COMVMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANI A
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATI VES

TRANSPORTATI ON COMM TTEE HEARI NG

STATE CAPI TOL
| RVI S OFFI CE BUI LDI NG
ROOM G- 50
HARRI SBURG, PENNSYLVANI A

MONDAY, APRIL 28, 2008

1: 00 P. M

PRESENTATI ON ON
STATUS OF STATE AND NATI ONAL
TRANSPORTATI ON | NFRASTRUCTURE

BEFORE:
HONORABLE JOSEPH F. MARKOSEK, MAJORI TY CHAI RMAN
HONORABLE RI CHARD A. GEI ST, M NORI TY CHAI RMAN
HONORABLE PAUL COSTA
HONORABLE M CHAEL F. GERBER
HONORABLE KATE HARPER
HONORABLE DI CK L. HESS
HONORABLE MARK K. KELLER
HONORABLE RONALD S. MARSI CO
HONORABLE RON M LLER
HONORABLE JOHN SABATI NA, JR
HONORABLE DANTE SANTONI, JR
HONORABLE MARI O M. SCAVELLO
HONORABLE JOHN SI PTROTH
HONORABLE KATHARI NE M. WATSON
HONORABLE JAKE WHEATLEY, JR

DEBRA B. M LLER
(717)439-3785
dbnr eporti ng@msn. com




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

ALSO PRESENT:
ERI C BUGAI LE
HONORABLE THOMAS R. CALTAGI RONE
HONORABLE MARK B. COHEN
STACI A RI TTER

DEBRA B. M LLER

REPORTER




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

I NDE X

TESTI FI ERS

NAMES

MR. ERI C G. MADDEN
MR. BRI AN THOMPSON, P.E.
MR. JACK L. SCHENENDORF
MR. ROBERT E. LATHAM

MR

DANI EL HAWBAKER

PAGE

12
66
100

109




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Good afternoon,
everybody. Thank you for attending the hearing this
afternoon.

The House Transportation Comm ttee hearing
will now be in session.

' m Representative Joe Markosek, majority
chair. Wth us here, of course, we have
Representative Rick Geist, the Republican chair.

And some of the members here with us are
Dante Santoni from Berks County and Mark Keller from
Perry County. And we have a special guest -- as |
like to call them wannabes for Transportation --
Representative Chairman Tom Cal t agi rone, Chairman of
the Judiciary Comm ttee, from Berks County as well.

So with that, we will have some nmembers who
will be comng in as we proceed. | see
Representative John Sabatina has just joined us, from
Phi | adel phia County.

Representative Geist, do you have any
openi ng remar ks?

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: No, let it roll.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay.

The first folks on our agenda today are
M. Eric Madden, Deputy Secretary for Aviation and

Rai |l Freight from PENNDOT, as well as M. Brian
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Thompson, who is Acting Director of the Bureau of
Desi gn, also with PENNDOT.

M. Madden, come forward, please, and M.
Thonpson is going to use the podium We are going to
start with opening remarks by M. Eric Madden.

Eric, you may proceed.

MR. MADDEN: Good afternoon. Can you hear

me?
CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Yes; | can hear you.
MR. MADDEN: Gr eat . Thank you
Good afternoon, M. Chairman and menmbers of
the commttee. It's nmy pleasure to be here.

Again, |'m Eric Madden. | "' m the Deputy
Secretary for Aviation and Rail Freight under the
Pennsyl vani a Department of Transportation.

Joining me is Brian Thonpson, who is our
Acting Director for the Bureau of Design at the
depart nment.

It is our pleasure to be here today to talk
alittle bit about the Governor's programs in detail
for Pennsyl vani a.

As you recall, in February of this year, the
Governor in his budget address had put a primary
focus on the infrastructure of Pennsylvani a.

Pennsylvania's infrastructure is very vast
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and very rich, but it is an infrastructure that is
aging, and realizing that that infrastructure is

agi ng, he wants to put a strong enmphasis on bringing
more attention to the infrastructure and bringing
more financial commtment to the infrastructure to
move it forward.

So given that, | will basically talk about
three aspects of that, which is basically a teaser on
t he bridge program Brian will go into that in much
| arger detail. Il will talk about the aviation and
the rail freight programs and have a little snippet
about our Pennsylvania Infrastructure Bank.

So given that, again, the Governor has
presented a program a very aggressive agenda, to
address the bridges and our aviation and rail freight
programs in Pennsyl vani a.

We will say that the Governor recognizes
that infrastructure is absolutely critical to the
vitality of this State, and we are very fortunate to
have a person that, quite honestly, just gets it.

And not just getting it, but also realizes that we do
have some chall enges, and this challenge on
infrastructure has been a bridge crisis.

Now, this isn't a surprise to anyone, by any

stretch of the i magination. |f you |l ook at the chart
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-- and Brian will go into this chart -- you will see,
again, he will go into it in much |arger detail, but
we have 25,000 bridges over 8 feet in distance; 5,900
of those are structurally deficient. That's a big
number . It just is.

The fact of the matter is, we have been
aggressively trying to drive that nunmber down, and
with this plan that the Governor has proposed, over
t he next 20 years, we will aggressively try to drive
t hat number down to the ball park of some 3,200
bri dges.

But to do that, we have had some aggressive
financing to make this happen since 2003. But to hit
our targets, we feel that we must have, quite
honestly, an investment of $1.6 billion per year
every year to drive that number down. That does not
get us to zero, but that drives the nunmber down so
we can start taking much |arger bites of the apple
here.

Again, Brian will go into the bridge program
alittle bit further. Ri ght now, we'll actually go
into a little bit nmore of my bailiwi ck, which is in
aviation and rail freight.

Pennsylvania is very fortunate to have a

very robust aviation community here. We have over
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800 airports, heliports, and seaports in

Pennsyl vania. Of that 800, 134 are for public use,
and of that 134, 15 offer some form of schedul ed
service.

Over the past few years, we have had a
capital bond program of $5 mllion to help fund those
projects to promote econom ¢ devel opnment at those
aviation facilities. The Governor has proposed,
quite honestly, to double that programto $10
mllion.

What does that do for us? It provides a
greater opportunity to do hangar devel opment, runway
ext ensi ons, taxiway extensions, runway
reconstruction, and basically term nal inprovements.

One project which we had just funded this
past year, as an exanmple of how critical this is,
State College Airport is the one commercial service
airport in this nation that does not have an
air traffic control tower. This program which we
funded this year, will help fund that air traffic
control tower at that airport.

This is real projects, real econom c
sti mul us. Hangar devel opment at your general
aviation airport is part of their |ifeblood. |t

creates real dollars for that airport.
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Much |ike on the rail freight side, we have
a $20 mllion capital bond program for the rail
freight. The Governor has proposed that we increase
t hat bond appropriation to $30 mllion.

So of those $20 mllion that we had in this
fiscal year, we had $93 million in demand. That
nunmber has increased steadily year after year, and
t hat number will increase from here on out.

Rail, quite honestly, is popular again, and
it is part of the option and part of the way we get
oursel ves out of congestion and how we build a much
more seaml ess transportation system

Again, with that investment, we will do and

provide, again, a greater opportunity to rail

cl earances, to purchase new rail, to rehabilitate
rail, and rehabilitate the bridges. Again, real
projects.

Agai n, Pennsylvania is a State that is very
wel |l positioned in terms of its rail infrastructure.
We have nore rail companies in Pennsylvania than
anywhere in the State and the Union, and we have
more, well, actually, we are riding fifth in terms of
the actual m | eage of the track at 6,000 m |l es of
track.

So we have a very huge investment to take
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care of in Pennsylvania in terms of rail freight, and
t he Governor has stepped up to that. And with your
approval, we will be continuing that in the future
years.

In regard to our Pennsylvania Infrastructure
Bank, this is a revolving |oan bank which is housed
wi t hin our department here. It is capitalized at
$17 mllion.

Again, the demand for that has been
absol utely phenonmenal for this fiscal year. The
$17 mllion, we exhausted that in the first 6 nonths.
The Governor has proposed that we increase that
capitalization to $30 mlli on.

Thi s provides greater opportunities,
particularly to our municipalities. They use this as
a source of money to actually match Federal, State,
| ocal, private investment for a nultitude of
projects, which could inmprove bridge replacenent,
roadway resurfacing, signalization, all of the above.
This has been a very vibrant program and it has been

something that is growing over time.

This increase in the $30 mllion
appropriation will, if you will, add another arrow to
t he quiver, which will be something that other people

could use to answer the question of how we fund
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transportation projects.

Wth that, I will mve to Brian, who will go
into much further detail on the bridge program and
after his presentation, we will be back for question
and answer.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you, M.
Deputy Secretary.

Brian, before you begin, |I would just like
to recognize that Representative Watson has arrived,
Representative Hess, Representative Harper,
Representative Siptroth, and Representative Chairnman
Ron Mar si co.

We have both Chairmen of the Judiciary
Comm ttee here with us today, and |I do not know if
that's a message here in some fashion, but
neverthel ess- - -

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: Joe, when you tell us
to be here, we show.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: We' re happy to have
t hem

And, Brian, if you will just bear with the
comm ttee here for a second. | have to apol ogi ze.
We forgot maybe the most inportant thing. We didn't
do the Pl edge of Allegiance today.

So |'mgoing to have Representative
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Caltagirone lead us in the Pledge of Allegiance.

(The Pl edge of Allegiance was recited.)

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you very
much.

Brian, what an introduction. There you go.
You may proceed when ready, and we have a slide show
avail able as well.

MR. THOMPSON: All right. | would like to
say good afternoon, and |I would like to thank the
House Transportation Commttee for allowing ne to
come and talk to you today about bridges.

As | have been introduced, | am the Acting
Director for the Bureau of Design, but |leading up to
this position, my entire career has been as a bridge
engi neer. So | can say that |I'm kind of excited
about being part of a program that has a focus on
i mproving our bridges here in Pennsyl vani a.

And today |I'm going to talk about our
programin three areas. First is the condition of
our bridges; second, our bridge letting statistics;
and third, our Accelerated Bridge Program

| will begin with the condition of our
Pennsyl vani a bri dges.

| will begin with some Pennsylvania bridge

statistics. First, we have about 25, 000-plus bridges
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t hat are State-owned bridges here in Pennsyl vani a.
These are bridges that have spans of over 8 feet
in length. W have a deck area of approxi mately
110 mllion square feet.

And | will preface this a little bit in
terms of tal king about the deck area in that while we
tal k about bridge counts -- the nunber of our bridges
-- we manage our bridge program by and | arge by our
deck area. And | guess we like to conpare it to, if
we were managing real estate, if we had enough
houses, we woul d be managi ng those houses by the
square footage in terms of their value, and the area
of our bridge decks are predictors for us in terns of
managi ng the costs for replacement and
rehabilitation.

Next, | will talk about structurally
deficient bridges.

Since |l ast sunmmer with the |-35 bridge
coll apse in M nnesota, there has certainly been a | ot
of focus on the term "structurally deficient," and
"1l talk a little bit before I get into the nunbers
about what "structurally deficient” means in terns of
our bridges and nationally.

Structurally deficient is a condition of a

bridge. When we inspect a bridge, we rate three of
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the primary components: the deck; the superstructure,
which is the beams; and the substructure, which
contains the piers, abutments, et cetera. W rate

t hose for a condition fromzero to 9, zero being the
wor st and 9 being the best.

A bridge becomes structurally deficient when
one of those components has a condition rating of 4,
whi ch is poor condition. Five would be fair
condition, 4 would be structurally deficient. As we
go lower, 3 would be a serious condition; 2,
critical; and zero and 1 are conditions where the
bridge may have to be closed or perhaps is closed.

In terms of structurally deficient as it
relates to Pennsylvania bridges, we have over 5,000
structurally deficient bridges in the State. Those
are State-owned bridges. And from a deck area, we
have 22.5 mllion square feet, which is about
20.5 percent. Our count -- backing up -- is about
23 1/ 2 percent of our bridge popul ation.

Next, just another statistic that we have,
our average age of our bridges here in Pennsylvania
is 50 years, and that becomes significant as we nove
on, because that somewhat shows how we can project
our bridge conditions as we nove forward. Il will get

into that with some additional slides.
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Next, how do we conpare with our neighboring
States -- and I"'m going to catch up here. This slide
shows bridge data for bridges over 20 feet, and we
use 20 feet because that is the data that
Pennsyl vania as well as other States report to the
Federal Hi ghway Adm ni stration. So this is the only
data we have to conpare. And this data shows that we
have 24.7 percent of our bridge population that is
structurally deficient as conpared to the national
average of 8.4 percent. I n other words, we are about
three times the national average.

I n conparison to other adjacent States, only
New Jersey and West Virginia have percentages of
structurally deficient bridges that are above the
nati onal averages. Del aware and Maryl and, New York
and Ohio, all are below the national average of
8.4 percent.

This slide shows our bridge popul ati on
relative to its age, and we are show ng the deck
area, again, because that is the indicator that we
manage our bridges by, and really what this shows is
t hat we have a | ot of bridge popul ation that was
built 30 to, say, 50 years ago. And as you can see,
there is certainly this |large popul ation where, as |

i ndi cated previously, that our average age is
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50 years.

In essence, we have an aged bridge
popul ati on that we have to manage, and it is kind of
like a car. As your automobile becones ol der, there
is more to manage in terms of maintenance and ot her
t hi ngs as we nove forward, and that's the same as we
have in the aged bridge popul ation.

This next slide is what we call a bridge
deterioration curve, and on the vertical axis we show
the condition going frombad at the bottomto good at
the top, and then that is over time on the horizontal
axis. And we will divide this slide into three areas
or three stages, as we call it.

The first stage is a stage where the bridge
undergoes a condition from say, the time when it is
new to the time when it begins to show signs of
deterioration. And what we say in terms of our
bridge condition and inspection ratings is that this
is a condition of, say, a 9, which is excellent
condition, down to a condition 5, which is fair
condi ti on. I n Pennsyl vani a, we have approxi mately
19, 000 bridges that fall into this stage 1 category.

The next stage is what we identify as
stage 2, and this is a stage when the bridge has

begun its deterioration, and as you can see, the rate
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of deterioration as we are faced with is not |inear.
So it is not |like we have this |long, predictable |ine
t hat once deterioration starts, that we can nmonitor
it by. But rather, we get into this stage where
deterioration becones, the rate of deterioration
becomes much nmore rapid.

And this is a stage where, from a bridge

condition standpoint, where we are structurally

deficient, and we will say that any one of the
components as | described earlier -- the deck,
superstructure, or substructure -- fall into a

condition rating of 4, which we classify as a fair
condi ti on.

The next stage, which we identify as
stage 3, is a stage where we have progressed into the
deterioration such that deterioration is happening at
a very rapid pace. From a bridge inspection
st andpoi nt, we have one or nore conponents that are
3 or less. So those conponents are serious,
critical, or in a condition where we have to begin
emergency repairs or perhaps close a bridge, post a
bridge for load restrictions, or Iimt the bridge to
t he number of vehicles or | anes.

From a numbers standpoint, we have about

1,500 bridges within Pennsylvania that fall under
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this category. Now, this is a stage where we do not
like to be in with our bridges, because again, this
is a stage where we have to engage with emergency
repairs and, again, perhaps closures.

The next slide. This slide shows a
condition of a bridge that we would say went from
t he, say, stage 2 category to the stage 3 category
very quickly and we had to begin emergency repairs.

This is a bridge in Hershey, Pennsylvani a.
When the biannual inspection was performed | ast
January, the inspectors noticed severe corrosion in
some of the webs of the main menbers and i nmedi ately
contacted the Harrisburg district office, and it was
determ ned that the bridge would become posted for a
3-ton load restriction until emergency repairs were
made.

An emergency contract was i mmedi ately
initiated, and emergency repairs have since been
compl eted on the bridge. But again, this is a
condition where when we get into emergency repairs,
the cost of completing these repairs comes nuch
hi gher than what we would |like and a cost that is
normal to our normal bridge mai ntenance and repair
program

Just one more slide relative to conditions.
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This is a bridge in Somerset County, SR 2037, and
this slide shows some severe corrosion and a number
of the steel girders of the bridge. And if you | ook
closely, you will see the bottom fl ange of the steel
girders; there's a |lot of section loss, and this is
the result of years of corrosion, perhaps the bridge
under goi ng or being subject to icing chem cals, or
de-icing chemcals. And again, as we nove on, the
rate of deterioration continues and we continue to
have advanced section |oss and have to engage in
serious repairs or perhaps someti nmes replacement of
t he bridge.

The next portion of my presentation is
really just one slide to talk about some |etting
statistics, and there are a number of items on this
slide and I will separate them out.

The green line represents the construction
costs for bridge inprovements and mllions of dollars
fromthe period of 1997 through 2007. As you can
see, we have gone from about $107 mllion in 1997 to
$554 mllion this past year in 2007.

The red line represents the number of
projects associated with those dollars, and again,
moving fromleft to right, we had 102 projects,

bridge i mprovement projects, in 1997, and that noved
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up to 225 in year 2007.

And | will just talk about a couple little
blips on this or explain some of the data here. I n
t he year 2000, you m ght say while there's a big junmp
in bridge dollars but not a whole |Iot of increased
projects, sonme of the explanation there is that as |
tal ked at the beginning of my presentation, we manage
our bridges in part by the deck area, and in this
time frame, we built a ot of big bridges. So the
nunbers do not increase in ternms of the bridge
counts, but the dollars in ternms of the costs are
t hose projects' increases.

Then if you |l ook fromyear 2005 to 2007, you
will see a steep rise in construction dollars and not
a whole lot of increase in projects and bridge
projects, and the explanation here is twofold.

First, this is a period where we had
under gone several years of very high inflation in our
construction program and so this is reflected in the
dollars. And the second part of this is, again, we
were concentrating on some of our very |large bridges,
and so those | arge bridges involve a |lot of costs and
we do not get a | ot of counts.

The next part of the slide, at the | ower

ri ght-hand corner, is bridge preservation spendi ng.
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In the year 2005, we began a bridge preservation
program that was focused on keeping our good bridges
good. I n other words, we want to keep our bridges
from getting SD

| f you have driven around the Harrisburg
area this past year or perhaps the past couple of
years, you will notice a |lot of the bridges that
cross over our interstate highways and ot her
roadways, you will see construction going on, and
these are projects where we are replacing the deck
expansion joints, the areas of our roadway runoff in
the wi nter. Of course, it has salt with that. That
| eaks through the decks and gets onto our
substructures, and that initiates deterioration.

This programis to elimnate those | eaking
deck joints and, in many cases, apply a |latex overl ay
to help protect the deck. Our goal with this program
is, going back to our bridge deterioration slide, is
to extend that stage 1 |life of the bridge so that we
are not getting into stage 2 or stage 3.

And as you will see here, in 2005, we had
dedi cated $44 mllion; in 2006, $133 mllion; and
then in 2007, $119 mllion. And there are a | ot of
bri dges associated with these, and those are not

reflected in the nunbers above in the red |ines. So
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t he nunmber of these projects is actually many nore
than that that is reflected in red, okay?

Now I will get into what our Accel erated
Bridge Programis about.

"1l begin by tal king about our current
funding, and this number at $1.1 billion is a little
different fromthe construction number on the
previous slide. This is what we call a fully | oaded
cost, meaning this includes construction costs,
ri ght -of -way costs, engineering costs, all costs
associated with putting that project out. And again,
our current programis about $1.1 billion.

Wth our Accelerated Bridge Program our
intent is to have this increase by $500 mllion, up
to $1.6 billion a year. And where does this come
fron? First, fromdirecting a |arger portion of the
current funding to bridges. That would include
Act 44 funding as well as other funds from our
program

And then next, of course we have heard about
t he proposed bonding, and this is at $200 mllion a
year for 10 years.

This slide shows some funding history, and
again, these are fully | oaded costs from 1997 up to

2018, which is our 10-year program As you will see,
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in 1997, we were slightly over $200 mllion; got up
to about $600 mllion in the early 2000s; again, up
to $1.1 billion this past year; and then ranmping up
to $1.6 billion for the years 2008 through 2018.
And | want to talk just a little bit about
this, and as you will see, in the years out at $1.6

billion, it is a sustained spending. And we | ooked

at a whole |ot of scenarios as we were eval uating our

bridge program and some had nore fundi ng, perhaps

i nstead of $200 mlIlion at 10 years of bonding, say

$400 mllion a year for 5 years, and a number of

ot her scenari os.

And this would have produced a whol e | ot

more funding in the early years, but our evaluation

and di scussion with the industry show that that would

cause some inflationary aspects to our program and
froma construction-contractor perspective, a

sustai ned programis nore advantageous to them

because they have a way of

predicting how to increase

their

staffing and resources to deal

with the program

i nst ead of

short-term durati on on an

a smal |,
increase in spending.

Okay. What do we get for the proposed

program? And this shows the SD bridge results,
nove on

Agai n, today, we are about

as we

23.5 percent of
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SD percentage, which is 5,935 bridges. In 5 years,
with the proposed spendi ng, we would be down to 18.3
percent, or 4,612 bridges; at 15 years, moving down
to 12.7 percent, or 3,208; and at 25 years it would
be about half of the current value of SD bridges at
2, 890.

And | just want to point out that the
remai ni ng SD bridges, we indicate it that way because
we are doing two things as we nove out. We are
reduci ng the number of SD bridges, but we are al so
encountering new additional SD bridges as we nmove on.
And we have, based on history, some indicators that
tell us what we can expect as we nmove on, and that
has been integrated into these nunbers. So again,

t hese numbers reflect what we take off, but also some
numbers that come on as we nmove on in time.

This slide shows some history of SD bridges
and then our projections as we nove out. And of
course in this line, we would like to see the |line
going fromleft to right going down, because that
represents inmprovement in our bridges.

And as you will see, fromyear 2003 to 2007,
we actually had an increase in SD bridges, and you
m ght say, well, we have been putting a | ot of

dollars into our bridges and we haven't gotten much
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in terms of our results. A coupl e of explanations.

First, at the end of 2005, we had a bridge
collapse in Washington County, |-70, and that was an
adj acent non-conmposite box beam bridge. As a result
of what we | earned fromthat bridge, a number of our
bridges or that type of bridge became SD because of
some things that we found about the capacity of that
bridge.

And in addition, as a result of that
occurrence, we took another | ook at our bridge
i nspection program made some changes, and that in
itself resulted in some nore, what | will say, strict
i nspections, and those inspections where we had sone
bridges that may or may not have been SD became SD as
a result of some nmore strict inspections. So we got
up to 5,937.

I n addition, in the northeast portion of the
State, that is the year when we had our flood, our
severe flood, and we had a number of bridges that
became SD during that time.

So again, that gets us to 5,935, which is
our current number, and our projections, as we nove
on in time, again with the program shows that we are
movi ng down to 5,785 in 2008, and in 5 years, 4,612

in 2013, and then all the way to 3,208 in year 2023.
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Now | will talk about some of the key
conponents of our Accelerated Bridge Program First
is to focus on SD bridges.

When we met with our MPOs and RPOs | ast
summer, as well as our districts, the goal was to
dedi cate at | east 85 percent of our bridge
i mprovenent spending to SD bridges. The MPO/ RPOs
wor ked with our districts in focusing their attention
on those bridges.

And | guess also | will say that in the past
coupl e of nonths, we have been reworking those
bridges with the MPO/ RPOs to devel op a program that
will meet the objectives of this program and that
has been very successful as we have noved on.

Next, we have what we call a risk assessnment
tool. This is a tool that PENNDOT devel oped about a
year ago. It is a tool that we use in developing a
house, where for each bridge, each bridge essentially
has a risk score. The score is based on an equation
t hat uses the bridge conditions, bridge size, anong a
nunmber of other factors that conpute the score. And
those scores are computed from a statew de
perspective and then for each district, and the
districts have been asked to use this for

establishing priorities for the bridge program
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Next, big bridges. Big bridges are sone of
our highest assets, our highest value assets that we
have in Pennsylvania, and if we don't fix our big
bridges, we are going to struggle with meeting our
deck-area objectives.

And just from a numbers standpoint, big
bridges represent about 3 percent of our SD bridge
popul ati on but approximately one-third of our deck
area. So if we do not focus on our big bridges, we
are going to struggle with meeting our deck-area
obj ecti ves.

Next are our bridges under 500 feet. We
separate these into two categories. This is rapid
delivery. Now, these are bridges that we can get out
qui ckly, perhaps within 2 years to construction.
These are deck replacement projects and ot her
projects that just aren't going to take a whole | ot
of time to get them under design and conplete. They
may not necessarily be our most high-risk bridges,
but the process where we include these in the program
will help us prevent these bridges fromgetting to
t he point where we have to replace these bridges. So
that's a big part of the program as well.

We also will have our conventional delivery.

Some bridges are just going to take a period of tinme
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to get themto construction. These are our conpl ex
bridges, bridges with conplex right of ways, usually
utility issues, and we just know that there are sone
of these that fit in this category, and we had to
prepare for those and take that time and include
those in the program

And |l astly, bridge preservation. As | spoke
in a previous slide, bridge preservation, again, is
our way of keeping our good bridges good, and we want
to continue that programto help prevent or keep our
SD on to a m nimal percentage.

This slide represents an allocation of funds
with a program that we presented at $1.6 billion.
The | ower portion of this slide, the yell ow area,
represents the bridge preservation, and we propose to
dedi cate $100 mllion a year to bridge preservati on.

As you work your way up, the l|line-shaded
area represents our rapid delivery projects, and as
you see, they start out with a strong funding, and
then as we move over in time, those funds essentially
then give way to the bridges above those in the
pur pl e shadi ng, and those are our conventi onal
delivery projects. Those projects are going to take
more time.

And at the top of the slide, the reddish
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area is our big bridges, and we want to ensure that
we have a dedicated sustained funding for those
bridges, because again, if we don't take care of

t hose bridges, we are going to have struggles in
meeting our objectives.

Next, | want to tal k about how we are going
to do this. First, we are going to expand the use of
our design build contracts. PENNDOT has been using
design build since the |late 1980s, and we expect that
in meeting the objectives of this program we could
use nore design build contracts.

Design build allows us to get to
construction quicker than conventional delivery, and
we have had a | ot of successes with design build with
our contracts, and we expect those to be nore
prevalent with this program

Our next is, we are going to group contracts
by region and type. What we mean by this is, instead
of one bridge or two bridges per contract, we are
going to have group contracts that may be up to
10 projects within one contract.

In the past, we tal ked about perhaps using
up to 20, and that is still avail able. So far in
working with the districts and MPOs, their needs have

been identified that they are going to be devel oping
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these, up to 10 at l|east at this point.

The advantage of that is that we gain
econom es in grouping these projects by perhaps
having simlar types of bridges, where the contractor
can, if these are design builds, he can elect to
specify a simlar beam type for a nunmber of bridges
and generate the econony that way.

We will continue stream ining our design.
Several years ago, we began a process with what we
call pro-team meetings, where we bring together a | ot
of our experts fromthe department at the begi nning
of our project, get themtogether, and talk about the
project and tal k about the nost reasonabl e options
for the replacement of those bridges so we are not
studying a | ot of options and focus on those that are
more practical and are likely to become the
recommended alternate. That has been very successf ul
for us, and we're going to continue using those
principles.

We are going to use Smart Transportation
princi ples as we nove. The Secretary has been
tal ki ng about the use of Smart Transportation. This
is something that is going on nationally. And we
have 10 principles that we are following within

PENNDOT, and |I'm going to just really talk about two.
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The first is money counts. We know that we
are going to get that, that with this additional
spendi ng, we need to use this noney wisely, and it is
our intent to make sure that there is good val ue for
this increased spending.

Second, we have what we call rightsizing as
part of this program and rightsizing means that we
are going to develop the right project. And what
that nmeans is, if a 30-foot bridge is adequate for
t he repl acement as opposed to perhaps a preferred
bridge of 40 feet, we are going to | ook strongly at
the 30 feet to determne if that meets the needs of
t he project. | f replacing the bridge on a current
al i gnment as opposed to a new alignment meets the
obj ectives of that particular site, then that is what
we will do. And again, that is what we call
ri ghtsizing.

We are going to design our bridges for a
100-year life. As you saw at the beginning of the
presentation, a |ot of our bridge population is
50 years old, and we are now experiencing a |ot of
probl ems associated with those 50-year-old bridges.
We want our bridges to last a |ot |onger than these
past bridges.

And | guess what | will say is that | have
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given this presentation a nunber of times, and one of
the comments | got was, are you going to be designing
bridges that are kind of gold plated, and that is
really not the concept. We are not going to be
increasing the cost, and in many cases, the cost is
actually | ess.

When | tal ked about | eaking deck joints, one
of the objectives that we have with our 100-year
bridge life is to elimnate deck joints, and we have
been doing that successfully for a nunmber of years
and we will continue that.

What that does is that protects our
substructure and keeps the saltwater in the w nter
mont hs from getting under our beanms and substructure.
And actually by elimnating those deck joints, that
actually saves us noney. So in many cases, you save
money by designing our bridges for the 100-year life.

How are we going to inmplement the progran?
First, we have already assenbl ed what we call an
Accel erated Bridge Program delivery team in PENNDOT's
central office here in Harrisburg. What we know is
t he expectations of this program are going to be high
in terms of us meeting the objectives and al so
reporting the objectives to both the public and our

| egi sl ators, and we have a dedicated teamthat is




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

33

going to be responsible for ensuring that we meet the
obj ecti ves.

In fact that teamis already in place and
has been, for at |east a nonth, working with the
districts. And our districts are also in the process
ri ght now of reestablishing or redefining some of
their teams within their districts to help ensure
t hat we nmeet the program objectives.

From an agency perspective, we know that we
can't do this w thout cooperation with our agencies.
That includes the Department of Environmental
Protection, the Fish and Boat Comm ssion, et cetera.
And we have already met with all the agencies to talk
to them about the program the goals, to determ ne
ways that we can inmprove the delivery of the program
And we have had a | ot of success within those
meetings, and the recommendations from those
meetings, we are already working to devel op sone of
t hose initiatives.

Coordi nation with the MPO/ RPOs. | think I
tal ked earlier that we have already done that. W
did that |last sumer, and recently we met with them
in terms of redefining the program

We al so need to have coordination with our

busi ness partners. That involves the Associ ated
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Pennsyl vani a Constructors, APC, and our consultant,
both consulting engineers. W have had several
meetings with both business partners to talk about
t he program and di scuss ways to inprove the
effectiveness and delivery.

Aut hori zati ons needed for the program
First, of course, the capital budget needs to be
approved, and that, of course, is upcom ng and we
| ook forward to action on that.

Next, of course, is approval of the bonding
as we proposed at $200 mlIlion at 10 years.

As | go into a summary, the summary of the

program -- $2 billion of bonding over 10 years, or
$200 mllion a year, plus a larger focus of current
funds that result in $1.6 billion a year.

Results in 3 years. The Governor has talked
about improving a thousand bridges in the first
3 years, and that we define as being let or rebuilt
within that period. As | said, we have been meeting
with our districts and MPOs and RPOs, and that |ist
of those thousand bridges has currently been
devel oped, it is being refined right now, and it is
al most conpl ete.

Results in the first 10 years -- $15.5

billion of total expenditures on bridges; 4,100 SD
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bri dges

et or rebuilt; resulting in a 40-percent

reduction in SD bridges.

And "1l just leave you with a slide of a

bridge recently rebuilt.

Bri an.

Representative Ron Ml er,

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: Thank you very much,

The Chair would |ike to note the presence of

also a former Representative,

here with us today.

who has joined us, and

Gene McG Il, who is

Chai rman Gei st has a question.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST:

Thank you very nuch.

| have a couple of questions that | would
like to pursue, if | could, please.
First of all, what is the inflation rate on

structural steel per year right now? For the

depart ment. | " m sure you are tracking this every

day.

tracki ng sonme of

MR. MADDEN: Actually,

if you have been

this through the Associ ated Gener al

Contractors, which is the national organization

t hrough

our own APC here, they have been estimating a

construction cost index inflation rate of about 6 to

7/ percent a year.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST:

And structural steel
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is 12 percent a year, projected for the next 5 years?
s that correct?

MR. MADDEN: | will have to take your word
for that, but it is rather significant, yes.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: I n your estimtions,
what percentage of inflation did you use?

MR. MADDEN: We had a bonding at a rate of
5 percent.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: And your estimate on
replacing bridges and repairing, did you place in
there the use of alternates, in allow ng the
contractors that you are going to do these contracts
with the ability to do alternates?

MR. THOMPSON: Yes. That is our standard
policy, to allow alternates for our contracts.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: The next question
follows in line with all of that.

The bond issue sounds very, very nice. Out
of what pot do you take the noney to repay the bond
i ssue?

MR. MADDEN: Well, let me tell you
somet hing, just to throw this out there. When we had
di scussed the issue of bonding, it is something that
t he department had been very nervous about, because

we know our history, we |learned from our history, and
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we do not want to repeat that.

This initiative that has been put forward to
do bonding at a very conservative, responsible |evel
puts us in a position where we can actually address
some of the issues in a nore aggressive fashion than
what we have.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: OQut of what fund, out
of what fund pays for the bonds?

MR. MADDEN: We have a Restricted Bridge
Account, which is actually---

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: WIIl that be in the
General Fund or will that be in the Motor License
Fund?

MR. MADDEN: That is in the Motor License
Fund, to repay the bonds.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: And as you proj ect
this out year to year to year, you are getting some
pretty big numbers in the out-years.

MR. MADDEN: Yes. This is something that we
have actually taken into consideration, and we
actually have done the nunbers for the whole
20 years, and the $180 mllion that actually cones
into the Restricted Bridge Account will be able to
accommodate the demand that is going to be there for

t he debt repayment.
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REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: The next question on
bondi ng.

Isn't it true that when we are rebuil ding
i nterstate highways now, that we are still paying the
bonded i ndebt edness from the department bonds so the
debt, we are actually doing doubl e-duty on those
interstates?

MR. MADDEN: There's a small portion of the
current department's debt service which is paying the
old portion of highway and bridge accounts, yes.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: | really think that
we have to be very, very prudent when we take a | ook
at the use of bonds and how bonds are used in the
hi ghway program

| have been at this business for a | ong,
long, long time, both in the consulting business and
in the General Assenmbly, and for those of us who are
in the checkout line of this business and have been
here for a long tinme, straddling the future with
t hose payments is a very, very hard decision to make.
It may be an easy solution today, but down the road,
it is going to cost a |ot of people a |ot of nmoney.

Thank you. That concludes my questions.

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you.

Representative Mark Keller of Perry County.




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

39

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

Thanks for your testinmony.

| wanted to direct these questions to Brian,
since you did the presentation with the Power Poi nt.

Let us go back to the comparison with
nei ghboring States where you show 24.7-percent
deficient. One of the questions |I'm asking there is,
when it is compared to other States, am | correct in
assum ng that Pennsylvania has a | ot nmore bridges
t han any of these other surrounding States?

MR. THOMPSON: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER: So this really does
not show us a real good conparison, | don't think
you know, by the fact that if you took the nunmber of
bridges that Del aware versus Pennsyl vania has or New
York versus Pennsylvania, you know, the amount that
t hey have to take care of versus the amount that
Pennsyl vania has to take care of is substantially
different.

MR. THOMPSON: In many cases, that is
correct.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER: Okay.

Now, the next thing we are going to go to is

the fact that you show, after 25 years, on another
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slide, that we are still, after 25 years, going to
have 11.5-percent structurally deficient bridges, and
t he nati onal average is 8.4. After 25 years, we are
still not going to be at the national average.

MR. THOMPSON: That is correct.

REPRESENTATI VE KELLER: Well, | do not know,
it just seems kind of strange to me that if we are
trying to accomplish something, you know, and conpare
with other States, that we need to, you know, maybe
| ook at that a little differently.

The | ast question | have of you is this:
When you have tal ked about the project delivery
met hod and how you are going to stream ine these
t hi ngs and how you are going to move through, and
t hen your i nmplementation, you have on there
"Coordination with Agencies,"” how come you haven't
done that in the past?

| mean, | know for a fact that time after
time after time, the Department of Transportation is
dealing with the Department of Environment al
Protection over issues that should have been taken
care of long before you got into the process of
buil ding that particular bridge, wherever it may be.
You know, that, | do not think, is a new idea. I

think that is an idea that should have been done a
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|l ong, long time ago.

The ot her part about it that | kind of take

offense to is the fact of coordinating with MPOs.

You are coordinating with MPOs, and | happen to be

t he Chairman of the Harrisburg MPO, and | find it
quite interesting that it is either, here it is, take
it or leave it. And if you call that coordinating
with MPOs, | have a little problem with that, because
| ast Friday, it was, here are the projects and here
are the prograns; you know, you can either take it or
| eave it.

So as far as coordinating with the MPOs t hat
are working at the |ocal |evel and know, you know,
think firsthand what needs to be done, | just have
some problems with that, and hopefully we can
coordi nate and work with those MPOs t hroughout the
Commonweal th to actually do what you say you are
going to do with this.

You know, | think we are all on the sanme
page, but | think we need to have that open
communi cation a little more open than what it has
been in the past while. So if you could just -- you
know, I'm not really asking for an answer; |'m
basically just giving you some statenments as to what

| have seen firsthand and happeni ng, and, you know,
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it is kind of difficult to deal with.

| mean, we in this region, | think, are
doing a fine job, and | nust conmmend the people from
t he department that we work with in working through
t his. But, you know, | have some questions on these
i mpl ement ations that, you know, | think should have
been in effect a long, long time ago, too.

So thank you.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Chai rman Mar si co.

REPRESENTATI VE MARSI CO: Thank you, M.

Chai r.

Thanks for your testinmony.

First of all, | want to say that | certainly
agree with Chairman Geist with regard to the bondi ng
I ssues. ' m very concerned about that as well

But | also am concerned to a degree with
Representative Keller, who is doing a fantastic job
here in the Harrisburg area for the HATS Board as
chair, that there seenms to be more dictating than
coordi nating with HATS and with the MPOs. | know,
because | served on that commttee as well and just
recently actually resigned fromthe comm ttee.

But nmy question is, how much noney -- a very
interesting question, if you think about this -- has

t he Rendell Adm nistration, through PENNDOT, received
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from Washi ngton? Or else let us do it this way. How
much money, Federal flex noney, has the Rendell
Adm ni stration received from Washi ngton since the
begi nning of the Adm nistration? Does anyone know?
| mean, do you two know?
MR. MADDEN: | could find that out and get

back to you.

REPRESENTATI VE MARSI CO: Well, we know t hat
recently -- was it 2 years ago? Three years ago
there was $450 mlIlion flexed from Washi ngton, flexed

dollars that went to mass transit, and 3 years ago
this commttee and members of this commttee were
very concerned about that, those dollars going to
mass transit and not to bridge funding and
preservation and repair and not to our highways.

We saw this comng 3 years ago, and now you
are comng to us requesting support for bonding and
capital budget projects, et cetera. And | do not
know, | just tried to tell you a couple years ago
that this was going to happen.

Now, there was some controversy as to how
many bridges were actually under -- was it under
repair or consideration for preservation? And that
we told you how many it would be, and now you are

agreeing with us.
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So | guess ny question is, | mean, do you
have any idea, first of all, on the flex dollars,

t hose dollars that could have been used -- we know it
was $450-some mllion, but does anyone have any idea
of the total flex dollars since the Rendel

Adm ni stration canme in, and before, the Ridge

Adm ni stration actually did a very good job with
that. Can you give nme those dollars?

MR. MADDEN: | do not know the exact number,
but as it was set up in ISTEA, it is allow ng the
Federal dollars to be nore flexible to be used for
bot h hi ghway and bridge purposes and for public
transportation. There were provisions in the Federal
| aw that allowed the flexibility for States to flex
Federal doll ars.

REPRESENTATI VE MARSI CO: Well, 6 years into
this Adm nistration, you finally figured out that
there was a bridge problemin this State. So | just
wanted to make those comments.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAl RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you.

Representati ve Siptroth.

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

| will direct this question to Brian, if you
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woul d.

Brian, can you give us -- is there any
statistic, any State statistic, that gives us an
average time from when a bridge is built, a new
bridge, to when it would reach the begi nning of
stage 2 at |level 4? Are we talking, you know, 50
years? 35 years? |Is there any statistic at all?

MR. THOMPSON: We do not have that specific.
It really depends on the type of bridge, its
| ocation, and a | ot of other aspects.

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: The el ements?

MR. THOMPSON: Ri ght . In some areas, we
know in some of the | ocal regions, they do not use
salt for winter services, and those bridges, of
course, are typically lasting |onger.

But | guess what | will say is that
certainly in the past 10 years, a |lot of the things
t hat we have been doing with our designs and
detailing of our designs will ensure that those
bridges last a |l ot |longer. W do provide protection
around reinforcement bars with epoxy coatings and
t hese other types of protective measures.

So what | will say is our nmore recent
bri dges we expect to |last a whole |ot |onger than

those built in the sixties and seventi es.
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REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Okay. Anot her
guestion, and you may elect to or not to answer this.

About 25 years ago, PENNDOT's theory was
just to let the bridges go to a deteriorated state
and replace them and | think that this is what is
com ng back to get us today.

It was not this Adm nistration particularly,
but it was the theory wi thin PENNDOT, and | think
that that is of great concern, | mean, that we not
only provide new structures but we also provide the
mai nt enance of the existing structures after they are
built. And is this budgetary process going to perm:t
that to continue?

MR. THOMPSON: Ri ght . | guess | will just
focus on that there are several aspects of it, and
part of that is the hundred mllion dollars in
preservation spending which, as we say, is keeping
our good bridges good. And that is certainly a
conponent of this that helps us to keep the SD on,
which is what we call it. Those are our bridges that
are not structurally deficient now but will become
structurally deficient either by not doing anything
to them for various reasons or to actually engage in
this preservation maintenance-type of activity that

will extend what we call the stage 1 life of the
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bridge. And that is our goal with that program and
we believe that that is one of the key components of
our program

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Okay. So in
essence what you are saying is that in theory,
PENNDOT' s m ndset has changed somewhat in providing
at least a portion of the budgetary process for the
mai nt enance of the bridges.

MR. THOMPSON: Right. As | had indicated,
in 2004 we began the dedicated bridge preservation
spendi ng program and our goal is to keep that at
$100 mllion a year.

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Okay.

MR. THOMPSON: We think that is very
i mportant.

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: One ot her
gquesti on.

Is there a listing by legislative districts
as to the structurally deficient bridges? |Is that
anypl ace to be found? |Is there a site, a Wb site
that we can go to to find those bridges that have
been identified in the structurally deficient
category?

MR. THOMPSON: On our site?

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Anybody's site.
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MR. THOMPSON: On our PENNDOT site, we have
all of our SD. Actually, we have the condition
ratings of all of our bridges on our Web site. It is
not separated into---

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Legislative
districts?

MR. THOMPSON: ---legislative districts, but

we can certainly do that.

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Okay. I f you
could provide that, | would certainly appreciate that
mysel f.

As you know, |I'msitting right in the m ddle

of what was the Marshalls Creek Bypass, and those
funds, temporarily at |east, moved to provide for the
needs of the structurally deficient bridges. So |
have some concern and amtrying to convince my folKks
as to, you know, where some of these dollars are
goi ng to go.

| would like to echo Representative Keller's
and Marsico's concerns about the bondi ng, but nore
specifically in the coordination with the RPOs as
wel |l as the MPOs. The rural planning organizations
are just as inportant, especially when you are
classified in that sector and you are in a

fast-growing area. So |I think that that needs to be




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

49

taken into consideration, and nore coordi nation
rat her than dictation needs to be done with those
particul ar organi zati ons.

Thank you very nuch. Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Thank you.

Representati ve Kate Harper.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Thanks.

Whi chever one of you feels mobre confortable
answering can answer. | have a couple of questions
related to the future, and then | also have the sane
concerns as Representative Siptroth with respect to
the current situation.

You said you have projected out the bond at
5 percent. You nust have a chart that shows the
bond. | f you are doing so nuch per year over the
next 10 years, you must have a chart that shows what
debt service will be---

MR. MADDEN: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: ---at the end of the
10 years. Is it on your computer?

MR. MADDEN: No, not on the conputer.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Forgot that one,
huh?

MR. MADDEN: No. If you would like it, we
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could provide it to you.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: | think the
comm ttee would like it. And | would also like to
know, do you plan on paying that out of the Motor
Li cense Fund?

MR. MADDEN: Yes. Wt have---

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER:

|l ater, | mean, wh
Fund for now? So

borrowi ng has to

MR. MADDEN:

repayment out of

bal | park of roughly $27 mllion.

where we were bac

when we were just

at are we using the Motor

oner

or later, this anount

eat that fund up,

t he Mot or

K in

in a bad time, we just

the | ate seventi es,

right?

Well, right now,

debt repayment was in the ball park of

23 percent, which

| ook at- --

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER:

is rather

significant.

Because sooner or

Li cense

of

our debt

Li cense Fund is

some

in the

| f you | ook at

1977-78,

wer e, our

So if you

And what's the

percent now? You were giving me nunmbers and then a

percent, so what

MR. MADDEN:

program for the entire |ength of

is the percent?

$2 billion over the next 20 years,

woul d be at about

3. 8,

3.9 percent.

our

debt

If we did the entire bond

t he program for

repayment
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REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Of that fund?

MR. MADDEN: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: The Mot or License
Fund has grown that nmuch?

MR. MADDEN: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Or the debt service
has gone down?

MR. MADDEN: Our debt service has gone down.
We have paid off, fromthe seventies, the |ate
seventies, eighties, we have paid off a large portion
of that debt service, and ever since then, we have
taken a rather -- like |I said, we have | earned
tremendously from our past, and we have gone
pay-as-you-go.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Okay. So we are not
| ooking at an increase in the motor |icense fees
ri ght now?

MR. MADDEN: That is not on the table at the

moment .
And the registration fees? |'msorry?
REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Ri ght . Any of those
fees -- registration and license fees.

MR. MADDEN: That has not been a proposal on
the table at the moment.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Okay. Just
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checki ng.

| have no doubt that you need noney for
bri dges, because | have the same concern that
Representative Siptroth has, that it seenms as though
t he road noney has been diverted to bridges. | s that
accurate?

| got road projects all over Montgomery
County that are slowing to a halt because there is no
money avail able for things that were on the tip.

MR. MADDEN: The pie of nmoney that we had is
as it is. What we need to do is, actually, we have
had a strong focus on bridges for awhile, and now we
are just, if you look at the chart that we have had,
we have put nore and nore, gradually nore and nore
money into bridge investment, and we believe to get
to that point where we can actually start knocking
down that structurally deficient bridge nunmber from
5,900 down to 3,200, | believe it was, we need to
have a sustained investment of $1.6 billion.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Okay. But is it
accurate that the more and nore money into the
bridges has cone at the expense of |ocal road
projects?

MR. MADDEN: There has been sonme

real |l ocation, yes.
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REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Okay.

Do you have a comm tment from the Governor
t hat he doesn't need to flex any nore nmoney because
we passed Act 44 | ast year?

| voted for Act 44.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: That is why you are
getting your projects cut.

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: | voted for it.

| mean, do we have a comm tnment or not,
because | thought that if we provided a dedicated
fundi ng source for mass transit, we wouldn't have a
need to flex any nore highway doll ars.

MR. MADDEN: | believe that may be a
conversation you need to have with the Governor,
ma' am

REPRESENTATI VE HARPER: Okay. So he has not
made a commtment in that regard. | think we ought
to ask for that.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAl RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you.

Representative Ron Ml er.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

Gent |l emen, | apol ogize for being a little

bit | ate here.
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The |l ast picture that you left us with, the
nicely rebuilt bridge, one of nmy concerns, and
Representative Keller started to talk about it or
touched on it briefly, at what process are the
environmental studies done in a design project for a
bridge? That has to be done before that bridge
project is let. s that not true?

MR. THOMPSON: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: Okay. In reality,
so when you are saying that we are going to do a
t housand bridges in the next 3 years, either we are
tal king structural deficiencies that are very m nor
and doesn't inpact any of these supports or anything
el se for that bridge that m ght require a stream
encroachment, or we are talking -- do we have that
many ready to go now in the process that they have
met their environmental i1inpacts and their studies?

That is my concern. When we say a thousand
bridges in 3 years, are we sonehow going to expedite
the process with DEP? How |ong does it take to get
the environmental studies done for any one project?

MR. THOMPSON: It is going to occur as a
conmbi nati on of what we call rapid delivery projects
and conventional projects that are already well under

way, and a nunmber of those will be big bridges, as I
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tal ked about in the presentation.

So it is really a combination of all of the
above. Some of the projects, whether they are just
deck replacements, the environmental activities
associated with those is very mnimal, and so those
will be part of the program

And while those are not our highest-risk
bridges, those are bridges that we want to keep from
becom ng our high-risk bridges. So it is really a
combi nati on of all of the above.

And yes, we know that there are certainly
bri dges that we have identified as conventional, and
they are going to run their course. They are going
to take 3, 4, 5 years to get through the design and
environment al process.

But we have met with DEP, and we had al ready
taken some action with DEP in the past. W devel oped
a special permt called a GP-11, which streamines
our permtting process for a |lot of our bridges as
opposed to going through our full permt subm ssion
process.

So we have already done that in many cases,
and we are going to take advantage of all the permts
in coordination with what we have done with DEP to

hel p stream ine this. And some of it has to do with
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meeting with DEP and establishing our priorities so
t hat they know which are our most inportant projects
to nove forward, and that is just a matter of us
wor ki ng together to do that.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: Okay. | appreciate
t hat .

| would suggest that if we can do a GP-11
permt, then | would need to understand that better.
To expedite bridges, maybe we ought to do that for
all the bridges and get rid of the problem areas that
we have been having for many, many years -- getting
t he environnmental studies done. Anything we can do
to stream ine that would be i nmportant.

Just one quick followup question, one | ast
gquesti on.

From t he Appropriations Comm ttee hearings,
my i mpression was that the repaynment comes out of the
restricted bridge fund?

MR. MADDEN: The Restricted Bridge Account,
yes.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: Okay. So what the
reality is that we are tal king about is over a
10-year period, we see the amount of nmoney that is in
that bridge fund that is used to build bridges gets

used mostly for paying debt. So that at the end of
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the 10 years we are down pretty |low, and then it
starts to build again slowy and that what actually
is available is not for debt service. s that not
correct? |Is that not the way that works?

MR. MADDEN: To a certain degree, but the
main focus is, we are still building bridges. W are
just doing it at an accel erated rate.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: But a | ot of noney
t hat woul d have been spent on bridges is being used
for debt service. So it helps to accelerate it up
front, but in the end, we probably end up with | ess
projects done than we would have had ot herw se
because we spent money on debt service.

MR. THOMPSON: | think the only other aspect
maybe to consider is when we talk about inflation,
and as we nove on and inflation continues to climb at
the rates that we have seen in recent years, sone
St ates had dedicated and improved their bridges, a
| ot of their bridges, 5 years ago, and when you go
back and | ook, you can say they were pretty smart for
havi ng done that because they avoi ded the high
inflationary period.

So as we nove on, at least in doing this, as
we had indicated, as a sustained funding, that wll

also help to head off some of the deeper inflation.
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REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: And | appreciate
t hat bei ng added in, because | do appreciate that
does have an inmpact. Thank you.

Thank you, gentl emen.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Yes, sir.

Representative Di ck Hess.

REPRESENTATI VE HESS: Thank you, M.

Chai r man. | just have one question.

Goi ng back to the funding, has the
department given any thought to making a request to
the Legislature to be able to toll some of our |arge
bridges -- high-maintenance, high-traffic bridges --
in order to pay for some of these projects? O 1is
this something that was not even on the table?

MR. MADDEN: | believe when the Governor had
put forth a proposal in February, | believe that was
not specifically on the table, no.

REPRESENTATI VE HESS: Okay. Thank you.

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: Representati ve Kat hy
Wat son.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

Gent | emen, good afternoon. Thank you for

bei ng here.
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May | direct you to, well, it's page 25 in
our handout . |'"'m presuming it may be the sane
slide 25 for you. It starts with "Project Delivery
Met hods." | would |ike a bit nmore of an expl anation

on your expanded design build contracts, but
particularly your group contracts by region and type.

Explain to me how that is going to work
Some of that perhaps | do not understand, but it
sounds like it could be a little suspect to me, just
| i ke one vendor is going to get a whole lot in the
area, and how is that going to work?

MR. THOMPSON: The way this will work is our
districts will evaluate their areas. And |let us say
per haps we have a watershed, and there are, say, 10
bridges, SD bridges, within that watershed. They can
contract out, whether it is design build or whether
it is just conventional design bid build, they can
contract out those bridges under one contract.

So there is more efficiency in terms of the
design of those, because the consultant who is
designing that work will be evaluating one area, and
there will be efficiency in evaluations they do for
t he wat erway permts. Coordination with the agencies
could also be more efficient because of, again, that

one wat erway.
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In addition, if it is design build and the
contractors, and let's say there are 10 of them and
there are 5 bridges that could be a span of 24 feet
or 26 feet or 28 feet, a contractor can work with a
particul ar vendor and say, well, while we can do one
that is 24, 26, and 28 feet, if | make all the beans
28 feet long and of a particular type, that they can
produce those nore efficiently. So we expect that to
hel p i nprove both the timeliness of the placing of
t he designs and then costs as well.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: Okay. And | think
what we are really tal king about is economy of scale,
t he way you described it.

But go to, since we are tal king about your
hypot hetical in a watershed, it gets to really a
guestion | wanted as a follow-up to Representative
MIller's question, and maybe working with DEP as a
State agency in your GP-11 permt is one thing; how
do you propose for bridges in, let's say a watershed,
crossing the water, dealing with the Amy Corps?

Have you had conversations with the Corps?
|'m particularly famliar with themin District 6.
They make DEP | ook amazingly speedy.

MR. THOMPSON: Yes, we have met with the

Army Corps of Engineers, and | guess what | will say
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is that we have been working to improve our
relationship with the Corps. And what | will say is
recently, we began funding positions at the Corps to
review our projects, and those are dedi cated people
that their position is to review and to expedite our
projects.

And we al so now, as part of that process,
have a contact that we have an el evation process,
where we have di sagreenments, and we can go to this
particul ar individual to discuss our issues and to
help resolve issues. And | will say we have been
doi ng that for about the past 6 to 9 nmonths, and we
have been having, | will say, success with that.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: M. Chairman, a
foll ow-up question, because that is fascinating.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: You may.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: We are funding --
we, as in State -- somebody at particular |ocations
of the Corps to work and review our projects.

MR. THOMPSON: That is correct.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: And do we have
someone in Philadel phia for the Army Corps there?

MR. THOMPSON: "' m not sure if they have
appoi nted the person yet, but there is a deposition

avai l able for that.
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REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: Okay. l"mreally
trying -- | find this amazingly interesting and |
t hi nk somet hi ng that perhaps |later we need to pursue.
| will let it go, because otherwise my m nd
is just too far off on that one, but we will have to

tal k about that one. The State is hel ping the Feds

pay for the Feds' stuff. Ww, we are so good and
altruistic, |I'mamazed. It better not be in
Phi | adel phia, M. Chairman, or we will have a hearing

just on that one, okay?

In any event, | appreciate what you
di scussed here, and | made some notes on your, |
don't know, | think you originally said 10 principles
t hat PENNDOT has devel oped?

MR. THOMPSON: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: You hi ghlighted two:
money counts, getting good value, and | think we used
to call it value engineering before; and rightsizing,
devel oping the right project?

" msorry, and I'"mnot trying to be
ant agoni stic, smart-mouthed; | don't know, whatever
you want to call it.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: Just be yourself.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: But | am being

mysel f, as Chairman Geist nmentioned. Thank you,
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Chai r man. He has known me a |long tinme.

But very seriously, | guess | do not
understand, in terms of contracting, what we have
been doing, and money set aside, as to how we get the
money and the work needs to be done. Shoul dn't we
have been doing that all along? MWhy is this
something to be something new?

| mean, just listening to that, quite
frankly, if | were the average taxpayer, | would get
a little disturbed in terms of, what do you mean now
we are devel oping rightsizing of a project; didn't we
do that always? And any taxpayer will tell you,
money i s always counted and we want a good val ue.

So | guess |I'm not understanding the point
of those things. | thought that was part and parcel
of every contract that has been done for the l|ast, |
don't know, 30 years. Explain to me, please?

MR. THOMPSON: Well, what we mean by
rightsizing is, when we get into our design
standards, there are m nimum standards and then there
are preferred standards, and the tendency in the past
was to use preferred standards in terns of the site,
et cetera, and what this program does is | ook at the
m ni mum st andards and determ ne whether those m ni num

standards will be sufficient to neet the needs of the
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Site.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: Okay.

Representative Siptroth, | would think that
he would be up on this one, but wouldn't that get
down to, if the m ninmum meets the deal, that we are
going to end up 30 years down the road with bridges
t hat do not hold up, as we argued that bridges built
in the sixties and seventies didn't hold up?

I n other words, | would presume using
preferred was we were trying to get the best val ue
and use the DEP thing of the best-mnagenent
practices we know. And this says to me, okay, |
understand, I'mtrying to build as cheap as possible
and get away with it in the average | anguage.

My question to you is, that sounds good and
| appreciate stretching a dollar, stretching dollars
t hat we evidently are going to borrow, but then ny
guestion is, are we begging the issue that 30 years
from now, long after |I'm not here, that people wll
be sitting here doing this same thing because they do
not hold up?

MR. THOMPSON: | would not equate that to
building it cheaper but rather smaller.

As | indicated in my presentation, our goal

is to design our bridges to |last 100 years, and so
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regardl ess, rightsizing does not mean that we are
going to disengage the design fromthe 100-year life
strategy. MWhat it means is, again, in npst cases,
meeting the m nimum standards in terns of geometrics
but not necessarily the quality, and not the quality,
|l will say, of the design

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: Thank you,
gent | emen.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Thank you,
Represent ati ve.

Gent |l emen, thank you very much. | know you
have anot her appointment this afternoon. We really
appreciate the time that you have spent here. A very
good presentation, a |ot of data, and we thank you
very much for that and we appreciate it.

MR. MADDEN: Thank you very much.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Let us see, we have
Chai rman Mar k Cohen joining us today, so we wel cone
Mar K.

At this point in time, | would like to
introduce M. Jack Schenendorf, who is the Vice Chair
of the National Surface Transportation Policy and
Revenue Study Comm ssi on.

And for those that are not aware, that was a

recent Federal effort to study our transportation
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system nati onwi de and make reconmmendati ons, which

t hey have, and | will have to say some of them are

controversial but | think they in many ways did the
right thing, at least in terms of grappling with a

very, very serious problemthat we see here as a

m crocosmin Pennsylvania, but it is really

nati onw de.

M. Schenendorf, thank you very nmuch for
attending here today. The commttee wel cones you,
and you may begin, sir.

MR. SCHENENDORF: Thank you, M. Chairman.

M. Chairman, Chairman Gei st, other menmbers
of the commttee, it is an honor to be here today.

|'"mgoing to talk a little about this
conmm ssi on. It was established by section 1909 of
SAFETEA- LU. Basically we were asked to | ook out
50 years to | ook at what our surface transportation

system should | ook |Iike and what we needed to do at

all levels of governnment to try to provide that kind

of a system

We have come up with a blueprint. W
have our report that was issued in the m ddle
of January. You can find it on
"www. t ransportationfortonorrow. org."”

Basically what we found, as a starting
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point, is that we have been very bl essed as a nation
for this past 50 years. Our parents and our
grandparents gave us a new interstate system debt
free, with excess capacity.

That system coupled with the excess
capacity in our national freight rail system and the
deregul ati on of our national freight rail system
meant that as a nation, we had excess capacity in our
transportati on system It was the preem nent system
in the world. It hel ped drive our economy, and the
econom ¢ growth that we have sustained over the | ast
50 years has been in |arge part due to what our
parents and grandparents did for us.

But today, we are in a different situation.
Today, we are in a crisis, and we have two
significant chall enges.

The first is, the systemis aging and over
t he next 50 years is going to need to be replaced and
repaired. You all know this as well as anybody. You
grapple with this in the State of Pennsyl vani a. The
fact that | like to use to give people a feeling of
the dimension of this is, in the Washi ngton, DC,
area, we just replaced the Woodrow W I son Bridge,
which is a key link on the 1-95 corridor. That

bridge cost $14 mllion to build in the 1960s, and it
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was just replaced at a cost of $2.4 billion, and

t hese kinds of projects are all over the United
States, and every State is going to have to undertake
t hem over the next 20, 30, 40, 50 years.

In addition to the aging of our system we
have outgrown our system and the excess capacity in
many areas is gone. W have congestion as a result,
transportati on costs. But after decades of decline,
as a percentage, GDP is now going up and our
busi nesses are now becom ng | ess conpetitive because
of transportation, at the sanme time that we are
trying to conpete in a global marketplace where other
countries are making maj or national investments.

The combi nati on of the need to grow and
expand our systemis made even nore dramatic by what
is comng. W have 150 mlIlion new people comng to
the United States -- that is what the popul ation
growth is going to be like in the next 50 years --
and in order to handle the growth in projected
freight, we have to build a Port of Seattle every
year for the foreseeable future. W have to build
t hat nmuch additional capacity into our port system,
and, of course, all that freight then has to move in
our national surface transportation system which is

al ready congested.
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And the cost, the estimted cost of dealing
with this problem of both the aging, which is about
half the cost, and the other half is to provide the

additi onal capacity we need, we have estimated that

at $225 billion a year to $340 billion a year from
all levels of government.

Today, all levels of governnment are
investing $87 mllion a year. We are significantly

under -investing in our national surface
transportati on system -- our highways, our transits,
our bridges, like the M nnesota bridge. Those kinds
of coll apses are becom ng nore frequent, and our
transportati on systemis going to become a second- or
third-class transportation system and if that
happens, it is going to drag our econonmy down with
it, because you cannot have a first-rate econony with
a second- or third-class national transportation
system It is that sinmple.

As a result of this, the conmm ssion came up
with some recomendati ons. Il will just give you the
four key reconmmendati ons.

The first is that we have to substantially
i ncrease our investment up as a nation, all |evels of
government and the private sector, into that range of

$225 to $340 million a year. It is going to be
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necessary to do that, to put in place a freight rail
system that carries a greater market share than it
carries today.

First-class transit systenms in all of our
maj or metropolitan areas that can handle the movenent
of peopl e.

A world-class intercity passenger rail in
our 15 to 20 densest corridors and 300 to 500 mles
in | ength.

Non-notori zed transportation in many of our
maj or metropolitan areas of wal king, biking, and the
like to help move peopl e.

And even doing all of those things, we still
need substantial highway capacity over and above what
we have today in order to nmeet the growth that is
com ng and to keep our econony noving and our people
movi ng.

And not only do we have to make those
investments in all of those modes, but we need to do
it in an integrated way so that we have a seam ess
transportation systemin which our goods and people
can nmove.

And the second maj or recommendati on, and
this was one of the npst contentious ones on the

comm ssion, was that we are recommendi ng that the
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Federal government continue to be a full partner in
meeting this chall enge.

There are some who thought that it was tinme
for the Federal government to get out of this
busi ness and to hand it over to the State and | ocal
governnments and the private sector, but we rejected
t hat .

This is a national problem Our nationa
security and our national econony is at stake, and
t his Federal government needs to be a full partner in
the solution with State and | ocal governnments and the
private sector in solving this problem

The third set of recommendations that we
made and really the heart of our recommendations is
reformwith a capital "R'". The Federal program needs
maj or, major reform

And one of the problems with the programis
it has lost its sense of m ssion and purpose. \When |
started on the comm ttee of transportation back in
the 1970s, the program was designed to build and
construct the interstate system Once that was
conmpl eted, nobney was just given back to the States,
and it has not had any real sense of purpose on how
it is to be spent. We think that sense of purpose

and m ssion has to be restored.
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That is why you have these donor/donee
fights. That is why you have so many earmar ks today,
because there isn't an overriding national purpose,
and so everybody is just trying to grab what they can
grab for thenmselves, either States or nenbers of
Congr ess.

And in order to have that next set of
nati onal purposes, what we recomended is, today
there are about 108 funding streans in the Federal
program putting aside the earmarks. | f you have
108 priorities, you do not have any, and so we
recommended narrowing it down to 10 performance
driven outcome-based progranms that would be designed
to solve problems |ike putting the infrastructure in
a state of good repair, reducing congestion by
20 percent in our major metropolitan areas, reducing
fatalities. W have got a set of 10 prograns that, |
can go into more detail if you want |ater on, but
t hose programs would formthe heart and core of the
Federal program as we envision it.

We al so recomended major refornms in
project deliveries, and the Federal government is no
| onger holding up these projects and getting the tinme
down to a reasonable time w thout reducing any

environment al requirenments.
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Our fourth set of recommendations dealt with
financing, and to make a |long story short, | mean,
what we feel is that, first, before you even get to
financing, you really need to reformthe program and
give it a sense of m ssion. Peopl e are not going to
pay more for the existing program after everything
t hat has happened. You have really got to tell
peopl e what you are going to do, government has got
to be accountable for achieving results, and then you
tal k about the financing.

We recomended that the fourth basic
principle to be followed, first, we basically
strongly support the user-fee pay. The users of the
systems should pay for these systens. Mass transit
is a slight General Fund subsidy at the Federal
| evel, which we propose to continue, but otherw se,
all the increased investnment we are tal king about
should come from the users.

Secondly, by and |l arge, you should be a
pay-as-you-go system The system sinply can't be
over|l oaded with debt and | ong-term paynments of 80 and
100 years, as some of these projects today are going
t hat .

Third, there shouldn't be a diversion.

Money that is generated from transportation needs to
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stay in transportation, and preferably in the
corridor fromwhich it is generated.

The idea of taking transportation dollars
and using it to pay off the bonding in the State of
New Jersey or when you are using it for home-heating
oil subsidies in Chicago the comm ssion just found is
Wr ong. We have too big of a problemin
transportation. The money needs to stay in
transportati on, and people will not support increases
in funding if it is being used for other purposes.

And fourth, we should continue the funding
guar antees at the Federal |evel that ensures that the
money that is collected is actually spent.

Those are our general principles and
specifics in the long term We would recomend
moving to a BMI-type tax to replace the notor fuel
tax over the long term That is going to take a
number of years.

In the interim we recommended increases in
t he Federal notor fuel tax. W recommended a freight
fee. We recommended that a portion of custonms fees
be dedicated to the trust fund. W recomended that
they pay a small ticket tax on transit and intercity
passenger rail users so they are paying into the

system And we recomended that increased use of
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tolling, congestion pricing in some areas, and
private-sector investnment, we are going to need to do
all of those things. But with respect to tolling and
private-sector investnment, it had to be done very
carefully to make sure that it was aligned with the
public interests, and we reconmended some conditions
to make that happen

That is nore or |less a summary of our
recommendati ons. But the one thing I'm not sure |

mentioned, and | just want to go back and make sure |

mentioned it, is in these corridors of 300 to 500
mles, that this intercity passenger rail is
critical.

And one of the things that we have to get
over is this fight between the nodes. W need to do
all of the above. W can't say, okay, we have nmoved
transit now, or we are doing intercity passenger
rail, or we are doing highway now or bridges now. W
as a nation have to do all of it, because if we don't
do all of these things, we are not going to be able
to nove people.

We have |lived off the excess capacity that
our parents and grandparents gave to us in this
interstate system and it has served us very, very

well, and it is gone. We have got to provide that
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additi onal capacity now for future growth, and it has
got to be all the mopdes working together, pulling
their piece of it. It is not a sinmple math, |ike the
i nterstate was. It is everything working together,
but it is going to take a tremendous investment.

So those were our conclusions. | guess our
mai n chal l enge for Congress and for State and | ocal
officials is really, are you going to step up and do
the same thing for your children and grandchil dren
t hat your parents and grandparents did for this
generation?

Thank you

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you, M.
Schenendor f .

| just have a couple of questions and
comment s.

Your report, and | know you grappled wth
some very, very difficult issues, and I comend you
for that. There were 12 folks, | believe, as part of
the comm ssion, part of the report. | s that correct?
And the final signoff included how many?

MR. SCHENENDORF: Ni ne of the twelve signed
on to the report -- five Republicans, four Denocrats
-- ranging the whole political spectrum-- very

conservative, very liberal, a CEO of a major
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railroad, a CEO of a trucking company, a CEO of a
maj or busi ness, the Secretary of Transportation, the
Deputy Secretary or former Deputy Secretary of
Transportation, and another adm nistration enpl oyee
and an econom cs professor of the dissenters, and it
was primarily over the Federal role.

Their view was that the Federal governnment
really didn't need to be a full partner any nore and
basically this program could be turned over to the
private sector and State and | ocal governments. That
was the major disagreement, and they had dissenting
views, which | encourage you to read in the back of
the report.

CHAl RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. So just to
reiterate that the majority of the comm ssion, which
was bipartisan, it sounded |like, in nature, agreed
t hat the Federal governnment should take a much
greater role, and three of the members basically
t hought it should be turned over to the States and/or
privatized? |s that a good summary?

MR. SCHENENDORF: Yes, sir.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay.

A coupl e of other things in your testinony.
You mentioned, and sorry |I mssed it, | caught the

part of it about the Port of Seattle?
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MR. SCHENENDORF:

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK:
statistic again, please?

MR. SCHENENDORF:
projected freight that is
our port
to the Port of Seattle.
buil ding a Port
foreseeabl e future.
t hat nuch additiona

that all of that
going to mean nmore freight
the surface system

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK:
statistic that
billion---

MR. SCHENENDORF:

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK:
spendi ng each year?

MR. SCHENENDORF:

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK:
$87 billion?

MR. SCHENENDORF:

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK:
Feder al ,

sources - - St at e,

capacity each year
So it
of Seattle every year
Spread anongst
capacity,

addi ti onal

you threw out,

Ri ght .

Can you give me that
In order to handle the
com ng, we have to add to
in an amount equi val ent
is the equival ent of
for the

all of our ports,

but the point being

capacity in the ports is

that all has to nmove over
Okay. And then also the
think it was $350

$225 to $340 billion.
I s what we shoul d be
Yes, sir.
And we are spending
Yes, sir.
And this

is from all

et cetera.
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MR. SCHENENDORF: Yes, sir.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: So we are woefully

short.

MR. SCHENENDORF: Wbefully short. And we
see it every day. W all see it -- our businesses
see it, you know, everybody sees it. This isn't a
surpri se.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK:  You were here just
previous to the previous speakers. You know, our
Governor has a plan to borrow money. ' m just
curious to get your initial thoughts on that based
on, you know, what may or may not actually be other
alternatives available to us here in Pennsyl vani a,
whi ch until your suggested plan would pass, | mean,
we are still basically dealing with the status quo.

MR. SCHENENDORF: But even under this plan,
this plan would require State and | ocal governments
to pick up a huge amount of these increases. So even
if we get this increase at the Federal |evel, we
still have to have substantial increases at the State
and | ocal |evel.

You know, we basically send the people a
straightforward way to pay for this, basically the
pay-as-you-go principles of raising the money now.

You know, we are recommendi ng additional
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tolling and we are recomendi ng private sector, which
is really debt over time as being a part of it.
There are certain projects that will be amenable to
that. The gap, the investment gap, is so big that we
need to use all the tools available to us. But as a
primary source of funding to meet the demands of the
future, debt service, it didn't seemlike the right
way.

| mean, | was just struck by a deal that was
just signed in northern Virginia for two | anes of the
beltway there by a private conpany, where they had
given them to congestion price two | anes, an 80-year
| ease, and they have no rate of return cap on how
much profit they can earn, and that is the equival ent
of somebody having signed that before the Depression.
Before the Great Depression in 1929, we would still
be paying on that today. That revenue stream woul d
be gone, and in this particular case, 90 percent of
it is going overseas to an overseas conmpany, and we
do not want to rely on those kinds of arrangements
for a big bulk of it. You know, there would be sonme
projects |ike that, but---

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: | know one of the
findings of your report, it is simlar to a report

t hat we had done here in Pennsylvania, the Governor's
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Ref orm Comm ssion report, which Chairman Gei st was a
member of that comm ssion.

MR. SCHENENDORF: \Which we were at.

CHAl RMAN MARKOSEK: And that report called
for some increases, when you talk about
pay-as-you-go, sone increases in the fuel tax and
also in the fees, fee increases, licensing fees,

t hose ki nds of things.

MR. SCHENENDORF: Ri ght .

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: | know that, just
briefly, if you could go over some of those
pay-as-you-go itens that were in your report.

MR. SCHENENDORF: Well, we recommended - -
and again, we were focusing on the Federal piece of
this -- we recomended an increase in the motor fuel
tax fromb5 to 8 cents a gallon for 5 years. That
woul d be a total of 25 to 40 cents. We also
recommend a freight fee of some type be inposed, be
it a container fee or a bill-of-lading fee. W also
recommended a part of the existing custonms fees that
are collected, a portion of those be dedicated to the
trust fund.

And again, based on the user-fee principle,
we felt that if we are going to make a significant

contribution to transit and to intercity passenger




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

82

rail, then those passengers should pay a small ticket
tax so everybody is paying something into the trust
fund.

And then we also mentioned that if there is
a carbon tax or a cap-and-trade at the Federal |evel,
t hat the portion of that that comes from
transportation -- revenues that are generated -- it
ought to go back into the trust fund to be used for
transportation.

So those were our basic pay-as-you-go
financi ng mechani sns that we proposed. But, | mean,
we were proposing that all of those be used. This
wasn't one or the other, that all of them be used to
hel p pay for the Federal portion of this.

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. | appl aud you for
taking on some of those difficult issues and
recommendi ng some very difficult solutions. It's not
easy.

MR. SCHENENDORF: | want to just note, you
know, that one of the things that has gotten the
attention is the gas tax. Obviously, 40 cents a
gal l on sounds like a lot, but I would just make two
poi nts about that.

Since the time when the gas tax was raised

| ast, when the price of gasoline was about a dollar a




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

83

gallon, it is now up to $3.50, $4 a gallon. W are
paying $2 or $3 more than we were paying then, and
all that nmoney is going overseas to people that
aren't all that friendly toward the United States.

If a piece of that were going back into the
United States to build our infrastructure and to
provide for a strong, grow ng economy, we would be a
| ot better off.

And the second piece of it is that if you
have a car that gets 20 mles to the gallon, a
40-cent increase in the gas tax is 2 cents a mle
t hat you are payi ng. The price on that project in
northern Virginia is 10 cents a mle to a dollar a
mle in rush hour, or 10 cents at the |ow end and a
doll ar at the high end, which is 5 to 20 tinmes as
much as the 40-cent gas tax.

So the gas tax, once you sit down and you
say, here is what we want to do; here are our
nati onal objectives; here is what it is going to
cost; how do we fund this? And then you say, let's

| ook at all the funding options and see which ones

are the best and how can we use them together, it
gets pretty easy. | mean, | think people wil
understand these things and will be nmuch more willing

to pay it under that kind of a concept than just
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politicians going out and saying, well, let's just
rai se the gas tax. You really need to say what the
m ssion is and get a covenant with the American
people, the way we had it with the interstate system

Dwi ght Ei senhower, conservative President,
tripled the gas tax to pay for the interstate system
and the last increment of the increase was voice

vot ed. Can you i magi ne that happening in Congress

t oday?
CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: Thank you very much.
Chai rman Gei st .
REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: Thank you very much.
Joe said a lot of the things | wanted to
say. | think that your remarks were brilliant.

We have to find a methodol ogy in
Pennsyl vania to really convey to people what is going
on. The last time that Congress had enough fortitude
to raise it was 1992, and that is really a shame.

| Iiked everything you said. | think that
when you were tal king about freight containers and
stuff, you were talking a little bit about a ton-mle
tax? |s that correct?

MR. SCHENENDORF: No, a container fee or a
bill of |ading.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: A bill of | ading,
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okay.
Well, | thought that was brilliant, so thank
you very much, and I will just shut up.
CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK:  Thank you, Chair man.
Let's see; Representative Siptroth is next.
REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.
M. Schenendorf, thank you for joining us.
You had nmentioned a couple of times
private-sector involvenment. Do you think there is

really an appetite to have the private sector,

t hrough whatever means, whether it be through tolling
and then repaying those private sectors and then
absolving the tolls at some point, co-joining States
and the Federal government at the hip to be a part of
a good transportation network, including, you know,

hi ghway fundi ng?

MR. SCHENENDORF: | do. | mean, | think the
comm ssion basically concluded that the private
sector can be a part of the solution here, and really
needs to be a part of the solution.

This investment gap is so great that we
really need to make use of all of the tools. The
guestion is making sure that in these private-sector

deal s, that they are done in a way that the project
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interests are aligned with the public interests and
make sure that, sure, you are going to be paying for
the profit margin for that conmpany. But if it is not
too long a | ease and there are not enough ways to
reconsi der the | ease, depending on certain
circumstances, if there's a fair rate of return but
not an exorbitant rate of return, then they can be
good t hings. But again, it is project by project,
and it has got to be worked through, and each State
is going to need sonme flexibility to do it.

But our fear is that some of these deals
t hat have been signed currently are projects that are
not all that good, and the big fear is that if the
public says no to all projects and no to all tolling
because of some bad deals, then you will be throw ng
out the good with the bad, and that would be a shane,
because we really need all of these sources, because
the public sector needs to get in and make sure the
public sector and the public interest is protected in
t hese deals so that the public does not revolt
agai nst them

REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Okay.

Again, do you think that there is an
appetite in the private sector to nove this to

fruition?
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MR. SCHENENDORF: There seens to be. I
mean, the private sector that we saw in Washington
t hat came before us just said there are a | ot of
conmpani es that want to go out and do this. And sone
of the deals, | think, are extraordinarily good right
now. Maybe that is why they want to. | think they
have really done it in a way that protects the public
i nterests, and maybe they won't be quite as
interested, but hopefully this thing will---
REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: You know, | amin
no way indicating that |I'm necessarily for | easing
t he turnpi ke, because | have some very, very strong
reservations about the |long-termthings. | am nore
| ooking at a short-term private investment.
MR. SCHENENDORF: We recomend it nore in
t he context of project by project. | think | easing
t hese turnpikes is a much different arrangement and
needs to be | ooked at very, very closely.
REPRESENTATI VE SI PTROTH: Okay. Thank you.
Thank you, M. Chairman.
CHAl RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you.
Chai rman Cohen has a question.
REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: Thank you, M.
Chai rman, for giving me this opportunity.

|"'minterested in this story of the Wbodrow
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Wl son Bridge, which was, in the early 1960s you
said, $14 mllion; now in 2007 or 2008 it is

$2 1/2 billion? That is far above the rate of
inflation. How did the cost escal ate that much, and
"' mal so di sturbed about your view that that is a
typical situation

MR. SCHENENDORF: Oh, yeah. | mean, in
part, it is that the bridges are designed much
differently now. It is that you got to keep the
existing bridge in place while the traffic is going
on, so they had to find a |ocation for it, which
means you have got to build approaches into the
bridge in addition to the bridge itself. W are
| ooki ng now toward the |onger term so it is
desi gned, the subbase is designed for expansion in
the future; the cost of materials. You put all of
t hat together and these projects are just far nore
expensi ve.

But I think you could talk to the people in
the State of Pennsylvania and they will tell you, |
mean, the Springfield Interchange in Northern
Virginia, $10 mllion to build; it was just replaced
at a cost of $800 mllion. Frank Busal acchi, the
Secretary of Transportation for Wsconsin, who is on

the comm ssion, said there are projects |like that al
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over the State of W sconsin, major interstates that
t hey have to inspect, be rebuilt, reconstructed.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: Well, in terms of the
capacity of the Whodrow W I son Bridge, which is just
easy to focus on because it is one project, what was
the capacity before? What is the capacity now?

MR. SCHENENDORF: Well, it is a larger
capacity now, obviously, and that is part of the
cost.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: And it is a nore
durabl e bridge now?

MR. SCHENENDOREF: It's a more durable
bridge. It is constructed to a nuch higher standard
t han the original.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: Okay.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Thank you.

Representative Watson, for questions.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

Thank you very much. This is absolutely
fascinating, and certainly it is amazing that what
had to be an i nmense ampunt of work can be reduced to
something |ike this.

If I may go back to your four key
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recommendati ons, your second one when you were
tal ki ng about the Federal governnment being a full
partner and then tal king about w de-ranging reform
which there would have to be, and | believe you
guoted something |ike 108 funding streams and get
them down to maybe 10.

In, | guess, the long version of your
report, did you foresee then how this would be
acconplished? 1In other words, would this be done by
a continuing commttee that would devise what | will
call essentially an overall transportation plan for
the United States of America for the next 20-some
years that the States would buy into or each State be
represented in how it would dovetail? And the reason
"' m asking that, if you did something or thought of
something |like that, did you then prioritize fromthe
Federal viewpoint, what would they work on first that
woul d be a primary, overarching Federal
responsibility?

And yes, am | trying to |l ead somewhere?
Yes, | am because there is a part of me that sees
mass transit as being something the Feds should get a
| ot more involved in and indeed | ook at it overall,
and with that, |look at rail. That, to me, nost

easily could translate into Federal initiatives, even
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more so than our roads and our bridges, which wll,
you know, break down State by State.

So all of that, sir. Thank you.

MR. SCHENENDORF: That is a big question.

First of all, froma Federal perspective, |
think it was the feeling that all of this has to be
done, and certainly a big piece of it is much
i mproved transit. As | nmentioned before, this
intercity passenger rail and these very dense
corridors were essential pieces, but so is adding the
hi ghway m | eage on the interstate.

So it is reconstructing the existing highway
system that we have so that it is brought up into a
state of good repair and kept in a state of good
repair.

So the 10 programs that were recommended
wer e performance-based programs, and |let me just give
you an exanple of one of themto show you kind of how
it would work.

One of themis that major metropolitan areas
of a mllion or nore, to reduce congestion by
20 percent from today's |levels by 2025 in the face of
growth that is com ng, and basically what would
happen is if that program were enacted at the Federal

| evel for those communities of a mllion or nore,
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Federal, State, local, official stakeholders would
sit down and come up with the standards and the
metrics, how are we going to measure this? how are we
going to do it? And then it would be up to each of
these areas to come up with their plan -- transit
i mprovenments, non-notorized inprovements, |and use,
hi ghway construction -- that is basically going to
allow them to get control of congestion and reduce
congestion fromtoday's |levels by 2025. And all of
our studies show that that is going to be an
aggressive transit program an aggressive
non- mpot ori zed program Intercity passenger rail in
most of these cities that are in those corridors
woul d be affected. Additional highway construction
and bringing all of the existing infrastructure in
this state of good repair, that all of that would be
devel oped by them at that |evel, and then these plans
woul d be all knitted together.

You woul d have all of these pl ans. You
woul d have the plans for the national freight program
and plans for the other national prograns. They
woul d all be knitted together, and so it would be a
coordi nated effort between Federal, State, local, and
regi onal planning entities to develop the actual

transportation plans to meet these performance
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criteria that would be set up for each one of these
progranms.

So at the end of the day, all of this would
produce a national overall plan for our national
portion of our system which would include transit,
intercity passenger rail, intercity freight, and the
maj or hi ghway networ ks that comprise about 20 percent
of the road m | eage for carrying 80 percent of the
traffic.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: A foll ow-up, please,
M. Chairman?

Woul d there then be, as you envision in
descri bing that, the financial plan that would be
somehow superinposed with it, because in doing work
in the district, in my district, and working wth
PENNDOT, whenever we have done this, and wi th DVRPC,
t he Del aware Vall ey Regi onal Planning Comm ssion, but
what happens is, if it is not somehow staged and the
money figured out, everybody sits there with a plan
and goes, well, it would take $16 mllion; do you
have 16? No. Do you have 16? And nothing gets done
in terms of that.

But if indeed, nmuch |like the ol d-fashioned,
kind of a teacher's outline for a | esson plan, each

thing is assigned a value of who is responsible and
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the planning is there financially, which m ght
involve a public-private partnership or it m ght
involve tolling, but somehow there has to be an
overlay of a financial plan. |s that part of it?

MR. SCHENENDORF: That woul d be part of it.
We have this plan, and the next step would be that a
cost estimate would be devel oped for all of the
el ements of the plan, and then a financing plan for
how it was going to be financed, over what period of
time.

The met hodol ogy that is envisioned is the
same as the interstate was funded with, which was the
cost to conplete that was revised on a sem annual, on
an every 2 years, and then the funding at the Federal
| evel, and then the State and | ocal contributions
were sufficient to conplete the system over a certain
nunmber of years, and these programs woul d be funded
in that sanme way. You have that financial plan. You
deci de how many years you are going to take to
i mpl ement it -- 10 years, 15 years. That tells you
how much you have to spend each year. And then the
fundi ng would be set in order to acconmplish the
goal s, and that is when the accountability would come
in.

And this is very frightening for State and
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| ocal governments and the Federal governnment, because
it would really make them identify the projects that
needed to be done to neet transportation objectives,
how nmuch they are going to cost, and then actually
peopl e would be able to track whether or not these
projects were being built and whether the money was
bei ng provided.

And constituents would know exactly what
their money was going for, and if you did do
congestion pricing and if you did do tolling or you
did do the private sector, they would be able to see
it as the piece of the pie and then see how it would
fit in, and there would be a | ot more support, in nmy
judgment, for these various methods, because people
woul d understand, this is what we are doing to make
our city livable or nove freight throughout the
country so we have a healthy economy. \hichever the
programs you are tal king about, they would be able to
link it to real results that they could keep track
of .

| don't think people will provide a penny
more for these progranms the way they are run today,
because they have no trust of where the noney is
going to go or how it is going to be spent.

REPRESENTATI VE WATSON: | couldn't agree
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with you more. Thank you very much, sir

Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay.

Thank you, M. Schenendorf. | really
appreci ate you being here today.

MR. SCHENENDORF: My pl easure.

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: It was excell ent
testinony, and just one real quick |ast question or
t hought .

| know you have an enornous Feder al
transportation background, and | would be very
curious -- you do not even have to answer this
question if it is not appropriate -- but in your
estimate or analysis, or prediction even, for the
Federal Congress this year on getting the new bill,
the transportation funding bill, reenacted or passed.
| know that the Hi ghway Trust Fund is in serious
financial jeopardy, and |I'm just curious, if you
woul dn't m nd, just sharing some of your thoughts
relative to that.

MR. SCHENENDORF: Well, the trust fund has a
short-term problem for 2009, which I do think
Congress will fix. There are a number of different
ways you can fix that, and |I think that will take

care of that.
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Next year, next January, you are going to
have a new Congress, you are going to have a new
adm ni stration, and SAFETEA-LU expires September 30,
20009. Getting that bill reauthorized is going to be
a big task under any circunstances.

You got all of the controversy over projects
wi th donor/donee, the hangover from the Bridge to
Nowhere and the Coconut Road projects and all of
t hat, and you have got the trust fund facing a
20- percent reduction in spending, the existing |evel
of taxes. So all of that is going to make it
extraordinarily difficult to get a bill

Our comm ssion is saying that in addition to
dealing with all of that, you really got to al nost
wi pe the slate clean and have a new beginning. This
isn't a standard reauthorization. God willing,
there's a better way. | think that is all going to
take time, and | would be very surprised if we got a
maj or bill either way through by September 30. I
think there will be some sort of extension.

But | do think it will get done. | think
when the people focus on this, it has to be done. I
mean, we are digging a deeper and deeper hole. These
projects, whether you are tal king about transit,

whet her you are tal king about intercity passenger
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rail, whether you are tal king about Wodrow W | son
Bridge-type projects, they take a long time, even
with expanding it, and if we do not get hold of this,
our systemis going to slunp into a state of gridlock
that is going to affect our econony, and we won't
generate the revenues to do this or anything el se
because our econonmy will be suffering so fromit.

So I"'moptimstic that, maybe not within
that 9 nmonths, but within a period of time, | know
on the House side, Jim Oberstar is a very, very
seasoned Legi sl ator. He has done this for many, many
years, and | think he has really taken this up. He
is calling for a transformational bill. It is going
to take sonme tinme.

But | do think that one of the things that
we found is that it is going to take everybody -- |
mean, | worked on TEA-21, and we had a maj or
chall enge there trying to unlock the trust funds, you
know, take them off-budget and make sure the money
was spent.

People told us that couldn't be done, and
because of the coalitions we built, many of themwith
State Legislators, Governors, city and county peopl e,
the private sector, we built a coalition that was

able to do it.




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

99

Well, this is an order of magnitude harder
than that. So we need the same coalitions, but we
al so need all of the stakehol ders out there talking
to the American people about the significance of this
probl em business tal king about it, because what is
really at stake here is our competitiveness in the
world markets in the next 50 years and whether we are
going to be a first-class econony or a second-cl ass
economy.

So there is a |lot at stake, and everybody is
going to have to work on it and tal k about it, you
know, fromthe constituents, and raise transportation
and the inportance of transportation as an issue.
Because the thing |I always come back to is that
transportation is essential to a healthy econony. It
is not the only thing; you need other things to make
sure the economy is healthy. But wi thout a healthy
transportati on system the economy can't be healthy.

And everything everybody wants to do from
one end of the political spectrumto the other end of
the political spectrumis all based on a healthy,
robust econony generating the revenue to do it. So
everybody has a stake in making sure that that
econonmy i s good, and transportation needs to be a

part of that.
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CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Amen.

We appreciate it a lot. Thank you, M.
Schenendorf. We appreciate it.

MR. SCHENENDORF: Thank you

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Our next person to
testify is an old friend of the commttee, Bob
Latham from the Associ ated Pennsyl vani a
Constructors, and | see, Bob, you have a guest.

MR. LATHAM Yes, sir.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Wbul d you introduce him
pl ease?

MR. LATHAM M. Chairman, thanks for having
us here today.

My name is Bob Latham | m Executive Vice
Presi dent of the Associ ated Pennsylvania Constuctors,
and we represent some 400 businesses throughout
Pennsyl vania. And by all estimtes, the programthat
we represent serves to enpl oy about 60,000 people in
t he Commonweal th based on the size of the program

Wth me here today is Dan Hawbaker. He is
Chai rman and CEO of G enn Hawbaker, Inc., in State
Col | ege, Pennsyl vani a. | will let Dan introduce his
conpany a little bit |ater.

| have been asked then and we will talk

t oday about two things: recent polling and public
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research that we have done. ' m al so going to talk a
little bit about |egislation that has been introduced
to hopefully provide some nore funding for our
hi ghway and bridge system here in Pennsyl vani a.

And then, finally, M. Hawbaker is going to
tal k about ways that we can save nmoney in rebuil ding
our hi ghways through the use of recycled asphalt
product.

And I'm just going to take a few mnutes to
run through the survey that we did recently here. I
presented, | believe | have presented you with a copy
of our testimony, so |I'mnot going to read it here
today, but 1'"mgoing to just hit sonme of the
hi ghli ghts of the survey.

| thought it was interesting that M.
Schenendorf finished up here, it was a really good
segue, | think, with his comment that transportation
is essential to a healthy econony. W have al ways
agreed with that, and according to our polling
nunbers, apparently a | ot of people in Pennsylvania
agree with that as well.

One of the things that we, of course, asked
people, along with some of the pressing issues of the
day, was what do they think is the best way to

stimul ate the econonmy? There are a number of issues,
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a number of programs that are being tal ked about
here. We are tal king about energy policy. W are
tal ki ng about health care these days. W always talk
about education. W asked people what do they think
woul d be the best way to stimulate the econony?

Of course, |owering business and income
taxes is always the nost favorite. But we think it
was somewhat surprising and somewhat telling to see
that, at |east the results of our poll show that the
general public believes that building and investing
in our highway infrastructure and repairing and
expandi ng that systemis a better way to stinul ate
t he economy than energy i ndependence, increased
funding for public education, and guaranteed health
coverage, and, of course, projects such as stadiuns,
convention centers, and that sort of thing. | think
t hat the message there is that people are starting to
understand that basic infrastructure investment is
key to our economny.

We al so had been tracking this for several
years and tried to get an idea of what the public's
under st andi ng of this was over a period of time, and
basically we asked them what the overall condition or
they think the overall conditions of the roads and

bridges is in their area. | think that that is open
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to interpretation depending on where you are. I f you
are trying to drive from Norristown to center-city
Phi | adel phia, you may rate the condition of your
roads as pretty poor because it takes you an hour to
go 10 mles. | f you are in rural Bedford County, you
may rate the condition of your roads poor because you
feel like you are on a washboard as you drive down a
country road. And |I'm not sure, | can't remenber
whet her the department's presentation had a

di scussion, but of course their |ocal roads is where
t hey have a condition problem as opposed to the
interstates.

We asked the public whether they support or
oppose an increase in funding to inmprove the State's
roads and bridges, and interestingly enough, a year
ago, only 64 percent were in favor of that increase.
In March of this year, 78 percent were in favor of
it. So | think we are starting to see the
recognition on the part of the public.

Now, the inmportance of this issue:
certainly the recent events such as the coll apse of
the bridge in M nneapolis, and of course | also point
out that we had an experience here in Pennsylvani a.
We | ost a bridge in Washington County -- fortunately,

we didn't |ose any lives -- about 2 or 3 years ago,
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and in that situation, you know, on a small, rural
road in Perry County, | believe it was, a dunp truck
went through a State road bridge. And then, of
course, nost recently we have had the---

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: Kell er waved hi m over

when it was full. He wanted that bridge replaced.
MR. LATHAM | can help you. Every cl oud
has its silver |ining.

You know, we have seen the Birm ngham Bri dge
in Pittsburgh, a major commercial viaduct, and then,
of course, Interstate 95, which was al nost a
M nnesot a-type col |l apse that happened. So we don't
have to go outside of the State to | ook at this issue
and why people are starting to believe that it is
i mportant.

| think it is inmportant also to understand
t hat when we asked fol ks whet her they supported it
even if it meant raising taxes, we are starting to
see some novenent in that regard as well.

Now, the only question is, when you come
back to the final question of which tax would you
like to pay nore of, | guess you could say we duck
the issue of which tax and ask them how much they
m ght be willing to pay? And there is a reason for

t hat, because we think that the debate over the | ast
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coupl e of years has started to center around whether
this is a regional issue or whether this is a
particul ar concern to you. | mean, obviously, some
people | oad the gas tax, other people, now we have
this whol e debate over the tolling of Interstate 80,
so if you go up on the 1-80 corridor and say, what
should we do, they probably would be much in favor of
the | easing of the turnpi ke because they probably
don't think that that is going to affect them very
much. But if you ask them whet her they would be
willing to pay nore tolls, they probably would not
want to do that.

So we thought it would be inportant to strip
away the biases against the particular funding
mechani sm and ask fol ks, are you willing to pay nore
to fix your infrastructure, period, and if so, how
much? And we found it interesting that we started
with $8 a month and went as high as $20, and then we
had, of course, a number of people that do not want
to pay anything, because they want good roads and
want safe bridges; they just don't want to have to
pay for it, which is the American way. But in any
event, we were very happy to see, obviously very
happy, and very interested to see that the fol ks were

willing to pay $8 a nonth.
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| would just |like to point out, about a year
ago, before we got into the whole Act 44 debate,
there was a di scussion around a Pennsyl vania Econony
League study that reconmended a series of approaches
to funding our State's road and bridge crisis, and
transit crisis at the time as well. And t hey
recommended an increase in the fuel taxes, some
regi onal funding mechanisms, tolling, some prudent
use of debt, and a m xing of public-private
partnerships. And we estimated that that program
woul d have cost the average nmotorist anyway about
$4 a month, if you take into account the increase in
the fuel tax, the additional tolls that they would be
payi ng, and sone regional taxes that they would pay
under that schene.

So, | mean, | guess the message here is that
we think that the public is starting to understand
t hat we have an issue here. There seens to be sonme
interest or sonme willingness to pay for some of this,
and | think it is just a matter of vetting out which
is the best approach.

We have tal ked about, here today we talked
about national taxes; we tal ked about other funding
mechani sms. The Governor has, of course, proposed a

$200 mllion a year bond financing program for
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bri dges. One of the things in the PEL study, and we
supported |l ast year, was some prudent use of debt.
But we characterized "prudent use of debt" as using
debt but providing a new payback stream | think one
of the concerns that has been expressed by the
comm ttee here today is that the bond programthat is
bei ng proposed does not have a new dedi cated source
to pay back that funding stream

' mgoing to turn for a monent, if | may, to
House Bill 2309, which is a bill that would address
some of what we believe and others believe are sonme
of the inequities in the funding of the Pennsyl vania
State Police.

Several of you here today are cosigners of
t hat, cosponsors of that bill, and we appreciate
that. And | think what we have to do is start to
recogni ze that over the |last few years, and it
transcends Adm nistrations, | will say, we seemto be
shifting nmore and nore of the responsibility for the
fundi ng of the Pennsylvania State Police to the Motor
Li cense Fund.

Hi storically, about two-thirds of the
State Police's operating budget was paid for by the
Mot or License Fund. Now it is about al nost

75 percent. And that does not sound |like too much on
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t he percentage basis, but when you | ook at the chart

t hat we have provided you -- or has been provided to
us and we just reprinted it -- you will see that, you
know, over the past, | think since 2000, the cost of

t he Motor License Fund has gone up al nost

$200 mllion a year while the cost of the General
Fund is only about $30-some mllion a year. And I
guess, you know, if the General Fund had borne that
brunt, we wouldn't be tal king about bond financing
today for bridges because we would have the money
available in the Motor License Fund. But literally
7 to 8 cents per gallon of the gas tax is now going
to the State Police.

And this legislation seeks to |ook at a
different way to fund the State Police w thout taking
so much fromthe Motor License Fund, and we think it
merits some debate and merits consideration.

One of the things that may be considered is
if the lift is too high to nove $50 mllion a year
out of the Motor License Fund responsibility to the
General Fund, perhaps you take a | ook at the debt
service that would be incurred by the Governor's bond
program and tie the number to that. It would be a
way to jump-start the bridge program which we think

is essential. It would also | eave that money
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available in the Motor License Fund so we do not
start to fall behind on our road repair, which there
is a concern that a nunmber of highway inprovement
projects mght get lost in the shuffle with that.

So, | mean, | would just like to close ny
remar ks and turn it over to M. Hawbaker here by
sayi ng, you know, we have done sonme public research
her e. | think the public mght be starting to cone
around and start to understand that in order to have
a good highway system everybody is going to have to
pay a little bit nore.

We t hink that House Bill 2309 is a good
start in terms of getting some nore money into the
system and it m ght be the way to bridge that whole
controversy over nore debt versus whether we need to
get at this bridge problem that we have.

MR. HAWBAKER: Thank you, M. Chairman, for
t he opportunity to be here today.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: M. Hawbaker is it?

MR. HAWBAKER: Yes, Dan Hawbaker . ' m the
Presi dent and CEO of G enn Hawbaker, Inc. We operate
out of State Coll ege, Pennsylvania. W are a heavy
hi ghway construction service and products.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Wel conme, sir.

MR. HAWBAKER: Thank you
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As Bob had introduced me, I'm here to talk
about recycling today.

Our conpany operates about eight asphalt
plants in four districts across the State of
Pennsyl vani a, nostly across the northern tier, and
our annual production of asphalt metrics exceeds
1.3 mllion tons out of those plants on an annual
basi s.

' m here to represent really the interests
of the Pennsyl vania Asphalt Pavement Association. W
have a concern about recycling or reclaimed asphalt.
We think it has a great potential to affect a
substantial savings to the Commonweal t h.

We can reduce the cost of our product we put
out today through recycling, or what we refer to as
RAP. On a national scale, 80 percent of the
recl ai med asphalt is recycl ed. Now, | woul d conpare
that to pop cans and alum num which is about 60
percent, and newspapers, which is perhaps about 56
percent .

As energy prices have risen, we have all
been i nmpacted, and we in the asphalt busi ness have
al so been hit. Ri ght now, we are paying al nost
$400 per ton for liquid asphalt. |If you consider

t hat each ton of what we call reclaimed asphalt
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product contains about 4 to 6 percent asphalt, we are
| ooki ng at each ton of RAP, in and of itself,
cont ai ni ng about 16- to 20-plus dollars' worth of
asphalt.

As our Deputy Secretary, Rick Hogg, just
mentioned, fromtime to time we have |inear
stockpil es out here on our roadways that could be
recycled back into asphalt products. As an
association industry, we are confident that some
significant savings would be achieved if we could be
mor e aggressive in putting this material back into
t he roadways of Pennsylvania on a statew de basis.

In 2007, our conpany recycled over 130, 000
raw tons of RAP. Some of that 130, 000 tons was
pl aced on Pennsyl vania roadways. And on the
commerci al projects, we put the rest onto those
projects because it was easier for application and to
place it in those areas. I n some highway districts,
we have been able to recycle up to 25 percent RAP on
occasi on.

On a statewi de basis, we |ack a consistent
policy on RAP. We hear that, yeah, you can recycle
as much as you want, but then the issue comes down to
support for that policy throughout. And wi t hout a

consi stent policy, we are kind of in a situation
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where many of the producers will not invest in the
equi pment required to do RAP in a positive way that
ends up with a quality product.

The RAP m xes, in whatever portion you put
t hem toget her, measures up to a virgin m Xx. ' m
tal king about a virgin m x being new stone, new
asphalt put into a mx. Some producers have already
engaged in recycle, and a policy comm tment across
all districts to recycle would be significant instead
of to make an investment by these other producers who
have not. We are talking about $300,000 to $500, 000
to nodify a plant to carry RAP forward.

Speaki ng for the association, we are seeking
support to effectively recycle as many tons of
asphalt as can be made avail able by the departnment
and have that returned to the producers. I f that
were returned to producers over a period of time, you
woul d see conpetitive forces work positively to
i mpact the cost of a ton of blacktop across the State
pl aced on roadways.

Wth current technol ogy, recycled asphalt
can be made equivalent to virgin m x and woul d not
require and save the resources of asphalt and the
resources of aggregate.

Wt hout a doubt, we can neet every quality
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standard that would be required that would make it a

virgin mx, and | think that the savings here could

be substantial . | f you consider the situation right
now, | think that based upon our best numbers that we
can figure out, less than 5 percent of the mlled

material or the material taken up off the roadways is
put back into the departnment roadways.

We al so have to consider that there are
approximately 23 mllion tons of blacktop laid in the
State annually. So if you would take a coupl e of
bucks a ton, extrapolate that across $23 mllion, we
are tal king real nmoney.

So what we would like to talk about is some
kind of a statew de policy that would encourage the
departnment to adapt a policy of returning RAP to the
producers and al so i mpl ement a process over tinme to
make somet hi ng happen that would inplement a
recycling process.

That is nmy message, M. Chairman.

MR. LATHAM  Thanks for your time. | really
appreciate it.

CHAl RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you.

| think Chairman Gei st has a question.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: Thank you very nuch.

|f we have to accomplish this |egislatively,
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| would be nore than glad to draft |egislation,
because at a mnimum you are tal king about a penny a
gall on out of 31 cents that we collect now, and the
max, using the nunmbers you did, was 3 cents a gallon
t hat we would save in asphalt costs every year in
Pennsylvania. And if that takes |legislation to do, |
will be nore than glad to put a bill up.

The department should be demanding this
rat her than prohibiting it.

MR. HAWBAKER: Representative Geist, over
time, you have probably talked to many contractors,
because you have been in this business a long tine.
Across the State, there are 11 highway districts, and
so policies vary fromlocation to |ocation. But |
think that this is something that is truly worthy of
something to | ook at across the State as a policy.

But the inmportant thing is getting this
mat eri al back to the producers so that they can take
action and then know that if they invest in recycling
equi pment, that there is an option or an opportunity
for return.

REPRESENTATI VE GEI ST: Wel |, when you get
Bob and Jason there to work with Eric and mysel f, and
' m sure Joe, we will try to help you out. Thank

you.
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MR. HAWBAKER: Representative Stevenson has

al so expressed an interest in supporting this effort,

t 00.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you.

The Chair recognizes -- and | forgot to
recogni ze him when he came in -- Representative Paul

Costa from All egheny County is here---

REPRESENTATI VE COSTA: |'"'m easy to m ss.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: ---and he has a
gquesti on.

REPRESENTATI VE COSTA: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

"' mjust curious, and you don't have to give
away trade secrets, but how do you get their
recl ai med asphalt and turn it back into asphalt that
we normally see that is being put on the road?

MR. HAWBAKER: What we would do is process
this much |like we do virgin aggregate. We crush
virgin aggregate into specific sizes, and we would
have processing equi pment that would, again, take it
back to probably three different sizes, and then by
the feed system feed it back in in proportion to
what ever percentage of RAP we wanted to put in the
m x. And we have the potential to go up, with some

plants, up to 50 percent RAP.
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REPRESENTATI VE COSTA: And it is the same
gquality as what we are seeing with the virgin?

MR. HAWBAKER: It will nmeet the same quality
criteria.

REPRESENTATI VE COSTA: Cool . Thank you.

CHAlI RMAN MARKOSEK: Representative Ml er.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

If I understood your testimony correct, only
about 5 percent is being recycled now. \What is
happening to the other 95 percent?

MR. HAWBAKER: Across the State, it varies
according to district as to how they enploy it. They
may take it back, and one of the regrettable
circumstances is they place it on the highway
shoul ders, which is not a good application, because
that is, | would say, a 20-plus-dollar-a-ton materi al
whenever you can go to a |ocal quarry and probably
get the material for half that price delivered to the
same site.

So it is used for those purposes and used by
the districts to do various other things.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: Okay. | would just
ask i f maybe, you know, through M. Latham or others,

we could get sonme data as far as -- | know, for
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exampl e, some of it in York County was used to

possi bly pave some nunici pal roads. It woul dn't have
been State highways; it m ght have been a tradeoff
with some other shared services or sonething.

If there is any way that you can help us to
find out how nmuch of it is actually being used. I
mean, at 5 percent, | think you were referencing on
the State highway system and if there's another
percentage of it going to non-State highways, that is
fine al so. It would meet your intent as far as the
recycling goes.

So if there is any further data. But |
agree, it is just terrible if we are not doing a
better job with that.

MR. LATHAM One of the things that we are
wor ki ng as an industry, and we even worked with the
departnment on a nunber of these technical issues, and
we have been talking with them and | know the
asphalt association has as well, about ways to
contain costs.

| mean, obviously one of the biggest
problems that we have seen in highway construction
over the last 3 to 4 years has been a staggering
increase in the cost of materials, |led by steel and

now petrol eum products, and this is driven nmostly by
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wor |l d demand. | mean, we are starting to see it now
in food prices and other things as well, the type of
inflation that we are in.

So we have been working with the departnment
to see how we can try to mtigate their costs, and
one of the things we are working with themon is to
try to increase, greatly increase the percentage use
of recycled product.

And | think what we would |ike to do, we
will get you the informati on you asked for,
Representative, and also keep the commttee abreast
of how those things are going, and if they are not
going well, then maybe we will see where we go from
t here.

REPRESENTATI VE M LLER: Thank you

Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. Thank you.

| think Representative Sabatina had a
guesti on. It has been asked?

REPRESENTATI VE SABATI NA: Yeah.
Representative Ml ler stole my question, but thank
you anyway. | " m gl ad you asked.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK: Okay. And we have
Chai rman Cohen, who has a question.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: Yes.
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Coul d you go over the history of the
increase in asphalt costs and how nmuch the recycling
and asphalt will reduce thenf?

MR. HAWBAKER: This would be difficult to
nail down to an exact number, because it is a
function of how far you would have to haul it back to
your plant to recycle it.

But | think that a little bit of history, 5
to 6 years ago we were |ess than $100 a ton; now we
are up to $400 a ton for virgin asphalt. So that has
been the escal ati on factor.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: That i s because of
rising oil prices?

MR. HAWBAKER: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: And t hat was $400 a
ton? And if we recycled it, what would it be?

MR. HAWBAKER: If you recycle it com ng back
-- well, the recycled material is something that is
al ready there. So what you are using is yesterday's
asphalt at yesterday's prices to put it back in the
m xes, but you are going to have some processing
costs to get it back to where it needs to be.

But we could | ook at a savings of perhaps $2
to $3 a ton.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: $2 or $3 a ton?
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MR. HAWBAKER: Yes.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: So we could get it
down to about $398 a ton?

MR. HAWBAKER: No. | am tal king about the
m x that we would lay on the roadways. So if you
consi der that we |lay sonmewhere between 20 and 25
mllion tons a year---

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: Ri ght .

MR. HAWBAKER: ---and you start to nultiply
$2 to $3 a ton, we are talking numbers of about
$40, $60 mllion a year.

REPRESENTATI VE COHEN: Okay. Thank you.

CHAI RMAN MARKOSEK:  Okay. Now, seeing no
ot her questions, gentlemen, thank you very much. W
appreciate it. It was very interesting. And again,
| think the commttee did very well. Very good
guestions today.

| would |ike a couple of housekeeping itens.
Tomorrow we have our tour at 9 a.m over at the Enol a
rail yard, and |I would |like the members to just stick
around briefly to talk about an adm nistrative issue
after we adjourn.

So with that, thank you, and meeting

adj our ned.
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(The hearing concl uded at

3:37 p.m)
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| hereby certify that the proceedi ngs and
evi dence are contained fully and accurately in the
notes taken by me on the within proceedi ngs and that

this is a correct transcript of the sane.

Debra B. M Iler, Reporter




