Analysis of H.R. 3550, as passed by the House  of Representatives on 4/2/04

(RTA-000-0642A)

The following is a six-year apportionment analysis based on H.R. 3550 (TEA-LU) as passed by the House on 4/2/04.  The analysis, developed by the FHWA’s Office of Legislation and Strategic Planning, includes a brief summary of technical notes and findings, accompanied by a series of tables reflecting estimated apportionments pursuant to the provisions outlined in H.R. 3550.  

H.R. 3550 retains the general structure of the Minimum Guarantee program from TEA-21, with some modifications in terms of the programs included in its computation.  (Five new formula programs were added to the Minimum Guarantee computation, while High Priority Projects were removed.)  The Minimum Guarantee program is authorized as “such sums as may be necessary”.  (Consequently, it is necessary to first compute the Minimum Guarantee, in order to estimate the overall size of the bill).  

Technical Notes

This analysis was based on the factors used in the calculation of the FY 2003 apportionments (as of 3-21-03) where applicable, with the exception of the Highway Trust Fund contributions, which were modified to assume the crediting to the Highway Account of two additional increments of revenues from gasohol taxes (2.5 and 5.2 cents).  The analysis assumed the 1% Metro Planning takedown would apply only to those programs that it applies to under current law, and did not extend the takedown to the five new formula programs.  A 2% administrative takedown was applied to the Safe Roads to Schools program, but no administrative takedown was applied to any other program.  Additional takedowns set as specific dollar figures were applied, based on bill language.  
The one major deviation from the FY 2003 factors used in this analysis is that the Highway Trust Fund contributions were modified as noted above.  In order to be consistent with the analyses of H.R.3550 and S.1072 developed respectively for the House Transportation and Infrastructure (T&I) and Senate Environment and Public Works (EPW) committee staffs, this analysis assumes an immediate transition to the new alternative treatment of gasohol, so that the revised factors would apply to all six years.  Note that in practice, since Highway Trust Fund contributions are calculated based on revenue and gallonage from prior years, there would typically be a lag between when a fuel tax change occurred and when the change would begin to affect annual Highway Trust Fund contributions.  When so directed by EPW and T&I staff, the FHWA will update all apportionment factors to reflect the latest available data.  The analysis of the timing of the impacts of the gasohol taxation changes will be refined at that time, unless the FHWA is specifically directed to ignore the data lags for purposes of compiling the HTF contributions to be used in computing apportionments.  (Based on previous reauthorization cycles, committee staffs have typically adhered to a consistent set of factors until bills have passed both the House and Senate.  Upon the convening of a Conference committee to reconcile the two bills, these factors would then be updated to reflect the latest available data.)  

Note that the 4/1/04 Manager’s amendment to H.R.3550 included language that appeared to be intended to extend the $100,000,000 Interstate Maintenance Discretionary Program takedown through FY 2004.  This analysis assumes this to be the case, although the language may require technical correction to clarify Congressional intent.  

H.R. 3550 includes a new Safety Program, to be split 2/3 for 23 USC 152 (Hazard Elimination) and 1/3 for 23 USC 130 (Rail-Highway Crossing).  The Hazard Elimination portion would be distributed to the States via the formula used to apportion funds under the Surface Transportation Program as outlined in current law (25% Federal-aid Lane Miles; 40% Federal-aid Vehicle Miles, 35% Highway Trust Fund Contributions).  The Sec. 130 portion would be distributed 50% through the STP formula as outlined in current law, with the remaining 50% distributed to the States based on their number of total rail-highway grade crossings.
  (Note that the two components of the Safety Program are shown separately in the summary output for this analysis.)  

H.R.3550 also includes a new Border Infrastructure Program, to be distributed among border States based on the following formula:  20% based on the total number of incoming commercial truck crossings through the land border ports of entry, 30% based on the total number of incoming personal vehicle and incoming bus crossings through the land border ports of entry, 25% based on the total weight of incoming cargo by commercial trucks that pass through land border ports of entry, and 25% based on the total number of land border ports of entry.
  

H.R. 3550 also includes a new Rural Roads program, to be distributed in the following manner:  33⅓% based on public road lane mileage for rural minor collectors and rural local roads, 33⅓% based on the population of areas other than urbanized areas, and 33⅓% based on total vehicle miles traveled on public roads.
  

H.R. 3550 also includes a new Intermodal Connectors program, to be distributed among the States based on the following formula:  33.3% based on the number of intermodal freight connectors (as identified in the most recent FHWA Intermodal Freight Connectors study), 33.3% based on Highway Trust Fund contributions attributable to commercial vehicles, and 33.4% based on the NHS program apportionment formula.  

H.R. 3550 also includes a new Safe Routes to School program, to be distributed among the States based on total student enrollment in primary and middle schools, with each State guaranteed a minimum apportionment of $2,000,000.  

Guide to Tables

The attached Excel file contains 9 tables.  (The following list is based on the names on the tabs in the Excel spreadsheet, rather than the titles on the printed output.)  

The “Return Summary” page compares 6-year funding for each State under this scenario with that under TEA-21.  This table also includes each State’s relative rate of return on their contributions to the Highway Trust fund.  (This later computation is used in the Minimum Guarantee computation.)  Note that the TEA-21 values shown reflect those programs included in the Minimum Guarantee computation at that time (thus, High Priority Projects are included, though they are not reflected in the H.R. 3550 figures).   

The  “Aggregate” page contains the 6-year total apportionments by program and State.  This is followed by the “Average” page, which shows average annual values, and the “2004”, “2005”, “2006”, “2007”, “2008” and “2009” pages, which show the same information for individual years.  

Minimum Guarantee

Based on the apportioned program levels specified in H.R.3550, and the assumptions listed above, the required total six-year cost of the Minimum Guarantee would be $46.0 billion.  

	Minimum Guarantee Summary

	
	Minimum Guarantee Calculated

In Analysis
	Guaranteed

Rate of Return

	2004
	$  7.2 bil.
	$0.905

	2005
	$  7.4 bil.
	$0.905

	2006
	$  7.5 bil.
	$0.905

	2007
	$  7.7 bil.
	$0.905

	2008
	$  8.0 bil.
	$0.905

	2009
	$  8.1 bil.
	$0.905

	Total
	$ 46.0 bil.
	


Adding in the estimated cost of the Minimum Guarantee to the authorized program levels directly identified in H.R. 3550 brings the total amount to be apportioned to States to $187.9 billion.  

HPLS-30; 04/12/04
� These values were taken from an FRA report “Railroad Safety Statistics – Final Report FY 2001”, and include all at-grade highway rail crossings including public vehicle, private vehicle, and pedestrian crossings.  


� This part of the analysis is based on 2002 data obtained from the Bureau of Transportation Statistics Trans-border Surface Freight Dataset, and a list of land border ports of entry obtained from the U.S. Customs Service.      


� Total public road mileage for minor collectors and rural local roads was obtained from Table HM-60 as revised posted 3/17/03 on 2000 Highway Statistics web site at � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hs00/re.htm" ��http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hs00/re.htm�.  For the rural minor collector and the rural/urban local functional systems, the number of lanes is assumed to be two; lane length is the product of the functional system centerline length times two.  Total vehicle miles traveled on public roads was obtained from Table VM-2 as revised posted 3/17/03 on the 2000 Highway Statistics web site at � HYPERLINK "http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hs00/re.htm" ��http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/hs00/re.htm�.  


� This analysis is based on Kindergarten through eighth grade enrollment data for public schools obtained from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) website�.  Public School Student Membership, By Grade and State, School Year 2001-02. http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2003/snf_report03/xls/table_01.xls.)


Private school enrollment data are older and not as readily available on a grade-by-grade, State-by-State basis.  The NCES is in the process of compiling data for the Private School Universe Survey.   
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