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SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

TO: Members of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
FROM: Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Majority Staff

SUBJECT: Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Markup

PURPOSE OF MARKUP

On Wednesday, September 24, 2008, at 11:00 a.m., in room 2167 of the Rayburn House
Office Building, the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure is scheduled to mark up H.R.
6707, the “Taking Responsible Action for Community Safety Act”; General Services Administration
Capital Investment and Leasing Program Resolutions; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Sutvey
Resolutions; and other matters cleared for consideration.

H.R. 6707, THE “TAKING RESPONSIBLE ACTION FOR COMMUNITY SAFETY ACT”

Backeround

The main putpose of H.R. 6707 is to establish that when the Surface Transportation Board
(“STB” or “Board”) considers a merger involving a Class I railroad and a Class II ot ITT railroad' the
Boatd has the power to disapprove the merger if the Board finds that the adverse environmental
effects of the merget outweigh its transportation ot other benefits. Under cutrent law, the Board
has the authotity to disapprove a merger involving at least two Class I carriers if the transaction is
not consistent with the public intetest, but has never disapproved a Class I merger on environmental

! Rail carriers are grouped into three classes to determine their accounting and reporting obligations. A Class [ railroad
has annual operating revenues of mote than $250 million, a Class TI railroad has annual operating revenues of between
$20 million and $250 million, and a Class III railroad has annual operating revenues of less than $20 million. These
operating revenues ate fixed on 1991 dollars and are adjusted annually for inflation, (49 CF.R. Part 1201, Subpart A,
General Instructions)




grounds. Some STB staff believe that under existing law the Board also has authority to disapprove
a metget involving a Class Il ot Class II1 1ail carrier on environmental grounds. However, there is a
provision in existing law indicating that in a merget involving a Class IT or Class III rail carrier, the
Boatd can only disapptrove the merger if it would have adverse competitive effects. Additionally, it
is not clear whether the Board Membets share the staff’s view that they have authority under
existing law to disapprove a metger involving a Class I or Class IIT rail carrier on environmental
grounds. If the Board did take this position, there is a substantial possibility that a reviewing Court
would hot accept their interpretation of existing law, for reasons discussed below.

On September 26, 2007, the Canadian National Railway (“CN”), which is a Class I railroad,
and the U.S. Steel Corpotation (“U.S. Steel”) announced an agreement where CN would acquire
- most of the Elgin, Joliet & Hastern Railway Company (“EJ&¥E”), which is a Class II railroad that is a
wholly owned indirect subsidiary of U.S. Steel, for $300 million, subject to the regulatory approval of .
the STB. The EJ&E’s main line, known as “Chicago’s Quter Belt”, runs 198 miles and encircles the
City of Chicago, from Waukegan, Illinois, through Joliet, Illinois, to Gaty, Indiana. This acquisition
will allow CN to bypass Chicago, Illinois, which CN believes will allow it to significantly improve the
efficiency of CN’s rail operations in the Chicago region. CN currently has three lines that run into
Chicago, and it plans to divert traffic from these lines onto the EJ&E line, which would increase the
numbet of trains operating through the communities along the EJ&E by approximately 15 to 24
trains per day. :

Opponents of the transaction maintain that the CN acquisition would impose a number of
adverse impacts on the people living in the 50 communities along the EJ&FE line. The STB’s Section
of Environmental Analysis (“SEA™), which is responsible for undertaking environmental reviews of
certain STB actions, found that if CN increases train volumes on the EJ&E rail line as proposed in
its Operating Plan, the acquisition would result in a projected 28 percent increase in rail accidents on
the EJ&E line; an increase in grade ctossing accidents on the EJ&E rail line of anywhere from 1.57
to 6.04 accidents annually; an inctease in the number of “major key routes™ (rail segments where the
volume of hazardous matetials transported would exceed 20,000 catloads annually) from 2 to 14 on
the FJ&E rail line, with subsequent increases in reportable hazardous material releases; an increase
in air pollution; and a substantial inctease in noise and vibtation in communities and on public lands .
adjacent to the line, affecting 17 forest presetves, natural areas and preserves, resource-tich ateas,
and land and water resetrves, 14 adjacent trails and scenic corridors, 16 adjacent local parks, and 4
adjacent land and watet consetvation fund properties. In addition, 15 grade crossings on the EJ&E
line would be “substantially affected” (meaning that train queue length would block a roadway that
is not blocked currently, the roadway would be at ot ovet-capacity, or delay for all delayed vehicles
would be more than 40 houts per day), resulting in total traffic delays from about one hour in West
Chicago to about 165 hours in Joliet; and 11 fite and emergency medical service providers near the
EJ&E tail line could have substantial difficulties in coping with emergencies as a result of the
proposed transaction.

Proponents of the transaction maintain that the CN acquisition would be beneficial to the
tegion and help mitigate freight rail congestion in the nation’s freight rail bottleneck. They also
maintain that the transaction would benefit communities along CN’s curtent lines to and from
Chicago thtough decreased accidents, noise, congestion, and delay as a result of a reduction in train
traffic. The SEA found that the transaction would reduce CN traffic in some minority and low-
income communities by eight trains per day. The SEA also found that the transaction would not
affect existing Metra commuter tail setvice or Amtrak service on rail lines in the area in which CN



now operates, and it would not preclude implementation of the proposed STAR line and Southeast .
Setvice, but could introduce potential operating complexities. In addition, the SEA found that while
the total number of train accidents on the EJ&E rail line is likely to increase by 28 percent, the likely
number of rail accidents on the existing CN rail lines would decline 77 percent, a change directly
related to the decrease in train-miles on CN’s existing rail lines. The SEA also found that the
consequences of increased train traffic on the EJ&E rail line would increase the risk for pedestrians
and bicycles at 21 train/rail crossings and dectease the risk at 36 trail/rail crossings along existing
CN lings.

‘The application for the CN to acquitre the EJ&E is now pending before the STB. Under
cuttent law, a rail cartier or other entity may not consolidate, metge, or.acquire control of another
rail carrier without authorization and approval from the Board.

Existing law sets forth two different standards — depending on the class of the rail carrier —
that the STB must use in consideting applications for consolidation, metger, ot acquisition of
control: the law gives the STB considerable discretion to disapprove a transaction involving at least
two Class I rail cattietrs, and much less discretion to disapprove transactions not involving at least
two Class I rail carriers, such as the CIN acquisition of the EJ&E.

Prior to the Staggers Act of 1980, the critetia for considering an application for a merger or
control between Class I rail carriers and Class IT or Class IIT rail carriers were identical. For all
metgers and consolidations, the Interstate Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) was
requited to consider (1) the effect of the proposed transaction on the adequacy of transportation to
the public; (2) the effect on the public interest of including, or failing to include, other rail cartiers in
the atea involved in the proposed transaction; (3) the total fixed charges that result from the
proposed transaction; and (4) the interest of carrier employees affected by the ptoposed transaction.
‘The Commission was required to approve and authotize such a transaction only when it found that
the transaction was consistent with the public interest. The Commission was also authorized to
impose conditions governing the transaction.

However, Section 228 of the Staggers Act altered considerably the standatds for rail carrier
consolidation applications involving at least two Class I rail carriers filed after October 1, 1980. A
fifth factor was added to the list of criteria that the Commission must consider: whethet the
proposed transaction would have an adverse effect on competition among rail carriers in the
affected region. Howevet, the requitement that the five factors (outlined in the above paragraph) be
considered was limited to cases involving at least two Class I railroads.

The Staggers Act added a new section to govern rail consolidations not involving the metger
ot control of two or mote Class I railroads (such as CN-EJ&E). This section, now found in section
11324(d) of 'Title 49, United States Code, provides that the Board “shall approve” this type of
. consolidation “unless” the Boatd finds that: (1) as a result of the transaction, there is likely to be
substantial lessening of competition, creation of a monopoly, or restraint of trade in freight surface
transpottation in any tegion of the United States; and (2) the anticompetitive effects of the
transaction outweigh the public interest in meeting significant transportation needs.

On its face, the new section would appeat to take away the Board’s authority to disapprove
metrgers ot consolidations of a Class I rail carrier with a Class I or a Class III rail carrier on general
public interest grounds, such as adverse effects on safety or the environment.




Some STB staff, however, maintain that the Board does have the authority to disapprove
transactions involving Class II or Class III rail cattiers because of adverse environmental effects.
'The STB staff did not have any cases or legal memos to suppott this interpretation. As Committee
staff understands it, STB staff’s rationale is that although thete is a specific provision in the law
requiring approval of mergers with Class II or Class I1I rail carriers if they are not anti-competitive,
if we interpret the law “as a whole”, the Board has authotity to disapprove a merger involving Class
IT ot Class II1 rail cartiers on environmental grounds. In the view of STB staff, the Board has
authotity to disapptove a metger involving two Class 1 rail cattiers on environmental grounds and it
would not make sense for the Boatd not to have the same power to disapprove a merger between a
Class I rail carrier and a Class II rail carrier on environmental grounds. This type of metger could be
just as harmful to the environment as a merger involving two Class I rail cartiers.

: STB staff further points to the fact that the draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”),

prepated by staff, for the proposed CN acquisition of the EJ&E states that the Board “will decide
whether to approve the proposed acquisiﬁon, deny it, or approve it with mitigating conditions,
including environmental conditions.” The draft EIS also states that Council on Environmental
Quality regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act require consideration of a
No-Action Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative, CN would not acquire control of the
EJ&E land, rail line, and related assets. Thus, by implication the draft EIS asserts the Board’s power
to deny approval on environmental grounds.

It is not clear if the Board did disapprove a transaction involving a Class I rail carrier and
Class II rail carrier on environmental grounds that the decision would sutvive a judicial challenge. A
U.S. Coutt of Appeals case dealing with the Board’s power over mergers with Class I and Class 111
rail carriers points in the direction of not giving the Boatd powet to deny a metger on environmental
grounds. However, this case is not completely dispositive since it involved public interest factors
other than the environment. Moreover, the decision is not binding on other Federal Courts of
Appeal.

The case in point is Pegple of the State of Hlinois, Hlinois Commerce Commission and Patrick W,
Simmons v. Interstate Commerce Commission and United States of America (687 I.2d 1047; 1982 U.S. App.),
of the United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit. The court affirmed a decision of the
ICC (predecessor of the STB) refusing to consider public interest factors involving effects on
employment of a Class 1/Class II metger which was not anticompetitive. The court ruled that if
thete were not anti-competitive effects, the ICC was required to approve the meiger. The court
found the Staggers Act separated tail consolidation proposals into two distinct groups: majot rail
consolidations, which involve the merper ot control of two ot more Class I rail carriers, and minor
rail consolidations, which do not involve the consolidation of two or more Class [ rail carriers. The
coutt concluded that a careful reading of the law in its entirety “discloses that the broad public
interest standard of [section 11324(c)| applies only to consolidations of two or more Class I railtoads
whereas the more limited criteria of (d) apply to all other rail consolidations.”

The coutt also found “the mandatory language ‘shall approve’ of [section 11324(d)] taken in
context, denotes that if the Commission finds no substantial anticompetitive effects flowing from
the proposed transaction, its analysis is at an end. At that point, the Commission must approve the
transaction, and any finding about consistency with the public interest would be superfluous. In



othet wotds ... the words ‘shall approve’ in-this context should be construed to require approval of
transactions whete no substantial anticompetitive effects are found.”

The coutt added, “Although subsection (d) requites the Commission to review public
interest factors if it finds substantial anticompetitive effects, that provision does not require the
agency to determine whether the transportation is ‘consistent with the public interest’. Rather, if
anticompetitive effects ate substantial, the Commission must balance against those effects ‘the
public interest in meeting significant transportation needs.” ”

The coutt’s findings are echoed in the remarks included by current STB Commissioner
Butttey in a July 25, 2008 decision setting forth a schedule for completion of the environmental
teview process in the proposed CN acquisition of the EJ&E. He states, “IFor a transaction like this
that does not involve the metger or control of at least two Class I railroads, the statute provides that
the Board shall approve the application unless it finds serious anticompetitive effects that outweigh
the public interest.”

CN, the applicant in the CN/EJ&E case, appeats to also believe that the Board cannot
disapprove the metger on envitonmental grounds. Accordingly, CN would be likely to seek judicial
review of any STB decision disapproving the metget on environmental grounds.

In a petition filed before the Board on August 14, 2008, for expedited approval of the
transaction, CN stated: “ICCTA requires the Board to approve any transaction not involving two
Class I railroads unless the Boatd finds both that (1) as a result of the transaction, there is likely to
be substantial lessening of competition, cteation of a monopoly, or restraint of trade in freight
surface transportation in any region of the United States, and (2) the anticompetitive effects of the
transaction outweigh the public interest in meeting significant transportation needs. Under this
standard, if the Boatd is unable to make cithet of these findings, approval of the proposed
transaction is mandatory.”

It is worth noting that, in Peaple of the State of Tllinois v. Interstate Commerce Commission and United
States of America, the coutt stated that the law “could benefit from more artful draftsmanship” on the
question of public interest considerations. In addition, on November 10, 1981, a little mote than
one year aftet the Staggers Act was enacted, ICC Chairman Reese H. Taylot, Jt. testified before the
Sutface Transportation Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Commertce, Science, and
Ttanspottation that the intetplay between the two different sets of standards for considering rail
mergers and consolidations and the requirement for considering the public interest was “a problem
area in the legislation possibly in need of redrafting.”

H.R. 6707, the “T'aking Responsible Action for Community Safety Act”

H.R. 6707 amends section 11324 of Title 49, United States Code, to require the Surface
Transportation Board, in a ptoceeding which involves the metget or control of at least one Class I
rail carrier to considet the five factots the Board is now tequired to consider when the merger
involves two Class I cartiers: (1) the effect of the proposed transaction on the adequacy of
transpottation to the public; (2) the effect on the public interest of including, or failing to include
other tail catriers in the area involved in the proposed ttansaction; (3) the total fixed charges that
tesult from the proposed transaction; (4) the intetest of rail carrier employees affected by the
proposed transaction; (5) whether the proposed transaction would have an adverse effect on




competition among tail cartiets in the affected region or in the national rail system. H.R. 6707 also
adds two new factors for the Board to considet: (6) the safety and environmental effects of the
proposed transaction, including the effects on local communities, such as public safety, grade
crossing safety, hazardous matetials transportation safety, emergency tesponse time, noise, and
socioeconomic impacts; and (7) the effect of the proposed transaction on intercity rail passenget
transportation and commuter rail passenger transportation.

H.R. 6707 also requires the Boatd to approve and authorize a transaction involving at least
one Class I rail cartier when the Board finds the transaction is consistent with the public intetest.
The bill prohibits the Board from approving a transaction if it finds that the transaction’s adverse
impacts on safety and on the affected communities outweigh the transportation benefits of the
transaction. The bill further authotizes the Board to impose conditions governing the transaction,
including conditions to mitigate the effects of the transaction on local communities.

In addition, the bill requires the Board to hold public hearings on a proposed transaction
involving at least one Class I rail cattier including public heatings in the affected communities,
unless the Board determines that public heatings are not necessaty in the public interest.

The amendments made by FLR. 6707 ate to be applied to all transactions that have not been
approved by the Board as of August 1, 2008, The heating will examine the anticipated impacts of
HLR. 6707 on pending and future tailroad acquisitions and mergers.

Prior Legislative and Oversight Activities

On July 31, 2008, Chairman TJames L. Oberstar introduced H.R. 6707, the “Taking
Responsible Action for Community Safety Act”, This bill had not been introduced in previous
Congtesses. ‘

On September 9, 2008, the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure held a heating
entitled “ILR. 6707, the “Taking Responsible Action for Community Safety Act”.

Amendments

Chairman James .. Obetstat will offer a manager’s amendment that makes technical and
clarifying changes to the bill. First, the amendment clatifies the definition of public interest. The
Surface Transportation Board’s cutrent definition of “public interest™ applies only to the
transportation benefits of a proposed transaction. This amendment clarifies that the Board’s
definition of the public interest includes the safety and environmental effects of a proposed
transaction and the effect of a proposed transaction on intetcity rail passenger transportation and
commuter tail passenger transportation. ‘

Second, the amendment clarifies that the Board shall consider both the positive and negative
consequences of a proposed transaction. Cutrently, the Board “shall approve” a proposed
transaction that does not involve at least two Class I railtoads “unless” the Board finds that: (1) as a
result of the transaction, there is likely to be a substantial lessening of competition, creation of a
monopoly, or restraint of trade in freight sutface transportation in any region of the United States;
and (2) the anticompetitive effects of the transaction outweigh the public interest in meeting




significant transportation needs. This amendment clatifies that the Board must consider all of the
benefits and consequences to safety and the itnpacted communities when determining if the
transaction’s impacts cutweigh the transportation benefits.

Specific infottnation on other amendments is not available at this time,




- GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
CAPITAL INVESTMENT AND LEASING PROGRAM RESOLUTIONS

Backgtound

The General Setvices Administration (“GSA”) owns 1,532 Federal buildings totaling 181
million square feet of space, which provides office space for 470,000 Federal workers. GSA leases
172 million square feet of space in 7,100 leased propetties, which provides office space for an
additional 590,000 Federal workers. GSA’s real property activities are funded primarily through the
" Federal Building Fund (“FBEF”). The FBF is an intra-governmental fund in which agencies pay rent
to GSA fot the space that they occupy. Any excess funds generated by the rental system are used
for building tepaits and new construction. In 1975, the FBFE replaced approptiations to GSA as the
ptimary means of financing the operations and capital costs associated with the Federal space owned

or managed by GSA.

Congress exercises control over the FBF through the annual appropriations process by
setting limits on how much of the fund can be expended for various activities. Section 3307 of title
40, United States Code, requires the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on the Environment and Public Works of the Senate to pass
resolutions authotizing the construction, repair, alteration, or leasing of space prior to an
appropriation of funds. Title 40 also requites the Administrator of General Services to submit to
the Committees a ptospectus requesting authority for any project in excess of $2.54 million.* The
prospectus must be approved by the Office of Management and Budget, and must detail the
patticular project, along with the cost, benefits, and plan for Federal occupancy.

‘The Committee will consider 35 tesolutions to authotize approptiations for the General
Setvices Admimistration’s (“GSA™) FY 2009 Capital Investment and Leasing Program, including
four construction resolutions (authorizing $937.6 million), five repair and alteration resolutions
{authorizing $266.5 million), and 26 lease resolutions (authorizing $196.6 million annually). Major
projects include construction of the Department of Homeland Security on St. Elizabeths Campus,
Washington, DC, consttuction of the San Ysidto U.S. Pott of Entty, San Diego, CA, and repair and
alterations to the West Wing of the White House. The enclosed table provides a summary
desctiption of each of the resolutions.

2 General Services Administration Prospectus Thtesholds for Owned and Leased Federal Facilities, Stephanie Smith,
Congressional Research Service, January 23, 2007, R822287.



Priot Legislative and Oversight Activities

Each fiscal year, the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure considets GSA Capital
Investment and Leasing Program resolutions.

On July 11, 2008, the Subcommittee on HEconomic Development, Public Buildings, and
Emetgency Management held a hearing on GSA’s Fiscal Year 2009 Capital Investment and Leasing
Program. ' :

Amendments

No amendments are expected at this time.




Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Resolutions

for GSA's Capital Investment and Leasing Program
(September 24, 2008)

| Alterations

West Wing Infrastructure Systems Replacement

$15,934,000

Washington, DC PDS-02008 No Request
. Energy and Watet Program Retrofit and Conservation

Energy and Water PEW-2009 Measutes Progtam $36,647,000 No Request

Washington, DC PDC-0017-WAQ9 |West Wing Infrastructure Systems Replacement $162,932,000 No Request
Chicago, IL PIL-0205-CHQO9 Evetett McKinley Ditksen U.S. Courthouse $56,254,000 No Request

New Bern, NC PNC-0011-NB09  |U.S. Post Office and Courthouse $10,640,000 No Request

$282,407,000

Fort Pierce, FL. PFL-CTC-FPOQ7 U.S. Courthouse $53,869,000 No Request
San Diego, CA PCA-BSC-SD09 U.S. Port of Entry - San Ysidro . $343,323,000 No Request
DHS Consolidation and Development of St. Elizabeths
Washington, DC PDC-0002-WA09  |West Campus $525,236,000 No Request
Portal, ND PND-BSC-PO09 U.S. Land Of Entry $15,204,000 No Request
Subtotal $937,632,000

| Leases

PMT-01.BI0S

U.S. District Court

$3,291,760

Rep. Dennis R. Rehberg

Billings, MT

Lakewood, CO PCO-01-LA09 National Park Setvice " $6,002,428 No Request

Washington, DC PDC-15-WAQ09 U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Comin. $7,567,000 No Request
General Setvices Administration, Federal Acquisition

Burlington County, NJ PNJ-01-BU0O9 Service $8,800,000 No Request

Sacramento, CA - |PCA-01-SA09 U.S. Army Cotps of Engineers $6,824,700 No Request
Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Immigration

Washington, DC PDC-14-WAQ09 and Customs Enforcement $6,688,500 No Request

Washington, DC PDC-01-WAQ09 Federal Emergency Management Agency $4,954,439 No Request

Chicago, IL PIL-05-CHO09 Department of Health and Human Services $10,613,350 No Request

Plantation, FL PFL-01-F109 Department of the Treasury $4,789,002 No Request

Prince Georges County, MD PMD-03-WA09 Department of Unmg.m.nu Defense Intelligence Agency $4,788,000 No Wmmﬁnmn




Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Resolutions

for GSA's Capital Investment and Leasing Program

(September 24, 2008)

HNw.anm City, MO APMO-02-KAQ09 Federal Aviation Administration, 901 Locust Street $5,933,603 No Request

Northem Virginia PVA-07-WA09 |Depattment of Defense, Missile Defense Agency $4,505,544 No Request

. [Houston, TX | PTX-01-HOO9 U.S. Attorneys $4,638,865 No Request

 [Fruntsville, AL ~ [PAL-01-FIUQ9 Department of Defense, Missile Defense Agency $7,736,420 No Request

San Francisco, CA PCA-09-SF09 Environmental Protection Agency $17,457,000 No Request

* [Washington, DC PDC-17-WA09 Department of State $13,248,000 No Request
1 Department of Homeland Security, Office of the

. [Washington, DC PDC-05-WA09 Inspector General , $5,963,300 No Request

: ‘Washington, DC PDC-19WAQ9 Department of Homeland Secutity, U.S. Coast Guard $21,917,986 No Request

: Washington, DC PDC-06-WA09 Depattment of Justice, 1301 New York Avenue, NW $10,505,502 No Request

; Washington, DC PDC-10-WA09 Department of Justice, 1400 New Yotk Avenue, NW 8,664,278 No Request

1 Depattment of Justice, Drag Enforcement

! |Dade and Browad Couaties, FL.  |PFL-02-MI08 Administration $5,259,555 No Request

Kansas City, KS PKS-01-KC09 Environmental Protection Agency $6,205,987 No Request

Notthern Virginia PVA-06-VAQ9 Depattment of Defense, Defense Intelligence Agency $20,939,280 No Request

. |Norther Virginia PVA-09-WAO09 General Setvices Administration $3,533,696 No Request

Seattle, WA PWA 02 SE09 Federal Bureau of Investigation $4,589,821 No Request

Seattle, WA PWA-01-SE09 Social Security Administration $5,032,368 No Request

| E3RE Subtotal $210,450,384

SL30489,5%




Background

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS SURVEY RESOLUTIONS

A US. Army Corps of Engineers survey (or study) of water resources needs and possible
solutions can be authorized by resolution approved by the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure or the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works., Each survey resolution
authotizes a two-phase study process. Under Corps’ policies, the maximum allowable cost of the
initial, reconnaissance phase of the study is $100,000. The cost of the second, feasibility phase will
be determined during the reconnaissance study. Follow-on costs for the feasibility study will be
subject to applicable cost-sharing requirements.

The Committee will consider the following Resolutions:

2791 Aptil 1, 2008 Anderson County, SC Rep. Barrett
. Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
2792 April 1, 2008 Shoreline Protection, LA Rep. Boustany
2793 April 1, 2008 St. Landry and Acadia Parishes, LA Rep. Boustany
. Vinton Harbor and Terminal
2794 April 1, 2008 District, Vinton, Louisiana Rep. Boustany
. Mermentau River Basin
2795 April 1, 2008 Abbeville/Lake Charles, LA Rep. Boustany
. Sunbuty, Northumberland County, ,
2796 April 1, 2008 PA Rep. Catney
. Line Creek, Kansas City, KS and Rep. Cleaver
2797 . April 1, 2008 MO Rep.Graves
. . Reps. Doyle
2798 April 1, 2008 Turtle Creek Basin, PA Rep. Altmire
2799 April1,2008 | UPPet S“Squeﬁ%‘{m Rivet Basin, Rep. Hinchey
. - Mohican River (Black & Rocky
2800 April 1, 2008 Forks), OH' Rep. Jordan
2801 April 1, 2008 Morgan and Scott Counties, IL Rep. LaHood
2802 April 1, 2008 Henry County, GA Rep. Westmoreland
2803 April 1, 2008 Blue River Basin, KS and MO Rep. D. Moore
Rep. Cleaver
2804 April 1, 2008 Kansas River, KS Rep. 1. Moote
Rep. Boyda
2805 April 1, 2008 Pritchard Intertmodal Facility, WV Rep. Rahall
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2806 April 1, 2008 Bucks County, PA Rep. Murphy
2807 April 1, 2008 Wissahickon Creek, PA Rep. Schwattz

. San Lotenzo Creek, Alameda Rep. Stark
2808 April 1, 2008 County, CA Rep. B. Lee
2809 April 1, 2008 Wolf Creek, Brabetton, OH Rep. Sutton

. Salt River Watershed, Humboldt
2810 April 1, 2008 County, CA Rep. M. Thompson

y ‘ - Rep. Frank
2811 April 1, 2008 Fall River, MA Rep. McGovern

. Oceans County Streams and . .
2812 April 1, 2008 Histuaties, NJ Rep. Chits Smith
2313 Sep tezrgé) 86 €22, Adams and Denver Counties, CO Rep. DeGette
2814 May 9, 2008 Fast Rockaway, NY Rep. McCarthy
2815 May 9, 2008 Nassau County, NY Rep. McCarthy
2816 April 1, 2008 Coweeman River, WA Rep. Baird
2817 April 1, 2008 Rock Creek, WA Rep. Baird
2818 April 1, 2008 Albany Canal, Albany, OR Rep. DeFazio

Although clause 9 of rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Representatives regarding
congressional earmarks does not specifically apply to Committee on Ttansportation and

Infrastructure survey resolutions, Chairman James L. Obetstar has requested that, in the interests of

full disclosure and transparency, Members requesting sutvey tesolutions comply with the

requirements of clause 9 of rule XXTI and clause 17 of tule XXIII of the Rules of the House. For
each of the pending sutvey resolutions, Members have certified that neither the Member nor his or
her spouse has a financial interest in the project.

Prior Legislative and Oversight Activities

Each Cohgress, the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructute routinely considets
U.S. Army Cotps of Engineers Survey Resolutions.

Amendments

No amendments to the resolutions are expected at this time.
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