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112TH CONGRESS ] HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES [ REPORT
2d Session 112 K"“*"

DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATIONS BILL, 2013

, 2012.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. LaTHAM, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT Gaether Wik

[To accompany H.R. ﬁ\ m‘m\{ v:[f%
The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in _ T e

explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for the o
Departments of Transportation, and Housing and Urban Develop-

ment, and related agencies for the fiscal year ending September 30,

2013.

INDEX TO BILL AND REPORT

Title I—Department of Transportation ..........
Title II—Department of Housing and Urban Development

Title III—Related Agencies ..
Title IV—General Provisions

PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND ACTIVITY

During fiscal year 2013, for the purposes of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-177), as
amended, with respect to appropriations contained in the accom-
panying bill, the terms “program, project, and activity” (PPA) shall
mean any item for which a dollar amount is contained in appro-
priations acts (including joint resolutions providing continuing ap-
propriations) or accompanying reports of the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations, or accompanying conference reports
and joint explanatory statements of the committee of conference.
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This definition shall apply to all programs for which new budget
(obligational) authority is provided, as well as to discretionary
grants and discretionary grant allocations made through either bill
or report language. In addition, the percentage reductions made
pursuant to a sequestration order to ds appropriated for facili-
ties and equipment, Federal Aviation Administration, shall be ap-
plied equally to each budget item that is listed under said account
in the budget justifications submitted to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations as modified by subsequent appro-
priations acts and accompanying committee reports, conference re-
Forts, or joint explanatory statements of the committee of con-
erence.

OPERATING PLANS AND REPROGRAMMING GUIDELINES

The Committee includes a provision (Sec. 405) establishing the
authority by which funding available to the agencies funded by this
act may be reprogrammed for other purposes. The provision specifi-
cally requires the advance atpproval of the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations of any proposal to reprogram funds that:

—creates a new program;

—eliminates a program, project, or activity (PPA);

—increases funds or personnel for any PPA for which funds have

been denied or restricted by the Congress;

—redirects funds that were directed in such reports for a specific

activity to a different purpose;

—augments an existing PPA in excess of $5,000,000 or 10 per-

cent, whichever is less;

—reduces an existing PPA by $5,000,000 or 10 percent, which-

ever is less; or

—creates, reorganizes, or restructures offices different from the

congressional budget justifications or the table at the end of
the Committee report, whichever is more detailed.

The Committee retains the requirement that each agency submit
an operating fla.n to the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations not later than 60 days after enactment of this Act to es-
tablish the baseline for application of reprogramming and transfer
authorities provided in this act. Specifically, each agency must pro-
vide a table for each appropriation with columns displaying the
budget request; adjustments made by Congress; adjustments for re-
scissions, if appropriate; and the fiscal year enacted level. The table
shall delineate the appropriation both by object class and bir PPA.
The report also must identify items of special Congressional inter-
est. In certain instances, the Committee may direct the agency to
submit a revised operating plan for approval or may direct changes
to the operatintg plan if the plan is not consistent with the direc-
tives of the conference report and statement of the managers.

The Committee expects the agencies and bureaus to submit re-
programming requests in a timely manner and to provide a thor-
ough explanation of the proposed reallocations, including a detailed
justification of increases and reductions and the specific impact of
proposed changes on the budget request for the following fiscal
year. Any reprogramming request shall include any out-year budg-
etary impacts and a separate accounting of program or mission im-
pacts on estimated carryover funds. Reprogramming procedures
shall apply to funds provided in this bill, unobligated balances from
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previous appropriations Acts that are available for obligation or ex-
penditure in fiscal year 2013, and non-appropriated resources such
as fee collections that are used to meet program requirements in
figcal year 2013.

The Committee expects each agency to manage its programs and
activities within the amounts appropriated by Congress. The Com-
mittee reminds agencies that reprogramming requests should be
submitted only in the case of an unforeseeable emergency or a situ-
ation that could not have been anticipated when formulating the
budget request for the current fiscal 1{ea.r. Except in emergency sit-
uations, reprogramming requests should be submitted no later
than June 28, 2013. Further, the Committee notes that when a De-
partment or agency submits a reprogramming or transfer request
to the Committees on Appropriations and does not receive identical
responses from the House and Senate, it is the responsibility of the
Department to reconcile the House and Senate differences before
proceeding and, if reconciliation is not possible, to consider the re-
quest to reprogram funds unapproved.

The Committee would also Eﬁe to clarify that this section a ?lies
to Working Capital Funds and that no funds may be obligated from
working capital fund accounts to augment programs, projects or ac-
tivities for which appropriations have been specifically rejected by
the Congress, or to increase funds or personnel for any PPA above
the amounts appropriated by this act.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET JUSTIFICATIONS

Budget justifications are the primary tool used by the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations to evaluate the resource re-
quirements and fiscal needs of agencies. The Committee i3 aware
that the format and presentation of budget materials is largely left
to the agency within presentation ebjectives set forth by the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB). In fact, OMB Circular A-11,
part 6 specifically instructs agencies to “consult with your congres-
sional committees beforehand to ensure their awareness of your
plans to modify the format of agency budget documents.” The Com-
mittee expects that all agencies funded under this act will heed
this directive. The Committee expects all of the budget justifica-
tions to provide the data needed to make appropriate and meaning-
ful fundinﬁ decisions.

While the Committee values the inclusion of performance data
and presentations, it is important to ensure that vital budget infor-
mation that the Committee needs is not lost. Therefore, the Com-
mittee directs that justifications submitted with the fiscal year
2014 budget request by agencies funded under this act contain the
custom level of detailed data and explanatory statements to
support the appropriations requests at the level of detail contained
in the funding table included at the end of this report. Among
other items, agencies shall provide a detailed discussion of pro-
posed new initiatives, proposed changes in the agency’s financial
plan from prior year enactment, detailed data on all programs, and
comprehensive information on any office or afemg restructurings.
At a minimum, each agency must also provide adequate justifica-
tion for funding and staffing changes for each individual office and
materials that compare programs, projects, and activities that are
proposed for fiscal year 2014 to the fiscal year 2013 enacted levels.
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The Committee is aware that the analytical materials required
for review by the Committee are unique to each agency in this act.
Therefore, the Committee expects that the each agency will coordi-
nate with the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations in
advance on its planned presentation for its budget justification ma-
terials in support of the fiscal year 2014 budget request.

SURFACE AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION

There are no words to adequately describe the absolute necessity
for the enactment of a multi-year surface authorization bill in the
immediate future. For years, stakeholders, the Congress, the com-
mittees of jurisdiction and the Department of Transportation have
sounded the alarm on the status of the Highway Trust Fund and
the need to decide on a meaningful reauthorization package. We
are literally at the end of the road. While some may say both the
House and Senate proposals are far from perfect, at least the Con-
gress is making a serious attempt to address the probilem, albeit
only throufh fiscal year 2013. Every president since Eisenhower
has formally submitted to the Congress a highway bill, except the
current Administration. The Congress and the public have seen
ideas and concepts, but never a complete package with a serious
method of funding the programs. The Committee has made rec-
ommendations for all ofp the transportation programs in this hill,
and is optimistic that serious and rational people will come to-
gether to find a resolution in time for the funding levels in this bill
to take effect.

In order to be aware of how funds are allocated and spent, the
Committee directs the Department of Transportation to report to
the Committees on Appropriations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate within 45 days of enactment of any surface exten-
sion or reauthorization on how the Department will enact the pro-
visions of such extension or reauthorization, the allocations by
state, and the effects on the accounts in the Highway Trust Fund.



TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ........veeeesmemeereeeeeeeseeeeeeeesiessssies $102,481,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 110,450,000
Recommended in the bill ... 108,277,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... +5,796,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ............ccccevvvrvvmmrvnncnnn, —2,173,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The bill provides $108,277,000 for the salaries and expenses of
the offices comprising the Office of the Secretary of Transportation
(OST). The Committee’s recommendation is $5,796,000 greater
than the appropriation provided in fiseal year 2012, and $2,173,000
below the Eudget request. The Committee’s recommendation in-
cludes individual funding for each of these offices as has been done
in prior years. Increases are primarily due to inflation, an extra
compensable workday, and increases in rent and working capital
fund expenses. The following table (dollars in thousands) compares
the fiscal year 2012 enacted level to the fiscal year 2013 budget re-
quest and the Committee’s recommendation by office.

Fiscal year—
2012 enacted 2013 request mmﬂjgdatim

Office of the Secretary ......... $2.618 $2,635 $2.635
Deputy Secretary ....... . 984 992 992
Executive Secretariat ............ 1,595 1,701 1,701
Policy ............ 10,107 11,248 11,248
BMAI BUSIESS ..voeoorcrrereeenans errreesessceserssssseasss smessssssassss sssssssee s nseseens 1,369 1,538 1,539
Intelligence and Security 10778 10,875 10,875
Chief Information Officer 14,988 15,117 15,117
General Counsel ... . 19,515 19,615 19,615
Government Affairs 2500 2,601 2,601
BUIEEL ©.ovvee s ivssssssssvcsssassscessseomsssss o sresessesso shsssssssseses sssgepsessssssssses 10,538 13,201 12,825
Administration 25,469 28,672 27,005
PUDNE AFFBITS .oooveeroeeeeeeenncmmennnecem e mmarssseesesesesresesssscssssressacsmacmesseses 2,020 2,254 2,034

Total Salaries and Expenses . 102,481 110,450 108,277

Immediate Office of the Secretary—The immediate Office of the
Secretary has primary responsibility to provide overall planning,
direction, and control of departmental affairs.

Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary.—The Office of the Dep-
uty Secretary has primary responsibility to assist the Secretary in
the overall planning, direction, and control of departmental affairs.
The Deputy Secretary serves as the chief operating officer of the
Department of Transportation.

(6}
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Executive Secretariat.—The Executive Secretariat assists the Sec-
retary and Deputy Secretary in carrying out their responsibilities
by controlling and coordinating internal and external documents.

Office of the Under Secretary of Transportation for Policy.—The
Office of the Under Secretary of Transportation for Policy serves as
the Department’s chief policy officer, and is responsible for the co-
ordination and development of departmental policy and legislative
initiatives; international standards development and harmoni-
zation; aviation and other transportation-related trade negotia-
tions; the performance of policy and economic analysis; and the
execution of the Essential Air Service program.

Office of Small and Disadvantaoged Business Utilization—The
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization is respon-
gible for promoting small and disadvantaged business participation
in the Department’s procurement and grants programs.

Office of the Chief Information Officer.—The Office of the Chief
Information Officer serves as the principal advisor to the Secretary
on information resources and information systems management.

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs.—The
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs is re-
sponsible for coordinating all Congressional, intergovernmental,
and consumer activities of the Department.

In addition, the bill continues a provision {(Sec. 185) that requires
the Department to notify the Committees on Appropriations no
fewer than three business days before any discretionary grant
award, letter of intent, or full funding grant agreement in excess
of $1, 000 000 is announced by the Department or its modal admin-
istrations from: (1) any discretionary program of the Federal High-
way Administration other than the emergency relief program; (2)
the airport improvement program of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration; (3) any grant from the Federal Railroad Administration;
and (4) any program of the Federal Transit Administration other
than the formula grants and fixed guideway modernization pro-
grams. Such notification shall include the date on which the official
announcement of the grant is to be made and no such announce-
ment shall involve funds that are not available for obligation.

Office of the General Counsel.—The Office of the General Counsel
provides legal services to the Office of the Secretary and coordi-
nates and reviews the legal work of the chief counsels’ offices of the
operating administrations.

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Budget and Programs—The
Asgistant Secretary for Budget and Programs is responsible for de-
veloping, reviewing, and presenting budget resource requirements
for the Department to the Secretary, Congress, and the Office of
Management and Budget. Of the funds provided, $2,300,000 is for
the establishment of a credit office to evaluate the apphcatmns for
the Department’s various credit accounts and oversee the vast loan
portfolio. The Committee’s recommendation does not include fund-
ing for additional contractual services.

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Administration.—The Office
of the Assistant Secretary for Administration serves as the prin-
cipal advisor to the Secretary on depariment-wide administrative
matters and her responsibilities include leadership in aequisition
reform and human capital. The Committee’s recommendation in-
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cludes funding for adjustments to the base and the proposed pro-
curement reviews,

Office of Public Affairs.—The Office of Public Affairs is respon-
gible for the Department’s press releases, articles, briefing mate-
rials, publications, and audio-visual materials. The Committee’s
recommendation deoes not include additional funds for speech-
writing contracts, social media services and news clipping services.

Office of Intelligence, Security, and Emergency Response.—The
Office of Intelligence, Security, and Emergency Response was es-
tablished in fiscal year 2005 by merging the Secretary’s Office of
Intelligence and Security with the Research and Special Program
Administration’s Office of Emergency Transportation. This office is
responsible for intelligence, security policy, preparedness, training
and exercises, national security, and operations.

Congressional Budget Justifications.—The Committee will give
serious consideration to the fiscal year 2014 budget proposal only
if proposed legislation, including a method for paying for any pro-
gram changes, is transmitted concurrently with the budget in Feb-
ruary 2013. The Department is directed to include in the budget
justification funding levels for the prior year, current year, and
budget year for all programs, activities, initiatives, and program
elements. Each budget submitted by the Department must also in-
clude a detailed justification for the incremental funding increases
and additional FTEs being requested above the enacted level, by
program, activity, or program element.

OST must include a discussion in its justification of changes from
the current year to the request, plus a crosswalk of all accounts,
existing and proposed, from one year to the next. To ensure that
each adjustment is identified, the Committee directs OST in future
congressional justifications te include detailed information in tab-
ular format, which identifies specific changes in funding from the
current year to the budget year for each office, including each office
within O8T, and every mode and office within the Department.

Operating Plan.—The Committee directs the Department to sub-
mit an operating plan for fiscal year 2013 signed by the Secretary
for review by the Committees on Appropriations within 60 days of
the bill’s enactment. The operating plan should include funding lev-
els for the various offices, programs, and initiatives detailed down
to the ohject class or program element covered in the budget jus-
tification and supporting documents, documents referenced in the
House and Senate appropriations reports, and the statement of the
managers. Further, should the Department create, alter, dis-
continue, or otherwise change any program as described in the De-
partment’s budget justification, those changes must be a part of the
Department’s operating plan. Further, the Department is directed
the introduction of the report regarding reporting requirements
after enactment of surface authorizations.

General Provisions.—The Committee continues to direct DOT to
justify each general provision proposed either in its relevant modal
congressional justification or in the OST congressional justification.
If the budget proposes to drop or delete a general provision, the De-
partment is directed to explain the change as well.
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Bill Langua‘?e —The hill continues language that permits up to
$2,500,000 of fees to be credited to the Office of the Secretary for

salaries and expenses.

RESEAHCRE ANTT TRCHNULOGY -
hphropriation, fiscal year 2012 $15,9841,000
Budpet request, year 2013 ... 670,004
Recondnended in the bill ............... ,500,00(
Rill comgared with:

Appr natmn fiscal yvear 2012 . — 2 487,000
Bu ge uest fiscal year 2013 .. . —170,00p

The Offine of the Asswtant Secretary for Ree h and Tec
ologﬁ will thke over the responsibilities previougly held by the Re
and Inwovative Technology Administratjén. The responsibi
ies include coyrdinating, facilitating, and géviewing the Depard]
ent’s research Ynd development programg and activities; coorda
hating and develdping positioning, navigédtion and t1m1ng [P
echnology; maintalging PNT policy, gdordination and spectrunf
nanagement; managipg the Nationwide Differential Global Posi
fioning System; and oVerseeing and froviding direction to the B

jeau of Transportation\Statisticg/the Intelligent Transportatioh.. -

$ystems Joint Program Nffice, {{e University Transportation Cerg
ers program, the Volpe NWtighal Transportation Systems Cente}
and the Transportation SafefX Institute.

COMMMK'TEE RRCOMMENDATION

i The Committee reggmmendationNprovides $13,500,000 for fisca
vear 2013, which i37$2,487,000 belo¥ the fiscal year 2012 appro/
riation pro\nded %r the Research and ovative Technology Ad;
inistration (RJA) and $170,000 below the fiscal year 2013 budg-
t request

The Compfittee endorses the Administrations proposal to brin
ITA’s ions under the Office of the Secretary™s (Il) has include
anguagg'to align the authorizations, as requested. The Committee

e

ncoupdges the Secretary to find additional salaries and.expenses
avirigs from this reahgnment and directs the $170,000 rédugtion

LIVABLE COMMUNITIES

gropnatmn, fiseal year 2012 ........oovvviiiiieseerreresseesesese s ne -
get request, fiseal year 2013 ... $5,000,000
Recommended in the bill _———

Bill compared with
Appropriation, ‘fisca ca}'ear 2012
Budget request, fiscal year 2013
The goal of the livable communities program is to promote liv-
able communities through investment in transportation infrastruc-
ture to decrease transgortatmn costs; improve access to jobs and
services; promote healthy commumtles improve air quality; protect
the natural environment; and enhance ‘the unique characteristics of

communities,

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommendation does not include funding for the
Livable Communities Office in fiscal year 2013, just as no funds

ar
e i
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have been provided in any prior fiscal year. The budget proposed
$5,000,000 for this purpose. Zoning and planning activities are best
and currently conducted at the local level. Various existing grant
programs within the Department allow for planning activities and
localities are free to utilize already available funds as they see fit.

NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...........ccocoviiirivivsr s $500,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ........cooivvvevveennn 500,000,000
Recommended in the bill .............cooiinivsrmnervserrmmerereresseennnn -—-
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... s —500,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... - 500,000,000

The National Infrastructure Investment program was created in
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) to provide
grants to state and local governments to improve the Nation’s
transportation infrastructure. The infrastructure investment pro-
gram awards funds on a competitive basis to grantees selected be-
cause of the significant impact they will have on the Nation, a met-
ropolitan area, or region.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION -

The Commitiee does not recommend additional funds for the na-
tional infrastructure investment program (also known as “TIGER
grants”) as proposed by the budget request. The Congress appro-
priated $500,000,000 for this purpose in fiscal year 2012. While the
Committee agrees that the Nation is in desperate need for infra-
structure investment and improvements, the Administration has
yet to demonstrate or define the process, priority or criteria for how
these grants are awarded.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT CAPITAL

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...........oovvrimreeeeeeeee et $4.990,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 10,600,000
Recommended in the bill .........coiiiimnseeen e 10,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 20012 ... +5,010,000

Budget request, fiseal year 2013 .........ccooeiiiciciiciiiiciin -

The Financial Management Capital program continues funding
for 2 multi-year project to upgrade DOT’s financial systems and
processes. The project will implement Treasury Department and
Office of Management and Budget requirements. Deployment of the
new system is anticipated in 2014.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

This Committee recommends the budget request of $10,000,000
for financial management capital program, which is $5,010,000
above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.
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CYBER SECURITY INITIATIVE

Appropriations, fiscal year 2012 $10,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 6,000,000
Recommended in the bill ........ 6,000,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..., . —4.,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ...

The Cyber Security Initiative is a new effort to close performance
gaps in the Department’s cybersecurity. The initiative includes sup-
port for essential program enhancements, infrastructure improve-
ments and contractual resources to enhance the security of the De-
gartnc'llfnt’s computer network and reduce the risk of security

reaches

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommendation includes $6,000,000 to support
the Secretary’s Cyber Security Initiative, which is equal to the
bud%ef re?uest and $4,000,000 less than ‘the fiscal year 2012 en-
acted leve

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $9,384,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 9,773,000
Recommended in the Dill ..., 9,773,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . +389,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . e

The Office of Civil nghts is resp0n31ble for adwsmg the Sec-
retary on civil rights and ec]:!l ual opportunity issues, and ensuring
the full implementation of the civil rights laws and departmental
civil rights policies in all official actions and programs. This office
is responsible for enforcing laws and regulations that prohibit dis-
crimination in federally operated and federally assisted transpor-
tation fﬁrograms and enabling access to transportation providers.
The Office of Civil Rights also handles all civil rights cases affect-
ing Department of Transportation employees.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $9,773,000 for
the office of civil rights, which is $389,000 over the fiscal year 2012
appropriation.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND DEVELOPMENT
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ., $9,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 10,000,000
Recommended in the bill . 8,000,000
Bill cornpared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...................ccoimrrrvererrennnrerreenes - 1,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ...............cciiivrsvererrmmrrnssrinonn - 2,000,000

Thiz appropriation finances research activities and studies re-
lated to the planning, analysis, and information development used
in the formulation of national transportation policies and plans. It
also finances the staff necessary to conduct these efforts. The over-
all program is carried out primarily through contracts with other
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federal agencies, educational institutions, nonprofit research orga-
nizations, and private firms.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $8,000,000 for
transportation planning, research and development which is
$1,000,000 below the fiscal year 2012 enacted level and $2,000,000
below the level proposed in the fiscal year 2013 budget.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND

Limitation, fiscal year 2012 . $172,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 —_——
Recommended in the bill . 174,128,000

Bill com; d with:
Limitation, fiscal year 2012 +2,128,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . . +174,128 000

The workmg capital fund was created to prowde common admin-
istrative services to the operating administrations and outside enti-
ties that contract for the fund’s services. The working capital fund
operates on a fee-for-service bagis and receives no direct appropria-
tions; it is fully self-sustaining and must achieve full cost recovery.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends a limitation of $174,128,000 on the
Working Capital Fund (WCF), the same level as proposed in the
budget if all of the WCF expenditures were added up. WCF costs
are anticipated to increase 52,128,000 over fiscal year 2012. The
Administration did not propose a WCF legislative limitation. The
Committee continues to stipulate that the limitation is only for
services provided to the Department of Transportation, not other
entities. Further, the Committee directs that, as much as possible,
services shall be provided on a competitive basis.

The Committee continues the direction to update the WCF
“transparency paper” in the fiscal year 2014 budget justification.
The Committee finds the information contained in the annual
paper to be extremely useful when evaluating the needs and pro-
posals of the various offices.

MINORITY BUSINESS RESQOURCE CENTER PROGRAM

Limitation on

Approgriatio guaranteed loans

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $922.000 | ($18,367,000)

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 1,285,000 (21,955,000)

RecommEnded in the Bill ..ot ceessesssess s eessisee s s 1,285,000 (21,955,000)
Bill compared to:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2002 ....ooois ettt +363,000 (+3,583.00)

Budpet request, fiscal year 2013 - -

Through the Short Term Lending Program, the minority busi-
ness resource center assists disadvantaged, minority, and women-
owned businesses with obtaining short-term working capital for
DOT and DOT-funded transportation-related coniracts. The pro-
gram enables qualified businesses to obtain loans at two percent-
age points above the prime interest rate with DOT guaranteeing up
to 75 percent of the loan.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $418,000 to
cover the subsidy costs of guaranteed loans and $867,000 for ad-
ministrative expenses to carry out the guaranteed loan program for
a total appropriation of $1,285,000, which is $363,000 more than
the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The Committee recommends a
limitation on guaranteed loans of $21,955,000, the same as the
budget request, and $3,588,000 over fiscal year 2012.

MINORITY BUSINESS QUTREACH

Apgmpriatinn, fiscal Fear 2012 ..o eies et et tenas $3,068,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 3,234,000
Recommended in the Bill ................ccorvrrrverrnrernrnnn 3,234,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .........cvrvviiiiinncenn . +166,000
Budget request, ﬁ.scafyear 2013 e -

The minority business outreach program provides contractual
support to small and disadvantaged businesses by providing infor-
mation dissemination and technical and financial assistance to em-
power those businesses to compete for contracting opportunities
with DOT and DOT-funded contracts or grants for transportation-
related projects.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $3,234,000 for
the minority business outreach program, which is $166,000 greater
than fiscal year 2012. The Committee directs the Depariment to
expand its outreach efforis in rural areas,

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS}

Apgropriation, fiscal year 2012 $143,000,000
Budget request, fiscal yvear 2013 ... 114,000,000
Recommended in the bill ............... 114,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .................. —29,000,000

Budget request, fi year 2013 ... -

The Essential Air Service program (EAS) was created by the Air-
line Deregulation Act of 1978 as a ten-year measure to continue air
service to commmunities that had received air service prior to de-
regulation. The program currently provides subsidies to air carriers
serving small eommunities that meet certain criteria.

The Federal Aviation Administration Reauthorization Act of 1996
authorized the collection of “overflight fees”. Overflight fees are a
type of user fee collected by the Federal Aviation Administration
{(FAA) from aircraft that neither take off from, nor land in, the
United States. The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 in-
creased the authorized level of overflight fee collection, and in-
creased the amount that the Department can apply to the EAS pro-
gram. The budget request estimates that this would increase the
mandatory funding for this program from $50 million in FY 2012
to at least $100 million in FY 2013.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

For fiscal year 2013, the Committee recommends a total EAS
program funding level of $214,000,000. This consists of a general
fund appropriation of $114,000,000, and $100,000,000 to be derived
from overflight fee collections. The Committee’'s recommendation
for the EAS program is $71,000,000 above the fiscal year 2012 en-
acted level and equal to the fiscal year 2013 request.

The following table shows the discretionary, mandatory, and
total program levels for the EAS program:

Appropriation Mandatory Tatal Program
FY 2012 appropriation $143,000,000 $50,000,00¢ | $193,000,000
FY 2013 FRQUESE .ovvveoverre et e cennne e e snennnee 114,000,000 100,600,000 214,000,600
Committee recommendation 114,000,000 100,000,000 214,000,000

The Committee believes the funding level provided is sufficient
to serve all eligible EAS communities. However, the Committee rec-
ommendation includes language allowing a transfer of funds into
this program from funde provided to the Office of the Secretary.

The Committee includes the Department’s propoesal to limit the
EAS program to only those communities being served between Sep-
tember 30, 2010 and September 30, 2011. The Committee remains
concerned about the growing costs associated with the EAS pro-
gram. While limiting the program to current sites and eliminating
the requirement that EAS carriers utilize 15-passenger aircraft
have helped mitigate some of the cost growth, the Commitiee be-
lieves that the Department should continue to explore reforms to
the program that will create greater competition among carriers
and control overall costs. The Committee directs the Secretary to
provide a letter report to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations by March 15, 2013 that describes measures that could
increase competition for EAS providers and help contain additional
cost growth. For example, the Department should explore whether
the EAS requirement that carriers utilize twin engine aircraft
should be modified to allow single engine aircraft as long as safety
is not compromised. The Committee understands that some com-
munities have requested a waiver from the twin engine require-
ment and is interested to learn whether these waivers have helped
preserve service and keep overall costs under control.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—(QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION

Section 101, The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
the Office of the Secretary of Transportation from approving as-
sessments or reimbursable agreements pertaining to funds appro-
priated to the operating administrations in this Act, unless such
assessments or agreements have completed the normal reprogram-
ming process for Congressional notification.

Section 102. The Committee continues the provision allowing the
Secretary or his designee to work with States and State legislators
to consider proposals related to the reduction of motorcycle fatali-
ties.
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Section 103. The Committee continues the provision allowing the
Department to use the Working Capital Fund to provide transit
benefits to Federal employees.

Section 104. The Committee continues the provision regarding
administrative requirements of DOT’s Credit Council.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible for the
safety and development of civil aviation and for the evolution of a
national system of airports. The Federal Government’s regulatory
role in civil aviation began with the creation of an Aeronautics
Branch within the Department of Commerce pursuant to the Air
Commerce Act of 1926. This Act instructed the Secretary of Com-
merce to foster air commerce; designate and establish airways; es-
tablish, operate, and maintain aids to navigation; arrange for re-
search and development to improve such aids; issue airworthiness
certificates for aircraft and major aircraft components; and inves-
tigate civil aviation accidents. In the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938,
these activities were subsumed into a new, independent agency
named the Civil Aeronautics Authority.

After further administrative reorganizations, Congress stream-
lined regulatory oversight in 1957 with the creation of two separate
agencies, the Federal Aviation Agency and the Civil Aeronautics
Board. When the Department of Transportation hegan its oper-
ations on April 1, 1967, the Federal Aviation Agency was renamed
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and became one of sev-
eral modal administrations within the department. The Civil Aero-
nautics Board was later phased out with enactment of the Airline
Deregulation Act of 1978, and ceased to exist at the end of 1984,
FAA’s mission expanded in 1995 with the transfer of the Office of
Commercial Space Transportation from the Office of the Secretary
and contracted in Decem[l))er 2001 with the transfer of civil aviation
security activities to the new Transportation Security Administra-
tion.

The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 authorized FAA
programs through 2015 with several new mandates to improve the
National Airspace System (NAS), including provisions regarding
the NextGen program for Air Traffic Control and provisions regard-
ing the use of Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS) in civilian air-
space.

OPERATIONS
(ATRPORT AND ATRWAY TRUST FUND)
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 e $9,653,395,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 9,718,000,000
Recommended in the Dill ..........ocooieeeeeeccr i1 rs s erereseneasssees 9,718,000,000
Bill compared with: .

Appropriation, fiscal year 20012 ... e 64,606,000

Budget request, fiseal year 2013 ............occoiiiiiecreie e -
This appropriation provides funds for the operation, mainte-
nance, communications, and logistical support of the air traffic con-
trol and air navigation systems. It also covers administrative and
managerial costs for the FAA's regulatory, international, medical,
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engineering and development programs as well as policy oversight
and overall management functions.

The operations appropriation includes the following major activi-
ties: (1) aperation on a 24-hour daily basis of a national air traffic
system; (2) establishment and maintenance of a national system of
aids to navigation; (3) establishment and surveillance of civil air
regulations to ensure safety in aviation; (4) development of stand-
ards, rules and regulations governing the physical fitness of airmen
as well as the administration of an aviation medical research pro-
gram; (5) administration of the acquisition, and research and devel-
opment programs; (6) headquarters, administration and other staff
offices; and (7) development, printing, and distribution of aero-
nautical charts used by the flying public.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $9,718,000,000 for FAA operations,
which is the same as the budget request and $64,605,000 above the
fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

A comparison of the fiscal year 2012 enacted level, the budget re-
?lﬁsst, and the Committee recommendation by budget activity is as

0llows:

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 20E3
enacted request recommendation
Air traffic organization $7,442 738,000 $7.513,850,000 $7,513,850,000
Aviation safety 1,252,991,900 1,255,000,000 1,255,000,000
Commedcial space transportation ............coooooeerscoeeeeerrene e 16,271,000 16,700,000 16,700,000
Finance and management 582,117,000 573,591,000 571,591,000
NextGen and operations planfing ........cccovveeeeeeereecervcsnersnae 60,134,000 60,064,000 60,064,000
Staff affices 299,144,000 298,795,000 298,795,000
TORA e st et st see e 9,653,395,000 9,718,000,000 5,718,000,000

Justification of general provisions.—The Committee continues its
direction to provide a justification for each general provision pro-
gosed in the FAA budget and therefore expects the fiscal year 2014

udget to include adequate information on each proposed general
provision.

TRUST FUND SHARE OF FAA BUDGET

The bill derives $4,682,500,000 of the total operations appropria-
tion from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund. The balance of the
appropriation, $5,035,500,000, will be drawn from the general fund
of the Treasury.

AIR TRAFFIC ORGANIZATION

The bill provides $7,513,850,000 for air traffic services, which is
the same as the budget request and $71,112,000 above the fiscal
year 2012 enacted level.

Organizational Structure.—In September 2011, the Committee
approved FAA's reprogramming request to implement organiza-
tional changes as part of the “Foundation for Success” initiative.
The reorganization was intended to better execute the Next Gen-
eration of Air Traffic Control program (NextGen) and allow the
Agency to operate in a more effective and efficient manner.
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Since the inception of the Air Traffic Organization in 2003, there
have been several reorganizations intended to streamline oper-
ations, improve performance, and produce cost savings and effi-
ciencies. Past efforts have met with limited success in controlling
operating costs and executing major acquisitions. The Committee
recognizes that it will take time for the most recent reorganization
to mature and have the desired impacts. This reorganization will
be hollow unless FAA builds the necessary expertise and strength-
ens program and contract management to manage NextGen. The
Committee needs assurances that the Foundation for Success ini-
tiative will achieve the desired outcomes in managing major acqui-
sitions and cost savings., The Committee req;:ests that 180 days
after enactment of this bill, the FAA provide the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations with a report on progress to-date
and to what extent goals for the reorganization are being met.

This is a longstanding issue that directly affects FAA’s ability to
provide effective and proactive oversight of the aviation industry.
Section 606 of the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 re-
quires FAA to implement, in as cost-effective manner possible, an
improved aviation safety inspector model by October 1, 2012. The
Committee fully expects FAA to comply with these requirements,
and requests that results of the staffing model alse be provided to
the House and Senate Commitiees on Appropriations at the same
time it is provided to the appropriate authorizing Committees.

Air Traffic Controller Training.—A key issue moving forward will
be ensuring that FAA has a sufficient, well-trained controller work-
force. Currently, FAA has about 15,200 controllers onboard—25%
of whom are controllers in training. FAA is planning to hire as
many as 980 new controllers in FY 2012 and another 1,200 in FY
2013 but may revisit the matter given the decline in traffic from
peak levels in 2000. A recent report by the DOT Office of Inspector
General on staffing and training issues at FAA’s most critical facili-
ties found an alarmingly high attrition rate for new controllers.
One reason for this high attrition is inadequate training resources
available to these facilities. FAA’s Air Traffic Control Optimum
Training Solution Program is a key vehicle for delivering controller
training. This program, however, has not met expectations for
training new and existing controllers or for transforming the para-
digm for training. It appears that problems are directly traceable
to poor FAA planning and the Agency’s inability to establish firm
requirements. Moreover, FAA has made downward adjustments in
contract funding over the last 2 years and instructed its contractor
in April to reduce support for various training efforts. It is becom-
ing increasingly clear that FAA needs to rethink its overall ap-
proach to controller training.

These problems come at a time when the number of fully cer-
tified controllers who are eligible to retire is increasing, and the
Committee is concerned that FAA does not have an effective or exe-
cutable plan for training the next gemeration of air traffic control-
lers. The Committee will continue to closely watech this issue, and
requests that FAA forward to the House and Senate Commitiees
on Appropriations the studies called for in Section 609 of the FAA
Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 regarding the adequacy of
FAA’s air traffic controller training programs.
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Contract tower program.—The Commitiee recommendation in-
cludes $140,350,000 for the contract tower program, including
$10,350,000 to continue the contract tower cost-sharing program.
The Committee includes language that limits contributions in the
contract tower cost share program to 20 percent of total costs.

The Committee iz concerned that the current effort by FAA to
update cost-benefit information may not fully take into account the
broad array of benefits the program provides to individual commu-
nities, including enhanced safety, cost savings, and economic devel-
opment, The Committee notes that FAA’s updated cost-benefit cal-
culations could reduce federal funding obligations and shift signifi-
cant costs to local communities that have little if any ability to ab-
sorb additional costs. The Committee directs, prior to releasing or
acting upon updated cost-benefit data, the FAA to seek input from
affected local airports. The FAA should also provide a report to the
Committees on Appropriations on the rationale for the cost-benefit
changes, and the economic impact to affected airports prior to act-
ing on any updated calculations,

Aeronautical Navigation Products.—The Committee is concerned
that Aeronautical Navigation Products (AeroNav) removed publicly
available aeronautical data from its website without notice and is
implementing a per-subscriber user fee for this information. Fur-
ther, AeroNav’s product availability has been sharply reduced from
seventeen days to twenty-four hours in advance of the effective
date of the chart. This change appears to be in conflict with the
FAA mission of providing timely and accurate information for pilots
in the interest of safe and efficient navigation. The Committee di-
rects the FAA to develop a fair and equitable fee structure for its
AeroNav products that takes into consideration input from indus-
try stakeholders and restores the 17-day availability of digital con-
tent. The Committee directs the FAA to report on it plans to ad-
here to this directive no later than March 1, 2013.

AVIATION SAFETY

The Committee provides $1,255,000,000 for aviation safety,
which is $2,009,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level, and
equal to the budget request.

The Committee continues ita direction requiring the Secretary to
provide annual reports regarding the use of the funds provided, in-
cluding, but not limited to, the total full-time equivalent staff years
in the offices of aircraft certification and flight standards, total em-
ployees, vacancies, and positions under active recruitment.

Aircraft Certification Service.—The Committee provides no less
than the full budget request of $209,969,000 for the FAA’s Aircraft
Certification Service, The Committee remains concerned that
delays in FAA certification of new aircraft and related technologies
could negatively affect aviation safety, as well as the economic
health and competitiveness of U.S. manufacturers. Accordingly, the
Committee reiterates its interest in FAA’s progress on certification
reforms, as these critical activities are of utmost importance to
aviation safety.

Inspector Staffing.—The Committee continues to place a high pri-
ority on FAA’s critical safety workforces and funds its inspector
workforce at the requested level. FAA is making progress in ad-



18

vancing risk-based oversight systems for its 4,300 safety inspectors.
FAA’s inspector worklaadg is driven by a number of factors, includ-
ing complexity of air carrier operations and industry use of foreign
and domestic aircraft repair stations. However, we are concerned
about FAA’s lack of progress in using a reliable inspector staffin
model. After several years of development, it is troubling that FAE
is still not using a useful model to determine the appropriate num-
ber of safety inspectors needed or where they should be located to
address the most pressing safety risks.

Human Intervention Motivation Study and the Flight Attendanit
Drug and Alcohol Program.—The Committee recogmzes the effec-
tiveness of the Human Intervention Motivation Study (HIMS) and
the Flight Attendant Drug and Alcohol Program (FADAP) in miti-
gating drug and alcohol abuse through a peer identification and
intervention program. The Committee recommendation includes In S' € 4 71 / M
$2,103,000 to continue these programs through fiscal year 2015.

COMMERC SPACE TRANSPORTATION

The Committee recommends $16,700,000 for the office of com-
mercial space transportation, which is equal to the budget request
and $429,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

The Office of Commercial Space Trans};:nrtatmn protects public
safety through regulatory oversight of the rapidly growing U.S.
commercial space transportation industry. The FAA also has a
statutory mandate to encourage, facilitate, and promote commercial
space transportation. The commercial space transportation indus-
try is nearly certain to increase its activities providing orbital and
suborbital services to serve commercial, scientifie, and government
purposes. Of particular importance are orbital ﬂt’ﬁ};lts to support
the operation of the International Space Station. This increase in
commercial space activity will require the FAA to provide a signifi-
cantly greater number of permits and licenses. The Committee
wishes to ensure that the FAA has the ability to provide these per-
mits and licenses effectively and efficiently so that the U.S. can
emerge as the world leader in space transport. The Committee will
encourage a reprogramming of funds to the Office of Commercial
Space Transportation above the levels provided, if necessary to
keep pace with this growing industry.

FINANCE AND MANAGEMENT

The Committee recommends $573,691,000 for finance and man-
agement activities, which is equal to the budget request and
$8,526,000 below the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

Workforce Diversity Report.—In 2011, the Administration issued
Executive Order 13583 requiring all Federal agencies to develop a
plan for recruiting, hiring, promoting, and retaining a diverse
workforce. The Committee reiterates its direction that the FAA re-
port data and information on the agency’s recruitment outreach
and hiring efforts in minority communities. The Committee expects
the report to include a year-to-year comparison of hiring statistics
for underrepresented populations as well as a description of the
strategies tlge agency utilizes to recruit a more diverse workforce.
The FAA is directed to provide its letter report to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations by March 1, 2013.
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The Committee is coneerned with the length of time the

FAA is taking to process manufacturers’ petitions to be
included on the list of approved Portable Oxygen Con-
centrators (POCs) under the Special Federal Awiation
Regulation 106 (SFAR 106). SFAR 106 permits pas-
sengers to carry on and use certain POCs on board air-
craft if the devices are determined to be acceptable by es-
tablished safety standards and aireraft operators ensure
certain safety conditions are met. Delays i the ‘current
process threaten to dissuade the investment of manufac-
turing companies in the United States in the development
of innovative new technologies. The Committee urges the
FAA to follow through on its 2005 commitment to pro-
mulgate a performance-based standard for all POCs so
specific manufacturers do not have to pursue formal rule-
making for each deviee model. In the interim, the Com-
.mittee urges the FAA to establish a procedure by which
SFAR 106 petitions are reviewed and processed not later

than 6 months after the initial submission.
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NEXTGEN AND OPERATIONS PLANNING

The Committee recommends $60,064,000 for NextGen and Oper-
ations Planning, which is equal to the budget request and $70,000
below the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

BILL LANGUAGE

Second Career Training Program.—The bill retains language pro-
hibiting the use of funds for the second career training program.
This prohibition has been in annual appropriations Acts for many
years and is included in the President’s budget request.

Aviation User Fees—The bill includes a limitation carried for
several years prohibiting funds from being used to finalize or im-
plement any new unauthorized user fees.

Aeronautical Charting and Cartography.—The bill maintains the
provision prohibiting funds in this Act from being used to conduct
aeronautical charting and cartography (AC&C) activities through
the working capital fund (WCF).

Credits,—This bill includes language allowing funds received
from specified public, private, and foreign sources for expenses in-
curred to be credited to the appropriation.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT
{AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . $2,730,731,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . 2,850,000,000
Recommended in t.he bill . . 2.749,596,000
Bill compared with.
Appropriation, ﬁscal ear 2012 . +18,865,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . rreresnerenrens — 100,404,000

The Facilities and Equlpment (F&E) account is the principal
means for modernizing and improving air traffic control and airway
facilities. The appropriation also finances major capital invest-
ments required by other agency programs, experimental research
and development facilities, and other improvements to enhance the
safety and capacity of the airspace system.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $2,749,596,000,
for the FAA's facilities and equipment program, an increase of
$18,865,000 above the level provided in fiscal year 2012 and
$100 404 000 below the budget request. The hill provides that, of
the total amount recommended, $2,269,596,000 is available for obli-
gation until September 30, 2015 and $480 000 000 (the amount for
personnel and related expenses) is available until September 30,
2013. These obligation availabilities are consistent with past appro-
priations Acts.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

Fiscal year Committee
2012 enacted 2013 mouest | ecommendation

Activity L—Engineering, Development, Test and Evaluation:
Advanced Technology Development and Prototyping ..................... $29,000,000 $33,100,000 $33,100,000
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FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT—Continued

Fiscal year
2032 enacted 2013 raquest recammandation

1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
14,000,000 11,500,000 11,500,000
7,500,000 8,000,000 8,000,000

NAS Improvement of System Suppart Laboratary
William ). Hughes Technical Cemter Facilities ..
William J. Hughes Technical Center Infrastu::lure

Data Communications for Trajectory Based Dperations (NGATS) 143,000,000 142,630,000 142,630,000
Next Generation Transportation System Technology Demonstratton 15,000,000 24,600,000 24,600,000
Next Generation Transportation System—Systems Development ... 5,000,000 61,000,000 55,000,000
Next Generation Transportation System—Trajectory Based Oper-

ations 7,000,000 16,500,000 16,500,000

Next Generation Transportation System—Reduce Weather Impact 15,600,000 16,600,000 16,600,000
Next Generation Transpostation System—High Density/Arrivals/De-

partures . 12,000,000 11,000,000 11,000,000
Next Generation Transportation System—Collaborative ATM .......... 24,000,000 24,200,000 24,200,000
Next Generation Transportation System—Flexible Terminals and

LT 33,300,000 30,500,000 30,509,000
Next Generation Transportation System—System Network Facili-

ties . 5,000,000 11,000,000 11,000,000

15,000,000 95,000,000 36,415,000
29,200,000 36,200,000 41,200,000

Next Generation Transporiation System—rFuture Facilities .
Performance Hased Navigation/RNAV/RNF

Total Agtivity 1 435,600,000 522,830,000 463,245,000

Activity 2—Air Traffic Control Facilities and Equipment:
a. En Route Programs:
En Route Automation Modernization (ERAM) .......ccouciisrerssmnernnsens 155.000,000 144,000,000 144,000,000
En Route Automation Modernization (ERAM)—Fost Release 3 . . 10,000,000 10,000,000
En Route Communications Gateway {ECG} .............. 3,100,000 3,100,000
Next Generation Weathes Radas (NEXRAD)—Prowide ... 2 B0, 000 3,300,000 3,300,000
Air Traffic Control System Command Center [ATCSC[‘.]—Reloca

tion 3,600,000 | oo | e
ARTCC Building Improvements/Plant Improvements ... 41,000,000 46,000,000 40,000,000

Air Tratfic Management (ATM) ....... 7,500,000 21,700,000 21,700,000
Air/Ground Communications Infrastructure . 4,800,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
Air Traffic Gontrod En Route Radar Facilities 5,800,000 5,900,000 5,500,000
Voice Switching and Control System (VSCS) 1,000,000 15,000,000 15,000,000

Oceanic Automaticn System ) 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
Next Generation Very High Frequency Air/Ground Communications
SYStEm (NERCOM) oooocoveeeeecenrccemmnecess s mresseesmecommenssessonsseresse 45,150,000 33,650,000 33,650,000

System-Wide Information Management .. 66,350,000 57,200,000 57,200,000
ADS—B NAS Wide Implementation ... " 285,100,000 271,600,000 271,600,000
Windshear Detection Service 1,000,000 | ..
Weather and Radar Processor (WARF) 2,500,000 500,000 500,000
Collaborative Air Traffic Management Technologies—WF2 ............ 41,500,000 34,420,000 34,420,000
Colorade ADS-B/WAM Cost Share 3.500,000 1,400,000 1,400,000
Automated Terminal Information System (ATIS) | LO00,000 | oo | e
Tactical Flow Time Based Flow Management 38,700,000 12,900,000 12,900,000

Subtotal En Route Programs ... 712,600,000 668,670,000 662,670,000

b. Teminal Programs:
Airport Surface Detection Equipment—Model X (ASDE-X) ...
Terminal Doppler Weathee Radar (TOWR)—Provide
Standard Terminal Automation Replacement System (SIARS)

2,200,000 7,400,000 7,400,000
7,700,000 2,500,000 2,500,000

(TAMR Phase 1) ..o ceecmesssste et e 25,000,000 34,500,000 34,500,000
Terminal Automation Modemization/Repiacement Program (TAMR

PRASE T} oceorveviermcmmsmuensnicemmnssis e sss st cssssssissessmmsissssssmes s 108,750,000 153,000,000 153,000,000
Terminal Automation Frogram . 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000
Terminal Air Traffic Control Facilities—Replace ... 51,600,000 64,900,000 64,900,000
ATCT/Terminal Radar Approach Cortrok [TRACON) Facilities—lm-

PIOVE ooree e eceveeeceenssssscssss oo es st cmssessssessssesssssssssssss s 52,000,000 25,200,000 25,200,000
Terminal Yoice Switch Replacement (TVER} .........ccoocceneee i #,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,600
MAS Facitities OSHA and Environmental Standards Compliance 24.500,000 76,000,000 26,000,000

Airport Surveillance Radar (ASR-9) ....... 6,000,000 6,400,000 65,400,000
Terminal Digital Radar (ASR-11) 3,500,000 8,200,000 8,200,000
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FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT—Continued

Fistal year Comitee
2012 enacted | 2013 request | TecOmmendation
Runway Status Lights 29,800,000 35,250,000 35,250,000
National Airspace System Voice Switch {NVS) ....oooorrveecceevvecennen 9,000,000 £0,250,000 10,250,000
Integrated Display System (IDS) 8,800,000 4,200,000 4,200,000

Remote Monitoring and Logging System (RMLS)
Mode § Service Life Extension Program {SLEF) .
ASR-8 Senvice Life Extension Program

4,200,000 4,700,000 4,700,000
4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000

Sueveillance Interface Modemization 2,000,000 2,000,000
Tower Flight Data Manager TFEOM) ..o | oo 37,604,000 35,600,000
Subtotal Terminal Programs 348,050,000 | 432,600,000 | 430,600,000

¢. Flight Service Programs:
hutomated Surface Observing System (ASDS) ...,
Future Flight Service Program 8,000,000 8,000,000
Flight Service Station (FSS) Modernization ..... 4,500,000 2,900,000 2,900,000
Weather Camera Program ..... 4,800,000 4,400,000 3,000,000

2500,000 [ oo s | eiesnnreessneeeanriens

Subtotal Flight Service PIOEramS ...........oooooosierrrreessseess e 11,800,000 15,300,000 13,900,000

d. Landing and Mavigational Aids Program:
VHF Omnidirectional Radio Range {VOR) with Distance Measurin
Equipment (DME} .................. 5,000,000 2,500,000 2,500,000
Instrument Landing System (ILS}—Establish ..... . 5,000,000 7,000,000 1,000,000
Wide Arez Augmentation System (WAAS) for G

95,000,000 96,000,000 92,000,000

Runway Visual Range (RVR} " 5,000,000 4,000,009 4,000,000
Approach Lighting System Improvement Program (ALSIP) ... . 5,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000
Distance Measuring Equipment (OME) ........ooooovomoeeeee e 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000
Visual NAYAIDS—Estahlish/Expand 1,400,000 3,500,000 3,500,000
Instrument Flight Procedures Awtomation (IFPA) ....ooocvvvoooeecees 2,200,000 1.100,000 7,100,000
Navigation and Landing Aids—Service Life Extension Program

{SLEP) 7,000,000 8,000,000 8,000,000
VASH Replacement—Replace with Precision Approach Path Indi-

CALOM ooorccrnrrueceens errniemsnsmenssassasss sennss e sesssansson 8,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
GPS Civit Requiremants 19,000,000 40,000,000 15,000,000
Runway Safety Areas—Navigational Mitigation ................cc........ 25,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000

Subtotal Landing and Navigational Aids Programs 184,600,000 210,100,000 181,100,000

& Dther ATC Facilities Programs:
Fuel Storage Tank Replacement and Monitoring .
Unstaffed Infrastructure Sustainment ...
Aircraft Related Equipment Program .....
Airport Cabie Loop Systems—Sustained Support
Mlazkan Satellite Telecommunications Infrastructure (AST .
Facilities Decommissioning

A00,000 £,600,000 6,600,000
18,000,000 18,000,000 18,000,000
11,700,000 10,100,000 10,100,000

5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000
15,500,000 6,800,000 6,800,000
5,000,000 3,000,000 5,000,000

Electrical Power Systems—Sustain/Support 77,581,000 $5,000,000 77,581,000
Aircraft Fleet Modemization ...... 9,000,000 2,100,000 2,100,000
FAA Employee Housing and Life Safefy Shelter System Service ...... 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000
Subtotal Dther ATC Facilities Programs ...........ccecoovoeemveeevnnnee. 149,681,000 141,100,000 133,681,000
Total Activity 2 ..o vervsnns 1.406,731,000 | 1,467.770,000 | 1,421,951,000

Activity 3—Non-Air Traffic Control Facilities and Equipment:

a. Support Equipment:
Hazardous Materials Management 20,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000
Aviation Safety Analysis System (ASAS) 30,100,000 15,800,000 15,800,000
Logistics Suppovt Systems and Facilities {LSSF) . 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000
National Air Space (NAS) Recovery Communications (RCOM) . 12,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000
Facility Security Risk Management ............occcccvmmmsccsones . 16,000,000 14,200,000 14,200,000
Information Security 15,200,000 14,000,000 14,000,000
System Approach for Safety Oversight (SAS0) 23,600,000 23,000,000 23,000,000
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FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT—Continued

Fiscal year Camittee
2012 enacted 2013 request recommendation

Aviation Sakety Knowladge Management Enwironment [ASKME) ...... 17,200,000 12,800,000 12,800,000
Data Center Optimization 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
Aerospace Medical Equipment Needs (AMEN) . 10,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000
Aviation Safety Information Analysis and Sharing (ASIAS) s | ommmvvcnmiinns 15,000,000 15,000,000

National Test Equipment Program ... . 2000000 | 2000000
Mobile Assets Management Program ............... 1,700,000 1,700,000
Aerospace Medicine Safety infarmation Systems (AMSIS) ... | commmmrccorimmssssnnnns 3,000,000 3,000,000
Subtotal Support Equipment 155,100,000 147,500,000 147,500,060
b. Training, Equipment and Facilities:

Aeronaytical Center Infrastructure Modemization ..............c...veeeeee. 16,500,000 12,500,000 12,500,060
Distance Learning .................... 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,500,000
Subtotal Training, Equipment and Facilities ... 18,000,000 14,000,000 14,000,000

Total Activity 3 173,100,000 161,500,000 161,500,000

Activity A—Facilities and Equipment Mission Support:

a. System Support and Services:
System Engineering and Development Support . 32,900,000 35,000,000 35,000,000
Program Support Leases 40,000,000 46,900,000 40,500,000
Logistics Support Services (LS5) 11,700,000 11,500,000 11,500,000
Mike Monroney Aeronautical Center Leases ... 17,000,000 17,500,600 17,500,000
Transition Engineering Support _....vveeernns 13,000,000 14,000,000 14,000,000
Techmical Support Services Contract (T35C) .. 22,000,000 23,000,000 23,000,000
Resource Tracking Program (RTP) 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
Center for Advanced Aviation System Development (CAASD) ........ 18,000,000 70,000,000 75,000,000
Aeronaitical tnformation Management Program . 20,200,000 2,000,000 2,000,000

Permanent Change of Station (PCS} Moves | BT 111T1 1 R I
Total BELIVIY B oo e s 240,300,000 217,500,000 222,500,000

Activity 5—Persannel and Refated Expenses:
Personnel and: Related EXPENSES ..o rrrurereoes cemmeessses ressssnsemsnssns 475,000,000 420,000,000 480,000,000
Total Al ACTIVIEIES ..oocrieeceeveceeens ceveeeeesssscneeceeeeesmsssemmseseseenas e 2,730,731,000 | 2,350,000,000 | 2,749,596,000

ENGINEERING, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION

Next Generation Air Transportation System Transformational
Programs.—The Committee recognizes FAA’s NextGen trans-
formational programs are critical to its overall plans to change the
way air traffic is managed.

The DOT Office of Inspector General recently reported on the
status of the transformational programs and hig?xlighted that
FAA’s approach to approving small segments of complex NextGen
programs has some drawbacks. There is no question that seg-
menting programs can reduce risk to the Government, but such
segmentation does not provide a crosswalk for how key programs
align with FAA’s plans g)r delivering benefits. The IG report shows
the extraordinarily complex interdependencies between programs
and the essential roles FAA automation programs, like ERAM, play
in executing NextGen. The Committee urges FAA to follow through
on its commitment to address the IG report’s recommendations.
The Committee is particularly interested in ensuring that FAA fol-
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lows through on the IG’s recommendation to establish—and use—
an integrated master schedule for managing NextGen investments.

NextGen—Systems Development.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $55,000,000 for NextGen—systems development,
which is $6,000,000 below the budget request and $30,000,000
below the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

NextGen Future Facilities.—The Committee recommends
$36,415,000 for the NextGen Future Facilities initiative, which is
$58,585,000 below the budget request and $21,415,000 abave the
fizcal year 2012 enacted level. These funds will be used to fund pre-
construction activities related to the Liberty Integrated Control Fa-
cility. This Committee iz aware that this is the first step in FAA's
long-term plan to realign and consolidate its air traffic facility net-
work into large, integrated facilities that could fundamentally
change the way FAA operates and manages the National Airspace
System. However, this plan is only in its initial stages. The FAA
has provided limited details regarding how this new facility will
improve productivity, reduce agency costs, and improve the flow of
air traffie. The Committee looks forward to receiving a more de-
tailed and well justified plan for this new facility in the coming
months. The Committee also looks forward to receiving information
on the long-term cost savings associated with the potential elimi-
nation of outdated, inefficient, and obsolete facilities.

Performance-Based  Navigation.—The Committee provides
$41,200,000 for Performance Based Navigation/RNAV/RNP. This is
a $5,000,000 increase above the budget request and $12,000,000
above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The Committee has
strongly supported the accelerated development of Performance
Based Navigation (PBN) procedures and processes, and continues
to have a strong interest in using PBN to provide substantial, near-
term NextGen ieneﬁts to users of the NIES. The Committee is en-
couraged by the enactment of Section 213 of the FAA Moderniza-
tion and Reform Act of 2012 (PL 112-95), which requires FAA to
develop performance-based metrics and environmental stream-
lining procedures to further accelerate RNP and RNAV flight paths
at a minimum of 70 commercial airports throughout the NAS, in-
cluding through the use of third parties to support the development
of procedures.

The Committee directs the FAA to fully utilize the tools provided
in Section 213, including the use of third parties and categorical
exclusions, so that efficient RNP and RNAV procedures can be pro-
duced in sufficient quantities in order to meet the demand that ex-
ists within the NAS for these types of procedures. The Committee
recommends $5,000,000 to continue the Third Party Procedure de-
velopment program te utilize qualified third parties to design, de-
ploy, and maintain public use RNP procedures at airports across
the country where aircraft flying RNP procedures would achieve
measureable benefit.

The Committee also directs the FAA to provide a detailed status
update on its progress in meeting Congressional mandates under
Section 213, including the estimated fuel and carbon dioxide emis-
sions savings from any new RNP or RNAV procedure designed or
implemented in 2012, to the Committees on Appropriations, by
March 1, 2013. This report should also address t%e use of third
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parties and identify the flight procedures developed, or in the proc-
ess of being developed, by them.

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT
EN ROUTE PROGRAMS

En Route Automation Modernization (ERAM).—The Committee
provides $154,000,000 for the en route modernization program
(ERAM). This level is equal to the budget request and $1,000,000
below the level provided in fiscal year 2012. ERAM is the FAA’s

rogram to replace the FAA's en route host computer system, its
ackup system, and other related display system and radar posi-
tion processor infrastructure.

ERAM is a foundational component of NextGen, and it is critical
to meeting FAA’s goals for increasing airspace capacity and reduc-
ing flight delays. FAA originally planned to deploy ERAM at 20 of
its en-route facilities by the end of 2010. However, due to software
problems at the first two key sites, Salt Lake City and Seattle,
FAA has been forced to delay original deployment estimates by
nearly four years. The program has also seen cost overruns of $330
millien in prior years,

FAA has taken a number of steps to improve the predictability
of the schedule and costs of ERAM, and the ERAM system is now
in use on a limited basgis at nine locations. Nevertheless, the cost
and timeframes for completing ERAM remain unclear. There are
important lessons learned from ERAM that FAA needs to address
to better manage its NextGen portfolio and reduce risks when de-
ploying software intensive systems. These include better expecta-
tion setting for the controller workforce, addressing shortcomings
in testing at the FAA Technical Center, bolstering Government Ac-
ceptance, and effectively using contract incentives for both develop-
ment and implementation. The Committee will continue to monitor
the program closely and looks forward to the final report from the
DOT Inspector General on ERAM, which was requested by this
Committee in fiscal year 2011.

ARTCC Building Improvements | Plant Improvements.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $40,000,000 for ARTCC Building
Improvements, which is $1,000,000 below the fiscal year 2012 en-
acted level and $6,000,000 below the budget request.

TERMINAL PROGRAMS

Terminal Automation Modernization/Eeplacement Program
(TAMR Phase 3).—The Committee recommendation includes
$153,000,000 for the terminal automation modernization and re-

lacement program which is equal to the budget request and
g44,250,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. Phase 3 of the
TAMR program is intended to modernize or replace terminal auto-
mation systems at TRACON facilities around the country. Last De-
cember, FAA’s Joint Resource Council (JRC) made a final invest-
ment decision to implement the STARS system at eleven ARTS
ITIE facilities by 2017. Additionally, FAA is expected to make an
investment decision later this year to .upgrade or replace as many
as 94 ARTS IIE systems. Replacing the automation systems at
these terminal facilities is a major undertaking. FAA must deter-
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mine how these facilities fit into the agency’s future facilities plan
and effectively manage the cost and scheduling risks inherent in a
program of this magnitude. The Committee directs the FAA to pro-
vide a plan by March 1, 2013 to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations which will include (1} costs and timelines for in-
stalling new systems; (2) how new automated controller tools will
be introduced; and (3) how long the older systems will need to be
sustained.

Runway Status Lights.—The Committee provides $35,250,000 for
the Runway Status Lights program, the same as the budget re-
quest and $5,450,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. This
funding will continue to support the design, production, and instal-
lation of runway status lights (RWSL) at busy airports. Runway
status lights are a fully automated system that gives pilots and ve-
hicle operators a direct visual alert when it is unsafe to enter or
cross a runway. The RWSL program responds to a safety rec-
ommendation from the National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB) to “implement a safety system that provides direct warning
capability to flight crews.” The Commiitee sirongly supports
RWSLs as an additional layer of safety to reduce runway incur-
gions and encourages the FAA to review the suitability of deploying
this critical safety enhancing technology at airports being equipped
with the Airport Surface Surveillance Capability (ASSC) system.
The Committee directs the FAA to provide a letter report to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations by April 15, 2013
on the merits and costs associated with installing RWSLs at ASSC-
equipped airports.

Tower Flight Data Monager—The Committee provides
$35,600,000 for the Tower Flight Data Manager (TFDM) program.
This level is $2,000,000 below the budget request and $35,600,000
ahove the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

FLIGHT SERVICE PROGRAMS

Weather Camera Program.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $3,000,000 for the Alaska Weather Camera program, which
is $1,400,000 below the budget request and $1,800,000 below the
fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

LANDING AND NAVIGATIONAL AIDS

Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS).—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $92,000,000 for the wide area augmentation
system program, which is é4,000,000 below the budget request and .
$3,000,000 below the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

GPS Civil Requirements.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $15,000,000 for GPS Civil Requirements, which is
$25,000,000 below the budget request and $4,000,000 below the fis-
cal year 2012 enacted level. While the Committee recognizes the
significance of FAA’s contribution to GPS, there is a significant un-
obligated balance at the Department of Defense,

OTHER AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL FACILITIES PROGRAMS

Electrical Power Systems—Sustain/Support.—The Committee
recommendation includes $77,581,000 for Electrical Power Sys-
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tems, which is $7,419,000 below the budget request and the same
as the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

MISSION SUPPORT

Center for Advanced Aviation Systems Development (CAASD).—
The Committee provides $75,000,000 for CAASD which is
$5,000,000 above the budget request and $3,000,000 below the fis-
cal year 2012 enacted level. As FAA continues to develop the solu-
tion sets for NextGen, there is an ongoing need for research and
systems engineering support to supplement and validate the FAA’s
internal capabilities. CAASD has been instrumental in providing
technical and operational analytical support for a number of key
initiatives including performance-based navigation, airspace design,
NAS-wide information system security, and communications mod-
ernization.

PERSONNEL AND RELATED EXPENSES

The Committee recommends $480,000,000 for personnel and re-
lated expenses which is an increase of $5,000,000 above the fiscal
year 2012 enacted level and the same level as the budget request.
This appropriation finances the personnel, travel and related ex-
penses of the FAA’s facilities and equipment workforce.

BILL LANGUAGE

Capital Investment Plan.—The hill confinues to require the sub-
mission of a five-year capital investment plan.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOFMENT
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS}
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 U $167,566,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 180,000,000
Recommended in the bill ..... 175,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... +7,444 000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 —5,000,000

This appropriation provides funding for long-term research, engi-
neering and development programs to improve the air traffic con-
trol system and to raise the level of aviation safety, as authorized
by the Airport and Airway Improvement Act and the Federal Avia-
tion Act. The appropriation also finances the research, engineering
and development needed to establish or modify federal air regula-
tions.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $175,000,000, an increase of
$7,444,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level and a decrease
of $5,000,000 below the budget request.

The Committee recommendation includes the following funding
levels for Research, Engineering, and Development programs:
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Fiscal yeai— Committee
P M1Zenackd | 2013 pguest | TESOTMEndation
Fire Research and Safety $7,158,000 $7,667,000 $7 667,000
Propulsion and Fuel Systems ........... — 2,300,000 2,832,000 2,882,000
Advanced Materials/Structural Safety ..... 2,534,000 2,569,000 2,565,000
Aircraft Icing—Atmospherit Hazards/Digi - 5,404,000 6,644,000 6,644,000
Comtinued Ainworthiness ........ 11,600,000 13,202,000 12,103,000

1,147,000 1,691,000 1,691,000
6,162,000 5.416,000 5,416,000
10,027,000 11,345,000 10,641,000

Aircraft Catastrophic Failure Prevention Research
Flightdeck/Maintenance/System Integration Human Factors

System Safety Management

Air Traffic Control/Technical Operations Human Factors .........ccooooveeence 10,364,000 10,014,000 10,014,000
Aermmedical R h 11,000,000 9,895,000 9,895,000
Weather Program 16,043,000 15,539,000 15,539,000
lUnmanned Aircraft Systems Research 3,504,000 5,901,000 7,600,000
NextGen—Alternative Fuels for General Aviation .............ccooenieeeeeee. 2,071,000 1,985,000 1,995,000
Joint Pianning and Development Dffice 5,000,000 12,000,000 7,000,000

NextGen—Wake Turbulence ...... 10,674,000 10,350,000 10,350,000
NextGen—Air Ground Integration Human Factors . 7,000,000 10,172,000 10,172,000
NextGen-—SeH Separation Human Factors ...... 1,500,000 7.796,000 31,500,000

NextGen—Weather Technology in the Cockpit ...... 8,000,000 4,826,000 4,828,000
Environment and Energy 15,074,000 14,776,000 14,776,000
NextGen—Environmental Research—Aircraft Technotogies, Fuels, an

Metnics 23,500,000 19,861,000 24,861,000

L717,000 1,757,000 1,757,000
3,777,000 3,702,000 3,702,000

System Planning and Resource Management ...
William J. Hughes Technical Center Laboratory Facility

Total 167,556,000 | 180,000,000 | 175,000,000

NextGen—Alternative Fuels for General Aviation.—The Com-
mittee provides $1,995,000 for alternative fuels research for gen-
eral aviation, which is the same as the budget request and $76,000
below the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. Among other research ac-
tivities, these funds will be used to complete initial studies on the
use of high aromatic additives for octane enhancement and on the
assessment criteria for the use of bio-mass derived fuels. The Com-
mittee understands that the Unleaded Avgas Transition Aviation
Rulemaking Committee recently issued recommendations to ensure
the development of and transition to an unleaded avgas with the
least impact upon the existing fleet of general aviation piston en-
gine aircraft. The Committee looks forward to the FAA’s response,
including agency plans to implement the recommendations and de-
vote the resources required to transition in a way that effectively
balances environmental improvement with aviation safety, tech-
nical challenges, and economic impact.

NextGen Environmental Research—Aircraft Technologies, Fuels
and Metrics.—The Committee provides $24,361,000 for the FAA's
NextGen environmental research aircraft technologies, fuels and
metrics program, which is $5,000,000 above the budget request and
$1,361,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The FAA’s con-
tinuous, lower energy, emissions, and noise program (CLEEN) has
supported a number of research initiatives that will help advance
the development of more efficient engines, airframes and alter-
native fuels. The Committee supports the FAA's efforts to research,
develop, and test these technologies, given that fuel costs continue
to consume the largest portion of airline operating budgets and
contribute to higher airfares for the traveling public. The increase
above the budget request is provided to support additional research
and testing of technologies and alternative fuels that offer the
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greatest potential for improving overall fuel efficiency and reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.

The Joint Planning and Development Office (JPDO)—The Com-
mittee recommends $7,000,000 for the JPDO, a decrease of
$5,000,000 below the budget request and a $2,000,000 increase, or
40 percent, above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The JPDO was
established to develop a plan for NextGen in the 2025 timeframe
and to coordinate Federal research to modernize the Nation's air
transport system. Regardless of various FAA reorganizations, FAA
needs to establish a clearly defined role for the JPDO and set ex-
pectations for how it will leverage research conducted at other Fed-
eral agencies, including the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, the Department of Defense, the Department of Com-
merce and the Department of Homeland Security. The Committee
directs the FAA to provide the Committee with a quarterly report
on its progress in coordinating research with other agencies and
leveraging federal dollars to advance the goals of NextGen.

Rescisston.—The Committee recommendation includes a rescis-
gion of $26,183,998, as requested by the President.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(LIMITATICN ON OBLIGATIONS)
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Liquidation of Limitation
contract authenization on oblhgations

Approgriation, fiscal year 2012 .- $3,435,000,000 $3,350,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 3,400,000,000 2,424,000,000
ReCOMMENDEA N EHE DIll ....oooooo oo sessveecsssrmsnss s srappeesses s sessssssss st e 3,400,000,000 3,350,000,000
Bill compared to.

Appropriation, FSCAl VAT 2012 e eeses cnssseecssmrsssscsssseemssssssssass — 35,000,000 R

Budget request, fiscal vear 2013 -——— 926,000,000

The bill includes a liquidating cash appropriation of
$3,400,000,000 for grants-in-aid for airports, authorized by the Air-
port and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended. This fund-
g provides for liquidation of obligations incurred pursuant to con-
tract authority and annual limitations on obligations for grants-in-
aid for airport planning and development, noise compatibility and
planning, the military airport program, reliever airports, airport
program administration, and other authorized activities.

LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS

The bill includes a limitation on obligations of $3,350,000,000 for
fiscal year 2013, which is $926,000,000 above the budget request
and the same as the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

ADMINISTRATION AND RESEARCH PROGRAMS

Airport Administrative Expenses.—Within the overall obligation
limitation, the bill includes §105,000,000 for the administration of
the airports program by the FAA. This funding level is equal to the
budget request and $2,000,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted
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level. The increase is provided to enhance investigations of airport
revenue diversion.

Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP).—The rec-
ommendation includes $15,000,000 which is the same level as the
bhudget request and the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The ACRP
was established through Section 712 of the Vision 100—Century of
Aviation Reauthorization Act (P.L. 108-176) to identify shared
problem areas facing airports that can be solved through applied
research but are not adequately addressed by existing Federal re-
search programs,

Airport Technology Research.—The recommendation includes a
minimum of $29,300,000 for the FAA’s airport technology research
program which is equal to the budget request and $50,000,000
above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The funds provided for
this program are utilized to conduct research in the areas of airport
pavement; airport marking and lighting; airport rescue and fire-
fighting; airport planning and design; wildlife hazard mitigation;
and visual guidance.

Airport Revenue Diversion.—The Airport and Airway Improve-
ment Act of 1982 requires that revenue generated at a public-use
airport is used for the airport’s capital ang operating expenses—ex-
cept in a small nu.mber‘:ﬂ(-)? cases in which grandfathered airports al-
ready had a revenue sharing agreement. After a series of revenue
diversions were uncovered at airports across the country, the FAA
Authorization of 1994 reiterated that using airport revenue for un-
authorized purposes is illegal. In addition to viclating U.S. law,
revenue diversion undermines the sustainability of airports, which
are critical to U.S. economic competitiveness and the international
movement of passengers and goods.

The Committee iz concerned about the potential ongoing revenue
diversion at a number of airports across the country. The Com-
mittee notes that airport revenues are intended, by law, to be used
for airport purposes and that the uwse of airport revenues for non-
airport purposes is unlawful, except in cases where the airport’s
uze of airport revenue for non-airport purposes was “grandfathered
in” by statute. The Committee urges FAA to review its oversight
of airport revenue diversion, and determine if additional oversight
is needed. If appropriate, the FAA should consider reprogramming
funds to enhance revenue diversion enforcement within the Office

of the Associate Administrator for Airports. Further, the Com-
mittee directs the FAA to require corrective action plan from an
airport within sixty days of any i finding of rev-
enue diversion,

BILL LANGUAGE

Runway Incursion Prevention Systems ond Devices.—Consistent
with prior year appropriations Acts, the bill allows funds under
this limitation to be used for airports te procure and install runway
incursion prevention systems and devices.

Local Match.—As a result of H.R. 658, the FAA Modernization
and Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112-95), the local match re-
quirement for allowable costs at most small airports doubled from
5 percent to 10 percent. The Committee is concerned that this new
requirement changed the rules mid-stream for small airports that
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had started, but not completed, safety and capacity projects before
the FAA reauthorization bill was enacted into law. The Committee
has included language that would allow small airports to continue
to receive a 95 percent federal share for unfinished phased projects
that were underway before the FAA hill was enacted into law on
February 14, 2012.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Section 110. The Committee retains a provision limiting the
number of technical workyears at the Center for Advanced Aviation
Systems Development to 600 in fiscal year 2011.

Section 111. The Committee retains a provision prohibiting FAA
from requiring airport sponsors to provide the agency ‘without cost’
building construction, maintenance, utilities and expenses, or space
in sponsor-owned buildings, except in the case of certain specified
exceptions.

Section 112. The Committee continues a provision allowing reim-
bursement for fees collected and credited under 49 U.S.C. 45303.

Section 113. The Committee retains a provision allowing reim-
bursement of funds for providing technical assistance to foreign
aviation authorities to be credited to the operations account.

Section 114. The Committee retains a provision prohibiting funds
limited in this Act for the Airport Improvement Program to be pro-
vided to an airport that refuses a request from the Secretary of
Transportation to use public space at the airport for the purpose
of conducting outreach on air passenger rights.

Section 115. The Committee retains a provision prohibiting the
FAA from paying Sunday premium pay except in those cases where
the individual actually worked on a Sunday.

Section 116. The Committee retains a provision prohibiting FAA
from using funds to purchase store gift cards or gift certificates
through a government-issued credit card.

Section 117. The Committee includes a provision that allows air-
ports experiencing the required level of boardings through charter
and scheduled air service to be eligible for funds under 49 U.8.C.
47114(c).

Section 118. The Committee includes a provision that requires
approval from the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Administration of
the Department of Transportation for retention bonuses for any
FAA employee.

Section 119. The Committee includes a provision that limits the
cost-share required under the contract tower program to 20 per-
cent.

Section 119A. The Committee includes a provision that requires
the Secretary to block the display of an owner or operator’s aircraft
registration number in the Aircraft Situational Display to Industry
program, upon the request of an owner or operator.

Section 119B. The Committee retains a provision prohibiting
funds to change weight restrictions or prior permission rules at
Teterboro Airport, Teterboro, New Jersey.
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) provides financial
assistance to the states to construct and improve roads and high-
ways. It also provides technical assistance to other agencies and or-
ganizations involved in road building activities. Title 23 of the
United States Code and other supporting statutes provide author-
ity for the activities of the FHWA. Funding is provided by contract
authority, while program levels are established by annual limita-
tions on obligations, as set forth in appropriations Acts.

AUTHORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013

The most recent multi-year surface transportation authorization
Act, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Eg-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), expired on Sep-
tember 30, 2009, Since that time, the Congress has enacted several
short-term extensions that continued to provide contract authority
for the FHWA and other surface transportation agencies under the
same structure as SAFETEA-LU. However, the current
SAFETEA-LU extension ends June 30, 2012.

It is unclear what authorization law (or laws) will be effective
during fiscal year 2013. Conferees from the House and Senate cur-
rently are working on surface transportation authorization legisla-
tion. The Committee is in the unenviable position of recommending
appropriations for a program without authorization.

The Committee therefore provides only minimal bill language
that sets the overall FHWA obligation limitation for fiscal year
2013, contingent upon authorization. It is the Committee’s inten-
tion that appropriations made by this bill will be wholly contingent
on a reauthorization of the highway program and will be distrib-
uted only in accordance with the new authorization law.

THE PRESIDENT’S 2013 BUDGET REQUEST

The President’s budget request once again pretends as though
Congress has enacted the Administration’s transportation author-
ization proposal into law, even though the Administration has
never publicly released its proposal or transmitted it to Congress,
as has been customary since the Eisenhower Administration. As
such, the FHWA budget request is a fictional document, on which
numerous staff hours and government resources were expended. In
short, it iz a waste of taxpayer dollars.

The budget request and accompanying budget justifications are
the primary means by which Congress learns about agency budg-
etary priorities. This year and last year, FHWA’s budget justifica-
tions were almost useless. Such fiction is of no help to the Com-
mittee in assessing program needs and priorities for fiscal year
2013. With the exception of the section on FHWA’s administrative
expenses, the budget justification contains no pertinent information
or recommendations the Committee may use to make meaningful
decisions. The Committee, however, notes with appreciation that
the FHWA budget staff is very helpful, capable, and responsive to
the Committee.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends a total program level of
$39,882,583,000 for the activities of the FHWA in fiscal year 2013,
contmgent upon reauthorization. This amount is $1,662,000, 000
below fiscal year 2012 (due to the lack of disaster funds) and
$2,686,417,000 below the budget request. Included within the rec-
ommended amount is an obligation limitation of $39,143,583,000
and $739,000,000 in contract authority that is exempt from the ob-
ligation llmltatwn

The following table summarizes the Committee’s recommenda-
tions, compared with the fiscal year 2012 enacted leveis and the
fiscal year 2013 budget request for FHWA:

(In thousands i doilars)

Fiscal year o Lo
Program ¥ nd in the
2012 enacted 2013 request

Federal-aid highways (obiigation limitation) .............cccooooooooe. $39,143,583 $41.830,000 $39,143,583
Exempt contract authority 739,000 739,000 739,000
Liquidation of contract authorization 39,882 533 42,569,000 19,882,583
Emergency reiked (disaster appropriation) 1,662,000 -——- -——-
Total program [BVel ... cccorevermssrrmrnemsniarins 41,544,583 42,569,000 39,382,583
“The budgei request treats alt highways spending as mandatory. The Committes, hawever, teats the requested amounts as though they

are subject to the ohiigation limitation {except the contract autharity traditionalty d fram the ), as in past years.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o $412,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 437,780,000
Recommended in the bill ..o, 392,855,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .......cueurmerrmnrn — 19,145,600
Budget request, fiacal year 2013 —44.925,000

The limitation on administrative expenses caps the amount, from
within the limitation on obligations, that FHWA may spend on sal-
aries and expenses necessary to conduct and administer the fed-
eral-aid highway program, highway-related research, and most
other federal highway programs.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends a limitation of $392,855,000, which
is $19,145,000 below fiscal year 2012, and $44,925,000 below the
budget request. The recommended amount is equal to the most re-
cent authorized level, which reflects a reduction in administrative
expenses proportionate to the modest reduction experienced in the
overall program in fiscal year 2012.
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FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ........coccocceiiiininiine . $39,143,583,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . 41,830,000,000
Recommended in the Bill ..........cooec s snserrssrree s 39,143,583,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiseal year 2012 .......ooooviiiiiieeeeeee -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. v, —2,686,417,000

The federal-aid highways program is demgned to aid in the devel-
opment, operations and management of an intermodal transpor-
tation system that is economically efficient and environmentally
sound, to provide the foundation for the nation to compete in the
global economy, and to move people and goods safely.

There are approximately four million miles of public roads in the
United States and about 600,000 bridges. Currently, the federal
government provides grants to states to assist in financing the con-
struction and preservation of about 994,500 miles (24 percent) of
these roads, which represents the National Highway System plus
key feeder and collector routes. Highways eligible for federal aid
carry about 85 percent of total U.S. highway traffic.

Federal-aid highways and bridges are managed through a fed-
eral-state partnership. States and localities maintain ownership of
and responsibility for the maintenance, repair and new construc-
tion of roads. State highway departments have the authority to ini-
tiate federal-aid projects, subject to FHWA approval of the plans,
specifications, and cost estimates. The Federal government pro-
vides financial suﬁport, on a reimbursable basis, for construction
and repair through matching grants, the terms of which vary with
the type of road.

Under SAFETEA-LU, federal-aid highways funds have been
made available to the states through a mix of “apportioned pro-
grams,” which are distributed using a formula provided in law, and
“allocated programs,” which are distributed based on criteria set in
law and which allow for some discretion on the part of the Sec-
retary in selecting recipients.

All programs included within the federal-aid highways program
are financed from the highway trust fund and most are distributed
via apportionments and allocations to states. The federal-aid high-
ways program is funded by contract authority, and liquidating cash
appropriations are subsequently provided to fund outlays resulting
from obligations incurred under contract authority.

The Committee sets, through the annual appropriations process,
an overall limitation on the total contract authority that can be ob-
ligated under the federal-aid highways program in a given year.
The Committee also provides direction and other guidance regard-
ing some of the programs that operate under this overall limita-
tion.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends a limitation on obligations for the
federal-aid highways program of $39,143,583,000, contingent upon
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authorization. This amount is the same as fiscal year 2012 and
$2,686,417,000 below the budgset request.

Because the structure of the federal-aid highways program for
fiscal year 2013 is unknown at this time due to lack of authorizing
legislation, the Committee includes no detailed summaries of par-
ticular programs under SAFETEA-LU.

Limitation on Transportation Research.—The Committee con-
tinues bill language limiting the amount the FHWA may spend on
transportation research and technology contract programs. Within
the overall obligation limitation for federal-aid highways, the Com-
mittee recommends an obligation limitation for transportation re-
search of $429,800,060, which is equal to fiscal year 2012 and the
budget request.

Under SAFETEA-LU, the transportation research and tech-
nology contract programs include: surface transportation research,
training and education, university transportation research, and in-
telligent transportation systems research. Funding for the Bureau
of Transportation Statistics (BTS) also is included within this limi-
tation, although the BTS will be housed within the Office of the
Secretary.

Because future reauthorization actions may change the structure
of existing research programs, the Committee does not provide a
detailed breakdown of transportation research program activities.

Loan Fees.—The Committee continues bill language allowing the
Secretary to charge and collect fees from the applicant for a direct
loan, guaranteed loan, or line of credit to cover the cost of the fi-
nancial and legal analyses performed on behalf of the Department.
These fees are not subject to the obligation limitation or the limita-
tion on administrative expenses set for the Transportation Infra-
structure Finance and Innovation program under section 608 of
title 23, United States Code.

State Programs.—The Committee direcis the Secretary to provide
states with as much discretion as possible in administering their
state surface transportation formula funds. State departments of
transportation can best allocate resources to satisfy their states’ in-
dividual and unique surface transportation needs.

Public-private Partnerships.—In instances where the Secretary
exercises discretion in prgject selection, the Committee directs the
Secretary to give strong consideration to infrastructure projects
funded through public-private partnership investment.

Corrosion.—The Committee notes corrosion detrimentally im-
pacts surface transportation infrastructure and is an economic bur-
den and safety hazard. The Committee directs the FHWA to report
to the Committees on Appropriations within 180 days of enactment
on the costs and benefits associated with developing a comprehen-
sive corrosion analysis and mitigation tool to prevent, predict, and
cantrol corrosion-related problems in highway transportation.

Geosynthetics.—The Committee directs the FHWA to continue as-
sessing the use of geosynthetics in highway and civil infrastructure
applications, especially potential cost savings and environmental
benefits. The Committee also encourages FHWA to review and con-
sider the recommendations in GAO’s upcoming report on
geosynthetics and the associated life-cycle costs of incorporating in-
novative materials in pavements.
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(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $39,882,683,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 rereeans 42 569,000,000
Recommended in the bill .........cccrmmmvnemmennnnnnmn. 39,882,583,000
Bill compared with:
Apprapriation, fiscal year 2012 .. -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... - 2,686,417,000

The Committee recommends a liquidating cash appropriation of
$39,882,583,000, which is the same as fiscal year 2012 and
$2,686,417,000 below the budget request. This is the amount re-
quired to pay the outstanding obligations of the highway program
at levels provided in this Act and prior appropriations Acts.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

Section 120. The Committee continues a provision that distrib-
utes obligation authority among federal-aid highways programs.

Section 121. The Committee continues a provision that credits
funds received by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics to the
federal-aid highways account.

Section 122. The Committee continues a provision that provides
requirements for any waiver of the Buy American Act.

Section 123. The Committee continues a provision prohibiting
tolling in Texas, with exceptions.

FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) was
established within the Department of Transportation (DOT) by
Congress through the Motor Carrier Safety Improvement Act of
1999. FMCSA’s mission is to promote safe commercial motor vehi-
cle operations and reduce truck and bus crashes. FMCSA works
with federal, state, and local entities, the motor carrier industry,
highway safety organizations, and the public to further its mission.

FMCSA resources are used to prevent and mitigate commercial
vehicle accidents through regulation, enforcement, stakeholder
training, technological innovation, and improved information sys-
tems. FMCSA also is responsible for enforcing Federal motor car-
rier safety and hazardous materials regulations for all commercial
vehicles entering the United States along its southern and north-
ern borders.

FMCSA’s current activities are authorized under an extension of
SAFETEA-LU, which expires June 30, 2012, For purposes of deter-
mining authorized funding levels, the Committee assumes another
extension of SAFETEA-LU through fiscal year 2013. The Commit-
tee’s recommendations for FMCSA are contingent upon reauthor-
ization.



36

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY OPERATIONS AND PROGRAMS
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND}

Apgropriation, fizcal year 2012 .......ccoimmnni $247,724,000 ($247,724,000)
Budget request, fiseal year 2013 . ... 250,000,000 (250,000,600)
Recommended in the bill ..............cccoeeevvinneen, 244,144,000 {244,144,000)
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .............. - 3,580,000 ([ —3,580,000)
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... - 5,856,000 (- 5,856,000}

This limitation controls FMCSA spending on salaries, operating
expenses, and research. It provides resources to support motor car-
rier safety program activities and to maintain the agency’s admin-
istrative infrastructure. This funding supports nationwide motor
carrier safety and consumer enforcement efforts, including the
Compliance, Safety, and Accountability Program, regulation and
enforcement of household goods transport, and federal safety en-
forcement at the U.S. borders. These resources also fund regulatory
development and implementation, information management, re-
search and technology, grants to States and local partners, safety
gduﬁation and outreach, and the safety and consumer telephone

otline.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $247,724,000 in liquidating cash for
motor carrier safety operations and programs. The Committee also
recommends limiting obligations from the highway trust fund to
$247,724,000 for motor carrier safety operations and programs in
fiscal year 2013. These levels are $3,580,000 below fiscal year 2012
and $5,856,000 below the budget request. They are the maximum
authorized levels, assuming current, annualized SAFETEA-LU lev-
els, and they are contingent upon reauthorization.

Within the amounts provided for operations and programs, the
Committee recommends $1,000,000 for commercial motor vehicle
operator’s grants, which provide commercial motor vehicle opera-
tors with critical safety training. This amount is the same as fiscal
year 2012 and the budget request. It is the full authorized level,
assuming current, annualized SAFETEA-LU levels.

The Committee continues bill language making funds for the re-
search and technology program available until September 30, 2015.
The Committee also continues bill la.nguaiz prohibiting any funds
relating to outreach and education from being transferred to an-
other agency.

Chameleon Carriers.—The Committee directs the FMCSA to use
$5,000,000 of the funds provided for operations and programs to
implement a risk-based monitoring of all motor carriers for chame-
leon carrier characteristics, as recommended in the recent GAQ re-
port, GAO-12-364, “New Applicant Reviews Should Expand to
Identify Freight Carriers Evading Detection.” FMCSA estimates
this amount 1s sufficient to complete the initial start-up of such a
screening tool, including early evaluations, algorithm development,
capability implementation, post-implementation evaluations, and 5
F'EEE to support the effort. FMCSA anticipates it will take one year
to implement the capability to sereen all carriers using a risk-based
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approach, and the Committee directs such capability to be in place
by the end of fiscal year 2013,

A chameleon carrier is a motor carrier that was once put out-of-
service due to safety violations, but that “reincarnates” itself under
a new corporate identity to resume business. FMCSA needs better
ways to identify and put out-of-service permanently such carriers.
The GAO report noted FMCSA currently monitors all household
goods and passenger bus motor carriers for chameleon carrier
traits, but such sectors represent only 2% of the motor carrier mar-
ket. The vast majority of motor carriers are freight carriers. GAO
and the DOT Inspector General found that FMCSA can expand its
new-entrant audits to the freight sector, but only if it uses risk-
based data to target its resources to the riskiest new entrants.

GAO suggests such risk-based audits could be accomplished
using as few as 2-3 FTE, in addition to the current 6 , by
using a data-based algorithm to correctly identify the riskiest car-
riers. The Committee fully supports this type of risk-based ap-
proach, as it makes the best use of taxpayer resources. The Com-
mittee also directs FMCSA, in implementing this risk-based ap-
proach over the next year, to determine the most cost-effective
method of collecting and updating carrier data, including solutions
available in the private sector. The Committee notes FMCSA's on-
going efforts to consolidate its databases may further assist the ef-
fort to begin risk-based monitoring of all new entrant motor car-
riers.

Compliance, Safety, and Accountability.—The Committee is con-
cerned about FMCSA’s proposed new scoring system in the Compli-
ance, Safety, and Accountability (CSA) program, which is the pri-
mary means by which FMCSA oversees motor carriers currently in
operation. A wide range of industry groups are concerned that the
new CSA scores do not actually correlate to risk and may inac-
curately portray carriers in a variety of ways. The Committee di-
rects FMCSA to increase its outreach to industry to address these
concerns before finalizing the CSA scoring system. The lack of cor-
relation between a score and actual risk is a very serious concern
and should be addressed with public participation.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Liquidation of -
cnnrr:.lz;tt ;"llnthnr- Ll)“;l‘};;‘t%‘ﬂgn

Appropriation, G563l Year 2002 ..o ettt en e s srssenness sennnsranes $307,000,000 | ($307,000,000)
Budget request, fiScal y8ar 2003 .........ocoooovooeeeeeeeeee oo oo cnnssnns s sssnnneseons 330,000.000 | (330,000,000)
Recommended in the bill 307,000,000 | (307,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fistal year 2012 ... e rassssenissesssreens -— -—-

Budpet request, fiscal year 2013 ... —23,000,000 ¢ {-—23,000,000)

FMCSA’s motor carrier safety grants were authorized by the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and con-
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ii{ljued by SAFETEA-LU and subsequent extensions of SAFETEA-

These grants are used to support compliance reviews in the
states, identify and apprehend traffic violators, conduct roadside
inspections, and conduect safety audits of new entrant carriers. Ad-
ditionally, grants are provided to states for safety enforcement at
the U.S. borders, improvement of state commercial driver’s license
oversight aetivities, and improvements in linking states’ motor ve-
hicle registration systems and carrier safety data.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Commiitee recommends $307,000,000 in liquidating cash for
this program, as well as a $307,000,000 limitation on obligations,
in fiscal year 2013. These levels are the same as fiscal year 2012
and $23,000,000 below the budget request. They reflect the full au-
thorized levels for each grant within this account, assuming the
current, annualized SAFETEA-LU program levels. The Commit-
tee’s recommendations are contingent upon reauthorization.

The Committee recommends the following obligation limitations
for grants funded under this account:

Motor carrier safety assistance program (MCSAP) ...t rasss e ($212,000,000)
Commercial driver's license improvements PrORIAM ......o..ocrveescsusseeseecssseeseeseseserase e {30,000,600)
Border enforcement BRAMES .o....vev s s sesrcsss s smsssss s ssars s sesssssarssasessessarssaenases {32,000,000)
Performance and registration information system management program (5,000,000}
Commercial vehicle information systems and netwarks deployment ..ooeeeeeeceeeens (25,000,000
Safety data improvement grants ..o (3,000,000}

New Entrant Audits.—Of the funds made available for the Motor
Carrier Safety Assistance Grants, the Commitiee recommends
$29,000,000 for audits of new entrant motor carriers, which is the
same as fiscal year 2012, $3,000,000 below the budget request, and
the full authorized level assuming extension of current law.

FMCSA requires all new entrants to pass a safety audit within
the first 18 months of operations in order to receive permanent
DOT registration. With the expansion of such vetting to the freight
sector over the next year, the Committee expects to see improve-
ment in the agency’s ability to detect and shut down chameleon
carriers.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION—FEDERAL MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 130. The Committee continues language subjecting the funds
appropriated in this Act to the terms and conditions included in
prior appropriations Acts regarding Mexico-domiciled motor car-
riers.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
was established in March of 1970 to administer motor vehicle and
highway safety programs. It was the successor agency to the Na-
tional Highway Satety Bureau, which was housed in the Federal
Highway Administration.
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NHTSA's mission is to save lives, prevent injuries, and reduce
economic costs due to road traffic crashes, through education, re-
search, safety standards and enforcement activity. To accomplish
these goals, NHTSA establishes and enforces safety performance
standards for motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment, inves-
tigates safety defects in motor vehicles, and conducts research on
driver behavior and traffic safety.

NHTSA provides grants and technical assistance to state and
local governments to enable them to conduct effective local highway
safety programs. Together with state and local partners, TSA
works to reduce the threat of drunk and impaired drivers and to
promote use of safety belts, helmets, child safety seats, airbags,
and other life-saving devices.

NHTSA establishes and ensures compliance with fuel economy
standards, investigates odometer fraud, establishes and enforces
vehicle anti-theft regulations, and provides consumer information
on a variety of motor vehicle safety topics.

NHTSA’s current programs were authorized by the following
laws: (1) the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act (chap-
ter 301 of title 49, United States Code (U.S.C.); (2) the Highway
Safety Act (chapter 4 of title 23, U.S.C.); (3) the Motor Vehicle In-
formation and Cost Savings Act (MVICSA) (Part C of subtitle VI
of title 49, U.S.C.); (4) the Transportation Recall Enhancement, Ac-
countability, and Documentation (TREAD) Act; and (5) the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Leg-
acy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

SAFETEA-LU expired on September 30, 2009. The Congress en-
acted many short-term extensions of SAFETEA-LU, with the latest
extension ending June 30, 2012. In the absence of a long-term au-
thorization bill for surface transpartation programs, including high-
way safety programs, the Committee assumes the continuation of
the current program structure. The Committee’s recommendations
with respect to funds provided from the Highway Trust Fund are
contingent npon reauthorization.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $776,188,000, which is $23,786,000
below fiscal year 2012 and $204,812,000 below the budget request.
The decrease is attributable to the expiration of the Seat Belt Per-
formance Grants, which were funded at $48,500,000 in fiscal year
2012, The Committee’s recommendation maintains all other grants
at current funding levels and increases operational resources by
$24,714,000 in fiscal year 2013. The following table summarizes
the Committee's recommendations:

Committee

2012 enacted 2013 request recommendatian

(Operatigns and msearch (general fund and hagtway trust fund) ... $249,646,000 $338,000,000 $274 350,000
Highway traflic safety grants (highway trust fund) ... 550,328,000 543,000,000 501,828,060

Total .... 799,974,000 931,000,000 776,188,000

The Committee recommends funding levels that provide NHTSA
with sufficient resources to continue its critical work improving the
safety of passenger travel on the nation’s highway system. The
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Committee commends NHTSA and its partners for the 3% decrease
in highway fatalities in 2010, bringing highway fatalities to a new
record low. The Committee encourages SA and the network of
researchers and public safety personnel to continue their work to
enhance safety and reduce fatalities.

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

IGieneral fund} ‘”'Em]""“ Total
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . $140,046000 | $109,500,000 |  $249,646,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... vt et s anatts -—- 338,000,000 338,000,000
Recommended in the bill 152,000,400 122,360,000 274,360,000
Bitl compared to:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... e 11,854,000 12,860,000 24,714,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... ircsinarinnnnnns +152.000,000 | — 215,640,000 —63,640,000

The operations and research appropriations support research,
demonstrations, technical assistance, and national ?eadershjp for
highway safety programs. Many of these programs are conducted
in partnership with state and local governments, the private sector,
universities, research units, and various safety associations and or-
ganizations. These programs address alcohol and drug counter-
measures, vehicle occupant protection, traffic law enforcement,
emergency medical and trauma care systems, traffic records and li-
censing, traffic safety evaluations, motorcycle safety, pedestrian
and bicycle safety, pupil transportation, distracted and drowsy
driving, young and older driver safety programs, and development
of improved accident investigation procedures.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $274,360,000, which is $24,714,000
above fiscal year 2012 and $63,640,000 below the budget request.
Of this total, $152,000,000 is from the General Fund for vehicle
safety programs and $122,360,000 is from the Highway Trust Fund
for behavioral highway safety operations and research. The Com-
mittee rejects the Administration’s request to fund the vehicle safe-
tg;n [&ortion out of the highway trust fund, rather than the general

The Committee recognizes that NHTSA’s operational resources
have been fairly flat for several years and that there are several
areas that could use additional resources at this time. However,
NHTSA’s budget request is full of new funding requests that can-
not be accommodated. Therefore, the Committee provides specific
instructions below as to which activities are approved to receive ad-
ditional resources.

Vehicle Safety.—The Committee directs NHTSA to spend addi-
tional funds provided in fiscal year 2013 on the following activities
in these approximate amounts:

« $5,000,000—New Car Assessment Program,

s $7,000,000—Vehicle Electronics Systems Safety.

The Committee provides an additional $5,000,000 for the New
Car Assessment Program (NCAP), which is the primary means by
which new vehicles are evaluated by NHTSA for safety perform-
ance. NCAP is responsible for the star safety ratings that inform
consumers purchasing vehicles. The Committee provides funds to
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improve NCAP, so it once again covers 85% of the new vehicle mar-
ket.

The Committee provides an additional $7,000,000 for the Vehicle
Electronic Systems Safety initiative. Electronic systems are becom-
ing increasingly important in vehicle design and manufacturing.
NHTSA has identified advanced electronic control systems as an
emerging technology in need of greater study and understanding,
The Committee provides resources to evaluate the safety of these
critical new systems,

Highway Safety.—The Committee directs NHTSA to spend the
additional funds provided in fiscal year 2013 on the following ac-
tivities in these approximate amounts:

o $2.000,000—Impaired Driving Countermeasures.

o $2,000,000—0ccupant Protection Initiative.

» $5,000,000—Highway Safety Research.

s $3,000,000—Core Competency and Training Program

The Committee provides $2,000,000 in additional fundmg for de-
velopment of Impaired Driving Countermeasures particularly to
support NHTSA’s role in the implementation of ignition interlock
programs nationwide.

The Committee provides $2,000,000 in additional funding for the
QOccupant Protection Initiative, particularly to support renewal of
the Click-It-Or-Ticket campaign and to further improve effective
use of seatbelts and child restraints.

The Committee provides $5,000,000 in additional funding for the
Highway Safety Research Program, which is a 67% increase above
fiscal years 2011 and 2012, This program covers all research relat-
ing to unsafe behaviors that impact highway safety, including for
example alcohol-impaired driving, drug-impaired driving, speeding,
use of occupant protection devices, distracted driving, driving by
older and younger persons, pedestrian behavior, and maotorcycle
driving. The Committee notes NHTSA is in the best position to de-
termine which particular research projects have the greatest poten-
tial to improve highway safety.

The Committee provides an additional $3,000,000 to support
NHTSA’s Core Competency and Training Program for highway
safety professionals at the federal, state, and local levels. In past
years, NHTSA provided this critical training to highway safety pro-
fessionals by taking down its own operational resources, thereby di-
verting funds from needed research and countermeasure develop-
ment. The Committee’s recommendation folds this training into the
base for highway safety operations.

National Driver Register.—The Committee recommends funding
the National Driver Register (NDR) at the full authorized amount
of $4,116,000, from within the highway safety operational funds.
The NDR is a computerized database of information regarding driv-
ers with revoked or suspended licenses and drivers convicted of se-
rious traffic violations. The NDR allows state motor vehicle admin-
istrators to communicate effectively with other states to identify
such drivers.
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HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS
(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Limitation on coa- Limitation on
ract autharization obligation
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... s $550,328,000 ($550,328,000)
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 643,000,000 (643,000,000}
Recommended in EHE Bill .......ooooove oo crsceanmncemmenessssccerssessssence sosseeanees 501,828,000 (501,828,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 —48,500,000 (—48,500,000
Budget request, fiscal vear 2013 ... — 141,172,000 (- 141,172,000)

The highway traffic safety state grant programs currently au-
thorized include: highway safety programs, occupant protection in-
centive grants, alcohol impaired driving countermeasures incentive
grants, safety belt performance grants, state traffic safety informa-
tion systems improvement grants, high visibility enforcement pro-
gram, child safety and child booster seat safety incentive grants,
and motorcyclist safety grants.

These grant programs provide resources to states for highway
gafety programs that are data-driven and that meet states’ most
pressing highway safety problems. They are a critical asset in re-
ducing highway traffic fatalities and injuries.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $501,828,000 in liquidating cash
from the Highway Trust Fund to pay outstanding obligations of the
highway sagzty grant programs at the levels provided in this Act
and prior appropriations Acts. The Committee also recommends
limiting the O%Iigations from the highway trust fund in fiscal year
2013 for the highway traffic safety grants programs to
$501,828,000. These levels are $48,500,000 below fiscal year 2012
and $141,172.000 below the budget request, and they are contin-
gent upon reauthorization.

The Committee’s recommendation maintains current funding for
all grants, except the safety belt performance grant, which has
been phased out by the Administration because it achieved its pur-
pose of incentivizing states to enact primary seatbelt laws and is
no longer needed.

All other grants are funded at the highest possible level under
the current authorization. Because reauthorization has not yet oc-
curred, the Committee assumes the highway traffic safety grant
programs now authaorized will be reautl%orized in fiscal year 2013
at the same annualized levels.

The Committee does not provide any funding for the Administra-
tion’s proposed new distracted driving prevention grants because
they are not authorized. The Committee also declines the Adminis-
tration’s request to combine the child safety and booster seat grant
with the occupant protection incentive grant into a new “combined
occupant protection incentive grant.”

The Committee recommends the following funding allocations:
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Highway safety programs {$235,000,000)
Occupant protection incentive grants (25,000,000}
Safety belt performance grants .........occconmieeiians -
Distracted driving prevention grants -——
State traffic safety information systems improvements (34,500,000}
Alcohol-impaired driving countermeasures incentive grants (139,000,000)
Grant ad ministration (25,328,000)
High wvisibility enforcement program (29,000,000)
Child safety and child booster seat safety incentive Brants .........cooocucevvememreceevecccenns {7,000,000}
MOtORCYELISE SATRIY oot e . {7,000,000}

TOHAL .o eceveceess s reseesssmassass s essssssssrsssess s ars esss e ssssess esss e (501,828,000)

Below are descriptions of the grant programs for which the Com-
mittee recommends funding in fiscal year 2013. The descriptions
are based on current law:

Highway Safety Grants.—The state and community highway
safety formula grant program, authorized by 23 U.S.C. 402, sup-
ports state highway safety programs designed to reduce traffic
crashes and resulting deaths, injuries, and property damage. A
state may use these grants only for highway safety purposes and
at least 40 percent of these funds are to be expended by political
subdivisions of the state.

Occupant Protection Incentive Grants.—The occupant protection
incentive grants, authorized by 23 U.S.C. 405, encourage states to
adopt and implement programs to reduce deaths and injuries from
riding unrestrained or improperly restrained in motor vehicles.

State Treffic Safety Information Systems Improvements.—The
state traffic safety information systems improvements program, au-
thorized by 23 U.S.C. 408, provides incentive grants to encourage
states to adopt and implement programs to improve the timeliness,
accuracy, completeness, uniformity, integration, and accessibility of
state data needed to identify priorities in national, state, and local
highway and traffic safety programs.

Alcohol-impaired Driving Countermeasures Incentive Graonts.—
The alcohol-impaired driving countermeasures incentive grant pro-
gram, authorized by 23 U.S.C. 410, encourages states to adopt and
implement programs to reduce traffic safety problems resulting
from individuals driving under the influence of alcohol.

Grants Administration Expenses.—Section 2001(a)X11) of
SAFETEA-LU authorizes funding salaries and operating expenses
necessary to the administration of the grants programs.

High Visibility Enforcement Program.—S3ection 2009 of
SAFETEA-LU directs NHTSA to administer at least two high-visi-
bility traffic safety law enforcement campaigns each year to achieve
one or both of these objectives: (1) reduce aleohol-impaired or drug-
impaired operation of motor vehicles; and (2) increase the use of
safety belts by occupants of motor vehicles. These funds may bhe
used to pay for the development, production, and use of broadcast
and print media in carrying out traffic safety law enforcement cam-

paigns.

Child Sefety and Child Booster Seat Safety Incentive Grants.—
Section 2012 of SAFETEA-LU authorizes incentive grants to states
that enforce laws requiring any child riding in a passenger vehicle
who is too large to be secured in a child safety seat to be secured
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in a child restraint meeting the requirements of section 3 of
Anton’s Law (49 U.S8.C. Sec. 30127 note; 116 Stat. 2772).

Motorcyciist Safety.—Section 2010 of SAFETEA-LU authorizes
incentive grants to encourage states to adopt and implement pro-
grams to reduce the number of single and multivehicle crashes in-
volving motoreyclists. States may use grant funds only for metorcy-
clist safety training and motorcyclist awareness programs.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

Section 140. The Committee continues a provision that provides
limited funding for travel and related expenses asscciated with
state management reviews and highway safety core competency de-
velopment training.

Section 141. The Committee continues a provision that exempts
from the current fiscal year’s obligation limitation any obligation
authority that was made available in previous public laws for mul-
tiple years including this fiscal year.

Section 142. The Committee continues a provision that prohibits
funding for the National Highway Safety Advisory Committee.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) was established by
the Department of Transportation Act, on October 15, 1966. The
FRA plans, develops, and administers programs and regulations to
promote the safe operation of freight and passenger rail transpor-
tation in the United States. The U.S. railroad system consists of
over 550 railroads with over 187,000 freight emgloyees, 171,000
miles of track, and 1.35 million freight cars. In addition, the FRA
continues to oversee grants to the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation (Amtrak) with the goal of assisting Amtrak with im-
provements to its passenger service and physical infrastructure.

SAFETY AND OPERATIONS

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $178,596,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 156,000,000
Recommended in the bill ... 184,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... +5,404,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ................. +28,000,000

The safety and operations account provides funding for FRA's
safety program activities related to passenger and freight railroads.
Funding also supports salaries amf expenses and other operating
costs related to FRA staff and programs.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $184,000,000 for safety and oper-
ations, which is $5,404,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level
and $28,000,000 above the budget request. The Committee rejects
the proposal to establish a rail safety user fee collected from rail-
roads to offset salary costs associated with rail safety inspectors. Of
the amount provided under this heading, $12,860,000 is available
until expended.
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Rolling Stock Pooled Procurement—August 2011, the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA) announced grants totaling
$728,565,044 for pooled procurements of diesel locomotives and bi-
level passenger cars that will be used on state-supported Amtrak
regional corridors in the Midwest, California, and Pacific North-
west. While the Committee believes in the benefits of pooled pro-
curements and standardized equipment purchases, the Committee
is troubled by the slow pace of these two procurements. Especially
during a time of severe budget constraints, the Committee urges
FRA to maximize the options to be considered through the pooled
procurement process and to fully and fairly evaluate the total cost
of ownership of the equipment as well as track and attendant in-
frastructure. The Committee is also disappointed by the lack of
progress with the pooled procurement process. While the FRA re-
cently released the request for proposal for the bi-level coaches, the
locomotive procurement has not yet started. The Committee ex-
pects FRA to work with the states to ensure that the equipment
procurement award for both the coaches and locomotives is made
before the end of the year. Furthermore, the Committee directs
FRA to submit to the House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions no later than July 1, 2012, a detailed plan with schedule
milestones for making the awards through the pooled procurements
before December 31, 2012.

RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Appropriation, fiscal Year 2002 ..ccvrvirniiminimseeeesenssescssersssrrres $36,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 __. 35,500,000
Recommended in the bill ... 35,500,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 +500,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ...

The railroad research and development program provides science
and technology support for FRA’s policy and regulatory efforts. The
program’s objectives are to reduce the frequency and severity of
railroad accidents through scientific advancement, and to support
technological innovations in conventional and high speed railroads.

The Committee is encouraged by FRA research & development
activities in the areas of communications-based train control and
vital positive train control, and believes that these technologies
show considerable potential for safety improvements and better
management of raiF capacity constraints. However, research and
development projects related to vital positive train control dem-
onstrate that there are various remaining technological challenges
such as braking algorithms, for example. The Committee believes
that it is important that FRA continues to dedicate resources to-
ward addressing these challenges, and strongly encourages FRA to
expedite its research and development investments in vital positive
train control in ways that will improve safety capacity in the na-
tion’s rail system. An important element in this regard will be fo-
cusing on the moving of block technologies.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $35,500,000 for
railroad research and development, which is $500,000 above the
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fiscal year 2012 enacted level and the same as the budget request.
The Committee’s recommendation includes the following allocation
for FRA’s Railroad Research and Development account:

RAI0A SYSIBM [SSUBS ..o..o....csoieecsscssscssassssrsirns bt cerss s snts st s e enasgass seesssensecses $3,374,000
Human Factors 3,045,000
Ratling Stock and Components . 2,794,000
Track and Structures 5,075,000
Track and Train Interaction ....... 3,353,000
Train Control ... 7,330,000
Grade Crossings 1,956,000
Hazardous Materials Transportation 1,444,000
Train Occupant Protection 4,284.000
R&D Facilities and Test EQUIPMENT .oooo.ooceoeeeeeeeeee e sr s br st eeeesssnnt e sin 2,375,000
Railroad Cooperative RESEATCH PTOGIAM ......cccvieiewsmimemsimsissinrsssesesssonsiesmasssss s sssssssssrassess 500,000

RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT FINANCING PROGRAM

The Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing (RRIF)
program was established by Public Law 109-178 to provide direct
loans and loan guarantees to State and local governments, govern-
ment-sponsored entities, and railroads. Credit assistance under the
program may be used for rehabilitating or developing rail equip-
ment and facilities. No Federal appropriation is required to imple-
ment the program, because a non-Federal partner may contribute
the subsidy amount required by the Credit Reform Act of 1990 in
the form of a credit risk premium.

The Committee maintains bill language specifying that no new
direct loans or loan puarantee commitments may be made using
Federal funds for the payment of any credit premium amount dur-
ing fiscal year 2013.

CAPITAL ASSISTANCE FOR HIGH SPEED CORRIDORS AND INTERCITY
PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..., -—=
Budget request, ﬁ.scaf year 2013 1
Recommended 1n the Bill ... i, -———
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..., -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... -
1The Administration requested $1,000,000,000 as mandatory spending for a new Network Development ac-
count for similar activities.

The Capital Assistance for High Speed Corridors and Intercity
Passenger Rail Service program was first funded in the American
Reinvestment Recovery Act.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends no funding for capital assistance for
high speed corridors and intercity passenger rail service in fiscal
year 2013. The recommendation is the same as the fiscal year 2012
enacted level, and $1,000,000,000 below the budget request.

GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
(AMTRAK)

Amtrak operates trains over 20,000 miles of track owned by
freight railroad carriers, and over about 654 miles of its own track,
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most of which is on the Northeast Corrider (NEC) from Wash-
ington, D.C., to Boston, Massachusetts. Amtrak operates both elec-
trified trains, which can achieve speeds of up to 150 mph on the
highest quality track on the NEC, and diesel locomotives, which
currently can achieve speeds between 74-110 miles per hour.

Congressional budget justification.—The Committee appreciates
the level of detail in the fiscal year 2013 budget justifications and
directs Amtrak to continue to submit justifications with a similar
level of detail in all future budget years.

OPERATING GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER

CORPORATION
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...............ccoeveveeceeeeenenan $466,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . -
Recommended in the bill ..................ccccccoeeeo. 350,000,000
Bill compared with:
Apgropriation, fiscal rea.r 2012 — 116,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... +350,000,000

Amtrak runs a deficit each year and requires a federal subsidy
to cover both operating losses and capital investments. The Com-
mittee commends Amtrak for taking steps to lower the needed Fed-
eral subsidy for operating losses. While not yet fully self-sufficient,
Amtrak has taken steps that reduce the need for a Federal subsidy
by over $100,000,000 in fiscal year 2012, However, Amtrak typi-
cally requests and receives more funding than it actually needs, re-
sulting in an excessive appropriation each fiscal year. For example
in fiscal year 2012, Amtrak requested $616,000,000 for its oper-
ating subsidy and was appropriated $466,000,000. To date, Amtrak

rojects to lose $345,000,000, making the excess subsidy around
§121,000,000. The following chart demonstrates this dynamic over
the past three fiscal years.

Aartrak Funding Leveis ($millioas) FY 2010 FY 2611 FY 2012
President's Budget Request ..o . 512 563 1616
Appropriation 563 563 466
Actual Loss 420 446 1345
Excess Apprapriation ........ 143 117 121

Uin fiscal years 2012 and 2013, the President requested funds. for Amirak as mandatory; thus, $6L5 million is Amirak's Grant request.
ZThis is Amtrak’s estimale of end-of-year loss, based an monthly progress repoits.

The Committee notes the majority of Amtrak’s services are prof-
itable. However, federally mandated services such as long-distance
and state-supported routes sustain large losses that cannot be over-
come by Amtrak’s profitable services. The table below reflects the
profitability, or lack thereof, of Amtrak’s six major lines of busi-
ness.

Profit/{Loss)
Amtrak's Line of Business _—
FY 2010 FY 2011
Route Performante—ACela .........cc.coommmumvcencccmmnnesenseems v $135.1 $208.1
Route Performance—Northeast Regional ...... . . 6.6 471
Route Performance—State Supported Routes (18121 (148.4)
Route Performance—Long Distance Routes ... {520.4) (553.9)
National Train Service BONCOTE ... e cecrreeeteeesse e sesnsevcrs s s s s saons sessasonnens {16} (37.6)
Ancillary/Freight/Depreciation/Interest 1415 381

TORAL PIOTILOSS wooveevveceemecesees e csssssessnes s s s e s s ssssisnson (420.0) (446.2)
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $350,000,000 for operating grants
for Amtrak, which is $116,000,000 below the fiscal year 2012 en-
acted level and $350,000,000 above the budget request.

The Committee includes bill language allowing the Secretary to
retain up to one-half of one percent for the use of the FRA in the
implementation of the Amtrak Operating Grants as authorized by
section 103 of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement
Act. FRA requires such funds to oversee the operating grants to
Amtrak, to ensure prudent use of federal funds and to foster trans-
parency.

Food, Beveroge and First Class Services.—In fiscal year 2011,
food and beverage services resulted in $85 million in direct oper-
ating losses. The majority of these losses are attributable to long
distance routes and labor costs. While Amtrak has made progress
at reducing commissary and support costs, labor costs have in-
creased mainly due to wage increases. Currently, the average sal-
ary of an on-board service attendant is hetween $24.11 and $27.09
per hour. This is more than twice the average salary of a transpor-
tation attendant across various transportation modes,! and over
20% higher than the average salary of a flight attendant.2 Further,
in Amtrak’s last negotiated labor agreement in 2010, on-board
service attendants were guaranteed a 3% wage increase per year
until 2014. ‘

The Committee is concerned with the taxpayer footing the bill for
Amtrak’s consistently unprofitable Food, Beverage and First Class
Service. The Committee directs Amtrak to create performance
metrics in its next five year financial plan to reduce costs in food
service, especially in labor costs and commissary and support costs.

Further, the Committee directs the Amtrak Inspector General
(IG) to submit an analysis of the cost of providing food service. The
IG should conduct a comprehensive cost comparison of current
services versus the alternative of Amtrak contracting out these
services. This cost comparison should include the total cost of po-
tential buy-outs of current employees. Further, the IG should sub-
mit an analysis of which positions in food service can be contracted
out and which positions cannot. This analysis and report shall be
provided to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations
by November 1, 2012.

Reduced price fores.—The bill continues a provision that pro-
hibits funding on routes where Amtrak is offering 50 percent or
more off the normal, peak fare.

1According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Mean Hourly Wage of Transportation At-
tendants, Except Flight Atiendants is $11.64. People working in this field provide services to
ensure the safety and comfort of passengers aboard ships, budes, trains, or within the station
or terminal. They perform duties such as gresting passengers, explaining the use of safety
equipment, serving meals or beverages, and anawering questions related to travel. This defini-
tion excludes “Baggage Porters and Bellhops”

2 According to Amtrak Financial and BLS data.



49

CAPITAL AND DEBT SERVICE GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD
PASSENGER CORPORATION

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $952,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..........c.ocecvvevevcccnsinninnnnn, -——
Recommended in the bill ...........ooeivene, $1,452,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $500,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 $1,452 000,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $1,452,000,000 for capital grants, of
which no less than $271,000,000 is provided for Amtrak’s debt
service. The Committee’s recommendation is $500,000,000 above
the level enacted in fiscal year 2012 and $1,452,000,000 above the
budget request.

Bridges and Tunnels Grants.—The bill provides $500,000,000 of
capital funds to fund high priority, state-of-good-repair, intercity
infrastructure projects owned by Amtirak or States. Funding should
ﬁo to existing infrastructure needs rather than unrealistic new

igh-speed rail lines to nowhere. This funding shall be used only
to reduce the state-of-good-repair infrastructure backlog, and it
must provide joint transzportation benefits of regional significance.
Further, this funding may not supplant any local, state or private
funding sources for projects that are otherwise programmed under
Amtrak or States’ funded capital programs. The bill allows up to
$80,000,000 of these funds to be used for Amtrak operating assist-
ance only if the Secretary of Transportation determines that Am-
trak requires such assistanee to remain operational. The Com-
mittee strongly believes that these infrastructive funds should be
used for capital improvement and only used for operating assist-
ance in the event of an unanticipated and emergency shortfall. Fi-
nally, the Federal share of any grant shall not exceed 80%.

Americans with Disabilities Act.—The Committee recommends
that Amtrak use no less than $50,000,000 of its capital funds to as-
gist it in meeting its statutory obligations under the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA). The ADA requires that Amtrak make
all intercity passenger rail stations readily accessible to and usable
by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use
wheelchairs, as soon as practicable.

Northeast Corridor Infrastructure and Operations Advisory Com-
mission.—The Committee recommends up to $3,000,000, instead of
up to one half of one percent of the funds provided under this head-
ing, as enacted in fiscal year 2012 and as proposed in the budget
request. The Committee directs the Northeast Corridor Infrastruc-
ture and Operations Advisory Commission to submit its FY 2014
budget request to the Appropriations Committees in similar format
and substance as those submitted by other executive agencies of
the federal government.

NEXT GENERATION HIGH SPEED RAIL
(RESCISSION)

The Committee recommends the permanent rescission of
$1,973,000 from previously appropriated funds.
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NORTHEAST CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(RESCISSION)

The Commitiee recommends the permanent rescission of
$4,419,000 from previously appropriated funds.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

Section 150. The Committee retains a provision that ceases the
availability of Amftrak funds if a railroad contracts for services out-
side the United States for any service performed by a full-time or
part-time Amtrak employee as of July 1, 2006.

Section 151. The Committee retains a provision, which allows
FRA to receive and use cash or spare parts to repair and replace
damaged automated track inspection cars and equipment in con-
nection with the automated track inspection program.

Section 152. The Committee includes a provision which author-
izes the Secretary to allow issuers of any preferred stock to redeem
or repurchase such stock sold to the Department.

Section 153. The Committee continues a provision that limits
overtime to $35,000 per employee, allows Amtrak’s president to
waive this restriction for specific employees for safety or oper-
ational efficiency reasons, and requires notification to the House
and Senate Committees on Appropriations within 30 days of grant-
ing such waivers.

DERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) was established as a
component of the Department of Transportation on July 1, 1968,
when most of the functions and programs under the Federal Tran-
sit Act (78 Stat. 302; 49 U.5.C. 1601 et seq.) were transferred from
the Department of Housing and Urban Development. Known as the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration until enactment of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, the Fed-
eral Transit Administration administers federal finaneial assist-
ance programs for planning, developing, and improving comprehen-
sive mass transportation systems in both wrban and non-urban
areas. -

The most recent authorization for the programs under the Fed-
eral Transit Administration is contained m the Safe, Aceountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU) (P.L. 109-59). During the authorization period

rovided under, the annual Appropriations Acts included annual
imitations on obligations for the formula and bus grants programs,
and direct appropriations of budget authority from the General
Fund of the Treasury for the FTA’s administrative expenses, re-
search programs, and capital investment grants. The transit pro-
grams authorized under SAFETEA-LU expired on September 30,
2011, with short term extensions continuing the activities.

In the past, the Committee has assumed a continuation of the
program authorized by SAFETEA-LU, or something very similar.
The Committee is confident that new surface authorization is forth-
coming, and had tried to recommend funding levels and authorities
that are flexibie enough to meet the new bill. While the Committee
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iz prepared for some changes, it appears that the new aunthoriza-
tion will adhere more closely to the SAFETEA-LU account struc-
ture rather than the accounts proposed by the Administration and
therefore, the Committee has cgosen to propose appropriations con-
sistent with prior years.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . $98,713,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 166,000,000
Recommended in the bill 100,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, figcal year 2012 ............ccvinnncnnnnnnnnninn +1,287,000
Budget request, fi year 2013 ..o — 66,000,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recornmends a total of $100,000,000 for FTA’s ad-
ministrative expenses, an increase of $1,287,000 over the fiscal
year 2012 level, and a decrease of $66,000,000 below the budget re-
quest. The Committee recommendation provides for the base pro-

am and does not include the funds requested to retain employees

rought on pursuant to the stimulus bﬁl’s funding, nor does it in-
clude funds for new unauthorized safety offices.

Unauthorized Safety Office.—Once again, FTA is proposing to es-
tablish an office to regulate local rail transit safety. While the
Committee wholly endorses the efforts and regulations of state of-
fices overseeing the safety of transit and rail systems within their
states, the Committee notes that there are major challenges to FTA
undertaking this initiative, aside from the lack of authorization,
that have led the Committee to determine that Federal funds are
not appropriate. Based on a Committee hearing with the DOT Of-
fice of Inspector General and the Government Accountability Office
on March 29, 2012, and two reports issued on the topic: DOT OIG’s
“Challenges to Im rovin&g Oversight of Rail Transit Safety and Im-
plementing an Enhanced Federal Role” (MH-2012-048) and GAQ’s
“FTA’s Programs are Helping Address Transit Agencies’ Safety
Challenges, but Improved Performance Goals and Measures Could
Better Focus Efforts”, the Commiitee believes there is plenty FTA
can accomplish within existing funds and existing authorities to be
a leader in advising states and transit agencies on safety concerns.
Further, both reports mention that FTA has issues and deficiencies
in its own rail accident database, and that major cbstacles exist to
implementing a nation-wide, one-size fits all system. According to
the IG and GAO, FTA still has not achieved the recommendations
included in both reports. Until FTA can get its house in order to
manage the program currently in place, additional funds, FTE and
responsibilities would simply distract the agency and the Com-
mittee will not recommend funds for these new activities.

Operating Plans.—The Commitiee reiterates its direction from
previous years which requires the FTA’s operating plan to include
a specific allocation of administrative expenses resources. The oper-
ating plan should include a delineation of full time equivalent em-
ployees, for the following offices: Office of the Administrator; Office
of Administration; Office of Chief Counsel; Office of Communica-
tions and Congressional Affairs; Office of Program Management:;
Office of Budget and Policy; Office of Research, Demonstration and
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Innovation; Office of Civil Rights; Office of Planning and Environ-
ment; and Regional Offices. Further, the operating plan must in-
clude any new programs or changes to the budget request, includ-
ing new grant programs. In addition, the Committee directs the
FTA to notify the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations
at least thirty days in advance of any change that results in an in-
crease or decrease of more than five percent from the initial oper-
ating plan submitted to the Committees for fiscal year 2013.

Budget Justifications and Annual New Starts Report.—The Com-
mittee also continues the direction to FTA to submit future budget
Justifications in a format consistent with the instruction provided
in House Report 109-153. FTA is free to submit a budget in alter-
nate formats, but must also include the information required by
the Committee. The Committee has again included bill language
requiring FTA to submit the annual new starts report with the ini-
tial submission of the budget request due in February, 2013.

Transit Security.—The Committee continues bill language pro-
hibiting FTA from creating a permanent office of transit security.
The Committee’s position remains that the Department of Home-
land Security is the lead agency on transportation seeurity and has
overall responsibility among all modes o? transportation, including
rail and transit lines.

Full Funding Grant Agreements (FFGAs)—TEA-21 required
that the FTA notify the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations as well as the House Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure and the Senate Committee on Banking sixty days
before executing a full funding grant agreement. In its notiftcation
to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, the Com-
mittee directs the FTA to include the following: (1) a copy of the
proposed full funding grant agreement; (2} the total and annual
federal appropriations required for that project; (3) yearly and total
federal appropriations that can be reasonably planned or antici-
pated for future FFGAs for each fiscal year through 2012; (4) a de-
tailed analysis of annual commitments for current and anticipated
FFGAs against the program authorization; (5) an evaluation of
whether the alternatives analysis made by the applicant fully as-
sessed all viable alternatives; (8) a financial analysis of the
project’s cost and sponsor’s ability to finance the project, which
shall be conducied by an independent examiner and which shall in-
clude an assessment of the capital cost estimate and the finance
plan; (7} the source and security of all public- and private-sector fi-
nancial instruments; (8) the project’s operating plan, which enu-
merates the project’s future revenue and ridership forecasts; and
(9) a listing of all planned contingencies and posgible risks associ-
ated with the project.

The Commiitee continues the direction to FTA to inform the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations in writing thirty
days before approving schedule, scope, or budget changes to any
full funding grant agreement. Correspondence relating to changes
shall include any budget revisions or program changes that materi-
ally alter the project as originally stipulated in the full funding
grant agreement, including any proposed change in rail car pro-
curements. In addition, the Committee directs FTA to continue re-
porting monthly to the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
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priations on the status of each project with a full funding grant
agreement or that is within two years of a full funding grant agree-
ment. The Committee finds the monthly updates informative and
a useful oversight tool.

FORMULA AND BUS GRANTS
{LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORITY)
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)
{HIGHWAY TRUST FUND}

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... ccinmnnnnsnennnnenn, $8,360,565,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ............... 8,178,557,000
Recommended in the Bill _............ocoovviiievvrrmnrrssnnrvrrersrerssressssinas 8,360,565,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . ... +182,008,000

Formula grants to states and local agencies funded under the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) fall into the following cat-
egories: Alaska Railroad, clean fuels grant program, over-the-road
bus accessibility program, urbanized area formula grants, bus and
bus facility grants, fixed guideway modernization, planning pro-
grams (both metropolitan and statewide), formula grants for spe-
cial needs for elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities,
formula grants for other than urbanized areas, job access and re-
verse commute formula program, new freedom program, growing
states and high density states formula, National Transit Database,
alternatives analysis, and alternative transportation in parks and
public lands. SAFETEA-LU provided contract authority for the for-
mula and bus program from the mass transit account of the high-
way trust fund. The Appropriations Act sets an annual obligation
limitation for such authority. This account is the only FTA account
funded from the highway trust fund.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends an obligation limitation of
$8,360,565,000,000 for the formula programs and activities which
is $182,008,000 above the budget request and the same as the fis-
cal year 2012 enacted level. Funds are contingent upon enactment
of legislation reauthorizing the transit program, and available for
an array of programs under chapter 53 of title 49 United States
Code. It is the intent of the Committee that the specific authorities
and provisions will be determined by a subsequent reauthorization
of the formula transit program, or the appropriations conference

rocess. The Committee’s recommendation alse includes
59,400,000,000 in liquidating funds.

RESEARCH AND UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTERS

Apprepriation, fiscal year 2012 ... rr———— $44,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 120,957,000
Recommended in the bill 44,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 (... -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ................ — 76,957,000
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Grants for transit research are authorized by the Safe, Account-
able, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (Public Law 109-59) (SAFETEA-LU). Starting in fiscal year
2006, activities formerly under the ‘Transit Planning and Research’
account are now under the Formula and Bus Grants’ account. The
National Research program, the Transit Cooperative Research Pro-
gram, and the National Institute are funded under this new head-
ing. Funding for the National Research programs will be used to
cover costs for FTA's essential safety and security activities and
transit safety data collection. Under the national component of the
program, FTA is a catalyst in the research, development and de-
ployment of transportation methods and technologies which ad-
dress issues such as accessibility for the disabled, air quality, traf-
fic congestion, and transit services and operational improvements.
The University Research Centers program will provide continued
support for research education and technology transfer activities
aimed at addressing regional and national transportation problems.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $44,000,000 for FTA’s research ac-
tivities, the same as last year’s level. FTA proposed a new account,
“Research and Technology Deployment” as a mandato rogram
funded at a level $76,957,000 over the level recommen ecf) in this
bill. The Comm;lttee did not receive an authorization or fundin
proposal and has chosen to continue with the already establishe
account.

Consistent with the direction that was provided in previous
years, the Committee requires FTA to report by May 15, 2013, on
all FTA-sponsored research projects from fiscal year 2012 and
2013. For each project, the report should include information on
the National relevance of the research, relevance to the transit in-
dustry and community, expected final product and delivery date,
sources of non-FTA funding committed to the project or research
institute, and FTA funding history.

CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $1,955,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 2,235 486,000
Recommended in the bill .. 1,816,993,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... ecscsensmrnnnnn — 138,007,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. —418,493,000

Grants for capital investment to ra.ll or other fixed guideway
transit systems are awarded to public bodies and agencies (transit
authorities and other state and local public bodies and agencies
thereof) including states, municipalities, other political subdivisions
of states; public agencies and instrumentalities of one or more
states; and certain public corporations, boards and commissions
under state law. The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (Public Law 109-59)
(SAFETEA-LU) made two significant changes to the major capital
investment grant program. First, SAFETEA-LU funded the pro-
gram entirely from the General Fund of the Treas Second,
grants for bus and bus facilities and fixed guideway mo ernization
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projects, plus alternative analysis funds were made eligible under
the ‘Formula and Bus Grants’ account, which is funded by the
mass transit account of the highway trust fund. Grants to the
Denali Commission and the Hawaii and Alaska ferries were dic-
tated by SAFETEA-LU. Other projects and investments were spe-
cifically authorized by SAFETEA-LU and are subject to regulation
and oversight by FTA. However, like the other surface transpor-
tation programs, authority for the capital investment grants pro-
gram expired at the end of September 2011 and is dependent on
authorization extensions until the enactment of a multi-year reau-
thorization package.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $1,816,993,000 for capital invest-
ment grants which is $138,007,000 below the fiscal year 2012 en-
acted level and $418,493,000 below the budget request. Within the
amount provided, the Committee includes a total of $27,394,000, or
approximately one and a half percent, for oversight aCtIVItIBS of the
investments in this account. The Committee’s recommendation in-
cludes funding for the following capital investment grants:

Fiscal Year 2013

recommendation

Small Starts:

CA Fresno, Fresno Area EXpress ...............ccoiinnniiinssreessensennnne $10,000,000
CA San Francmco Van Ness Ave BRT .. 10,000,000
FL Jacksonville, JTA BRT (North) ........ 19,074,600
MI Grand Rapids, Silver Line BRT ... 14,744,000
TX El Paso, I&eaa Corridor BRT ........ 15,237,058
FL Jacksonville JTA Southeast .......... 19,101,000
OR West Eugene Emerald Express .... 19,410,136
AZ Mesa, Central Meaa ..........ocoeovniivmrmsnresnsmsmmemsssnnmn 20,000,000
Signed Full Funding Grant eements:
NY Long Island Rail Road East Side Access .....ooeeeeevrreeienneeee. 215,000,000
NY Second Avenue Subway .. et enseaanne e 123,384,621
TX Dallas Northwest/Southeast . FRVUTUTYRSOTIO 79,030,669
VA Northern VA Dulles ...........coooiiine earrrre e 96,000,000
WA Seattle University Link LRT 110,000,000
MN Central Corridor LRT 98,443,694
FL Orlando Central Florida .......cu s, 30,080,660
CQO Denver Eagle ................ . 150,000,000
TX Houston North Corridor . . 100,000,000
TX Houston Southeast Corridor . . 100,000,000
UT Salt Lake City DIaper ... 5,716,600
CT Hartford New Britain BUuSWAaY ..........cccccoivvineoinnissssssssrennns 58 715 922
New Starts—Anticipated in 2013:
CA San Francisco Third Street . 100,000,000
HI Honclulu ........ 100,000,000
CA South Sacramento Corridor Phase 2 . 45,680,000
CA San Jose Silicon Valley ........cocvevvrevrnne, 150,000,000
OR Portland-Milwaukie ...........ccceoeeeen. 100, 000 000

While the Committee’s recommendatmn is shghtly lower than
the budget request, the Committee made every effort to address the
priorities in this account. First, the Committee funded every project
with a signed full funding grant agreement (FFGA) as a contract
has already been made between the Department and the various
states and localities. Second, the Committee funded projects that
have a high likelihood of reachmg a FFGA during
and all of the small starts proposed for funding in fiscal year 2013,
The Committee was able to fund every FFGA at the negotiated

Y. pY
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payout amount, and was able to provide a healthy payout for the
first year of the anticipated new FFGAs.

The Committee cannot stress the point enough: capital invest-
ment grants are discretionary dollars. FTA needs to manage the

rojects and the pipeline so as to not overwhelm the discretionary

uciget of the agency. Relatively few communities have a fixed
guideway system, and fixed %ilideway systems are not suitable for
every community so it is befuddling as to why the budget would
propose making the activities under this account mandatory and
the funds drawn from a trust fund funded from the gas tax paid
for by all, to help the transportation infrastructure for all.

The Committee’s recommendation funds the small starts and bus
rapid transit projects out of the capital investment grants account.
The sleight of hand provision which directed these projects to be
funded out of the formula account is simply not an option in fiscal
yvear 2013. Neither the House or Senate surface reauthorization
proposals contain discretionary funds to shoulder the burden of fi-
nancing said projects. Upon inquiry by the Committiee, FTA has
stated that should the fiscal year 2013 appropriation again move
the small starts/bus rapid transit projects to an account that, upon
enactment of a new surface authorization bill, cannot accommodate
those projects, FTA has no way to come through with the funding.

The Committee and FTA will need to give a closer look at the
projects moving through the grant pipeline and be more selective
on which projects receive Federal dollars. The Committee supports
mass transit and supports local efforts to maximize transit expan-
sion, but project construction will need to be financed to a greater
degree at the local level. Not every project, even those that com-
plete all the requirements under Title 49, will be able to receive
Federal funds. Fixed guideway systems are not an entitlement. The
Committee supports FTA’s ability to provide technical assistance
and assistance with project oversight to help localities make sound
investments. However, the Committee directs FTA to only further
projects to a full funding grant agreement if the project requires a
less than 60 percent new starts share and rates medium high or
high in the categories related to finance and reducing congestion.

WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT AUTHORITY

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $150,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 135,000,000
Recommended in the bill ........ccocevveceemenceneenne 150,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .......cooooiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..o +15,000,000

Section 601 of Divigion B of the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-432) authorized $1.5 bil-
lion over a ten-year period for preventive maintenance and capital
grants for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transportation Au-
thority (WMATA). The law requires that the federal funds be
matched dollar for dollar by Virginia, Maryland and the District of
Columbia in equal proportions. The compact required under the
law has been established and Virginia, Maryland and the District
of Columbia have all committed to providing $50 million each in
local matching funds.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommendation includes $150,000,000 for pre-
ventive maintenance and capital grants for WMATA, which is
$15,000,000 more than the budget request and equal to the author-
ization and fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The Committee directs
WMATA to continue addressing the safety issues within the agen-
cy, specifically, those identified by the National Transportation
Safety Board (NTSB). Further, the Committee directs WMATA to
continue with its capital improvement plans and not defer capital
and safety investments in order to offset operating costs.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

Section 160. The Committee continues the provision that ex-
empts previously made transit obligations from limitations on obli-
gations.

Section 161. The Committee continues the provision that allows
funds appropriated for capital investment grants and bus and bus
facilities not obligated by September 30, 2015, plus other recoveries
to be available for other projects under 49 U.8.C. 5309,

Section 162. The Committee continues the provision that allows
for the transfer of prior year appropriations from older accounts to
be merged into new accounts with similar, current activities.

Section 163. The Committee continues the provision that allows
prior year funds available for capital investment grants to be used
in this fiscal year for such projects.

Section 164, The Committee continues the provision that re-
quires unobligated funds or recoveries under section 5309 of title
49 that are awvailable for reallocation shall be directed to projects
eligible to use the funds for the purposes for which they were origi-
nally intended.

Section 165. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
vides flexibility to fund program management oversight activities
as authorized by section 5316 of title 49, United States Code.

Section 166. The Committee includes a new provision that pro-
hi]:iit(scf)'unds from being used to carry out 49 U.8.C. 5309 mX6)}B)
an .

Section 167. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
hibits a full funding grant agreement for a project with a new
starts share greater than 60%.

Section 168. The Committee has included a new provision re-
garding charter bus service. In prior year appropriations Acts,
transit operators in Seattle, Washington have been exempt from
the regulations regarding charter bus service. The standing regula-
tion in part 604 to title 49, Code of Federal Regulations was the
result of a provision in SAFETEA-LU (P.L. 109-59) which directed
the Secretary to initiate a negotiated rulemaking process to bring
bath transit and charter bus operators to the table and come to an
agreement about nonscheduled bus service. The negotiated rule-
making process was long, but fair, and in the end the parties
reached a consensus on most of the issues and FTA issued the final
rule in 2007. Other communities, companies, and agencies across
the country have complied in good faith with the negotiated rule,
except one. Rather than once again legislatively prohibiting the
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Secretary from enforcing this regulation, the Committee directs the
Secretary and the Administrator of the Federal Transit Adminis-
tration to sit down with the stakeholdera and come to a resolution
on this issue.

Section 169. The Committee continues the provision that permits
the Secretary to consider significant private contributions when
calculating the non-Federal share of new starts projects.

Section 169A. The Committee includes a new provision that re-
scinds a total of $102,88%,367 in unobligated prior year funds.

Section 169B. The Committee includes a new provision regarding
a certain fixed guideway project in Houston, Texas.

Section 169C. The Committee continues a provision that allows
fuel and utilities for vehicles to be treated as a capital maintenance
expense under section 5307 in fiscal year 2013, up to $100,000,000.

SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
(HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND}

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .o $32,259,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... . 33,000,000
Recommended in the bill ... 33,000,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... iisivcscieeeeiea s +741,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... ivsesnseesanrrsrsennene -———

The Great Lakes Saint Lawrence Seaway System, located be-
tween Montreal and Lake Erie, is a binational, 15-lock system
jointly operated by the U.S. Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation (SLSDC) and its Canadian counterpart, the Canadian
St. Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation. The SLSDC was
established by the St. Lawrence Seaway Act of 1954 and is a whol-
ly owned government corporation and an operating administration
of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). The SLSDC is
charged with operating and maintaining the U.S. portion of the St.
Lawrence Seaway. This responsibility includes the two U.S. locks
in Massena, New York, vessel traffic contrel in portions of the St.
Lawrence River and Lake Ontario, and trade development func-
tions to enhance the utilization of the St. Lawrence Seaway.

The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 authorized the
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund as a source of appropriations for
SLSDC operations and maintenance. Additionally, the SLSDC gen-
erates non-federal revenues which can then be used for operations
and maintenance.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends a total appropriation of $33,000,000
to fund the operations, maintenance, and capital asset renewal
needs of the SLSDC. This funding level is the same as the fiseal
year 2012 request and $741,000 more than the prior year appro-
griation. The Committee continues the requirement that the

LSDC provides semiannual reports consistent with the require-
ments stated in the Explanatory Statement of the Department of
Transportation Appropriations Act of 2009,
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MARITIME ADMINISTRATION

The Maritime Administration (MARAD) is responsible for pro-
grams that strengthen the U.S. maritime industry in support of the
Nation’s security and economic needs, as authorized by the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936. MARATYs mission is to promote the de-
velopment and maintenance of an adequate, well-balanced United
States merchant marine, sufficient to carry the Nation’s domestic
waterborne commerce and a substantial portion of its waterborne
foreign commerce, and capable of serving as a naval and military
auxiliary in time of war or national emergency. MARAD, working
with the Department of Defense (DoD), helps provide a seamless,
time-phased transition from peacetime {0 wartime operations,
while balancing the defense and commercial elements of the mari-
time transportation system. MARAD also manages the maritime
security program the voluntary intermodal sealift agreement pro-
gram and the ready reserve force, which assures DoD access to
commercial and strategic sealift and associated intermodal capa-
bility. Further, MARAD's education and training programs through
the U.8. Merchant Marine Academy and six state maritime acad-
emies help create skilled U.S. merchant marine officers.

MARITIME SECURITY PROGRAM

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . $174,000,000
Budget request, fisca year 2013 . 184,000,000
Recommended i 1n the bill . 184,000,000
Bill compared with

Appropriation, ﬁscal ear 2012 .. +10,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013

The purpose of the Maritime Security Program (MSP) iz to main-
tain and preserve a U.5. flag merchant fleet to serve the national
security needs of the United States. The MSP provides direct pay-
ments to U.S. flagship operators engaged in U.S.-foreign trade.
Participating operators are required to keep the vessels in active
commercial service and are required to provide intermodal sealift
support to the Department of Defense in times of war or national
emergency.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $184,000,000
for this account, an increase of $10,000,000 over the level enacted
in fiscal year 2012. This recommendation provides funding directly
to MARAD and assumes that MARAD will continue to agminister
the program with support and consultation of the Department of
Defense. Funds are available until expended.

OPERATIONS AND TRAINING

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . $156,258,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . 146,298,000
Recommended in the bill . 145,753,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...........cociennimnnsnenneennnn —10,505,000
Budget request, ﬁscaf year 2013 ... — 545,000

The operations and training account provides funding for head-
quarters and field offices to administer and direct MARAD oper-
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ations and programs. The account also provides funding for the op-
eration of the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy and financial assist-
ance to the six state maritime academies.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $145,753,000 for MARAT) operations
and training expenses, $10,505,000 less than the fiscal year 2012
funding level and $545,000 below the fiscal year 2013 budget re-
quest.

MARAD Operations.—Of the funds provided, $47,000,000 is for
headquarters and regional office operations, and maritime program
expenses. This proposal reflects a reduction of $1,199,000 from the
fiscal year 2012 enacted level and $2,000,000 below the request.
The Committee notes that MARAD reports 33 vacancies, as of Jan-
uary 2012, in the headquarters and regional offices. The fiscal year
2012 statement of the managers directed MARAD to report on the
number of vacancies concurrent with the fiscal year 2013 budget
submigsion. The report was ultimately transmitted with a cover let-
ter dated May 10, 2012. The Committee directs MARAD to apply
the reduction from the budget request to salaries and expenses.
Further, the Committee continues the reporting requirement that
MARAD submit information on the number of vacancies at
MARATD headquarters and regional offices, and the duties associ-
ated with each vacancy concurrent with the fiscal year 2014 budget
submission.

United States Merchant Marine Academy.—The U.S. Merchant
Marine Academy (the Academy or USMMA) provides educational
programs for men and women to become shipboard officers and
leaders in the maritime industry. The Committee continues to in-
clude language requiring all funding for the Academy go directly to
the Secretary, and that 50 percent of the funding will not be avail-
able until MARAD submits a plan detailing how the funding will
be spent. The Commitiee’s funding recommendation includes a
total of $77,253,000 in fiscal yvear 2013 for the USMMA, of which
up to $63,253,000 is for Academy operations and not less than
$14,000,000 is for capital improvements. While the Committee is
providing the budget request of $34,146,000 for the salaries and
benefits to USMMA employees, the Committee can’t help but note
the USMMA is reporting, as of January 2012, a 16 percent vacancy
rate with 52 unfilled positions. Should the USMMA find they still
have a large number of vacancies in June 2013, the Committee
urges MARAD and the USMMA explore epportunities to shift the
unused salaries and expenses funds to capital improvements
through the regular reprogramming procedures,

Gender and ethnic diversity at the U.S. Merchant Marine Acad-
emy [USMMA]—The Commiitee is concerned about the lack of di-
versity at the USMMA. The levels of female and ethnic minority
students at the USMMA are very low, below those at other service
academies and state marine academies. The Committee under-
stands that the USMMA is in the process of hiring a permanent
staff person to address diversity issues but is still concerned about
the lack of a glan bevond that to address diversity. The Committee
directs the USMMA to develop a coordinated comprehensive strat-
egy to recruit and retain female and ethnic minority students. The
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USMMA is directed to provide the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations with a repert summarizing its efforts to address
this issue by March 21, 2013,

State Maritime Academies.—The Committee recommends
$17,500,000 for the state maritime academies. Of the funds pro-
vided, $3,600,000 is for direct payments, $2,400,000 is for student
payments, and $11,500,000 is for schoolship maintenance and re-
pair.

SHIP DISPOSAL

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... .. $5,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 10,000,000
Recommended in the Bill ...............ccceermesermmrrerersrererseresssrerssessssneses 4,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o +1,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .................. —6,000,000

MARAD serves as the federal government’s disposal agent for
government-owned merchant vessels weighing 1,500 gross tons or
more. The ship disposal program provides resources to dispose of
obsolete merchant-type vessels in the National Defense Reserve
Fleet (NDRF). The Maritime Administration was required by Pub-
lic Law 106-398 to dispose of its obsolete inventory by the end of
2006. These vessels pose a significant environmental threat due to
the presence of hazardous substances such as asbestos and solid
and liguid polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). As reported in the fig-
cal year 2013 budget documents, MARAD has custody of approxi-
mately 49 obsolete vessels that are not yet under contract for dis-
posal, a reduction of 15 ships from the 64 reported in the 2012
budget. The obsolete ships are located at the James River Reserve
Fleet site in Virginia (14 ships—a reduction of 2 from the prior
year), the Suisun Bay Reserve Fleet (SBRF) site in California (27
ships—a reduction of 12 from the prior year), and the Beaumont
Reserve Fleet site in Texas (8 ships—one less than the prior year).
MARAD anticipates removing another 9 ships from the SBRF dur-
ing fiscal year 2012

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $4,000,000 for this account,
$6,000,000 below the budget request and $1,500,000 below the fis-
cal year 2012 funding level. Funds are available until expended.

Within the funds provided, the Committee recommends
$3,000,000 for maintenance and safegnarding of the Nuclear Ship
Savannah. The remaining funds are for ship disposal activities.
The Committee notes MARAD has successfully put a number of
ships out for zale rather than contracting for digposal, thus saving
the taxpayer millions. The fiscal year 2013 proposed funding level
reflects the Committee’s confidence that MARAT can continue mov-
ing a significant number of ships out of the NDRF by sales rather
than by contract.
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MARITIME GUARANTEED LOAN (TITLE XI) PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $3,740,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 3,750,000
Recommended in the bill ... e 3,750,000
Bill compared with:.

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... +10,000

Budget request, fiacal year 2013 .........ccooooiiinvvicinecciieerereaireen -

The Maritime Guaranteed Loan Program, as provided for by
Title XI of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, provides for guaran-
teed loans for purchasers of ships from the U.8. shipbuilding indus-
try and for modernization of U.S. shipyards. Funds for administra-
tive expenses for the Title XI program are appropriated to this ac-
count, and then paid to operations and training to be obligated and
expended.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $3,750,000 for
the Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program, $10,000 more
than the amount provided in fiscal year 2012. MARAD currently
manages a loan portfolio of approximately $2,300,000,000. Since
2009, the agency has reported consistently that the number of
loans not in default has fallen short of the stated goal of 92%. Until
the portfolio performs up to the agency’s goal of 92% of loans not
in default, the Committee cannot endorse an expansion of this loan

program
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—MARITIME ADMINISTRATION

Section 170. The Committee continues a provision that allows
the Maritime Administration to furnish utilities and services and
make repairs to any lease, contract, or occupancy involving govern-
ment property under the control of MARAD and rental payments
shall be paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

Section 171. The Committee continues a provision regarding
MARAD ship disposal.

PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA) administers nationwide safety programs designed to pro-
tect the public and the environment from risks inherent in the
commercial transportation of hazardous materials by pipeline, air,
rail, vessel, and highway. Many of these materials are essential to
the national economy. The agency’s highest priority is safety, and
it uses safety management principles and security assessments to
promote the safe transport of hazardous materials and the security
of the nation’s pipelines.
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OPERATIONAL EXPENSES
(PIPELINE SAFETY FUND)
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o $21,360,000
Budget request, ﬁscaf year 2013 . 21,047,000
Recommended in the bill ......... 23,030,000
Bill compared with:

+1,670,000

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .
Bugget request, fiscal year 2013 ... +1,983,000
This appropriation finances the operational support costs for
PHMSA, including agency-wide functions of administration, man-
agement, policy development, legal counsel, budget, financial man-
agement, civil rights, human resources, acquisition services, infor-
mation technology, and governmental and public affairs.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $23,030,000 for PHMSA operational
expenses, of which $639,000 shall be derived from the Pipeline
Safety Fund. This is $1,670,000 above fiscal year 2012, and
$1,983,000 above the budget request. The Committee includes bill
language directing PHMSA to transfer $1,500,000 to the pipeline
safety program to fund the pipeline information grants to commu-
nities.

The Committee recommends increased funding to cover base ad-
justments in the pipeline safety program and to continue support
for PHMSA's seven-year information technology (IT) modernization
effort, which began in fiscal year 2010. The Committee includes
$3,815,000 of total operational expenses to further the IT mod-
ernization, as proposed in the budget request. The Commitiee di-
rects PHMSA to include full lifecycle costs of this IT modernization
initiative in its future budget justifications.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $42,338,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... iverrvrcee e 50,673,000
Recommended in the bill ... 42,646,060
Bill compared with:
Apgropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... ocvvevemreemrenrnnens +208,000
Budget request, year 2018 ..o —8,127,000

The hazardous materials safety program advances the safe and
secure transport of hazardous materials (hazmat) in commerce by
air, truck, railroad and vessel. PHMSA evaluates hazmat safety
risks, develops and enforces regulations for transporting hazmat,
educates shippers and carriers, investigates hazmat incidents and
failures, conducts research, and provides grants to improve emer-
gency response to transportation incidents involving hazmat.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $42,546,000 to continue the agency’s
hazardous materials safety program, which is $208,000 above fiscal
year 2012 and $8,127,000 below the budgei request. The Com-
mittee recommends $1,725,000 of the total to remain available for
three years for long-term research and development contracts.
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President’s Fee Proposal.—The Committee does not include the
President’s request for a new fee on the processing and enforcing
of special permits and approvals, which would have raised
$12,000,000 in fiscal year 2013. An expensive new fee should not
be enacted through an appropriations Act, especially when the new
fee would be imposed on top of an existing fee structure, but rather
through authorizing legislation originating in the committees of ju-
risdiction.

Special Permits and Approvals.—The Administration’s request to
collect new fees for the processing and enforcing of special permits
and approvals (SP&A) is intended to relieve the increased costs as-
sociated with a dramatic increase in program workload over the
past few years. The workload increased because PHMSA made nec-
essary program improvements in response to reviews and audits by
DOTs Office of the Inspector General and the House Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee.

The Committee recognizes the value of these improvements, the
increased demand on the SP&A program, and the value of the
SP&A program in ensuring safety while accommodating industry
inngvations in safely transporting hazardous materials. However,
the Committee notes PHMSA can and should deal with the in-
creased workload in ways that do not require a permanent expan-
sion of pmfram size and resources. The SP&A process should be
gtreamlined using ongoing IT system modernizations, and it should
be reevaluated to ensure it is operating efficiently and as only ex-
ceptions to the HMR, which is the primary metiod of regulating
the transport of hazardous materials.

The Committee directs PHMSA to evaluate how it can better uti-
lize the Hazardous Materials Regulations and to formulate ree-
ommendations on how and when HMR improvements can occur,
the cost-savings of such improvements, and the anticipated less-
ening of the SP&A workload as a result of such improvements.
PHMSA will report such findings to the Committees on Appropria-
tions within 180 days of enactment.

PIPELINE SAFETY
{PIPELINE SAFETY FUND)
(OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND)
(PIPELINE SAFETY DESIGN REVIEW FUND)

P | Ot | M [
Apprapriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o $90,679,000 $18,573.000 -——| $109.252,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 150,500,000 21,510,000 $4,000,000 176,010,006
Recommended in the bill ........ovooeervrsecrrreenne 90,679,000 14,573,000 2,000,000 111,252,000
Bill compared 4n:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .................. 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000
Budget request, Fiscat year 2013 ..veens —59,821,000 — 2,937,000 — 2,000,000 — 64,758,000

PHMSA oversees the safety, security, and environmental protec-
tion of pipelines through analysis of data, damage prevention, edu-
cation and training, development and enforcement of regulations
and policies, research and development, grants for states pipeline
safety programs, and emergency planning and response to acci-
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dents. The pipeline safety program is responsible for a national
regulatory program to protect the public against the risks to life
and property in the transportation of natural gas, petroleum and
other hazardous materials by pipeline. The Oil Pollution Act of
1990 expanded the role of the pipeline safety program in environ-
mental protection and created new emphasis on spill prevention
and containment of oil and hazardous substances from pipelines.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $111,252,000 to continue pipeline
safety operations, research and development, and state grants-in-
aid, which is $2,000,000 above fiscal year 2012 and $60,758,000
below the budget request. Of the total, $18,573,000 is from the oil
spill liability trust fund, $90,679,000 is from the pipeline safety
fund, and $2,000,000 is from the newly authorized pipeline safety
design review fund. These amounts reflect the maximum author-
ized funding levels.

The Committee recommends $1,058,000 of the funds provided to
be used for the ane-call State grant program, which is the same as
fiscal year 2012. The Committee recommends $48,191,000 of the
funds provided to remain available until September 30, 2015, for
multi-year grants and research and development contracts, which
is the same amount as fiscal year 2012,

New Pipeline Safety Design Review Fund.—The Committee al-
lows $2,000,000 of Pipeline Safety budgetary resources to be de-
rived from the newly authorized Pipeline Safety Design Review
Fund, which is codified at 49 U.S8.C. 60117(n). The fund works as
follows: if a new major pipeline project exceeds the authorized $2.5
million threshold and begins the planning or construction phases
in fiscal year 2013, then PHMSA is authorized to recoup costs asso-
ciated with overseeing and inspecting it by imposing a design re-
view fee upon the project sponsor{s). If no such projects are initi-
ated in fiscal year 2013, then these fees will not be collected and
these funds will not be expended. The design review fee more accu-
rately aligns the costs of overseeing major projects with those who
initiate them.

Pipeline Safety Inspectors.—The Administration requests a stag-
gering and unreasonable 120 increase in its full-time equivalent
(FTE) for pipeline inspection and enforcement personnel. The new
pipeline authorization, however, which President Obama signed
into law on January 3, 2012, and which passed the House and Sen-
ate with unanimous consensus in 2011, provided only 10 new FTE
if PHMSA first demonstrates it can fill the significant, long-stand-
ing vacancies in its pipeline ingpection and enforcement personnel
by the end of fiscal year 2013,

As of May 14, 2012, PHMSA still had vacancies in 10 of its 135
total FTE for pipeline inspection and enforcement. Therefore, the
Committee provides no additional resources at this time. The Com-
mittee will reconsider a modest request for additional Pipeline
Safety personnel in the Administration’s fiscal year 2014 budget,
but only if PHMSA satisfies the pre-conditions enacted into law—
by filling existing vacancies before asking for more and by deter-
mining that requested increases are necessary.
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The Committee is aware of several challenges PHMSA faces in
hiring pipeline safety inspectors. One such challenge is the delay
caused by the federal hiring process, which is compounded by other
market dynamics. The Committee encourages the Office of Per-
sonnel Management to give strong consideration to PHMSA’s re-
quest for direct-hire authority for its pipeline safety inspection and
enforcement personnel. Such authority may enable PHMSA to in-
creage its personnel to authorized levels and thereby demonstrate
the need for additional resources.

Pipeline Emergencies Training Program.—The Committee reiter-
ates its concern that the U.S. pipeline infrastructure is aging and
poses significant safety and environmental risks. The individuals
nationwide who are tasked with responding to pipeline disasters
must be well-trained, and PHMSA must take seriously its role in
providing such training through the Pipeline Emergencies Training
Program.

The Committee is advised there may be deficiencies in pipeline
emergency training in various areas throughout the country.
Therefore, the Committee directs PHMSA to report in-person to the
Committees on Appropriations, within 180 days of enactment, on
whether it has a robust and active training curriculum, how train-
ing is delivered, and what resources are used to prepare emergency
responders.

Self-contatned Breathing Apparatus.—The Committee is advised
that the approval processes for Self Contained Breathing Appa-
ratus (SCBA) respirator cylinders by both PHMSA and the Na-
tional Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) may
be duplicative and potentially restrictive of competitive options.
The Committee requests PHMSA to conduct a study, within a year
of enactment, on whether these approval processes can be made
more efficient.

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS GRANTS
(EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND)

{Emergency pre-
(Emergency pre- aredness grant

paredness fund) P ngwﬂ
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... eerre e $188,000 ($28,318,0000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . 188,000 (28,318,000)
Recommended in the bill ... 188,000 (28,318,00d)

Bill compared to:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... [ -
Budget request, fizcal year 2013 ... I o

The Hazardous Materials Transportation Uniform Safety Act of
1990 (Public Law 101-615) requires PHMSA to: (1) develop and im-
plement a reimbursable emergency preparedness grant program;
{2) monitor public sector emergency response training and planning
and provide technical assistance to states, political subdivisions
and Indian tribes; and (3) develop and update periodically a man-
datory training curriculum for emergency responders.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $28,318,000 for the emergency pre-
paredness grants program, which is the same as fiscal year 2012
and the budget request.

HMEP Grants.—The Committee supports PHMSA’s efforts to
gtrengthen oversight of the Hazardous Materials Emergency Pre-
paredness Grants Program, in response to recent audit findings by

the DOT Office of Inspector General,
T

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR (GENERAL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The Inspector General’s office was established in 1978 to provide
an objective and independent organization that would be more ef-
fective in: (1) preventing and detecling fraud, waste, and abuse in
departmental programs and operations; and (2) providing a means
of keeping the Secretary of Transportation and the Congress fully
and currently informed of problems and deficiencies in the adminis-
tration of such programs and operations. According to the author-
izing legislation, the Inspector General (IG) is to report dually to
the Secretary of Transportation and to the Congress.

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...............cccvrvnrmrverrrnernnsneen e, $79,624,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..., 84,459,000
Recommended in the bill ..................... 84,499,000
Bill compsered with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ........cooeeeieeee e 4,875,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... esssnea s -
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommendation provides $84,499,000 for fiscal
year 2013, which is $4,875,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted
level and equal to the budget request. The Committee continues to
highly value the work of the IG in oversight of departmental pro-
grams and activities. The funding provided for fiscal year 2013 sup-
ports 27 additional FTE included in the budget request.

The Committee recognizes that the National Transportation
Safety Board Reauthorization Act of 2006 (Public Law 109—443) au-
thorized the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to audit, at
least annually, National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) pro-
grams and expenditures, including information security. It also
provided that the NTSB and OIG, i the absence of a direct appro-
priation, enter into a reimbursable agreement for any NTSB-re-
lated audits or reviews performed by the OIG. The OIG continues
to perform the annual audit of NTSB’s financial statements under
the Chief Financial Officers Act, maintain the hotline, and conduct
follow-up investigations on a cost reimbursement basis. The OIG
has requested $200,000 from NTSB in its congressional justifica-
tion for reimbursement of costs estimated to carry out this funec-
tion.

Unfair Business Practices,—The bill maintains language first en-
acted in fiseal year 2000 which authorizes the OIG to investigate
alleiations of fraud and unfair or deceptive practices and unfair
methods of competition by air carriers and ticket agents.

\Tnsef* 674
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I RESEARCH AND INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY ADMINISTRATIONL
_TJRESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT[__

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .........cooceeveeneeriniriricnnerenenene $15,981,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ........cccoovmmevnincrccnencennenennes 13,670,000
Recommended inthe bill ............covvericrnreciererrrecree e, 13,500,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ........oveeveceevvirenereeene. -2,487,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ......c.cccvvvivverricrnenrnecrnensans -170,000

The Research and Innovative Technology Administration (RITA)
was established as an administration within the Department of
Transportation (DOT) effective November 30, 2004, pursuant to the
Norman Y. Mineta Research and Special Programs Improvement Act,
Public Law 108-426. The mission of RITA is to provide strategic clarity
to DOT’s multi-modal and intermodal research efforts, while coordinating
the multifaceted research agenda of the Department. RITA coordinates,
facilitates, and reviews the following research and development programs
and activities: advancement and research and development of innovative
technologies, including intelligent transportation systems; education and
training in transportation and transportation-related fields, including the
University Transportation Centers and the Transportation Safety Institute;
and activities of the Volpe National Transportation Center. Further,
RITA includes the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, which is funded
from the Federal Highway Administration’s federal-aid highway account.

j COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION [__

@The Committee recommendation provides $13,500,000 for fiscal
year 2013, which is $2,487,000 below the fiscal year 2012 appropriation
provided for RITA and $170,000 below the fiscal year 2013 budget
request.

@? While the Committee endorses the Administration’s proligsal_ to

bring RITA’s functions under the Office of the Secretary, 'the tf;.lu . (;r]i:u;gr

committees of jurisdiction have not had a chance to examine :015 és

consider legislation authorizing the change. The Comumittee en urag
nal salaries and expenses savings il

Secretary to find additio :
g;icipation of the proposed realignment and directs the $170,000

reduction to come from this activity.
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Audit Reports.—The Committee requests the IG to continue for-
warding copies of all audit reports to the Committee immediately
after they are issued, and to continue to make the Committee
aware immediately of any review that recommends cancellation or
modifications to any major acquisition project or grant, or which
recommends significant budgetary savings. The OIG is also di-
rected to withhold from public distribution for a period of 15 days
any final audit or investigative report which was requested by the
House or Senate Committees on Appropriations.

Oversight of the Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority.—
The Committee has continuing concerns about the lack of oversight
of the Metropolitan Washington Airport Authority (MWAA). A re-
cent investigation by the DOT Inspector General (IG) found a num-
ber of cases of questionable sole source contracting practices, a lack
of ethical disclosure requirements for board members, and an over-
all lack of accountability and transparency. In order to improve the
oversight of MWAA t{ne Committee recommendation includes a
new provision that provides the DOT IG with oversight responsibil-
ities for MWAA, and requires that MWAA reimburse the DOT IG
for this new responsibility.

Houston METRQ Finances.—The Committee directs the IG to
conduct an audit into the financial solvency of Metropolitan Transit
Authority of Harris County, Texas (Houston METRQ). As part of
this audit, the IG should conduct a stress test to determine if
Houston METRO has adequate finances to pay for the construction
of new rail lines as well as the operation and maintenance of exist-
ing rail lines and the operation and maintenance of buses.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

The Surface Transportation Board (STB) was created in the
Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act of 1995 and is
the successor agency to the Interstate Commerce Commission. The
STB is an economie regulatory and adjudicatory body charged by
Congress with resoiving railroad rate and service disputes and re-
viewing proposed railroad mergers. The STB is decisionally inde-
pendent, although it is administratively affiliated with the Depart-
ment of Transportation. The Passenger Rail Investment and Im-
provement Act of 2008, Pub. L. 110-432, (PRIIA), included new re-
gponsibilities for the STB.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .......covvvciciniiinicini s $29.310,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . 31,250,000
Recommended in the ball ...........__.. 31,250,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... +1,940,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 , -
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $31,250,000 for
fiscal year 2012, which is $1,940,000 above the fiscal vear 2011 en-
acted level and equal to the fiscal year 2012 budget request. The
STB is estimated to collect $1,250,000 in fees which will offset the
appropriation for a total program cost of $30,000,000.
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GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEFPARTMENT (OF TRANSPORTATION

Section 180. The Committee continues the provision allowing the
Department of Transportation (DOT) to use funds for aircraft;
motor vehicles; liability insurance; uniforms; or allowances, as au-
thorized by law.

Section 181. The Committee continues the provision limiting ap-
propriations for services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 to the rate for
an Executive Level IV,

Section 182. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
funds in this act for salaries and expenses of more than 110 polit-
ical and Presidential appointees in the DOT and prohibits political
and Presidential personnel from being assigned on temporary de-
tail outside the DOT.

Section 183. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
recipients of funds made available in this Act from releasing per-
sonal information, including Social Security number, medical or
disability information, and photographs from a driver’s license or
motor vehicle record, without express consent of the person to
whom such information pertains; and prohibits the withholding of
funds provided in this Act for any grantee if a state is in non-
compliance with this provision.

Section 184, The Committee continues the provision allowing
funds received by the Federal Highway Administration, Federal
Transit Administration, and the Federal Railroad Administration
from states, counties, municipalities, other public authorities, and
private sources to be used for expenses incurred for training may
be credited to each agency’s respective accounts.

Section 185. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
funds from being used to make a grant unless the Secretary of
Transportation notifies the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations not less than three full business days before any dis-
cretionary grant award, letter of intent, or full funding grant agree-
ment totaling $1,000,000 or more is announced by the Department
or its modal administrations, and directs the Secretary to give con-
current notification for any “quick release” of funds from the Fed-
eral Highway Administration’s emergency relief program.

Section 186. The Committee continues a provision allowing funds
received from rebates, refunds, and similar sources to be credited
to appropriations of the DOT.

Section 187. The Committee continues a provision allowing
amounts from improper payments to a third party contractor that
are lawfully recovered by the DOT to be available to cover expenses
incurred in the recovery of such payments.

Section 188. The Committee mandates that reprogramming ac-
tions are to be approved or denied solely by the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations.

Section 189. The Committee caps the amount of fees the Surface
Transportation Board can charge and collect for late complaints
filed at the amount authorized for court civil suit filing fees.

Section 190. The Committee includes a provision allowing funds
to the modal administrations to be obligated to the Office of the
Secretary for the costs related to assessments or reimbursable
agreements only when such amounts are for the costs of goods and
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services that are purchased to provide a direct benefit to the appli-
cable modal administration or administrations.



TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

........ $1,331,500,000
..... 1,349,400.000

Apgmpriation, fiscal year 2012
Budget request, fiscal year 2013

Recommended in the bill ... 1,326,614 000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal vear 2012 ... — 4,886,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ...cccovecvreninniininnns - 22,786,000

Management and Administration provides operating support to
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), in-
cluding salaries and expenses (S&E) for all employees. The
Committee supports the Department’s efforts to transform the way
HUD does business and recommends the Department first and
foremost focus its efforts on its human ecapital investments. While
the Committee appreciates the expanded Congressional Budget
Justifications the Department submitted, the Committee is ap-
palled with the quality of the information the Department and Ad-
minigtration provides throughout the year to explain and justify
their budget requests.

HUD does not have adequate knowledge of the number of people
it takes to implement a program and is not transparent about the
budgeting of S&E resources. Further, the information HUD pro-
vides is often wrong, contains mathematical errors and calls into
question HUDY's entire Congressional Budget Justification and the
Department’s competence in managing its resources. The Congres-
sional Budget Justification is delivered to the Committee on behalf
of the President’s effort to ensure housing for the nation’s most vul-
nerable and to revitalize distressed communities. If the Depart-
ment and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) cannot pro-
vide to the Committee basic data that is accurate, it calls into ques-
tion the Administration’s competence in administering the Nation’s
housing and economic development policies.

Therefare, the Committee directs HUD and OMB to jointly pro-
vide quarterly in-person briefings to the House and Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations on their efforts to improve data quality
and management of the Department’s efforts and S&E resources.
These briefings should provide updates on the Administration’s ef-
forts to improve the Department’s budget process, hiring process,

erformance appraisal process, succession planning process and the

u((ligeting of S&E resources. In addition, these briefings should in-
clude reports on the number of Full Time Equivalent (FTE) pro-
jected for each office in the Department compared to last year’s ac-
tual level and the authorized level for the current fiscal year.

Full Time Equivalent Levels.—HUD should be embarrassed by
the lack of data it provides and has available internally. It is
completely unacceptable for a Cabinet level-agency to not have sys-

{71}
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tems in place to track the most fundamental FTE data including
FTE levels, actual onboard position levels, salary levels, benefits
levels and employee tenure. This lack of essentisl information led
to multiple Anti-Deficiency Act violations in fiscal year 2011, in
which HUD hired more people than it had resources to pay. To
date, HUD has not even tried to address these problems and thus
the Committee has no faith in HUD's ability to appropriately staff
its operations. The Committee now will direct FTE levels for each
office. The Committee directs the Department to operate fully with-
in these FTE levels. The Department shall not hire a shadow work-
force of contractors to perform functions normally done by govern-
ment employees in order to go above these totals.

Congressional Budget Justification.—The Committee continues
bill langnage requiring HUD to submit detailed staffing justifica-
tions for each office within the Department.

Reprogramming.—As in previous years, the Committee reiterates
that the Department must limit the reprogramming of funds be-
tween the program, projects, and activities within each account
without prior approval of the Committees on Appropriations. Un-
less otherwise identified in the hill or report, the most detailed allo-
cation of funds presented in the budget justifications is approved,
and any deviation from such approved allocation subject to the nor-
mal reprogramming requirements.

Reorganizations.—The Committee expects notice one month prior
notice to any office, program or activity reorganization. Addition-
ally, the Committee requires notice on a monthly basis of all ongo-
ing litigation, including any negotiations or discussions, planned or
ongoing, regarding a consent decree between the Department and
any other entity, including the estimated costs of such decrees.

New initietives.—The Committee reiterates that no changes may
be made to any program, project, or activity if it is construed to
have policy implications, without prior approval of the Committees
on Appropriations.

Relationship between HUD and the Commilttee on Appropria-
tions.—The primary relationship between the Committee and HUD
exists via the Departmental budget office. This relationship, an ab-
solute necessity in structuring the annual appropriations Aect, is
based on the sharing of a wide range of budgetary and cost infor-
mation. The Committee retains the right to call upon all offices and
agencies within the Department, but the primary connection be-
tween the two entities exists through the budget office. To that
end, the Committee expects that all offices within HUD will work
with the budget office to provide timely and accurate information
for submission to the Committee. The Department is reminded that
directives and reports mandated in the House or Senate Appropria-
tions reports are not optional, unless revised or eliminated by the
Statement of Managers accompanying the Act. Finally, the Com-
mittee cautions HUD that Section 405 of the Appropriations Act
governs the creation of new offices and policies.
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ADMINISTRATION, OPERATIONS, AND MANAGEMENT

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $537,789,000
Budget request, year 2013 532,546,000
Recommended in the bill 518,068,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .............ooivi s —19,721,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... icvsersrennnrseresrnnnn, —14,478,000

The Administration, Operations, and Management account funds
the salaries and expenses of the Immediate Office of the Secretary,
the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary and the Chief Oper-
at;inj] Officer, the Office of Hearings and Appeals, the Office of
Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization, the Office of Con-
gressional and Intergovernmental Relations, the Office of General
Counsel, the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, the Office of Pub-
lic Affairs, the Office of the Chief Procurement Officer, the Office
of Departmental Equal Employment Opportunity, the Office of
Field Policy and Management, the Office of Sustainable Housing
and Communities, the Office of Strategic Planning and Manage-
ment, the Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer, the Office of
the Chief Information Officer, and the Center for Faith-Based and
Community Initiatives.

The Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer provides general
support services to all offices and divisions throughout HUD. These
gervices include: management analysis, human resource manage-
ment, employee training, performance analysis, general building
and office services, and special activities directly assigned by the
Secretary of HUD.

The Office of Field Policy and Management (FPM) serves as the
principal advisor providing oversight and communicating Secre-
tarial priorities and policies to field office staff and HUD clients.
The Regional and Field Office Directors act as the operational man-
agers in each of the field offices and manage and coordinate cross-
program delivery in the field.

The Office of the Chief Procurement Officer's (OCPO) mission is
to provide high-quality acquisition support services to all HUD pro-

am offices by purchasing necessary operational and mission-re-
ated goods and services; provide advice, guidance and technical as-
sistance to all departmental offices on matters concerning procure-
ment; assist program offices in defining and specifying their pro-
curement needs; develop and maintain all procurement guidance
including regulations, policies, and procedures; and assist in the
development of sound acquisition strategies.

The Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) provides leader-
ship in instituting financial integrity, fiscal responsibility and ac-
countability. The CFQO is responsib{e for all aspects of financial
management, accounting and budgetary matters; ensuring the De-
partment establishes and meets financial management goals and
objectives; ensuring the Department is in compliance with financial
management legislation and directives; analyzing budgetary impli-
cations of policy and legislative proposals; and providing technieal
oversight with respect to all budget activities throughout the De-
partment.

Appropriations Atforneys.—During consideration of the fiscal
year 2003 appropriations legislation, it became apparent to the
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Committee that both the Committee and the Department would be
better served if the attorneys responsible for appropriations mat-
ters were housed in the Office of the Chief Financial Officer
(OCFQ), and the fiscal year 2003 Act provided funds and FTE to
the OCFQ to accommodate four attorneys transferred from the Of-
fice of General Counsel (OGC). Since that time, the Committee has
routinely received prompt, accurate, and reliable information from
the OCFQ on various appropriations law matiers. For fiscal year
2013, the Committee continues to fund appropriations attorneys in
the OCFO and directs HUD to maintain this responsibility within
the OCFQ.

The General Counsel, as the chief legal officer and legal voice of
the Department, is the legal adviser to the Secretary and other

rincipal staff of the Department. It is the responsibility of the Of-

ce of the General Counsel {(OGC) to provide legal opimons, advice
and services with respect to all programs and activities, and to pro-
vide counsel and assistance in the development of the Department’s
programs and policies.

The mission of the Office of Departmental Equal Employment
Opportunity (ODEEQ) is to ensure the enforcement of Federal laws
relating to the elimination of all forms of discrimination in the De-
partment’s employment practices. The mission is carried out
through the functions of three divisions: the Affirmative Employ-
ment division, the Alternative Dispute Resolution division, and the
Equsal Employment Opportunity division.

The Office of Faith-based and Community Initiatives conducts
outreach, recommends changes to HUD policies and programs that
present barriers to grassrcots organizations, and initiates special
projects, such as grant writing training.

e Office of Strategic Planning and Management drives organi-
zational, programmatic, and operational change across the Depart-
ment to maximize efficiency and performance. The office will facili-
tate HUD's strategic planning process by identifying the Depart-
ment's strategic priorities and transformational change initiatives,
create and manage work plans for targeted transformation projects,
and develop key program performance measures and targets for
monitoring.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $518,068,000 for this account, which
is $19,721,000 below sbove the level enacted in fiscal year 2012
and $14 478,000 below the budget request. Further, the committee
directs that the offices within this account shall have no more than
2,197 Full Time Equivalents. The funds and allowable FTE shall
be distributed as follows:

Oflice ' Funding lavel FTE fevel
Immediate Ditice O the SECIBTANY ........coooooooereeceeecrenees ereeeeeseenesrmssssees senss s sssses ssssssnes $3,572,000 18
Dffice of the Deputy Secretacy and Chief Operating Qfficer 1,206,000 B
Dffice of Hearings and Appeals 1,711,000 10
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization 705,000 H]
Dffice of the Chief Financial Officer .... 47,627 000 194
Office of the General Counsel ... . 95,102,000 629
Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental RELONS ....c.....ccccommmmsimimimmmmic comsammsennes 2,400,000 17
Dffice of Public Mfairs 3,502,000 25
Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer ..... e et 247,535,000 475
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Office Funding aval FIE loval
Office of Field Policy and Management ... s 47,500,000 M2
Office of the Chief Procuremant Officar 16,563,000 121
QOffice of the Departmental Equzl Employment DPpOrURiY ..........cooronvecreecrrrnssracne coosrssesssacess s 3.127,000 H
Cender for Faith-Based and Community INEIALIVES .......ooooveooorroeereceoeeeencnermes s v 1,404,000 8
Office of Sustainable Housing and COMMUNILIES ..........c..ocooveerveeecmmvnenrceomeecissee e essnisssses s 2,360,000 17
Office of Strategic Planning and Management 4 884,000 30
Office of the Chief Infarmation Officer 38,870,000 280

Further, the Secretary must provide quarterly status updates to
the Committees regarding pending congressional reports. The bill
also provides that no more than $25,000 provided under the imme-
diate Office of the Secretary shall be available for the official recep-
tion and representation expenses as the Secretary may determine.
In addition, the bill includes a provision requiring the Department
to notify the Committees on Appropriations one month in advance
of any international travel.

PERSONNEL COMPENSATION AND BENEFITS
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ........ccccooiiviiiinssncsceecni s $200,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 211,634,000
Recommended in the Bill ..ot 206,500,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ............cccecvreerrermereemeersrnninneas +6,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... e —5,134,000

The Office of Public and Indian Housing (PIH) oversees the ad-
ministration of HUD’s Public Housing, Housing Choice Voucher,
and Native American Programs. PIH is responsible for admin-
istering and managing programs authorized and funded by Con-
gress under the basic provisions of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $206,500,000 for this account, which
is $6,500,000 above the level enacted in fiscal year 2012, and
$5,134,000 below the fiscal year 2013 bud%et request. The Com-
mittee directs that PTH shall have no more than 1,527 FTE.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..., $100,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .........cccmmvrrmrenernnnnnns 103,882,000
Recommended in the bill ...............ooooiiiiieieeee 103,500,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal fear 2012 +3.500,000
Bugg;t request, fiscal year 2013 ... — 382,000

The Office of Community Planning and Development (CPD) as-
sists in developing viable communities by promoting integrated ap-
proaches that provide decent housing, a suitable living environ-
ment, and expanded economic opportunities for low and moderate-
income persons. The primary means toward this end is the develop-
ment of partnerships among all levels of government and the pri-
vate sector, including for-profit and nonprofit organizations. This
Office is responsible for the effective administration of Community
Development Block Grants (CDBG), Home Investment Partnership
(HOME), Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI),
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Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity Program (SHOP), Homeless
Asgistance Grants and other HUD community development pro-
grams.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $103,500,000 for this account, which
is $3,500,000 above the level enacted in fiscal year 2012, and
$332,000 below the budget request. The Committee directs that
CPD shall have no more than 810 FTE.

Office of Susteinable Communities.—The Committee provides
$2,360,000 for the Office of Sustainable Communities for the fol-
lowing limited purposes: to continue overseeing and providing tech-
nical assistance to previous grantees that received fiscal year 2010
and 2011 funds; to continue coordinating with other federal agen-
cies to remove unnecessary federal barriers to local development
projects; and to continue identifying “sustainability” best practices
within the Department’s existing programs.

The Committee, however, does not include funding for additional
grants and, accordingly, does not include funding for another grant
competition or additional oversight. Instead, the Committee directs
the Department to undertake the following activities, which are
achievable with the resources provided and within the appropriate
scope of this office, as defined in the previous paragraph:

1. Evaluate the results of the first two pilot programs, including
identifying best practices and lessons learned. Such evaluation
shall include, to the greatest possible extent, cost-benefit analysis
for each grantee’s activities, including cost-savings and efficiencies
realized by particular activities.

2. Determine how best to export such best practices and lessons
learned to all communities interested in undertaking such efforts
using their own funds (including federal funds over which commu-
nities have control). These methods shall not involve the provision
of additional federal grant funds, nor any unauthorized mandates
or funding conditions imposed by the Department. Rather, they
shall reflect cost-free or minimal-cost methods of sharing with all
communities the knowledge gained by the Department from the
two previous taxpayer-funded pilots. Such methods might include
a website, educational materials, toolkits, ete.

3. Develop a toolkit to enable localities to pool resources and un-
dertake holistic community development and planning activities, if
they s0 choose. Such a toolkit might include, for example, lessons
learned from prior grantees, case studies, model plans, sample
legal documents such as “memoranda of understanding” to enable
the joint pooling of resources and joint planning efforts, sample cost
estimates, checklists of various parties to be consulted and the var-
icxuiai cost-saving activities and development efficiencies ta be consid-
ered, etc.

The Committee includes additional views on the Administration’s
proposal for Sustainable Communities within the Community De-
velopment Fund report section.
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HOUSING
Appropriation, fiscal YA 2012 ...o.ovvirverrneninniniiniie essseesesssscns $391,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 398,832,000
Recommended in the bill ... 396,500,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . +5,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 - 2,332,000

The Office of Housing unplements programmatlc regulatory, fi-
nancial, and operational responsibilities under the leadership of six
deputy assistant secretaries and the field staff for activities related
to Federal Housing Administration (FHA) multifamily and single
family homeownership programs, and assisted rental housing pro-
grams.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $396,500,000 for this account, which
is $5,000,000 above the level enacted in fiscal year 2012, and
$2,332,000 below the budget request. The Committee directs that
the Office of Housing shall have no more than 3,167 FTE. Further,
the Committee directs that the Program Support Division shall
have no more than 60 FTE and the newly formed Office of Housing
Counseling shall have no more than 67 FTE.

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH

Appropriation, fizcal year 2012 $22,211,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 21,394,000
Recommended in the hill .............. 22,326,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . +115,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..............cccninninnnes +932,000

The Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R) directs
the Department’s annual research agenda to support the research
and evaluation of housing and other departmental initiatives to im-
prove HUID¥s effectiveness and operational efficiencies. Research
proposals are determined through consultation with senior staff
from each HUD program office, the Office of Management and
Budget, the Congress, as well as discussions with key HUD stake-
holders. The office addresses all inquiries regarding key housing
economic information such as the American Housing Survey, Fair
Market Rents, Median Family Income Limits, annual housing goals
and oversight of the Government Sponsored Enterprizes (GSEs),
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, Real Estate Settlement Procedures
Act, and mortgage market analyses.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $22,326,000 for this account, which
is $115,000 above the level enacted in fiscal year 2012 and
$932,000 above the budget request. The Committee directs that
PD&R shall have no more than 151 FTE.

4
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FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $72,600,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 74,296,000
Recommended in the bill ... s 72,904,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... +304,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... ... - 1,392,000

The Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEQ) is re-
sponsible for developing policies and guidance, and for providing
technical support for enforcement of the Fair Housing Act and the
civil rights statutes. FHEO serves as the central point for the for-
mulation, clearance and dissemination of policies, intra-depart-
mental clearances, and public information related to fair housing
issues. FHEQ receives, investigates, conciliates and recommends
the issuance of charges of diserimination and determinations of
non-compliance for complaints filed under Title VIII and other civil
rights authorities. Additionally, FHEO conducts civil rights compli-
ance reviews and compliance reviews under Section 3.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $72,904,000 for this account, which
is $304,000 above the level enacted in fiscal year 2012 and
$1,392,000 below the budget request. The Committee directs that
the FHEQ shall have no more than 581 FTE.

OFFICE OF HEALTHY HOMES AND LEAD HAZARD CONTROL

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $7,400,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 6,816,000
Recommended in the bill ... 6,816,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . —584,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 -———

The Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control
(OHHLHC) is directly responsible for the administration of the
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction program authorized by Title X
of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992, The of-
fice also addresses multiple housing-related hazards affecting the
health of residents, particularly children. The office develops lead-
based paint regulations, guidelines, and policies applicable to HUD
programs, and enforces the Lead Disclosure Rule issued under
Title X. For both lead-based paint and healthy homes issues, the
office designs and administers programs for grants, training, re-
search, education and information dissemination, and serves as the
Department’s central information source for the Secretary, the Con-
gress, HUD staff, HUD grantees, state and local governments and
the public.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $6,816,000 for this account, which is
$584,000 below the level enacted in fiscal year 2012 and the same
as the budget request. The Committee directs that OHHLHC shall
have no more than 58 FTE.
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PuBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING
TENANT-BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $18,914,369,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 19,074,283,000
Recommended in the bill ... 19,134,283,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... 219,914,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..........cccoeeeee 60,000,000

In fiscal year 2005, the Housing Certificate Fund was separated
into two new accounts: Tenani-Based Rental Assistance and
Project-Based Rental Assistance. This account administers the ten-
ant-based Section 8 rental assistance program otherwise known as
the Housing Choice Voucher program.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $19,134,283,000 for tenant-based
rental assistance, which is $60,000,000 above the budget request
and $219,914,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. Con-
sistent with the budget request, the Committee continues the ad-
vance of $4,000,000,000 of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing for Section 8 programs to October 1, 2012.

Voucher Renewals.—The Committee provides $17,237,948,000 for
the renewal of tenant-based vouchers. This level is the same as the
budget request and a decrease of $4,403,000 from the fiscal year
2012 enacted level. The Department is instructed to monitor and
report to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations each
quarter on the trends in Section 8 subsidies and to report on the
required program alterations due to changes in rent or changes in
tenant income.

Tenant protection.—The Committee provides $75,000,000 for ten-
ant protection vouchers, which iz equal to the budget request and
the same as the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

Administrative Fees.—The Committee provides $1,575,000,000
for allocations to PHAs to conduct activities associated with placing
and maintaining individuals under Section 8 assistance. This
amount is equal to the budget request and $225,000,000 above the
fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

Family Self-Sufficiency Coordinaiors.—The Committee provides
$60,000,000 to support the Family Self-Sufficiency program, which
helps section 8 residents find employment and increase their earn-
ings. The budget request proposed funding this program as a sepa-
rate account and opening the program up to participants outside
the Housing Choice Voucher program. HUD has not demonstrated
that this change would improve the effectiveness of the program or
provide additional opportunities for employment and economic self-
sufficiency.

Mainstream Voucher Renewals.—The Committee provides
$111,335,000 to renew expiring Section 811 tenant-based subsidies.
This level is equal to the budget request and $683,000 below the
fiscal year 2012 enacted level. The Committee directs HUD to issue
guidance to the housing agencies administering these vouchers to
continue to serve people with disabilities upon turnover.
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Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing.—The Committee provides
$75,000,000 for incremental voucher assistance through the Vet-
erans Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH)} program. This funding
level is equal to the budget request and the same as the level pro-
vided in fiscal year 2012. This program is administered in conjunc-
tion with the Department of Veterans Affairs. These vouchers shall
remain available for homeless veterans upon turnover. This fund-
ing will add 10,000 new vouchers for this program, and will sup-
port the Department of Veterans Affairs’ (VA) goal of ending home-
lessness among veterans within five years. The Committee directs
HUD to report on VASH utilization rates, challenges encountered
in the program, and increases in veteran self-sufficiency by March
1, 2013.

The Committee continues in bill language the direction to the
Department to communicate to each PHA, within 60 days of enact-
ment, the fixed amount that will be made available to each PHA
for fiscal year 2013. The amount provided in this account is the
only source of federal funds that may be used to renew tenant-
based vouchers. The amounts appropriated here may not be aug-
mented from any other source.

Section 8 Reforms.—The budget request includes a number of
new authorizing provisions intended to reform the Housing Choice
Voucher program, including several provisions that result in cost-
saving measures that provide administrative relief to PHAs. The
Committee commends the administration for proposing these re-
forms, particularly given the increasing costs of the HCV renewals
each year. These rising costs have crowded out other HUD pro-
grams that address key priorities of community development, home
ownership, and homelessness. While the Committee is fully sup-
portive of many of these reform proposals, it does not include these
new authorizing provisions in this bill. The Committee urges the
authorizing committee to address these reforms expeditiously, as a
failure to reform this program could result in either a significant
cut to the number of leased vouchers, or deep cuts to other HUD
programs. The Committee urges the administration to continue to
work with the authorizing committees on a reform bill, with the
goal of enactment prior to the beginning of fiscal year 2013.

The Committee also encourages HUD to pursue regulatory and
administrative reforms that do not require new authorizations, but
that relieve the administrative burdens on PHAs.

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND
(RESCISSION)

The Housing Certificate Fund, until fiseal year 2005, provided
funding for both the project-based and tenant-based components of
the Section 8 program. Project-Based Rental Assistance and Ten-
ant-Based Rental Assistance are now separately funded accounts.
The Housing Certificate Fund retains balances from previous years’
appropriations.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

Language is included to allow unobligated balances from specific
accounts may be used to renew or amend Project-Based Rental As-
sistance contracts.

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o $1,875,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . 2,070,000,000
Recommended in the hill ............... . 1,985,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...... 110,000,000
Bugget request, fiscal year 2013 ... —85,000,000

The Public Housing Capital Fund provides funding for public
housing capital programs, including public housing development
and modernization. Examples of capital modernization projects in-
clude replacing roofs and windows, improving common spaces, up-
grading electrical and plumbing systems, and renovating the inte-
rior of an apartment.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recornmends $1,985,000,000 for the Public Hous-
ing Capital Fund, which is $85,000,000 below the budget request
and $110,000,000 above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level. -

Within the amounts provided the Committee directs that:

—No more than $15,345,000 is directed to support the ongoing
Public Housing Financial and Physical Assessment activitiez of
the Real Estate Assessment Center; and

—$20,000,000 is made available for Emergency Capital needs,
excluding Presidentially declared disasters. The Commitiee
continues to include language to ensure that funds are used
only for repairs needed due to an unforeseen and unanticipated
emergency event or natural disaster that occurs during fiscal
year 2012;

—$5,000,000 is directed to the support of administrative and ju-
dicial receiverships. The Committee directs that the Depart-
ment continue to report to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations quarterly on the progress made at each
agency under receivership.

PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $3,961,850,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 4,524 000,000
Recommended in the bill ........... 4,524 000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... 562,150,000
Budget request, ﬁscafyear 2013 e -

The Public Housing Operating Fund subsidizes the costs associ-
ated with operating and maintaining public housing. This subsidy
supplements funding received by public housing authorities (PHA)
from tenant rent contributions and other income. In accordance
with section 9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed, funds are allocated by formula to public housing authorities for
the following purposes: utility costs; anti-crime and anti-drug ac-
tivities, including the costs of providing adequate security; routine
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maintenance cost; administrative costs; and general operating ex-
penses.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $4,524,000,000 for the federal share
of PHA operating expenses. This amount is equal to the budget re-
quest and $562,150,000 above the fizscal year 2012 enacted level.
The Committee does not include language in the budget request
that would allow PHAs to entirely merge their Capital and Oper-
ating Funds and use those funds for either purpose. While the
Committee supports the idea of giving PHAs flexibility so they can
operate more efficiently, HUD has provided no information on how
it would identify and budget for capital and operating needs in the
future if this authority to merge funds were approved. The Com-
mittee would consider a proposal to provide greater flexibility to
PHAs in future years if HUD provides adec;uate assurances that it
would be able to accurately assess PHAs  operating and capital
needs, and accurately identify actual expenditures for each of these
activities over time.

CHOICE NEIGHEORHOODS INITIATIVE

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $120,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 150,000,000
Recommended in the bill —_—
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... - 120,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .........coccmmmrvomemnrirecmne e — 150,000,000

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends no funding for the Choice Neighbor-
hoods Initiative. This program remains unauthorized, and the
Committee urges the Administration to work with the authorizing
commitiees prior to requesting new programs in the budget re-
quest. The Committee believes that many of the objectives of the
Choice Neighborhood Initiative, including affordable housing and
community development, can be achieved through existing pro-
grams at HUD, such as Community Development Block Grants and
the HOME program. The Committee notes that it has provided
funding for these two programs at above the budget request and
above the fiscal year 2012 enacted level.

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ........ccccviierrrrrenrrreercsesnreamme e $0
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 60,000,000
Recommended in the bill ..., -
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . -—
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 — 60,000,000

The budget request proposes to creat.e a consohdated rogram to
help HUD-assisted residents achieve economic mdependgnce, rath-
er than continue separate programs for Housing Choice Voucher
and Project Based families.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee does not include funding for this new, consoli-
dated program, but instead continues to provide $60,000,000 for
Family Self-Sufficiency coordinators in the Tenant Based Rental
Assistance account, consistent with prior year appropriations Acts.
The budget request did not provide adequate justification for this
program change, as it merely reiterated the mission and success of
the existing program under Tenant Based Rental Assistance.

NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $650,000.000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..........cccceeenee. 650,000,000
Recommended in the bill ..........cccooiiiiiiiiieee e reeeeees 650,000,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal ¥ear 2012 ... -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..o -——

The Native American Housing Block Grants program, authorized
by the Native American Housing Assistance and Self-Determina-
tion Act of 1996 (25 U.8.C. 4111 et seq.), provides funds to Amer-
ican Indian tribes and their Tribally Designated Housing Entities
(TDHESs) to address affordable housing needs within their commu-
nities,

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $650,000,000 for Native American
Housing Block Grants, which iz the same as fiscal year 2012 and
the budget request. Of the amounts made available under this
heading:

—$2,000,000 is for Title VI loan guarantees up to $18,332,000.

—$2,000,000 is for national or regional organizations representing
Native American housing interests to provide training and
technical assistance to Indian housing authorities and TDHESs.
The Committee agrees with the President’s budget request
that no specific funds should be set aside for the National
American Indian Housing Council (NAIHC), as NAIHC has
significant carryover and other Indian organizations are inter-
ested in and capable of providing these services.

RHUD Inspection, Technical Assistance, and Training.—The Com-
mittee does not provide additional funding for the Department to
administer inspections, technical assistance, and training because
the Department has five fiscal years’ worth of this funding in car-
ryover balances ($10,000,000). Given the enormous need in Indian
country for technical assistance and training, the Committee is ap-
palled that such funds are not being used and recommends no ad-
ditional funding until the Department spends down existing funds.

The Committee is advised that the Department plans to change
the way in which these funds are used—namely, by initiating a
competition for organizations and contractors with experience in
Indian housing to provide these services. The Committee approves
this effort to improve the timely use of these funds and directs the
Department to begin such competition as soon as possible.
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Timely Expenditure of Funds.—The Committee continues lan-
guage requiring fiscal year 2013 funds to be spent within 10 years.

The Committee reiterates its concern that some tribes carry
enormous backlogs of unspent block grant funds. Unexpended bal-
ances of this proportion call into question the need for any addi-
tional appropriations in this account, which unfortunately impacts
all tribes. The Committee is aware that some tribes spend all of
their funds in a given year and could use additional grant funding
to house tribal members immediately. Some tribes even take out
loans, with interest paid for by the tribe, to bridge-finance
NAHASDA projects in between appropriations cycles.

The Committee therefore strongly urges tribes to consider adopt-
ing a method by which unexpended funds may be redistributed for
timely use in the upcoming NAHASDA reauthorization negotia-
tions. There are many ways to structure such a redistribution, so
that overall funds are spent down (thereby demonstrating a need
to increase the overall account) while not penalizing a tribe’s future
allocations.

NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANT

Apgropriation, fiscal year 2012 ......ooviiiivieesseresrsssrreraresreninnssssanens $13,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 13,000,000
Recommended in the bill ..o -——
Bill compared with:
Apgropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... esnnienns —13,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... ... — 13,000,000

The Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant program provides
grants to the State of Hawaii Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands for housing and housing-related assistance to develop, main-
tain and operate affordable housing for eligible low-income native
Hawaiian families.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee does not recommend funding for this program,
which is $13,000,000 below fiscal year 2012 and the budget re-
quest. This program is not authorized.

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Credit subsidy:

Appropniation, fiscal YEar 2002 ...t st e seassasee st s $6,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 7,000,000

RecOMMENdEd iM BHE Bill oot remee e meemeeressser st semss snssesnsmssrsssnss s seene 6,000,000
Bill compared with:

Apprapriation, fiscal year 2012 .......oocrvrsermrosssrmmsrmnenns {

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 — 1,000,000
Limitation on guaranteed loans:

Appropriation, fiScal YEar 2012 ... e s ssssess s soss s eeas 360,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 : 900,000,000

ReCOMMENTRT i HHE BTl .o coerereevecseres s sescersencssenvenseses sensscacsemsssamsamssans s snss sesss s seees 633,000,000
Bill compared with: ‘

Appropriation, fiSCal Yar 202 ... e et e es et s arreenas 273,000,000

Budget request, Tiscal YEar 2013 ... masssssans msssssssssus sssnens — 267,000,000

Section 184 of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1992 establishes a loan guarantee program for Native American in-
dividuals and housing authorities to build new housing or purchase
existing housing on trust land. This program provides access to pri-
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vate financing that otherwise might be unavailable because of the
unique legal status of Indian trust land.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $6,000,000 in new credit subsidy for
the Section 184 loan guarantee program, which is the same as fis-
cal year 2012 and $1,000,000 below the budget request, to guar-
antee a total loan volume of $360,000,000, which is $273,000,000
abaove fiscal year 2012 and $267,000,000 below the budget request.

The Committee includes langnage allowing the Secretary to in-
crease loan guarantee fees, which will dramatically increase the
supported loan volume.

NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Program account:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $386,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .o 1,000,000
Recommended in the bill ... -——-
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ......ooccnvvveen. — 386,000
Budget requast, fiscal year 2003 ...t e cee e eemte tomserss e st — 1,000,000

The Native Hawaiian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund provides
loan guarantees for native Hawanan individuals and their families,
the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands, the Office of Hawaiian
Affairs, and nonprofit organizations experienced in planning and
developing affordable housing for native Hawaiians. Loaned funds
may be used to purchase, construct, and/or rehabilitate single-fam-
ily homes on Hawaiian Home Lands.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee does not recommend funding for this program,
which is $386,000 below fiscal year 2012 and $1,000,000 below the
budget request. This program is not authorized.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS

Appropriation, fiscal vear 2012 .. $332,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 330,000,000
Recommended in the bill 330,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... — 2,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ....cceevvvrivnnens -—-

The Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) pro-
gram iz authorized by the AIDS Housing Opportunities Act (42
U.5.C. 12901 et seq.). This program provides states and localities
with resources to address the housing needs of low-income persons
living with HIV/AIDS. Providing housing stability for this popu-
lation facilitates necessary medical treatment and is cost-effective.
Ninety percent of funding is distributed by formula to qualifying
states and metropolitan areas based on the cumulative incidences
of AIDS reported to the Centers for Disease Control. The remaining
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10 percent of funding is distributed by HUD through a national
competition. Government recipients are required to have a HUD-
approved Comprehensive Plan or Comprehensive Housing Afford-
agility Strategy (CHAS).

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $330,000,000, which is $2,000,000
below fiscal year 2012 and the same as the budget request.

The Committee includes language requiring the Secretary to con-
tinue renewing eligible, expiring HOPWA contracts that were pre-
viously funded under the national competition, before awarding
new competitive grants.

The Committee includes language requiring the Department to
notify grantees of their formula allocation within 60 days of enact-
ment of this Act.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... e $3,308,090,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 3,143,090,000
Recommended in the bill ... 3,404,000,000
Bili compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..................c..... 95,910,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 260,910,000

The Community Development Fund authonzed by the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974 (42 US.C. 5301 et seq.),
provides funding, primarily through Community Development
Block Grants, to state and local governments and other eligible en-
tities to carry out community and economic development activities.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends a total of $3,404,000,000 for the
Community Development Fund account, which is the $95,910,000
above fiscal year 2012 and $260,910,060 above the budget request.
Of the amounts made available: ,
—$3,344,000,000 is for the Community Development Block Grants
(“CDBG”) formula program for entitlement communities and
states. This is $396,000,000 above both fiscal year 2012 and
the budget request;

—%$60,000,000 is for the Native American Housing and Economic
Development Block Grant (also known as “Indian CDBG”),
which is the same as fiscal year 2012 and the budget request;

and
—5$7,000,000, of the amount provided for the regular CDBG for-
mula program, is for insular areas, per 42 U.S.C, 5306(a}2),
which is the same as fiscal year 2012 and the budget request.
The Committee includes language requiring the Department to
notify grantees of their formula allocation within 60 days of enact-
ment of this Act.
Matching Funds.—The Committee notes localities often use
CDBG to serve as the “local match” for many other federal pro-
ams. The point of a local match requirement is to have recipients
of federal funding at least “put some skin the game” in exchange
for large amounts of federal assistance.
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The Committee directs the Department to provide to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, within 180 days of enactment, a de-
tailed analysis of how much CDBG funding has been used by
grantees as matching dollars for other federal programs over the
last several fiscal years. The report should detail the percentage of
CDBG funds used to match other federal programs; which federal
programs are being matched; the local match requirements of such
federal programs; what portion of the local match requirements are
being met using CDBG, by federal program; and what legal author-
ity allows the use of CDBG as a local match, by federal program.

Sustainable Communities.—The Committee declines to set-aside
any CDBG funds for Sustainable Communities grants, consistent
with the fact that there is no authorization for this program and
that the committee of jurisdiction does not want this unauthorized
program funded. The House Financial Services Committee noted in
its Views and Estimates on the Fiscal Year 2013 Budget:

[TThe relatively new . . . Sustainable Communities Ini-
tiative [ ], which . . . ha[s] yet to be authorized the Com-
mittee, should not be funded at the expense of other crit-
ical affordable housing programs.

This language was adopted with unanimous and bipartisan
agreement,

The House Committee on Appropriations fully agrees. While the
Committee recommends a higher amount for CDBG than past
years, it is still well below the fiscal year 2010 level of
$3,990,068,000, as observed in the House Financial Services Com-
mittee’s budget views. Additionally, the Committee notes Congress
does not yet have sufficient information to assess whether the prior
grants have been successful and should be continued. The Com-
mittee includes language in the Management and Administration
portion of this report that directs data collection and analysis to en-
able such an assessment.

Further, the Committee reiterates its concerns from last year
that this proposed grant program is unauthorized, with amorphous
goals that are entirely subjective. If the Department agrees that
community development goals are local in nature, then should not
localities be solely responsible for determining these goals? The
Committee does not agree with HUIFs proposal that bureaucrats
with unfettered discretion should make value judgments (with no
meaningful parameters or other basis in law) on which few commu-
nities deserve such funds. The Committee instead provides all com-
munities with higher CDBG allocations, so all communities can de-
cide how best to undertake local development.

To the extent the Department wishes to educate all communities
on the hest practices and efficiencies learned by the Department
over the years and to equip all communities with the tools nec-
essary to undertake holistic and/or regional development activities,
then the Committee provides sufficient resources within the Office
of Sustainable Communities to do this (as well as to continue over-

seeing prior grantees).
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e Committee strongly urges the Department to include in such best

on how integrating housing and transportation options can meet the

elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN GUARANTEES PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Credit subsidy:

Appropriation, fiscal Year 2012 ........ovvve oo $5,952,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2003 ...t e srr st eenes b

Recommended in the bill 6,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o e +48,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... s s s s +6,000,000
Limitation on guaranteed loans:

Appropriation, fisCal year 2012 .. e e e 240,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 500,000,000

Recommended in the bill ... 244,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 +4,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... st bt e — 256,000,000

The Section 168 Loan Guarantee Program is a source of variable
and fixed-rate financing for communities undertaking projects eligi-
ble under the Community Development and Block Grant (CDBG)
program. Such activities may include economic development, hous-
ing rehabilitation, public facilities, and large-scale physical devel-
opment projects. By pledging their current and future CDBG allo-
cations to cover the loan amount as security, communities are able
to finance large-scale projects with a federally guaranteed loan.
HUD may require additional security for a loan, as determined on
a case-by-case basis.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Commitiee recommends $6,000,000 for the Section 108 loan

arantee program, which is $48,000 above fiscal year 2012 and

6,000,600 above the budget request, to guarantee a new loan vol-
umne of $244,000,000.

Subsidy Carryover.—With carryover balances in this aceount, the
total loan volume in fiscal year 2013 may be up to $319,000,000.
The Committee notes this is more than adequate, based on recent
program demand. In fiscal years 2010 and 2011, loans were guar-
anteed in amounts of $278,000,000 and $290,000,000, respectively.

Proposed Fee.—The Committee declines to enact the President’s
groposed new fee structure for Section 108 borrowers. The proposed
ee would increase the capital costs of assisted development
projects, which would decrease the ability of lecal governments to
use the Section 108 guarantee to finance development in distressed
areas and areas of low capital investment.

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $1,000,000,000
Budget request, ﬁscai year 2013 ... 1,000,000,000
Recommended in the bill ... e 1,200,000,000
Bill compared with:
Apgropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... 200,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 _..........coriieees 200,000,000

The HOME investment partnerships program provides block
grants to participating jurisdictions (states, units of local govern-
ment, Indian tribes, and insular areas) to undertake activities that
expand the supply of affordable housing in the jurisdiction. HOME
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block grants are distributed based on formula allocations. Upon re-
ceipt of these Federal funds, state and local governments develop
a housing affordability strategy to acquire, rehabilitate, or con-
struct new affordable housing, or to provide rental assistance to eli-
gible families.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $1,200,000,000 for activities funded
under this account, which is $200,000,000 above fiscal year 2012
and the budget request.

The Committee continues language to prevent approximately 52
new participating jurisdictions from being permanently added to
the HOME program. It does not make sense to permanently in-
crease the number of participating jurisdictions, when overall
HOME funding has been significantly decreased in recent years.

The Committee continues language providing much-needed re-
forms to the HOME program. The Department is finalizing similar
regulations.

In the general provisions of Title I, the Committee includes lan-
guage making reforms requested by the Department.

The Committee continues language requiring the Department to
notify grantees of their formula allocation within 60 days of enact-
ment of this Act.

SELF-HELP AND ASSISTED HOMEOWNERSHIP OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .... e $53,500,000

Budget requeat, fiscal year 2013
Recommended in the bill

Bill compared with:
Apgmpﬁation, figcal year 2012 .............oiimmrrrem e 6,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 60,000,000

Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity Program (SHOP) funds
are distributed through competitive grants to national and regional
nonprofit organizations and consortia that have experience in pro-
viding or facilitating self-help homeownership opportunities. Grant
funds are used for land acquisition and infrastructure improve-
ments associated with developing new decent, safe, and sanitary
nor:l—ltlxxury dwellings for low-income persons using the seif-help
model.

Additionally, Section 4 Capacity Building funds are set-aside
within this account for activities deseribed under section 4{a) of the
HUD Demonstration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 9816 note). Section 4
funds are awarded competitively to a limited number of non-profits,
which use the funds to develop the capacity of community develop-
ment corporations (CDCs) and community ﬁousing development or-
ganizations (CHDOs). The CDCs and CHDOs then undertake com-
munity development and affordable housing activities. Section 4
funds must be matched by recipients with at least three times the
grant amount in private funding.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $60,000,000 for the Self Help Home-
ownership Opportunity Program account, which is $6,500,000
above fiscal year 2012 and $60,000,000 above the budget request.
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The President’s budget proposed eliminating SHOP altogether and
proposed $35,000,000 for Section 4 Capacity Building activities as
a get-aside within the Community Development Fund (CDF).

Of the total amount, the Committee recommends:

—5$20,000,000 for the SHOP program, which is $6,500,00¢ zbove
fiscal year 2012 and $20,000,000 above the budget request;
—$35,000,000 for the Section 4 Capacity Building program, of

which at least $5,000,000 is for rural eapacity building activi-
ties. This is the same as fiscal year 2012 and the budget re-
tbe]% (th&)ugh the budget request funded Section 4 within
; an

—4$5,000,000 for rural capacity building activities by national orga-
nizations with expertise in rural housing development, which
is the same as fiscal year 2012 and $5,000,000 above the budg-

et request.

Proposed elimination of SHOP.—The Administration once again
proposes to eliminate all funding for the SHOP program, citing the
HOME program as an acceptable substitute funding source and cit-
ing the rising administrative costa of SHOP recipients.

Regarding the first point, the Committee notes there are many
differences between the SHOP program, which allows non-profits to
create affordable housing through the unique “self-help” model of
homeownership, and the HOME program, which provides funding
to states and local governments to increase the stock of affordable
housing. There are several reasons why the Committee declines to
eliminate SHOP: HOME funding has decreased significantly in re-
cent years; the self-help and sweat-equity model enjoys broad Con-
gressional support; and SHOP funding is much-needed in rural
areas, where state-wide HOME funds are scarce and often set-aside
for large tax-credit developments, rather than for self-help home-
ownership.

Regarding rising administrative costs, the Committee directs
HUD to evaluate the history of administrative costs in the SHOP
program, including whether HUI¥s imposition of various require-
ments, such as mandatory site visits and Energy-Star certifi-
cations, has resulted in SHOP grantees requiring higher adminis-
trative costs. The Committee directs the Secretary to report to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations within 180 days
of enactment on whether current administrative costs are reason-
able, what portion of administrative costs are attributable to HUD
requirements, and what actions can be taken by both HUD and
grantees to reduce the administrative burden in this program. ‘

Prohibition on Demand-Response Initiative—The Committee in-
cludes language prohibiting the Department from continuing its
“demand-response” (or “place-based”) initiative using Section 4
funds. In doing so, nearly $20,000,000 in funds provided between
fiscal years 2010 through 2012 will be freed-up from the Depart-
ment’s control and given back to Section 4 grantees, to be used on
capacity building activities.

Since fiscal year 2010, the Department has awarded points in the
Section 4 grant competition to applicants that agree to set-aside up
to 15% of funds for activities to }l))e determined by HUD. While this
may have begun with good intentions, HUD has failed over three
fiscal years to direct how these funds should be used, thereby caus-
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ing delays and holding up nearly $20,000,000. It is clear to the
Committee that HUD has no idea how it intends these funds to be
spent, including, for example, which entities will be assisted by
these funds, how the match requirement of the Section 4 program
might be impacted, or how the geographical and expertise dif-
ferences of grantees will influence project assignments.

This amount of delay and unpreparedness by HUD is inexcusable
and particularly ironic, given HUD is the one that initiated this ef-
fort based on a supposed need to respond to demand. If the Depart-
ment insists on implementing a new, unauthorized initiative that
essentially rewrites the way in which grant funds may be used,
then HUD should at least have a plan ready to do it.

Equally inexcusable is the fact that HUD never included this ini-
tiative—which siphons off grantee resources in an effort to support
the Department’s OneCPD) 1nitiative—in any of its operating plans,
budgets, budget justifications, or any other documents describing
OneCPD or the Transformation Initiative to Congress. In the fu-
ture, the Committee directs HUD to include this and any similar
ideas in its budgets, budget justifications, and operating plans to
Congress, prior to undertaking such activities.

Finally, the Committee notes there is nothing wrong with en-
couraging Section 4 recipients to work in under-served areas, but
this goal can be accomplished without HUD taking control of and
holding hostage grantee funds. As a case in point, HUD already en-
couraged Section 4 grantees to work in underserved areas prior to
fiscal year 2010 (and thereafter) by awarding points based on appli-
cants’ plans to do such work. This is a far better, less coercive way
for HUD to encourage serving disadvantaged areas.

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS

$1,901,190,000
£2,231,000,000

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .
Budget request, fiscal year 2013

Recommended in the bill ............... 2,000,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... 98,810,060
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .......ccooooeeeee —231,000,000

The Homeless Assistance Grants account provides funding for
the homeless programs under title IV of the McKinney Act, as
amended by the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Tran-
gition to Housing (HEARTH) Act of 2009.

The HEARTH Act streamlined several former homeless assist-
ance grants into three programs: (1) the Continuum of Care (CoC)
Grant program, which competitively funds new projects and re-
newed projects which were previously funded under three grant
programs: the old supportive housing, shelter plus care, and Sec-
tion 8 moderate rehabhilitation single room occupancy programs; (2)
the Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) program, which distributes
funding by formula to states, localities, and insular areas, to fund
traditional shelter and outreach activities (as under the old emer-
gency solutions grant program) and new prevention and re-housing
activities, as authorized by the HEARTH Act; and (3) the Rural
Housing Stability Grants program, which funds activities similar to
those funded by the old rural homelessness grant program.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends funding the homeless grant assist-
ance programs at $2,000,000,000, which is $98,810,000 above fiscal
year 2012 and $231,000,000 below the budget request. Of the total
amount provided, the Committee recommends:

—5$286,000,000 for Emergency Solution Grants (ESG), which is
$36,000,000 above fiscal year 2012 and the same as the budget
request;

—4$1,650,000,000 minimum for Continuum of Care Grants (CoC)
and the Rural Housing Stability Grants, which is $57,000,000
above fiscal year 2012 and $287,000,000 below the budget re-

uest;

—$6,000,000 for the National Homeless Data Analysis Project,
which is the $1,000,000 below fiscal year 2012 and $2,000,000
below the budget request; and

—&$58,000,000 in additional homeless grant funds that the De-
partment may direct toward Emergency Solution Grants, Con-
tinnum of Care Grants, or the Rural Housing Stability Grants.
However, the Department shall not direct such funds toward
the National Homeless Data Analysis Project or to new
projects under the Continuum of Care.

Despite the tough budget environment, Congress has increased
or held steady homeless grant funding in recent years. This year,
the Committee recommends an increase of $98,810,000.

HEARTH Act Implementation.—The Committee supports the De-
partment's work to address homelessness and to implement the
HEARTH Act as much reasonably possible, given fiscal constraints.
As written, the HEARTH Act would require $4,400,000,000 each
fiscal year to implement while remaining internally consistent.
Such cost is unreasonable in this fiscal environment. This Com-
mittee will not fund everything envisioned in HEARTH, just as
Congress frequently does not fully fund all ideas envisioned in au-
thorizing bills. The Committee looks forward to working with the
Department to make sure the most important parts of HEARTH
are funded, given fiscal realities,

The Committee notes it has been over 3 years since HEARTH
was signed into law, and still there are no regulations for the Con-
tinuum of Care program. The HEARTH Act required the Secretary
to promulgate regulations for all programs created or modified by
the Act within 12 months of the date of enactment, which was May
20, 2010. The Commitiee directs the Department to finalize such
regulations as soon as possible,

Emergency Solutions Grants.—The Committee recommends in-
creasing Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) to $286,000,000. The
ESG program, authorized by subtitle B of the HEARTH Act, pro-
vides funding for homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing ef-
forts, in addition to traditional emergency shelter and cuireach ac-
tivities. Because of the ESG’s innovative focus on preventing and
solving homelessness, rather than simply managing it, the Com-
mittee strongly supports this program.

The Committee also continues bill language that makes clear the
ESG program should not receive less than the appropriated
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amount, notwithstanding any cther provision of law, including the
renewals certification provision in subtitle B of the HEARTH Act.

Continuum of Care Grants.—The Committee is concerned about
the so-called “renewal burden” in the Continuum-of-Care program.
This number is exploeding in growth-—in the hundreds of millions
each year—and is completely unsustainable. Further, it has and
will continue to crowd-out other homeless funding including the
gural Housing Stability Grants and the Emergency Solutions

rants.

The Continuum of Care is supposed to be a competitive grants
program. However, a “renewal burden” is antithetical to the con-
cept of competition. Competition for acarce resources is what drives
better performance and spurs innovation. Automatic renewals are
just the opposite—creating inefficiencies and removing all incen-
tives to perform better.

To-date, the Department seems uninterested in re-evaluatin
programs to ensure the best use of resources through a nationa
competition. Instead, its approach is to simply renew all existing
grantees and to request even more funding so that additional local-
ities may be permanently added to the program, without regard to
their subsequent performance. This is precisely what gives govern-
ment-run programs a bad name. It is not the Committee’s intention
to maintain an entitlement program for ailing and inflexible service
providers. The Committee reminds providers in the Continuum of
Care that these funds are intended to assist and house the home-
less as effectively and as efficiently as possible.

The Committee is aware the Department is considering ways in
which localities can be encouraged to choose better projects through
a local competitive process. This is a step in the right direction, but
mere encouragement will not solve the problem of exploding costs
on a national scale. The Committee directs the Department to re-
port to the Committees on Appropriations within 90 days of enact-
ment on how the Continuum of Care can be run more like a true
competition—on both the national and local level—assuming scarce
resources.

The Committee does not view the Department’s “renewal” esti-
mate as something that must be funded each year. The Commitiee
recommends less than the renewal number this vear, and yet the
overall appropriation increases by nearly $100,000,000 over fiscal
year 2012. The Committee notes the HEARTH Act does not ex-
pressly require funding renewals. While the Secretary is permitted
to prioritize funding of renewals and has great latitude to fund re-
newals, this is only to the extent sufficient funding is available.

HousiNG PROGRAMS
PROJECT-BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $9,339,672,000

Budget request, fi year 2013 ... 8,700,400,000

Recommended in the bill 8,700,400,000
Bill compared with:

gropnat\on fiscal vear 2012 ... —639,672,000

get request, fiscal year 2013 . TR -——

The Project-Based Rental Ass:stance account (PBRA) provides a
rental subsidy to a private landlord tied to a specific housing unit
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s0 that the properties themselves, rather than the individual living
in the unit, remain subsidized. Amounts provided in this account
include funding for the renewal of expiring project-based contracts,
including Section 8, moderate rehabilitation, and single room occu-
pancy (SRO) contracts, amendments to Section 8 project-based con-
tracts, and administrative costs for performance-based, project-
based Section 8 contract administrators and costs associated with
administering moderate rehabilitation and single room occupancy
contracts.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee provides a total of $8,700,400,000 for the annual
renewal of project-based contracts, of which not less than
$260 000,000 is for the cost of contract administrators. This fund-
ing level is $639,672,000 below the enacted level for fiscal year
2012 and the same as the budget request.

HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .......... $374,627,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 476,000,000
Recommended in the bill ..................oovveeeiceeeeecee, 425,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..., +50,373,000
Budget requeat, fiscal year 2013 . - 50,000,000

The Housing for the Elderly (Sectlon 202) program provides eligi-
ble private, non-profit organizations with capital grants to finance
the acquisition, rehabilitation or construction of housing intended
for low income elderly people. In addition, the program provides
project-based rental assistance contracts (PRAC) to support oper-
ational costs for units constructed under the program.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $425,000,0600, which is $50,373,000
above the level enacted for fiscal year 2012 and $50,000,000 below
the budget request. The Committee includes language allowing
HUD to recoup residual receipts. These funds have accumulated in
situations where the subsidies and tenant rent payments provided
have exceeded actual costs. This language will permit these funds
to be used to provide housing assistance for seniors who are not
currently receiving assistance instead of the funds continuing to re-
main unused.

The recommendation allocates funding as follows:

o $50,000,000 and all residual receipts collected for new
awards of project rental assistance;

o $285,000,000 for the renewal and amendment of project-
based rental assistance contracts (PRAC);

+ $90,000,000 for service coordinators and the continuation
of congregate services grants.

The Committee continues language relating to the initial con-
tract and renewal terms for assistance provided under this heading
and language allowing these funds to be used for inspections and
analysis of data by HUD’s REAC program office.
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HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Apgropriation, fiscal year 2012 , $165,000,000
udget request, fiscal year 2013 150,000,000
Recommended in the hill 165,000,000

Bill compared with:
Apgmpriation, fiscal year 2012 .........covemnmserersmrermmnsnnnon ———
udget request, fiscal year 2013 ... e +15,000,000
The Housing for Persons with Disabilities (Section 811) program
provides eligible private, non-profit organizations with capital
grants to finance the acquisition, rehabilitation or construction of
supportive housing for disabled persons and provides project-based
rental assistance (PRAC) to support operational costs for such

units.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recornmends $165,000,000 for Section 811 activi-
ties, the same as fiscal year 2012 enacted level, and $15,000,000
above the budget request. The recommendation provides up to
$96,000,000 for capital grants and PRAC and $69,000,000 for
PRAC renewals. Renewal of mainstream vouchers is provided
under the tenant-based rental assistance account as proposed by
the budget request. The Committee continues language allowing
these funds to be used for inspections and analysis of data by
HUD’s REAC program office.

OTHER ASSISTED HOUSING PROGRAMS
HOUSING COUNSELING ASSISTANCE

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ............ccooviiiiiiii e $45,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ....... 55,000,000
Recommended in the bill ........ccooonvins 45,000,000
Bill compared to:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . - 10,000,000

Section 106 of the Housing a.nd Urban Development Act of 1968
authorized HUD to provide housing counseling services to home-
l}:)luyerls, homeowners, low and moderate income renters, and the

omeless.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $45,000,000 funding for housing
counseling, the same as the level enacted in fiscal year 2012 an
$10,000,000 below the budget request.

FAYMENT TO MANUFACTURED HOUSING FEES TRUST FUND

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ., $6,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 8,000,000
Recommended in the bill 4,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . —2,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . — 4,000,600

The National Manufactured Housmg Constructmn and Safety
Standards Act of 1974, as amended by the Manufactured Housing
Improvement Act of 2000, authorized the Secretary to establish
Federal manufactured home construction and safety standards for
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the construction, design, and performance of manufactured homes.
All manufactured homes are required to meet the Federal stand-
ards, and fees are charged to producers to cover the costs of admin-
istering the Act.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends up to $4,000,000 for the manufac-
tured housing standards programs to be derived from fees collected
and deposited in the Manufactured Housing Fees Trust Fund es-
tablished pursuant to the Manufactured Housing Improvement Act
of 2000. The Committee recommends no direct appropriation for
this account. The amount recommended is $2,500,000 below the
level enacted in fiscal year 2012 and $4,000,000 below the budget
request.

In addition, the Committee includes language allowing the De-
partment to collect fees from program participants for the dispute
resolution and installation programs. These fees are to be deposited
into the trust fund and may be used by the Department subject to
the overall cap placed on the account.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION
MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation of direct Limitation af guaran- | Administrative contraci

loans loans EXPEASES
Appropriation, fiscal vear 2012 .o $50,000,000 {  $400,000,000,000 $207,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 50,000,000 400,000,000,000 215,000,000
Recommended in the Bl ... 50,000,000 400,060,000,600 215,000,000

Bill compared to:

8,000,000

Appmpriation, fiscal year 2012 ..
Budget request, fiscal year 2013

The Federal Housing Administration’s (FHA) mutual mortgage
insurance program account includes the mutual mortgage insur-
ance (MMI} and cooperative management housing insurance funds.
This program account covers unsubsidized programs, primarily the
single-family home mortgage program, which is the largest of all
the FHA programs. The cooperative housing insurance program
provides mortgages for cooperative housing projects of more than
five units that are occupied by members of a cooperative housing
corporation.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the following limitations on loan
commitments in the MMI program account: $400,000,000,000 for
loan guarantees and $50,000,000 for direct loans. The recommenda-
tion also includes $215,000,000 for administrative contract ex-
penses, of which $71,500,000 is transferred to the Working Capital
Fund for development and modifications to information technology
systems that serve programs or activities under the FHA., The
Committee continues language as requested, appropriating addi-
tional administrative expenses in certain circumstances.
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The Committee’s recommendation for administrative contract ex-
penses iz $8,000,000 above the level enacted in fiscal year 2012 and
the same as the FY 2013 budget request.

GENERAL AND SPECIAL HISK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Limitation of Hirect
loans

Limitation of guaran-
teed Ipans

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $20,000,000 $25,000,000,000
Budget request, fiscal Year 2013 ..........cccccccrmsssesesseeesssssesesss e on 20,000,000 25,000,000,000
Recommended in the bBill . ...........oooovvoeeee e cennsssa e e 20,040,000 25,000,000,000

Bill compared to:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012

Budget request, fiscal year 2013

The Federal Housing Administration’s (FHA) general and special
risk insurance (GI and SRI) program account includes 17 different
programs administered by FHA. The GI fund includes a wide vari-
ety of insurance programs for special-purpose single and multi-
family leans, including loans for property improvements, manufac-
tured housing, muitifamily rental housing, condomininms, housing
for the elderly, hospitals, group practice facilities, and nursing
homes. The SRI fund inecludes insurance programs for mortgages in
older, declining urban areas that would not be otherwise eligible
for insurance, mortgages with interest reduction payments, and
mortgages for experimental housing and for high-risk mortgagors
who would not normally be eligible for mortgage insurance without
housing counseling.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the following limitations on loan
commitments for the general and special risk insurance program
account as requested: $25,000,000,000 for loan arantees and
$20,000,000 for direct loans, which is the same as fiscal year 2012
and the budget request

(GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION

GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES LOAN GUARANTEE
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Limitation of guaran- | Administrative contract
1eed Ioans expenses

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $500,000,000,000 $19.500,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 500,000,000,000 21,000,000

Recommended in the bill 500,000,000,000 20,500,000
Bill compared to:

Appropriation, fiSCal Year 2012 .......cooocerrcommmsssenrns e sssessssnssrses -—- 1,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. -—— — 500,000

The Guarantee of Mortgage-Backed Securities Program facili-
tates the financing of residential mortgage loans insured or guar-
anteed by the Federal Housing Administration, the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and the Rural Housing Services program. The
Government National Mortgage Association (G } guarantees
the timely payment of principal and interest on securities issued by
private service institutions such as mortgage companies, commer-
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cial banks, savings banks, and savings and loan associations that
assemble pools of mortgages and issue securities backed by the
pools. In turn, investment proceeds are used to finance additional
mortgage loans. Investors include non-traditional sources of credit
in the housing market such as pension and retirement funds, life
insurance companies, and individuals.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The recommendation includes a $500,000,000,000 limitation on
loan commitments for mortgage-backed securities as requested and
$20,500,000 for the personnel costs of GNMA, to be funded by Com-
mitment and Multiclass fees. The recommendation for personnel
costs is $1,000,000 more than fiscal year 2012 and $500,000 below
the budget request.

PoLicy DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH

Appropriation, fiseal year 2012 ... eeeenes $46,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..., 52,000,000
Recommended in the bill ... i ———— 52,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o e +6,000,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..o -———

Title V of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970, as
amended, directs the Secretary of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development to undertake programs of research, evaluation,
and reports relating to the Department’s mission and programs.
These functions are carried out internally and through grants and
contracts with industry, nonprofit research organizations, edu-
cational institutions, and through agreements with State and local
governments and other Federal agencies. The research programs
seek ways to improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and equity of
HUD programs and to identify methods to achieve cost reductions.
Additionally, this appropriation is used to support HUD evaluation
and monitoring activities and to conduet housing surveys.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $52,000,000
for this account, which iz an inerease of $6,000,000 over the level
enacted in fiscal year 2012.

The Committee commends the Department for making a greater
investment in the Office of Policy Research and Development
(PD&ER) and giving the office a greater decision-making role in de-
partmental management. Before proposing a new program or a
change to an existing program, HUD should first consult with
PD&R on any research or findings to support the proposal and the
cost effectiveness, and the budget office to ensure the proposal fits
in to the averall spend plan and is properly accounted for. The De-
partment would gain a lot of credibility if more decisions and pro-
grams were more thoroughly vetted with PD&R and the budget of-
fice prior to proposals to the Congress or stakeholders.
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FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $70,847,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 68,000,000
Recommended in the bill .............. 88,000,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ...........cccceevnrnnnneceninnnon —2,847,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..........ccvnreenne -———

The Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) is re-
spongsible for developing policies and guidance, and for providing
technical support for edforcement of the Fair Housing Act and the
civil rights statues. FHEQ serves as the central point for the for-
mulation, clearance and dissemination of policies, intra-depart-
mental clearances, and public information related to fair housing
issues. FHEQ receives, investigates, conciliates and recommends
the issuance of charges of disecrimination and determinations of
non-compliance for complaints filed under Title VIII and other civil
rights authorities. Additionally, FHEO conducts civil rights compli-
ance reviews and compliance reviews under Section 3.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $68,000,000
for this account, which is $2,847,000 below the level enacted in fis-
cal year 2012. Of the funds provided, $300,000 is for the Limited
English Proficiency Initiative, $1,500,000 is for the National Fair
Housing Training Academy, and $23,700,000 is for the Fair Hous-
ing Assistance Program. the $42,500,000 set aside for the Fair
Housing Initiatives Program, $29,250,000 is for private enforce-
ment activities, $8,750,000 is for education and outreach activities,
and $4,500,000 is for the Fair Housing Organization Initiative.

OFFICE OF LEAD HAZARD CONTROL AND HEALTHY HOMES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $120,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 .. 120,000,000
Recommended in the hill ... 120,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... -——=
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ...................... _

The Office of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes is respon-
sible for administering the Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction
program authorized by Title X of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992. The office also addresses multiple housing-
related health hazards thrmzﬁh the Healthy Homes Initiative, pur-
suant to the Secretary’s authority in sections 501 and 502 of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970 (12 U.S.C. 1701z-1
and 1701z-2).

The office develops lead-based paint regulations, guidelines, and
policies applicable to HUD programs and enforces the Lead Disclo-
sure Rule issued under Title X. For both lead-related and Healthy
Homes issues, the office designs and administers programs for
grants, training, research, demonstration, and education.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $120,000,000
for the lead programs, which is equal to the level enacted in fiscal



100

year 2012 bill. Of the amount provided, the Committee rec-
ommends $10,000,000 for the Healthy Homes Initiative, and not
less than $45,000,000 for the lead hazard reduction program.

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
WORKING CAFPITAL FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $199,035,000
Budget request, fi year 2013 170,000,000
Recommended in the b 175,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .............c i, — 24,035,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... vovivrnrrrrerserrrmrerrer e +5,000,000

The Working Capital Fund was established pursuant to 42
U.B.C. §3535 to provide necessary capital for the development of,
modifications to, and infrastructure for Department-wide informa-
tion technology systems, and for the continuing operation of both
Department-wide and program-specific information technology sys-
tems.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $175,000,000 in direet appropria-
tions for the Working Capital Fund (WCF) to support Department-
wide information technology system activities, $24,035,000 less
than the fiscal year 2012 enacted level and $5,000,000 more than
the budget request. In addition to the direct appropriation for De-
partment-wide systems, funds are transferred from FHA.

The Committee recommendation includes $5,000,000 over the
budget request specifically for the purpose of creating a system to
centrally account for, control, oversee, and report on full-time
equivalents (FTE) numbers and expenses across the Department.

e Committee is astonished that no basic system exists in the
budget office or anywhere in the Department. To answer a simple
FTE-related question from the Committee, the budget office is
forced to put out a call for data to each office and no system exists
to verify the responses. Further, the Office of the Chief Financial
Officer does not have a reliable method for monitoring the FTE
burn rate across each office or the Department, which explains a
number of Anti-Deficiency Act violations in recent years. There is
one Department, not a loose cooperative of stand-alone offices. The
Secretary, Deputy Secretary, and Chief Financial Officer are re-
sponsible for the allocation and expenditure of these funds and the
Committee is adamant on oversight. The Committee directs HUD
to report on this effort and outline a plan for creating such a sys-
tem within the Department’s fiscal year 2013 operating plan.

As for the $60,000,000 HUD requested through the Trans-
formation Initiative for investments in both specific office and de-
partment-wide information technology (IT) systems, the Committee
directs HUD to use its current statutory authority to establish a
true and traditional WCF, complete with work agreements, con-
tracts, and fund transfers to pay for IT investments. The
$175,000,000 provided by direct appropriation should be enough to
start the year and get t{m WCF and work agreements in place to
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bring in the remaining $60,000,000 by the end of the year. Instead
of requesting transfer authority under the Transformation Initia-
tive, the Department should make the new WCF a part of the fiscal
vear 2014 budget request, similar to the Department of Transpor-
tation. A new WCF will ensure the office or offices affected by the
Department’s IT investments and maintenance will be active par-
ticipants in the decision-making and financing of the Department’s
systems, and more importantly, that the Chief Financial Officer
will have direct control and oversight over those systems and deci-
sions. The Committee views the creation of a true WCF to be a
more sustainable protocol than the Transformation Initiative.

The Committee has retained language that precludes the use of
these or any other funds appropriated previously to the Working
Capital Fund or program offices for transfer to the Working Capital
Fund that would be used or transferred to any other entity in HUD
or elsewhere for the purposes of implementing the Administration’s
“e-Gov” initiative without the Committee’s approval in HUD’s oper-
ating plan. The Committee directs that funds appropriated for spe-
cific projects and activities should not be reduced or eliminated in
order to fund other activities inside and outside of HUD without
the expressed approval of the Committee. HUD is not to contribute
or participate in activities that are specifically precluded in legisla-
tion, unless the Committee agrees to a change.

Further, the Committee retains language requiring the General
Accountability Office (GAO) to audit and oversee HUD’s informa-
tion technology programs, development and investments. While
working with GAO, HUD has made vast improvements to its IT
management, the Committee views GAQ’s continued participation
to be crucial to HUD’s efforts.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Appropriation, fiseal year 2012 ......ccovvvrsiinniiiiinns - $124,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 125,600,000
Recommended in the bill ..o e 125,600,000
Bill compared with:

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..., +1,60:0,000

Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..........coivevmrennnsinnsenininnnn -——=

The Office of Inspector General (IG) provides agency-wide audit
and investigative functions to identify and correct management and
administrative deficiencies that create conditions for existing or po-
tential instances of waste, frand, and mismanagement. The audit
function provides internal audit, contract audit, and inspection
services. Contract audits provide professional advice to agency con-
tracting officials on accounting and financial matters relative to ne-
gotiation, award, administration, re-pricing, and settlement of con-
tracts. Internal audits evaluate all facets of agency operations. In-
spection services provide detailed technical evaluations of agency
operations. The investigative function provides for the detection
and investigation of improper and illegal activities involving pro-
grams, personnel, and operations.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $125,600,000 for the Office of In-
spector General, which is $1,600,000 above the fiscal year 2012 en-
acted level and the same as the budget request.

TRANSFORMATION INITIATIVE

Appropriation, fiseal year 2012 ... $50,000,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ........ccccoceeeciiiiiiiniiinns
Recommended in the bill ..o e
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .................... -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ......ccveviinvirincssnsnnnne +50,000,000

The Transformation Initiative is the Department’s effort to im-
prove and streamline the systems and operations at HUD. Man-
aged by the Office of Strategic Planning and Management, this ini-
tiative has three elements: (1) research, evaluation, and program
metrics; (2) program demonstrations; (3) technical assistance and
capacity building.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee provides $50,000,000 for activities under the
Transformation Initiative (TI), consistent with the fiscal year 2012
appropriation. The budget requested authority to transfer up to 0.5

ercent from various other HUD accounts, but not to exceed
120,000,000 in total funds.

The Committee finds the mass transfer to be an awkward meth-
od of funding the activities under this account and distorts the re-
sources required and available under the various donor program
accounts. A more transparent method is to simply appropriate
funds for the transformation activities directly. The Committee
again strongly urges HUD to consider incorporating a direct appro-
priation for T)I, in the fiscal year 2014 budget maternals.

Despite the decision to reject HUD's transfer proposal, the Com-
mittee supports HUDYs efforts to reform its operations and take a
hard lock at how the Department delivers services, evaluates pro-
grams, and seeks to find better, more effective, and hopefully more
cost efficient ways to fulfill its mission.

The Committee retains lang;laﬁe requiring HUD to submit a
plan for the fiscal year 2013 s. Committee's recommendation
provides funds for the following initiatives:

* $1,000,000 for research-ready data integration;
« $2 000,000 for biennial research NOFAs;

1,000,000 for the Multidisciplinary Research Team;
1,000,000 for the HOME aﬂI;rdability study;
1,000,000 for emerging research issues;

é,OO0,000 for Choice Neighborhoods evaluations;
7

50,000,000

* S 9 00

,000,000 for the rental assistance demonstration evalua-

1

o
B

,000,000 for homeless programs demonstrations;
2,000,000 for the moving to work evaluation;
» $2,000,000 for Section 811 project rental assistance dem-
onstration evaluations;
+ $2,000,000 for the senior and services demonstration; and

$
$
$
$
$
$
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e $25,000,000 for technical assistance.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

Section 201. The Committee continues the provision that relates
to the division of financing adjustment factors.

Section 202. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
hibits available funds from being used to investigate or prosecute
lawful activities under the Fair Housing Act.

Section 203. The Committee continues by reference the two pro-
visions in prior aﬂpmpriations Acts that correct the HOPWA for-
mula and make other technical corrections.

Section 204. The Committee continues language requiring funds
appropriated to be distributed on a competitive basiz in accordance
with the Department of Housing and Urban Development Reform
Act of 1989.

Section 205. The Committee continues language regarding the
availability of funds subject to the Government Corporation Control
Act and the Housing Act of 1950.

Section 206. The Committee continues language regarding alloca-
tion of funds in excess of the budget estimates.

Section 207. The Committee continues language regarding the
expenditure of funds for corporations and agencies su%ject to the
Government Corporation Control Act.

Section 208. The Committee continues language requiring the
Secretary to provide quarterly reports on uncommitted, unobligated
and excess funds in each departmental program and activity.

Section 209. The Committee continues the provision that re-
quires that the Administration’s budget and the Department’s
budget justifications for fiscal year 2014 shall be submitted in the
identical account and sub-account structure provided in this Act.

Section 210. The Committee continues the provision that ex-
empts PHA Boards in Alaska, Jowa, and Mississippi and the Coun-
ty of Los Angeles from public housing resident representation re-
quirement.

Section 211. The Committee continues the provision that author-
izes HUD to transfer debt and use agreements from an obsolete
project to a viable project, provided that no additional costs are in-
curred, and other conditions are met.

Section 212. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
hibits the IG from changing the basis on which the audit of GNMA
is conducted.

Section 213. The Committee continues the provision that sets
forth requirements for eligibility for Section 8 voucher assistance,
and includes consideration for persons with disabilities.

Section 214. The Committee continues the provision that distrib-
utes Native American housing block grant funds to the same Na-
tive Alaskan recipients as 2005.

Section 215. The Committee continues the provision that author-
izes the Secretary to insure mortgages under Section 255 of the
National Housing Act.

Section 216. The Committee continues the provision that in-
structs HUD on managing and disposing of any multifamily prop-
erty that is owned by HUD.
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Section 217. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
vides that the Secretary shall report quarterly on HUD’s use of all
sole source contracts.

Section 218. The Committee continues the provision that author-
izes the Secretary to waive certain requirements on adjusted in-
come for certain assisted living projects for countiez in Michigan.

Section 219. The Committee continues the provision that allows
the recipient of a section 202 grant to establish a single-asset non-
profit entity to own the project and may lend the grant funds to
such entity.

Section 220. The Committee continues the provision that allows
amounts provided under the Section 108 loan guarantee program
may be used to guarantee notes or other obligations issued by any
State on behalf of non-entitlement communities in the State.

Section 221. The Committee continues the provision that in-
structs HUD that PHAs that own and operate 400 units or fewer
of public housing are exempt from asset management require-
ments.

Section 222. The Committee continues the provision that re-
stricts the Secretary from imposing any requirement or guideline
relating to asset management that restricts or limits the use of
capital funds for central office costs, up to the limit established in
QHWRA.

Section 223. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
vides that no employee of the Department shall be designated as
an allotment holder unless the CFO determines that such allot-
ment holder has received training.

Section 224. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
vides that funding for indemnities is limited to non-programmatic
litigation and is restricted to the payment of attorney fees only.

Section 225. The Committee continues language regarding Notice
of Funding Availability (NOFA) announcements and publication.

Section 226. The Committee continues the provision that author-
izes the Secretary to transfer up to 5 percent of funds appropriated
under the heading “Administration, Operations, and Management.”

Section 227. The Committee continues the provision that allows
the Disaster Housing Assistance Programs to be considered a pro-
gram of the Department of Housing and Urban Development for
the purpose of income verifications and matching.

Section 228. The Committee includes a provision regarding PHA
salary levels.

Section 229, The Committee includes a provision that allows crit-
ical access hospitals to be insured under section 242 of the National
Housing Act.

Section 230. The Committee includes a new provision that allows
the Secretary to increase loan guarantee fees under the Indian
Housing Loan Guarantee Program,

Section 231. The Committee includes a new provision that facili-
tates evictions in HOME-funded properties when necessary to en-
sure safety and that allows recaptured HOME technical assistance
funding to be redistributed in the formula program.

Section 232. The Committee includes a provision which extends
the availability of Hope VI funds appropriated in prior years.
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Section 233. The Committee includes a new provision that re-
quires annual, rather than quarterly, reporting by the Secretary re-
garding duplication of benefits in Community Development Fund
disaster funding.

Section 234. The Committee includes a provision that repeals the
paragraphs under the heading “Flexible Subsidy Fund.”



TITLE III—RELATED AGENCIES

UNITED STATES ACCESS BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Apgmpriation, fiscal year 2012 ... e $7.400,000
udget request, year 2013 7,400,000
Recommended in the bill ................... 7,400,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . -———
The United States Access Board {Access Board) was established
by section 502 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and is the only
Federal Agency whose primary mission is accessibility for people
with disabilities. The Access Board is responsible for developing
guidelines under the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Architec-
tural Barriers Act, and the Telecommunications Act. The Access
Board is responsible for developing standards under section 508 of
the Rehabilitation Act for accessible electronic and information
technology nsed by Federal agencies. The Access Board also en-
forces the Architectural Barriers Act and provides training and
technical assistance on the guidelines and standards it develops.
The Access Board has been given responsibilities under the Help
America Vote Act to serve on the Election Assistance Commission’s
Board of Advisors and Technical Guidelines Development Com-
mittee. Additionally, the Board maintains a small research pro-
%ra.m that develops technical assistance materials and provides in-
ation needed for rulemaking.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends the budget request of $7,400,000 for
the operations of the Access Board, which is the same as the fiscal
year 2012 enacted level.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $24,100,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . 26,000,000
Recommended in the bill ............ 25,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .. ... +900,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 . - 1,000,000

Established in 1961, the Federal Mant1rne Comm1ssmn (FMC) is
an independent government agency, responsible for the regulation
of oceanborne transportation in the foreign commerce of the United
States. FMC policy focuses on 1) maintaining an efficient and com-
petitive international ocean transportation system; and 2) pro-
tecting the public from unlawful, unfair, and deceptive ocean trans-

(1086)
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portation practices. The Federal Maritime Commission menitors
ocean common carriers, marine terminal operators, conferences,
ports, and ocean transportation intermediaries to ensure they
maintain just and reasonable practices. Among other activities,
FMC also maintains a trade monitoring and enforcement program,
monitors the laws and practices of foreign governments and their
impacts on shipping conditions in the U.S. and enforces special reg-
ulatory requirements as they apply to controlled carriers.

The principal shipping statutes administered by the FMC are the
Shipping Act of 1984 (46 U.8.C. 40101—41309), the Foreign Ship-
ping Practices Act of 1988 (46 U.S.C. 42301—42307), Section 19 of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. 42101-42109), and Pub-
lic Law 89-777 (46 UJ.5.C. 44101-44106).

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $25,000,000 for the Federal Mari-
time Commission, which is $900,000 above the fiscal year 2012 ap-
propriation and $1,000,000 less than the budget request.

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK)
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ..o $20,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ... 22,000,000
Recommended in the bill ...........cooeereeeeeeceeee e 25,000,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiseal year 2012 ..., 4,500,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ......ccovviiiiivnsmseennenn 3,000,000

The Amtrak Inspector General is expected to be an independent,
objective unit responsible for detecting and preventing fraud,
waste, abuse, and violations of law and for promoting economy, effi-
ciency and effectiveness at Amtrak.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $25,000,000 for Amtrak’s Office of
Inspector General (Amtrak OIG), which is $4,500,000 above the fis-
cal year 2012 enacted level and $3,000,000 above the proposed in
the fiscal year 2013 budget. This additional funding should be used
to review the processes and procedures Amtrak and FRA are using
to distribute the Bridges and Tunnels Grants within Amtrak’s Cap-
ital and Debt service account.

As in fiscal year 2012, the Committee continues to fund the Am-
trak OIG as a separate entity and denies the budget’s request to
fund the Amtrak OIG through a direct grant from the Federal Rail-
road Administration.

Budget Justification.—The Committee directs the Amtrak OIG to
submit to the Committees on Appropriations a comprehensive
budget justification for fiscal year 2012 in similar format and sub-
stance to those submitted by other agencies of the Federal govern-
ment and similar to the Amtrak OIG submission last year.
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NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
SATLARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 .. .......cccivvrererrrnnenenrnnemee. $102,400,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ..........covecvvvreennnns 102,400,000
Recommended in the bill ............... 102,400,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiseal year 2012 ... -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 ................... -

Initially established along with the Department of Transpor-
tation (DOT), the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)
commenced operations on April 1, 1967, as an independent federal
agency charged by Congress with investigating every civil aviation
accident in the United States, as well as significant accidents in
other modes of transportation—railroad, highway, marine and
pipeline—and issuing safety recommendations aimed at preventing
future accidents. Although it has always operated independently,
the NTSB relied on the DOT for funding and administrative sup-
port until the Independent Safety Board Act of 1974 (Public Law
93-633) severed all ties between the two organizations effective
April of 1975.

In addition to its investigatery duties, the NTSB is responsible
for maintaining the government’s database of civil aviation acci-
dents and conducting special studies of transportation safety issues
of naticnal significance. Furthermore, in accordance with the provi-
sions of international treaties, the NTSB supplies investigators to
serve as U.S. Accredited Representatives for aviation accidents
overseas involving U.S.-registered aircraft, or involving aircraft or
major components of U.S. manufacture. The NTSB also serves as
the ‘court of appeals’ for any airman, mechanic or mariner when-
ever certificate action is taken by the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) or the U.S. Coast Guard Com-
mandant, or when civil penalties are assessed by the FAA. In addi-
tion, the NTSB operates the NTSB Academy in Ashburn, Virginia.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $102,400,000 for the salaries and
expenses of the NTSB, which is equal to the fiscal year 2012 level
and equal to the budget request. The Committee commends the
NTSB for requesting a budget at a hard freeze at fiscal year 2012
enacted levels, even though its budget consists largely of salaries
and expenses. The leadership of the NTSB is to be commended for
this recognition of the current era of fiscal austerity.

NTSB Academy.—The agency is encouraged to continue to seek
additional opportunities to lease out, or otherwise generate revenue
from the NTSB Academy, so that the agency can appropriately
focus its resources on the important investigative work that is cen-
tral to the agency’s mission. In addition, the agency is again di-
rected to submit detailed information on the costs associated with
the NTSB Academy, as well as the revenue the facility is expected
to generate, as part of the fiscal year 2014 budget request.
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NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION
PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 $215,300,000
Budget requeast, fiscal year 2013 ... 213,000,000
Recommended in the bill ..., 225 300,000
Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . +10,000,000
Budget request, fiseal year 2013 +12,300,000

The Neighborhood Remvestment Corporatmn was created by
the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation Act (title VI of the
Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1978).
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation now operates under the
trade name ‘NeighborWorks America.” NeighborWorks America
helps local communities establish working partnerships between
residents and representatives of the public and private sectors.
These partnership-based organizations are independent, tax-ex-
empt, community-based nonprofit entities, often referred to as
NeighborWorks organizations.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $225,300,000 for
fiscal year 2012, which is $10,000,000 above the fiscal year 2012
enacted level and $12,300,000 above the budget request.

In total, $80,000,000 is provided for the National Foreclosure
Mitigation Counseling (NFMC) program, which is the same as the
fiscal year 2012 enacted level and $5,900,000 below the fiscal 2013
budget request. The NFMC has provided foreclosure counseling for
over one million families to date. This program has also provided
training for more than 4,000 foreclosure counselors.
NeighborWorks has done an admirable job in adapting to different
responsibilities and fulfilling its mission.

UNITED STATES INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON HOMELESSNESS

Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 ... $3,300,000
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 3,600,000
Recommended in the Bill ....cocccvvrv v iissssissssessserarsressressneses 3,300,000

Bill compared with:
Appropriation, fiscal year 2012 . -
Budget request, fiscal year 2013 — 300,000

The mission of the United States Interagency Cou.ncl.l on Home-
lessness (USICH) is “to coordinate the Federal response to home-
lessness and to create a national partnership at every level of gov-
ernment and with the private sector to reduce and end homeless-
ness in the nation while maximizing the effectiveness of the Fed-
eral Government in contributing to the end of homelessness.” 42
U.8.C. 11311 (2012).

The USICH was reauthorized in 2009 in the Homeless Emer-
gency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act,
P.L. 111-22, with a termination date of October 1, 2010. This date
was extended to October 1, 2015.
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee recommends $3,300,000 for the USICH, which is
the same as fiscal year 2012 and $300,000 below the budget re-
quest.

On June 22, 2010, the USICH fulfilled one of its core responsibil-
ities under the HEARTH Act by publishing the nation’s first com-
prehensive plan to prevent and end homelessness. The plan,
“Opening Doors: The Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End
Homelessness,” will continue to serve as the roadmap for future co-
ordinated efforts between the nineteen USICH member agencies
and local and state partners.

The Committee encourages the nineteen USICH agencies to use
the next few years to establish good working relationships and
hnteragency efficiencies that will endure past the USICH’s sunset

ate in 2015.



TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS ACT

Section 401. The Committee continues the provision requiring
pay raises to be funded within appropriated levels in this Act or
previous appropriations Acts, '

Section 402. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
pay and other expenses for non-Federal parties in regulatory or ad-
judicatory proceedings funded in this Act.

Section 403. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
obligations beyond the current fiscal year and prohibiting transfers
of funds unless expressly provided in this Act.

Section 404. The Committee continues the provision limiting con-
sulting service expenditurea of public record in procurement con-
tracts.

Section 405. The Committee continues the provision specifying
reprogramming procedures by subjecting the establishment of new
offices and reorganizations to the reprogramming process.

Section 406. The Committee continues a provision that ensures
that 50 percent of unobligated balances may remain available for
certain purposes.

Section 407. The Committee continues the provision requiring
agencies and departments funded in this Act to report on all sole
source contracts.

Section 408. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
smployee training not directly related to the performance of official

uties.

Section 409. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
funds from being used for any project that seeks to use the power
of eminent domain unless eminent domain is employed only for a
public use.

Section 410. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
the transfer of funds made available in this Act to any instrumen-
tality of the United States Government except as authorized by
this Act or any other appropriations Act.

Section 411. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
funds in this Act from being used to permanently replace an em-
ployee intent on returning to his past occupation after completion
of military service.

Section 412. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
funds in this Act from being used unless the expenditure is in com-
pliance with the Buy American Act.

Section 413. The Committee continues the provision prohibiting
funds from being appropriated or made available to any person or
entity that has been found to violate the Buy American Act.

Section 414. The Committee continues the provision that pro-
hibits funds for first-class airline accommodations in contravention
of section 301-10.122 and 301-10.123 of title 41 CFR.

(111)
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Section 415. The Committee continues the provision which pro- .-F ¥ 9 $ ©
hibits funds in this Act or any prior Act from going to the group <) ’; $H = 5
ACORN or any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or allied organizations. c -
Section 416. The Committee includes a provision that prohibits (%’ = S
convicted felons from receiving certain Federal funds. E O -
Section 417. The Committee includes a provision that prohibits @ S R Y
fund_mi to corporations with any unpaid Federal tax liability. _/ <y o 4 o

OUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The following materials are submitted in accordance with various
requirements of the Rules of the House of Representatives:

‘FULL COMMITTEE VOTES

STATEMENT OF GENERAL PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES erc L"’)e’rL'

Pursuant to clause 3(c)4) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House We “ Ca H
of Representatives, the following is a statement of general perform-
ance goals and objectives for which this measure authorizes fund- me
ing: The Committee on Appropriations considers program perform-
ance, including a program’s success in developing and attaining
outcome-related goals and objectives, in developing funding rec-
ommendations.

L4

RESCISSICN OF FUNDS

Pursuant to clause 3{(fN2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following table is submitted describing the
rescissions recommended in the accompanying bill:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration, Research, Engineering & Devel-

OPINETIL 1. .ooottieiiisieeiememce et ebabe e s beses s ses s ase s s steastsersassbarene $26,183,998
Federal Ranlroad Adm.lmstratmn Next Generation High Speed Rail 1,973,000
Federal Railroad Adnumstratmn Northeast Corridor Improvement

BTN |errroeeprepmceseessemtanessrsstessesbesatseen s bemeaneamsnacesnsnnnens s enses 4,419,000
Federal 'I‘ranmt Admlmstratwn, Formula and Bus Grants ............... 72,495,539
Federa] Transit Administration, Capital Investment Grants ........... 11,429 065
Federal Transit Admmatration Washingbnn Metropolitan Area

Transit AUtROFILY ...ccccciiinnnneess e 523,000

Federal Transit Admmstratlon, Umverslty Transportation Re-

BICR ©1iuievereesrrnsmnseceressessses et surens e s spmse e e enene e e 292 664
Federal Transit Admmmt:rat.mn Job Access and Reverse Commute
GIANLE .ooieiiciiienircieee st e g saebassesa s s s as a1 14,661,719
Federal ’I&'ansnt Adm]mstratmn, Research Training & Human Re-
BOUPEEE ©1ruveereeemrercrereseresasrasseestessieensramssssnsesneesasasmmssensseesseesse 247 579
Federal Transit Admlmstratmn ‘Interstate Transfer Grants ... 2,661,568
Federal Transit Administration, Urban Discretionary Accounts ...... 678,353

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Housing Certificate Fund ............ccccoovveviicvimnvrmnnnrennnsienninnin Such sums
ag available

APPROPRIATION TRANSFERS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following table is submitted regarding the
transfers of funds provided in the accompanying bill.
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UNDER TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Accaunt from which the transfer is made Accoarrt 10 which the tiansfer is made Amount
Office of the Secretary ..... Office of the Secretary ..o <5% of certain funds subject to con-
ditions
Federal Aviation Administration ............. Federal Aviation Administration ............ 2% of cestain funds subject to con-
ditions
FHWA: Limitation on adminisirative ex-  Appalachian Regional Commission ....... $3,220,000
penses.
MARAD: Dperations & Training .............. Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title X3) $3,750,000
Program Account.
Pipeline & Hazardous Materials Safety Pipeiing Safety .....ccocooveeoremrrvcemssnernineons $1,500,000

Admimstration,

UNDER TITLE I[I—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

Accourt frem which the transter is made Account ta which the transfer is made Ampunt

FHA MM| Program Account ... Working Capital Fund $71,500,000
Shetter Plrs Care Homeless Assistance Grasts ., Such sums 3s available
Administration, Operations and Manage-  Program Office Salaries and Expenses 5% or $5,000,000, whichever is less,

ment, subject to conditions
Program Office Salaries and Expenses .. Administration, Operations and Man-  <5% or $5,000,000, whichever is less,
agement. subject to conditions

DISCLOSURE OF EARMARKS AND CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED
SPENDING ITEMS

Neither the bill nor the report contains any Congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined in
clause 9 of rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

COMPLIANCE WITH RULE XIII, CL. 3ie) (RAMSEYER RULE)

In compliance with clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill,
as reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omit-
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic,
existing law in which no change is proposed is sl‘:own in roman):

Mﬁ

CHANGES IN THE APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAW

Pursuant to clause 3(f)}(1} of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following statements are submitted describ-
ing the effect of provisions in the accompanying bill which directly
or indirectly change the application of existing law.

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Language iz included under Office of the Secretary, “Salaries and
expenses” specifying certain amounts for individual offices of the
Office of the Secretary and official reception and representation ex-
penses, and specifying transfer authority among offices.

Language is included under Office of the Secretary, “Salaries and
expenses” which would allow erediting the account with up to
$2,500,000 in user fees; prohibits establishment of Assistant Sec-
retary of Public Affairs.
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CoMpPLIANCE WITH RULE XIII, CL. 3{e) (RAMSEYER RULE)

In compliance with clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill,
as reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omit-
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics,
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

TITLE 49, UNITED STATES CODE
* * * * & * ¥

SUBTITLE VII—AVIATION PROGRAMS

* * * * * * *

PART B—AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT AND NOISE

* * % * * * #

CHAPTER 471—AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT

* * * * * * *

SUBCHAPTER I—ATRPORT IMPROVEMENT

* * * & * * *

§ 47124, Agreements for State and loecal operation of airport

facilities
(a) * * *
(b) AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL CONTRACT PROGRAM.—
(1) % * %
* * * * * * ®
{3) CONTRACT AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL TOWER PROGRAM.—
(A) £
* * L3 % E3 * *

(D) COSTS EXCEEDING BENEFITS.—If the costs of operating
an air traffic tower under the program exceed the benefits, the
airport sponsor or State or local government having jurisdic-
tion over the airport shall pay the portion of the costs that ex-
ceed such benefit, with the maximum allowable local cost share
capped at 20 percent.

* #* * * * * *
NATIONAL HOUSING ACT
* * 4 * * * *
F:AVHLC\061912\061912.244

June 19, 2012
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TITLE II—MORTGAGE INSURANCE
* #* * #* * * *

MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR HOSPITALS
SEC. 242. (@) * * *

* * # * * * *

(i) TERMINATION OF EXEMPTION FOR CRITICAL AcCCESsS Hos-
PITALS.—
(1} IN GENERAL.—The exemption for critical access hos-
pitals under subsection (b}1)XB)} shall have no effect after
[July 31, 2011] July 31, 2016.

# % * * * * *

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1992

SEC. 184. LOAN GUARANTEES FOR INDIAN HOUSING.
(a) * % &

% * * % * * *

[(d) GUARANTEE FEE.—The Secretary shall fix and collect a
guarantee fee for the guarantee of loans under this section, which
may not exceed the amount equal to 1 percent of the principal obli-
gation of the loan. The fee shall be paid by the lender at time of
1ssuance of the guarantee and shall be adequate, in the determina-
tion of the Secretary, to cover expenses and probable losses. The
Secretary shall deposit any fees collected under this subsection in
the Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund established under sub-
section (i).]

{d) GUARANTEE FEE.—The Secretary shall establish and collect,
at the time of issuance of the guarantee, a fee for the guarantee of
loans under this section, in an amount not exceeding 3 percent of
the principal obligation of the loan. The Secretary may also estab-
lish and collect annual premium paymenits in an amount not ex-
ceeding I percent of the remaining guaranteed balance (excluding
the portion of the remaining balance attributable to the fee collected
at the time of issuance of the guarantee). The Secretary shall estab-
lish the amount of the fees and premiums by publishing a notice in
the Federal Register. The Secretary shall deposit any fees and pre-
miums collected under this subsection in the Indian Housing Loan
Guarantee Fund established under subsection (i).

* * * * #* * *

CRANSTON-GONZALEZ NATIONAL AFFORDABLE
HOUSING ACT

* * * * * ¥ %

FAVHLC\O61912\061912.244

June 19, 2012
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TITLE II-INVESTMENT IN AFFORDABLE
HOUSING
* * & * * #* *

Subtitle A—HOME Investment Partnerships

* * % * P * *

SEC. 225. TENANT AND PARTICIFANT PROTECTIONS.

(a) * * *

(b) TERMINATION OF TENANCY.—An owner shall not terminate
the tenancy or refuse to renew the lease of a tenant of rental hous-
ing assisted under this title except for serious or repeated violation
of the terms and conditions of the lease, for violation of applicable
Federal, State, or local law, or for other good cause. Any termi-
nation or refusal to renew must be preceded by not less than 30
days by the owner's service upon the tenant of a written notice
specifying the grounds for the action. Such 30 day waiting period
is not required if the grounds for the termination or refusal to renew
involve a direct threat to the safety of the tenants or employees of
the housing, or an imminent and serious threat to the property (and
the termination or refusal to renew is in accordance with the re-
quirements of State or local law).

* * * * * * *

Subtitle B—Community Housing Partnership

SEC. 231. SET-ASIDE FOR COMMUNITY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT OR-
GANIZATIONS.

(a) L I 3

(b) RECAPTURE AND REUSE.—If any funds reserved under sub-
section (a) remain uninvested for a period of 24 months, then the
Secretary shall deduct such funds from the line of credit in the par-
ticipating jurisdiction’s HOME Investment Trust Fund and [make
such funds available by direct reallocation (1) to other participating
jurisdictions for affordable housing developed, sponsored or owned
by community housing development organizations, or (2) to non-
profit intermediary organizations to carry out activities that de-
velop the capacity of community housing development organiza-
tions consistent with section 233, with preference to community
housing development organizations serving the jurisdiction from
which the funds were recaptured] reallocate the funds by formula
in accordance with section 217(d) of this Act (42 U.S.C. 12747(d)).

[(c) DIRECT REALLOCATION CRITERIA.—Insofar as practicable,
direct reallocations under this section shall be made according to
the selection criteria established under section 217(c).]

* * ¥ * * 4 *

FAVHLC\061912\061912.244

June 18, 2012
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, EMERGENCY SUPPLE.
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS TO ADDRESS HURRICANES
E&%HE GULF OF MEXICO, AND PANDEMIC INFLUENZA

s 2008

(Public Law 109-148)

* % % * * * %
DIVISICN B
* * * * * * *
TITLE I

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS TO
ADDRESS HURRICANES IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

® * * * = * *
CHAPTER 9
® * * * * * *

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

For an additional amount for the “Community development
fund”, for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term
recovery, and restoration of infrastructure in the most impacted
and distressed areas related to the consequences of hurricanes in
the Gulf of Mexico in 2005 in States for which the President de-
clared a major disaster under title IV of the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.)
in conjunction with Hurricane Katrina, Rita, or Wilma,
$11,500,000,000, to remain available until expended, for activities
authorized under title I of the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-383): Provided, That no State
shall receive more than 54 percent of the amount provided under
this heading: Provided further, That funds provided under this
heading shall be administered through an entity or entities des-
ignated by the Governor of each State: Provided further, That such
funds may not be used for activities reimbursable by or for which
funds are made available by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency or the Army Corps of Engineers: Provided further, That
funds allocated under this heading shall not adversely affect the
amount of any formula assistance received by a State under this
heading: Provided further, That each State may use up to five per-
cent of its allocation for administrative costs: Provided further,
That Louisiana and Mississippi may each use up to $20,000,000
{(with up to $400,000 each for technical assistance) from funds
made available under this heading for LISC and the Enterprise
Foundation for activities authorized by section 4 of the HUD Dem-
onstration Act of 1993 (42 TU.5.C. 9816 note), as in effect imme-
diately before June 12, 1997, and for activities authorized under
section 11 of the Housing Opportunity Program Extension Act of
1996, including demolition, site clearance and remediation, and

FAVHLCWO61912061912.244

June 19, 2012
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program administration: Provided further, That in administering
the funds under this heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development shall waive, or specify alternative requirements for,
any provision of any statute or regulation that the Secretary ad-
ministers in connection with the obligation by the Secretary or the
use by the recipient of these funds or guarantees (except for re-
quirements related to fair housing, nondiscrimination, labor stand-
ards, and the environment), upon a request by the State that such
waiver is required to facilitate the use of such funds or guarantees,
and a finding by the Secretary that such waiver would not be in-
consistent with the overall purpose of the statute, as modified: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary may waive the requirement that
activities benefit persons of low and moderate income, except that
at least 50 percent of the funds made available under this heading
must benefit primarily persons of low and moderate income unless
the Secretary otherwise makes a finding of compelling need: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg-
ister any waiver of any statute or rggulation that the Secretary ad-
ministers pursuant to title I of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974 no later than 5 days before the effective date
of such waiver: Provided further, That every waiver made by the
Secretary must be reconsidered according to the three previous pro-
visos on the two-year anniversary of the day the Secretary pub-
lished the waiver in the Federal Register: Provided further, That
prior to the obligation of funds each State shall submit a plan to
the Secretary detailing the proposed use of all funds, including cri-
teria for eligibility and how the use of these funds will address
long-term recoveg and restoration of infrastructure: Provided fur-
ther, That each State will report quarterly to the Committees on
Appropriations on all awards and uses of funds made available
under this heading, including specifically identifying all awards of
sole-source contracts and the rationale fgr making the award on a
sole-source basis: Provided further, That the Secretary shall notify
the Committees on Appropriations on any proposed allocation of
any funds and any relatedp waivers made pursuant to these provi-
sions under this heading no later than 5 days before such waiver
is made: Provided further, That the Secretary shall establish proce-
dures to prevent recipients from receiving any duplication of bene-
fits and report [quarterly]l annually to the Committees on Appro-
priations with regard to all steps taken to prevent fraud and abuse
of funds made available under this heading including duplication
of benefits: Provided further, That the amounts provided under this
heading are designated as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

* * * * * * #

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT
FOR DEFENSE, THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERROR, AND
HURRICANE RECOVERY, 2006

{Public Law 109-234)
® * * * * * *

FAVHLC\WO51912\061912.244

June 19, 2012
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TITLE 1T

FURTHER HURRICANE DISASTER RELIEF AND RECOVERY

* * * * * * *
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

* * * £ * % *

CHAPTER 9
* * * * ES * *

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND UREAN DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOFMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for the “Community development
fund”, for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term
recovery, and restoration of infrastructure in the most impacted
and distressed areas related to the consequences of Hurricanes
Katrina, Rita, or Wilma in States for which the President declared
a major disaster under title IV of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.),
$5,200,000,000, to remain available until expended, for activities
authorized under title I of the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-383): Provided, That funds pro-
vided under this heading shall be administered through an entity
or entities designated by the Governor of each State: Provided fur-
ther, That such funds may not be used for activities reimbursable
by or for which funds are made available by the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency or the Army Corps of Engineers: Pro-
vided further, That funds allocated under this heading shall not ad-
versely affect the amount of any formula assistance received by a
State under this heading: Provided further, That each State may
use up to five percent of its allocation for administrative costs: Pro-
vided further, That not less than $1,000,000,000 from funds made
available on a pro-rata basis according to the allocation made to
each State under this heading shall be used for repair, rehabilita-
tion, and reconstruction (including demolition, site clearance and
remediation) of the affordable rental housing stock (including pub-
lic and other HUD-assisted housing) in the impacted areas: Pro-
vided further, That mno State shall receive more than
$4,200,000,000: Provided further, That in administering the funds
under this heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment may waive, or specify alternative requirements for, any provi-
sion of any statute or regulation that the Secretary administers in
connection with the obligation by the Secretary or the use by the
recipient of these funds or guarantees (except for requirements re-
lated to fair housing, nondiscrimination, labor standards, and the
environment), upon a request by the State that such waiver is re-
quired to facilitate the use of such funds or guarantees, and a find-
ing by the Secretary that such waiver would not be inconsistent

FAVHLC\O619121061912.244

June 19, 2012
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with the overall purpose of the statute: Provided further, That the
Secretary may waive the requirement that activities benefit per-
sons of low and moderate income, except that at least 50 percent
of the funds made available under this heading must benefit pri-
marily persons of low and moderate income unless the Secretary
otherwise makes a finding of compelling need: Provided further,
That the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Register any waiv-
er of any statute or regulation that the Secretary administers pur-
suant to title I of the Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974 no later than 5 days before the effective date of such waiv-
er: Provided further, That every waiver made by the Secretary
must be reconsidered according to the three previous provisos on
the two-year anniversary of the day the Secretary published the
waiver in the Federal Register: Provided further, That prior to the
obligation of funds each State shall submit a plan to the Secretary
detailing the proposed use of all funds, including criteria for eligi-
bility and how the use of these funds will address long-term recov-
ery and restoration of infrastructure: Provided further, That prior
to the obligation of funds to each State, the Secretary shall ensure
that such plan gives priority to infrastructure development and re-
habilitation and the rehabilitation and reconstruction of the afford-
able rental housing stock including public and other HUD-assisted
housing: Provided further, That each State will report quarterly to
the Committees on Appropriations on all awards and uses of funds
made available under this heading, including specifically identi-
fying all awards of sole-source contracts and the rationale for mak-
ing the award on a sole-source basis: Provided further, That the
Secretary shall notify the Committees on Appropriations on any
proposed allocation of any funds and any related waivers made
pursuant to these provisions under this heading no later than 5
days before such waiver is made: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary shall establish procedures to prevent recipients from receiv-
ing any duplication of benefits and report [quarterly]l annually to
the Committees on Appropriations with regard to all steps taken
to prevent fraud and abuse of funds made available under this
heading including duplication of benefits: Provided further, That of
the amounts made available under this heading, $12,000,000 shall
be transferred to “Management and Administration, Salaries and
Expenses”, of which $7,000,000 is for the administrative costs, in-
cluding IT costs, of the KDHAP/DVP voucher program; $9,000,000
shall be transferred to the Office of Inspector General; and
$6,000,000 shall be transferred to HUD's Working Capital Fund:
Provided further, That none of the funds provided under this head-
ing may be used by a State or locality as a matching requirement,
share, or contribution for any other Federal program: Provided fur-
ther, That the amounts provided under this heading are designated
as an emergency requirement pursuant to section 402 of H. Con.
Res. 95 (109th Congress), the concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 2006.

* * * * * #* *

FAVHLCW061912\061912.244

June 19, 2012
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008
{Public Law 110-252)

* * * * * * ES
TITLE III—NATURAL DISASTER RELIEF AND RECOVERY
* * # * & * *

CHAPTER 6—HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

* * * * * * %

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

For an additional amount for “Community Development Fund”,
for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recov-
ery, and restoration of infrastructure in areas covered by a declara-
tion of major disaster under title IV of the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.)
as a result of recent natural disasters, $300,000,000, to remain
available until expended, for activities authorized under title I of
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (Public Law
93-383): Provided, That funds provided under this heading shall be
administered through an entity or entities designated by the Gov-
ernor of each State: Provided further, That such funds may not be
used for activitiezs reimbursable by or for which funds are made
available by the Federal Emergency Management Agency or the
Army Corps of Engineers: Provided further, That funds allocated
under this heading shall not adversely affect the amount of any for-
mula assistance received by a State under this heading: Provided
further, That each State may use up to five percent of its allocation
for administrative costs: Provided further, That in administering
the funds under this heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development shall waive, or specify alternative requirements for,
any provision of any statute or regulation that the Secretary ad-
ministers in connection with the obligation by the Secretary or the
use by the recipient of these funds or guarantees (except for re-
quirements related to fair housing, nondiscrimination, labor stand-
ards, and the environment), upon a request by the State that such
waiver is required to facilitate the use of such funds or guarantees,
and a finding by the Secretary that such waiver would not be in-
consistent with the overall purpose of the statute, as modified: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary may waive the requirement that
activities benefit persons of low and moderate income, except that
at least 50 percent of the funds made available under this heading
must benefit primarily persons of low and moderate income unless
the Secretary otherwise makes a finding of compelling need: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Reg-
ister any waiver of any statute or regulation that the Secretary ad-
ministers pursuant to title I of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974 no later than 5 days %)efure the effective date

FAVHLC\O61912061912.244 :
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of such waiver: Provided further, That every waiver made by the
Secretary must be reconsidered according to the three previous pro-
visos on the two-year anniversary of the day the Secretary pub-
lished the waiver in the Federal Register: Provided further, That
prior to the obligation of funds each State shall submit a plan to
the Secretary detailing the proposed use of all funds, including cri-
teria for eligibility and how the use of these funds will address
long-term recovery and restoration of infrastructure: Provided fur-
ther, That each State will report quarterly to the Committees on
Appropriations on all awards and uses of funds made available
under this heading, including specifically identifying all awards of
sole-souree contracts and the rationale for making the award on a
sole-source basis: Provided further, That the Secretary shall notify
the Committees on Appropriations on any proposed allocation of
any funds and any related waivers made pursuant to these provi-
sions under this heading no later than 5 days before such waiver
is made: Provided further, That the Secretary shall establish proce-
dures to prevent recipients from receiving any duplication of bene-
fits and report [quarterly]l annually to the Committees on Appro-
priations with regard to all steps taken to prevent fraud and abuse
og lfundg made available under this heading including duplication
of benefits.

* * * * * * *

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND VETERANS AFFAIRS
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2009

{Public Law 110-329)
* * * * ¥ * *

DIVISION B—DISASTER RELIEF AND RECOVERY
SUFPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008

* * * * * *® *
TITLE [—RELIEF AND RECOVERY FROM NATURAL
DISASTERS
* * * * * * *
CHAPTER 10—TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT
£ £ E3 ® £ #* *

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

* * ® * * # ®

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

For an additional amount for the “Community Development
Fund”, for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term
recovery, and restoration of infrastructure, housing, and economic
revitalization in areas affected by hurricanes, floods, and other nat-

FAVHLCOB19124061912.244
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ural disasters occuring during 2008 for which the President de-
clared a major disaster under title IV of the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1974, $6,500,000,000,
to remain available until expended, for activities authorized under
title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974
{Public Law 93-383): Provided, That funds provided under this
heading shall be administered through an entity or entities des-
ignated by the Governor of each State: Provided further, That such
funds may not be used for activities reimbursable by, or for which
funds are made available by, the Federal Emergency Management
Ageney or the Army Corps of Engineers: Provided further, That
funds allocated under this heading shall not adversely affect the
amount of any formula assistance received by a State under the
Community Development Fund: Provided further, That each State
may use up to 5 percent of its allocation for administrative costs:
Provided further, That $6,500,000 shall be available for use by the
Asgsistant Secretary of Community Planning and Development for
the administrative costs, including informatien technology costs,
with respect to amounts made available under this section and
under section 2301(a) of the Housing and Economic Recovery Act
of 2008. Provided further, That not less than $650,000,000 from
funds made available on a pro-rata basis according to the allocation
made to each State under this heading shall be used for repair, re-
habilitation, and reconstruction {including demolition, site clear-
ance and remediation) of the affordable rental housing stock (in-
cluding public and other HUD-assisted housing) in the impacted
areas where there i3 a demonstrated need as determined hy the
Secretary: Provided further, That in administering the funds under
this heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
may waive, or specify alternative requirements for, any provision
of any statute or reguiation that the Secretary administers in con-
nection with the obligation by the Secretary or the use by the re-
cipient of these funds or guarantees (except for requirements re-
lated to fair housing, nondiscrimination, labor standards, and the
environment), upon a request by a State explaining why such waiv-
er is required to facilitate the use of such funds or guarantees, if
the Secretary finds that such waiver would not be inconsistent with
the overall purpose of title I of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974: Provided further, That a waiver granted by the
Secretary under the preceding proviso may not reduce the percent-
age of funds which must be used for activities that benefit persons
of low and moderate income to less than 50 percent, unless the Sec-
retary specifically finds that there is compelling need to further re-
duce or eliminate the percentage requirement: Provided further,
That the Secretary shall publish in the Federal Register any waiv-
er of any statute or regulation that the Secretary administers pur-
suant to title I of the Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974 no later than 5 days before the effective date of such waiv-
er: Provided further, That every waiver made by the Secretary
must be reconsidered according to the three previous provisos on
the 2-year anniversary of the day the Secretary published the waiv-
er in the Federal Register: Provided further, That the Secretary
shall allocate to the states not less than 33 percent of the funding
provided under this heading within 60 days after the enactment of

FAVHLCWE1912\061812 244
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this Act based on the best estimates available of relative damage
and anticipated assistance from other Federal sources: Provided
further, That prior to the obligation of funds each State shall sub-
mit a plan to the Secretary detailing the proposed use of all funds,
including criteria for eligibility and how the use of these funds will
address long-term recovery and restoration of infrastructure: Pro-
vided further, That each State will report quarterly to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations on all awards and uses of funds made avail-
able under this heading, including specifically identifying all
awards of sole-source contracts and the rationale for making the
award on a sole-source basis: Provided further, That the Secretary
shall notify the Committees on Appropriations of any proposed allo-
cation of any funds and any related waivers made pursuant to the
provisions under this heading no later than 5 days before such allo-
cation or waiver is made: Provided further, That the Secretary
shall establish procedures to prevent recipients from receiving any
duplication of benefits and report [quarterly] annually to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations with regard to all steps taken to prevent
fraud and abuse of funds made available under this heading in-
eluding duplication of benefits: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided under this heading may be used by a State or local-
ity as a matching requirement, share, or contribution for any other
Federal program.

* * # * * * *

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008

{Public Law 110-161)}

AN ACT Making appropriations for the Department of State, foreign operations, and
related programs for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2008, and for other pur-
poses.

* * * * * * *

DIVISION K—TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2008

® ® * * * * *
TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
* * * * * * *

HousING PROGRAMS

* * & * * * #*

FAVHLC\0619121061912.244

June 19, 2012
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[FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND
[(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

[From the Rental Housing Assistance Fund, all uncommitted
balances of excess rental charges as of September 30, 2007, and
any collections made during fiscal year 2008 and all subsequent fis-
cal years, shall be transferred to the Flexible Subsidy Fund, as au-
thorized by section 236(g) of the National Housing Act.]

# * * * # * *
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June 19, 2012
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Administration

Language is included under the Office of the Secretary, “Finan-
cial Management Capital” which provides funds to upgrade DOT’s
financial systems and processes.

Language is included under the Office of the Secretary, “Cyber
Security Initiatives” which provides funds for information tech-
nology security upgrades.

Language is included for the Office of Civil Rights, which is re-
sponsible for advising the Secretary on civil rights and equal oppor-
tunity issues and ensuring the full implementation of the civil
rights laws and departmental civil rights policies in all official ac-
tions and programs.

Language is included under the Office of the Secretary, “Trans-
portation planning, research, and development” which provides
funds for conducting transportation planning, research, systems de-
velopment, development activities and making grants, and makes
funds available until expended.

Language is included that limits operating costs and capital out-
lays of the Working Capital Fund for the Department of Transpor-
tation; provides that services shall be provided on a competitive
basis, except for non-DOT entities; restricts the transfer for any
funds to the Working Capital Fund with approval; and limits spe-
cial assessments or reimbursable agreements levied against any
program, praject or activity funded in this Act to only those assess-
ments or reimbursable agreements that are presented to and ap-
proved by the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations.

Language is included under the Office of the Secretary, “Minority
business resource center” which limits the amount of loans that
can be subsidized, and provides funds for administrative expenses.

Language is included under Office of the Secretary, “Minority
business outreach” specifying that funds may be used for business
opportunities related to any mode of transportation, and limits the
availability of funds.

Language is included under the Office of the Secretary, “Pay-
ments to air carriers” that provides funds from the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund, allows the Secretary of Transportation to consider
subsidy requirements when determining service to a community,
limits funds only to communities served in fiscal year 2011, elimi-
nates the requirement that carriers use at least 15-passenger air-
craft, and allows the Secretary to repay any funds borrowed from
the Federal Aviation Administration to fund the essential air serv-
ice program.

Section 101 prohibits the Office of the Secretary of Transpor-
tation from approving assessments or reimbursable agreements
pertaining to funds appropriated to the modal administrations in
this Act, unless such assessments or agreements have completed
the normal reprogramming process for Congressional notification,

Section 102 allows the Secretary or his designee to work with
States and State legislators to consider proposals related to the re-
duction of motorcycle fatalities.
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Section 103 allows the Department to use the Working Capital
Fund to provide transit benefits to Federal employees.

Section 104 sets administrative requirements of the Depart-
ment’s Credit Council.

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” that vaides funds for operations and research re-
lated to commercial space transportation, administrative expenses
for research and development, establishment of air navigation fa-
cilities, establishment of air navigation facilities, the operation (in-
cluding leasing) and maintenance of aircraft, subsidizing the cost
of aeronautical charts and maps sold to the public, lease or pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles for replacement; funds for cer-
tain aviation program activities; and specifies transfer authority
amaong offices.

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” permitting transfer of funds, as specified.

Language is included requiring a controller workforce plan by
March 31 of each fiscal year required by section 221 of Public Law
108-176 and reduces the appropriation by $100,000 for each day
the report is late.

Language is included requiring a similar March 31 report on
flight standards and aireraft certification staff and reduces the ap-
propriation by $100,000 for each day the report is late,

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” permitting the use of funds to enter into a grant
agreement with a nonprofit standard setting organization to de-
velop aviation safety standards.

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” that prohibits the use of funds for new applicants of
the second career training program.

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” that prohibits funds to plan, finalize, or implement
any regulation that would promulgate new aviation user fees not
?eciﬁcﬂy authorized by law after the date of enactment of this

ct.

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” that credits funds received from States, counties, mu-
nicipalities, foreign authorities, other public authorities, and pri-
vate sources for expenses incurred in the provision of agency serv-
ices.

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” that provides $10,350,000 for the contraci tower cost
sharing program.

Language is included under the Federal Aviation Administration,
“Operations” that prohibits funds for canducting and coordinating
activities on aeronautical charting and cartography through the
Working Capital Fund.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Facilities and equipment” that provides funds for acquisition, es-
tablishment, technical support services, improvement by contract
or purchase, and hire of air navigation and experimental facilities
and equipment; engineering and service testing, construction and
furnishing of quarters and related accommodations at remote local-
ities; and the purchase, lease, or transfer of aircraft.
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Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Facilities and equipment” that provides funds from the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund and limits the availability of funds.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Facilities and equipment” that allows certain funds received for
expenses incurred in the establishment and modernization of air
navigation facilities to be eredited to the account.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Facilities and equipment” that requires the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to transmit a comprehensive capital investment plan for the
Federal Aviation Administration.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Research, engineering, and development” that provides funds from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund for research, engineering, and
development, including construction of experimental facilities and
acquisition of necessary sites by lease or grant; and limits the
availability of funds.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Research, engineering, and development” that allows certain funds
received for expenses incurred in research, engineering and devel-
opment to be credited to the account.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Grants-in-aid for airports” that provides funds from the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund for airport planning and development;
noise compatibility planning and programs; procurement, installa-
tion, and commissioning of runway incursion prevention devices
and systems; grants authorized under section 41743 of title 49,
D.8.C.; and inspection activities and administration of airport safe-
ty programs; and limits the availability of funds.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Grants-in-aid for airports” that limits funds available for the plan-
ning or execution of programs with obligations in execess of
$3,350,000,000.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Grants-in-aid for airports” that prohibits funds for the replace-
ment of baggage conveyor systems, reconfiguration of terminal bag-
gage areas, or other airport improvements that are necessary to in-
stall bulk explosive detection systems.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Grants-in-aid for airports” that establishes a cost share of 95 per-
cent for construction projects for which the project sponsor received
a grant in fiseal year 2011. Language is included under Federal
Aviation Administration, “Grants-in-aid for airports” that provides
$105,000,000 for administration.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Administration,
“Grants-in-aid for airports” that specifies $15,000,000 for the air-
port cooperative research program, $29,300,000 for the airport
technology research program.

Language is included under Federal Aviation Admmlstratmn
“Grants-in-aid for airports” that rescinds contract authority above
the obligation limitation.

Section 110 limits the number of technical workyears at the Cen-
ter for Advanced Aviation Systems Development to 600 in fisecal
year 2011.
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Section 111 prohibits FAA from requiring airport sponsors to pro-
vide the agency “without cost” building construction, maintenance,
utilities and expenses, or space in sponsor-owned buildings, except
in the case of certain specified exceptions.

Section 112 allows reimbursement for fees collected and credited
under 49 U.S.C. 45303.

Section 113 allows reimbursement of funds for providing tech-
nical assistance to foreign aviation authorities to be credited to the
operations account.

Section 114 prohibits funds limited in this Act for the Airport Im-
provement Program to be provided to an airport that refuses a re-
quest from the Secretary of Transportation to use public space at
thehairport for the purpose of conducting cutreach on air passenger
rights.

Section 115 prohibits the FAA from paying Sunday premium pay
except in those cases where the individual actually worked on a
Sunday.

Section 116 prohibits FAA from using funds to purchase store
gift cards or gift certificates through a government-issued credit
card.

Section 117 allows airports experiencing the required level of
boardings through charter and scheduled air service to be eligible
for funds under 49 U.8.C. 47114(c).

Section 118 requires approval from the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Administration of the Department of Transportation for
retention bonuses for any FAA employee.

Section 119 limits the cost-share required under the contract
tower program to 20 percent.

Section 119A requires the Secretary to block the display of an
owner or operator’s aircraft registration number in the Aircraft Sit-
uational Display to Industry program, upon the request of an
owner or operator.

Section 119B prohibits funds to change weight restrictions or
prior permission rules at Teterboro Airport, Teterboro, New Jersey.

Language is included under the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, “Limitation on administrative expenses” that limits the
amount to be paid, together with advances and reimbursements re-
ceived, for the administrative expenses of the agency, including an
amount for financial system upgrades subject to conditions. In ad-
dition to this limitation, an amount is specified that is to be made
available to the Appalachian Regional Commission for administra-
tive expenses.

Language is included under the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, “Federal-aid highways” that limits the obligations for Federal-
aid highways and highway safety construction programs; limits the
amount available for the implementation or execution of programs
for transportation research, which shall not apply to any authority
previously made available for obligation; and allows the Secretary
to charge, collect and spend fees for loan applications and that such
amounts are in addition to administrative expenses and are not
subject to any obligation limitation or limitation on administrative
expenses under section 608 of title 23, U.S.C., and which are avail-
able until expended.
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Language is included under the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, “Federal-aid highways” that liquidates contract authority.

Section 120 distributes obligation authority among federal-aid
highways programs.

Section 121 credits funds received by the Bureau of Transpor-
tation Statistics to the federal-aid highways account.

Section 122 provides requirements for any waiver of the Buy
American Act.

Section 123 prohibits tolling in Texas, with exceptions.

Language is included under the Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration, “Motor Carrier Safety Operations and Programs”
that provides a limitation on obligations and liquidation of contract
authorization, including specifying amounts available for research
and technology programs and commercial motor vehicle operator’s
grants; and prohibits funds for outreach and education from being
transferred.

Language is included under the Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration, “Motor carrier safety grants” that provides a limi-
tation on obligations and liquidation of contract authorization, in-
cluding specifying amounts available for the commercial driver’s Li-
cense improvements program, border enforcement grants program,
the performance and registration information system management
program, the commercial vehicle information systems and networks
deployment program, the safety data improvement program, and
the commercial driver’s license information system modernization
program; and specifies amount for new entrant audits.

Section 130 continues a provision subjecting funds appropriated
in this Act to the terms and conditions included in prior appropria-
tions Acts regarding Mexico-domiciled motor carriers.

Language is included under National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, “Operations and research” that limits the availability
of funds and prohibits the planning or implementation of any rule-
making on labeling passenger car tires for low rolling resistance.

Language is included under National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, “Operations and research” that provides a limitation
on obligations, limits the availability of funds, and providez a lig-
uidation of contract authorization from the highway trust fund.

Language is included under the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration “National driver register” that provides a limitation
on obligations and a liquidation of contract authorization from the
highway trust fund.

Language is included under the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration “National driver register modernization” that limits
the availability of funds.

Language is included under the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration “Highway traffic safety grants” that provides a lim-
itation on obligations, limits the availability of funds, specifies the
amounts for certain safety grant programs and provides a liquida-
tion of contract authorization from the highway trust fund.

Language is included under the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration that reallocates funds from the seat belt perform-
ance grants program to fund a new distracted driving grant pro-
gram and allows a portion of the funding te be used for the devel-
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opment, production, and use of broadcast and print media in sup-
port of efforts to prevent distracted driving.

Language is included under National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
minigtration, “Highway traffic safety grants” prohibiting the use of
funds for construction, rehabilitation or remodeling costs or for of-
fice furniture for state, local, or private buildings.

Language is included under National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, “Highway traffic safety grants” that limits funding for
an evaluation for the high visibility enforcement program.

Language is included under National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, “Highway traffic safety grants” limiting the amount
Zfi é‘unds available for technical assistance to states under section

Section 140 provides funding for travel and related expenses for
state management reviews and highway safety core competency de-
velopment training.

Section 141 exempts obligation authority that was made avail-
able in previous public laws for multiple years from limitations on
obligations for the current year.

Section 142 prohibits funding for the National Highway Safety
Advisory Committee.

Language is included under Federal Railroad Administration,
“Safety and operations” limiting the availability of funds.

Language is included under Federal Railroad Administration,
“Railroad research and development” limiting the availability of
funds.

Language is included under Federal Railroad Administration,
“Railroad rehabilitation and improvement financing program” au-
thorizing the Secretary to issue direct loans and loan guarantees
under sections 502 through 504 of the Railroad Revitalization and
Regulatory Reform Act.

Language is included under Federal Railroad Administration,
“Railroad rehabilitation and improvement program” that prohibits
new direct loans or loan guarantee commitments using federal
funds for credit risk premium under section 502 of the Railroad Re-
vitalization and Regulatory Reform Act.

Language is included under the Federal Railroad Administration,
“Operating subsidy grants to the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration” that allows the Secretary of Transportation to make
quarterly grants to the National Railroad Passenger Corporation;
allows the Secretary to approve funding only after receiving and re-
viewing a grant request for each train route; ensures that each
grant request is accompanied by a detailed financial analysis, rev-
enue projection, and capital expenditure projection; requires the
Corporation to submit a detailed business plan that includes tar-
gets for ridership, revenues, and capital and operating expenses as
well as semi-annual reports regarding the status of the business
plan; requires the Corporation to follow the provisions of the direct
loan agreement; prohibits funds to support any route with a dis-
counted fare of more than 50 percent off the normal peak fare, un-
less the operating loss is the result of a discount covered by a
State; and requires Amtrak to submit a 2014 budget similar to
other Federal agencies.
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Language is included under the Federal Railroad Administration,
“Capital and Debt Service Grants to the National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation” that allows the Secretary of Transportation to
make grants to the National Railroad Passenger Corporation for
the maintenance and repair of capital infrastructure and debt serv-
ice; allows the Secretary to retain some funds to be used for over-
sight; bars a portion of these funds under this section to be used
for operating losses; restricts the use of funds unless they have
been approved by the Secretary or are contained in the Corpora-
tion’s business plan; provides funds for high priority state-of-good-
repair intercity infrastructure projects on existing intercity pas-
senger rail services; and allows the Secretary to retain some funds
to be used by the Northeast Corridor Commission.

Section 150 retains a provision that ceases the availability of
Amtrak funds if the railroad contracts for services outside the
United States for any service performed by a full-time or part-time
Amtrak employee as of July 1, 2006.

Section 151 retains a provision, which allows FRA to receive and
use cash or spare parts to repair and replace damaged automated
track inspection cars and equipment in connection with the auto-
mated track inspection program.

Section 152 includes a provision which authorizes the Secretary
to allow issuers of any preferred stock to redeem or repurchase
such stock sold to the Department.

Section 153 continues a provision that limits overtime to $35,000
per employee, allows Amtrak’s president to waive this restriction
for specific employees for safety or operational efficiency reasons,
and requires notification to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations within 30 days of granting such a waiver.

: Q Language is included under Federal Transit Administration, “Ad-

inistrative Expenses” specifying an amount for administrative ex-
penses and travel; prohibiting a permanent office of transit secu-
rity; directing the submission of the annual repert on new starts.
Language is included under Federa] Transit Administration, “For-
mula and Bus Grants” that provides a limitation on obligations
from the Highway Trust Fund, contingent upon reauthorization,
and limits the availability of funds.

Language is included under Liquidation of Contract Authority
which makes funds available for payments of obligations, contin-
gent upon anthorization.

Language is included under Federal Transit Administration, “Re-
search and University Research Centers” that limits the avail-
ability of funds and specifies the amounts for certain offices and
programs.

Language is included under Federal Transit Administration,
“Capital Investment Grants” that limits the availability of funds.

Language is included under Federal Transit Administration,
“Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority” for capital and
preventive maintenance expenditures and requires the Secretary to
determine that WMATA has placed the highest priority on safety
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Section 161 allows funds appropriated for capital investment
grants and bus and bus facilities not obligated by September 30,
2015, plus other recoveries to be available for other projects under
49 U.5.C. 5309.

Section 162 allows for the transfer of prior year appropriations
from older accounts to be merged into new accounts with similar,
current activities.

Section 163 allows prior year funds available for capital invest-
ment grants to be used in this fiscal year for such projects.

Section 164 requires unobligated funds or recoveries under sec-
tion 5309 of title 49 that are available for reallocation shall be di-
rected to projects eligible to use the funds for the purposes for
which they were originally intended.

Section 165 provides flexibility to fund program management
oversight activities as authorized by section 5316 of title 49, United
States Code.

Section 166 prohibits funds from being used to carry out 49
U.S.C. 5309(mX6)(B) and (C).

Section 167 prohibits a full funding grant agreement for a project
with a new starts share greater than 60%.

Section 168 directs the Secretary to conduct a formal adjudica-
tion related to charter bus service under part 604 of title 49 CFR.

Section 169 permits the Secretary to consider significant private
contributions when calculating the non-Federal share of new starts
projects.

Section 169A rescinds unobligated prior year funds from various
transit accounts.

Section 169B prohibits funds for a certain fixed guideway project
in Houston, Texas.

Section 169C allows fuel and utilities for vehicles to be treated
as a capital maintenance expense under section 5307 in fiscal year
2013, up to $100,000,000.

Language is included under the Saint Lawrence Seaway Develop-
ment Corporation that authorizes expenditures, contracts, and com-
mitments as may be necessary.

Language is included under the Saint Lawrence Seaway Develop-
ment Corporation “Operations and Maintenance” that provides
funds derived from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

Language is included under Maritime Administration, “Maritime
Security Program” that provides funds to preserve a U.S. flag mer-
chant fieet.

Language is included under Maritime Administration, “Oper-
ations and Training” that provides dedicated funds for salaries and
benefits of employees of the United States Merchant Marine Acad-
emy, Student Incentive Program payments, capital improvements
at the United States Merchant Marine Academy, and the State
Maritime Schools Schoolship Maintenance and Repair; directs allot-
ment holders, and limits funds until the Secretary completes a plan
detailing how funding will be expended at the Academy.

Language is included under Maritime Administration, “Ship Dis-
posal” that limits the availability of funds.

Language is included under Maritime Administration, “Maritime
Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program Account” that provides for the
transfer to Operations and Training. Section 170 allows the Mari-
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time Administration to furnish utilities and services and make re-
pairs to any lease, contract, or occupancy involving government
property under the control of MARAD and rental payments shall
be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

Section 170 allows the Maritime Administration to furnish utili-
ties and services and make repairs to any lease, contract, or occu-
pancy involving government property under the control of MARAD.

Seftion 171 continues a provision regarding MARAD ship dis-
posal.

Language is included under Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, “Operational expenses” which specifies the
amount derived from the pipeline safety fund and requires that
$1,500,000 be transferred to the pipeline safety account to fund
pipeline safety information grants to communities.

Language is included under Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, “Hazardous materials safety” which limits
the availability of a certain amount and allows up to $800,000 in
fees collected under 49 U.S.C. 5108(g) to be deposited in the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury as offsetting receipts.

Language is ineluded under Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, “Hazardous materials safety” that credits
certain funds received for expenses incurred for training and other
activities incurred in performance of hazardous materials exemp-
tions and approval funetions.

Language is included under Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, “Pipeline safety” which specifies the
amounts derived from the pipeline safety fund and the oil spill 1i-
ability trust fund and limits their period of availability.

Language is included under Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, “Pipeline safety” that requires the agency to
fund the one-call state grant program.

Language is included under Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration, “Emergency Preparedness Grants” which
specifies the amount derived from the emergency preparedness
fund, limits the availability of some funds, and prohibits funds
from being obligated by anyone other than the Secretary or his des-
ignee.

Language is included under Office of Inspector General, “Salaries
and expenses” that provides the Inspector General with all nec-
essary authority to investigate allegations of fraud by any person
or entity that is subject to regulation by the Department of Trans-
portation and the authority to investigate unfair or deceptive prac-
tices and unfair methods of competition by domestic and foreign air
carriers and ticket agents.

Language is included under the Office of the Inspector General,
“Salaries and expenses” providing the IG with authority to conduct
audits and investigations of the Metropolitan Washington Airports
Authority (MWAA) and to require MWAA to reimburse the IG to
these audits and investigations.

Language is included under Surface Transportation Board, “Sala-
ries and expenses” allowing the collection of $1,250,000 in fees es-
tablished by the Chairman of the Surface Transportation Board;
and providing that the sum appropriated from the general fund
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shall be reduced on a dollar-for-dollar basis as such fees are re-
ceived.

Section 180 allows the Department of Transportation to use
funds for airecraft; motor vehicles; liability insurance; uniforms; or
allowances, as authorized by law.

Section 181 limits appropriations for services authorized by 5
U.5.C. 3109 to the rate for an Executive Level IV.

Section 182 prohibits funds in this Act for salaries and expenses
of more than 110 political and Presidential appointees in the De-
partment of Transportation, and prohibits political and Presi-
dential personnel assigned on temporary detail outside the Depart-
ment of Transportation.

Section 183 prohibits recipients of funds made available in this
Act from releasing personal information, including Social Security
number, medical or disability information, and photographs from a
driver’s license or motor vehicle record, without express consent of
the person to whom such information pertains; and prohibits the
withholding of funds provided in this Act for any grantee if a state
is in noncompliance with this provision.

Section 184 allows funds received by the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, Federal Transit Administration, and the Federal Rail-
road Administration from states, counties, municipalities, other
public autherities, and private sources to be used for expenses in-
curred for training may be credited to each agency’s respective ac-
counts.

Section 185 prohibits funds in Title T of this Act from being
issued for any grant unless the Secretary of Transportation notifies
the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations not less than
three full business days before any discretionary grant award, let-
ter of intent, or full funding grant agreement totaling $1,000,000
or more is announced by the department or its modal administra-
tions.

Section 186 allows funds received from rebates, refunds, and
similar sources to be credited to Department of Transportation ap-
propriations.

Section 187 allows amounts from improper payments to a third
party contractor that are lawfully recovered by the Department of
Transportation to be available to cover expenses incurred in recov-
ery of zuch payments.

Section 188 stipulates that the Committees on Appropriations
solely approve or deny any funds provided or limited in this Act
that are subject to a reprogramming action that requires notice to
be provided to the House and Senate Commitiees on Appropria-
tions.

Section 189 prohibits the Surface Transportation Board from
charging or collecting filing fees for late complaints in an amount
in excess of the authorized amount under section 1914 of title 28,
United States Code.

Section 190 allows funds to modal administrations to be obli-
gated to the Office of the Secretary for the costs related to assess-
ments or reimbursable agreements only when the services provide
a direct benefit to the applicable modal administration.
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TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOFMENT

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Management and Administration” which designates
funds for “Administration, QOperations and Maintenance”; allows
funds to be used for certain administrative and non-administrative
expenses; allows funds to be used for advertising and promotional
activities; requires the Secret to submit a detailed budget jus-
tification for each office within the Department.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Program office salaries and expenses” which des-
ignates funds for “Public and Indian Housing,” “Community Plan-
ning and Development,” “Housing,” “Policy Development and Re-
search,” “Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity” and “Office of
Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control.”

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Tenant-Based Rental Assistance” which specifies
funds for certain programs, activities and gurposes and limits the
use and availability of certain funds; specifies the methodology for
-allocation of renewal funding; directs the Secretary to provide re-
newal funding based on validated voucher system leasing and cost
data for the prior year; prohibits funds to exeeed a public housing
agency’s authorized level of units under contract, except for those
participating in the Moving to Work demonstration; directs the
Secretary to the extent possible to prorate each public housing
agency’s (PHA) allocation; directs the Secretary to notify PHAs of
their annual budget not later than 60 days after enactment of the
Act; allows the Secretary to extend the notification period with the
prior approval of the House and Senate appropriations committees;
specifies the amounts available to the Secretary to allocate to PHAs
that need additional funds and for fees; specifies the amount for
additional rental subsidy due to unforeseen emergencies and port-
ability; provides funding for public housing agencies with vouchers
that were not in use during the previous 12 month period in order
to be available to meet a commitment pursuant to section 8(¢)(13);
provides funding for incremental vouchers for homeless veterans;
and provides for adjustments in allocations for PHAs that partici-
pate in the Small Area Fair Market Rent demonstration.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Tenant-Based Rental Assistance” which provides
funds for tenant protection vouchers; sets certain conditions for the
Secretary to provide such vouchers; provides funds for residents of
multi-family properties that would not otherwise have been eligible
for tenant-protection vouchers; and sets eligibility requirements for
multi-family properties to participate in the program.

Language is ineluded under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Tenant-Based Rental Assistance” which provides
funds for administrative and other expenses of public housing
agencies to administer the section 8 tenant-based rental assistance
program; sets an amount to be available to PHAs that need addi-
tional funds to administer tenant protection assistance, disaster re-
lated vouchers, Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing vouchers and
other special purpose vouchers; establishes that “Moving to Work”
(MTW) agencies be funded pursuant to their MTW agreements;
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provides funds for family self-sufficiency coordinators; and provides
funds for section 811 mainstream vouchers.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Tenant-Based Rental Assistance” which provides
funds for Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH) vouchers,
sets requirements for the administration of VASH vouchers, speci-
fies that funds shall remain available for homeless veterans upon
turn-over of such vouchers, and requires the Secretary separateily
track such vouchers.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Housing Certificate Fund” which rescinds prior year
funds; and allows the Secretary to use recaptures to fund project-
based contracts and contract administrators.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Public Housing Capital Fund” which limits the
availability of funds; limits the delegation of certain waiver au-
thorities and prohibits funds from being used for certain activities;
specifies the total amount available for certain activities; specifies
an amount for ongoing Public Housing Financial and Physical As-
sessment activities of the Real Estate Assessment Center; specifies
an amount for emergency capital needs; specifies the amount for
support services, service coordinators and congregate services;
specifies the amount to support the costs of administrative and ju-
dicial receiverships; and makes funds available for bonuses for high
performing PHAs.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Public Housing Operating Fund” which sets the
basis for the allocation of funds and prohibits the use of funds
under certain conditions, and provides the Secretary with the au-
thority to take inte account changes in requirements on PHAs in
the administration of the section 8 voucher program.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Native American Housing Block Grants” which lim-
its the availability of funds; specifies the formula for allocation;
specifies the amounts for technical assistance and capacity building
to support the inspection of Indian housing units, administrative
expenses, to subsidize the total principal amount of any notes, and
the cost of guaranteed notes, which are defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program Ac-
count” which limits the availability of funds; specifies how to define
the costs of modifying loans; specifies the amount and availability
of funds to subsidize total loan principal; and provides a dedicated
amount for administrative expenses.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Housing Opportunities for' Persons with AIDS”
which limits availability of funds and sets forth certain require-
ments for the allocation and renewal of funds and contracts.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Community Development Fund” which limits the
use and availability of certain funds; specifies the allocation of cer-
tain funds; specifies the amount made available for grants to feder-
ally-recognized Indian tribes, emergencies, Economic Development
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Initiatives with certain restrictions, and Neighborhood Initiatives
with certain restrictions and the Sustainable Communities Initia-
tive.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Community Development Loan Guarantees Program
Account” which limits the availability of funds; specifies how to de-
fine the costs of modifying loans; and specifies the amount and
availability of funds to subsidize total loan prinecipal.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Home Investment Partnerships Program” which
limits the availability of funds; specifies the allocation of certain
funds for certain purposes; and directs HUD to notify formula
grantees no later than 60 days after enactment of the Act.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Self-Help and Assisted Homeownership Opportunity
Program” which limits the availability of funds; specifies the alloca-
tion of certain funds for certain purposes; and directs HUD to issue
a NOFA not later than 60 days after enactment of the Act.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Homeless Assistance Grants” which limits the avail-
ability of funds; specifies the allocation of certain funds for certain
purposes; specifies matching requirements; directs the Secretary to
renew contracts under certain conditions; requires grantees to inte-
grate homeless programs with other social service providers.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Project-Based Rental Assistance” which limits the
availability of funds and specifies the allocation of certain funds for
certain purposes; and allows the Secretary to recapture residual re-
ceipts from certain properties.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Housing for the Elderly” which limits the avail-
ability of funds; specifies the allocation of certain funds; designates
certain funds to be used only for certain grants; allows the Sec-
retary to waive certain provisions governing contract terms; and al-
lows the Secretary to recapture residual receipts from certain prop-
erties.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Housing for Persons with Disabilities” which limits
the availability of funds; specifies the allocation of certain funds;
and allows funds to be used to renew certain contracts.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Housing Counseling Assistance” which limits the
availability of funds and specifies amounts to be used for adminis-
trative contract services.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Payment to Manufactured Housing Fees Trust
Fund” which limits the availability of funds and permits fees to be
assessed, modified, and collected, and permits temporary borrowing
authority from the General Fund of the Treasury.

Language is included under the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, “Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program Ac-
count” which sets a loan principal limitation; limits the obligations
to make direct loans; specifies funds for specific purposes; allows
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for the transfer of certain funds; allows for additional contract ex-
penses as guaranteed loan commitments exceed certain levels.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “General and Special Rigk Program Account” which
sets a loan principal limitation; limits the obligations to make di-
rect loans; specifies funds for specific purposes; and allows for the
transfer of funds.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Government National Mortgage Association” which
limits new commitments to issue guarantees, provides funds for
salaries and expenses, and allows for additional salaries and ex-
penses as guaranteed loan commitments exceed certain levels.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Policy Development and Research” which limits the
availability of funds and specifies authorized uses.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity” which limits
the availability of funds; anthorizes the Secretary to assess and col-
lect fees; places restrictions on the use of funds for lobbying activi-
ties; and provides funds for programs that support the assistance
of persons with limited English proficiency.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Office of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes”
which limits the availability of funds; specifies the amount of funds
for specific purposes; specifies the treatment of certain grants,
specifies a matching requirement for grants, requires certification
of grantee capacity, and allows for a reallocation of grant funds
based on demand for such grants.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Management and Administration: Working Capital
Fund” which limits the availability and purpose of funds, including
funds transferred, provides funds for the development of informa-
tion technology systems, and restricts the amount provided until
the Secretary submits an expenditure plan for such systems.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Office of Inspector General” which specifies the use
of funds and directs that the IG shall have independent authority
over all personnel issues within the office.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, “Transformation Initiative” (TI) which provides funds
for research, evaluation, program metrics and demonstrations, and
requires a match from participants in such agreements.

Section 201 relates to the division of financing adjustment fac-
tors.

Section 202 prohibits available funds from being used to inves-
tigate or prosecute lawful activities under the Fair Housing Act.

Section 203 corrects an anomaly in the HOPWA formula that re-
sults in the loss of funds for certain states.

Section 204 requires funds appropriated to be distributed on a
competitive basis in accordance with the Department of Housing
and Urban Development Reform Act of 1989.

Section 205 establishes the availability of funds suhbject to the
Government Corporation Control Act and the Housing Act of 1950.
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Section 206 sets requirements on the allocation of funds in excess
of the budget estimates.

Section 207 sets requirements regarding the expenditure of funds
for corporations and agencies subject to the Government Corpora-
tion Control Act.

Section 208 requires the Secretary to provide quarterly reports
on uncommitted, unobligated and excess funds in each depart-
mental program and activity.

Section 209 requires that the Administration’s budget and the
Department’s budget justifications for fiscal year 2014 shall be sub-
mitted in the identical account and sub-account structure provided
in this Act.

Section 210 exempts PHA Boards in Alaska, Iowa, and Mis-
gissippi and the County of Los Angeles from public housing resi-
dent representation requirement.

Section 211 authorizes HUD to transfer debt and use agreements
from an obsolete project to a viable project, provided that no addi-
tional costs are incurred, and other conditions are met.

Section 212 prohibits the IG from changing the basis on which
the audit of GNMA is conducted.

Section 213 sets requirements for eligibility for Section 8 voucher
assistance, and includes consideration %(1)1' persons with disabilities.

Section 214 requires the distribution of Native American housing
block grant funds to the same Native Alaskan recipients as 2005,

Section 215 authorizes the Secretary to insure mortgages under
Section 255 of the National Housing Act.

Section 216 instructs HUD on managing and disposing of any
multifamily property that is owned by HUD.

Section 217 requires the Secretary to report quarterly on HUD’s
use of all sole source contracts.

Section 218 authorizes the Secretary to waive certain require-
ments on adjusted income for certain assisted living projects for
counties in Michigan.

Section 219 allows the recipient of a section 202 grant to estab-
lish a single-asset nonprofit entity to own the project and may lend
the grant funds to such entity.

Section 220 allows amounts provided under the Section 108 loan
guarantee program may be used to guarantee notes or other obliga-
tions issued by any State on behalf of non-entitlement communities
in the State, and that regulations shall be promulgated within 60
days of enactment.

Section 221 instructs HUD that PHAs that own and operate 400
units or fewer of public housing are exempt from asset manage-
ment requirements.

Section 222 restricts the Secretary from imposing any require-
ment or guideline relating to asset management that restricts or
limits the use of capital funds for central office costs, up to the
limit established in QHWRA.

Section 223 requires that no employee of the Department shail
be designated as an allotment holder unless the CFO determines
that such allotment holder has received training.

Section 224 provides that funding for indemnities is limited to
non-programmatic litigation and is restricted to the payment of at-
torney fees only.
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Section 225 sets requirements regarding Notice of Funding Avail-
ability (NOFA) announcements and publication.

Section 226 authorizes the Secretary to transfer up to 5 percent
of funds appropriated under the title “Personnel Compensation and
Benefits.”

Section 227 allows the Disaster Housing Assistance Programs to
be considered a program of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development for the purpose of income verifications and matching.

Section 228 sets limitations on funds used for PHA salary levels.

Section 229 allows critical access hospitals to be insured under
section 242 of the National Housing Act.

Section 230 allows the Secretary to increase loan guarantee fees
under the Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Program.

Section 231 allows evictions in HOME-funded properties when
necessary to ensure safety and that allows recaptured HOME tech-
nical assistance funding to be redistributed in the formula pro-

am.

Section 232 extends the availability of Hope VI funds appro-
priated in prior years.

Section 233 requires annual, rather than quarterly, reporting by
the Secretary regarding duplication of benefits in Community De-
velopment Fund disaster funding.

Section 234 repeals paragraphs under the heading “Flexible Sub-
sidy Fund.”

TITLE III—RELATED AGENCIES

Language is included for the Access Board, “Salaries and Ex-
penses” that allows for the credit to the appropriation of funds re-
ceived for publications and training expenses.

Language is included for the Federal Maritime Commission,
“Salaries and Expenses” that provides funds for services anthorized
by 5 U.8.C. 3109, the hire of passenger motor vehicles, uniforms
and allowances, and official reception and representation expenses.

Language is included for the Naticnal Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration, Office of Inspector General, “Salaries and Expenses” to
provide funds for an independent, objective unit responsible for de-
tecting and preventing fraud, waste, abuse, and violations of law
and promoting economy, efficiency and effectiveness at Amtrak.

Language is included for the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration, Office of Inspector General, “Salaries and expenses”
which requires the IG to submit its budget request concurrently
with the President’s budget and in a similar format.

Language is included under National Transportation Safety
Board, “Salaries and expenses” that provides funds for hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aireraft, services authorized by 5§ U.S.C.
3109, uniforms or allowances therefore, and for official reception
and representation expenses.

Language is included under National Transportation Safety
Board, “Salaries and expenses” that allows funds provided in this
Act to be used to pay for costs associated with a 2001 eapital lease.

Language is included in the Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration (NRC), “Payment to the Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration” which limits the availability of funds; specifies the alloca-
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tion of funds to certain activities; and specifies the terms and con-
ditions surrounding NRC activities.

Language is included for the United States Interagency Council
on Homelessness, “Operating Expenses” that provides funds for
salaries, travel, hire of passenger motor vehicles, rental of con-
ference rooms, and the employment of experts and consultants.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS ACT

Section 401 requires pay raises to be funded within appropriated
levels in this Act or previous appropriations Acts.

Section 402 prohibits pay and other expenses for non-Federal
Rarties in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings funded in this

ct.

Section 403 prohibits obligations beyond the current fiscal year
and prohibits transfers of funds unless expressly so provided here-
in.
Section 404 limits consulting service expenditures of public

record in procurement contracts.

Section 405 specifies reprogramming procedures by subjecting
the establishment of new offices and reorganizations to the re-
programming process.

Section 406 provides that fifty percent of unobligated balances
may remain available for certain purposes.

Section 407 requires a report from all agencies and departments
funded under this Act to the Committees on Appropriations on all
sole source contracts by no later than July 30, 2010.

Section 408 prohibits Federal training not directly related to the
performance of official duties.

Section 409 prohibits funds from being used for any project that
seeks to use the power of eminent domain unless eminent domain
is employed only for a public use.

Section 410 prohibits the transfer of funds made available in this
Act to any instrumentality of the United States Government except
as authorized by this Act or any other appropriations Act.

Section 411 prohibits funds in this Act from being used to perma-
nently replace an employee intent on returning to his past occupa-
tion after the completion of military service.

Section 412 prohibits funds in this Act from being used unless
the expenditure is in compliance with the Buy American Act.

Section 413 prohibits funds from being appropriated or made
available to any person or entity that has been found to violate the
Buy American Act.

Section 414 prohibits funds for first-class airline accommodations
iél Fﬁontravention of section 301-10.122 and 301-10.123 of title 41

Section 415 prohibits funds in this Act or any prior Act from
going to the group ACORN or any of its affiliates, subsidiaries, or
allied organizations.

Section 416 prohibits convicted felons from receiving certain Fed-
eral funds.

Section 417 prohibits funding to corporations with any unpaid
Federal tax liability.
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APPROFRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED BY LAW

The Committee, in a number of instances, has found it necessary
to recommend funding for ongoing activities and programs for
which authorizations have not been enacted to date. These include
some of the programs under the Department of Transportation, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development, and related agen-
cies. Pursuant to clause 3(D(1)XB) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the following table lists the appropria-
tions in the accompanying bill which are not authorized by law for
the pericd concerned:

APPROPRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED BY LAW AND EXPIRING AUTHORIZATIONS

[Dollars in thousands)

Last year of I Appropriations in last  Appropriations in
Frogram authorization  Aurthorization leved year ot autharization this bill

TITLE 1—DEPARTMENT GF TRANSPORTATION
{ffice of the Secretary of Transportation:

Research and DevelOpmBRt L ...t i et st s $13670
Federal Highway Administration:
Federal-aid Highways? ....occorocrmressiens 2012 $39,445,215 $39,143,583 39,143,983

Federal Motor Carier Safety Administration:
Motor Carrier Salety Dperations and Pro-

grams ? 2012 244,144 247,724 244 142
Matos Carmer Safety Grants2 .....cooeeeeeevee 2012 307,000 307,000 307,000
National Highway Traffic Safety Administeation:
Operations and Research—General Fund .. 2009 157,400 127,000 152,000
Dperations and Research—Highway Trust
[T, O 2012 108,244 105,500 118,244
National Driver Register—Highway Tru
Fund ? 2012 4116 4,000 4,166
Highway Traffic Safety Grams? 2012 550,328 550,328 501,328
Federal Transit Administration:
Administrative Expenses? ..., 2012 98,713 98,713 100,000
Research and University Research Cen-
ters? 2012 44,000 44,000 44,000
Capital Investment Grants2 2012 1,955,000 1,958,000 1,816,993
Formula & Bus Grants 2 2012 8,360,565 8.360,565 8,360,565
Maritime Administration:
Operations and Training ... 2012 164.158 156,758 145,753
Ship Disposal 2012 18,500 5,500 4,000
Title XI 2012 14,260 3,740 3,750
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Admin-
istration:
Hazardous Materials Safety 2009 32,000 32,000 42,546
Emergency Preparedness Gramls ... 2009 36,000 28318 28,118

Surface Transportation Board:
Surface Transpertation Board .................... 1998 12,000 13,853 31,250

TITLE |I—BEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEYELOPWENT
Rental Assistance:

Section 8 Contract Renewals and Adminis-
trative EXDENSES ........ooovvvecenrrrcrvvesennns 1994 8446,173 5,458,106 8,440,400
Contract AAMIMISITALOS .....oovooeecvveemvvinis cevvvvvnessrsssisis somessssssssssmmnrssssss ooone . 260,000

Public Housing Capital Fund 2003 3,000,000 2,712 555 1,985,000

Public Housing Dperating Fund . 2003 2,900,000 3,576,600 4,524,000
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund ..... 2007 &) 6,000 6,000
Housing Dpportunity for Persons with AIDS ........ 1994 156,3G0 156,000 330,000
Community Development Fund:
Community Development Block Grant 1994 4,168,000 4,380,000 3,404,000
Home investment Partnership ........... 1994 2,173,612 1,275,000 1,200,000
Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity Program .. 2000 53,500 60,000
Homeless Assistamce ... 2011 5] 1,905,000 2,000,000
Housing for the Elderly ..... 2003 o 783,286 425,000
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APPROPRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED BY LAW AND EXPIRING AUTHORIZATIONS—Continued

[Deliars in thousands}

Last year of - Appropriations in last  Appropriations in
Program authorization  Pothorization level o barization this bifl

Housing for Persons with Disabilities ............... 2003 s 250,515 165,000
FHA General and Special Risk Program Account:

Limitations on Guarantesd Loans 1995 {20,885,072) {25,000,000)
Limitation on Direct Loans 1985 (220,000 (20,000)
Credit Subsidy ...... 1995 188,395 -
Administrative EXpenses ..., 1995 197 470 00
GNMA Mortpage Backed Secuntl
anteg Program Account:
Limitations on Guaranteed Loans 198 {110,000,000) (110,000,000 (500,000,000
Administrative Expenses ... 196 e, 9,101 20,500
Policy Development and Research 1994 36,470 35,000 52,600
Fair Housing Activities, Fair Hnusmg Program 1994 26,000 20481 68,000
Lead Hazard Reduction Program .. 1994 276,000 185,000 120,000
Salaries and EXpenses ... 1994 1,029,456 916,963 1,326,614
Transformation INHIALIVE ...vvevvverccsersvvcsscccomins eonseemcnmiens 50,000
TITLE II—RELATED AGBENCIES
National Transpoitation Safety Board ................. 2008 96,625 91,000 102,400
'R h and Dx t iously soprapriated in the Research and Innavative Technology Administration and has been appro-

priated through the Office of the Secmary in this bill.

2For surlace transportation prugrams, the authorized level in this table is actually the annualized level of awtherization provided in P.L.
112-102, which goes through lune 30, 2012.

3Such sums as nacessary.

COMPARISON WITH THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives and section 308(a)(1¥A) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, the following table compares the levels of new
budget authority and outlays provided in the bill with the appro-
priate allocations made under section 302(b) of the Budget Act:

SRR —

FIVE-YEAR OUTLAY PROJECTIONS

Pursuant to clause 3(c)2) of rule XIII and section 308(a)(1XB) of
the Congressional Budget Act, of 1974, the following table contains
five-year outlay projections associated with the budget authority
provided in the accompanying bill, as provided to the Committee by
the Congressional Budget Oﬂ%

SO BEFROVILEL]
ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Pursuant to clause 3(ecX2) of rule XIIT and section 308(a)(1)XC) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the Congressional Budget
Office has provided the following estimates of new budget authority

and outlays provided by the accompanying bill for financial assist- -

ance to State and local governments:

~+FO-BE-PROVIDEDT-
CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

Pursuant to section 6(e) of the rules of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the following statement is submitted regarding the spe-

{INSERT
\22 A




BUDGETARY IMPACT OF
TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2013
PREPARED IN CONSULTATION WITH THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE PURSUANT TO
SEC. 308(a), PUBLIC LAW 93-344, AS AMENDED

[In millions of dollars]

302 (b) Allocation This Bill
Budget Outlays Budget Outlays
Authority Authority
Comparison of amounts in the bill with Committee allocations
to its subcommittees: Subcommittee on Transportation,
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies
DISCIEHONAIY ...t ieeeiieieieeieesiecees e s sae et e sss s eese e s 51,606 115,161 51,606 17 114,864
MANAALOTY ..o eeereeeereeccesre e e e csss e sesaests et e raessnessmeeariceans 0 0 0 0

1/ Includes outlays from prior-year budget authority.

n.a.: not applicable
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BUDGETARY IMPACT OF
TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2013
PREPARED IN CONSULTATION WITH THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE PURSUANT TO
SEC. 308(a), PUBLIC LAW 93-344, AS AMENDED

{In millions of dollars]

302 (b) Allocation This Bill
Budget Outlays Budget Outlays
Authority Authority
Comparison of amounts in the bill with Committee allocations
to its subcommittees: Subcommittee on Transportation,
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies
Projection of outlays associated with the recommendation:
L 1 TSR n.a. n.a. n.a. il 37,955
2014 e e ee e s e ae it nns e n.a. n.a. n.a. 32,021
205 e e e e e et aae e aa e e nrraaesreaanrnarnnenn n.a. n.a. n.a. 13,838
20 T e e —aa bt nba—antnnarnnan n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,973
2017 and fUUIE YEATIS......ceeveeirerrerieerrreeereererersnerseessassrnresnneraees n.a. n.d. n.a. 6,965

1/ Excludes outlays from prior-year budget authority.

n.a.. not applicable
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BUDGETARY IMPACT OF

TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2013
PREPARED IN CONSULTATION WITH THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE PURSUANT TO
SEC. 308(a), PUBLIC LAW 93-344, AS AMENDED

{In millions of dollars]

302 (b) Allocation This Bill
Budget Outlays Budget QOutlays
Authority Authority
Comparison of amounts in the bill with Committee allocations
to its subcommittees: Subcommittee on Transportation,
Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies
Financial assistance to State and local governments for 2013......... n.a. n.a. 32,162 2 30,359
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cific powers granted to Congress in the Constitution to enact the
accompanying bill:

The principal constitutional authority for this legislation is
clause 7 of section 9 of article I of the Constitution of the United
States (the appropriation power), which states: “No Money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropriations
made by Law . . .” In addition, clause 1 of section 8 of article I of
the Constitution (the spending power) provides: “The Congress
shall have the Power . . . to pay the Debts and provide for the
common Defense and general welfare of the United States . . .” To-
gether, these specific constitutional provisions establish the con-
gressional power of the purse, granting Congress the authority to
appropriate funds, to determine their purpose, amount, and period
OF availability and to set forth terms and conditions governing their
use.

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL)
AUTHORITY

The following table provides a detailed summary, for each de-
partment and agency, comparing the amounts recommended in the
bill with fiscal year 2012 enacted amounts and budget estimates
presented for fiscal year 2013:

A
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bil11 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bin Enacted Request
TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Office of the Secretary
Salaries and EXPENSES. ... vt i i 102,481 110,450 108,277 +5,786 -2,173
Immediate Office of the Secretary....._........... (2.618) -. (2,635} (+17} (+2,635)
Immediate 0ffice of the Deputy Secretary.......... {964} --- (992} (+B) (+992)
Office of the General Counsel................-.... {19,515) --- (19,615) (+100) (+19,815)
Office of the Under Secretary of Transportation
FOT POITOY - ottt v e e e et (10.107) {11,248) (+1.141) {+11,248)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Budget
and Programb. .. ... (10,538) (12,825) (+2,287) (+12,825)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Governmental
LN 3 = 1o - {2,500} .- (2,601} (+101) (+2.601)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Administration. .. ... . . ..., . . e (25,469) --- (27,095) (+1,628) (+27,095)
Office of Public AFfairs. . ........................ {2.020) (2,034) (+14) (+2.,034)
Office of the Executive Secretarvat............... (1,595) .-- {1,701) {+106) (+1,701}
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business
Utilization. ... ... ... .. e (1.369) --- (1,539} (+170) {+1,539)
Office of Intelligence, Security, and Emergency
RESPOMSE . . . vttt vt e s e et iar s {10,778) .- (10,875} (+97) (+10,875)
Dffice of the Chief Information Officer........... (14,988) .- (15,117} (+129) (+15,117)
Research and Development.............. .. ... ... ... ... --- 13,670 --- --- -13,670

National Infrastructure Investmenmts....,............... 500,000 500,000 L -500,000 -500,000



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bilt Enacted Request
Livable Communities Imitiative........................ --- 5,000 --- --- -3,000
Financial Management Capital.......................... 4,990 10,000 10,000 +5,010 ---
Cyber Security Initiatives................... . ... .. .. 10.000 6,000 6,000 -4,000 ---
Office of Civil Rights.. . ... .. ... .. ... ... ..., 9,384 9,773 9,773 +389 .-
Transpertation Planning, Research, and Development, ... 9,000 10,000 8,000 -1.000 -2,000
Working Capital Fund............ ... .. ... ... ... (172,000} --- (174,128} (+2,128) (+174,128)
Minority Business Resource Center Program............. g22 1,285 1,285 +363 ---
(Limitation on guaranteed loans}.................. (18,367} {21,955) {21,955} (+3,588) ---
Minority Business Qutreach........ ... .. ... .. ... ... .. 3,068 3,234 3,234 +166 -
Payments to Air Carriers (Airport & Airway Trust Fund) 143,000 114,000 114,000 -29,000 ---
Rescission of excess compensation for general
aviation operations. ... ... ... i iii e, -3.254 .-- --- +3,254 PR
Total, Office of the Secretary.................. 779,591 783,412 260,569 -519,022 -522,843
Federal Aviation Administration
L oL e o - 9,653,395 9,718,000 9,718,000 +64,605 -
Air traffic orgamization........ .. ... ... .. ... ... (7,442 ,738) --- (7.513,850) (+71,112) (+7.513,850)
Aviation safety.. .. ... ... ... . ... ool (1.252,991) --- (1.,255,000) (+2,009) (+1.255.000)
Commercial space transportation,.................. {16.271) .- (16,700} (+423) (+16.,700)
Finance and management. ... ....... ... ... .covviui.. (582,117) --- (573,591} (-8,526) (+573,591)
Human rescurces programs........................ (98,858) --- .- (-98,858) ---
Staff offices. ... ... ... . oo i (200,2886) .- (298,795) (+98,509) (+298,795)

NextGen. ... ... . . i i e (60,134) .- (60,064) (-70) (+60,064)



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2012

AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

facilities and Equipment (Airport & Airway Trust Fund)

Research, Engineering, and Development (Airport &
Adrway Trust Fund. . ... ... . it
RESCISSTON. ..o . i e e

Subtotal. ... ... . e

Grants-in-Aid for Airports (Airport and Airway Trust
Fund) {Liquidation of contract authorization)........
{Limitation on obligations)................ .. ... ..
Administration. .. ... ... ... L
Airport Cooperative Research Program.._............
Airport technology research.......................
Small community air service development program...
Chapter 471 reform obligation limitation
reduction (legislative proposal)................

Aviation Insurance Revolving Fund (Sec. 147)..........
Total, Federal Aviation Administration..........
Appropriations...... ... ... . ... ... ...
Rescissions. .. ... ... . e

Limitations on obligations. ... ..................

Total budgetary resources.......................

FY 2012
Enacted

2,730,731

167,556

167,556

(3,435,000)
{3.350,000)
(101,000)
(15,000)
{29,250)
{6.,000)

FY 2013
Request

2,850,000

180,000
-26,184

183,816

(3,400,000)
(3.350,000)
(103,000)
(15,000)
(29,300}

{-926,000)

12,720,816
(12.747,000)

{-26,184)
(2, 424,000)

(15,144 ,816)

2,749,596

175,000
-26,184

148,816

(3.400,000)
(3,350, 000)
(105,000}
(15,000)
(29,300)

12,616,412
{(12.642,596)

{-26,184)
(3,350, 000)

(15.966,412)

Bill vs.
Enacted

(-35.000)

{(+4,000)

(+50)
(-6.000)

+64,730
(+80,914)
(-26,184)

{+64,730)

Bill vs.
Request

(+2,000)

(+926,000)

+1,000

12,551,682
(12,551,682}

-104,404
{-104,404)

(+926, 000)

(+821,596)



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIOMAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bi11 vs.

Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Federal Highway Administraticon

Limitation on Administrative Expenses................. (412.000) (437,780) (392,855) (-19,145) {-44,925)
Federal-Aid Highways (Highway Trust Fund}:

{Liquidation of contract authorization)............. (39,882,583) (42,569,000) {39,882,583) --- (-2,886,417)
(Limitation on obligations) ... .................... (39,143 ,583) (41,830,000) (39,143,583) --- (-2,686,417)
(Exempt contract authority). .. ..... ... ... ....... (739,000} (739,000) (739,000) --- ---
Emergency Relief (disaster relief category)....... 1,662,000 .- --- -1,662,000 ---

Total, Federal Highway Administration........... 1,662,000 --- --- -1,662, 000 ---
Disaster relief category.................... {1,662,000) .-- --- (-1,662,000}) ---
Limitations on ebligations...................... (39,143,583) (41,830,000) (39,143,583) --- (-2,686,417)
Exempt contract authority. ... ............. . ..., (739,000) (739,000} (739,000) e ---
Total budgetary resources....................... (41,544 ,583) (42,569,000) (39,882,583) (-1.662,000) (-2,686,417)
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
Hotor Carrier Safety Operations and Programs (Highway

Trust Fund) (Liquidation of contract authorization).. (247.,724) {250,000) (244 ,144) (-3,580) (-5,856)

(Limitation on obligations)....................... (247,724) {250,000) (244,144) (-3,580) {-5,856)

HMotor Carrier Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund)
{Liguidation of contract authorization)............. (307,000} (330,000) (307.,000) .-- (-23,000)
{Limitation on obligations)....................... {307,000} (330,000) (307 ,000) --- (-23,000)



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill wvs. Bill ws.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request
CVISN contract authority (Sec. 131} ................. 1,000 --- --- -1,000 _.e
Rescission of contract authority.................... -1,000 --- --- +1,000 ---
Total, Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Administration. . ....... ... o oo el o --- --- --- --- e
Limitations on obligations.. ... ................. {554,724) (580,000) {551.144) (-3,580) (-28,858)
Total budgetary resOurCes. ... .voviavnrrnrn.an. (554,724) (580,000} (551,144) {-3,980) (-28,858)
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Operatiens and Research (general fund)................ 140,146 --- 152,000 +11,854 +152,000
Vehicle Safety. .. .. ... .. ... . . .- 188,000 --- --- -188,000
Operations and Research (Highway Trust Fund)

{Liquidation of contract authorizatien).......... ... (109,500} {150,000) (122,360} (+12,860) {-27,640)
(Limitation on obligations)....................... (109,500} .- (122,360} (+12,860) (+122,360)
Highway Safety Research and Development

{Limitation on obligations}..................... .- {150,000) .- --- (-150,000}
Subtotal .. ... 249 646 338,000 274,360 +24 714 -63,640
Highway Traffic Safety Grants (Highway Trust Fund)

{Liquidation of contract authorization). O {590,328) (643,000) (501,828) {-48,500) (-141,172)

(Limitation on obligations)....................... {550,329) {643,000) (501,828) (-48,500) {-141,172)
Highway safety programs (23 USC 402)........_ ... (235,000) (317,500) (235,000) - (-82,500}
Occupant protection incentive grants(23 USC 405) {25,000) (40,000) {25,000) --- (-15,000)
Safety belt performance grants (23 USC 406)..... {48,500) --- --- (-48,500) ---

Distracted driving prevention.................. .- (50,000) --- --- (-50,000)



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT DF WEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL)} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs,
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
State traffic safety information system
improvement (23 USC 408} . ...............ccon.. .. {34,500) (34,500) (34,500} --- .-
Impaired driving countermeasures (23 USC 410) ... (139,000} (139,000) (139,000} --- ---
Grant administration............ .. ... ... . ..., (25,328) (18.,000) (25,328) --- {+7,328)
High visibility enforcement..................... (29,000) {37,000} {29,000) (-5,000)
Child safety and booster seat grants............ {7,000) --- (7,000) --- {(+7,000)
Motorcyclist safety. . ... .. ... ... .. ... . ool (7.,000) {7.000}) {7.000) --- ---
Total, MNational Highway Traffic Safety
Administration. ... ... . ... e 140,146 168,000 152,000 +11,854 -36,000
Limitations on gbligations......_ ............... (659,828} (793,000) (624,188} (-35,640) (-168,812)
Total budgetary resources............c-coo.mo... (799,974) {981,000) (776,188) (-23.7886) (-204,812)
Federal Railroad Administration
Safety and Operations.............. ... ... ... coaoiona. 178,596 196,000 184,000 +5,404 -12,000
Offsetting fee collections (legislative proposal). --- -40,000 --- --- +40,000
Direct appropriation........ ... ... ... .. ... ... 178,596 156,000 184,000 +5,404 +28.,000
Railroad Research and Bevelopment................_.... 35,000 35,500 35,500 +500 ---
System Preservation. ... ... ... .. ... ... ... il --- 1,546,000 --- --- -1,548,000

Network Development. . ... ... .. ... . ... i iuiinnrann.. --- 1,000,000 .- --- -1,000,000



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bi1l vs.
Enacted Request Bil Enacted Request
National Railroad Passenger Corporation:
Operating Grants to the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation........_........ ... ..c.u.. 466,000 .- 350,000 -116,000 +350,000
Capital and Debt Service Grants to the Nationa)
Railroad Passenger Corporation......._.......... 952,000 --- 1,452,000 +500, 000 +1,452,000
Subtotal... . ... e e 1,418,000 --- 1,802,000 +384,000 +1,802,000
Next Gen High Speed Rail Service (rescission)......... .- -1.,973 -1,873 -1,973 ---
Northeast Corridor Improvement Program (rescission}... .- -4,419 -4.419 -4,419 ---
Total, Federal Railrcad Administration.......... 1,631,586 2,731,108 2,015,108 +383.512 -716,000
Federal Transit Administration
Administrative Expenses. ......_ ... ... ... . ... i, 98,713 .- © 100,000 +1,287 +100,000
Formula and Bus Grants (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit
Account (Liquidation of contract authorization)..... (9.,400,000) --- (9,400,000) .. (+3.400,000)
(Limitatioen on obligatiens)................c.o.u\. (8.360,565) .- (8,360,565) .- (+8,360,565)
Rescission of prior year contract authority....... - -72,496 -72,406 -72,496 ---
Research and Technology Deployment.................... --- 120,957 .- --- -120,957

Transit Formula Grants (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit
Account (Ligquidation of contract authorization)..... --- (9,500,000) --- o
{Limitation on obligations}....................... --- (4,759,372) --- ---

,500,000)

(-9
(-4,759,372)



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIOQNAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi1l vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request
Transit Expansion and Livable Communities {liquidation
of contract authorization).......................... --- (1,500,000} --- --- (-1,500,000}
(Vimitation on obligations)............ ... ... . ..., --- (212,185} --- --- (-212,185)
Capital Investment Grants.......................,... --- 2,235,486 - --- 2,235,486
Operations and Safety......... ... ... .. ... . ... .. --- 166,000 --- --- -166,000
Administrative pregrams............. ... .. oL, --- (129,700} .. .- (-129,700)
Rail transit safety programs...................... --- (36,300} .- --- (-36,300)
Research and University Research Centers.............. 44,000 --- 44,000 --- +44,000
Bus and Rail State of Good Repair (liquidation of
contract authorization).. ... .. ... .. . . . .. i, --- {1,500,000) --- {-1,500,000}
(1imitation on obligations)......................... --- (3,207,000) --- --- {-3,207,000)
Capital Investment Grants................c.cccuvvev.n, 1,955,000 --- 1,816,993 -138,007 +1,816,983
Rescission. ... . ... oo -58,500 -11,429 -11,429 +47,071 ---
Subtotal......coiveii e 1,896,500 -11,429 1,805,564 -80,936 +1,816,993
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Capital and Preventive Maintenance.................. 150,000 135,000 150,000 .. +15,000
Rescission. ... ... ... oo i .- -523 -523 -523 ---
Subtotal... ...t e 150,000 134,477 149,477 -523 +15,000
University Transportation Research (rescission)....,.. .- -293 -293 -293 -
Job Access and Reverse Commute Gramts (rescission), . .. --- -14 662 -14,8662 -14,662 ---

Research, Training and Human Resources (rescission)... --- -248 -248 -248 [



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi11 vs. Bill vs.

Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request

Interstate Transfer Grants (rescission)............... .- -2,662 -2.662 -2.662 R

lrban discretienary accounts {(rescission)............. --- -578 -578 -578 ---

Total, Federal Transit Administration........... 2,189,213 2,554,552 2,008,102 -181, 111 -546, 450

Appropriations. . . ... ... .. e (2.247.713) (2,657,443) (2.110,993) (-136,720) (-546,450)

RESCISSIONS. . ... i (-58,500) (-30,395) {-30,395) (+28,105) ---

Limitations en obligations...................._. (8,360,565) (8,178 .557) (8,360,565) --- (+182,008)

Total budgetary resources................. .. ... (10.549,778) (10,733,109} (10,368,667) (-181,111} (-364,442)
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation

Operations and Maintenance (Harbar Maintenance
Trust Fund). . ..o e e e 32,259 33,000 33,000 +741 ---
Haritime Administration

Maritime Security Program............................. 174,000 184,000 184,000 +10,000 ---

Operations and Traiming.......... . ..o an 156,258 146,298 145,753 -10,505 -545

Reseission. . ... ... .. i -980 --- --- +980

Ship Disposal. . .o s 5,500 10,000 4,000 -1,500 -6.000

Assistance to Small Shipyards........ ... ... ... ... 9,980 - --- -9,980 ---



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (DBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi1l wvs. Bi11 vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Haritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI} Program Account:
Administrative expenses. .......................... 3,740 3,750 3,750 +10 .-
Rescission. ... i e -35,000 .- .-- +35,000 ---
Subtotal. . ... ... e -31,260 3,750 3,750 +35,010 ..
Total, Maritime Administration.........._..... 313,498 344,048 337,503 +24 005 -6,545
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration
Dperational Expenses:
General Fund........... ... .. . 0.0 ieniinninnnniiaan. 20,721 20,408 22,39 +1,670 +1,983
Pipeline Safety Fund. ... ... .. ... .................. 639 639 639 --- -
Pipeline Safety information grants to communities. {1,000) (1,000} (1,500) (+500} (+500)
Subtotal. . ... ... 21,360 21,047 23,030 +1,670 +1,983
Hazardous Materials Safety............................ 42,338 50,673 42,548 +208 -8.,127
Pipeline Safety:
Pipeline Safety Fund.......... ... .. ... .. ivvui .. 90,679 150,500 90,679 .- -59,821
0i1 Spill Liability Trust Fund.................... 18,573 21,510 18,573 ... -2,937
Pipeline Safety Design Review Fund (leg. proposal) .- 4,000 2,000 +2,000 -2,000
Subtotal. .. .. e e e e e e 109,252 176,010 111,252 +2,000 -64.,758

Subtotal, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration.................... ... 172,950 247,730 176,828 +3,878 -70,902



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMDUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 F¥Y 2013 Bi11 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Pipeline safety user fees... ... ... ... ... ... ... ias. -91,318 -151,139 . -91,318 --- +59,821
Special permit and approval fees (leg. proposal}.... .. - -12,000 --- --- +12,000
Pipeline Safety Design Review fee (leg. proposal}..... --- -4,000 -2.000 -2,000 +2,000
Emergency Preparedness Grants:
Limitation on emergency preparedness fund....... .. (28,318) (28,318) (28,318 --- ---
(Emergency preparedness fund)................. (188) {188) {188) --- ---
Total, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration.. ... . ... ... . . ..ol 81,632 80,591 83,510 +1,878 +2,919
Research and Innpvative Technology Administration
Research and Development.................cciuiruuna .. 15,981 --- 13,500 -2,4814 +13,500

Office of Inspector General

Salaries and Expenses.......... oo iinrronmennee i, 79,624 84,499 84,499 +4,875 ---



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (UBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012

AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
[Amounts in thousands)

Surface Transpertaticn Board

Salaries and EXPENSES. . . ... . i e
Offsetting collections. . .................. .. ...

Total, Surface Transportation Beoard...........

Total, title I, Department of Transportation..
Apprepriations............. ... ... .ol
Rescissions............ .. ..o
DMisaster relief category..................
Rescissions of contract authority.........

Limitations on obligations....................

Total budgetary resources.....................

TITLE I1 - DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Management and Administration

Administration, Operations and Management.............

FY 2012
Enacted

FY 2013
Request

19,505,282
(17.942,018)
{-97.734)
{1,662,000)
(-1.000}

19,550,026
(19,685, 453}
(-62,971}

{-72,496)
(53.805,557)

(73,355.583)

17,634,203
(17.769,670)
{-62.871)

{-72,496)
(52,029, 480)

(69 ,663,683)

537,789

532,546

518,068

Bi11 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request
+1,940 .-
+1,940 .-

-1,871,079 -1,915,823
(-172,346)  (-1,915,823)
(+34,763) .-
{-1,662,000) .-
(-71,496) ---
{-39,220) (-1,776,077})
(-1.910,299) (-3,691,900}
-14.,721 -14 478



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (0OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill ws. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Program Qffice Salaries and Expenses:

Public and Indian Housing............... ... .oovu. .. 200,000 211,634 206,500 +6,500 -5,134
Community Planning and Development................ 100,000 103,882 103,500 +3,500 -382
Housing. ......... oo i e 391,500 308,832 396,500 +5,000 -2,332
Policy Development and Research................ ... 22,2114 21,394 22,326 +115 +932
Fair Housing and Egual Opportunity................ 72,600 74,296 72,904 +304 -1,392
0ffice of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control. .. 7,400 8,816 6,816 -584 .-
Subtotal. . ... ... ... 793,711 816,854 808,546 +14,835 -8,308

Total, Management and Administration.......... 1,331,500 1,349,400 1,326,614 -4,886 -22,786

Public and Indian Housing
Tenant-based Rental Assistance:

REnewal S, . e e 17,242,351 17,237,948 17,237,948 -4,403 ---
Tenant protection vouchers........................ 75,000 75,000 75,000 --- ---
Administrative fees.... .. ... ... . oL 1,350,000 1,575,000 1,575,000 +225,000 ---
Family self-sufficiency coordinators.............. 60,000 - 60,000 .- +60, 000
Veterans affairs supportive housing............... 75,000 75,000 75,000 --- .-
Sec., B11 mainstream voucher renewals.............. 112,018 111,335 111,335 -6B83 ---
Transformation initiative (transfer out).. ........ .- {-25,000) --- --- {+25,000)

Subtotal {available this fiscal year)...... ... 18,814,369 19,074,283 19,134,283 +219,914 +60,000



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (DBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMDUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi11 vs, Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bil1l Enacted Request
Advance appropriations. ... ... ... i 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 --- ---
Less appropriations from prior year advances... ... -4,000,000 -4,000,000 -4,000,000 --- ---
Total, Tenant-based Rental Assistance
appropriated in this bill................... 18,914,369 19,074,283 19,134,283 +219,914 +60,000
PubTic Housing Capital Fund..... ... ... .............. 1,875,000 2,070,000 1,985,000 +110,000 -85,000
Transformation initiative {transfer out)....... ... .-- {-10,350) .- --- (+10,350)
Public Housing Operating Fund......................... 3,961,850 4,524,000 4,524,000 +562, 150 ---
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- {-22,620) --- --- (+22,620)
Cheoice neighborhoods. . .. ..o oo i 120,000 150,000 .- -120,000 -150,000
Transformation initiative (transfer ont}..._ ...... .- (-750}) --- nee (+750)
Famity Self-Sufficiency........... ..o ot --- 60,000 --- - -60, 000
Native American Housing Block Grants.................. 650,000 650,000 650,000 --- ---
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- (-3,250) --- --- (+3,250)
Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant..._ ........._..... 13,000 13,000 .-- -13,000 -13,000
Transformation initiative {transfer out)..... .. ... --- (-65} --- --- (+65)
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account. ... 6,000 7.000 6,000 --- -1,000
{Limitation on guaranteed leans).................. (360,000) (800,000) .- {-360,000} {-900,000)
Transformation initiative (transfer out)........,. --- (-35) --- --- (+35)
Native Hawaiian Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account. .. 386 1,000 cee -386 -1,000
{(Limitation on guaranteed loans}.................. (41,504) (107,000} --- {-41,504}) (-107,000)
Housing Certificate Fund (rescission}................. -200,000 --- --- +200,000 .-

Total, Public and Indian Housing.............. 25,340,605 26,549,283 26,299,283 +958,878 -250,000



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIOMAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands}

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill ws. Bi11 ws.
Enacted Reguest Binl Enacted Request
Community Planning and Development

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS........... 332,000 330,000 330,000 -2,000 ---
Transformation initiative (transfer cut}.......... --- {-1,650} --- .- (+1,650)
Community Development Fund. ... ............... . ¢coo.. .. 2,948,090 2,948,090 3,404,000 +455,910 +455,910
Indian COBG. .. ..... ... .. .. . .. it 60,000 60,000 .- -60,000 -60,000
Sustainable housing and communities............... --- 100,000 --- --- -100,000
Capacity building.......... .. ... e i, --- 35,000 --- --- -35,000
Disaster reldef. . ... .. ... . .. .. o 300,000 --- --- -300,000 ..
{Disaster relief category).......... ... ... .. 100,000 --- --- -100,000 ---
Subtetal. ... ...... ... 3,408,090 3,143,090 3,404,000 -4,090 +260,910
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- (-15,715)} .-- --- (+15,715)

Community Development Loan Guaraniees (Section 108):
(Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. {240,000) (500,000) --- {-240,000} (-S04, 000)
Credit subsidy. ... .. .. ... . o 5,952 --- 6,000 +48 +6,000
HOME Investment Partnerships Program.................. 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,200,000 +200,000 +200,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .- (-5,000}) .- -—- (+5,000})

Self-help and Assisted Homeownership Opportunity

PG M. . ottt e e e e 53,500 --- 60,000 +6,500 +60, 000
Homeless Assistance Grants... .. ............ vvinvnnnn 1,201,190 2,231,000 2,000,000 +98,810 -231,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- (-11,155} --- .- (+11,155)

Total, Community Planning and Development....... 6,700,732 6,704,080 7,000,000 +299,268 +295 910



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET {(OBLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill ws. Bil1l vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Reguest
Housing Programs
Project-based Rental Assistance:
Remewals. ... ... ... o 9,050,672 8,440,400 8,440,400 -610,272 ---
Contract administrators.,.............. ... .. .. 289,000 260,000 260,000 -29,000 ---
Subtotal (available this fiscal year)......... 9,339,672 8,700,400 8,700,400 -639,272 ---
Transformation initiative (transfer out).._ ....... --- (-19,000) --- --- (+19,000)
Advance appropriations........... .. ... ... .. 0., 400,000 400,000 400,000 --- ---
Less appropriations from prior year advances...... -400,000 -400,000 -400,000 --- .-
Total, Project-based rental assistance
appropriated in this bill._................. 9,339,672 8,700,400 8,700,400 -639,272 ---
Housing for the Elderly............... ... ... ... .. ..... 374,627 475,000 425,000 +50,373 -50,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- (-2,375) --- --- (+2,375)
Housing for Persons with Disabilities................. 165,000 150,000 165,000 - +15,000
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... --- {-750} --- --- (+750})
Housing Counseling Assistance......................... 45,000 55,000 45,000 --- -10,000
Transformation initiative {transfer out)}........ .. --- {-275) - .- (+275)
Rental Housing Assistance............. .. ..ccouvmnenonn. 1,300 e --- -1,300 ---

Rent Supplement (rescission)................. . ... ..., -231.600 --- --- +231,600 .-



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL)} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Manufactured Housing Fees Trust Fund.................. 6,500 8,000 4,000 -2,500 -4,000
Offsetting collections. . ... ..o ... -4,000 -4,000 -4,000 --- .
Subtotal..... . .. .. 2,500 4,000 --- -2,500 -4,000
Total, Housing Programs..... ... ............... 9,696,499 9,384,400 9,335,400 -361,099 -49,000
Appropriations. . ......... . ... . ... ... ... {9,932,099} {9,388,400) (9,339,400} (-592,699) (-49,000)
Rescissions. . ... ... .. iiiiiiinnnna .t (-231,600}) .- --- {+231.,600) ---
Offsetting collections.................... {-4,000} {-4,000) {-4,000} .- ---
Federal Housing Administration
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program Account:
{Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. {400,000,000) (400,000,000} (400,000,000} .- ---
{Limitation on direct loans)...................... (50,000) (50,000) (50,000) --- ---
Offsetting receipts. . ... ..o, -4,427,000 -9,676,000 -9,676,000 -5,249,000 ---
Proposed offsetting receipts {HECM}{(Sec. 210)..... -286.,000 -170,000 -170,000 +116,000 ---
Additional offsetting receipts (Sec. 23B)......... -59,000 --- --- +59, 000 ---
Administrative contract expenses. .. ... ... ........ 207,000 215,000 215,000 +8,000 .
Transformation initiative (transfer out).......... .- {-1.075) .- --- {+1.075)
Working capital fund (transfer out)............... (-71,500) (-71.500) {-71.500}) - ---
General and Special Risk Program Account:
{Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. (25,000,000} (25,000,000} (25,000,000} --- e
{(Limitation on direct loans)...................... {20,000} {20,000) (20,000) .- ---
Dffsetting receipts. ... .. ... . ey, -400,000 -588,000 -588,000 -188,000 ---

Total, Federal Housing Administration......... -4,965,000 -10,219,000 -10,219,000 -5,254,000 ---



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bil Enacted Request
Government National Mortgage Association
Guarantees of Mortgage-backed Securities Loan
Guarantee Program Account:
(Limitation on guaranteed leans)................,. (500,000,000) (500,000,000) (500,000,000) --- ---
Administrative expenses (legislative proposal).... 19,500 21.000 20,500 +1,000 -500
Offsetting receipts {legistative proposal)........ -100,000 -100,000 -100Q,000 - ---
Offsetting receipts....... ... ... . ool -521,000 -647,000 -647,000 -126,000 .-
Offsetting receipts (Sec. 238).................... -5,000 .- --- +5,000 ---
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECH} {Sec. 210).... -24 000 -23,000 -23,000 +1,000 ---
Total, Gov"t National Mortgage Asscciation.... -630,500 -749,000 -74%,500 -119,000 -500
Policy Development and Research
Research and Technology. ... .. ..o iiunneioaa. .. 46,000 52,000 52,000 +5,000 .-
Fair Housing and Equal Dpportunity
Fair Housing Activities........... ..o vt 70,847 68,000 68,000 -2,847 ---
Transformation initiative {transfer out).......... --- {-205) --- --- (+205)
0ffice of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes
Lead Hazard Reduction...............covo oo .. 120,000 120,000 120,000 --- ---
Transformation initiative (transfer out}.......... --- (-600) --- .- (+600}



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

Management and Administration
Working Capital Fund. ... ... ....... ... .. .. oialt
(By transfer) . ... . . .. .o
Office of Inspecter General........ ... ... ... .. .., ...
Transformation Initiative............. ... ... ... ......
(By transfer) . . ... .. . i e

Total, Management and Administration..........
{Grand total, Hanagement and Administration)..

General Provisions
Rescission of prior-year advance......................

Total, title II, Department of Housing and

Urban Development. . ... ... .. ... ... .. evin.an
Appropriations. ... ..... ... ... ...
Rescissions........... ... ... o il
Disaster relief category..................
Advance appropriatioens....................
Rescissions of prior year advances........
Qffsetting receipts... . ... ... ... ... ....
Offsetting collections....................

(by transfer}. ... .. ... .. ..
(transfer out) . ... ... . .. .
{(Limitation on direct leans).._ .................
{Limitation on guaranteed loans)................

FY 2012 FY 2013

Enacted Request gin
199,035 170,000 175,000
(71,500) {71,500) {71,500)
124,000 125,600 125,600
50,000 --- 50,000

. (119,870) -
373,035 285,600 350,800
(1,704,535)  (1,645.000)  {1,677,214)
-650,000 - -
37,433,718 33,554,773 33,583,397
(39,841,318} (40,382,773)  (40,391,387)
(-431,800) - .-
(100,000} --- .-
(4.400.000) (4,400,000) (4.400,000)
(-650,000) --- .-
{-5,822,000) (-11.204 000} (-11,204,000)
(-4,000) (-4,000} (-4,000)
71,500 191,370 71,500
-71,500 -191,370 -7%,500
(70,000} (70,000) (70,000)

{925,641,504)

(926,507,000}

Bill wvs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request
-24,035 +5,000
+1,600 ---
--- +50.,000
--- (-119,870}
-22,435 +55,000
(-27.321) (+32,214)
+650,000 ---
-3,850,321 +28,624
(+550,079) (+28,624)
(+431,600) ---
(-100,000) -
(+650,000) ---
(-5.382,000) ---
--- -119,870
-—-- +119,870

(925,000, 000)

(-641,504)

(-1,507,000)



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUBGET (OBLIGATIQNAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECGMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill wvs.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request

TITLE III - OTHER INDEPENDENT AGEMCIES
ACCESS Board. ..., . e e e 7.400 7,400 7,400 --- -.-
Federal Maritime Commission........... ... ... vavivnn 24,100 26,000 25,000 +900 -1,000
Amtrak Office of Inspector General.................... 20,500 22,000 25,000 +4,500 +3.000
Naticnal Transportation Safety Board.................. 102,400 102,400 102,400 --- ---
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation................. 215,300 243,000 225,300 +10,000 +12,300
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness..... 3,300 3,600 3,300 .- -300
Total, title III, Other Independent Agencies.... 373,000 374,400 388,400 +15,400 +14,000
Grand total (neth....... .. ..o, 57,312,000 53,479,198 51,606,000 -§8,706,000 -1,873,199
Appropriations. ....... ... ... 0 el (58,156,334) (60,422,666) (58,549 ,467) (+393,133) (-1,873,199)
ResCissions. . ... ... . it i (-529,334) {-62,971) (-62,971) (+466,363) ---
Disaster relief category.................... (1,762,000) --- --- (-1.762,000) -
Rescissions of contract authority........... (-1,000) (-72,496) (-72, 498} (-71,496) ---
Advance appropriations...................... (4,400,000} (4,400,000) {4,400,000) --- ---
Rescissions of prior year advances.......... (-650,000) --- --- (+650,000) ---
Offsetting receipts. ... ..., .. ... ..., (-5.822,000% (-11,204,000) (-11,204,000) {-5,382,000) .-
Bffsetting collections....... .. ............. (-4,000) (-4,000} {-4,000) --- ---
{Limitation on obligations)..................... (52,068,700} (53.B05,.557) (52,029,480) (-39,220)  (-1,776,077)
(by transfer) .. ... .. . ... . e 71,500 191,370 71.500 --- -119,870
{transfer out) ... ... ... ... .. .. .. ...l -71,500 -191,370 -71,500 --- +119,870
Total budgetary FeSOUrCeS. ... . ... covurnernnan (109,380,700) (107,284,756) (103,635,480) (-5,745,220) (-3,64%,278)

Discretionary total.. . ... ..\ coeiieoeia i, (55,550,000) (53,479,189)  (51,606,000) (-3,944,000) (-1,873,188)
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Despite an inadequate allocation and a broken authorization process, Chairman Latham and
Chairman Rogers have made a respectable effort to draft a bill that acknowledges the
transportation and housing needs facing our nation.

The agreement obtained in last year’s Budget Control Act was hard fought but fair.
Unfortunately, the House Republicans have walked away from the bipartisan, bicameral
discretionary spending levels that were established for fiscal year 2013. The Committee’s
overall discretionary allocation for fiscal year 2013 falls $19 billion below the $1.047 trillion
level that was agreed to by a majority of the House Republican conference less than a year ago.
By reneging on the agreement, House Republicans put themselves at odds with House
Democrats, the White House, Senate Democrats, and Senate Republicans. This has created
uncertainty about the discretionary allocation, and about whether the House majority will
threaten to shut down the government. This uncertainty will slow down the appropriations
process and the austere House allocation, if it stands, will stall economic growth and impede
job creation.

With a looming June 30th expiration date on the surface transportation reauthorization bill, the
Congress will likely be forced to pass the tenth short-term extension or shut down the highway
and transit programs during the height of construction season. The stalled authorization
process has compelled the Chairman to freeze funding for roads, bridges and public
transportation systems at last year’s levels at a time when unemployment in the construction
sector stands at 14.2 percent and our infrastructure is in desperate need of repair and
expansion.

On the housing side of this bill, the situation isn’t much better. Many programs in this area
have been unauthorized for more than a decade. Of note, the authorizing committee has
considered reform proposals to the Section Eight program since the 108" Congress. This bill
assumes savings contained in the most current version of that proposal. We urge the
authorizing committee to report a bipartisan reform bill this Session. If the authorizing
committee fails to act, many programs contained in this bill will be short funded. We will
continue to monitor the progress of this legislation and will work with the Chairman te develop
alternatives if this legislation fails to materialize.

The funding levels in this bill keep some key programs moving ahead but miss many
opportunities to boost the economy by investing in our deteriorating infrastructure. DOT’s
most recent Conditions and Performance Report quantified the annual investment gap to
maintain our current system of highways and bridges in a state of good repair at $27 billion and
an annual gap of $96 bhillion to expand the system to meet the needs of a population that grows
10 percent each decade. The state of transit isn’t much better, where the estimated state of
good repair backlog is nearly $78 hillion.

As our metropolitan areas continue to grow, we must build public transportation alternatives
that allow people to get from home to work seamlessly and efficiently. While the bill provides
adequate funding to advance major transit projects currently under construction, it effectively
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shuts downs the planning and development pipeline for new subway, light rail and fixed
guideway transit systems. We will work to improve the funding levels for the Federal Transit
Administration’s capital investment grant program as the bill moves through the process.

The funding level for Project-Based Rental Assistance (PBRA) is a clear example of the
consequences of the lower spending cap. The Administration requested $8.7 billion to renew
PBRA contracts. Fully funding these contracts would require an additional $1.2 billion. The
Administration’s proposal would fund one third of the contracts for a full year and two thirds
for less than a year. The bill endorses this shortsighted approach; we do not.

Partial year contracts for PBRA merely shift costs from one fiscal year to the next -- a larger
amount is due next year, When Congress adopted this policy in the past, it resulted in a $2
billion hole; funds included in the Recovery Act made this account whole. Partial year contracts
create uncertainty for the businesses that own these properties and their employees.
Uncertainty commands a high cost in the market. It makes little sense for Congress to endorse
a policy that increases costs and threatens our nation’s economic recovery. We look forward to
working with the Chairman to correct this error as we move forward.

We are also disappointed that the bill provides zero funding for the Sustainable Communities
Initiative. This program provides resources to perform regional planning activities that are not
eligible under other existing HUD programs such as Community Development Block Grants
(CDBG). The first two years of this program have demonstrated its versatility. Communities
that overlap local and state governmental boundaries have partnered and utilized the flexibility
of the Sustainable Communities planning grants to determine what the right mix of housing,
transportation and infrastructure investments are within their region. This approach fosters job
growth and meets the demands of a growing population.

The Chairman should be commended for some noteworthy bright spots in a number of
transportation and housing programs. First, the bill makes important investments in the
operating, capital and research activities of the Federal Aviation Administration. Our air traffic
control system is operating with equipment and facilities that are, in many instances, more than
forty years old. The bill provides adequate resources to advance key programs within the FAA's
NextGen program to ensure that the United States remains a global leader in aviation. In
addition, the bill includes critical funding to expand the research on engines, airframes and
fuels to improve the efficiency of aircraft.

We strongly support the funding levels in the bill for Amtrak. The Chairman has established an
innovative new $500 million grant program to make state of good repair investments on rail
lines that serve both intercity and commuter rail passengers, These funds will help put
construction workers on the job, repair aging bridge and tunnel infrastructure, and ultimately
improve the service and reliability for those Americans that rely on rail travel.

The bill fully funds the next round of the successful Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing
program at $75 million and moves America forward in our goal of ending veterans’




homelessness. The $3.3 billion for Community Development Block Grants and 51.2 billion for
the HOME program will provide needed funds to rebuild and strengthen our communities.
Robust allocations for the Housing for the Elderly and Disabled programs will provide needed
new units.

Finally, we are pleased that the Committee adopted an amendment offered by Mr. Price which
would reallocate $83.5 million in unspent magnetic levitation deployment funds to eliminate
hazards at railway-highway grade crossings on high speed rail corridors. Last year, there were
236 crashes at railway-highway grade crossings which resulted in more than 260 fatalities.
These funds will help improve safety a grade crossings and increase rail speeds on high speed
rail corridors.

We thank Chairman Latham for his work on this bill. The Chairman has encouraged an open
and collaborative process to include views from all members of the subcommittee and we
commend him for that. We lock forward to perfecting this bill as the process moves forward.

0. Olrer
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COMWPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REW BUDGET (OBLIGATIOMAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE &ILL FOR 2013

Office of the Chief Infgeation OFficer.. . ........ 088) (15,917} (+129)

Subtotal. . ... g . 110,450 108,277

Research and DevelpPment . ... . ... ... .. .. ... ... ... 13,6706 13.500
National Intrt ucture Investments..... ... .. ......... 504, 000 500,000 .- -500, 000

. {(Amounts 1n thousands)
.
T FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs.
L“\\\E& Enacted Raguest Bill, Enacted
TITLE 1 - DEPARTME
Tar1es and expenses. ... ............... i, WU 102 .48t ! 108,277 +5,796
Immediate Office of the Secretary. . ... . ... ... o --- {2,635) {+17)
Ismediate Office of the Deputy Secretary. . s : LR (992) (+8)
Office of the Genera) Counsel......... ... ... " . e (19,615) (+100)
Office of the Under Secretary of Transportation i
for POlVCY. ... e .- (11, 245) (+1.,141)
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Budget r i
and Programs. .. ... ... ... it F 48 --- (12,825} (+2,287)
Otfice of the Assistant Secretary for Governmen
ATFRYFS . i, 4 {2,601} (+101})
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Adminmistration. ,.................... .. . (25,469) (27,095) {+1,828)
Office of Public Affairs. . ... ... ... . (2.020) (2.034) (+14)
0ffice of the Executiva Secretartiat . .. .. _..._. {1.595) {1.701) (+106)
Office of Small and Disadvantageg
Utitization................. I ,369) {+170)
Qffice of Intelligence, Secug¥
RESPONSE .. ..ot s s e i e ittt caar ey 778) {+97)

Bill ws
Reques

2,17

{+2.63§)

{+0

)

(+19,618)

{+11,2

(v12.8

)
)

(+2.6q1)

{+27.0
(+2.0
(1, 7¢1

{+1.539

(+10.8
(+15,1

-2,17

)
}
}

}

)
)
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (DBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMHENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2012 B , Bill wvs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Raquest

Livable Communitiaes Initiative... ... .. . ........ ... 5,000 w-- -5, 000
Financial Managewmsnt Capital... ........... ™ e 4,990 10.000 +5,010 .-
Cyber Security Initratives. ....... ... ... ... ... P .... , 6.000 6,000 -4,00Q .-
Office of Civil Rights. ... ... ... ... ... ..., " . , 9.773 +389 .-
Transportation Planning, Research, and Development.. . &.000 -1,000 -2,000
working Capital Fund. .. ... ........ ... .. Lol (174,128 {+2,128} [+174,128)
Minority Business Resource Center Program....... ...... . 1.285 +363
{Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. (21.955) {+3,588}
Minority Business Qutreach. . ... ... ................ 3,234 3.234 +166 .-
Payments to Air Carriers {Airport & Airway Trust Fund) 114,000 114,000 -29,000 ---
Rescission of excess compensation for general
aviation operations. ... ... .. .. ... . L ol ool - --- +3,254 -
Total, Office of the Secratary..._..._._._.... - ) 274,069 -506,522 -509,343
Faderal Aviation Administration
Operations. .. ........coiiiiironnnniean. 9.653,3%5 9,718,000 . +64,605 ---
Air traffic organization....... . %, ... ... ... .. (7,442 T38) v (7.513.9 (+71.,112) {+7.513,850)
Aviation safety. ........... .. ... .. ... .. {1,252,991) .- {1.255,000 {+2,009) {+1.255,000}
Commercial space transporgafion................ ... (16,271} --- {16,700} {+429) {+16, 700}
Finance and managemants ... ...................... (582,117} --- {573.591) {+573,591)
Human resources prpdfams. ... ... ... ... ... ... ..., {98.858) - -.- .-
Staff offices " . . .. e (200, 286) --- {208,795) {+298,795)
NextGen. .. o . .. .. e e (60,134) .- (60 ,084) (+G0,064)
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIOMAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IM THE RILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 Fy 2013 B11) vs, Bil1 vs.
Enacted Request Bi Enacted Request
Facilities and Equipment (Airpart WM Airway Trust Funhd) 2,730,131 2,850,000 49,596 +18 865 -100,404
Resesarch, Engineering, and Development port &
Airway Trust Fund. ., .. ... ... . e e 167,556 180,00 175,000 +7 444 -5.000
ReSCiSSTON. .. .. . ni e i L -26,784 -26,184 -26,184 ---
Subtotal.............. ™ 167,556 153,816 148,816 -18, 740 25,000
Grants-in-Aid for Airports (Airport and Airway Trust
Fund) {Liguidation of contract autharization)........ {3, 435400) {3,400, 000) (3,400,000} {-35,000) ---
(Lymitatien en obligations) ........... ... ....... (3,300 ey {3,350, 000) {3,350, 000) .- .-
AORINIStration. ... ... .. e 101,000 (103,000) (165,000) (+4,000) {+2.000)
Airport Cooperative Research Pregram.............. (13,00Q) (15,000) {15,000} L-- ---
Airport technology research. ... ... ..., .. ..., g (29,250) 9,300) (29,300) (+50) .-
Small community air service development progrgef. . . {6,000) " --- (-8,000) ---
Chapter 471 refore oblipation jimitation
reduction {legislative propeosal} .. .. o ., . . .- {-926, 000 --- --- {+926,000)
Aviation Insurance Revolving Fund (Sec 3 .- -1.000 --- ca- +1,000
Total, Federal Aviation Ad stration.......... 12,551,682 12,720,816 12.616, +64,730 -104 ,4048
Appropriations. .. .. . ... .. ... ... 0000, (12,551 ,682) (12,747 ,000) (12,642,598 {+90,914) {-104 404
Rescissions.. ... . .. . . i i i e i .- [+26,184) (-26,184) {-26,184) “-
Limitations onefligations.. .. .................. {3,350,000) (2.424,000) (3,350,000) .- {+926,000})

Total bugg®lary resources. ... .. ................ (15,901, 682) (15,144 816) {15,966 ,412) (+64 730 {+821, 596}
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUBGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013

(Amounts in thousands) l
Fy 2012 FY 2012 Bill vs. Bill vs |
Enacted Request B Enacted Reques
Federa ighway Administration
Limitation on Administratiwq Expenses._ .. ._........... (412,000) (437,780 (392,855) {-19,145) (-44.925)
Federal-Aid Highways (Highway Tr Fund): .

(Liquidat on of contract authorizaM™gn)............. (39.882,583) (42/9%69,000) (39,882,583) .- (-2,686 417}
[Limrtation on obligations)........ ... ........, (39.143,583) 1,830,000) (39.143,583) .- (-2.686 . 411)
{Exempt contract authority) .. ... .. .. ..., ({739,000 (T39,000) {739,0600) - ---
Cwargency Relief (disaster relief category 1.662 040 .- --- -1,662,000 ---

Total, Federal Highway Administration.........." bE2 . 000 ses --- -1,682,000 .-

Drsaster relief category.................... L6632 ,000) --- --- {-1,662,000) ---
Limitations on obligatrons. ... .............. oo {39,143 03)  {41,830,000) (39,143,583) Lea (-2.686,.417)
Exampt contract authority............... ... Y (739,000 (7358,000) (739,000) .- ---
Total budgetary resources.  ........ % .. .. ...... (41,544 583) (4N 569,000} (39,882 ,583) {-1.,662,000) {-2,606,417)

Federal Motor Carrier Safety inistration

Motor Carrier Safety Operatiops”and Programs (Highway
Trust Fund) {Liquidation g contract apthorization).. (247,724) {250,000) 44 144) {
{Limitation on obligdtions)..... ........_._...... (247 ,724) {250 ,000) { , t44) {-

Motor Carrier 530ty Grants (Highway Trust Fund)
(Liquidatigs of contract authorization)............. {307, 000) {330,000) (307 .000) (-23.000)
(LimijfTion on obligations). . ... . . ............. {307,000} {330,000) (307.,000) --- {-23,000)
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUODGET (OBLIGATIOMAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOHMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
[Amounts in thousands)

l‘\ FY 2012 FY 2011

i Enacted Request Bill

¥ CVISN cortract authority (3w, 131).................

2 Rescission ¢of contract authori®h, . ................. -

'; -----------------------------------------
! Total, Federal Motor Larrier Safet

é Administration........ . ... .l e -

Limitakions on obligations.................. " (554,724} (551,144)

Total budgetary FeSOUrCBS. . . ...........cove.n.n 54 ,724) ,000) (551,144}
National Highwey Traffic Safety Adeinistration

Operations and Research (general fund}................ .- 152,000

Yehicle Safety... . .......... ...l --

Qperations and Research (Highway Trust Fund)
(Liguidation of contract authorizationy............. (109, 500) (150.0 {122,360}
{Limytation on obligations). .. ......... ... ..., {109,500} - {122,360)

Highway Safety Researcn and Developmant
{Limitation on obligations)

(150, 000)

248 646 338,000

Subtotal.

{Liquidation of contract authorizafion). ... ........ (550,328} (643.000) (501,828)

; {Limitation on obligations) ... .. ............., (550.328) (643,000) (501 .826)
; Higway safety program 3 USC 402} ... ........ {235,000} {317 .500) {235,000
Bceupant protection entive grants(23 YS{ 405) [25,004) (40.000) (25 000}

Safety belt perforpénce gramts (23 USC 406) . . . . (48, 500) .- .

Distracted drivj prevention.................. --- {50, 004) .-

+1,000 --
- o

(-3.580) (-28,856)
(-3,580}) (-28,B58)
+11,854 +152, 000
e -188.000
{+12,850) {-27,640)
(+12,860) (+122,360)
--- {-150.000)

+24 714 -63.640
-48,500) (-141.172)
(-141,172}
(-82,500)
(-15,000)

{-48,500) .-

{-50,000)
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COMPARATIVE STATEMEMT OF WEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 ¥s. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill hacted Request

State traf afety information system

) 1apraovesent (2 a8} .. .. e, {34,500) {34,500) ] .-
Y Impaired driving co measures (23 USC 410}, .. {139,000} (139.09G) .- ---
5 Grant administration. .. ™y, ... ... ... a.. (25,328) {18,000) 25,328) --- (+7.328)
f. High visibility enforcement . ™y, . ............... (29,000} {37.000) (29,000) (-8.,000)
Child safety and booster seat griw{s............ (7.000) e {7.000) e (+7.000}
Hotorcyclist safety. ... ... . ... .. (7.000) . -
Total, National Higmay Traffic Safety
Administration.................. ... oo 140,146 188, 000 152,000 +«11 554 -36,000
Appropriations. ......... ... ... .. .. ... ... 140,146 {188,000) (152,000} (+11,0854) {-36,000)
Limitations on obligations...................... (793,000) (624,188} {-35,640} (-166,812)
Total budgetary resourCas. .. ... ......ovviiniin (799.974) (981,000} {776.188) (-22,786) (-204,812)
Federal Railroag Administration
Safety and Operations. ... . ............ ... ....... 118,596 196,000 184,000 +5, 404 -12,000
] Offsetting fee collections (legisiati proposat). . - 40,000 vea .o +40, D0Q

f Direct appropriation...... % ... .. ... .. 178,596 156,000 +5 404 +28, 000

i

’ Railroad Research and Devel 35,000 33,500 +500 ---
System Presarvation.. ... ... .. ... ... .. o 0 .- 1,546,000 EEES -1,546,000
Hetwark Davelopment. . 0. ... ... ... .. o, --- 1,000,000 - - -1,000,000
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (DRLIGATIGNAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENOED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)
FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs. Bill ws.
Enacted Reqguest Bil? Enacted Request
National Railroad Passenger CorporatTesy
Oporating Grants to the National Rad[Tegd
Passenger Corparation. ... ............ "% ..... 466,000 --- 350,000 -116,000 +350,000
Capital and Debt Service Grants to the MHatio
Railroad Passenger Corporation................. 952.000 - 1,452,000 +500, 000 +1,452, 000
Subtotal. ... i e s 18, 000 “ea 1,802,000 +384 000 +1 802,000
Neat Gen High Speed Rail Service {rescission)......... -1.473 -1.973 -1.973 —
Mprtheast Corrider Improvement Program {rescission)... - ~4,419 -4,419 -4, 419 --- IS
............................................................... =
Total., Federal Railroad Administration........ .. V631, 5046 2,7 08 2,015 108 +383,512 -716.000
Federal Transit Administration
Adwinistrative Expenses. . ... ... ............. . . ... 98,712 --- [0 . 000 +1, 287 +100,.000
Formula and Bus Grants (Hwy Trust Fund ass Transit
Account (Liquidation of contract gefthorization)..... {9,400, 000) .- (3,400,000 LR (+3,400,000)
{Limitation on obligations)y . . .. ... ... ... .. .. (8,360,565) EErS {8.360,565) - (+8,360,565)
Rescission of grior year gefhtract authority....... nue -T2,496 -72,496 72,498 ---
Research and Technolagy Meployment. . .................. --- 120,957 .- 3 -120,957
Transit Formula gnts (Hwy Trust Fund, Mass Transit
Account (Ligefdation of contract authorization)... .. .- (9,500, 000) --- --- (- 9ag00, 000)
(Limitg#fion on obligations)y. . . .. ... .. .. ... .. - {4.7539,.372) --- v (-4, TM3T2)




COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIOMAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AHQUNTS RECOMMEMDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

Fy 2012 Fr 2013 Bi vS. Bi1l vs.
Enacted Request ain nacted Request
Transit Expansion and Livagle Communities (liquidation
of contract authoritzation, ... .. .................. (1,500,000) “-- --- (-1,500.000)
{Timitation on obligations). ™\ ... .................. .- (212,185) .- {-212,185)
Capital Investment Grants. ... ... ™ . oo i, ae- 2,235,486 e .- -2,235.486
Operations and Safaly........ ..o g ey .- 166,004 --- .- -166 , GO0
Administrative programs. ....._._....... . My ....... --- (129,200) - [-129,700)
Rail transit safety programs...............» G, 300) --- (-36,300}
Research and University Rasearch Centers............ .0 £4,000 -ve 44,000 .. +44 000
Bus and Rail State of Good Repair (liguidation of
contract authorization)... . ....... ... ............. .- (1,500,000) A e {-1,500,000)
(Jimitation on obligations)......................... - (3,207,000} .- (-3,207,000)
Capital Investment Grants........... ............... . 1,955,000 .- 1,816,993 -138,007 +1,816,99)
RESCISSION. . .. ... i i it in s -58,500 1,429 -11.429 +47 .07
Subtotal.......... ... ... 1,596,500 11,40 1,805,584 -90,936 +1,816,993
Washington Metropolitan Area TransitMithority
£apital and Preventive Maintenape®.. .. ... ... ... .., 150,000 135,000 0, 000 .- +15,00¢
Rascission, .. ... .. . o it e --- -523 23
Subtotal.. ... 150,000 134,477 149,477
bnivarsity Transpsf*tation Research (rescissiom)....... .- -293 -293
Job Accass ape”Reverse Commute Grants (rescission) . ... --- -14,662 -14,662

Rosearch, ratning and Human Resources (rescission)... --- -248 -248

%1



COMPARATIVE STATERENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORTTY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND ANOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013

(Amounts in thousands)
FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs,
Enacted Request Bil? Request
Interstate Transfer Grants (rescissteR)............... --- -2,662 -2,862 ---
Urban discretionary accounts (rescissioMm,........... -- 578 .-
Total, Federal Transit Administration... ™ e 2,189,213 2,554,552 008 102 -181.t11 546,450
Appropriations.. .. ... ... .. ... . 00 ) (2,247,713 (2,657,443 (2.,110,993) {-136,720} {-546,450)
ReSCIsS1ONS . L. .. ... e {-58,500) {-30. {-30,395) (+28,105} ---
Limitations on obligations...................... . 8,557 (8,360,565) e (+182,008) Eg
Total budgetary resources. ...................... (10,549 .77 10,733,109) {10,368 ,667) (-181.111) (=364, 442)
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation
Operations and Maintenance {Marbor Maintenance

Trust Fund) .. .. . e e

Maritime Administration

Maritime Security Program. ... ... .. ... % .. ... ... ... 174,000 184,000
Operations and Training........... . . ... .......... 156,258 146,298 145,733

Rescission. ... ... _ . g .. .. ... ... -840 e -
i Ship Disposal.. ... .......... . . .. . ... ... L 5,500 4,000
/ Assistance to Small Shipgefds. .. ... ... ... ... ... .. ..., .- -




COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (DBLIGATIOWAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMEMNDED IN THE BILL FOR 2012
{Amoyunta in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013
Enacted Request Bill

1 ws. Bill vs.
Enac ted Reaquest

Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title X1} Program
Administrative expenses.. ... ............... " e 750 +i0 ---

Rescission. ... ... .. ..... ... o i . . .- +35, 000 .
Subtotal. .. ... .. e e e 3,750 +35,010 i
Total, Maritime Adsinistration................ 337,503 +24 005 -6,545
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials
Safety Administration
Dperatione)l Expenses:
Geanaral Fund. ... ... .. ... ... .. e 12.391 +1,670 +1,883

Pipaline Safety Fund. e o
Pipeline Safety i1nformation grants to comsunities.

639 - .-

{+500) {+500)
Subtotal. ... . ... .. e . . +1 870 +1.983
Hazardous Materials Safety.......... ....... . 4 . ... ... . 42 546 +208 -8.127

Pipeline Safety:
Pipeline Safety Fund. .. ... ... . # ... .. .. ..., ... 90,679 150,500
011 Spill Liability Trust fun
Pipeline Safety Design Revi

90,679 - -59 821
................... 18,573 21,510 18,573 --- -2,837
Fund (leg. proposal) .. 4,000 2,000 +2,000 -2.000

Subtotal......... 0 . ... . ...l 109,252 176,010 111,252

Subtotal, Pj
Safet

ine and Hazardous Materials
....................... 172,950 247 . 730 176.828 +3 878 -70,902

€1



COMPARATIVE STATEMERT OF NEW BUDGET {OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AMD AMOQUNTS RECOMMEMOED IN THE BILL FOR 2013

Pipeline safely user fees..... ...
Pipeline Safety Design Review fee (leg. o

Emergency Preparedness Grants:
Limitation on emergency preparedness fund... ...

{Emargency preparedness fond).................

Total, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety

Admipistration. ... .. .. e e

Rasearch and Innpvative Technology Administration
Research and Development. ... ... ... ... ... ... ......
Qffice of Inspector General

Salaries and Expenses................

Special permit and approval fees (leg ™groposal}......
agosal) .. ...

FY 2012
Enacted

(188)

15,981

79,824

{Amounts in thousands}

FY 2013
Request

-151,139
-12,000
-4.,009

(28,318)
(188}

=81, 118

-2.000

{28,318}
{188)

Bill vs,
Enactod

Bill vs.
Request

+59.821
+12,000
+2,000

84 499

83,510

-15,981

+4 875

"’,.ﬂ"'
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF MEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMDUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013

Sur face Transpdwation Board

Salaries and Expanses.._............»
Dffsetting collections............ ..

Total, Swrface Transportation Board.....™

Total.

Pisaster reliaef category.......

Limitations on abligations. ... .

TITLE 1 - DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND

I
!

f
3

URBAM DEVELOPMENT
Management and AdministBtion

Administration, Operations ang

title I, Dspartment of Transportation..
Appropriations..... . ......................
Rescissions. . ... ... ... ... .. iiiuen,

flescissions of contract authority.........

Tatal budgetary rasOuFCES......... .. ..........

.. 537.789

{(Amounts 1n thousands)

532,546

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi1) vs Bill vs

Enacted Regquast BiM Enactld Request
.. 29.310 31,250 31,258 +1,940 ---
- -1,250 -1,250 50 --- ---
.. 28,060 30,000 30,000 +1,940 ---
. 19%D5. 282 19, 5504826 17,634,203 -1.871.079 -1.915.823
L (7. 9dNg1E)  (19.50%.493) (17,769.670) {-172,348)  {-1.915.823)
.. {97, -62,971) (-62,971) (+34,763) ---
.. (1,662,000} s [ [-1.662,000) -
. (-1.008 «72.496) (-72,496) (-71,456) .-
.. (52.088FD0) (53 BOBE S57) (52,029,480) (-39,220) (-1.776.077)

573,982} (71,355,58 (-1.910 799) {-3,691,900)

518.068

-19, 14,478

SP1



CONPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMDUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2012

.3 (Amgunts in thousands)
3 FY 2012 FY 2013 Bill vs Bl vs.
Enacted Request Bivl Enag#fia Request
Frogram Office Salari®w and Expenses:

Public and Indiae Houdpg.. ... ... ... ... .......... 200,000 211,624 206 . 509 +6,500 -5.134
Cosmunity Planning and Ddwglopwent. .. ... ... .. .. 100,000 t03 882 103800 +3.500 -382
Housing.. ... ..........c...." e 391,500 398,837 b. 500 +5,000 -2,332
Policy Development and Research ™w ... ............ 22,211 21,394 22 326 +115 +932
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity M, .. ......... 72,500 74,296 72,904 +304 -1,392
Office of Healthy Homes and lLead Mazargwgntrol. .. 7,400 6,819 6,816 -584 ---
Subtotal .. .. . ey 793,711 PTG 354 808,546 +14 835 -8,308

Total. Management and Admimistration.......... 31,500 1,349,400 1,326,614 -4 886 -22 . 786

Public and Indian Housing
Tenant -based Rental Assistance:

Renewals. . ... ... . ... ... o o Lug® 17,242 351 17,247 948 17,237,944 -4 403 [
Tenant protecticn vouchers.................... L. 75.000 7578Q0 75,000 --- ---
Administrative fees. ............ ......... o .... 1,350,000 1,575, 000 1.575,000 +225,000 ---
Family salf-sufficiency coordinators... @& ... .. 60,000 .- 60,000 -a +60, D00
Veterans affairs supportive housing. % ... ....... 75,000 75.000 75,060 .- ---
Sec. 811 mainstreas voucher renewgd®. .. .. .. . ... .. 112,018 111,335 1 a5 -683 e
Transformation inttiative (tragsfer out)........_. --- {-25.000) - -a- (+25,000)
Subtotal {availabie 5 fiscal year)...... ... 18,914 369 19,074,283 19,134,283 219,914 +60, 000

91




Advanca appropriations. ..
Less appropriations from

Total, Tenant-based R
appropriated in thi

Public Housing Capital Fund..
Transformsation initiative
Public Housing Dperating Fund
Transformation initiative
Lhoice neighberhoods. ... ... ..
Transformation initiative
Family Self-Sufficiency......
Native Aserican Housing Block
Transformation initiative
Mative Hawaiien Housing Black
Transformation initiative
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee
(Limitation oh guarantecd
Transformation initiative
Native Mawalian Loan Guarante
(Limitation on guaranteed
Housing Certificate Fund (res

Total, Public and L

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF WEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
[Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012
Enacted

Fy 2013
Request

4,000,000
- 4,000,000 .

prio ar advances......

ental Assis

g bivt....,.... " 18,814,369 19,074,282

1,875,000 2,070,000

{transfer out)l .........

......................... 961, 4,524,000
(transfer out) . 620} .-
......................... 120% 0, D00 --
{(transfer out).......... {-750) ---
......................... 60.000 —e
Grants. ... ... .......... 6§50, 000 650, 000

{transfer out)..........
Grant......... ........

{transfer out)...... . ...
Fund Program Account.
Togang) . ..........

13, h

a-- (-
6,000
{360.000)

(transfer gut) o .. . . .- (-35) ---
e Fund Progr cocount _ .. 386 1,000

loans}. o . ... ......... (41.504) (107 ,000)
cissi -200,000 e-

25,340,605 26,548,282 26,299,283

+562,150

-120, 000

-13,000
(- 360,000}
-386
{-41,504)
+200,000

Bi1Y vs.
Request

+60,000

-85,000
(+10,350}
(+22,620)
-150, 600

(+750)

-60, 000

(+3.250)

-13,000

(+35)
-1,000
{-107.000)

-250.000

L¥T




COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW SUDGET (OBLIGATIOMAL) AUTHORLTY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMDUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
({Amounts in thousands)

Fy 2012 FY 2013 Bill o Bil1Y) vs.

Enacted Request 2l ted Request
Communitysglanning and Development
Housing Opportunities fors@ersons with AIDS. ... ....... 332,000 330,000 330 %0 -2, 000 -
Transformation initiativ{transfer out).......... --- {-1.650}) .- LS (+1,650)
Community Development Fund. ... . e, ... ............... 2,948 090 2,948 090 3,404,000 +455.910 +455,910
Indian COBG. .. .. ... c.or e N e e 60,000 60,000 nu- -60,000 -60, 000
Sustainable hpousing and communities. ™ ........... e 100, - --- -100,060
Capacity bullding. . ... .. ... .. .. . .. ... ™ - onn --- uoo .- .ne -35,000
rsaster ralief ... ... LT AP 300,000 s --- -300,000 ---
(Disaster relief category).. ........... " .. 100,000 --- .- - 100,000 ---
 Subtotal.................................. 3,408,098 3,143,000 3,404,000 -4.080 +260,910
Transfarmation infitiative (transfer out).......... --- (-15,715) .- --- (+15.715)
Community Development Loan Guarantees (Section 108):
{Limitation on guaranteed loans)...... ......... ’ (240,000) (500, 000) ER {-240,000) ( -500,000)
Cradit subsidy . ............ .. ... gl 5.952 . - 6,000 +48 +6 000
HOME Investwent Partnerships Program...... . g . ....... 1,000,000 1,000, 00 1,200,000 «200, 000 +200, 000
Transformation initiative (transfer gel). ... ... ... --- {-5,000 nen - (+5,000)
Se1f-help and Assisted Homeownership Qfortunity
Program................ ... ... 4 ..o 53,500 .- 60, 050 +6, 500 +60,000
Homeless Assistance Grants...... AP 1.901,190 2,231,000 2, R, 000 +96 810 -231,000
Transformation initiative gfransfer out). .. . .. .. wa- {-11,155) - {*+11,155)

Total, Community Plafining and Development.. .. .. 6,700,732 6,704,090 7,000,000 by, +299,268 +295,910

8F1



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (0BLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUOGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECONMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

Fy 2012 FY 2013 vs, Bitl ws,
* Enacted Request ain Enacted Request
Pruject-based Rental Assistance’
Renewals. .. ... ... . ... i e 9,050,672 8,440,400 8,440,400 -610,272 ---
Contract administrators. . ... ... .. . ™ - cerranis 289,060 260, 260,000 -29,000 ---
Subtotal (available this fiscal year) ™. .... 9,339,672 ,400 8,700,400 -639,272 ---
Transformation initiative (Iramsfer put}. . ... ... .72 (-19,000) .- .- (+19.000}
Advance appropriations................. ... ... .. 400,000 400, 000 --- ---
Less appropriations from prior year advances...... - 400,000 -400,000 - .-
Total., Project-based rental assistance
appropriated in ths bill ... ... ... S 9,339,672 8,700,400 -639,272 v
Housing for the Elderly.............. . ... ....... 374,627 425,000 +50,373
Transformation initiative {trangdr out)...... .... .-

Housing for Persons with Disabiifes. ............. ...

Transformation initiativgefiransfer out)... ......
Housing Counseling Assistaffice. . ... ... ... ..... .. ... ... 45 000

Transformation igj .n-
Rental Housing A BOGE . .. v e e 1.300 - -
Rent Suppleme. isgd e e -231,600

6%1



COMPARATIVE STATENENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

051

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bj vs. Bi1l ve.
Enacted Request Bitl Enacted Request
Manufactured Housing Fewg Trust Fund........... .. ..... 6,500 3.000 4.0p0 -2.500 -4.,000
Offsetting collections™.,, ... .. _........ ... ... ... -4, 000 -4.,000 - 000 - .-
Subtotal . ... .. .. .- M 2,500 4,000 --- -2.500 -4,000
Total, Housing Programs...... . "y .. .. ........ 9,696,499 9,384,400 9,335,400 -361,099 -49.000
ADProOpriations. .. oooo e ™G e, (9.932,009)  (9,388,400) 9,339,400} (-592,698) (-49,000)
ReSCIiBSTONS . ... ..o vet o L (-231.,600} .-- --- {+231,600) -
Offsatting coitections............ {-4,000) {-4,060) {-4,000}) .- .-
Federal Housing Administration
Hutual Mortgage Insurance Progras Account:
(Limttation on guaranteed Toans).............. .. (400G L000) (400,000,000} (400,000,000) .- -
{Limitation on direct Joans).................... {50,004 (50,000} (50,000} --- .-
Offsetting receipts. . ... ............... ... . ..., -4 427,000 -9, 676,000 -%,676,000 -5,249 000 ---
Proposed offsetting receipts (HECH)(Sec. 210} 0% . -286,000 -170,000 -170,000 +11§,000 .
Additional offsetting receipts (Sac. 238). % .. -59, 000 - - +58.000 ---
Administirative contract expenses. ... .. o . 207,000 21goo 215,000 +A, 000 ..
Transformation initiative (transfer g . (-1.0 .- .- (+1,075}
Working capital fund (transfer outyd® . ._._ . .. {-71.5%00) [-71,500}) (-71,500) .- e
General and Special Risk Program count: )
(Limitation on guaranteed Jans) ... ............. (25.000,000) (25,000,000) {25,000, 000) -- ---
(Limitation on direct 1gdhs}. ... ... ... ... ... (20.000) {20,000} {20, 0%Q --- -
Offsetting receipts o .. . ... ... .. ... ..., - 400, 000 -588,000 -588 , 000 188,000 .-
Total, Fedg Housing Agministration. . . ... . -4 ,965,000 -10,219,000 =10,219,000 = 54 000




COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF WEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AMD AMOUNTS RECOWMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Biil ws Bill vs,
Enacted Request Bl Enagabd Request
Governmant National Mortgage Asso jon
Guarantees of Mortgage-backed Securities Loan
Guarantee Program Account:
(Limitation on guaranteed loans).................. 00, 000,000) (500,000,000) (500,800,000} . . -
Administrative expenses [legislative proposaﬂ A 19.500 21,0600 20,500 +1,000 - 500
Offsetting receipts ('leg\slative propnsal) A -Mg . 000 -100.000 -100, 000 .-
affsetting receipts., .. R -521°%400 -847,000 -647 , 000 -126,000
Offsetting receipts (Sec 238) .................... -5,000 - --- +5 . 000 .-
Proposed offsatting receipts (HECH) (Sec. 214} .. . - 24,000 - 2300 ~-23,000 +1.,000 -
Total, Gov't National Mortgage Association.. .. -§30.500 - 000 -749,500 -119,000 -500
Policy Development and Research
Research and Technology. . ... .. .o iieiiiiiieninan .. 6.000 52.000 . 52,000 +6,000
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Fair Housing Activities........................ . 70,847 68,000 84,000 % -2,547 .-
Transformation inittative (transfer out) o* . ... . .- {-205} .- Ny, (+205)
O0ffice of Lead Hazarg Control and HpdfTthy Homes ;
Lead Hazard Reduction.. ...... o .. ...... ... ... ... 120,000 120,000 120,000 - " .-
Transformation initiatiy transfer out). .. ...... ea (-600} . am- {+600)

-
- Y,
L]

18T




COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND ANQUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2013
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2012 FY 2013 Bi1l¥s. Bil1t vs.
Enacted Request Bl acted Request
Management and ABministration
Worxing Capital Fund. .. .. ... ... . .. . ™ . oioioiaiion... 199,035 170,000 175 400 -24,035 +5.,000
(By transfer) ... ...oovouevinr, o {71,500) {71.500) .500)
Office of Inspector General............. M. .......... 124,000 125,600 23,600 +1,600 -
Transformation lnitiative. . . ... .. ... ... . . . ™. . ... 30.000 ven 50,000 _-- +50,000
(By transfer).. ... . ... ... ... i .- (119 B74) .- " {-119 870}
Total, Management and Adeinistration. e 373,035 295400 150,600 22,435 +55 000
{Grand total, Managemeni and Ad-imstranon].. , 704 ,535) (1,645 ,000) {1.677.214) (-27,321) (+32.214)
General Provisions
Rescission of prior-year advance...................... -650. 004 .- - +650, 000 ---
==s==S=== =SS ZCSORESSSSSSER SSSSSSSTSTSSSI SSISSSSITERISST SEESSSSom==TDoc
Total. title [I, Department of Housing and
Urban Development. .. ................., ..... 17433 718 33,554%W72 33,583,397 -3.850,321 +28.624
Appropridations. .. ... ... icva e 9,841 318) (40,362.7 {40, 391,397) {+550,07%) (+28,624)
Rescisstans, . {-421,600) .- .-- [+431,600) ---
Drisaster reliaf category .............. (160 ,000) aa- -- {-100,000} .-
Advance appropriations............. N (4. 400 000) (4,400,000} {4, g0 000) .-
Rescissions of prior year advancep”. .. .. .. (-650.,000) - (+650,000) -
Offsetting recaipts........... g% . ... ....., (-5,822.000) (-11,204,000) {-11,204, 00 {-5,382,000)
Offsetting collections... ... A& ........... {-4.000) {-4,000} (-4,00Q) v ---
(by transfer)................# . .. ... ........ 71,500 181,370 71,500 aan -119, 870
(transfer out). R A -71.500 -181,370 -71.500 --- +119.8740
[(Limitation on dlrect l S) . e {706,000) (70.000) {70, 008) - - -
(Limi tation on guaranydBd locans)..... ........ {925,641 ,504) {926,507,000) (925,000,000) (-641,50 (-1,507,000)

2st




CONPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2012

' ~— AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENOED IN THE BILL FOR 2013

{Amounts in thousands)
\ FY 2012 FY 2013 B vs. Bill wvs.
B

“ Enacted Reguest nacted Reguest

TITLE TIT - OTHEM INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

Access Board. ... .. ... N e T.400 7,400 7.400 i .-
Federal Maritime Commission....... M ........ ... 24,100 26,000 25.000 +900 -1.000
Amtrak Office of Inspector General.. . ™. .............. 20,500 22, 008" 25,000 +4 500 +3.,000
National Transportation Safety Board. . . ........... 102,400 102800 102,400 --- e
Ngighborhood Reinvestment Corperation. ... .Mw.......... 215 300 f 3,000 225,300 +10,000 +12.,300
United States Interagency Council on Homelassiegs..... 3,300 3,600 3,300 .-- -300
ES¥ERES=LZZ-oTrT = =FSEFELTEE SSSESERET E¥r2agSE=SSS=ES=S S=S===========

Total, title LI, Other Independent Agencies...: 73 @0 374,400 388,400 +15,400 +14, 000
Grand total (met)................ ... iuii. 5132 .000 53.479,199 51,606,000 -5,708,000 -1,873,199
Appropriations. ... ........ . ... . ieiiaiain, B,15%J334) (60,422.666) (58,549 ,467) {+393,133) (-1,873,1689)
RESCiSSIONS . . ... ... i i it e i, {-529..3% {-62.971) {-62,971) (+466,363) —--

Disaster relief category................ L. {1.762,000 --- --- (-1.762,000) ---
Rescissions of contract authority.... . ... (-1.000) [-72,496) {-72.496) (-71,498) -

Advance appropriations. ... .. ..., . .. ... {400,000} {#a 400, 00D) {4,400,000) LR e
Rescissions of prior year advangg®. ...... ... {-850,000) n MRS -.- (+650,000) ---

Hegative Subsidy receipts. o . ........ .. (-65,822,000) (-11,204 W0} {-11,204,000) (-5,382.000) e
Offsetting collections. .. . .. ... ...,......, {-4,000}) (-4.000 {-4,000) .- ---
[Limitation on obligationsle” ... ... ... .......... (52.068,700}) (53,805,557} 52,02%,480) {-39.220) (-1,776,077)

(by transfer) . ......... % ... ... ... 71,500 191,370 71,500 --- -119,870
(transfer out)...... e -71.500 -191,370 1,500 .. +119,870

Total budgetar BSOUrCeS . .., ... ... aa. .. L109,380,700) (107.284.756) (103,635, M0) {-5.745 220} [-3,649,276)
Discretionary al. ... . e (55,550,000) (53,479,199) {51.606,000) -3,044 ,000) (-1,873,199)

BST




