropriations act provided $19.7 to cover expenses connected with the Egypt Air 990 and Alaska Air 261 accidents.
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CRS Issue Briefs
CRS Issue Brief 1B10026. Airport Improvement Program, by Robert S. Kirk.

CRS Issue Brief IB10032. Transportation Issues in the 106" Congress, coordinated
by Glen Moore.

CRS Issue Brief IB10030. Federal Railroad Safety Program and Reauthorization
Issues, by Paul F. Rothberg and Anthony J. Solury.

CRS Issue Brief IB90122. Automobileand Light Truck Fuel Economy: |s CAFE Up
to Standards?, by Rob Bamberger.

CRS Reports

CRS Report 98-749 E. The Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA21)
and the Federal Budget, by John W. Fischer.

CRS Report RL30096. Airport Improvement Program Reauthorization Legislation
in the 106" Congress, by Robert S. Kirk.

CRS Report RS20176. Surface Transportation Board Reauthorization and the 106"
Congress, by Stephen Thompson.

CRS Report RS20177. Airport and Airway Trust Fund Issuesinthe 106" Congress,
by John W. Fischer.

CRS Report RL30068. Automobile Air Bags: Current Issues Associated With New
Technology, by Duane A. Thompson and John R. Justus.

CRS Report 98-890 STM. Federal Traffic Safety Provisions in the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21% Century: Analysis and Oversight Issues, by Paul F.
Rothberg and Anthony J. Solury.

CRS Report 98-63E. Transportation Trust Funds: Budgetary Treatment, by John\W.
Fischer.

CRS Report 98-646 ENR. Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (P.L.
105-178): An Overview of Environmental Protection Provisions, by David M.
Bearden.

CRS Report RL30246. Coast Guard: Analysis of the FY2000 Budget, by Martin Lee.
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Selected World Wide Web Sites

Department of Transportation Budget Ste
[http://mvww.dot.gov/ost/budget/]

Department of Transportation, Chief Financial Officer
[http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/budget/]

House Appropriations Committee
[http:/AMmww.house.gov/appropriations]

Interactive Budget Web Ste
[http://ibert.org/civix.html]

Maritime Administration (financial reports)
[http://marad.dot.gov/fingtatm.htm]

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (budget & planning)
[ http:/Amww.nhtsa.dot.gov/nhtsalwhati s/planning/perf-plans/gpra-96.pln.html |

Office of Management and Budget
[http:/Aww.gpo.gov/usbudget/fy1998/fy1998 srch.html]

Senate Appropriations Committee
[http:/mww.senate.gov/committees'committee_detail.cFm?COMMITTEE _|D=405]



