M NUTES
SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
April 11, 2002
9:19 AM

TAPES

SFC-02 # 53, Side A
SFC 02 # 53, Side B
SFC 02 # 54, Side A

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Pete Kelly convened the neeting at approxinmately 9:19 AM
PRESENT

Senator Pete Kelly, Co-Chair
Senat or Dave Donl ey, Co-Chair
Senator Jerry Ward, Vice Chair
Senat or Lyda G een

Senator Gary W/ ken

Senat or Al an Aust er man

Senator Loren Leman

Senat or Donny O son

Senat or Lyman Hof f man

Also Attending: REPRESENTATI VE ELDON MJLDER; JOE PERKI NS,
Comm ssi oner, Departnent of Transportation and Public Facilities;
JENNI FER MAYER, Innovative Finance Specialist, Federal H ghway
Adm ni stration; LOREN GERHART, Director, Southeast Conference

Attending via Teleconference: From Ofnet Sites: PETE RAHN,
Executive Director, New Mexico Departnent of Transportation and
Public Facilities; TOM NORTON, Executive Director, Colorado
Departnment of Transportation and Public Facilities; ER C WOHLFORTH,
Wohl forth, Vasser, Johnson, and Brecht Law Firm TIM RATTI GAN,
| nvest ment Banker, Sal onon Smith Barney; RON MORINO Transportation
Anal yst, Salonmon Smith Barney; From Petersburg: DAVE KENSI NGER,
Representative, Southeast Conference; LEO LUCZAK, Director of
Community Devel opnment, City of Petersburg; From Mat-Su: GEORCE
STROTHER, Engi neeri ng Manager, Matanuska Susitna Borough; ROBERT
HAKENSON, From Anchorage: TIM ROGERS, Legislative Program
Coordi nator, Minicipality of Anchorage and Chair, Public Wrks and
Infrastructure Subcomm ttee; FRANK DI LLON, Executive Vice
President, Al aska Trucki ng Associ ation; DI CK CATTANAGH, Executive
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Director, Associated General Contractors

SUMVARY | NFORMVATI ON

HB 191- FI NANCI NG FOR TRANSPORTATI ON PRQJIECTS

The Conmittee heard testinmony fromthe Departnment of Transportation
and Public Facilities and took public testinony. No action was
taken on the bill, and the bill was held in Commttee.

#hb191

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO 191(FIN) am

"An Act aut hori zi ng fi nanci ng for certain public
transportation projects; giving notice of and approving the
entry into, and the issuance of revenue obligations that
provide participation in, |ease-financing agreenents for those
transportation projects; and providing for an effective date."

This was the first hearing for this bill in the Senate Finance
Commi ttee.

Co-Chair Kelly stated that the Commttee would entertain testinony
regarding the use of GARVEE Bonds as a neans of addressing the
transportati on needs of the State.

REPRESENTATI VE ELDON MULDER i nforned the Commttee that the House
of Representatives supports the nerits of this legislation as, he
contended, the proposal “is a very creative and innovative way to
try to deal with some of the nore pressing transportati on needs
that we have in the State, w thout endangering any of the future.”

Representative Miul der continued that the | egislation would provide
the State wth a funding nechanism to inplenment needed
transportation projects in the near-termrather than the long-term
t hereby saving inflationary costs. He stressed “that when you bond
or securitize the revenue streanf fromthe federal governnent *and
get the cash up front, the interest off of that noney that you
receive fromthat securitization actually hel ps make your federal”
mat ch. He elaborated that using the interest gain in “this very
creative way,” assists in offsetting the interest paynents and, he
attested, is one of the “nore |ogical ways of dealing with it that
we have ever cone up wth.”

Representative Milder reiterated that while there are very few
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downsides to this proposal, it could be argued that identifying
road construction projects for the wupcom ng decade could be
considered a negative because it sacrifices the flexibility to
change those decisions over tine. However, he contented, this
concern i s “overshadowed by the fact that” needed projects would be
realized.

Representati ve Mil der asserted that “a new road has not been built
inthis State in a long tinme nor have we upgraded” roads that are
in “critical need” resulting from such things as traffic
congestion. He argued that the ability to address urgent road needs
out wei ghs “the loss of flexibility in the future.”

Representati ve Mul der voiced surprise that the Associ ated Ceneral
Contractors (AGC) oppose the proposal to establish a GARVEE Bond
fundi ng nmechanismto address the State’s transportati on needs. He
stated that the points of the AGC opposition are based on the
GARVEE Bond experiences of New Mexico and Col orado; specifically
that New Mexico's programutilized one third of their federal match
funding and only built one project while, it is argued, they
jeopardi zed that state’'s ability to build roads in the future.
Representative Mul der attested that, in reality, New Mexico did not
spend one third, but rather ten or eleven percent of the available
funds. However, he continued, it is correct that the State only
built one road which pronpted frustration by New Mexi co AGC nenbers
as with “only one road and one big project, you have w nners and
| osers and those who don’t get the project” would be frustrated. He
voi ced understanding of the situation, and he assured the Committee
that multiple projects would occur in Al aska.

Representative Mul der continued that ACG contends that Col orado’s
negati ve experience resulted from an over-extension of resources;
however, he asserted, this is not the case. He stated that
forthcom ng testinony would correct this msinformation, and he
informed the Commttee, that Colorado’s GARVEE Bond program is
simlar to the approach being proposed by the State of Al aska.

Representative Ml der conmunicated that additional argunents
suggest that the State’s GARVEE Bond proposal would result in an
el even percent |evel of debt service while others voice concern
over the future level and availability of unknown federal revenue
fundi ng streans.

Representative Mul der assured the Comrittee that discussions with
Al aska’s United States Senator Ted Stevens and Representative Don
Young indicate that in the near- and long-term federal DOT fundi ng
for Alaska’s roads and bridges would not be reduced this year

contrary to “runors” circulating. Beyond that he asserted, the
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federal Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty-First Century
(TEA-21) program is scheduled for re-authorization and would be
titled NEXT-TEA. He continued that, with Congressman Young being
the Chairman and highest-ranking nenber of the Transportation
Comm ttee, indications are that Al aska would hold or gain in its
position in the next authorization.

Representati ve Mul der voi ced confidence that A aska would fare wel |
in its federal funding |evels; however, he noted that if the
Commttee were concerned that the State m ght be overextending
itself or determnes that an obligation of ten or el even percent
m ght be too nmuch of the federal authorization to conmit to the
GARVEE Bond program he recomended that consideration be given to
scaling the | evel back to eight or nine percent.

JOE PERKINS, Conm ssioner, Departnent of Transportation and Public
Facilities, comented that the Departnent’s testinony would be
suppl emented by testinmony fromindividuals with expertise on the
subj ect .

PETE RAHN, Executive D rector, New Mexico Departnent  of
Transportation and Public Facilities, testified froman offnet site
to informthe Commttee about New Mexico' s experience with GARVEE
Bonds. He characterized the testinony of the Al aska and New Mexi co
AGCs as “m srepresentative of the situation in New Mexico.” He
asserted that contrary to the AGC testinony, the New Mexico project
is “exactly where we anticipated being seven years ago when we
undertook a bonding program” He stated that the “GARVEE bonds were
one portion of a larger bonding programthat totaled $1.2 billion.”

M. Rahn exclained that the $1.2 billion project has been an
“excellent investnent,” and he asserted that the total cost of
borrowing $1 billion to date, is “at an all-inclusive cost of 4.69
percent.” He elaborated that according to the Federal H ghway
Adm ni stration (FHWA), construction inflation costs over the past
ten years have averaged 4.5 percent, which he asserted is
significantly higher than the nation’s overall general econony
inflation rate. He qualified that “the 4.69 percent interest rate
is offset by an inflation cost of 4.5 percent, neaning that the net
cost of this one billion dollars is .19 percent,” and he conti nued
that, “this is offset further by the efficiencies that we have
gained from being able to undertake entire projects at one tineg,
the econom es of scale, the econom c opportunities that have been
provided to regions of our |arge and sparely popul ated state.” He
stressed that, “the econom c benefits of having these projects in
pl ace today for a net cost of .19 percent is a heck of a deal.”

M. Rahn communicated that the state’s |lone project identified for
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GARVEE Bond funding involved 118 mles of a 570 total mle project
to construct four-lane highways to link communities in the state to
the interstate and regional transportation systens. He expressed
that these projects provided economc stinmulus to regions of the
state that had not previously been considered for business
expansion due to a lack of in-place infrastructure.

M. Rahn continued that this funding also provided for “a much
safer” highway system and he shared that statistics indicate that
the state has experienced a 40-percent serious accident reduction
after converting two-lane roads to four-lane roads. He reiterated
that this has been a “phenonenal investnent” as, he stated, al

these things are in place today, at a cost of .19 percent interest.

M. Rahn stressed that contrary to the AGCs’ position, “the facts
clearly indicate that New Mexi co has made an excel |l ent investnent
ininfrastructure” and that “the returns are significant.”

M. Rahn voiced that the only factor that he understands to be a
downside “is that contractors do not like to have to deal wth
fluctuating demands for their services” that require them“to size
up and size down.” He qualified that while he understood that a
busi nessperson woul d prefer to deal with a constant workfl ow rat her
than a workflow with fluctuating demands for services, he asserted
that this concern could be addressed. However, he stressed that his
job “is to provide services to taxpayers and the travelers of the
state roads” rather than to “l ook after contractors.”

M. Rahn referred to the handout titled “lnnovative Financing and
the Major Investnment Programin New Mexico” [copy on file] which
specifies that the use of bond funding for road construction has
reduced urban congestion for the 74 percent of New Mexico' s
residents living in urban areas; has freed up other funds to
provide for inproved road mai ntenance; and, he reveal ed, that upon
conpletion of the project, 96 percent of the state's citizens
living in nunicipalities would be connected wth four-I|ane
hi ghways. M. Rahn stressed that other benefits of using these
bonds for construction are that state’s roads are safer and state
road mai ntenance funds are nore readily avail able. He shared that
because of the resulting availability of state funds, the state
currently reports 3,500 “deficient road mles” which, he attested
is in “sharp contrast” to the twenty-three years of annual
increases which climaxed in 1997 with a peak of 6,000 deficient
road m | es.

M. Rahn stated that the state’s GARVEE Bond funding currently

accounts for four percent of the federal commtnment to New Mexico' s
road construction program however, he reported that the innovative

SFC- 02 (5) 04/ 11/ 02



design of the 118-m|e GARVEE Bond project provided an economc
stinmulus to the state.

M. Rahn disclosed that the state also initiated a twenty-year road
performance guarantee program that, he declared, would save the
state $89 nillion in future road maintenance costs during the
twenty-year period.

M. Rahn exclained, “the AGC absolutely bristles when you talk
about warranties.” However, he contended, “it is an excellent
investnment” for the state. He addressed the concern about whet her
the level of future federal dollar receipts would be sufficient to
make the paynents on these bonds as “really a question that the
rating industries had to address back in 1997 when the state of
New Mexi co was “the first to propose a GARVEE Bond issuance with no
state guarantee what soever. He continued that the bonds are purely
at the risk of future federal funding,” and he continued, “to
answer to the question of how the nmarketplace” anticipates future
federal funding availability “was answered” when the State’ GARVEE
Bonds were rated, with no state guarantee or backup of state credit
or state financing, at an ‘Al |evel.

M. Rahn informed the Commttee that other states are now financing
road construction projects with GARVEE Bond prograns simlar to New
Mexico’s, and he asserted, the New York Gty bond rating firns “are
now very confortable with the risk of future federal funding.” He
el aborated that bond rating firns have determ ned “that the true
risk to these bonds is not default because of the federal
governnments program goi ng away,” because the federal funding, which
has been in place since 1916, has increased “nearly every single
re-authorization” since its inception. He explained that the rating
conpani es have determned that the only risk to the bonds m ght be
a delay in the reauthorization process; therefore, he explained,
that to avoid that risk, the bond rating firnms require the state to
establish a six-nmonth’s worth of paynents escrow account at the
time the bond is issued.

M. Rahn stated that the state’s GARVEE Bond project, referred to
as New Mexico 44, and another $289 million bond project in the
state involving an interchange project for Interstates 40 and 25,
attest to the fact “that bonding is good business.” He furthered
that the econom c benefits are trenendous, especially at a cost of
.19 percent nore than the State proceeding on “a pay as you go
basis.” He stressed that major road “projects are way too expensive
to undertake pieceneal,” and he declared that the efficiencies of
bondi ng the project and building a “project under one continuous
notion” has |owered the cost of construction significantly”. He
specified that “by being able to take an entire project and deal
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with it in one continuous notion” has reduced the state's the road
construction costs from®“1.3 mllion dollars a mle to convert a
two lane to a four lane road to $700,000 per mle.”

M. Rahn relayed that |ocal contractors have voiced concerns
regarding |oss of business to large out-of-state contractors as
wel | as concerns about “gearing up and then gearing down” at the
end of the projects; however, he stressed that the benefit to the
taxpayer is “so great”. He continued that, during the past five
years, it has been found in New Mexico that contractors “who did
not get to be the general contractor have nmade significant noney in
the role of a sub-contractor on those projects that they felt were
too big to take on thenselves.” He summari zed that the state of New
Mexi co “has seen a huge benefit as the result of bonding,” and he
reiterated that the status of the project is on target.

Senat or Hof f man asked whether the 118 mles of roads funded by the
GARVEE Bonds i nvol ved new road construction.

M. Rahn responded that the project consisted of the total
reconstruction of converting an existing two-lane highway to a
four-1ane highway.

Senat or Hof f man asked whether the State constructed any “brand new
roads” with the GARVEE bond fundi ng.

M. Rahn responded that the GARVEE funding was limted to the
wi dening of the New Mexico 44’s specified 118-mles of road. He
detailed other new road mles that the state undertook.

Senator Austerman asked the details of the 20-year warranty;
specifically whether it pertained to road design or actual
construction.

M. Rahn responded that the twenty-year warranty cost $62 mllion
however, he attested that the State has determ ned that maintenance
expenses woul d have anmounted to $151 million during those twenty
years. He explained that, “the warranty is for the performance of
the pavenent itself for a twenty year period’” based on a state
determ ned road surface perfornmance standard involving a “no-excuse
warranty,” with a conpany who was required to post a $114 million
bond to secure the warranty and additionally provide inflation
proof mneasures.

Senator O son asked the nature of the New Mexico AGC s concerns

regarding the hiring of outside contractors, and the “overheating”
of the econony.
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M. Rahn replied that New Mexi co “has reduced the costs of projects
t hrough increased conpetition, and that conpetition has come from
adjoining states.” He stated that the AGC presented its issues to
the New Mexico legislature, the H ghway Conm ssion, and the
Governor; however, “in all instances,” after consideration, it was
i ndependently determned that the benefits to the taxpayers
out wei ghed the AGC “possi bl e downsi de” concern. He reiterated that
during the past five years of these projects being undertaken, “New
Mexi co contractors have had nore work, “even given the conpetition
that has cone from adjoining states,” than they have ever had

“Wthin their Ilifetimes.” He contended that the state has
mai nt ai ned “very good relations with nost of the contractors within
the state,” and he declared, the majority of New Mexico

contractors, with the exception of a few “vocal” contractors, would
support what the state has done and would have to say that the
state “has a successful program”

Senat or Ward asked for details regarding the warranty program on
New Mexico 44; specifically whether it was the result of a |ong-
term mai nt enance contract or an upgraded paving naterial .

M. Rahn responded that the project designer, Hope Industries,
“brought a new design for pavenent to New Mexico” which involved
the use of a better road base and harder aggregates. He stated that
“the significant anount of return” projected by the state depends
on this design, and in addition, he furthered, the conpany “is
required to perform whatever maintenance is necessary to produce”
the required performance | evel. He conmunicated that “if the road
requi res nore than one overlay” during the twenty-year period, the
state projects “that Hope Industries would | ose noney.” He stated
this roadway nust perform at a higher level than what the
Department woul d typically require.

Senat or Ward asked the anount spent by the contractor on this road
conpared to regular road construction.

M. Rahn stated that the cost of the 118 mles of road, including
the warranty paynent, was $310 mllion.

Senat or Ward asked the cost of the road if built to the original
state standards.

M. Rahn responded that the state’'s estimate to build two adj acent
| anes adhering to “typical state standards” beside the existing
two- | ane roadway woul d have been $214 nmillion. He furthered that
for an additional $100 nmillion, the state received “a conplete
reconstruction of the roadway and a twenty-year warranty.”
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Senator Ward asked how nuch this project would have cost with a
“l ower quality of paving.”

M. Rahn clarified that the state’s estimate of $214 mllion did
not provide for any inprovenents to the original two-lane road;
however he cal cul ated that by subtracting the warranty cost of $62
mllion fromthe final cost of $310 million would result in an
expense of $248 mllion. He concluded therefore that the State paid
an additional $30 mllion to receive four new | anes rather than
t wo.

Senat or Ward expl ained that he is trying to determ ne the cost of
the constructing this road using standard road building costs
rat her than the nore sophisticated road.

M. Rahn apol ogized that he does not have that information;
however, he noted that it is avail able.

Senat or Ward responded that he would followup wth Conm ssioner
Perkins to obtain this information.

Senat or Leman asked whether the state of New Mexico all ows studded
snow tires on this roadway: specifically whether their use would
void the warranty.

M. Rahn responded that studded snowtires are not permtted in New
Mexi co.

TOM  NORTON, Executive Director, Col orado  Depart nent of
Transportation and Public Facilities testified via tel econference
froman offnet site. He noted that GARVEE Bonds fund $1.3 billion
of a total $10 billion ten-year bond program in the state of
Col orado. He continued that the state has worked closely wth
i nvest nent bankers and the FHWA to devel op a uni que program that
allows the state to collect funds and nmake bond paynents and pay
contractors. He stated that the state of Col orado would be willing
to share with Alaska its information regarding the establishnent of
paynent plans and ot her cost-saving prograns.

M. Norton stressed that a key to the success of the Col orado
programis that it is strongly supported by Col orado’ s governor who
prof esses, along with the state’s Departnent of Transportation and
Public Facilities, that this bonding program “is the nost
conservative financial approach,” because, “through the difference
in cost of inflation and the cost of interest,” the state believes
that the program over the ten-year period, is saving the state
approximately $500 million that could be reinvested into the
state’s transportation program
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M. Norton avowed that the departnent has “denonstrated” that the
bondi ng program established during a tinme when the State was in an
econom ¢ downturn with no funds available to support a broad
program allows the State to manage the state transportation
construction programnore effectively “because we don’'t have sone
of the ups and downs that are created” when a state is “highly
dependent on econom c conditions.” He continued that had the state
not been able to bond, the state would have had to severely curtai

t he program However, he attested, that because of previous bonding
endeavors, the state has been able to maintain a relative |evel of
construction that has been very beneficial to the AGC and the
state’s local construction industry.

M. Norton noted that the AGC and others involved in the
construction industry “worry about the consistency of the progrant
or a decrease in the level of activity; however, he continued, the
state nmade a commitnent that inplenmentation of the bonding program
would not result in a reduction of the “base prograns” for the
smal l er to nmedium contractors. He asserted that the state has the
records to substantiate that this commtnent is being upheld, and
he stressed that, when talking with the AGC, this is an inportant
factor.

M. Norton explained that the state’s programincludes 28 corridors
containing hundreds of projects that are included in one
conprehensive programto ensure that the state is not required to
separately seek bondi ng for each conponent.

M. Norton suggested that rather than the Al aska proposa
identifying each project and its specified funding anmount, that the
State consider the list carefully and provide for nanagenent
flexibility to allow for an overall bonding program with those
projects identified without a correspondi ng fundi ng anount “because
in the design and construction business there is a lot of
variables.” He urged the Commttee “to put their trust and faith”
in the Departnent’s managers to afford them the flexibility to
manage the projects in the nost econonm ¢ manner.

M. Norton continued that the Col orado program i ncluded one “nega-
prograni wherein $1.7 billion, or ten percent of the program was
allotted to fund an interstate/rail expansion project. He stated
that the AGC conplaint about outside contractors being awarded
projects “is a distinct possibility and a probability” as there
m ght not be sufficient in-state resources to handle a |arge
project; however, he continued there is as much work for all of the
| ocal contractors to handl e as before and, in addition, the |ocal
contractors could be sinultaneously be working as sub-contractors
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on | arge projects. He stressed that nmaintaining communications and
rel ationships with the Colorado Contractors Association (CCA),
which is the Colorado affiliate of the AGC, is inportant. He noted
that while there are differences between the state and the CCA
neetings are held on an on-going basis to discuss and resolve
probl ens.

M. Norton urged the State of Al aska to use bonding “as a financi al
and managenent tool to make your program nove in a better, nore
efficient, nore effective way so that you can get use of the
roadways at a tine while you are paying for them rather than
wai ting until you' ve got capacity problens and you can’t get caught

up.”

M. Norton summari zed that the state of Col orado’ s bondi ng package
was a statewi de programthat benefited all regions of the state. He
noted that the state’s “AA” bond rating resulted fromthe state’s
willingness to provide a few state guarantees. He stated that the
program is extrenely successful and beneficial and has been
appreci ated by citizens.

SFC 02 # 53, Side B 10:06 AM

Conmi ssi oner Perkins infornmed the Conmttee that the establishnent
of a GARVEE Bond program woul d provide the State of Alaska with the
“ability to use interest earnings on the bonds.”

JENNI FER MAYER, Innovative Finance Specialist, Wstern Resource
Center, Federal H ghway Adm nistration, enphasized that the concern
about using investnent earnings as State matching funds has been
addressed at the federal |evel, and she confirned that the FHWA has
“no phil osophical problenf with this approach. She exanpled that in
as nuch as the federal governnment would not be responsible for any
i nvestnment |osses, the sanme concept would apply to investnent
earni ngs; therefore, she continued the earnings woul d be consi dered
as state funds. She stated that it is “just a matter of getting
t hat approval formalized.”

Ms. Mayer noted that GARVEE Bond usage by other states has resulted
in the procedure of examning a state’'s overall program to
determ ne whether the bond package woul d adequately address the
size of the programand “ensure that there is not a | arge ball oon
of projects followed by a dearth of projects in the future.” She
shared that nost of the states that have been involved in the
GARVEE Bond program have investigated this situation very
carefully. She noted that this is inportant to rating conpanies as
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well, and the result has been that the program activity actually
“level s out” without “peaks and valleys.” She noted that this is
contrary to sone other state prograns where a “large project is
conducted on a pay as you go basis that can squeeze out smaller
projects.” She noted that progranms vary in each state due to such
controlling factors as weat her conditions.

Ms. Mayer stressed to the Conmittee that this funding stream of
borrowi ng against the state’'s future federal aid funding and the
ability “to be reinbursed for the interest and i ssuance costs” was
not a legal alternative until after the establishnment of the 1995
Nat i onal Hi ghway System Designation Act as well as several NHWA
adm ni strative changes. She stated that currently nunerous states
have entered into these transactions; however, she noted that the
| earning process involves integrating these borrowings with the
state’s current program She stressed that this funding approach
has proven to be “very successful in sone states.”

Ms. Mayer detailed some of the issues investigated including:
mat chi ng t he GARVEE bond paynent with the useful life of the asset
which “is a commonly accepted way to finance a project;” producing
econom ¢ benefits and addressing safety and environnental concerns
sooner rather than later; achieving costly econony to scale by
conpleting large projects in a tinely manner rather than *“piece-
nealing” the project; avoidance of construction inflation

identifying “whether the issuance and interest costs that they have
to pay on the GARVEEs are going to outweigh the inflation savings;”
det ermi ni ng whet her the additional nonies would result in projects
bei ng undertaken sooner, as the issue in sonme states is not the
need for additional noney but rather addressing delays resulting
admnistrative issues, environnental regulations, etc.; and
determining whether “the accelerated program would cause
construction inflation.”

Senator Hoffman inquired whether there mght be a simlar
i nnovative fundi ng nmechani smfor airports.

Conmi ssi oner Perkins responded that airports report to the Federal
Avi ation Agency (FAA), which has different regulations and rules
and does not have a simlar program He stated that the GARVEE Bond
programis limted to the FHWA and the Federal Transit Authority
(FTA).

Senat or Hoffman furthered the hope that a relationship could be
devel oped with the FAA to devel op such a programsince Al aska’s air
transportation needs are, unlike npbst other states, just as
critical as its surface transportation needs. He suggested that
Al aska could | ead this endeavor
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Comm ssi oner Perkins stated that because Alaska is one of only a
few states that owns its airports rather than ownership held by
port authorities, there is not nuch w de-scale support for this
type of endeavor “in the FAA's schene of things.” He agreed,
however, to continue to address this with the FAA

Cormmi ssi oner Perkins noted that one baroneter of the GARVEE Bond
concept is “the ultimte test” of how these bonds are perceived by
the financial narket.

TI M RATTI GAN, Investnent Banker, Salonon Smith Barney, testified
via teleconference froman offnet site to notify the Commttee that
Sal onron Smith Barney has provided the nenbers with a “Minicipa
Bond Mar ket Perspective on GARVEE Bonds” handout dated April 10,
2002 [copy on file].

RON MORINO Transportation Anal yst, Salonon Smth Barney, testified
via teleconference froman offnet site to report “that the use of
| everaging federal funds is a very positive additional option
utilized” by Al abama, Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, GCeorgia,
California and nunmerous other states during the past four years. He
announced that several states have recently authorized the program

M. Mrino assured the Coonmttee that “due to the underlying credit
and security of this type of revenue stream nost of prograns have
enjoyed high ratings in the tax exenpt municipal market.” He
di scl osed that the ratings have ranged froman “A” to an “AA” and
“the rating really relates to the legal and financial structure of
each program whether it is solely backed by federal funds or with
the addition of a second source that a state mght utilize,” and is
established upon a “financial structuring dealing with the anount
of debt service coverage, the anount of debt and the anount of
revenue that is available and other types of tests that are
integrated to the bond resolution.”

M. Mrino referred the Commttee to the last page of the
af orenmenti oned Sal onon Smith Barney handout which identifies state
progranms’ |egal and structuring factors and their corresponding
assi gned ratings.

M. Mrino asserted “that for a state such as Alaska, this is a
very positive option,” as it would allow the Departnent of
Transportation and Public Facilities to utilize federal dollars
that are garnered fromfederal taxes "to accelerate a prograni by
using federal funding at an earlier period of tine thereby
offsetting the inflation factor and “buying a higher anmount of
construction activity,” as well as avoiding the placenent of “liens
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on other State funds that mght be utilized for other purposes.” He
continued that due to the vast geographic nature of the State and
its relatively small popul ation, the cost of roads on a per capita
basis is very high. He stated that, “this option allows the State
to utilize your federal dollars that you are getting the best
payback on with federal funds that you ve generated through the
federal taxes on gasoline, tires, and trucks.”

M. Mrino furthered that, in addition to the nine states that are
currently utilizing this funding nmechani sm other states would be
using it in the near future. He stated that with the downturn in
revenue that nost states are experiencing, this option would becone
nore val uabl e as | arge and conprehensive projects and prograns are
undert aken.

M. Mrino informed the Conmittee that Salonon Smith Barney has
been invol ved as senior manager on ei ght GARVEE bond transactions
and been the co-signer on seven others; therefore he attested the
conpany has a good working know edge on the issue. He urged the
Commttee to wutilize this revenue source “because it is a
conservative, well-thought out, and reasonable option that has
limted risk” and offers an inportant contribution to the on-going
construction program specifically the acceleration of the
conpl etion of the project as well as being an econoni c devel opnent
factor.

Comm ssi oner Perkins thanked the testifiers for their input. He
acknow edged Carla Perez of J.P. Mdirgan for her assistance to the
Department in structuring the prograns.

Commi ssi oner Perkins noted that the Comm ttee nenbers have a copy
of a letter addressed to Representative Bill WIlians, Co-Chair of
t he House of Representatives Finance Commttee, from Bruce Botehl o,
Al aska’s Attorney GCeneral, dated March 22, 2001 [copy on file]
“that confirns that the bondi ng nechanismused in HB 191 is a | egal
nmet hod for financing transportation projects.”

ERI C WOHLFORTH, Wbhlforth, Vassar, Johnson, and Brecht Law Firm
testified from an offnet site to address the legality and
constitutionally of the proposed legislation. He infornmed the
Commttee that his law firmas participated as |legal council to the
State for cases involving issues pertaining to the constitutionally
of public financing, including the Carrs-Cottstein Properties v.
State, 899 P.2d 136 (Al aska 1995) case referred to in the Attorney
General’s letter which established the basis for this |egislation
not being in violation of the State’s Constitutional |imtation
requiring a vote on indebtness. He explained that in the Carr-
Cottstein case, “there was a unani nous Suprene Court opinion that
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where the obligation of the State to pay was subject to
appropriation, as is the case here, there is no inpingenent or
violation of the requirenent to vote State debt.”

Senat or O son asked for clarification as to whether a GARVEE Bond
i ssuance of this size would require a vote of the people of Al aska.

M. Wlforth responded that this legislation “legally does not
require a vote of the people.”

Conmi ssi oner Perkins infornmed the Commttee that the Al aska GARVEE
Bond proposal is a “nodest proposal” in conparison to the |arger
New Mexi co and Col orado prograns. He detailed that the debt service
on the State’s proposed bond package is approxinately ten percent
of the State’s current federal aid program and the proposed bond
package would result in approximately “$220 mllion to $230 mllion
in actual highway construction costs that woul d be spread over five
years.” He opined that this program would not “overheat” the
econony and he professed that nore projects could be undertaken. He
stated that the FHWA and other states’ testinony attest to the
success of the GARVEE Bond program

Comm ssi oner Perkins announced that Alaska is credited “wth
devel oping the concept for using the interest noney to pay state
mat ches.”

Comm ssi oner Perkins summari zed that testinony fromthe |egal and
bondi ng communities support the argunent that GARVEE bonds are
| egal and well received in the financial arena. He furthered that
the market is currently receptive to the sale of bonds.

Conmi ssi oner Perkins reassured the Conmttee that there would not
be a significant decrease in federal funding in Al aska's future. He
acknow edged that while the State’ s Congressional Delegation has
“brought many projects hone,” “these projects are earnarked”
projects and as such fall “outside of the Departnment’s formula.” He
specified that the Departnent of Transportation and Public
Facilities receives those funds in addition to the regul ar federal
formula, which is reauthorized approxinately every five years. He
stated that historically the State has recei ved approxi mately one
percent of the national programfunds. He opined that this fornmula
percentage would continue to be constant, as the State “is not a
bi g pl ayer nationw de,” although the State does receive “nore back
than we pay in.” However, he contended, other states do not make an
i ssue about this.

Comm ssioner Perkins explained that the size of the national
program from which the State receives one percent is funded by the
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18-cent federal gas tax that consunmers pay. He predicted that
consuners woul d not reduce their |evels of usage and, consequently,
this funding source would continue to be available at or above
current |evels.

Conmi ssi oner Perkins expressed that the true test of the programis
whet her there is a market for the bonds. He stated that the bond
buyers are “looking at the future of federal receipts to the State
of Al aska and saying, yes, we believe that they are going to be in
sufficient quantities to pay the bonds off.”

Conmi ssi oner Perkins inforned the Conmttee that the bond projects
included in the legislation were identified after close cooperation
wWith communities in the State. He stated that all the identified
projects are included in a handout titled “Al aska GARVEEs: G ant
Anti ci pation Revenue Vehicles” [copy on file] that was provided to
the nenbers. He stated that the Departnent has received nunerous
| etters of support from community governnents.

Comm ssioner Perkins wurged the Comrittee to support the
| egi sl ati on.

Senator Ward asked whether the projects in this bill could be
omtted and the funding entirely identified to fund the extension
of the Al aska Railroad to Canada.

Comm ssi oner Perkins responded that this is not an option because
the funding is designated as federal highway noney, which cannot be
used for rail projects at this tine.

Senator Ward voiced that the railroad situation would be simlar to
the airport regulations referred to earlier in the neeting.

Conmmi ssi oner Perkins concurred.

Senator W1 ken asked the Comm ssioner to review the funding | evel s
pr oposed.

Comm ssi oner Perkins responded that the actual anpbunt spent on
hi ghway construction would be approximately $220 mllion over a
five year period, and the amount specified in the bill includes the
entire project devel opnment with such things as design and right-of-
way purchases.

Senat or Ward asked the nunber of new mles included in the project.

Comm ssioner Perkins responded that few new road mles are
i ncl uded.

SFC- 02 (16) 04/ 11/ 02



Senator Ward commented that he could only |ocate two new road mles
in the project.

Commttee nenbers briefly discussed the |ocations of the two or
three new road m | es.

Comm ssi oner Perkins stated that the Departnment would clarify the
| ocations of the proposed new roads and supply that information to
the Conmittee.

Co- Chair Donl ey asked whether a representative is present fromthe
Ofice of the Attorney General. None were forthcom ng; therefore,
Co- Chair Donley, noting that the aforenentioned letter from the
Ofice of the Attorney CGeneral was signed by the Assistant Attorney
General in lieu of the Attorney General Bruce Botel ho, requested
Comm ssioner Perkins to provide the Commttee with a nmenorandum
signed by the Attorney General hinself.

Comm ssi oner Per ki ns agreed.

Senator Hoffman, referencing the New Mexico 20-year highway
warranty, asked whether the State is pursuing a simlar warranty,
as, he observed, Al aska’s highways “do not even last ten years.”

Comm ssioner Perkins replied that a warranty has been consi dered.
He informed the Commttee that New Mexico is the first state to
institute a warranty of this type, and he attested that the issue
is “highly debated” in the industry. He stressed that the nmain
conponents of the warranty is the pavenent and that New Mexi co does
not allow studded snow tires, which he professed are the primry
el enent reducing the life of a road in Alaska. He opined that if a
warranty were pursued by the State, provisions would require three
or perhaps four over-laynents due to studded snow tire usage over
the twenty-year tinmeframe. He concluded that a warranty of this
sort would be very expensive and that an acceptable warranty
program woul d not be possible until the State outl aws studded snow
tires. He furthered that the State’s general fund rather than
federal funding would be required to pay for the State’s warranty
program due to the warranty being a naintenance issue.

Co-Chair Kelly interjected that the warranty programis not gernane
to the GARVEE bond program and that, due to time constraints; the
Comm ttee shoul d concentrate on the GARVEE Bond program

DAVE KENSI NGER, Representative, Southeast Conference, testified via

tel econference from Petersburg to conmment that people in the State
are concerned about the |evel of general fund dollars spent on road
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mai nt enance. He furthered that authorizing this |egislation would
save general fund dollars in the long run, and he urged the
Commttee to consider the legislation due to the general fund
savings that would result.

GEORCGE STROTHER, Engi neering Manager, Matanuska Susitna Borough

testified via tel econference fromMat Su to voice that the Borough
strongly supports this legislation and has passed resolutions in
support of GARVEE Bond funding. He stated that nmajor State projects
could be fully funded sinultaneously so they could be undertaken
and woul d not have to wait for phased funding for such things as
design and right-of-way acquisition funding on a year-to-year basis
but could instead be approached conprehensively, wthout delays. He
noted that several Borough road projects are included on the
| egi slation’s construction list; however, the Borough does have
al ternate suggestions. He stressed that road upgrades are needed to
address the demand pl aced on them due to the increased popul ation
grow h of the region.

ROBERT HAKENSON, 27-year resident of the Pal mer/Mat-Su Vall ey area,
testified via tel econference fromMat Su in support of the GARVEE
Bond funding. He thanked the Departnent of Transportation and
Public Facilities, the sponsor and other legislators for the good
job that has been done in developing the |legislation. He stated
that although Al aska has received its share of federal funding,
roads such as the A d denn H ghway need funding to be upgraded to
of fset the growt h demands of the area. He shared that currently the
A d denn H ghway is dangerous and its condition is “depl orable”.
He sensed that there is support for using the GARVEE Bonds to
support the State’s road infrastructure, and he urged the Commttee
“to take care of this.”

LEO LUCZAK, Director, Conmmunity Devel opnent, City of Petersburg,
testified via tel econference from Petersburg and noted that several

Pet ersburg projects are on the bill’s proposed project list. He
stressed that the Petersburg roads “are in serious need of
resurfacing” as they are deteriorating, incurring increasing

mai nt enance expenses, and presenting safety concerns. He noted the
| egislation has strong comunity support, and he urged the
Comm ttee to support the |egislation.

TIM ROGERS, Legislative Program Coordinator, Minicipality of
Anchorage and Chair, Public Wrks and Infrastructure Subcommttee,
Al aska Municipal League, testified via teleconference from
Anchorage that the Cty has identified this legislation as a
priority, and t he Muni ci pal League supports i ncreased
transportation funding. He stated that bonding, whether it 1is
GARVEE, General (bligation Bonding or a conbination of both, “would

SFC- 02 (18) 04/ 11/ 02



be the nost effective way to inprove” the State’s road system He
voi ced support for the bill’s acconpanying |list of projects. He
procl ai ned that |everaging GARVEE Bond funds is a valid option;
and, he attested that while there are risks involved, they are
manageabl e. He stressed that any potential drawbacks are outwei ghed
by the benefits of using GARVEE Bond fundi ng.

LOREN GERHART, Director, Southeast Conference, noted that the
Sout heast Conference’s primary interest in the bill concerns the
funding identified for the shuttle ferries. He stated that the
i npl enentation of the Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan is
behi nd schedul e and that “the fix” nust be in place prior to nmgjor
capital needs of the mainline ferries being addressed. He urged the
Conmittee to add back in the second shuttle ferry that was incl uded
in the original bill, but is absent from the currant conmmttee
substitute. He furthered that conpletion of the Southeast Al aska
Transportation Plan requires the addition of an additional two
shuttle ferries for a total of four. He voiced concern as to the
fundi ng mechani smof the shuttle ferries; however, he stressed that
t he Sout heast Conference is confident that the addition of the four
shuttle ferries is critical to the long-term operation of the
Al aska Marine H ghway System

FRANK DI LLON, Executive Vice President, Al aska  Trucki ng
Associ ation, testified via tel econference from Anchorage to voice
“support of the GARVEE Bond concept with sone caveats concerning”
the commttee substitute. He noted that a nunber of the projects
included in the project list “would be better funded by genera
obl i gation bonds or other funding nmechanisnms rather than rolling
theminto the GARVEE Bonds thenselves.” He informed the Committee
that the State, “did in fact, |lose federal highway funding this
year that we should have received under the formula that was
adopted by Congress.” He noted that when $9.6 billion was renoved
fromthe H ghway Trust Fund, the level of funding awarded to the
State would have been less than previous years; however, he
asserted, with “extensive effort on the part” of United States
Representati ve Don Young, transportation industry representatives,
and a coalition of road builders, $4.5 billion was added back to
the H ghway Fund which resulted in Alaska s “status quo” funding
| evel . He contended that the |evel of funding that Al aska received
was | ower than the fornula would normally have provided, as funds
fromthe H ghway Trust Fund were allocated to provide for nationa
security, which is considered a higher priority.

M. Dllon informed the Conmmttee that the trucking industry
suppl i es approxi mately 40 percent of the total revenues used in the
federal highway trust fund; therefore, he avowed, the trucking
i ndustry holds a vested interest in how those funds are all ocat ed.

SFC- 02 (19) 04/ 11/ 02



He voiced that the Alaska trucking industry is concerned about
funds being allocated to construct fast or shuttle ferries in
Sout heast Al aska as those ferries are not designed to acconmpdate
commerci al usage, which is a consideration of the national highway
system He summarized that rather than determ ning whether the
GARVEE bond program is a good idea, the question should be why
there is a need to establish GARVEE Bonds. He contended that in the
upcom ng session of Congress, the existing “lousy highway bill”
should be rewitten to address the nation’ s hi ghway needs so that
fundi ng nmechani sns such as the GARVEE Bonds woul d not be required.

DI CK CATTANAGH, Executive Director, Associated CGeneral Contractors,
testified via tel econference from Anchorage and confirned that the
concerns raised in opposition to this legislation in the AGC paper
[copy on file] are valid. He expressed that the fact that AGC, the
| argest entity involved in the State’s road construction industry,
is opposed to this legislation should be a strong statenent. He
expl ained that AGC is concerned about the level of Alaska’ s future
federal highway funding as the trend has been a reduction rather
than an increase in annual funds on a nationw de basis, and he
voi ced that noney would be required to be renoved from other
federal prograns in order to get the allocation “back on track;”
however, he announced, industry sources predict that the noney
woul d not be restored to the programin sufficient quantities to
get the funding back on track. He argued that the Departnent of
Transportation and Public Facilities could not nmanage current
project |levels as, he exanpled, the FY 02 road construction budget
is a 30 percent increase over the FY 01 funding | evel, however, the
“project letting to date” is below where it was at this tine the
previ ous year. He stressed “that the problemis that the projects
are not getting through DOl and on to the streets for
construction.” He stressed that approval of this legislation would
not address that problem and he voiced that this project delay
i ssue shoul d be addressed.

M. Cattanagh asserted, “that GARVEE bonds are a zero fund gain.”
He stated that all this program does is nove funds forward, which
he attested is “not a bad thing” because sone of the identified
projects are needed; however, he argued that the project |ist
should be examined to determine whether all of the identified
projects need to be accelerated. He voiced that the AGC has
“serious concerns” about this. He attested that noving projects
forward does not equate to there being an increase in projects, but
does create “an artificial peak” from which a descent woul d occur
al though the projects “would be paid off into the future.” He
estimated that this twenty-year programwould result in an annual
$20 mllion future highway program reducti on.
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M. Cattanagh rem nded the Commttee that Al aska receives six tines
the funding fromthe federal highway trust fund than what it pays
in and is the biggest benefactor in the country of this funding. He
not ed that Congressman Don Young has determined that this |evel, or
a slightly higher level of funding would continue for the upcom ng
re-aut hori zation period; however, future funding levels are
uncertain. He asserted that AGC has conmtted to work with the
State to represent Alaska s interest before the Congress and ot her
interested parties to attenpt to assure the continuance of future
funding levels in future authorizations.

M. Cattanagh attested that other states “are discontent” with the
fact that Al aska reaps nore return on it contributes to the fund.
He noted Conm ssioner Perkins comment that Al aska only receives one
percent of the total program however, the six-fold return is an
i ssue and mght not be likely to continue.

M. Cattanagh furthered that contractors and others in the New
Mexi co hi ghway construction industry are not happy with the process
undertaken in New Mexi co.
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M. Cattanagh expressed that a nultitude of nmajor highway projects
woul d require contractors to heavily invest in equipnment to neet
t he demand, and the cost of that investnment is charged accordingly
in bid pricing. Therefore, he argued, the State’s contention that
noney woul d be saved by noving projects forward is “illusionary.”

M. Cattanagh suggested that the State pursue the use of genera

obligation bonds rather than GARVEE Bonds to address urgent
transportation needs. He stated that this approach woul d increase
the volune of projects that are deened “urgent,” and would all ow
the State, using the Statew de Transportation |nprovenent Program
(STIP) to schedule projects in a balanced nanner. He stated that
this approach would allow the citizens of the State to participate
in the devel opnment of the State’s highway infrastructure.

M. Cattanagh voiced that the fact that hi ghways are funded by the
federal governnent or by |local comunities rather than through a
State H ghway Program should be of concern to all Al askans. He
furthered that the State’'s participation is currently limted to
providing matching funds to the federal highway program He
continued that the general obligation bond funding “would send a
nmessage to people that we do want and need a hi ghway programthat
the State has invested in.” He furthered that the State should
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consi der increasing gas taxes as a nethod to pay back the general
obl i gati on bonds.

Conmi ssi oner Perkins characterized the differing positions between
the State and the AGC on the GARVEE Bond proposal as a
“professional disagreenent.” He noted that the neasurenent of the
State’s “delivery of the prograni should be that the State has not
returned any allocated federal funding back to the federal
governnent in the past eight years. He continued that the noney is
allocated to specific projects, and that he could provide a
resolution from professional design counsel attesting that the
Departnment’ s professional engineering staff is capable of handling
the workload. He stressed that there are no problenms within the
Department, and the fact that the State is anticipating the major
undertaking of a gas pipeline project attests to the capability of
t he Departnent.

Comm ssi oner Perkins stated that the reduction in federal noney
this year was the result of a correction within the federal TEA-21
program He stated that the federal governnent estinmates the annual
increnents of gas tax revenue that wll be collected and
distributes 90 percent of the estinate to the states. He inforned
the Commttee that the follow ng year, if the increnment exceeds or
is less than the estimate, there is an adjustnment made to correct
t he actual anount collected and distributed. He furthered that for
three years, the State received additional revenue through this
adj ust nent process; however, the United States Treasury Depart nent
realized an error had been made in the distribution calculation,
and requested the State to return three years of extra revenue. He
stated that this is the reason that the State reflects | ess federal
program funding this year.

Conm ssi oner Perkins clarified that the appearance of |ess federal
funding is msleading due to this correction. He attested that the
basic formula funding is not going to change. He furthered that the
GARVEE Bond programis factored using the formula funding.

Comm ssi oner Perkins stressed that he does not see a problemwth
future funding. He stated the State differs dramatically from other
states in its need for such things as essential air service, by-
pass mail, and other factors unique to the Al aska. He projected
that this uniqueness assures that Alaska would continue to be
funded at the accustoned | evel of funding.

M. Cattanagh argued that “a reduction is a reduction and the
industry would feel the reduction this year.” He attested that
noving all chess “pieces to the front” would not solve the State’'s
transportation problens, and that this issue should be addressed

SFC- 02 (22) 04/ 11/ 02



with a statew de program invol ving general obligation bonds. He
assured the Commttee that AGC would work with the State to devel op
such a program

Senator WIken asked Conm ssioner Perkins to explain the
rel ati onshi p between the Statew de Transportation |Inprovenent STIP
program and GARVEE Bonds and any affect that the GARVEE Bonds woul d
have on the program

Comm ssioner Perkins responded that nost of the big projects
identified in this legislation are in the STIP six to ten-year
pl an. He continued that were the GARVEE Bond program authorized to
fund these projects, then funding would be available to pay for
other projects, particularly smaller projects in rural areas of the
State. He detailed the funding process that woul d evolve with the
GARVEE program and he stated that renoval of the big projects
earmarked for Anchorage and Fairbanks as well as the shuttle
ferries from the STIP program would allow the State to nake
paynents over a fifteen-year period “rather than taking the hit al

at one tine.” He exclained that, “we’ve |leveled the program out by
taking out big projects.” He stressed that the inprovenents to the
State’s roads woul d provide for safer roads, thereby saving |ives.

Senat or W/ ken voi ced confusion regarding the deciding factors that
determ ne whether a qualified project should be funded through the
use of GARVEE Bonds rather than GCeneral bligation (GO Bond
f undi ng.

M. Cattanagh stated that funding a State’s major project takes a
huge proportion of available funding and distorts the funding that
is available for other projects in the State. He voi ced amazenent
that the Municipality of Anchorage has a |arger highway-funding
budget than the State, even wthout the federal dol | ar
contribution. He noted that the State currently addresses ten
percent of the State’s highway needs annual ly; however, the |ist
continues to grow each year. He continued that the proposed GARVEE
Bond “nerely changes things around in the |list that we've got,”
wi t hout adding any new projects. He contended that this is the
wrong appr oach.

Co-Chair Kelly clarified that the question is why does the AGCC
support the use of general obligation (GO bonds rather than the
use of GARVEE Bonds.

M. Cattanagh responded that GO Bonds are preferred because the
funding would address new projects. He contended that the
Depart ment needs assistance in getting projects online, and the
fact that projects are not expediently addressed is of concern to
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the AGC. He reiterated that the “biggest concern with GARVEE Bonds
is that it would provide only for projects that are on the |ist and
woul d nove them forward, thereby “creating artificial peaks and
valleys.” He stressed that when contractors are required to
purchase a mllion dollars worth of equipnment in a single year, the
price of the project would reflect that expense.

Senat or Lerman asked the Comm ssioner to clarify conflicting cost
estimates for the inprovenents to the D nond/ O Malley/”C Street
intersection in the Anchorage area.

Conmi ssi oner Perkins stated that he had incorrectly identified the
cost of the project in a conversation with Senator Leman, and he
clarified that the anpunt identified in the |legislation was
sufficient to conplete the project.

Senator Hoffman asked the anticipated life expectancy of the
identified projects.

Conmi ssi oner Perkins responded that bridges are designed with a 75-
year |ife expectancy while the life expectancy of a road is
determ ned by ground conditions. He exanpled that the “C Street
project in Anchorage would be a 50-year road design; however, he
stressed that pavenent replacenent usually occurs every seven
years. He inforned the Commttee that pavenent replacenent and
ot her mai nt enance needs are not a factor in the |life expectancy of
a road. He furthered that another consideration in the life of a
road is its capacity level, and he shared with the Conmittee that
the State designs for a 20-year traffic capacity. He stated that
capacity life is different that the design life.

Senat or Hof f man stressed that road mai ntenance is a nmgjor concern
and he asked whether the Departnment would be addressing this
concern differently in the future.

Comm ssioner Perkins agreed that the nmintenance of a road is
inportant. He stressed that roads have three enemes: “water
water, and water.” He stressed that keeping water out of a road
foundation is very inportant, and he stated that the Departnent of
Transportation and Public Facilities has received federal funding
to seal cracks and chip sealing in the State’s road systens. He
reiterated that this is federal funding rather than State funding,
and it has been identified to provide funds to maintain existing
roads rather than to fund new roads.

Co-Chair Kelly thanked the Conm ssioner and the testifiers for the
informative presentation.
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Co-Chair Kelly ordered the bill HELD in Commttee.
#

ADJ CQURNIVENT

Co-Chair Pete Kelly adjourned the neeting at 11:14 AM
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