[image: image1.jpg]‘The three Texas Department of Transportation toll roads in
Toll road performance 7o Texas, taken together, are above original projections.
But Loop 1 and Texas 130 are below their ind
estimates.
All numbers are in millions of dollars.

[=t
Overallrevenue (=13

Projection for 2008: $4.14.

agr|) 4% s
334 3 3el

Sept. _ Oct. _Nov.

Loop 1 7% Texas 130 TE

ProjectionTor J006:3099] | | [Prolection for 2008:52.13

TV  —

osm2 122 | 125

105!

Sept. Oct. Now. Sept. Oct. Now.

Source: Central Texas Turnpike System

‘Mary Coppinger AVERICAN STATESMAN




CLIPPINGS provide by 

Promote public transportation that improves our regional quality of life, economic development, affordability, and the environment.

[image: image2.png]ALLIANCE
FOR PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION





INDEX
HAPPY HOLIDAYS EDITION
December 23, 2008

LOCAL

Central Texas tollway traffic slows to near-idle
Endeavor delays plans for Domain
STATE

Billions made off Texas 121 must stay in state hands, attorney general says
NATION

Mass transit requires regional thinking
In Cramped Spaces, Small School Benefits
Stimulus Package To First Pay for Routine Repairs
States, cities spar over stimulus money
Lobbying free-for-all over stimulus funds
LaHood to Get Transportation Post
Can Cities Save the Planet?
Black Gold: It's Time to Raise the Gas Tax
Renewing an area can hurt a community
Has Mass Transit Finally Arrived?
GET INVOLVED

Events
Organizations Working on State Legislation
Organizations Working on Federal Reauthorization
Central Texas tollway traffic slows to near-idle

Summer gas-price spike, economic downtown raise long-term revenue questions.

AMERICAN-STATESMAN STAFF

Saturday, December 20, 2008

By Ben Wear

The combination of sky-high gas prices this summer and then a plunging economy this fall has caused toll road use in Central Texas to stagnate, tollway officials say, and many tollways across the country have seen falling traffic. The sluggish traffic raises questions about whether some roads will be able to pay the decades of debt remaining without tapping tax money.

In the Austin area, although traffic on all four tollways (three run by the state, one by a local authority) is at or above levels of a year ago, two of the toll roads are bringing in less revenue than was projected when money was borrowed to build them. Revenue on Loop 1 for September through November was about 2 percent less than for the same period of 2007.

The overall performance of the three Texas Department of Transportation tollways — traffic has been essentially flat since May — and the lagging development picture in Central Texas suggest that the system of roads could struggle to meet projections of revenue increasing more than 60 percent over the next two years.

"It's going to be very difficult for (TxDOT) to reach their projections if the region's population doesn't grow the way they projected," said Peter Samuel, who edits Tollroads

news.com and has followed the turnpike industry for 15 years. "I think (Texas) 130 is obviously the most vulnerable of those roads to a downturn because it's more in a developing area."

Mark Tomlinson, director of TxDOT's turnpike division, said Texas 130 traffic could see a boost next year when the Texas 45 Southeast tollway is opened and allows drivers to get back to Interstate 35 without stopping.

And he said he took comfort in the continuing revenue growth of what is called the Central Texas Turnpike System, made up of Texas 130, Loop 1 and Texas 45 North. For the September through November period, the three roads brought in $14.1 million, 13 percent above projections.

"Just looking at the trend, the system looks good for the year," Tomlinson said.

However, the numbers indicate that all of the heavy lifting financially is being done by Texas 45 North, an east-west tollway that connects to Loop 1, Texas 130 and 183-A (operated by the Central Texas Regional Mobility Authority).

That road's quarterly revenue was 45 percent above projections and 7 percent above the same period last year, but monthly income has been more or less unchanged since April.

· Loop 1, which lies at the north end of free-to-drive MoPac Boulevard, was 10 percent below projections and 2 percent under the same period in 2007 .

· The 49-mile-long Texas 130 tollway had 65 percent more revenue than last year, when one 11.5-mile section had just opened and another 8.7-mile piece was not yet open. But its September-November revenue of $5.8 million is 9 percent below projections.

· Traffic and revenue projections, first made in 2002 when TxDOT borrowed $2.2 billion to build the three roads and later updated, show rapidly increasing revenue in the early years. For instance, revenue in 2008 was expected to be about $42.4 million, going to $79.4 million by 2010 and almost $101 million by 2012 .

· Actual revenue for the year that ended Sept. 1 was $48.9 million, meaning it will have to grow 61 percent in two years and more than double over the next four years to hit the target marks.

And even if revenue reaches these rapidly growing projections, TxDOT will still have to pump tax money into the system: Those original estimates show "commission support" — money from TxDOT's tax-and-fee-fed general fund — of $7.2 million in 2010, and continuing subsidy of the system through 2025 .

Traffic has fallen on many toll roads beyond Texas borders, Samuel said.

"Around the country, you've many of them 4 percent to 5 percent below last year," Samuel said. "California is the worst of all, 10 to 15 percent. And (tolled) border crossings into Canada are the worst of all.

"There's no doubt the toll roads have suffered more than the free roads," Samuel said, saying toll roads have lost about twice as much traffic in general.

Officials with the North Texas Tollway Authority, which operates three toll roads in the Dallas area, this month lowered their revenue projections for 2009 by 7 percent. And traffic on the President George Bush Turnpike was 8 percent lower in November than in November 2007.

"When the high gas prices hit, some people began using alternative forms of transportation," tollway authority spokeswoman Susan Slupecki said Friday, "and we just haven't seen that ridership return."

Aside from any financial troubles existing roads might experience, does this tepid revenue mean that toll authorities in Austin might have trouble securing loans for the five other roads approved last year?

"I don't think so," said Michael Walton, who holds the Ernest H. Cockrell chair in engineering at the University of Texas and is a transportation consultant. "I don't believe it's a significant long-term problem because we're in the early stages of development on those roads. As they become more of the economic fabric, then utilization will continue to grow."

Endeavor delays plans for Domain

Austin Business Journal

Tuesday, December 16, 2008

Citing the economic slowdown, Austin’s Endeavor Real Estate Group LLC has delayed plans for the next phase of its vertical mixed-use district at the Domain in North Austin.

That phase includes about 750,000 square feet of retail space, including Nordstrom and a Saks Fifth Avenue, about 490 apartments, a Whole Foods store and about 200,000 square feet of office space, said Chad Marsh, a principal with Endeavor.

The delay will push out the opening of the retail, apartments and office space to late 2012, and the Whole Foods until the spring of 2012.

Given the state of the economy, “We felt like it was not the right time to go out and get financing for that vertical construction,” Marsh said.

Marsh emphasized that the delayed projects will still ultimately move forward.

Construction is underway on infrastructure in the Domain, including roads, as well as a Aloft hotel and the development’s first office building, scheduled for completion in March 2009 and spanning 174,000 square feet.

The first phase of the Domain opened in March 2007, anchored by Neiman Marcus and Macy’s. Simon Property Group (NYSE: SPG), which owns that portion of the project, is also working on an addition that will include a Dillard’s, Village Road Show movie theater and a Dick’s Sporting Goods store. That addition is still slated to open in November 2009.

The full 175-acre, mixed-use development will eventually include more than 3 million square feet of office space, 4,000 residential units, 900,000 square feet of retail space and two hotels.

Billions made off Texas 121 must stay in state hands, attorney general says

Fort Worth Star Telegram

Thu, Dec. 18, 2008

By GORDON DICKSON

AUSTIN — A $3.2 billion payment generated by the Texas 121 toll-road deal cannot be transferred to a local account in Dallas-Fort Worth and must remain in state coffers, an attorney general’s opinion issued Wednesday concludes.

The news was disturbing to some North Texas officials, who worry that state legislators will take the money away from the region as they reorganize the Texas Department of Transportation and balance the state budget. The next legislative session begins in January.

"This region made sacrifices to get that money," said Tarrant County Judge Glen Whitley, a member of the Regional Transportation Council, which helped negotiate the Texas 121 deal and has already made plans to spend it on mostly road and rail projects.

"For them to not allow us to get that money and potentially risk the shifting of those funds at the state level is just totally unacceptable, and exactly the reason why people question the integrity of politicians and elected officials."

North Texas lawmakers have urged calm, saying they’ll keep an eye on the money and make sure it doesn’t get lost in the reshuffling of transportation priorities that’s expected during the session.

In late 2007, the North Texas Tollway Authority agreed to make the $3.2 billion payment to take over the lucrative toll project. The payment was made to the Transportation Department, although the 43-member RTC is responsible for deciding where to spend it.

The proceeds were deposited in November 2007 into a Transportation Department account, but this year RTC members asked that the money be transferred to a Dallas-Fort Worth bank account.

But Wednesday’s opinion makes it clear that that can’t happen. Instead, the RTC will have to request the money one project at a time, and the Transportation Department will have to approve each request, at least for now.

North Texas lawmakers may seek to pass a law making it possible to transfer the money to a Dallas-Fort Worth bank, said Michael Morris, transportation director for the North Central Texas Council of Governments.

The lump sum is earning $302,000 to $420,000 a day in interest, officials said.

The December 17, 2008 Attorney General’s opinion (No. GA-0687) and the original request letter (RQ-0721-GA) are available at http://www.texasattorneygeneral.gov.

Mass transit requires regional thinking

The Des Moines Register

December 17, 2008

EDITORIAL

Three years ago, the Des Moines metropolitan area created a public-transportation authority with the ability to levy taxes and deliver bus service across the region. It is one of the best examples of regional cooperation in the past 35 years. Now that the bill is coming due, however, some of those cities are beginning to have second thoughts, and the whole project could unravel.

That would be going in precisely the wrong direction. The Des Moines area has the opportunity to build a first-class transportation system that serves not only the core city but the far reaches of the metropolitan area. Such a service is in the best interests of a clean environment, a livable city and a thriving economy.

Advertisement

That will require a regional view, not a parochial view, as some city leaders are taking.

The city council in the north-side suburb of Johnston voted Monday night to formally withdraw from the Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority (DART). The council in the west-side suburb of Clive is expected to take similar action Thursday. Earlier, the Dallas County community of Waukee withdrew. All three cities complain that their taxpayers don't benefit enough to justify the tax levy for DART that will go into effect next July.

This is the wrong way to think about regional mass transit, however. It is not just about each city getting a dollar-for-dollar return in bus service for money paid. A successful public-transit system, with the potential to grow, cannot succeed if each community thinks only of itself.

The benefits of a strong public-transportation system extend beyond each community: It aids economic development by giving people choices in where to live; it lessens traffic congestion on major arteries; and it provides shuttle services for downtown and for special events that make the region more lively and attractive.

Besides the money collected at the farebox, public transit relies on government subsidies, in the same way public schools, parks and cultural institutions are supported by all taxpayers, whether or not they are used by everyone.

Funding for the precursor to DART - the Metropolitan Transit Authority - was proportioned roughly by service levels within the five original member communities. Funding for DART comes from a property tax levied in the 19 member communities and rural Polk County, which spreads the cost throughout the region and will give the transit authority more future revenue to expand services.

A new tax formula, approved by the DART Commission effective next July, begins the transition away from a service-based formula toward a flatter tax rate, though cities receiving the most service will still pay more. The rate will drop in Des Moines and increase in most suburbs. Future service expansions will be spread evenly among all communities. This fulfills the philosophy behind founding DART, which was that municipal boundaries would be erased and decisions would be driven by regional needs. Indeed, members of the DART Commission are appointed based on state Senate districts, rather than representing member communities.

The good news is that action by suburban officials this week is not final: Their withdrawal would not take effect for 18 months, and they have indicated a willingness to reconsider if DART shows that service levels are expanding.

DART should quickly do just that. Still, while DART must prove itself to new members, the entire metro area should appreciate that a strong and growing public-transit system is in the interests of all communities.

In Cramped Spaces, Small School Benefits

New York Times

By ELISSA GOOTMAN

Published: December 20, 2008

http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/21/education/21shared.html?th&emc=th

Ben Sherman, principal of the new East-West School of International Studies in Flushing, Queens, was mortified one morning when a fire drill unexpectedly interrupted a cultural program, sending students and visitors from Korea scurrying outside.

The drill had been planned by the principal of Intermediate School 237, whose building Mr. Sherman’s school shares and who was unaware of the performance because of what both now say was poor communication.

Relations were difficult. “He expected us to throw up our arms and welcome him,” I.S. 237’s longtime principal, Joseph D. Cantara, said of Mr. Sherman. “I didn’t like the idea of another school coming into my building.”

But after a tense year, Mr. Sherman said he swallowed his ego and started popping by Mr. Cantara’s office for daily advice. Over dinner, they found that Mr. Cantara had been a student teacher at Mr. Sherman’s elementary school. Lately, when their monthly meeting arrives, “there’s almost nothing to talk about,” Mr. Sherman said.

Similar dramas are playing out across New York, where 42 percent of 1,577 traditional public and charter schools, with more than a quarter of the city’s 1 million-plus students, now cohabit with at least one other school, and as many as five. And throughout the country, as large failing high schools are replaced with small ones and independently run charters, the days when a school was defined by its building, with its principal as mayor, are starting to go the way of the slide rule and card catalog.

In Chicago, under the leadership of Arne Duncan — President-elect Barack Obama’s nominee to be secretary of education — sharing space has gone from a rare phenomenon to now include 12 percent of schools, including charters. In Los Angeles, officials plan to break up many campuses with more than 1,000 students starting in 2010 — a task that will be eased by the fact that many consist of multiple buildings. And in Denver, where a decline in enrollment has left many classrooms empty, officials have looked to New York and Chicago for advice on coexistence.

Education officials in New York acknowledged that sharing is not always ideal, but say the benefits of small schools are worth the skirmishes over space.

“If we could wave a wand and have different buildings for every school, then we would, but we can’t,” said Garth Harries, who oversees the Department of Education’s array of small schools, charter schools and specialized programs. “The conception of school has outgrown the buildings that we have, so it creates the need for some additional problem-solving and additional work.”

Hence the requirement for building councils, where neighboring principals debate thorny questions that often seem to require the wisdom of Solomon, or at least a skilled group therapist.

Who gets to eat at noon and who is relegated to 9:42 a.m. at Walton High in the Bronx, where interschool scuffles in the cafeteria last year led the five component schools to establish separate lunch periods? How does the principal at the Bayard Rustin Educational Complex in the Chelsea section of Manhattan explain to her students that they cannot wear hats or pop into pizzerias during school hours, as do their peers at the James Baldwin School, on their building’s third floor? Should high schoolers at the Urban Assembly School for Law and Justice near the old Brooklyn Navy Yard have had privileges at Public School 287’s library, with its tiny chairs and picture books?

And how can the principal of P.S. 40 in Bedford-Stuyvesant reassure parents jittery at the thought of their delicate kindergartners traversing the same hallways as the towering teenagers of the Gotham Professional Arts Academy?

One senior manager who works with more than two dozen principals around the city, who spoke on the condition of anonymity for fear that she would suffer professionally, said she was dismayed by the “inordinate amount of their time” that principals spend on such matters, “rather than focusing on teaching and learning.” She noted: “A ship can have only one captain.”

Getting along is often complicated by a power imbalance between the “host” school and the newcomers. The hosts are often large schools in the process of being shut down after being branded failures, with teachers and students who resent being eclipsed by the favored new small schools.

Eva S. Moskowitz, who runs four charter schools inside Harlem school buildings, recalled one principal refusing to unlock closets in her area of the building, and a colleague whose school was not allowed to use a well-kept field on a shared campus.

“The D.O.E. talks about the host principal,” Ms. Moskowitz said. “I don’t think I’m the guest. I’m a roommate.”

Among the stickiest situations are those that involve students of different ages. Outside P.S. 40, where first graders with princess backpacks cross paths with Gotham seniors in jeans and puffy jackets, some mothers said they cringed when overhearing the older kids curse within earshot of their children. “There’s always some kind of outburst with them,” said Patricia Kellman, whose daughter is in fifth grade. “It doesn’t feel right.”

Mr. Harries said schools were getting better at working together, but acknowledged that conflicts persist. Of the Thomas Jefferson campus in East New York, where four schools split the former home of a school closed in 2007, Mr. Harries said: “That’s not a place where the principals would be singing ‘Kumbaya’ together.”

The Education Department has introduced a handbook for cohabitation with discussion questions like “Can you agree to disagree?” and hired a former principal to train administrators in mediation techniques and building council policy. But some principals say they need someone to act as a marriage counselor — or family court judge.

“If you have two principals in the building and they disagree about who’s going to have lunch at what time, you have to have a mechanism to resolve that dispute,” said Seth Andrew, who runs the Democracy Prep Charter School in Harlem, which has its own building this year after cohabitating with P.S. 92 and Middle School 344, which he said barred his students from libraries and computer labs.

Some schools have been perennial nomads. Peace and Diversity Academy opened in 2004 on the first floor of Herbert H. Lehman High School in the Bronx, then moved to the second floor, then back to the first. Last year, teachers once again boxed up books and bulletin-board decorations for a move to a building more than three miles away; some two dozen students stayed at Lehman to continue playing sports or avoid the commute. Now, Peace and Diversity’s 328 high school students study alongside the 435 prekindergarten to sixth-grade students of the Cornerstone Academy for Social Action.

To ease the inevitable tension, the high school principal, Andrew Turay, has his cafeteria-bound students exit the building and pop back in through another door to avoid trampling past the little ones’ classrooms.

This summer, Peace and Diversity is slated to move again.

Some principals try to spin their corners of the building into insular cocoons. The principal of James Baldwin, one of two small high schools that share a building with the 1,500-plus-student Bayard Rustin, limits his students to one of the five staircases, and keeps them out of the cafeteria, instead letting them lunch off-campus or in a classroom.

“Once you start mingling with people that you don’t know, you lose the personalization,” explained the principal at James Baldwin, Elijah Hawkes. “If you dilute it with 100 strange faces that you interact with on a given day, then you’re diluting the degree of interpersonal knowledge in your community.”

Another casualty of the changed landscape can be sports programs, which are difficult to maintain when different schools run on different schedules — and some small-school leaders shy away from joint activities.

Paul Ferguson, a Bronx gym teacher, thought a lacrosse team would do wonders for the five high schools that coexist inside what was once the mammoth Walton High. But after collecting signatures from 80 supportive students last spring and finding a lacrosse group that would provide free equipment, Mr. Ferguson was unable to get the necessary letter of approval from the campus’s coterie of principals.

“If there was one principal, at least we’d have someone to really pin it down to,” Mr. Ferguson said. “There’s a lot less accountability.”

At the Theodore Roosevelt Educational Campus, also in the Bronx, the 22 varsity and junior varsity sports teams have been winnowed to seven since small schools began to sprout in 2002. Wilper Morales, one of six principals at Roosevelt, dreams of uniting all students with a football team and its spirited accoutrements: “A marching band, cheerleaders and dancers and rah-rah-rah, pep rallies.”

Though Mr. Morales has to convince his colleagues that the benefits outweigh the costs (roughly $40,000 over three years), he organized an intramural flag football tournament this fall. On a chilly Monday, a cluster of girls acted as cheerleaders at the final game, between his school, West Bronx Academy for the Future, and Belmont Prep.

Jacqueline Quinonez, 15, a bubbly sophomore at West Bronx, mused that a campuswide team might be better. That way, if her team lost — as West Bronx did that afternoon — students would at least not have to face the victors the next day in the hallway.

Stimulus Package To First Pay for Routine Repairs

Washington Post

Sunday, December 14, 2008

By Alec MacGillis and Michael D. Shear

President-elect  Barack Obama calls it "the largest new investment in our national infrastructure since the creation of the federal highway system in the 1950s." New York Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg compares it to the New Deal -- when workers built hundreds of bridges, dams and parkways -- while saying it could help close the gap with China, where he recently traveled on a Shanghai train at 267 mph.

Most of the infrastructure spending being proposed for the massive stimulus package that Obama and congressional Democrats are readying, however, is not exactly the stuff of history, but destined for routine projects that have been on the to-do lists of state highway departments for years. Oklahoma wants to repave stretches of Interstates 35 and 40 and build "cable barriers" to keep wayward cars from crossing medians. New Jersey wants to repaint 88 bridges and restore Route 35 from Toms River to Mantoloking. Scottsdale, Ariz., wants to widen 1.5 miles of Scottsdale Road.
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On the campaign trail, Obama said he would "rebuild America" with an "infrastructure bank" run by a new board that would award $60 billion over a decade to projects such as high-speed rail to take the country in a more energy-efficient direction. But the crumbling economy, while giving impetus to big spending plans, has also put a new emphasis on projects that can be started immediately -- "use it or lose it," Obama said last week -- and created a clear tension between the need to create jobs fast and the desire for a lasting legacy.

"It doesn't have the power to stir men's souls," said David Goldberg of Smart Growth America. "Repair and maintenance are good. We need to make sure we're building bridges that stand, not bridges to nowhere. But to gild the lily . . . where we're resurfacing pieces of road that aren't that critical, just to be able to say we spent the money, is not what we're after."

Minneapolis Mayor R.T. Rybak is proud that his city was able to quickly rebuild the Interstate 35 bridge that collapsed into the Mississippi River in 2007 while making sure to include capacity for a future transit line on it. But he worries that many of the road and bridge upgrades around the country will not be done in a similarly farsighted way, given the time pressures.

"The quickest things we can do may not be the ones that have the most significant long-term impact on the green economy," he said. "Unless we push a transit investment, this will end up being a stimulus package that rebalances our transportation strategy toward roads and away from [what] we need to get off our addiction to oil."

Mayors say there would be a better chance for a long-term impact if the money were focused on metropolitan areas where investments could make the most difference in reducing congestion and lessening dependence on cars. They doubt that will happen if infrastructure funding goes directly to state capitals.

In Seattle, Mayor Greg Nickels said that the list of projects submitted by Washington state included only one in Seattle, for a ferry dock, while the city has ambitious hopes for removing a hulking highway ramp in a revitalized neighborhood and accelerating a light-rail expansion.

"Metro areas really are the engines of the economy, and to the extent that this can go directly to the metro areas rather than a cumbersome state process, it will have more effect," Nickels said. "States can do a nice job in rural counties, but in metro areas it's not always a good relationship or very nimble."

As it stands, Congress, wanting to keep things simple, plans to disburse the money under existing formulas -- funding for roads and bridges will go to state governments, while money for public transit will go to the local agencies that receive transit funding.

State officials are playing down concerns about their proposed projects' value. New Jersey Gov. Jon S. Corzine said repairing a swath of roads and bridges is ambitious in its own right. "We could spend money on further provision of rail to Port Elizabeth and Port Newark, but if the highways weren't paved, we actually wouldn't have the ability to have the trains get to the spot to take the goods to the local distribution outlet," he said. "Those deferred maintenance investments are fundamental to maintaining a capital infrastructure."

Oklahoma transportation director Gary Ridley justifies his state's wish list in similar terms. Its highway pavements "are probably 40 years old, and some of them have been replaced, but a lot of them haven't," he said. "It's not like we're grabbing these out of the air."

On the trail, Obama spoke often of the potential for high-speed rail linking the cities of the industrial Midwest. But the transit projects being proposed also tend to be on a smaller scale: extending bus rapid-transit lanes, buying new commuter rail cars, upgrading commuter rail lines.

"Everyone would like grand projects, but the fact of the matter is that we're really trying to put people to work," said William Millar, president of the American Public Transportation Association. "A large number of small projects spread across the country make more impact than a handful of big projects in a few places."

The business community approves of the project list, noting that study groups have pegged total infrastructure repair needs at $1.6 trillion. "It's not sexy, but it's jobs," said J.P. Fielder, a spokesman for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "It's not dams and giant beautiful works of art. It's these low-end roads connecting certain places."

The Obama transition team is aware of the tension created by its goal of immediate stimulus but contends it can be resolved. For one thing, one aide said, some of the most legacy-building aspects of the recovery plan will be in areas other than transportation infrastructure -- such as expanding the electric grid, retrofitting schools to make them energy efficient and modernizing medical record-keeping.

Defending the emerging list of projects, the aide, who was not authorized to speak publicly, said there simply is a vast need for repairs. But the aide said that the Obama team also has its eye out for longer-term projects to invest in, and that for all the emphasis on quick spending, the recovery plan is considered a two-year undertaking. What is still to be determined is how some of those more ambitious projects would be chosen and how that money would be apportioned.

Others in Washington and at the state level also hope for a consensus between the short and long term. Early in 2009, they say, states will be able to spend stimulus money mostly on badly needed maintenance, as well as new projects that are ready to begin. Considerations about the country's future transportation needs will come later, they say, in the debate surrounding the regular transportation budget, which will be up for its five-year reauthorization next fall.

"It's apples and oranges. It is stimulus and economic recovery versus a long-term strategic plan for the nation's infrastructure," said Tony Dorsey, a spokesman for the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. He noted that a few items on the states' wish lists are of a larger scale: California wants to rebuild the southern access to the Golden Gate Bridge, while New Jersey wants to accelerate the construction of a second rail tunnel under the Hudson River.

The construction industry also sees a two-step process. "Do the rinky-dink projects, the smaller projects," said Frank Rapoport, head of the global infrastructure practice at the McKenna, Long & Aldrich law firm. Then, later in 2009, he said, the government should use any leftover stimulus money to leverage private equity to tackle larger challenges, possibly via Obama's proposed infrastructure bank.

That approach sounds good to Judith Rodin, president of the Rockefeller Foundation, which funds some infrastructure projects. "This is a once-in-50-year opportunity," she said. "We ought to repair what needs to be fixed and take a chunk of the cash and do that, but while we're doing that, develop an overall blueprint for how the rest of the money should be spent."

But that plan assumes that there will be enough money, political will and public support left over after an initial burst of spending to fuel broader investments. It is unclear how much money will be devoted to infrastructure in the stimulus package, which could surpass $500 billion. But the highway officials association has identified more than 5,000 road and bridge projects costing $64 billion that are ready to go, and the transit officials' association has identified 736 projects costing $12.2 billion that could start within 90 days.

If the stimulus funds many of those projects in the short term, there could be less appetite for increasing Washington's long-term investment beyond the roughly $50 billion a year it spends annually now. And on Capitol Hill, members of both parties agree that the focus has to be on the short term.

"Filling the potholes or repaving a stretch of road may not be as visual as the Hoover Dam or the Golden Gate Bridge, but that paved road is going to make a lot of difference in people's lives," said Jim Berard, spokesman for the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. "Will there be political will and money" for later spending? "We don't know. We'll build that bridge when we come to it. Trying to do bigger-type infrastructure improvement at this point would be irresponsible. You'd be fiddling while Rome burst into flames."

States, cities spar over stimulus money

Stateline.org 

Thursday, December 18, 2008

By Stephen C. Fehr


The nation’s cities and counties are asking Obama transition officials to give them most of the infrastructure money from the multibillion-dollar economic stimulus package, setting off a dispute with the states over who can launch transportation projects the fastest.

The disagreement over the stimulus money partly reflects the increased tension between state and local governments during a worsening recession.

Many city and county leaders already are upset at state officials who are slashing aid to local governments to cover budget gaps. Their anxieties over being shortchanged were heightened Dec. 2 when 48 current and incoming governors met with President-elect Barack Obama to ask Obama to direct much of the stimulus money to states.

Especially since that meeting in Philadelphia, the mayors and other local government officials have been stepping up their effort to persuade Obama’s transition team and members of Congress that governors and states should not get most of the money, because cities and counties have most of the infrastructure. The stimulus package could exceed $500 billion, with an undetermined amount going to infrastructure projects that would help create 2.5 million jobs.

“The quickest, most effective way to achieve the intended results of a federal stimulus package is to send federal funds directly to local governments,” the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties said in a report delivered to the Obama transition staff Dec. 15.

John Horsley, executive director of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, countered that the simplest approach would be for the federal government to distribute the money as it does now: first to states, which then divvy it up among local governments and transit agencies based on existing formulas.

“If money flows through states, we are confident we can create jobs quickly,” Horsley said. The highway group has identified $64 billion of ready-to-go projects in states.

Speed is critical. Obama and transportation financing analysts say that in order to create jobs fast, the stimulus money should fund only projects that could be started within six months instead of long-term, multiyear projects such as widening an interstate highway, replacing a bridge or building a giant dam.

Often states funnel federal money to cities and counties through a metropolitan planning organization. The local officials are telling Obama’s transition team that it would be faster to hand the money directly to the planning agency, eliminating the state altogether in the distribution of funds.

“We must make sure that the funding is spent quickly, and not stuck in federal or state bureaucracies,” said Miami Mayor Manny Diaz, president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors. The mayors have submitted a $90 billion infrastructure plan to the transition team.

State officials doubt that channeling the money to cities and counties would save time. More to the point, they believe that state governments should oversee the money, because they can determine transportation priorities for the entire state, not just one area.

Raymond C. Scheppach, executive director of the National Governors Association, said Congress set up the current system, with state transportation departments making most spending decisions, because states can look at the big picture of road and rail projects within their borders while local governments are concerned only with their own transportation network. Someone has to integrate all of the projects within a state, he said.

“It has to do with setting priorities,” Scheppach said. “You have to plan statewide.”

But city and county officials worry that the states will favor more statewide projects at the expense of local ones. Obama is broadly defining infrastructure as highway, road, bridge and rail projects but also waterways, hospitals, schools and even broadband Internet.

“The majority of America’s infrastructure is built and maintained by counties and cities,” said Larry Naake, executive director of the National Association of Counties. The association has identified $21.9 billion of ready-to-go infrastructure projects.

State lawmakers from metropolitan areas are caught somewhat in the middle of the dispute, because they also represent local governments in the legislature.

“There are probably some local governments that are more nimble, less bureaucratic and able to move quicker” than states, said state Sen. Bruce Starr, a Republican whose district includes four cities outside of Portland, Ore.

Kathleen Novak, mayor of Northglenn, Colo., and current president of the National League of Cities, said states and local governments agree on Obama’s broad goal of investing in infrastructure to help turn the economy around by putting people back to work. “It’s a question of how it (the money) gets there,” she said.

A spokesman for state transportation officials, Tony Dorsey, struck a similar note. State officials are not trying to pick a fight with local governments, he said. “But we have a proven system that works. All we have to do is get the money in the pipeline.”

Lobbying free-for-all over stimulus funds

Politico

12/16/08

By LISA LERER

Lobbying coalitions are lining up to get a piece of the economic stimulus bill, the yet-to-be-drafted legislation that’s expected to be the first priority of the new Congress.

President-elect Barack Obama is urging Congress to approve a broad stimulus program before he takes office on Jan. 20. And over the past few weeks, he’s been laying out the broad outlines of his economic plan, which he says would launch the largest investment in public infrastructure since the federal highway system began to develop in the 1950s.

He also plans to make federal buildings more energy-efficient, upgrade schools, expand broadband Internet access and improve technology in the health care industry.

Obama has shied away from putting a price tag on his ambitious stimulus spending plans. But members of Congress and outside economists have said the package could approach $1 trillion. And on K Street, there’s no shortage of ideas about how to spend the money.

The mammoth proposal has sparked a lobbying free-for-all, with a host of divergent interest groups trying to get their share of the funds. Several large coalitions have proposed expansive new plans in recent weeks, urging Congress to support improvement in everything from national parks to public transportation.

Transportation for America — a coalition formed last spring that includes public transportation, affordable housing and environmental groups — has shifted its focus from the federal transportation authorization bill to the stimulus.

“The amount of funds that are being talked about could make a huge difference,” said Shelley Poticha, co-chairwoman of Transportation for America. “We see the economic recovery package as the chance to walk the talk and start demonstrating that we can invest in the kind of infrastructure that people in communities are asking for.”

The coalition is asking for $100 billion to repair highways, build new high-speed rail lines and improve streets for walking and biking.

The Fix Housing First Coalition of home builders and contractors launched a campaign a week ago, asking Congress to include $200 billion in housing assistance in the stimulus bill.

Save Our Environment, a group of 17 environmental and conservation groups, released a $160 billion stimulus proposal to finance nearly 80 energy-efficient public transportation, national park and water infrastructure projects.

And a coalition of labor and public interest groups has just released the Main Street Recovery Program, a two-year, $900 billion economic stimulus package that includes tax cuts for low- and middle-income workers, investment in green technology, increased funding for states, and $225 billion in infrastructure spending.

“The size of the Obama plan is heading up, and it has gone up with each week that’s passed — and that’s a good thing,” said Robert Borosage, co-director of the Institute for America’s Future, a group that helped draft the report.

LaHood to Get Transportation Post

The Wall Street Journal

DECEMBER 18, 2008

By JONATHAN WEISMAN and CHRISTOPHER CONKEY

Rep. Ray LaHood, an Illinois Republican and close friend of incoming White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel, will be nominated as secretary of transportation, congressional officials said Wednesday.

Mr. LaHood would be the second Republican picked to serve in President-elect Barack Obama's cabinet, helping to fullfill a pledge for a bipartisan panel of advisers. The first was Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, whom Mr. Obama has asked to stay on in that role.

Mr. LaHood's resume on transport matters was seen as thin by some critics. He does not currently serve on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, although he has in the past. As a member of the House Appropriations Committee he did not work on transportation funding.

But Mr. LaHood, who is retiring from Congress, is very close to Mr. Emanuel and won high praise from key Democratic lawmakers for his efforts to bridge the sometimes bitter partisan divide in Congress. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman James Oberstar (D., Minn.) said Mr. LaHood's skills as an arbitrator will be essential at the Transportation Department.

"In the case of DOT, you need a manager," Mr. Oberstar said. "The department largely carries out directives of the White House but must have ability to work with the House and Senate and with the broader constituency in transportation. Ray LaHood is uniquely capable of that."

The choice of Mr. LaHood nearly completes the roster of department heads for the Obama administration. The president-elect still must announce a secretary of labor. That post has apparently come down to three likely finalists, University of California at Berkeley labor expert Harley Shaiken, Democratic Rep. Rosa DeLauro of Connecticut and Michigan Gov. Jennifer Granholm, according to people familiar with the choices. Mr. Obama also must choose a director of national intelligence and a Central Intelligence Agency chief.

The next transportation secretary will face an immediate challenge in handling the transportation component of an economic-recovery package that could run more than $500 billion. Mr. Obama has called for the biggest round of public-works spending -- on roads, bridges and other infrastructure projects -- since the interstate-highway system was built.

Can Cities Save the Planet?

Scientists are skeptical. Planners are hopeful. The Dutch are pragmatic.

Slate Magazine

Wednesday, Dec. 17, 2008

By Witold RybczynskiPosted 

Still from a promotional movie called “Winning with Water” from Innovation Platform.Winning With WaterAccording to Timothy Beatley, an urban-planning professor at the University of Virginia and the author of Green Urbanism, the per-capita carbon dioxide emissions of American cities are almost twice as high as those of their European counterparts. Hardly surprising, since European cities are denser and more compact, homes are smaller, and people rely to a far greater extent on mass transit. So if Americans are to significantly reduce their carbon footprint, we will have to do a lot more than switch to reusable shopping bags and recycle our soda cans. But as a recent conference on "urban design after the age of oil" at the University of Pennsylvania (where I teach) demonstrated, there is something of a disconnect between the global-warming problem and the available solutions.

The problem is easily stated. In 1950, the global emission of carbon dioxide was 6 billion tons a year. Thanks to population growth, urbanization, the expansion of wealth, and massive industrialization around the world, by 2008 this has increased fivefold to 30 billion tons a year. Assuming that nothing is done to reduce emissions, by 2058, they will be 60 billion tons a year. Thus, to reduce global warming, whose effects are already beginning to be felt, it will be necessary to take drastic measures just to stay at the present level, never mind actually making real progress. For example, to reduce the number of coal-fired generating plants, nuclear capacity in the United States will have to be doubled. To reduce car emissions, either Americans will have to drive half as many miles per year or cars will have to be twice as efficient. Buildings will have to use 25 percent less electricity.

The Penn conference featured many speakers proposing changes, large and small, as to how buildings and cities should be designed. The scientists were hard-nosed and slightly scary. Planning consultants were authoritative and self-assured—as planning consultants tend to be. They described new carbon-neutral cities, with wind farms and solar arrays, green roofs and urban farms, far-ranging mass transit, and large-scale water recycling. The Power Point images were mesmerizing. Most of the projects appear to be in the Gulf states. In the present economy, most are, I suspect, on hold.

A word that came up frequently was holistic, the implication being that we shouldn't change one thing until we know how it affects everything else. But that is not the way cities develop. The technologies that improved urban life in the past—gas lighting, pressurized water, electricity, streetcars, elevators—were developed separately, each according to its own technological schedule. This autonomy accounted, in large part, for the success of the industrial age. The other implication of holistic is that, by taking everything into account, we can control the future. But technologies have always had unintended consequences. Streetcars, for example, which replaced horse-drawn omnibuses and were not only faster but considerably cleaner, also encouraged suburban growth, enabled commercial strips to develop along rights of way, and created amusement parks (Coney Island in New York, Natatorium Park in Spokane, Wash.) as end-of-line destinations. One would expect green technologies to similarly produce unforeseen side effects.

Another thing strikes me about green urbanism. Even assuming that anything at all gets built in the coming economic depression—during the Great Depression of the 1930s, building construction virtually halted—creating new cities and reconfiguring old ones will take many decades. We don't have that much time. On the other hand, Americans' rapid change in driving habits during the gas-price run-up of summer 2008 suggests that people can quickly alter the ways they behave: driving less, walking more, turning down the thermostat, turning off the lights. Yes, we should eventually change the way we build and plan cities, but it might be more effective in the short run to change the way we live in them.

Most of the planners at the Penn conference emphasized technological fixes, but if the point of no return has already been passed in global warming, as some of the scientists at the conference suggested, protective measures are at least as important, not least against the anticipated rise in sea levels. In that regard, I note an interesting news item from the Netherlands. The Dutch Parliament has asked a commission on coastal development to examine the idea of building a massive man-made island in the North Sea. The 31-mile-long island will provide 274,000 acres for housing and farming. Not coincidentally, the so-called Tulip Island (named because of its shape) will also act as a storm-surge barrier. The Dutch, who have managed water in their low-lying country for centuries, are the canaries in the coal mine as far as rising sea levels are concerned. Other coastal cities—and most large cities are on the water—should take note.

Black Gold: It's Time to Raise the Gas Tax

Time Magazine

Dec. 11, 2008

By Michael Kinsley Thursday

The only good economic news lately has been the collapse of oil prices. At the beginning of July, just five months ago, the price of a barrel of was more than $140. By the beginning of December, it was down to about $45. That's a drop of more than two-thirds. In the U.S., we consume about 15 million bbl. of crude a day. The saving of $95 per bbl. adds up to more than $500 billion a year. That's big — enough to bail out the auto industry 15 times.

Of course, we've been through this before. The price of oil shoots up; we start using less; reduced demand sends the price down; we start using more; pretty soon it's shooting up again. This time, though, it does feel different. It seems as if Americans have made a real and fundamental commitment to consuming less energy. That is not so much out of idealism as it is the good side, for a change, of our short attention span. When the price of gasoline shot past $4 per gal., it was both shocking and reassuring. Economists had long wondered what price it would take to get our attention. This, at last, was it. Yet $4 gas turned out not to be the end of the world. Although it was devastating for some people — and it surely accelerated our plunge into recession, which is affecting all of us — we adjusted more easily than one would have thought possible. And we kept on adjusting, even as the price of oil plummeted. (See pictures of the recession of 1958.)

Will this change in behavior last? Or will we return to our wastrel ways as we climb out of recession and the reality again sinks in that gas is cheap? The one sure way to prevent this second scenario from happening is not to let gas get cheap again. Yes, this is yet another plea for that hoary notion: a big energy tax. Just five months ago, we were essentially paying a tax of $95 per bbl. That's the difference between what oil cost then and what it costs now. This was a "tax" whereby the revenue went into the pockets of oil producers — about two-thirds of them foreign countries and one-third fellow Americans. Isn't there something better to do with the money?

This idea always comes up and never goes anywhere. That's partly because of our general loathing of taxes and suspicion of Washington and partly because the idea tends to come up when energy prices are rising and people find it hard to believe that it would be good if they rose even more. But a couple of things are different now. First, we have experienced the high energy prices that people in most of the rest of the world already live with, and we know we can live with them too. Four-dollar gasoline is no longer unthinkable.

Second, this is the perfect moment for the other part of many proposals for an energy tax, which is to give the money back to people by lowering the payroll tax. The payroll tax, or FICA, collects about 15% of your wages or salary — half from you and half from your employer. It is expected to bring in close to a trillion dollars in 2009. Using our windfall from plummeting crude-oil prices alone, we could cut the FICA tax by more than half. Including other forms of energy would bring in even more. (See pictures of oil.)

FICA is, in effect, a tax on job creation. It applies to the very first dollar earned by a minimum-wage worker, but most of it tops out at an annual income of about $100,000 and doesn't apply at all to income from investments. For most Americans holding jobs, FICA now takes a bigger chunk of their income than the income tax itself. And yet it rarely enjoys the tender concern of tax-cutting Republicans, who prefer to concentrate on tax breaks for capital gains. Cutting the FICA tax in half, for workers and for employers, would make it more affordable for employers to hire — or avoid layoffs — while giving everyone who makes less than $100,000 a 7.5% raise to spend and stimulate the economy even further. People making more than $100,000 would get a tax cut too — as big as anyone else's, though a smaller percentage of their incomes.

One argument against all this is that FICA finances Social Security payments, and the connection between money in and money out helps keep Social Security secure. There's a simple answer: among the many problems we now face, the danger that a majority in Congress will gang up against Social Security benefits must surely rank low.

It comes down to this: in the terrible storm of economic misery, we suddenly have a half-trillion-dollar windfall. As unemployment heads toward double digits, we can use this found money to encourage people to create jobs, or we can use it to encourage people to use more gasoline. It's a pretty easy choice, don't you think?

Renewing an area can hurt a community

Plan to raze apartments could cut social ties

Las Vegas Sun

Wed, Dec 17, 2008 (2 a.m.)

By Timothy Pratt

Gail Sheppard and Kalani Byrd reacted to news of a plan to buy and demolish apartment buildings at Buena Vista Springs, where they live, with the question: “How come nobody told us?”

Then they considered whether their apartments would fall to the wrecking ball.

The plan would cost $7.6 million in federal funds meant to help neighborhoods hit by foreclosures. Clark County and North Las Vegas each approved spending the money to buy and tear down 250 apartments at Buena Vista, but the plan did not take note of the people who live there.

It is unclear whether the buildings in which those people live will be torn down or how they will be affected by the plan. The federal Housing and Urban Development Department has until mid-January to approve or reject the plan, which also includes some sort of “community campus” rising on the Buena Vista site. North Las Vegas officials have yet to say exactly where the money for construction will come from or what it will cost.

As Sheppard and Byrd stood in Buena Vista’s parking lot recently, the two weren’t just mulling the possibility of moving from one apartment to another.

Their concern was that they may be forced to move out of the neighborhood. Both have lived in the area for most of their lives. They are family; Sheppard is Byrd’s aunt. They have more family in the area. Sheppard’s teenage daughters cross the street to a community center daily, where they play basketball and get help with homework. The two women have friends at Buena Vista Springs who share everything from rides to child care.

They’ll miss all that if the plan to tear down buildings at Buena Vista winds up separating them from family and friends.

Mindy Thompson Fullilove, a research psychiatrist at New York State Psychiatric Institute and a professor of clinical psychiatry and public health at Columbia University, calls this “root shock.” According to Fullilove, tearing down buildings in poor neighborhoods often uproots people from their surroundings, in the name of urban renewal.

The result, she says, is that people lose many resources vital to their well-being, including relationships with family and friends that often form a safety net for surviving poverty.

Fullilove has studied the phenomenon in the wake of the widespread urban renewal projects that swept the United States from the 1950s to the 1980s.

She says planners often tear down areas that are considered blight without including area residents in the planning process, a wrong foot forward.

“Neighborhoods are like an ecosystem, with lots of parts and complex relationships between those parts,” Fullilove says. “If you have a plan that doesn’t take into account all those parts, it’s hard to make it work.”

The researcher says it is possible to take a neighborhood and make it better, without tearing it down and scattering residents. Which is what the

22-year-old Byrd said she would have preferred. She said she wished the county and North Las Vegas had come up with a plan to make Buena Vista Springs a nicer place to live instead of just calling for the wrecking crews.

Fullilove said the loss of resources such as solidarity among family and friends who are scattered ends up affecting the physical and psychological health of poor people.

Tearing down buildings “is progress for some, but often not for the poor,” she said.

Poor health, Fullilove added, creates costs for the wider community, through services such as emergency rooms.

These costs are worth considering as HUD officials evaluate the Clark County-North Las Vegas plan.

Has Mass Transit Finally Arrived?

National Journal – Transportation

Monday, December 15, 2008

Lisa Caruso, NationalJournal.com asks the expert blog - 

With mass transportation ridership at record highs (even as gas prices plummet) and public concern growing over greenhouse gas emissions and energy security, has the time come to devote significantly more federal funding to mass transit relative to highways? And do public transit supporters have the political clout needed to make that happen in the next surface transportation bill?  For the full responses go to:

http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2008/12/has-mass-transit-arrived.php#1199124

Responded on December 17, 2008 5:17 PM

Bill Graves, President and CEO, American Trucking Associations

“Although mass transit performs many important uses, particularly for certain niche communities in large urban areas, it cannot replace our nation’s need for good highways. While mass transit effectively moves people, infrastructure investment is critical to the safe and efficient movement of freight.”

Responded on December 17, 2008 3:35 PM

Judith Bergquist, Associate Director of Rural Programs in the Denver office of the Colorado Center for Community Development., which is funded in part by the Colorado Department of Local Affairs and the University of Colorado Denver.   

I think that sometimes we look past some simple and very viable alternatives to multi – modal transit for bigger glitzy solutions.

. . .

We need to have all transit looked at as a whole instead of in pieces. This includes looking at our land use, where school are and can be built, where grocery stores are built, etc. If transit is looked at as a whole system we would use funding more effectively and get people out of cars – using less oil NOW – reducing carbon Now – and not waiting for everything to be in place first. The transit system looked at holistically will also be able to be better phased.

We need a new highway deal like Eisenhower did but for multi-modal transit for the entire country.”

Responded on December 17, 2008 2:57 PM

Paul Yarossi, President, HNTB Holdings Ltd

“Public transit supporters definitely have the clout to influence the next transportation bill. In no way will this effort to fund more public transit projects replace the much needed investment in maintaining and expanding our national highway system. What it will provide is an opportunity to better balance our investments. We are in a unique time in both our country’s history and globally—a time that demands a new paradigm of thinking and investment. There is pressure to invest in infrastructure improvements that will reduce carbon emissions, reduce dependency on foreign oil, create jobs and improve our quality of life. Investment in public transit is a significant part of that solution.”

Responded on December 17, 2008 1:16 PM

Christopher B. Leinberger: Real estate developer, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution, Professor and Director of the University of Michigan graduate real estate program, former Managing Director/co-owner of the country’s largest real estate advisory firm and author.    

“Over the past decade, there has been a growing consensus among real estate market analysts, industry observers and developers that there is pent up demand for high density, walkable urban development. American downtown revitalizations, the re-emergence of former and new city neighborhoods, the resurgence of suburban downtowns, the redevelopment of dead and dying suburban malls and the emergence of so-called lifestyle centers are all testament to this pent up demand. It is not that the way real estate has been building since the middle 20th century, low density, drivable sub-urbanism, is a flawed product or morally bad, it’s just that we have structurally overbuilt it.   This consensus has been based upon consumer and demographic research but, most importantly, it is based upon the significant price premium walkable urban development achieves in the marketplace, which is a sure sign of pent up demand and is otherwise known as “gentrification”. After 60 years of just providing one way of living, working and shopping, the market wants a choice.

However, walkable urban development also requires different transportation infrastructure than we have been building in the recent past.”

Responded on December 16, 2008 4:21 PM

Emil H. Frankel, Director of Transportation Policy, Bipartisan Policy Center

“So before we jump to a conclusion about how to allocate funding - whether to give transit or highways more money - let’s ensure that we have a performance-based approach that can help us identify and prioritize programs that achieve national goals.”

Responded on December 16, 2008 3:35 PM

Frank Busalacchi , Secretary, Wisconsin Department of Transportation

“Mass transportation -- including all forms of public transportation from shared ride taxis to intercity passenger rail -- must be a focus of the next surface transportation bill. From every public policy perspective -- greenhouse gas emissions, energy policy, mobility and choice -- the time is now to rethink our nation's public transportation goals. 

. . .

The current transit programs send much of the funding to mass transit systems in our largest metropolitan areas. Our metropolitan areas rely on mass transit to provide a needed mobility option for those who don’t want to use their cars or don’t have cars to use. However, in many parts of the country bus fleets are old, far beyond the timeframe in which they should have been replaced. 

. . .

In addition to the urban mass transit challenges, there are two issues that need special attention in the next bill. First, we should address public transportation needs of our rural areas.  Second, we need to focus our efforts on intermodalism. We cannot simply expand what we have. We must think strategically about how to best connect our modes for the users of the multi-modal system.”

Responded on December 16, 2008 2:50 PM

Gov. Tim Kaine, Virginia

1. Funding for mass transit and rail, both capital and operating, should see sustained increases. 

2. This means that transit and rail funding needs to be a priority in the upcoming surface transportation reauthorization. 

3. This additional federal funding needs to be accompanied by serious change in state and local land use practices.

4. This increased funding should not come at the expense of other modes, particularly given the dire need to repair and replace our existing bridges across the country.

Responded on December 16, 2008 12:03 PM

Ed Wytkind, President, Transportation Trades Department, AFL-CIO

“Is this a new era for public transit? You bet.

. . .

The U.S. is falling behind foreign competitors in public transportation investment. Over the next decade, the Beijing subway will add ten new subway lines and expand from 70 to 335 miles.  China also plans to expand its passenger rail network with 1,554 miles of new track by 2020. The Shanghai subway will quadruple by 2018. Even mature systems like Paris Metro are expanding. America must not fall further behind.”

Responded on December 16, 2008 8:18 AM

Steve Van Beek, President & CEO, Eno Transportation Foundation

“Transformative Change Requires Greater Transit Investments

Indeed, the time has come for mass transit.  Mobility needs -- together with the inclusion of criteria such as responsible land use, the promotion of energy security and the reduction of GHG emissions -- mean the time is right to transform our transportation culture and devote significantly more infrastructure support to public transportation in all forms.”

Responded on December 15, 2008 10:40 PM

John D. Porcari, Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation

“Has the time come to devote significantly more funding to mass transit?  An emphatic YES!  Should it alter the current balance between federal funding for highways and transit?  Let the states and metro areas decide.  What works for Maryland is not likely to work for Montana. 

For states with congested urban areas, transit is literally the only way to add significant new capacity.  It's also an important part of any climate change action plan, and provides an excellent opportunity to tie together land use planning and transportation through transit-oriented development.  

We have to start by leveling the playing field.  While we get highway funds by formula, states and metro areas fight for transit monies primarily through earmarks, and the race to the bottom known as the New Starts program.  The New Starts transit program is very effective at its current purpose-- minimizing federal investment in transit-- while it discourages cities, metro areas and states from engaging in long-range, comprehensive plans to build truly seamless and ubiquitous transit systems.

End the false dichotomy between highway and transit funding by making system preservation needs the first call on federal dollars (whether highways and bridges, transit, aviation or port needs) and then using local, regional and state land use plans to drive new capacity (transit or highway) investment decisions with the remaining unified federal formula dollars.”

Responded on December 15, 2008 7:41 PM

Greg Cohen, President and CEO, American Highway Users Alliance

“Public transit supporters definitely have the political clout needed to increase mass transit funding in the next surface transportation bill.  In fact, funding for transit has grown at a faster rate than highway funding increases for every recent authorization bill.  But transit advocates need to be careful not to overreach in 2009.  Advocates for both highways and transit have generally agreed on a traditional 80/20 split for revenue increases for highways and transit.  This split has kept most transportation advocates united.  If transit advocates overreach and press for a greater share at the expense of highway programs, the good will and support of many highway advocates for transit could disintegrate.  With the many difficulties facing timely passage of a robust surface transportation bill, a disintegration of the coalition would be bad for all transportation advocates. There are tremendous and well-documented needs for BOTH highways and transit.”

Responded on December 15, 2008 7:23 PM

Robert L. Crandall, Retired Chairman and CEO, AMR and American Airlines

“The time has arrived --- but we need a plan before we build

In the furor over finding ways to increase and sustain employment, and the understandable desire to use infrasturcture investment to attach that problem, we need to remember that  money invested in the wrong tools is the equivalent of money wasted.  Given the depth of our present financial problems, and the fact that we will get only once chance to fix those problems -- including our transportation and energy problems -- we had better do some planning pronto.

. . .

We don't have either a comprehensive energy plan or a comprehensive transportation plan, and before we spend more than we can afford on a system that won't work, we need to spend some time planning!!!”

Responded on December 15, 2008 5:15 PM

Bob Poole, Director of Transportation Studies, Reason Foundation

“Let me respond to this question with another one: compared to what? According to a recent report for the Urban Land Institute by Prof. David Hartgen, the long-range transportation plans of America’s large and very large metro areas already plan major increases in transit funding over the next 25 years. For the 22 MPOs whose long-range plans were reviewed, transit spending averages 41% of the total, while transit’s projected mode share is just 5.5%. Something is wrong with this picture.”

Responded on December 15, 2008 4:47 PM

Geoff Anderson, Co-chair of the Transportation for America Campaign, President and CEO of Smart Growth America

“President-elect Obama has promised change. We must view the economic stimulus as a down payment on the second phase of our national transportation system. Expanding road and highway capacity cannot be a priority. Funds – both from the economic recovery package and the next surface transportation bill – must go to investments that fix our crumbling bridges and highways as well as increase support for the cleanest forms of transportation — public transit, high speed rail, walking and biking — and ultimately help Americans compete and thrive and invest in a clean, green recovery.”

Responded on December 15, 2008 1:18 PM

Deron Lovaas , Federal Transportation Policy Director, Natural Resources Defense Council

“Actually, the second goal of conserving oil contributes to the first, as Roger Sant and Michael Kinsley pointed out in their opinion piece in the Post yesterday. While we may not be able to achieve “energy independence,” we can greatly boost our security by cutting oil consumption, which leverages our oversized role as a global oil consumer and cuts the market power of oil-rich states, as I have discussed on my blog. Some conservative activists recognize this benefit of transit investment, as in the case of the Free Congress Foundation, which has proposed a “National Defense Public Transportation Act” as a 21st-century complement to the 1956 National Defense Interstate Highway Act. Paul Weyrich writes about it here.” 

Responded on December 15, 2008 12:32 PM

Paul M. Weyrich, Chairman and CEO, Free Congress Foundation

“I certainly hope the Congress will include these transit projects in whatever bill they come up with.. Beyond that there are many, many cities which are interested in light rail and streetcars. The Bush Administration has absolutely refused to fund any of these. I hope, if all of the money isn't gone that the Obama Administration will agree to fund most of these which deserve support. Has mass transit come of age? We shall see by the level of projects which are in the stimulus package, and we shall see if Obama funds rail in the longer term.”

Responded on December 15, 2008 9:15 AM

Robert Puentes, Senior Fellow and Director, Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative

“Part of the policy problem is that federal highway and transit programs operate on an unlevel playing field. While projects using highway dollars are subject to only perfunctory review and enjoy a federal funding contribution of 80 or 90 percent of the project, transit projects are subject to an intense, hypercompetitive bureaucratic process and a federal contribution of less than half of the project cost.

The result is that while the nation built enough rail to stretch from Alaska's Bridge to Nowhere to the London Underground over the last 20 years, we also managed to construct 132 thousand miles of additional roadways – enough to circle the globe more than 5 times.”

Responded on December 15, 2008 8:44 AM

Rich Sarles, Executive Director, NJ TRANSIT

“As I noted in my first post, it is critical that we find ways to expand public transportation across the country to meet the new ridership demands. Improving mobility and expanding multi-modal flexibility, while reducing congestion and greenhouse gas production will require more Americans shifting to public transportation, and any meaningful shift will necessitate significantly more funding for public transportation.” 

Responded on December 15, 2008 8:34 AM

Pete Ruane, President and CEO, American Road & Transportation Builders Association

“Given the "capacity deficiencies" and the crumbling state of America's transportation network, of course, the next surface transportation investment bill should significantly boost investment in transit, just as it should for highways and bridges.”

Events

Transit Working Group

Meetings to consider Austin-Manor-Elgin and Urban Rail proposals, 9am at City Hall.

Dates: December 8, December 15, January 5, January 12, and January 26

CHARGE: The charge for the CAMPO Transit Working Group is to analyze and evaluate the potential for rail in Central Texas, and the optimal role for rail as part of a comprehensive regional transportation plan that also includes new roads, toll roads, rapid buses, traditional bus service, and other modes of transportation.

The working group should consider and expand on CAMPO's past and ongoing programs, processes and commitments, including those adopted by the Transportation Policy Board in October 2007 as part of the Transportation Improvement Plan, to build out transportation corridors, reduce vehicle miles traveled, utilize land-use tools, and achieve other public benefits and dividends.

It also should coordinate with City of Austin staff, CAMPO, Capital Metro, appropriate Central Texas counties or cities, the University of Texas, the State of Texas, the Austin/San Antonio Corridor Council, and the CTRMA to identify options for routes, modes, financing mechanisms, and operating strategies. Financing options must be considered and evaluated. The Working Group, at its discretion, may choose to recommend specific routes and modal alternatives.

Texas Transportation Forum planned in January

Monday through Wednesday, Jan. 5-7, 2009

The Fourth Annual Texas Transportation Forum, featuring high-profile speakers - former U.S. House Majority Leader Dick Gephardt and former Federal Aviation Administration Administrator and Federal Highway Administration Deputy Administrator Jane Garvey - and a keynote address by Gov. Rick Perry. The forum will be at the Hilton Hotel in Austin. The forum brings together both past and future transportation leaders and will feature sessions on Texas' future transportation needs, an overview of state and federal transportation policy and information on state initiatives, regional partnerships and federal initiatives. Lt. Gov. David Dewhurst will speak about transportation issues for the upcoming legislative session. To view the program: http://www.dot.state.tx.us/ttf/Program.htm
German Marshall Fund Conference on Public Transit in the Austin-San Antonio Region

Feb 18 – 20

GMF will bring international experts to the region.  Wednesday, Feb 18th:  San Antonio discussing regional planning and public involvement; land use and transportation; and economic development.  Thursday, Feb 19th: San Marcus discussing coordinated passenger and freight rail traffic; impacts of rail on small towns; and transportation and environmental impacts.  Friday, Feb 20th: Austin discussing capital financing for rail; governance structure for intra and inter-city transit; and funding operations.

Partners: GMF, Alliance for Public Transportation, Austin San Antonio Corridor Council, and Bexar County.

Sustainable Communities Training Conference

March 9-11, 2009 | Sheraton Dallas Hotel | Dallas, Texas

Connecting Municipal Government, Local Organizations and Related Public Entities with 

Cost-effective, Environmentally Sustainable Solutions and Partnerships

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Sustainable Skylines Initiative (SSI), in partnership with the Texas Aggregates & Concrete Association (TACA), the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) and the City of Dallas, is presenting the Sustainable Communities Training Conference to be held on March 9 - 11, 2009 in Dallas, Texas.  This exciting and informative meeting will address the issues and discuss the challenges of urban/suburban sustainability planning and management in America. 

This three-day conference will intertwine five tracks through several workshop sessions:

I.
Green Buildings & Construction;

II. 
Advancing the Choice: Transportation Planning & Clean (low-emitting) Vehicle Programs;

III.
Sustainable Livability: Exploring potentials for Recycling & Sustainable Solid Waste Management practices, EPA’s Brownfield & Ready for Reuse Programs (property revitalization), Strategies for Stationary Sources;

IV.
 Energy Efficiency/Renewable Energy & “Clean” Technology Developments;

V.
Sustainable Surfaces: Urban Heat Island & Stormwater Mitigation Strategies, Urban Tree Planting & Strategic Shading, Green & Reflective Roofs, Urban Parks & Green Space;

…and culminate with a half-day training session where you will meet with potential Federal Agency, NGO and Private Sector partners from around the country.  

For a preliminary agenda, visit:  www.epa.gov/sustainableskylines
For conference registration visit www.cleanairinfo.com/sustainableskylines
Organizations Working on State Legislation

Alliance for Public Transportation

Non-profits, businesses, governments, and educational institutions with a common interest in promoting public transportation that improves our regional quality of life, economic development, affordability and the environment. http://www.AllianceforPublicTransportation.org
Transportation Coalition of Central Texas

Katie Ferrier, Director of Public Policy, kferrier@recaonline.com
North Central Texas Council of Governments

http://www.nctcog.org/trans/legislative/
San Antonio Mobility Coalition 

http://www.samcoinc.org/legislation.html
Texas Rail Relocation and Improvement Association

http://www.railrelo.org
Capital Metro

Contact Tina Bui, Tina.Bui@capmetro.org
The CAMPO Peer Review of Cap Metro informs the legislative agenda, see Recommendations.

Organizations Working on Federal Reauthorization
Transportation for America 

A coalition of national, state and local partners campaigning for the following agenda.

Build for America calls for investment in public transit, high-speed and intercity rail, neighborhoods that are less car-dependent, more walkable and more affordable, and restoring the thousands of roads and bridges in failing condition across the United States. Specifically, Transportation for America and its supporters are asking the next President and Congress to work together to:

1. BUILD TO COMPETE with China and Europe, by modernizing and expanding our rail and transit networks to reduce oil dependence, connect the metro regions that are the engines of the modern economy.

2. INVEST FOR A CLEAN, GREEN RECOVERY through cleaner vehicles and new fuels as well as the cleanest forms of transportation – modern public transit, walking and biking – and for energy-efficient, sustainable development.

3. FIX WHAT’S BROKEN before building new roads and restore our crumbling highways, bridges and transit systems.

4. STOP WASTEFUL SPENDING and re-evaluate projects currently in the pipeline to eliminate those with little economic return that could deepen our oil dependence.

5. SAVE AMERICANS MONEY. Provide more travel and housing options that are affordable and efficient, while helping people to avoid high gas costs and traffic congestion. Save taxpayer dollars by asking the private developers who reap real estate rewards from new rail stations and transit lines to contribute toward that service.

Metropolitan Mobility Caucus
Congresswoman Ellen Tauscher (D-CA) & Congressman Tom Petri (R-WI) are forming the Metropolitan Mobility Caucus. This caucus will  focus on federal transportation policy. As Congress continues to examine the structure of the next highway bill, this caucus will advocate for stronger partnerships between federal, state, and local transportation officials; greater use of public transportation, including intercity passenger rail; regional mobility goals; and performance standards. As of today, the following members have joined the caucus: Rep. Ellen Tauscher (D-CA), Rep. Earl Blumenauer (D-OR), Rep. Brad Carson (D-IN), Rep. Bob Filner (D-CA), Rep.Eleanor Holmes Norton (D-DC), Rep. Robert Wexler (D-FL), Rep. Doris Matsui (D-CA), Castle (R-DE), Rep. Howard Coble (R-NC), Rep. Virgil Goode (R-VA), Rep. Thomas Petri (R-WI).

NAPTA - Support Transit Infrastructure Investment

Thanks for all your past support for public transportation. Now, with a new administration and a new Congress about to take office, it is urgent that you make your voice heard. As you have been seeing in the news, there’s much anticipation about an economic recovery package that will occur early in 2009.

The American Public Transportation Association has been calling on President-elect Obama’s Transition Team and Congress to include public transportation projects in the legislation that is expected to be introduced when Congress returns from the holiday recess in January. As you know, public transportation plays a significant role in finding smart solutions to the numerous challenges facing America today. Investing in public transportation not only stimulates economic growth and development, it creates jobs, and benefits individuals, households and businesses.

We ask you to go to President-elect Obama’s transition web site and urge the incoming administration to include public transportation in the legislation.

Here are several points you can include:

· Public transit systems have identified 736 ready-to-go projects worth $12.2 billion that can be advanced within 90 days with federal funding. These include the purchase of new clean fuel buses and rail cars, the expansion of rail infrastructure, and the construction and rehabilitation of stations and maintenance facilities.

· Over a two-year period, studies of public transit needs show that $47.8 billion in much-needed projects could be invested, creating more than 1.3 million green jobs.

· There has never been a stronger demand for public transit than now. Even as gas prices have gone down, public transit ridership had the largest ridership increase in 25 years in the third quarter of 2008.

Share your story about the need for local public transportation and what it means for people in your community. Please write this email in the next few days. Significant public transit investment is critical to moving our economy and country forward. Thank you.

If you have any questions, please contact Kylah Hynes at 202-496-4807 or info@napta.net

Contact Obama's Transition Team Now!

Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations’ Reauthorization Policy
AMPO believes that the federal surface transportation authorization should continue a strong federal role in transportation, and that the federal role should be refocused on four key performance priorities that together ensure that the United States can compete effectively and thrive in the global economy.  These four federal priorities are: 

1. Improving International and Interstate Commerce; 

2. Improving mobility and reducing congestion in the nation’s metropolitan areas with a stronger and more significant role for the nation’s metropolitan regions in delivering stronger and more significant role for the nation’s metropolitan regions in delivering transportation programs; 

3. Achieving energy independence by 2050; and, Achieving energy independence by 2050; and, 

4. Rebuilding America’s transportation infrastructure.

AASHTO - State Transportation Officials Set Course for Federal Program Reform
State transportation officials this week called for major reforms, accountability, and increased federal funding for the nation's transportation programs as Congress considers authorization legislation in the coming year.

"This is not business as usual," said AASHTO President Allen Biehler, Secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. "The American public has every right to see what they will get for increased transportation investment. We have to be accountable and we have to move to a performance-based program focused on national goals. That's where state transportation leaders want to go."

The comprehensive multi-modal package of recommendations urges that the federal program go "back to basics" by focusing on areas of national interest – preservation and renewal, interstate commerce, safety, congestion, system reliability, and enhanced environment and quality of life.

Increased federal funding would be coupled with national performance standards established to achieve the national goals. States would self-define targets that would deliver accountability for the investment of federal funds.

Among the goals called for in AASHTO's new transportation agenda are:

· Increasing funding for congestion relief projects and metro areas;

· Improving highway connections and transit access for rural America;

· Doubling transit ridership to 20 billion by 2030, and 50 billion by 2050;

· Trimming 6-12 months from project delivery time by expanding state environmental responsibilities and integrating planning;

· Dedicating federal funding for a fast and reliable intercity passenger rail network;

· Reducing highway traffic fatalities by half in two decades; and

· Moving as swiftly as practical from current funding methods to a distance-based user fee. 

$545 Billion Six-Year Multi-modal Program Needed

Emphasizing the need to employ every kind of transportation to meet future demands, AASHTO calls for an overall $545 billion investment from 2010 through 2015 for highways, transit, freight movement, and intercity passenger rail. Included are the following:

· $375 billion for highways,

· $93 billion for transit,

· $42 billion for freight improvements (from sources outside the Highway Trust Fund), and

· $35 billion dedicated funding for intercity passenger rail. 

The proposal identifies a number of possible funding options for consideration by Congress and calls for maximum flexibility for state and local governments in the way the funds are used.

The policy positions approved by the AASHTO Board of Directors are available online at http://www.transportation.org/?siteid=98.ORG
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