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Light Rail in Denver: Taking the
Taxpayers for a Ride

by Stephen R. Mueller and Dennis Polhill

Senior Fellows, The Independence Institute

In Brief:

Congress is considering giving Denver hundreds of millions of dollars to construct an

eight mile extension of the existing five mile light rail system. The Regional Transportation
District (RTD) is pushing for a vote on a tax increase to fund even more light rail With new EPA
air quality standards looming over the city, the battle over the light rail system is about to begin.
The facts show that light rail in Denver is a waste of money:

Light rail requires subsidies forever. Every light rail project in the nation, once funded by
the federal government, has requested additional federal funding to provide operating
assistance. Refusing to fund new light rail projects will help Congress avoid future
additional construction and operating subsidies.

The costs are too high. Light rail transit is one of the most expensive forms of
transportation. Even RTD—the Colorado entity pushing light rail—estimates that light rail in
Denver will cost more than twenty million dollars a mile to construct. Other forms of mass
transportation systems can carry the same number riders at a much lower cost.

The benefits are too low. Light rail will not reduce traffic congestion, nor will it improve
air quality. In addition, there will be no economic benefit. In fact, there will be a huge net
loss to the economy.

There are better solutions to Denver’s transportation needs. The amount of travel done
by rail is a fraction of that done by highway vehicles. This situation is not going to change
with the construction of light rail. People have increasingly decided to use their personal
automobiles over public transportation services. Additional highway improvements, carpool
lanes, and buses would be far more beneficial to Denver than light rail.

The people of Denver have already voted against light rail, rejecting it by a 54 to 46
percent margin.



Denver hundreds of millions of dollars to construct an eight-mile extension of the existing
five-mile light rail system. Pressure for light rail will increase when the new
Environmental Protection Agency air quality standards become specific.

The debate over light rail transit in Denver is heating up. Congress is considering giving

Denver’s five-mile light rail demonstration has been operational since October 1994 but
there has never been an official analytical review of it. In fact, the Regional Transportation
District (RTD) Board of Directors itself is divided in its opinion on the ability of light rail to cost
effectively move people in a city with a relative low population density. Compounding the
* political problems surrounding this project is the simple fact that neither the light rail system nor
its funding has never been approved by the voters in the Denver area.

While Washington has offered a small amount of preliminary funding for light rail
extension in Denver, a careful examination of the facts suggests that additional light rail funding
is unjustifiable.

1. Washington is Broke

The federal government is more than five trillion dollars in debt. Both parties in Congress
have publicly stated their intent to eliminate the deficit and return this country to financial health.
Why on earth would Congress even consider funding the first phase of a new multi-billion dollar
project which is guaranteed to exacerbate the current financial woes of our nation? Every light
rail project in the nation, once funded by the federal government, has requested additional federal
funding to provide operating assistance and capital expansion programs. This may be a direct
result of the fact that the actual average cost per rider of constructing and operating light rail
systems have been five times higher than originally anticipated by the operating authority.

The millions of dollars that are currently being requested for the eight-mile Southwest
Corridor extension is a drop in the bucket compared to the ultimate funding requests which will
make their way to Washington in the future. If the door is opened, billions of dollars will slip
through in the future. Do the initials “DIA” ring a bell? Congress simply cannot expect to fund
this project (and others like it) and simultaneously eliminate the deficit.

As Shown in Figure 1, there has been unprecedented growth in the federal debt since
World War II. The debt exceeded five trillion dollars in April 1996 —and is continuing to
grow at nearly a billion dollars a day. By the end of President Clinton’s first term, the debt
reached nearly $5.7 Billion.

The future of the nation’s children depends upon Congress’ ability to restore fiscal
sanity to the federal bureaucracy. In broad terms, the current public debt is about twenty
thousand dollars for every man, woman, and child in the country. This debt is already
equivalent to the cost of a mid-sized automobile for each person, or a home that is free and
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clear of all debt for the average family. By the time today’s young children are in their
forties, if Congress continues to allow the debt to increase, it will be equivalent to a house for
each person. How will America be able to afford repayment of such a massive loan, or even
servicing the debt? It would be considerably better to stop adding to their governmental
financial burden now than to authorize the construction of a transportation system that will be
of little use in the future to America’s young people but will certainly add to their financial
burden.

" The National Debt
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Figure 1: The Growth of the National Debt

" The Congress is searching for programs that can be cut with minimal impacts. Not
funding new light rail projects will help Congress avoid additional construction and operating
subsidies in the future. In other words, if Congress does not fund it now, Congress will not
have to try to cut it in the future. As shown later in this paper, less than five percent of
Denver residents regularly use mass transit. Even fewer would use light rail. Does Congress
really believe that it has the money to fund this boondoggle, and that this country will truly
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benefit by the use of scarce resources to serve such a tiny interest group?

2. Support for Denver’s Light Rail P~roject' is
Counter to the Principles of Limited Government.

If Congress intervenes in Denver by giving “free money ” for light rail, it will be
rewarding an organization that most people in Denver consider to be a failure, and it will be
“growing” this ineffectual agency into Colorado’s second largest governmental jurisdiction.

In 1995, the Regional Transportation District was a $300 million dollar a year
operation. This made it one of the five largest governmental jurisdictions in the State of
Colorado, yet— according to the Census Bureau—it regularly served less than five percent of
the population of Denver. While the transit union heaps praise on RTD as being one of the
best transit agencies in the country, the public barely rides. The joke in Denver is that “RTD”
means “Reason To Drive.”

If Congress helps RTD to expand its governmental tentacles through additional
federal funding for light rail, will the expansion increase mass transit ridership? No. In every
other city that constructed light rail in the decade from 1980-1990, total mass transit ridership
has actually declined after the light rail began operations. In Los Angeles, the government
has spent $3 billion on mass transit, only to have ridership decline twenty percent since 1985.
Based on this information alone, Congress should look very skeptically at funding for all new
light rail projects.

» Figure 2 lists the cities where light rail systems were constructed in the 1980s, and the
subsequent decline in mass transit ridership in those cities. In contrast, Phoenix and Houston
turned down light rail funds from the federal government, used their own resources for more
rider-friendly transit improvements, and the market-share of commuters using those cities
mass transit systems increased.

Many otherwise fiscally responsible legislators in Denver and the surrounding cities
are supporting this project in order to “bring home the bacon” and to appear more
environmentally friendly. The argument is that if Denver does not get the federal money,
some other city will. The additional tax and debt burden—both local and national—that will
result from the construction of this project should be carefully considered.

Since 1964, Congress, state, and local governments have poured 310 billion dollars
into mass transit subsidies—close to the total cost of the entire interstate highway system.
Yet these mass transit systems, including light rail, have frequently been designed to meet
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political needs rather than commuter needs. Thus, the percentage of people using mass transit
has actually decreased after this massive capital investment.

American Legislative Exchange Council, Reinventing Transit: Putting Customers First, December 1933

BALTlMORE_ : : S 10.2. 1980_
BUFFALO E21990
LOS ANGELES
PITTSBURGH e = 01 3 1.0
PORTLAND ——
SACRAMENTO
SAN DIEGO 'CONSTRUCTED LIGHT RAIL

ST. LOUIS - 7 TRANSIT FACILITIES.

HO_USTON . BUILT BUS/HOV LANES

PHOENIX DEREGULATED PRIVATE SERVICES

1980 U.S. AVERAGE =6.4
1980 U.S.AVERAGE =5.3 -

DENVER

Figure 2: Declining Mass Transit Ridership in Cities with New Light Rail Systems.

Congress should not be surprised at the poor results of these failed big-government
policies. A centralized, fixed-guideway mass transit system cannot possibly meet the
disparate transportation needs of the citizens. Fixed routes cannot work unless we return
society to the days of tenement housing and assembly lines. Fixed route scheduling is
inconvenient or impossible for most people in today’s quickly changing lifestyles. Light
rail’s failures mirror the poor results which have occurred in virtually every other sector of
the economy where centralized solutions were forced upon society.

In addition, there is the constitutional question. Where in the Constitution does it say
that the federal government has authority to be involved in public transportation within the
borders of a single state?

The answer, of course, is that article I, section 8 of the Constitution gives Congress
eighteen specific powers, and none other. Any act by Congress which is not authorized by
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one of the eighteen grants of power in article I is simply a usurpation of power, and the
exercise of authority not granted. None of the article I powers gives Congress authority over
surface transportation, including mass transit.

Some persons argue that the spending power which is granted to Congress allows
Congress to spend money for any purpose, even if that purpose is not related to legitimate
Congressional powers. President James Monroe confronted this argument in 1822, when
Congress passed the Cumberland Road Bill, to establish a national toll road through
Maryland, the District of Columbia, and Virginia. President Monroe vetoed the bill, and his
veto message became one of the classic veto messages of all time: ’

Having duly considered the bill entitled “An act for the preservation and repair
of the Cumberland road,” it is with deep regret, approving as I do the police, that I am
compelled to object to its passage and to return the bill to the House of
Representatives, in which it originated, under a conviction that Congress do not
possess the power under the Constitution to pass such a law.

If the power exist, it must be either because it has been specifically granted to
the United States or that it is incidental to some other power which has been
specifically granted. If we examine the specific grants of power we do not find it
among them, nor is it incidental to any power which has been specifically granted...

President Monroe continued, examining each purported constitutional basis for the
Cumberland Road, and finding it deficient. Congress did not override his veto. He further
explained that the spending power must only be used for purposes of national, not local,
benefit. (Of course a light rail system in Denver is at best a local benefit, not even a state
benefit.)

The Monroe veto’s intellectual force stood as a powerful barrier to unlimited federal
transportation spending until the 1950s. Then, congressional spenders, playing off Monroe’s
statement that the spending power could be used “for the purposes of the common defense,”
passed a massive highway spending bill by calling it a “National Defense” act. Whatever
merit the national defense pretext may have had in the 1950s (such as allowing faster
movement of the U.S. Army along interstate highways), no one in the 1990s has had the
audacity to claim that light rail in Denver has a genuine relation to national defense.

Persons who want to spend federal money for local transportation in Denver or
elsewhere would be well-advised to follow President Monroe’s advice, and seek a

constitutional amendment, rather than to subvert the Constitution.
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In the 1990s as in the 1790s, the Constitution’s limits on congressional spending
promote good government. Federal involvement with “free money” distorts decision making.
In a system where “free money” exists, local agencies compete aggressively for the “pork.” If
there were no “free money,” then policy options and service delivery options would be
~ forced to compete with each other on the basis of costs and benefits. In a competitive
environment at the state and local level, the high costs and the low benefits of light rail
systems would mean an immediate end to these irrational projects. Few issues provide such
an impressive opportunity to demonstrate the value of devolution. Devolving transportation
to the states will yield better and more efficient policy.

3. The Costs are Too High

Rail systems have historically provided a cost-effective transportation network for the
movement of goods throughout the nation, but rail systems are an expensive form of
transportation for the movement of people. Heavy rail systems for use by people (e.g.:
Amtrak) require massive federal subsidies. Light rail is more expensive and requires higher
subsidies. That’s why it feeds off the public sector instead of the private sector. In fact, light
rail transit is one of the most expensive forms of transportation on a cost per mile basis. In
Denver, it will cost more than twenty million dollars a mile to construct, according to the
RTD projections. Many alternative forms of mass transportation systems can carry the same
number of riders for considerably lower cost.

Figure 3 contains the capital construction cost information for the four alternatives
considered by RTD in their 1994 Alternatives Analysis. The Independence Institute took a
critical look at that document, and published a paper entitled “Stop That Train! RTD’s Light
Rail Boondoggle is on a Fast Track for Disaster.” In the time since the Alternatives Analysis
was published and approved, RTD has admitted that their original cost projection for the light
rail alternative failed to include nearly $67 million dollars in additional costs.” Figure 3,
therefore, has been updated to include the additional costs which were omitted from the 1994
Alternative Analysis. Congress should require an independent review of this information
prior to approving additional funds for this project.

RTD’s 1995 Budget was approximately $300 million dollars. There are currently two
million residents of Denver area. Every man, woman, and child in Denver paid an average of
$150 dollars per year ($300 million/2 million = $150) for bus and light rail service. A family
of four, therefore, would have paid nearly $600 for the privilege of having access to public
transportation services in the Denver area. Few families in Denver would testify that they got
their money’s worth from RTD last year. Why would Congress want to add to this tax
burden? How much should the 95 percent who never use mass transit be taxed? Should the
residents of Denver pay $750 per family per year? $1,000?
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CAPITAL COSTS PER MILE

January 1994 Regional Transportation District Figures, Updated 11/95

AP AN R AN S ST P BRI BB PRSI

LIGHT RAIL IS 3.75 TIMES MORE EXPENSIVE
THAN THE TSM (BUS/HOV) ALTERNATIVE,
and ALMOST TWICE AS EXPENSIVE AS A
GRADE SEPARATED BUSWAY!!

|
|

- $5.8
Million -

"TSM” Commuter Grade Light
(Bus/HOV) (Heavy) Separated Rail
Lanes Rail Busway Transit

Figure 3: Capital Costs Per Mile for RTD’s Southwest Corridor

1997 RTD REQUESTED BUDGET

Total Revenues

SALES/USE TAX
$158,499,000

OTHER
$16,036,000

LEASE/PURCHASE INCOME
$31,604,000

FAREBOX LOCAL CARRYQVER
$35,794,000 $35,783,000

Figure 4: Current Taxpayer Costs for RTD

Page 8



The proponents of light rail often do not inform citizens that local taxpayers have to
pick up most of the operating costs for light rail systems, even if the capital construction is
financed by the federal government. In Denver, it is doubtful that taxpayers would agree to
provide additional funding for RTD. They have never approved the construction or financing
of light rail, yet the bureaucrats are going “full steam ahead” in support of the system. Figure
5 is a chart showing the extent of local subsidies required to operate the light rail systems
constructed in the 1980s. :

LOCAL TAXPAYER SUBSIDIES

LRT Systems Constructed in the 1980's and 1990's

BALTIMORE -} " 5%  25%|
BUFFALO -|® 5 6857 32. 5%

LOS ANGELES -} .OFF

SACRAMENTO -

~ SAN DIEGO - :

Source: Governing February 1994

Figure 5: Local Taxpayer Subsidies For Light Rail

Since the'RTD’s Alternative Analysis (AA) for the Southwest Corridor was
completed, many new facts concerning this project have come to light. The light rail
proponents who control the bureaucracy at RTD acknowledge the relevance of these facts,
but refuse to reanalyze the situation for fear that another solution other than light rail would
result. They rely on the AA, with its many errors and omissions, as the foundation that the
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light rail is the best solution. Congress should mandate a reanalysis of the corridor based
upon current costs and conditions— particularly the existence of the High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) lanes on Santa Fe Drive, which parallels the proposed light rail line. Analysis
 of HOV lanes was omitted from the original AA.

How should the public measure the success of a mass transit system? System-wide
ridership, and the ability of the system to capture a share of the transportation market is one
appropriate measure. The High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane construction proje‘cts in
Houston and Phoenix are the only two examples of mass transit systems which were
constructed from 1980-1990 where the market share of riders using mass transit actually
increased after the project was completed. Using this measure, the HOV lanes were the only

Colorado Statewide Transit Needs: $9 Billion
Total Operating & Capital Costs by Region: 1995-2015

S CDOT Divislon of Transp Development 2/9/95
Reglon 4 $1,721,413,675

Reglon § $50,350,620
Reglon 3 $815,088,843

Reglon 2 $336,772,410

Reglon 1 $158,320,790

L DENVER AREA
67.1%

Region 6 $6,275,843,620

Figure 6: The Colorado Department of Transportation’s Statewide Transit Needs

successful mass transit projects in the United States. Cities in which light rail was
implemented using federal dollars universally lost riders. This is “Field of Dreams™ in
reverse: the 1954-1994 Congresses paid tens of billions of dollars to build light rail systems,
but no one came to ride.
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The Colorado Department of Transportation is expecting nearly nine billion dollars in
transit construction and operating funding requests in the next twenty years. Most of these
projects are listed as “high priority” projects in the State Transportation Improvement Plan,
shown in figure 6. More than two thirds of these expenditures are projected to be for the
Denver area—a total of more than $6.2 billion These figures confirmed all suspicions that the
Southwest Corridor was just a drop in the bucket compared to the ultimate bureaucratic plans
of light rail supporters. Can Congress really embark upon a plan to give Colorado $9 billion
or more during the next 20 years?

4. The Benefits are Too Low

Research by the Independence Institute has shown that there will be virtually no
benefits to the public if the light rail system is constructed in the Southwest Corridor.

No Reductions in Traffic Congestion

The light rail extension will only carry 1,400 passengers per hour. A single freeway
lane carries more than 2,000 vehicles per hour at capacity! In 1993, CDOT measured a
maximum actual traffic flow on South Santa Fe Drive of 1,350 vehicles per hour. This low
number was obtained prior to the construction of the highway improvements along the
corridor. The new highway improvements will greatly enhance the vehicle flow rate, but the
obsolete numbers were used by RTD in the Alternatives Analysis. This is one example of
how the truth has been bent by RTD to show light rail in a more favorable light. Simply put,
if Congress wants to solve traffic congestion, it should build more roads—not light rail.
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SOLVING TRAFFIC CONGESTION
DEAK CADACITY OF 8YSTEMS - Dassengers/Hour

20 buses/hr x 43 passengers/bus = 860 passengers/hr.
2,000 vehicles/hr x 2.5 passengers/vehicle = 5,000 passengers/hr.

Light Rail Highway Lane =~ HOV Lane

Figure 7: Light Rail Doesn’t Reduce Traffic Congestion
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No Air Quality Improvement

There are two million people in Denver. The proposed light rail will oniy carry about
20,000 passenger a day—most of whom (about 90%) already rlde buses. This is not enough
people to have a measurable impact on air quality -

TOTAL DAILY EMISSIONS

in the Southwest Corridor - Without Light Rail vs. With Light Rail

257,405 257,027

" The SW Corridor LRT
=
< 1/10 of 1% Reduction
,,, x in CO Emissions!
c ~
> .g X RTD Table 17 (Page 447)
g @ () "Response to DRCOG Evaluation Criteria"
o ~ |
3§ D
£y (®)
= = I
e8| B
N
® >
36,629 36,588
NO . - 26194 26158 18471 18,437
LRT | A —
Carbon Monoxide (CO) NOx Hydrocarbons Particulates (PM10)

Figure 8: Air Pollution in the Southwest Corridor With and Without Light Rail

No Economic Benefit

There will be no economic benefit to the Denver metropolitan area as a result of the
construction of a light rail system. In fact, there will be a huge net loss to the economy. The
capital and operating costs of a transportation system that moves so few people will require
substantial tax subsidies. The level of taxation will far outweigh the limited economic
benefits at the locations of the stations. The only people that stand to benefit from this project
are the consultants, contractors, and government employees involved in the project. A few
gain a lot, the rest of Denver loses.
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5. There Are Better Solutions to Denver’s
Transportation Needs ’

There is a great myth surrounding the ability of rail transportation systems to move
people. People have been falsely led to believe that rail transportation systems move the
majority of people in Eastern seaboard cities, and that rail provides a much stronger
alternative to the automobile than it really does. The following chart shows the daily number
of passenger rail miles traveled in comparison to the number of vehicle miles traveled in each
of the thirty-three cities of more than a million people in the United States. Clearly, the
amount of travel done by rail is a fraction of that done by highway vehicles. Rail systems are
not the savior of the East, or of the West.

1. New York, NY
2. Los Angeles, CA
3. Chicago, IL
4. Phlladelphia, PA
Detroit, MI
6. San Franclsco, CA
7. Washington, DC
8. Dallas, TX
9. Houston, TX

11. San Dlego, CA
12. Atlanta, GA

13. Minneapolis, MN
14. Baltimore,MD
15. Phoenix, AZ

16. St. Louis, MO
17. Miaml, FL

18. Seattle, WA

19. Pittsburgh, PA
20. Tampa, FL

21. Cleveland, OH
22. Denver, €O
23. San Jose, CA
24. Riverside, CA
25. Kansas Clty, KS
26. Ft.Lauderdale, FL
27. Portland, OR
28. Miiwaukee, W1
29, Cincinnatl, OH
30. Sacramento, CA
31. San Antonio, TX
32 Buffalo, NY

33. New Orieans, LA

10. Boston, MA

T NI o
ST VN

28,138,000 =

233,996,000

78,658,000
74,866,000
2,610,000 |
/318,000 fz
916,000 [z

521,000

" Heavy Rail

301,000 2
1,000 Prokwere]
136,000 §

199,000 g3

121,000

113,000 psis

Light Rail

=5 28,146,000
o] 24,807,000 =z
Fr4s] 26,078,000
53,000 f24 20,428,000
28,000 =] 16,540,000

. [EDaily Rail Passenger Miles E2Daily Highway VMT)

Source *Our Nations Highways, Selected Facts and Figures™,
USDOT, Publication No FHWA-PL-95-028

91,000

Automobiles

figures supplied to the FHWA.

Figure 9: Rail Carries Relatively Few Passengers in Large American Cities
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Regardless of the number of people carried by the transportation network, it is the
personal benefit derived by the individual consumer that drives the decision to utilize a mass
transit system. On an individual level, people have increasingly decided to utilize their
personal automobiles over government subsidized transportation services. People apparently
enjoy the convenience, flexibility, safety, comfort, and economy provided to them by their
own cars. Figure 10 shows the decline in mass transit usage and the increase in the use of the
personal automobile between 1980 and 1990.

LRT HAS NO IMPACT ON CONGESTION!!!

Peak Hour/Peak Direction Ridership Volumes
Southwest Corridor (BEFORE CDOT IMPROVEMENTS)

Opening Year Equivalent Lanes
(1999) of Traffic**

[ 1,400 .98
11,300 .91
7 00 .63
700 49
400 28 ...

FueS1 Page 49 Tabo18-Pege 451 e veuna b Pk noon

Response to DRCOG Evaluation Criteria

Broadway/125
Evans
Cinderella City

OXford

Littleton

Mineral

Figure 10: Mass Transit§'#81ds a Small and Declining Market Share of Commuters in
Denver.

Congress should be aware that although several federal agencies have recently issued
opinions that the corridor has met all of the requirements of the current funding qualification
process, these same agencies have historically denied funding RTD’s requests for similar
projects in the Denver area. Simply put, previous analyses have shown that there are more
cost effective ways to move people in the Denver area.
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6. The People of Denver Have Never Voted In Favor
of Light Rail

There has never been a vote by the people of Denver to approve this project, but big-
government planners have shrewdly forwarded this project through the required federal
paperwork processes. The people of Denver, however, will ultimately have to pay for this
boondoggle if the Congress starts granting money. Congress has received some testimony
that the people of Denver support light rail, but none of the polls that have been conducted
have truthfully presented the costs of the system. Most people in Denver would say that they
would like to own a Dodge Viper—especially if the federal government gave them one for
free—but at the same time most people recognize that they simply cannot afford one.

In any case, the more important gauge of public opinion in Colorado is how all the
people vote at the polls, not what a few people tell pollsters. In 1980, the people of Denver
voted 54 to 46 against giving the Regional Transportation District authority over light rail,
and raising taxes for light rail. Undaunted by rejection from the voters, the RTD Board
majority pursues federal light rail funding, thereby incurring millions of dollars of future
obligations for light rail operating costs. Congressional funding for light rail in Denver is an
arrogant rejection of the directly—expressed wishes of the voters of Denver.

Conclusion

The federal government has spent tens of billions of dollars on light rail, but the
nationwide ridership levels on mass transit systems has declined. The only thing that has
expanded is the system of government bureaucracies administering these federal dollars. If
the Congress wants to help Denver improve transportation of people and goods, then
Congress should assist Denver with additional highway improvements and carpool lanes.
Better yet, Congress should respect the Constitution, and get out of the business of transit

funding. m
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/ The Immigration Debate and Proposition 187

B Environment and Natural Resources
7-94  Philippine Eagle

8- 293  Mandates Are Wrong Way to Promote

Recycling
SRR-1 Cities Should Do Their Part in Superfund Cleanup

M Health Care Reform

23-93 Six Myths About Health Care

22-93 ColoradoCare: Cure Worse than the Disease?

4-93  How to Think About Health Care Reform

1-93 A Medicaid Voucher Proposal for the States

4-92  Fighting Cancer in Comfort; The Wealth of
the American Cancer Society

Effective Institutions

Stop Public Subsidies to Private Corporations
5-96\ Initiative Process in Colorado
4-96 \ Unneeded Laws

The $75,000-A-Year Orphan (Welfare Reform)
Qw to Start Reducing the National Debt

AFB Closure

%s at DIA

5-94  Stop that Train Part II (Light Rail)

2-94  Stop that Train

16-93 Privatizing, Airport Transportation

6-93  The Case fox Taxi Deregulation in Denver

B Culture in Crisis Video Series
(All Videos $10'unless otherwise noted)
4-94  Linda Chavez - Toward a New Politics of
. Hispanic Assimilation
3-94  John Taylor Gatto - The Exhausted School
2-94  Marshall Fritz - Separanon of School and
State
1-94  Mayor Bret Schundler - Dynamic new mayor
explains how he is reinventing
government in Jersey City.

To order publications or enter your member-
ship contact the Independence Institute,
14142 Denver West Pkwy, Ste 185, Golden,
CO 80401. (303) 279-6536. fax (303) 279-
4176. VISA/MC/AMEX accepted.
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