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INTRODUCTION

The American people want the federal government to ensure their hard-earned tax dollars are
wisely and effectively invested in improvements for the nation’s infrastructure. They want invest-
ments in transportation systems to create jobs and a stronger economy.

The American people also want an end to bureaucracy, red tape, and wasteful programs. They
want Washington to live within its means and make the difficult but necessary spending decisions
that all Americans are forced to make for their own households. They want reform.

This fiscally responsible, mult-year proposal follows these clear mandates from the Ametican peo-
ple and creates long-term jobs by:

o Better leveraging and maximizing the value of limited federal resources,

o Streamlining the project approval process,

o Reforming our federal transportation programs,

» Reducing the federal bureaucracy,

e Improving programs that don’t work while bulldmg upon programs that work well, and
o Providing flexibility to states to address their own unique, ctitical infrastructure needs.

This proposal reauthorizes the federal highway, transit, and highway safety programs and ensures
that the revenues deposited into the Highway Trust Fund are used for their intended purposes.
Long-term funding for these programs is essential for states to plan major infrastructure improve-
ments. By reducing the federal bureaucracy, eliminating waste, and cutting red tape to make infra-
structure programs work better, we can do more with less.

Transportation safety is a key component of this proposal, which ensures that as we seek to
streamline federal programs and processes, safety also is improved.

This comprehensive proposal also makes significant reforms and improvements to federal policies
and programs relating to freight and passenger rail transportation, hazardous material transporta-
tion, and maritime and waterborne transportation. More than ever, the nation’s transportation sys-
tems must work together as a seamless network in order to ensure the flow of commerce and pro-
vide a sound basis for economic growth.

This is a fiscally responsible proposal that maximizes the value of our precious resources, reforms
transportation programs, speeds up the completion of projects, and reduces the size of govern-
ment in order to more effectively build our infrastructure and create jobs for America.
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STABILIZING THE HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

As the national debt increases, the American people are becoming more frustrated with the
federal government spending money it does not have. Congress must align its spending with
the amount of revenue collected.

The foundation of the nation’s system for funding highway and transit projects is the High-
way Trust Fund. User fees — gas taxes — are deposited into the Trust Fund and distributed
to states and transit agencies by formula. The promise of the Trust Fund is that these fees
paid by the American people when they use the transportation system will be reinvested in
projects that improve their highways, bridges, and transit systems, and not spent on other un-
related federal programs.

The Trust Fund has been essential to the success of our national transportation system be-
cause it ensures 2 reliable source of infrastructure funding for the states and transit agencies
that allows them to plan for large multi-year projects and create long-term jobs.

However, if fiscal stability is not restored to the Highway Trust Fund, we risk losing it. In
2010, the Trust Fund brought in $35 billion in revenue, but $50 billion in spendmg was au-
thotized. Over the past three years, Congress has had to
transfer approximately $35 billion from the General
Fund into the Highway Trust Fund to keep it solvent.
Continued spending at this unsustainable rate will ensure
the Trust Fund goes broke in 2013. Driving the Trust
Fund into bankruptcy may result in once again having to
rely on general federal revenues and the unpredictable
annual appropriations process for transportation fund-
ing. This will eliminate the necessary stability the Trust
Fund provides states and transit agencies.

This proposal puts the “trust” back into the Trust Fund by ensuring that the nation is
not spending money it does not have and aligning transportation expenditures with
revenues. It authorizes approximately $230 billion over six years from the Highway
Trust Fund — funding levels consistent with the amount of revenue being collected
— and allows the Trust Fund to stay solvent well into the future.

Other options simply are not fiscally responsible or realistic. Neither Congress nor the Ad-
ministration will support an increase in the gas tax. The Trust Fund cannot support a two-
year bill at current spending levels, as some have proposed. Even extending funding for one
year at current levels would require 2 50% cut in 2013 to keep the Trust Fund solvent.

We must maintain the long-term viability of the Highway Trust Fund and ensure that the fed-
eral government stops spending money it does not have.

See charts on the following page for a comparison of Trust Fund solvency under varions proposals.



Highway Trust Fund Balance
Undoer the House Transportation Reauthorization Proposal

Billlons of Dollars

540
$20
30
-$20
-$40
-$60
-$80

2012 2013 2014 2015 20186
($35 billion ($36 billion ($37 billion ($39 billion ($41 billion
funding lsvel) funding level) funding level) funding level} funding level)
Fivoed Yeor
Highway Trust Fund Balance

I Current Funding Levels are Maintained
20
10
0

Billions of Dollars
N i
k=1 [=]

)
@
o

-40

oo L = - - -
. = s
2016

{$51.5 billion
funding level)

2015
($51.5 billion ($51.5 billion
funding level) funding level)

Fiscal Yoar

2013 2014
(851.5 billion

funding level)

2012
(551.5 billion
funding level)

Hlghway Trust Fund Balance
Under the Adminlistration’s Proposal

$20
50 = e
I R

-$20 =
-$40

-$60

~580

Billions of Dollars

-$100

-$120

-$140

-§160

-$180

Fiscal Year

19

2017
($42 billion
funding level)

2017
($51.5 billion
funding level}




MAXIMIZING EXISTING REVENUE

As federal spendjng is realigned with available revenues, the impact of our limited resources must be
maximized. This proposal will increase the value of infrastructure resources in a number of ways, in-
cluding better leveraging existing federal funds and adopting policies that will attract private sector in-
vestment.

Private sector interest in infrastructure investment is considerable, and encouraging the private sector to
responsibly partner with federal and state governments can significantly enhance the amount of avail-
able federal revenue. While public-private partnerships cannot address all of our infrastructure needs,
significant changes in existing programs and policy will propel private sector investment.

This proposal builds upon and improves the successful Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Inno-
vation Act (TIFIA) loan program. The measure dedicates $6 billion to the TIFIA program resulting in
$60 billion in low interest loans to fund at least $120 billion in transportation projects. Providing addi-
tional funding for TIFIA will help meet demand for credit assistance for transportation projects and en-
able increased leveraging of Highway Trust Fund dollars with state, local and private-sector funding.

Under this initiative, existing lanes on the Interstate Highway System remain
toll-free, however states will have the ability to toll new capacity on the Intet-
state System. States will also have greater flexibility to toll non-Interstate
highways.

The proposal rewards states that create and capitalize state Infrastructure
Banks to provide loans for transportation projects at the state and local level.
The petcentage of federal highway funding that a state can dedicate to a State
Infrastructure Bank will be increased from 10 percent to 15 percent and states
will receive a specific amount of funding that can only be used to fund State
Infrastructure Banks.

This initiative also unlocks existing revenue sources that are not being fully
utilized for their intended purpose. The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is
supported by cargo fees and is critical for dredging and harbor channel im-
provements. Despite growing maritime infrastructure needs, these funds are
not being used to maintain our ports. This proposal ensures that these funds
are properly used to improve the nation’s harbors.

This measure improves the underutilized Rail Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing (RRIF)
Program by creating a faster and more predictable application process and allowing more flexibility in
loan terms. While RRIF was created to allow for loans and loan guarantees to help improve the nation’s
rail infrastructure, the slow process for approval and constricting terms have stunted its potential. This
proposal ensures the program is able to help address the nation’s growing rail infrastructure needs at a
time when the economy is continuing its recovery.

These inttiatives will allow federal dollats to work more effectively and generate additional revenue for
infrastructure investment. Better leveraging of resources is a key component of this proposal and will
ensure greater value per dollar compared to previous transportation bills. 4
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STREAMLINING PROJECT DELIVERY & CUTTING RED TAPE

Government bureaucracy and red tape in the approval and permitting process cause infrastructure pro-
jects to be needlessly delayed. According to the Federal Highway Administration, highway projects can
take up to 15 years to complete. While state and local governments deal with the seemingly endless re-
view process, transportation capacity and safety improvements stall, construction costs escalate, and
job creation remains on hold.

For example, after a series of fatal accidents on a roadway in Toulumne County, California, a project
~was proposed to widen the roadway by no more than two feet in any location, construct 2,000 feet of
new guardrail, replace two culvert pipes, and resurface the road. This project took over seven years just

to complete the environmental reviews and permit approvals. Unfortunately, during that seven year pe-
-riod there were additional serious accidents on the roadway that could have been avoided. ‘

Project reviews are necessary to help protect the envitonment, but a more reasonable process is essen-
tial to using our resources more effectively. It can be done. When a design flaw caused the collapse of
the I-35W bridge in Minnesota in 2007, the replacement was contracted to be completed in just 437
days and was completed significantly ahead of schedule using innovative contracting methods and a
streamlined environmental review process.

This proposal employs lessons from these and other examples to streamline and condense the project
review process by cutting bureaucratic red tape, allowing federal agencies to re- :

view transportation projects concurrently, setting hard deadlines for federal agen-
cies to approve projects, and delegating more decision making authority to states.

Efficient Environmental Reviews

= Condenses the final environmental impact statement and combines it with the
record of decision.

o Provides a single system to review decisions and reduce bureaucratic delay by
requiring concurrent reviews and setting deadlines for approvals.

» Classifies projects in the right-of-way as categorical exclusions under NEPA.

Clarifies Eligibility for Pre-Construction Activities

e Allows for acquisition of land during NEPA where the transaction itself does
not cause a change in the area’s land use or cause adverse environmental effects.

» Encourages corridor preservation to reduce project costs, delays, and impacts on communities.

» Allows detailed design prior to NEPA completion at state expense, making such work eligible for
federal reimbursement only if the project is subsequently approved.

Promotes Integrated Planning and Programmatic Approaches

e Builds on the efforts in section 6001 of SAFETEA-LU and allows environmental decisions made in
the planning process to be carried forward into the NEPA process.

» Clarifies authority for programmatic approaches (rather than project-by-project reviews).

By cutting the project review process time in half, we can ensure environmental protections remain in
place while investing infrastructure resources in a much more effective manner.

5 See chart on the following page Jor a comparison of the current bureancratic process and the streamlined process under the proposal.













































