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I am pig§ifimg;mgiig$mAssistant Vice President for Govern-
ment 3Services for the Pennsylvania State Association of Boroughs
and the Pennsylvania State Association of Township Commissioners.
These Associations represent the Commonwealth's 967 boroughs and
32 townships of the first c¢lass. Both Associations have offices
at 2941 North Front Street, Harrisburg.

I wish to thank you for this ‘opportunity to present tgstimoﬁ;
on H.B. 527 (P.N. 554), the proposed Highway Transfer Law.

Our Associations have worked for many years to achieve a
workable transfer, or "turnback," program. We feel that many of
the Class 5ix roads should be under municipal jurisdiction, where
they could receive the care and maintenance that is not available,
for practical reasons, from the Department of Transportation.
Although boroughs and townships of the first class have a relativel
small proportion of the more than 12,000 miles ¢f Class Siz high-
ways, our share 1s large enough to make an appropriate turnback
program a priority. For these reasons, we are pleased that the
Committee is giving consideration to turnback legislation.

As 1s often the case, there are elements of the proposed
legislation that we like, and there are portions that we feel are
inappropriate.

We are pleased with the composition of the proposed Highway
Transfer Becard. By having half of the members of the Board appointed
by, and representing each of, the municipal classes in Pennsylvania,
we feel that we will have adequate representation in the deliberations

of the Board. We are alsoc pleased that the Board, and not the

Department of Transportation, will have the major prercgative for



developing regulations to administer the program. This tco gilves
us a somewhat greater voice in its operation,.

We also hearti;y endorse the method of funding of the annual
maintenance subsidy for the highways that are transferred. Section
18(b) provides that ncne of the money to fund these additional miles
will be drawn from the Liguid Fuels Tax, but will instead be a
separate approoriation. This has always been a major factor in our
negotiations for a transfer program; the nét effect of a transfer
without a supplemental appropriation would be to spread the Liguid
Fuels Tax thinner, with municipalities receiving no real compensa-
tion for assuming the responsibility for these additional miles.

A separate appropriation, as described in Secticon 210(b), woulad
recognize the fact that municipalities have increased their respon-
sibilities, and would provide an incentive for them to do so.

We also endorse the concept of periodic legislative review of
the program, as provided in Section 11. The ccncept of accountability
in the bureaucracy is now the subject of much discussion, and we
feel that it is appropriate that the body that develops and passes
the statutes should have a formal procedure to periodically review
the effectiveness of these statutes.

Conversely, we have.serious reservations concerning two of the
key provisions of H.B. 527. First is the method by which the
transfer is made. The bill provides that the Board will notify
each municipality of the highways that will be transferred. In
the event the municipality reijects the transfer, the matter will
be settled by binding arbitratien. Our Associations have

-



consistently argued that any turnback must be a voluntary arrange-
ment between the state and the municipality. Many municipalities

do not have the equipment, staff, or resources to accept additicnal
highway mileage, regardless of the provision for additional funding.

The right to reject the transfer and enter arbitration does
nbt lessen the mandatory nature of the proposal. The bill does not
specify the issues subject to arbitrétioa or the factors to be con-
sidered; is it simply & yes or no on accepting the transfer, or
can the arbitration panel decide whether or not the highway is
actually Class Six, whether or not the municipality is financially
capable of assuming responsibility, or can the panel even decide
that the subsidy is too high or too low? Parenthetically, we must
also object to the proposal that the state municipal associations
would appoint, and pay for, one of the three arbitrators. Member-
ship in our associations is voluntary, and each has & sliding
scale dues structure. For these reasons, it is possible that an-
asscciation would be payving for an arbitrator for a non-member or
for one that pays much less than this expense in annual dues. More
impertantly, it is against the basic policy of each Association to
have this degree of control and direct involvement in what is
strictly a local matter.

The concept of binding arbitration itself is anathema to
municipalities; it circumvents the basic traditians-of negotiation
and representation upon which ocur system of government is based.

We would propose, and have proposed in the past, that the entire
turnback pfogram be voluntary, based on negotiation between the
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Commonwealth or a Highway Transfer Board and the municipality. In
this manner, transfers to municipalities that are éapable would be
facilitated, while those who are curfently unable to assume this
responsibility would not be required to do so.

In a similar manner, our proposal would solve the second key
problem we find with the bill., Section 10(b) sets the additicnal
funding for transferred highways at $2,500 per 1ineal mile per
year, plus an inflation figure. This proposed éﬁbsidy does not
consider some of the most important variables, including the con-
dition of the highway, its primary use (e.g., urban/rural, artery/
collector), and the local cost of highway maintenance. As an
example of the latter factor, the attached Table shows the vari-
ation in average maintenance costs by nmunicipality. As you will
note, the average cost per mile in boroughs and townships of the
first class is considerably greater than $2,500 per year. A
voluntary program based on negotiation between the Commonwealth
and the municipality, as we have proposed, would allow the con-
sideration of these various factors and lead to an agreement more
closely related to local conditions and needs.

In summary, we propose that the Highway Transfer Board, sep-~
arate subsidy, and legislative review provisions be retained in
H.B. 527. We would propose that the arbitration provisions and
the fixed subsidy figure be deleted and replaced by provisions
allowing a voluntary negotiation process that permits more complete
consideration of local factors affecting transfer of Commonwealth

highways to municipalities. We are prepared to assist the
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Committee in any way.
Thank you for giving our Associations this opportunity to

present testimony on the proposed Highway Transfer Law.
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