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OUR NATION’S INFRASTRUCTURE

TUESDAY, AUGUST 9, 1983

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JoiNT EconoMmic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., the Galt
House, Louisville, Ky., Hon. Lee H. Hamilton (vice chairman of the
committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Hamilton and Mazzoli.

Also present: Deborah Matz, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON, VICE
CHAIRMAN

Representative HAMILTON. The meeting of the Joint Economic
Committee will come to order. It is a pleasure for us to be in Louis-
ville this morning and I am delighted to welcome our distinguished
witnesses and guests. .

We have heard a great deal in recent months about the deterio-
ration of the Nation’s infrastructure—its roads, bridges, sewers,
ports, and wastewater treatment plants. Although estimates of
need range as high as $3 trillion, we have very little specific infor-
mation about actual conditions. In fact, in most instances, we are
not even aware of a potential problem until a bridge collapses or a
dam bursts.

For that reason, the Joint Economic Committee initiated a State-
by-State infrastructure study. It was begun in only four States but
interest was so widespread that all States were invited to partici-
pate. Presently, 21 States are being evaluated. Each participating
State has contributed funds which are being channeled to research-
ers at State universities. These researchers are evaluating the
present condition to the State’s infrastructure and projecting State
infrastructure needs and financing capacity for the next two dec-
ades. The study will also evaluate the various options for Federal
assistance, if Federal assistance is deemed appropriate.

As you know, there is a great deal of concern in Congress about
the condition of our infrastructure. Members of Congress are anx-
ious to learn how deteriorated our public facilities really are, what
the effect is on national productivity, costs, and human health and,
finally, what the Federal response ought to be. The Joint Economic
Committee study will go a long way toward answering some of
these questions and toward providing Members of Congress with in-
formation pertinent to the consideration of important legislation.

A number of bills have been introduced which attempt to reverse
the decline in our public works investment. Bills to establish a Fed-
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eral capital budget and national infrastructure banks are pending
before the House and Senate public works committees. It is unlike-
ly, however, that any action will be taken on these bills in the near
future. On the other hand, by a vote of 306-113, the House passed
H.R. 10 on July 12. This bill amends the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 and would provide $500 million a
year for 3 years for economic development investment. This bill is
now pending before the Senate Committee on Environmental and
Public Works, which recently reported out legislation which would,
among other things, provide public works assistance to distressed
small communities, and would establish a program to provide jobs
for young adults in community improvement projects. It is antici-
pated that this bill will be considered in conjunction with the EDA
bill by a conference committee and that ultimately the legislation
will reach the President’s desk.

The Joint Economic Committee will be holding hearings around
the Nation and in Washington to gather information about how
communities, businesses, and residents are being affected by infra-
structure problems, to learn what steps are being taken to cope
with the problems and what additional assistance is needed. The
result of this undertaking should be that policymakers at all levels
of Government will be better equipped to assess the magnitude of
their infrastructure needs and to prescribe proper treatment.

Although the immediate effect of infrastructure problems is local
in nature, ultimately our entire Nation suffers when roads, bridges,
and sewers in city after city and State after State are in disrepair.
Our systems of interstate commerce, transportation, and communi-
cations, as well as our national productivity, rely on effective and
efficient facilities which can be counted on to provide adequate
services on a routine and consistent basis. Improving and maintain-
ing the condition of our public facilities will assure the vitality of
our national economy. Moreover, citizens will be guaranteed safe
bridges, adequate amounts of drinking water, and sturdy dams.

Your testimony today will form a part of an extremely important
record which will, at the very least, assist Members of Congress in
trying to develop policies to preserve our public facilities—one of
the Nation’s most precious resources.

I am very pleased to have Congressman Mazzoli joining us here
today.

Congressman Mazzoli serves on four separate committees of the
Congress—which is an extraordinary heavy assignment. He is on
the Judiciary, the Intelligence, the District of Columbia, and Small
Business Committees. We are delighted to have Congressman Maz-
zoli here with us and now, I would like to ask if he would like to
make an opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MAZZOLI

Representative MazzoLl. Thank you very much, Mr. Vice Chair-
man, and I would just take a moment of the time. I want to thank
you and the members of the Joint Economic Committee for select-
ing our locality as one of the sites for the hearings on the question
of the infrastructure.
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Let me first hasten to say that every now and then someone in
Washington stumbles on a word that seems to be the kind of word
that everyone sort of bandies around—it says a lot and maybe does
not say anything. And infrastructure may have been one of those
words.

When I first heard it I thought it might have been some kind of
a submicroscopic particle that some physicist has stumbled on or
found, or it might be some new form of expletive not always de-
leted but maybe people have used.

But, of course, I came to realize what infrastructure was and 1
was rather surprised, actually, when—just with respect to Louis-
ville and Jefferson County we have something like over 2,000, and
ours in not a gigantic community really, but something like over
2,000 miles of water mains, over 1,000 miles of sewer, we have over
300 busses—I guess rolling equipment fits into infrastructure, we
have over 500 bridges and over 2,000 miles of highway.

So as Vice Chairman Hamilton has said it is very important for
us to first survey our needs and then analyze what the Federal
Government can do in association with State and local govern-
ments. And this kind of a meeting should be a very strong step for-
ward.

So I want to thank Vice Chairman Hamilton, with whom I serve
on the Intelligence Committee and who has, in his short time in
Washington, become a very strong leader in the House, and not
just on economic matters—and he is the vice chairman of the Joint
Economic Committee—but in matters of foreign policy and in mat-
ters of domestic policy.

So it is a pleasure to join him again and to see all of our friends
here from Indiana and Kentucky. Thank you.

Representative HamiLToN. Thank you very much, Congressman
Mazzoli. We have two panels this morning. The first will be a panel
representing State government, and we are pleased to have repre-
sentatives of four States with us—Indiana, Missouri, Ohio, and
Kentucky.

We have Lt. Gov. John Mutz from Indiana; Mark J. Rhoads, the
deputy director, Department of Consumer Affairs, Regulation and
Licensing, State of Missouri; Ms. Marnie Shaul, deputy director,
Department of Development, State of Ohio; Ms. Jackie Swigart, sec-
retary of natural resources and environmental protection cabinet,
State of Kentucky; Merl Hackbart, budget director, State of Ken-
tucky.

We are very pleased to have these high officials with us this
morning and we will begin the testimony at this time. I would
mention to our panelists that their statements will be submitted in
full as part of the record without any objection, and we will ask
them to summarize their statement in approximately 10 minutes, if
they would.

Also, if you would, speak very carefully into the microphone so
your voice will carry to the back of the room. And we will begin
with you, Lieutenant Governor Mutz. We are delighted to have
you. We appreciate your coming down from Indianapolis today to
be with us.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN M. MUTZ, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,
STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. Murz. Thank you very much. It seems that it might be ap-
propriate as we approach the subject to provide to you some infor-
mation which has been the result of a study done at the Indiana
University School of Business concerning the estimates of infra-
structure needs.

L, too, share the problem with the word “infrastructure,” I get
kidded about it everywhere I go and it has become a piece of jar-
gonese, I guess. But for lack of a better term I will use it today.

When I speak about it I am referring to highways, roads, bridges,
transportation facilities in general, including mass transportation
facilities. The only element of what I call infrastructure that is not
included in the figures I am about to use is water. The water serv-
ice systems in Indiana largely have been financed by revenue
bonds and by increases in user service charges of some kind or an-
other, and they are not included in the figures I am about to give
you.

This particular study attempts to evaluate Indiana’s infrastruc-
ture needs between the year 1982 and the year 2000. It attempts to
do this by applying different degrees of need to some of the per-
ceived needs that may be present on the part of local officials—I
think we recognize there is a varying degree of crisis in terms of
how you look at these things.

What we tried to do here was to come up with a realistic evalua-
tion. The estimate made by the researchers in this case indicates a
need between 1982 and the year 2000 in Indiana of $48.3 billion.
Against this we estimate we will receive from various governmen-
tal sources—the property tax and other sources, including user
service change—about $19 billion during the same time period.

And so the gap, if you want to call it that in this situation, in
funding to supply the kind of infrastructure I think most experts
will agree—at least in our State—is required if we are to remain a
viable entity from an economic development standpoint, is about
$29 billion.

And, of course, by the time you adjust that for inflation and so
forth, I think you are talking about a $2 billion-a-year gap on the
average during this 18 year period of time.

As the Lieutenant Governor of Indiana I also serve, by statute,
as the Director of the Department of Commerce in our State, so
economic development and job creation is my No. 1 priority and
my major responsibility. Unlike most other States, in Indiana we
actually gave the Lieutenant Governor something to do.

And as far as I am concerned, in terms of our situation, the issue
is not whether to shore up the Nation’s interskeleton of transporta-
tion, power, and commerce, the issue is finding essentially the right
mix of resources and keeping financing costs down.

As far as we are concerned in Indiana the first roads to be fixed
should be those roads that lead to employment opportunities and to
the retention of existing employment opportunities in our State.

Now having said that I would mention too that if we had our
preference in Indiana as to how any estimated Federal support for
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infrastructure would be made available to us, we would opt for a
block grant in this respect.

We would opt for a block grant because we believe that the needs
in terms of infrastructure are becoming more diverse as population
shifts take place in the United States.

We also think there are some advantages for a block grant, a
general block grant, in this regard—the first being that States can
set their own priorities; the second being that the so-called log-roll-
ing approach that is sometimes associated with capital expendi-
tures at the Federal level might be avoided in this process, if some
kind of mutually agreeable formula could be developed for block
grants of this kind.

Third, we believe that because we have the ability to effectively
mix the various kinds of resources—Federal, State and local, and
private sector, on occasion—that this would be the most effective
way to use the money and would probably provide more leverage
for the money that was made available.

And then I think finally we would be able to at least in part pre-
vent what I perceive as the beginning of what may be considered
regional economic warfare in these United States.

We begin to see it in a variety of concerns—how we are going to
handle acid rain, that problem, for example; we see it in a variety
of other concerns. For years the Federal Government has support-
ed water projects in the West, probably encouraging economic de-
velopment in that part of the country, and out here in the Middle
West we lament the fact that our population doesn’t grow as fast
as theirs, and as a matter of fact the question is, will we have an
infrastructure that meets the economic development needs of our
region?

And this pulling and tugging that is taking place between the
States—we see it in terms of energy resources, the use of severence
taxes in the West on coal, for example, which allows us in Indiana
to pay substantial parts of local government costs in Montana and
other places—are good examples of that kind of pushing around.

So one of the real difficult questions for the Congress to deal
with is whether or not we are going to allow the States to involve
themselves in economic warfare, or in fact, whether or not Con-
gress is going to find a way to spread the burden.

I guess my preference would be in fact to spread that burden be-
cause I believe our major focus in the United States needs to be to
contiélue to make our country competitive with the economic
world.

Having said that about the preference that I would express,. I
think it is important to consider a second issue involving the infra-
structure. Among all of the things that local and State govern-
ments do that does occasionally lend itself to financing, it is infra-
structure improvements, and for many years, obviously, the tax
exempt method of financing infrastructure has been a dominant
feature of financing.

Recently the Federal Government has taken the position that
tax exempt financing is in fact an assault on the Federal treasury.
Now I am not sure that I necessarily agree with that particular
philosophy because sophisticated investors find ways to move their
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dollars to those areas in which they can minimize their tax liabili-
ty.
But, nevertheless, there is argument that can be made that tax
exempt financing, instruments of one kind or another, do in fact
have an impact on the amount of money received at the Federal
level. :

Given the fact that we are going to have enormous financing
needs required, one of the difficult issues that Congress has to deal
with, it seems to me, is how much tax exempt financing is going to
be allowed to take place in the future.

If the question of “how much” can be resolved, then the question
is what are the priorities for its use. In this regard we are constant-
ly facing the battle of the sunsetting of IRB legislation. That sunset
date is in statute currently and when finalized it would eliminate
that method of tax exempt financing for industrial job creation
projects.

I am sure that the needs of all the States are the same in this
regard. I am not sure it is in the best interest of Indiana or the
Middle West, for that matter, to be deprived of tax exempt financ-
ing for industrial development projects, but is seems like we are
headed inevitably in that direction.

The reason we are headed in that direction is because of the
enormous competition for capital. Now that competition for capital
is not limited to tax exempt financing, of course, it is also affected
by deficits at the Federal level and other questions that are far too
numerous and complex to discuss at this meeting.

But the point I make is you at some time may have to face the
reality of the allocation of tax exempt financing to the States.
While you may not want to do that at this point—I am not sure I
would want to do it if I were sitting in Congress—I, nevertheless,
feel that may be one of the requirements for a fair and equitable
program for capital investment in the future and for infrastructure
replacement.

Having said those things about the future of our infrastructure
needs I would summarize by saying that in the Middle West, with-
out any question, and the States and their Governors having said
that economic development and job creation and job retention is
their major priority, one of the basics that every investor expects is
a reasonably priced infrastructure available to that particular com-
munity.

Of all the things that we ask of government it seems that infra-
structure is one of the key ones at least at local and State levels—
obviously at the Federal level national defense is a priority. But for
the investor he looks first, I think, at the availability of the infra-
structure, and second, at the availability of a quality public educa-
tion system.

Those are the two things that seem to have the most to do with
location decisions.

So I am suggesting to you that the Federal Government’s in-
volvement in the program is one that asks us all: working in
unison find the right mix of resources between the Federal, State,
and local governments—a tough job, but that requires, in my opin-
ion, a liberal contribution by us all.



Then finally, recognizing the fact that if we are talking about the
economic renaissance of this region of this United States, and I
think it is possible, then we have to be sure that we find ways to
adequately finance infrastructure because of all of the things that I
have to absolutely guarantee will be available to those who want to
invest in our State, this is one of the ones that is most important.
Thank you very much.

Representative HamiLtoN. Thank you very much, Lieutenant
Governor Mutz. Our next panelist will be Mark Rhoads, the deputy
director, Department of Consumer Affairs, Regulation and Licens-
ingaState of Missouri. We are delighted to have you. You may pro-
ceed.

STATEMENT OF MARK J. RHOADS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, DEPART-
MENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, REGULATION AND LICENSING,
STATE OF MISSOURI

Mr. RHoaps. I am glad to be here. And by the way we're seeking
a change for the department next year so it might simplify matters
when I next come before you.

Representative HAMILTON. We are very good at that in Federal
Government.

Mr. RHOADS. Speaking for the State of Missouri, I very much ap-
preciate the opportunity to present testimony today on the subject
of infrastructure and the serious needs and problems which must
be addressed if we are to insure a reasonable quality of life in this
Nation. By anyone’s standard, the task of rebuilding the Nation’s
basic public infrastructure is overwhelming. Due to inadequate tax
revenues, extremely high interest rates coupled with an economic
recession and a general decline of Federal grants and aids, the
public and private sectors of this country have reduced the Na-
tion’s infrastructure to inferior structure.

I would emphasize from the start that it is difficult to find com-
prehensive studies and information concerning all aspects of infra-
structure in Missouri. I most certainly am no expert in this area
and, in fact, in preparing this testimony had my eyes opened to the
seriousness of the inadequateness of our systems in Missouri. Dr.
Kenneth Hubbell, a professor with the University of Missouri, is
currently working on a comprehensive study relating to infrastruc-
ture in Missouri for the joint committee. His study will address, in
a comprehensive fashion, the areas and issues that I bring to your
attention this morning. I would like to acknowledge Dr. Hubbell’s
assistance in preparing this testimony. ‘

Today, I will emphasize the current status, needs and problems
primarily associated with Missouri’s roads, bridges, and wastewater
systems. I intend to only briefly touch upon ports, airports, and
mass transit. These areas represent the most immediate and criti-
cal concerns facing the State of Missouri.

By far, one of the most pressing needs relating to infrastructure
in the State is the upgrading and maintenance of the existing high-
ways. The State of Missouri ranks seventh largest in the country in
terms of highway mileage, having 118,956 miles of public roads and
street mileage in 1982. Of that, over 32,000 miles of highways are
under the jurisdiction of the State, approximately 74,300 miles of
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road are under the jurisdiction of counties and small urban centers
and approximately 12,500 miles are city streets under the jurisdic-
tion of local municipalities. The Federal Highway Administration’s
standards are applicable to 35,707 miles in Missouri and have
found 58Y% percent of those miles to be deficient in one way or an-
other. The great majority of the deficiencies relate to State sup-
ported primary and supplementary rural road systems. It is esti-
mated that the correction of these highway deficiences will cost ap-
proximately $13% billion. Approximately 96 percent of the total
cost would go for structural changes and improvements, with only
4 percent for resurfacing. These cost figures do not even touch
upon the over 83,000 highway miles not included in the highway
performance monitoring system.

The question which we must address in the immediate future is
how State and local governments can meet the ever increasing
backlog of necessary road improvements and upgrading. Primarily,
Missouri’s highways are financed from the receipts of motor vehi-
cle fuel taxes, licenses, and fees. In 1980, road user tax revenues
accounted for approximately 72 percent of total receipts while
property taxes accounted for approximately 12 percent. The bottom
line is that total receipts for the fiscal period 1981-82 approaches
one-half billion dollars, yet we have just identified $13% billion in
backlog improvements for a small portion of Missouri’s highways
and roads.

The State of Missouri has even a more pressing concern regard-
ing bridges and bridge safety. At the end of 1982, the State had
28,783 bridges of all sizes and shapes. Approximately 9,250 of those
are on the State highway system with the remaining on city streets
and county roads. At the end of 1982, approximately 5,000 bridges
were declared deficient according to the guidelines developed by
the Federal Highway Administration. Even more disconcerting,
about 11,400 bridges were categorized as functionally obsolete.
Translated, this indicates that approximately 69 percent of the
bridges in the State are deficient making Missouri the fourth worst
State in the Nation. The Missouri Highway Department estimates
that given the age distribution of the over 7,000 span-type bridges
and their normal life expectancy, it should be replacing an average
of 145 bridges per year. The department has averaged less than 30
replacement bridges per year over the past few years. Bridge re-
pairs in the last 2 fiscal years were approximately one-half the
amount spent in the previous 2 years. In fiscal year 1982,
$41,357,000 was spent on bridge construction repairs and mainte-
nance. Obviously, a great need exists to maintain adequate bridges
and to protect the public from unsafe bridge conditions.

Missouri can also identify a serious backlog of needs regarding
wastewater treatment. The Environmental Protection Agency’s as-
sessment of Missouri backlog needs indicates that the total cost to
meet existing needs is approximately $2,316,000,000. This trans-
lates into a per capita cost of $465, with the national average back-
log per capita cost being $387.

The 1982 total outlays for wastewater and wastewater treatment
in Missouri totaled $86.1 million. If one were to accept the EPA as-
sessment of backlog and assume that total outlays would remain at
essentially the same level, Missouri could make considerable head-
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way in meeting the wastewater needs by the year 2000. Missouri,
as well as other States in the Nation, have the Federal Govern-
ment to thank for that type of progress. The bad news is that I do
not accept the EPA analysis. Last week, I called Metropolitan
Sewer in the city of St. Louis to discuss their current needs. They
indicated that the Environmental Protection Agency has required
the city to convert to a secondary treatment system by the year
1988. That project alone, which is in the planning stages, will cost
approximately $300 million. In addition, the city of St. Louis has
another $160 million tied up in existing and ongoing improvements
to their wastewater treatment system. I sincerely believe that the
needs are much greater than anyone realizes and that the consider-
able progress that I spoke of a moment ago is improbable without
additional funding sources.

Permit me to briefly touch upon several areas regarding Missou-
ri’s infrastructure and the needs corresponding thereto. An inte-
gral part of any infrastructure program for a large metropolitan
area must necessarily be urbanized public transit systems. Current-
ly, the State of Missouri has five metropolitan areas which support
transit systems. On the average, only 25 percent of the revenues to
support transit systems are generated from fares. During the fiscal
year 1982, a total of $§115 million was expended to operate and
maintain the public transit systems in the five areas and an addi-
tional $44 million was spent in capital outlays for the systems.

Dr. Hubbell is currently assessing the future needs of public
transit systems. While it is difficult to assess the future needs, I
can say with some confidence that these systems require a long-
term financial commitment from Federal, State, and local govern-
ments just to maintain their current operations. It is my under-
standing that both Kansas City and St. Louis are seriously consid-
ering fixed rail systems to meet the public transit needs which are
mounting in both cities. The cost for these two projects alone is ap-
proximately $500 million. The Federal Government has historically
assisted and supported urbanized public transit systems and 1
would urge continued support.

Regarding airports and ports in Missouri, I am ill prepared to es-
timate current needs and projected needs. I gather from my discus-
sions with port and airport facility operators that their needs
exceed available revenues. These facilities, like our highways and
bridges, are-vital to a strong economy and to the attraction of
major industry to the State.

Since I have fulfilled my primary obligation—that is, presenta-
tion of Missouri’s infrastructure needs—allow me to, at least in
general terms, address several areas which I believe would assist
the States in meeting those needs. There can be no question that
adequate investment in transportation, sewer, and water distribu-
tion systems is essential for maintaining a strong economy. The
first step in this direction, which this committee is to be commend-
ed for, is the identification and compilation of data on the condi-
tion of infrastructure and future investment needs. I firmly believe
that the State, and even more so, local governments, can accurate-
ly identify infrastructure needs so that adequate capital initiatives
can concentrate on those problem areas. One of the weaknesses of
the past with which we must now deal has been inadequate capital
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planning at the State and local government levels. As an example,
much of the sewer system in St. Louis City was haphazardly con-
structed during the Civil War period and cannot accommodate the
increased demands due to population growth which have occurred.
Adequate capital planning would have permitted the city to initi-
ate capital improvements which would balance the needs of growing
and mature areas. I am convinced that local government has, in
recent years, stepped up initiatives to improve capital planning
and I would urge other areas of the Nation to do so.

Obviously, the continuation of financing infrastructure improve-
ments must continue to be shared by the Federal, State, and local
governments. One area which, in my opinion, has been lacking in
the past, is support from the private sector. We must continue to
strengthen and expand the role of the private sector in the develop-
ment of financing options, including whether private users pay an
adequate share of the cost of capital facilities and whether private
management would improve cost effectiveness.

It is essential that continuous research and development of new
technologies for rehabilitation and construction techniques be em-
phasized and financially subsidized when possible. In addition, re-
gional or Federal clearinghouses for information sharing on inno-
vative infrastructure concepts should be encouraged.

The State of Missouri must do its share in resolving the infra-
structure problems that currently exist. The Missouri General As-
sembly should consider legislation which would permit local gov-
ernments to finance construction of new streets and sewers by issu-
ing a limited amount of special-assessment, general-obligation
bonds without a public vote. Missouri is only 1 of 5 States in the
Union which requires a two-thirds majority of those voting on a
bond issue to approve the authorization for the sale of bonds.

I firmly believe that State and local government officials are be-
ginning to realize the importance of adequate infrastructure. Last
year, the Missouri General Assembly passed legislation to permit
an additional one-half cent county sales tax, the revenues of which
would be earmarked for inadequate roads, bridges, jails, and other
major capital improvement needs. The increased sales tax, which
requires voter approval, gives the counties an additional revenue
tool to meet infrastructure needs.

Gov. Christopher Bond has embarked upon a $600 million bond
program which is designed, in part, to finance major highway and
bridge, port, airports, storm water, sewer systems, and soil conser-
vation projects. In 1982, the general assembly authorized $75 mil-
lion and will convene in October to consider authorization of an ad-
ditional $250 million. It is estimated that approximately $36 mil-
lion of the $250 million will be dedicated to upgrading and mainte-
nance of roads and highways, ports and airports. In addition $12.1
million will be spent on rural water systems and $18 million on
storm water systems in Jackson County and St. Louis City and
County.

Last week, my department announced the cities and counties
which won grant awards in the community development block
grant program. This year, approximately $12.3 million in Federal
bloc grants are going to 57 communities for renovation and con-
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struction of water and sewer systems and streets. The downside is
that for every $8 requested, only $1 was available.

There is much to be accomplished in meeting the ever-growing
demands for an adequate infrastructure system in Missouri. Em-
phasis must be placed on an organized educational system for the
citizens of the State. In the past few years, the electorate has voted
down numerous attempts to raise additional revenues for infra-
structure needs. A notable example is the 1982 defeat of a proposal
to increase the State gasoline tax from 7 cents to 11 cents per
gallon. To succeed in convincing the citizenry of the need for addi-
ti:)nlal revenues, both private- and public-sector forces must be mar-
shaled.

Thank you for your patience and the opportunity to present tes-
timony today.

Representative HamiLroN. Thank you very much, Mr. Rhoads.
The next witness is Ms. Marnie Shaul, who is the deputy director,
Department of Community Development, State of Ohio. Ms. Shaul,
we are delighted to have you with us and look forward to your tes-
timony.

STATEMENT OF MARNIE SHAUL, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, COMMUNI-
TY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOP-
MENT, STATE OF OHIO

Ms. SHAUL. Thank you Congressman Hamilton and the Joint
Economic Committee. It is a pleasure to have the opportunity to
};\?lk with you today about a problem that faces every State in the

ation.

As I have listened to my two colleagues I think we may have all
gotten together ahead of time because I think the issues are so sim-
ilar for all of us. '

Our analysis shows that Ohio lacks the financial resources to
meet its infrastructure needs. Although the State has raised sales
and income taxes to maintain historical levels of services, Federal
participation in nonhighway areas has declined and we have an in-
creased burden on the State.

As the Lieutenant Governor from Indiana pointed out a major
problem in the Midwest is unemployment. Ohio has set as its No. 1
priority generating jobs, and in order to generate jobs we need an
adequate infrastructure.

I will be speaking here from only the highlights of my prepared
statement. If you would like to see my prepared statement for
more numbers I would hope you would turn to that.

The data base we used was from Michael Pagano, who is a politi-
cal science professor at Miami University. He has done a graph
study as part of the study coordinated by the Joint Economic Com-
mittee.

Before I start reciting some numbers I would like to point out
that it is difficult to get precise data. I outline in my prepared
statement what some of the problems are, including such things as
some of the data that are collected essentially represent wish lists,
some of the data represents strictly engineering standards, and do
not necessarily have relationship say to how a road is used. Some
of the data are for Federal standards, and one might be concerned
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about whether infrastructure standards, particularly around EPA
wastewater treatment, are appropriate.

Let met turn to reviewing what our best estimates for the infra-
structure needs are in three important categories for Ohio—high-
ways, wastewater treatment, and water supplies.

In highways, the operation and maintenace needs are staggering.
In 1980 dollars, Ohio’s total highway operations and maintenance
needs exceeded $2.3 billion, yet for fiscal year 1981 expenditures fi-
nanced from State and local own-source revenues amounted to only
$915.6 million—a gap of well over $1 billion.

Ohio’s Department of Transportation says that the total of fair-
condition highways is 95 percent of urban highways and 80 percent
of rural highways. These highways all need maintenance and
repair.

Our deteriorated highways, which need reconstruction and major
rehabilitation, are 17 percent of Ohio’s interstate highway traffic.

Turning to our sewer collection and treatment systems, they are
also very high. In Ohio, EPA needs survey indicates that the back-
log needs exceeded $11 billion for the State in 1982. By the year
%Ql({p, secondary treatment requirements are projected to exceed $1

illion.

New collectors and interceptors amount to over $1.5 billion in
needs. The needs figures were derived to meet the requirements of
USEPA and do not include EPA ineligible portions of wastewater
treatment systems, nor do the data include maintenance for operat-
ing figures.

Our public-water-supply systems also need attention. Currently
the backlog of expansion needs for water supply exceeds $330 mil-
lion. Including this backlog over $834 million should be spent on
municipal water supply systems over the next 40 years.

In addition, almost half of all of Ohio’s water systems were con-
structed prior to World War II, so replacement and renovation
needs on existing physical plants can be expected to require sub-
stantial investment. ‘

Let me turn now to why all this matters. The Lieutenant Gover-
nor of Indiana said it very eloquently: The States in the Midwest
have suffered very high unemployment rates.

In April this year, Ohio had approximately 650,000 people out of
work. This has been devastating. This has also forced, because of
the economic conditions, local governments to cut back on infra-
structure investment, while at the same time, outside of highways,
the Federal Government has reduced its investment in our State.

Meanwhile, our infrastructure that is existing continues to dete-
riorate. Given our economic profile it is absolutely critical that the
State of Ohio turns its attention to creating jobs. In order to do
that we need an adequate infrastructure.-

Infrastructure plays a key role in retaining businesses, having
business firms expand and having new firms come first to Ohio. So
that infrastructure provides roads for markets and workers, pro-
vides water supplies and wastewater treatment, just to mention a
few that are absolutely crucial elements.

In addition, worn out infrastructure is costly in terms of both fi-
nancial and human resources. For example, the inconvenience and
delay caused by deteriorated infrastructure facilities increases time
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costs and therefore production costs, reducing a firm’s com-
petitiveness.

To foster economic development in Ohio, State and local govern-
ment must target its dollars to capital investments to encourage
economic development, but our resources are not sufficient to meet
the capital needs I have described so far.

Let me tell you just a little bit about what the State budget has
been like in the last few years. Economic downturn very seriously
affected our resources. First, in 1982, we had to have some cutbacks
and temporary tax increases. In addition, we raised our gasoline
fuel tax because of reduced revenues in that area.

When Governor Celeste took office in January 1983 we faced a
projected deficit of over one-half billion dollars. He made additional
cutbacks and made the income tax increase and sales tax increases
permanent in order to avoid a deficit.

So you can see that we are attempting to keep raising our taxes
in order to raise revenues. But when we look at the infrastructure
needs I just cited before that is not going to be adequate to finance
the infrastructure for economic development.

We did some gap work as well. Comparing the projected capital
expenditures based on our revenue estimates for the years 1984
and 1985, with the revenue needs we have talked about we calcu-
lated an unfinanced gap for bridges, State highway capital pro-
grams, State and local highway operations and maintenance, and
wastewater treatment for EPA-eligible portions.

The gap for fiscal 1984 is projected to be $1.9 billion. We also pro-
jected a gap for the biennium which is $3.9 billion. The size of this
gap is so substantial that any measurement problems we might
have in infrastructure I think are unlikely to detract from the real
need for more revenue.

Since we have the attention of the Federal Government today I
would like to turn to just a few things I hope——

Representative HAMILTON. Just a very small portion of it.

Ms. SHAUL. It seems appropriate to speak of Ohio suggestions for
Federal policies. In the past, the Federal Government has played a
major role in providing infrastructure resources and directing
public works policy. Through its matching conditions and grant
policy the Federal Government in recent years has encouraged
State and local governments to assume greater fiscal responsibility
(fior tﬁleir infrastructure needs, and I think States have attempted to

o this.

However, because of the Federal Government’s ability to make
substantial infrastructure investment it must determine what
areas, such as interstate highways and wastewater, are of national
interest or have substantial interstate effects.

Once the Federal Government has designated these investments,
they should be funded primarily with Federal dollars. Matching re-
quirements for States on this type of investment should be low.

The Federal Government should attend to how Federal regula-
tions affect particular regions. For example, the 5-cent Federal gas-
oline tax has regulations which restrict activities to large scale re-
surfacing, reconstruction, rehabilitation, and repair.

This prevents Ohio from doing necessary patchwork activities
with Federal dollars.
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Differences in States, as pointed out earlier, such as population
growth versus stable population, imply differences in infrastruc-
ture needs. Growing States probably prefer capital expansion
whereas States with stable populations, like some of those in the
Midwest may prefer a greater emphasis on maintenance.

This suggests that Federal funds might be more effective as block
grants for infrastructure in order to allow the States more choice
in how to allocate resources given differing State priorities.

It may be useful for the Federal Government to evaluate the ap-
propriateness of various standards and regulations related to infra-
structure facilities in order to decide which prgjects to fund and
what requirements to stipulate.

Since the amount of resources needed for infrastructure at all
levels of government is so enormous, stringent requirements should
be evaluated to assure their applicability for particular States. For
instance, safety standards or expansion requirements may not be
appropriate for a road in less populated areas where use is mini-
mal. It is this type of evaluation and careful distribution of regulat-
ed funds that would help the Nation’s States and localities develop
cost-effective infrastructure projects.

As I have tried to emphasize in this testimony, the magnitude of
the infrastructure problem for Ohio as well as other States, sug-
gests that we should not look at infrastructure as pork barrel proj-
ects. Instead, all levels of government need to look at the role of
infrastructure in the context of overall capital investment.

Although short-term construction jobs that result from infra-
structure investment are important, the long-term effect of infra-
structure on economic development is crucial for making States
and the Nation competitive in world markets and for improving
citizen’s lives.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Shaul follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARNIE SHAUL

It is a pleasure to have the opportunity to talk with you today about a problem
that faces every state in the nation: the adequacy of existing infrastructure
and our ability to invest in new bridges, roads, sewers. and the many other
critical components of public investment., Our analysis shows that Ohio lacks
the financial resources to meet its infrastructure needs. Although the state
has raised sales and income taxes to maintain historical levels of service
delivery. federal participation in non-transportation areas has declined, putting
an increased burden on the state.1 Ohio's major problem is unemployment, so
state government has as its number one priority the retention and expansion
of existing firms and encouraging the birth of new firms. An adequate infrastructure
is essential to achieving our development goals and improving the quality of . . ._
life for all Ohioans.

The data base I relied on to address these issues is derived from a draft
report on Ohio's infrastructure which is part of a national infrastructure study
coordinated by the Joint Economic Committee. The principal investigator for
the Ohio infrastructure study is Michael A. Pagano, Assistant Professor of Political

Science at Miami University. Some of the tables he prepared are in a data appendix.

1 Although the federal government has increased grants to Ohio over the years,
the reason can be explained because from FY 81 through FY 85 revenues from federal
fuel tax and unemployment insurance increased; therefore fewer federal dollars
were available for other infrastructure activities.
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DATA AVAILABILITY

Before I report on Ohio's infrastructure, I would like to raise a qualifying
consideration. I and others can recite numbers about needed infrastructure, but
these numbers do not carry the exactness of a 12 inch ruler. The difficulty in
obtaining precise data serves as an obstacle in defining the precise scope of
the infrastructure problem. One measurement problem is that existing ‘“needs
assessment" are often nothing more than "wish lists." Needs should be related
to other social or economic objectives, rather than just to “wishes." Needs
should also be concerned with usage or demand for infrastructure rather than
strictly engineering design and safety standards. Although design and safety
are_important components_of.any.needs analysis, cost-effectiveness must be

.

considered as well. Unfortunately the needs figures reported herein were
derived from documents that dealt minimally with cost-effectiveness. but they
are the best estimates we have.

Another measurement problem is that infrastructure investment takes
place at the local, state and federal levels of government, making a
comprehensive data base difficult to compile. State agencies do

have data; however, this information often is compiled for reasons other
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than an infrastructure needs analysis and is therefore not a complete

and accurate assessment of the naturé of the infrastructure problem. For
instance, because of the Clean Water Act and the EPA grants.for wastewater
treatment (mandated by P.L. 92.500, the federal Water Pollu;ion Control

Act Amendments), data are collected by the state at the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency for approximately 500 of the 800 wastewater treatment
plants in Ohio. Most of the data, however, refer to the needs of wastewater
treatment systems in terms of meeting the fishable/swimmable goals of
federal legislation. Given the gap associated with these goals. one might
be concerned about the realism of the standard itself., Furthermore, the

needs estimates do not include replacement and rehabilitation-requirements-——-

of already constructed systems.

A final example of measurement problems is in the maintenance of
highways and bridges. The Ohio Department of Transportation Operations and
Maintenance data (0 & M) refer almost exclusively to the state-owned system
{approximately 19,000 miles) which is a small proportion (17 percent) of the
total (approximately 110,820 miles of streets, roads, and highways); In order

to gain some perspective on the non-state system, estimates for the remainder
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of the system are based on the assumptions used to derive needs estimates for
the state system - a less than totally satisfactory approach.

Although as previously noted, a statewide comprehensive data base does
not exist for Ohio's infrastructure facilities, the Urban Institute of
Washington D.C. has published quite complete reports on two of Ohio's
major cities, Cleveland and Cincinnati. These studies, titled "The Future
of Cleveland's Capital Plant" and "The Future of Cincinnati's Capital
Plant ." address the cities' urban capital stock and the costs of improving
it. As is the case with most infrastructure needs assessments. the list of
desirable and even necessary capital projects far exceeds the available
financing resources. These studies are indicative of the seriousness of the
problem facing 1oc$1 governments in financing infrastructure. This type of study,
if conducted at the local, state and federal lgvels, could help Ohio, and other
states, develop a crucial infrastructure data base to rely on in making

financing decisions.

The Magnitude of Infrastructure Needs in Three Important Areas

Having given you some caveats about the precision of our data, I would

like to review our best estimates of Ohfo's infrastructure needs in three
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important categories: highways and bridges, wastewater treatment and
water supplies.
Highways and Bridges

The gap between the needs estimate for Ohio's state and local governmental
units and the total state and local expenditures on operations and maintenance
(0 & M) is staggering. 1In 1980 dollars. Ohio's total highway 0 & M
needs exceeded $2.3 billion, yet the FY 1981 expenditure financed from
state and local own-source revenues amounted to only $915.6 million. Based
on a 1981 Ohio Department of Transportation study of the state's highway
performance and monitoring system, the vast majority of Ohio's highways are
in “fair" condition which would indicate need for maintenance and repair
activities. The total of "fair" condition highway§ is 95 percent of
the urban highways and 80 percent of the rural highways. of the "deterioratedf
highways, which are defined as in need of reconstruction and major rehabilitation,
most of the roads are on the urban interstate highway system or the interstate
system in rural areas. The deteriorated portion of Ohio's system accounts

for 17 percent of Ohio's interstate highway traffic.
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The capital needs for Chio's primary and urban highway systems. interstate
highways, and bridges alsc fall drastically short of the expenditure levels for
capital improvements.2 For instance, the capital needs for 1981 for just the
primary and urban system programs far outweighed the 1981 expenditures for the
entire highway and bridge system (See Tables 1-4).

Sewer collection and treatment systems

Expenditures for operations, maintenance, and capital improvements of
sewer collection and treatment systems increased rapidly between 1976 and
1980. In current dollar terms personnel costs increased 40 percent; 0 & M costs
increased over 70 percent:; interest on débt increasgd by almost 90 percent: and
capital costs went up by 60 percent, mostly as a result of federal laws, EPA grants
and state participation. These figures might be compared to an inflation rate
of 44,9 percent, Even with what appears to be substantial federal participation,
the Ohip EPA Needs Survey for 1982 indicates that in order to meet the needs of
six categories of wastewater treatment systems, federal and local expenditures
must be augmented immediately and substantially. Backlog needs alone exceeded

$11 billion for the state in 1982, the largest unmet needs occurring in the

z Needs are estimated based on engineering safety design standards which
may not correspond to system use.
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area of the treatment and/or control of stormwater ($4.8 billion backlog)
followed by a $3.9 billion backlog in the category of correction of combined
sewer overflows, ‘

By the year 2000, the needs estimate for Ohio (in 1982 dollars) are
projected to climb 40 percent (to $3.4 billion) over the 1982 figure, an increase
that discounts the effects of inflation. The largest category of expenditures,
secondary treatment requirements, is projected to exceed $1 -billion, while
new collectors and interceptors amount to over $1.5 billion in needs. The -
needs figures, as indicated above, were derived to meet the requirements
of EPA, not to replace, rehabilitate, or restore EPA ineligible portions of
wastewater treatment systems, and certainly not for maintaining and operating
the system. Indeed, since maintenance is a wholly local responsibility, no
estimates are available for maintgnance needs on these systems (See Table §).

Public water supply systems

Over 1600 public water supply systems exist within the state of Chio
supplying over 1,438 million gallons daily (MGD) to almost 9 million
inhabitants. The major source of water for the municipal water supply system
is Lake Erie with lesser amounts from inland surface water, underground water

and the Ohio River.
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Currently. the backlog of expansion needs exceeds $330 million and
§70 MGD. If that backlog is addressed. which officials at the state considered
impossible, over $300 million would need to be spent between 1980 and 2000
(or $15 million annually) and $195 million between 2000 and 2020 {or over nine
million annually). Including the backlog of expansion needs, over $834 million
{1980 dollars) should be spent on municipa\kwater supply systems over the
next forty years. The state of Ohio, through Ohio Department of Natural
Resources' Division of Water, can participate in some water projects in which
case the state becomes part owner. It has requested over $84 million for FY
85-88, but expects t6 receive considerably less. That price tag, however, is
almost inconsequential when compared with just the backlog of expansion needs
($330 million, See Table 6).

Althdugh water systems are generally in good fiscal condition,_their
capital needs for expansion exceed projected revenues. According to one
of ficial at Ohio EPA, almost half of all Ohio's water systems were constructed

prior to World War II, so replacement and renovation needs of the existing

physical plant must surely play an important role in any water
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authority's capital plans. The expansion needs cited above, therefore, become
;nly a small part of the overall water supply needs of the state when discussed
in conjunction with renovation and replacement needs of an aging water system.
Unfortunately no data on these latter sets of needs exist in aggregate form.
LINKING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TO INFRASTRUCTURE

The nature of Ohio's infrastructure problem is integrally related to the socio-
economic transformations the state has experienced in the past decade. Ohio, like
most states in the Industrial Heartland, has suffered a high rate of unemployment
and out-migration. As of April 1983, approximately 650.000 people were jobless
in Ohio. Before 1980, Ohio's unemp1§yment rate was similar to the national average;
however, since 1980, Ohio's rate of unemployment has been 25 percent higher than
the national rate. The hardship implied by these numbers has been stréssfm
for state and local governments in Ohio. The devastating effect of the economic
situation in many Ohio communities such as Youngstown, which had an unemployment
rate that peaked at 22 percent in November 1982, has forced local governments
to cut back infrastructure investment at the same time that the federal government
has placed more responsibility on state and local governments for providing

infrastructure. Meanwhile, an increasing amount of Ohio's infrastructure
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facilities is becoming older and deteriorated;-much of it requires preservation,
restoration and maintenance repair.

Given the economic profiie in Ohio, it is imperative that Ohio and
jts local governments approach the infrastructure issue in relation to the
state's economic development and job-generation strategies. Infrastructure
plays a key role in fostering the expansion, retention, and creation of
small business because it provides an operating base of necessary support
services -- roads for markets and workers, water supply. and wastewater
treatment, to mention a few.

In contrast, worn out infrastructure is costly in terms of both financial
and human resources. For example, the inconvenience and delay caused by
deteriorated infrastructure facilities increases time costs and therefore
production costs, reducing a firm's competiveness. In Ohio 721 bridges on
the state highway system are characterized by a sufficiency rating of less
than 50 percent, which means these bridges need to be replaced.‘ If these

bridges are unable to be used, economic development incentives are greatly

reduced.
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Thus, it seems that. in order to foster economic development in Ohio,
as well as enhance the overall quality of life for citizens, Ohio's state S
and local governments must target their limited financial resources for
capital investment in a way that encourages economic development,
However, sta‘te and local resources alone are insufficient to meet the
capital needs described here.

STATE REVENUES AND THE NEED GAP

The economic downturn in the United States' economy damaged considerably
the fiscal picture of Ohio in FY 82 and FY 83. Cutbacks in proposed outlays
and temporary increases in the state income and sales taxes were employed in
FY 82. After Governor Ce]este assumed office in January 1983, the state faced
another projected deficit in FY 83 of over one-half billion dollars., Additional
cutbacks of $282 million were ordered and the income _'tax and sales tax became
permanent in order to avoid a FY 83 deficit (See Table 7). Further, as a
result of declining fuel tax revenues (due to decreased-consumption levels .
and more fuel-efficient automobiles), tax increases went into effect over

a two-year period between 1981 and 1982 on fuel consumption in order to generate
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funds for Ohio's highway programs. Gross revenues from motor vehicles
fuel taxes fell from $416.6 million in FY 79 to $377.9 million in FY 8l.
Due to the tax increases which raised the tax per gallon from seven cents
to 12 cents, motor vehicle fuel tax revenues increased to $554.7 million
by FY 82 (See Table 8).

Although Ohio's revenues increased by about 22.5 percent in FY 83 compared
to FY 82 because of the aforementioned tax increases, revenues in this
biennium are expected to grow slowly -- by 11.2 percent in FY 84 and 7.2
percent in FY 85, Revenué from the federal government also is expected to
rise from $2.3 billion in FY 82 to over $3.3 billion in FY 85, an increase
from 21 to 23 percent of total state revenues.

Transportation is an extremely important part of state. infrastructure
spending so the total federal-state budget of ODOT deserves special mention,
Total ODOT revenues for FY 84 are projected to increase by 21.8 percent
(from a total of $868.5 million in FY 83 to $1074 million) and then to decrease

slightly by FY 85 to $1040.4 miliion. The FY 84 total 0DOT budget increased
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dramatically over the FY 83 budget primarily because of federal grant increases
due to anticipated revenues from the five cents per gallon increase in the federal
motor fuel tax., Federal Bridge Replacement funds also will increase significantly.
Revenues from the federal government are estimated at $556.1 million in
FY 84 and $545.0 million in FY 85 -- almost double the FY 83 figure of
$265 million.

Comparing projected capital expenditures based on revenue increases in
FY 84 and FY 85 with infrastructure "needs" cited earlier, an unfinanced
“gap" was calculated for bridges, state highway capital programs, state and
local highway 0 & M, and wastewater treatment (EPA-eligible portions only).
The gap for FY 84 is projected to be $1.9 billion and for the biennium FY 84 -
FY 85, $3.9 billion (See Table 9). The size of this gap is so substantial
that the measurement problems mentioned earlier are unlikely to detract from the
real need for more revenues to make infrastructure adequate,

STRATEGIES FOR IMPROVING OHIO'S INFRASTRUCTURE

Two ideas which may not be innovative but certainly could be

advantageous to Ohio's approach to infrastructure needs are a public

education campaign and the coordination of federal and state funds

used for infrastructure.
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. One of the essential elements to tackle successfully the infrastructure
problem is a public education campaign at all levels of government.
Despite news coverage that has heightened the awareness of a potential
infrastructure crisis, it is imperative that governments educate citizens
about the magnitude of the problem and the serious consequences of inadequate
governmént capital investment. Much infrastructure is invisible, either
be;ause its underground or because deterioration occurs slowly. So,
during recent periods of financial stress, infrastructure maintenance and
capital expenditures were deferred in order to minimize the reduction of
other services -- especially programs that have better organized constituencies.
This pattern of postponing capital investment must be changed.

‘A second direction that Ohio recently has begun to take is treating infrastructure
as one element in a comprehensive approach to economic development and financial
allocations. Infrastructure investment should leverage funds from a variety of
federal, state, local and private sources in order to develop a coordinated
and strategic approach to Ohio's economic development and in order to

enhance the quality of life in the state's communities.
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For instance, this year a portion of the Ohio Small Citfes Community
Development Block Grant Program's 1983 funds are targeted to alleviate the
tragic effects of unemployment and business decline. Integral to this goal
are programs designed to leverage dollars for infrastructure improvement
particularly for designated community reinvestment areas. The state's
mixed formula/competitive system is focused so that a “"critical mass"
of public infrastructure investment can be reached and Jjobs are generated.

Similarly. Appalachian Regional Commission grants to Ohio support
projects that generate jobs in Appalachian Ohio. Approximately $4
million will be spent over the next year on infrastructure. Furthermore,
it is our intention to join the ARC and CDBG programs whenever possible
for maximum effect,

An idea we are now considering is a tracking system to compile a
place-specific breakdown of state and federal capital investment dollars.
With this type of investment overlay. the state could better analyze whether

or not the allocations make sense from a developmental perspective and

29-792 0—84——3
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the extent to which the expenditures generate jobs. For Ohio, with its

high unemployment and stable population, both federal and state
infrastructure resources may be more effective if targeted to maintenance

and repair rather than to new construction. The notion of developing a
comprehensive approach to investing infrastructure funds is one that deserves
to be pursued at both the state and federal levels.

Finally. an old remedy for infrastructure financing -- user charges --
needs to be re-examined for appropriateness both at the state and Tocal
level. User fees not only provide funds but 2lso reveal public preferences,
important information in determining actual need.

THE FEDERAL ROLE

In the past, the federal government has played an important role in
providing infrastructure resources and directing public works policy.
Interstate highway systems and wastewater facilities are examples of
areas that the federal government historically has been involved in. Through
its matching conditions and grant policy, the federal government in recent

years has encouraged state and local governments to assume greater fiscal
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responsibility for their infrastructure needs, except for highways. Ohio has
begun to assume this responsibility by increasing its gasoline and personal
income taxes.

Because of the federal government's ability to make substantial infra-
structure investment, it must determine which areas, such as interstate highways
and wastewafer, are of national interest or have substantial interstate effects.
Once the federal government has designated these investments, they should be
funded primarily with federal dollars. Matching requirements for states on
this type of investment should be low. \

The diversity of the states and the complex array of issues around
infrastructure policy suggest that the federal goverament should attend
to how federal regulations affect particular regions. For instance, the
five cent federal gasoline tax, although useful, has regulations which restrict
activities to large scale resurfacing, reconstruction, rehabilitation and
repair. This limitation prevents Ohio from doing necessary patchwork activities
with federal dollars. So if the state wants to use federal dollars for interstate
roads, it is forced to wait until road deterioration is in an advanced stage

before initiating improvements.
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Differences in stétes, such as population growth versus stable population,
imply differences "in infrastructure needs. Growing states probably prefer
capital expansion whereas states with stable populations may prefer a greater
emphasis on maintenance. For example, because Ohio has a sizeable highway
system already in place, the state is more in need of funds for maintenance
than for new construction. This suggests that federal funds might be more
effective as block grants for infrastructure in order to allow the states
more choice in how to allocate resources given differing state priorities.

It may be useful for the federal government to evaluate the appropriateness
of various standards and regulations related to infrastructure facilities in
order to decide which projects to fund and what requirements to stipulate.
Since the amount of resources needed for infrastructure at all levels of
government is so enormous, stringent requirements should be evaluated to
assure their applicability for particular states. For instance, safety
standards or expansion requirements may not be appropriate for a road in
Tess populated areas where.use is minimal. It is this type of evaluation
and careful distribution of regulated funds that would help the nation’s

states and localities develop cost-effective infrastructure projects.
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As 1 have tried to emphasize in this testimony, the magnitude of the
infrastructure problem for Ohio as well as other states, suggests that
we should not look at infrastructure as pork barrel project§. Instead, all
levels of government need to look at the role of infrastructure in the context
of overall capital investment, A}though short-temn construction jobs that
result from infrastructure investment are important, the long-term effect

of infrastructure on economic development is crucial for making states and the

nation competitive in world markets and for improving citizens' lives.



Table !

Pavement Condition of Ohio's Highways
by Functional Classification, 1981

Rural Urban .
2 No. Per- Percent 2 No. Per- Percent
DVMT DVMT Miles cent State Re- DVMT DVMT Miles cent State Re-
- sponsi- spons -
bility bility
Interstate Interstate
Good 2,561 15.3 166 18.8 4,122 14.5 13 17.2
Fair 11,332 67.8 545 61.9 19,217 67.6 448 66.9
Deteriorated 2,814 16.8 170 19.3 5,089 17.9 104 15.9
16,706 881 100.0 100.0 28,428 654 100.0 100.0
Other Principal Arterials : Other Freeways and Expressways
Good 1,646 17.2 230 14.9 1,064 . 37,4 b6 3.8
Fair 7,338 76.6 1,202 78.0 4,566  76.1 267 79.5
Deteriorated . 592 6.2 109 7.1 396 6.6 22 6.7
9,575 1,641 100.0 100.0 6,000 336 100.0 100.0
Minor Arterials - Other Principal Arterials
Good 2,084 18.1 582 17.9 - -- -- --
Fair 9,082 79.0 2,612 80.4 23,082 100 1,967 100
Deteriorated 326 2.8 56 1.7 5 0 0
11,492 3,250 100.0 100.0 23,087 1,967 100 77.
Major Collectors Minor Arterials
Good 204 1.0 163 1.4 . 6 0.4 2 0.1
Fair 20,213 99.0 11,646 98.6 14,165 99.6 2,623 99.9
Deteriorated 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Unpaved . 2 --
20,417 11,810 100.0 73.8 14,220 2,626 100.0 35.6
Minor Coliectors
Good M7 2.7 1ho 1.9 Collector ;4 4 2 0.1
Fair 3,716 87.3 6,471 85.9 5,438 99.9 3,89 99.9
Deteriorated 13 0.3 27 0.3 0 -- -- --
Unpaved 412 9.7 893 11.9 -~ -- i 0.0
4,259 7,530 100.0 17.7 5,442 3,897 100.0 k.9



Table 1
(contd.)

Pavement Condition of Ohio's Highways
by Functional Classification, 1981

Rurat

Urban .
2 “No.  Per- Percent 3 No. Per- Percent
DVHT DUMT Miles cent State Re- DVMT DVMT Mliles cent State Re-
- sponsi- T sponsi-
billty bility .
Local .
Good NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ‘
Fair NA NA NA NA NA . NA NA NA
Deteriorated NA NA " NA NA NA NA NA NA
R . 56,840 ‘ 0.0 19,492 0.0

Condition Rating: Good = PSR of 3.5 or greater; Falr = PSR of 2.0 to 3.4; Deteriorated = PSR of 1.9 or less.

Source: Computer print-out from ODOT, Bureau of Technical Services, July 1983.

Cited in: “An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure:

A Case Study,"
draft study prepared by Michael A. Pagano.

-G8
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Table 2

Capital and Maintenance Expenditures
for Ohio's State-Owned Highways
(mitlions of current doliars)

Maintenance Maintenance Total Capital

{own force) Contracts Maintenance  Improvement
197&' . $36.0 -- $36.0 $360.6
1975' 45.0 -- 45.0 348.5
1976’ 49.4 - 49.4 395.4
19772 62.6 -- 62.6 363.2
19782 40.7 $25.4 66.1 346.0
19797 39.7 29.6 69.3 430.4
1980° 45.2 16.6 61.8 307.9
19812 18.9 28.8 77.7 325.7
19827 55.0 31.2 86.2 627.7
1 9833 56.3 ] NA NA 594.3
19843 59.3 NA NA 768.8
1985 61.8 NA NA 743.8

,Actual expenditures; accounts closed, from Ohio DOT, Financial and
Statistical Report, Fiscal Year 1982.

2 s .
Appropriation; some accounts are still open, from same source as
Footnote 1. ’

3Requests as presented in The State of Ohio's Executive Budget for the
biennium July 1, 1983, to June 30, 1985, prepared by The 0ffice of
Budget and Management.

Cited in: "An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure: A Case Study,"
draft study prepared by Michael A. Pagano.




Table 3
COUNT DISTRIBUTION FOR BRIDGES ON THE STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM

LISTED BY IP (Mal Renp ibility), ESTIMATED REMAINING LIPE AND DBPICIENT BY SUPPICIENCY

as of OCTOBER 1980
NOTEs Estimatos of remaining life are the Judgments of the applicable Stata District Bridge Engineers or Ohio Turn
All Bridges 10' or more in overall length over or carrying an Interstate, U.s., or Stats Route are

piko Engineers.
counted

OWNING AGENCY (Malntalning Agency]

*Combinations includs State~City, Stato-Counch cauntx-councy, City-County, otc.
0

ESTIMATED REMAINING COHIO COUNTY & SYSTEM

LIFE IN YEARS oDoT TURNPIKE TOWNSHIP MUNICIPAL FEDERAL RAILROAD PRIVATE COMBINATION UNKNOWN TOTALS

Lees than 35 316 0 34 2 4 b 0 4 ° 365
10 1,172 20 168 6 0 n 4 12 0 1,453
20 2,279 0 2n 5 2 103 13 17 .0 2,720
30 2,367 5 274 66 2 51 7 19 0 2,191
40 4,24 2 314 202 2 79 24 25 o 4,942
50 1,086 1 107 27 0 9 6 13 0 1,249
60 114 [ 12 2 (4 0 [ k] 0 11
70 21 0 3 1 o [ 0 [ [ 5
80 39 602 2 0 [ 1 ] o 0 644
90 (6 0 [ 0 0 1 0 0 [ 7

Totals 11,634 630 1,245 41 6 kL] 54 93 0 14,327

Deficient By

Sufficiency.

Lesa than 508 605 2 92 2 0 10 RS ) [] 721

50 thru 80% 3,660 275 526 :13 1 16 4 30 ] 4,598

Totals 4,265 277 618 1] 1 26 H) 19 o 5,319

Source: O0DOT, Ohio State Transportation Program: Bridges (February 1981).

|
Cited in: "An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure: A Case Study,"” |{draft study
by Michael A. Pagano. !

|
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. 1
Personal Services

Supplies & Maintenance
Material

New & Replacement
Equipmentz

Research
Maintenance Contract:
Bridge Pgint &
Repair

Interstate
Maintenance

Spot Patch,
Slips, etc.

Guard Rail6
Pavement Haking?
Signing & Lighting

Raised Pavement
Markers

Roadside Maintenance8

Resurfacing9

Replacement of Heavylo
Capital Equipment

Capital Improvements fo
Lands & Buildings'

TOTAL

Table &

Hiahway Operations and
Maintenance Expenditures
and ''Needs''

(6 & M -- 100% State Funds)

Actual Approx.
Fy 80 FY 81

$133,129,000 Si44,319,000

47,430,000 53,515,000
2,653,000 2,032,000
1,200,000 1,200,000
7,584,000 7,687,000
4,411,000 5,400,000
2,634,000 3,931,000

214,000 2,470,000
1,927,000 3,800,000
1,927,000 3,698,000

229,000 2,000,000

204,000 520,000

25,429,000 35,002,000
6,447,000 7,860,000
3,772,000 5,228,000

' $237,804,000 $278,662,000

Appropri-
tion for
Fy 82

$154,625,000

56,004,000

2,840,000

- 8,000,000
6,500,000

5,040,000
2,750,000
2,710,000

2,710,000

1,800,000
1,000,000

92,101,000
8,400,000

5,000,000

$350,130,000

1980 Dollars
Desired

—_—

$192,000,00C

60,000,00¢

3,995,00C

1,200,000
10,000,00C

6,000,00C

17,000,000
7,600,000
4,500,000

4,500,000

3,000,000
1,884,000

99,786,00C
8,300,000

5,775,000

$425,540,000



39

Highway Operations and
Maintenance Expenditures
and ''Needs'

(Table 4 cont'd)

1 # of Employees
Admin. Plan. & Ser. Const. & Oper. TOTAL
Nov. '75 679 1,388 6,214 8,281
Nov. '80 648 994 5,185 6,827
Desired 678 1,084 6,465 8,227
Exp. for FY 80: $133,129,000
(approx.) for FY 81: $144,319,000
FY 81 ""Desired": $192,000,000
2

"pesired" based on 6 year replacement cycle for 1,500 autos and 1,750 vans &

trucks; also, replacement cycle for communications equipment at 10 years as

recommended by FCC rather than current 15 years.

3Assumes doubling current rate of painting 366 of the 7,500 bridges on Rural

State Highway System that need painted every 10 years (there are 11,634

bridges on this system)

hPerforms maintenance within cities of 100,000 or more

5Estimated that 5% of system must be improved anoually_(spot
on secondary system) which is badly needed:

patching mainly -

Spot patch, seals, cracks. & joints— $ 7,000,000
Slides & slips 6,000,000
Drainage and .Ditch Repair 2,000,000
Fence Replacement 2,000,000

$17,000,000

68.96 million feet are substandard.
Assume 35 year cycle for replacement or 267,745 linear feet
Upgrade 448,000 linear feet
Assume 4 year paint cycle for non-galvanized guardrails or
: 943,500 linear feet

per year
per year

per year

$2,700,000
4,500,000

400,000
$7,600,000

7Assumes 12,000 miles of center line, 5,000 miles of lane line, l7,00b miles

of edge line.

8Erosion Control, Seeding, Sodding, Fertilizing, Mowing and Herbicidal Spraying.



40

Hiahway Operations and
Maintenance Expenditures
and '"Needs''

(Table 4 cont'd)

~9Assume a 10-year resurfacing cycle:
Interstate: 1,250 miles x 1/10 x $132,500/mile = $16,562,500
Four lane: 1,350 miles x 1/10 x $102,250/mile = 13,803,750
x

Two lane: 14,800 mites x 1/10 x $41,500/mile = 61,420,000
Urban: 1,600 miles x 1/10 x $50,000/mile = 8,000,000
(Excludes federal 3R allocation) 599,786,000

‘0656 pieces of heavy equipment have depreciated to a point where they have

no book value; estimated replacement cost = $12 million

Y22 opor garages {of 326 buildings) are older than 40 years.

Assume 3 county garages replaced/year = $3,400,000
plus other building replairs/replacements. .

Source: State of Ohio, Department of Transportation, Ohio State Trans-
ortation Program: State Highway Operations and Maintenance
iFebruary

T981)

Cited in: "An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure: A Case Study," draft study
by Michael A. Pagano. .
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Table 5

EPA Estimates of Backlog
Needs and Projected Year 2000
Needs by Category
(millions of 1982 dollars)

Backlog Backlog Projected
Needs, Needs, Heeds,
1380 1982 2000
I Secondary Treatment $652 $693 S1,045
I 459 462 641
I1A  Advanced Secondary Treatment --- 393. 522
1B Advanced Treatment --- 69 . 119
I11A infiltration/Inflow 255 i34 135
Correction
I11B Major Sewer System Re- 13 21 21
habilitation
IVA  New Collectors and 663 669 806
Appurtenances
IVB  New Interceptors and 312 L6k 781
Appurtenances
Correction of Combined 3,695 3,878 - 3,878
Sewer Overflows
i Treatment and/or Control 4,847 4,753 4,753
of Stormwaters
Total I-1V § 2,354 S 2,443 S 3,429
TOTAL $10,896 S$H1,074 $12,060

Source: 1282 Needs Survey, Cost Estimates for Construction of
Publicly Owned Wastewater Treatment Facilities, December 31, 1982.

Cited in: "An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure: A Case” Study,"
‘draft study by Michael A. Pagano.
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TABLE 6: Expansion (Capacity) Needs of Municipal Water Supply Systems
(1980 Dollars)

Backlog 1980-2000 2000-2020 TOTAL
Cost $331,864,000 $307,526,000 $195,028,000  $834,418,000
MGD 670.14 629.92 350.88 1,650.94

SOURCE: ODNR, Water Resources Development Section, Division of Water,
THE OHIO WATER PLAN: RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT NEEDS FOR PUBLIC WATER
SUPPLY, 1982 (Draft Document).

Cited in: An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure: A Case Study,"
draft study by Michael A. Pagano.
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TABLE 7

INCOME - ALL FUNDS
FISCAL YEARS 1980 THROUGH 1985
(IN MILLIONS)

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual

INCOME SOURCE 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Personal

Income 1,137.4 1,245.6 1,362.1 2,134.0 2,538.9 2,832.6

TOTAL 8,101.7 9,428.2  9,904.0 12,132.0 13,485.2 14,462.6

Source: OBM, Exucutive Budget for The Biennium, July 1, 1982 to June 30, 1985.

’ Cited in: "An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure: A Case Study,”
drait study by l{ichael A. Fagano.



1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982

TABLE 8

Gross Revenues from
Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
{($millions)

$350.1
371.2
371.4
371.3
379.6
397.7-
405.8
416.6
391.7
377.9
554.7

*Incorporates tax increase

SOURCE:

Cited in:

study by Michael A. Pagano.
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All Fuel
(millions of gallons)

5,133.
5,463.
5,459.
5,458,
5,593.
5,835.
5.951.
6,100.
5,730.
5,455,
5,252,

PO RNEUVE D W

Gasoline

4,673.
4,940.
4,902,
4,929.
5,031.
5,212.
5,284.
5,365.
4,999.
4,723,
4,508.

N H 000 WL WD G

ODOT, '"Motor Vehicle Fuel Taxes', May 1983, internal document
developed for testimony to Ohio General Assembly (these figures do not
correspond with those in Table 25; these data are revised as of May 1983).

"An Analysis of Ohio's Infrastructure: A Case Study,"” draft
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Table 9

Preliminary

Gap Between Projected Expenditures and -
“Needs" for FY 84 and for the FY 84-FY 85
Biennium

(Millions of nominal dollars)

FY 84 FY 84-FY 85

Bridges $38.5 $89.7
Federal Aid

Highways (1) (150) (250)
Local Highway NA NA
0 & M - State 181 384,3
0 &M - Local 1,684.1 3.368.2
Wastewater

Treatment 149 298

Total $ 1,902.6 $ 3,900.2

(1) Because "needs" estimates were developed for the Federal Aid Secondary

system which is 8,482 miles in length, capital "needs" for the state system
presented in Tables 8-10 represent only -a reduced portion of total “needs"”.

Total primary, urban, and interstate "needs" amount to $330 million (1980
dollars) on an annualized basis. By infiating the $330 million annualized "needs"

figure, it is estimated to be $417.8 million in FY 84 and $441,6 million in FY 85.
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The state expects to spend approximately $530 million per year (excluding bridge
outlays); therefore, the gap betyeen “needs" and revenues results in a net .
“surplus" of 5150 million in FY 84 and $100 million in FY 85. Again, because of
the exclusion of.theAsecondary system (which is almost half of the entire Federal
Aid systems), these figures are misleading. Also, the principal reason for the
“surplus” is the projected federal revenues base& on the nickel-a-galion tax.
If FY 83 capital outlays --- which were made prior to the new federal gasoline

tax -- are compared with "needs", the picture changes dramatically. In FY 83,
capital outlays were only $426 million compared with "needs* of $400 million

for a much smalier net “"surplus" than the FY 84 and FY 85 projections. However,
after FY 85 the picture may worsen considerably. If total revenues tend to
.stabilize after FY 85, the "needs" gap will become‘insurmountable because of the
following reasons: (1) "needs" estimates for the Primary system after FY 85 are
estimated to be $8.7 billion (1980 dollars); (2) "needs” for the Interstate
system after FY 86 are projected at $432.7 million (1980 doilars); (3) "peeds“

for the Urban system are predicted to exceed $586 million (1980 dollars); (4)

the Secondary systeﬁ has.yet to be included; and (5) inflation, even if only

modest, can wreak havoc with any cost projections.
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Representative HaMILTON. Thank you very much. We have two
statements from the Commonwealth of Kentucky. I think the first
is to be delivered by Merl Hackbart, who is the budget director,
State of Kentucky. Mr. Hackbart, we are pleased to have you, sir.

STATEMENT OF MERL HACKBART, BUDGET DIRECTOR, STATE OF
KENTUCKY

Mr. HackBarRT. Thank you for the opportunity to address this
committee concerning the infrastructure needs of Kentucky and
the responsibilities of each level of government to assist in meeting
that need for the next decade.

I guess at the outset I move to congratulate the State of Missouri
regarding their innovativeness in the selection of their respondent
this morning. I only wish that we had gone with our initial plan
and selected Mr. Bridges who would complement Mr. Rhoads.

The concern of the State regarding infrastructure, and the con-
cern of Governor Brown’s administration, is a natural one based
upon the importance and fundamental importance of infrastruc-
ture to economic development.

Over the past year, considerable national attention has been fo-
cused on the condition of our Nation’s infrastructure. Population
growth, deterioration of facilities due to age or lack of mainte-
nance, and changing technologies have caused our existing infra-
structure to become inadequate to the demands of a growing soci-
ety.

This problem has been exacerbated by the revenue implications
for State and local governments of the most severe economic reces-
sion since the 1930’s and the record high deficits being experienced
by the Federal Government.

I applaud this committee’s efforts to solicit testimony from State
and local officials in order that all levels of government can evalu-
ate their present and future “infrastructure actions.” Such evalua-
tion can lead to more effective decisions regarding the enhance-
ment of and financing for our Nation’s public infrastructure.

A clear and concise definition of infrastructure is required in
order to deal with broad public/private sector and intergovernmen-
tal issues. To some extent the terms “infrastructure,” ‘“public
works,” and ‘‘public capital investment” have been used inter-
changeably. However, programmatically, they are often perceived
to denote different public sector investment efforts. Public works
has tended to infer those works constructed by the Government for
the public’s use or service, a rather narrow term in meaning.
Public capital investment is somewhat more inclusive and typically
refers to the tangible long-term investment made by Government
for physical structures. However, the all-inclusive term, and cur-
rently popular one, hence the one used throughout our discussion,
is infrastructure, taken to mean the basic installations and facili-
ties on which the economic. growth of a community or State
depend.

Beyond this rather broad definition, the term infrastructure can
usually be broken down into three types which may permit us to
more effectively deal with intergovernmental relationships and re-
sponsibilities in this area. These categories are as follows:
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-BASIS PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE

Basic or tra&iti{j’pal infrastructure includes highways, public
transit, airports, ‘ggnicipal water supply, wastewater treatment,
and other investments in basic public service facilities.

g
HUMAN SERVICES PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE

Human service infrastructure is provided as part of State and
local governments’ programs to meet human service needs, such as
educational and humanities facilities, as well as correctional facili-
ties.

QUASI-PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT INFRASTRUCTURE

The newest form of infrastructure, has emerged over the past
several years, and involves direct State and local government in-
vestment in specific economic development and revitalization proj-
ects such as civic centers, parking garages, hotels, and other joint
public private ventures. In a time of record-high interest rates, and
a depressed economy, public sector involvement in these economic
development revitalization infrastructure projects has emerged as a
major public sector activity. Such risk sharing efforts have the ulti-
mate goal of enhancing the general economic welfare of citizens by
making substantial financial commitments through the mechanism
of State and local bonded indebtedness.

The importance of basic infrastructure to Kentucky is consider-
able. The Commonwealth’s agricultural and coal mining economy
dictates a strong need for the basic or traditional infrastructure
system. This need is increased over the remainder of this century
when you consider that Kentucky’s population is expected to grow
nearly 30 percent by the year 2000, occurring predominately in the
rural areas of the State. This will require sizable investment in
drinking water and wastewater treatment facilities if minimum
Federal quality levels are to be met.

The second and third types of infrastructure are also very impor-
tant to Kentucky. We are presently under a court order to reduce
the prison population in our existing facilities, and our mental hos-
pitals are old and in need of replacement. The last session of Ken-
tucky’s General Assembly authorized the sale of $20 million in
bonds to construct a new mental health facility and renovate an-
other. Another $66 million in State bonds will be requested over
the next few years to finance the capital investment needs of our
correctional system. In Kentucky, local school district construction
is primarily a local funding respcnsibility. The projected need in
Kentucky for classroom facilities alone is $340 million. The Ken-
tucky School Building Authority has authorized bond sales of $90
million for construction of new buildings, building additions, ad-
ministrative offices, and bus garages since 1978.

Economic development is the cornerstone of Kentucky’s future.
The Brown administration sought, and the legislature authorized
in 1982, §100 million in bonds in order to assist the private sector
in developing a strong and diversified economic development pro-
gram. This program is for construction of industrial parks, river-
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port development, downtown development, and recreational facili-
ties.

Therefore when one assigns responsibility for the financing of in-
frastructure programs, we must look at the entire infrastructure
package. Kentucky is not alone in funding the economic develop-
ment infrastructure activities. Many States are moving into this
area and it is emerging as a responsibility of the States and local-
ities to finance this type of infrastructure. The same is true of the
infrastructure for human needs such as correctional and education-
al facilities. These are State programs and the infrastructure needs
associated them should be the responsibility of the States and local
units of government.

This leaves us with the basic or traditional type of infrastructure
to be funded by all three levels of government. The need for this
infrastructure investment is not only substantial for Kentucky, but
for the entire nation. The Congressional Budget Office in its
report,“Public Works Infrastructure: Policy Considerations for the
1980’s,” estimated annual capital needs for all States from 1983 to
1990 for traditional infrastructure programs. These needs under
current Federal policy, total over $53 billion (1982 dollars). This
figure includes $27.2 billion annually for highways, $6.6 billion an-
nually for wastewater treatment facilities, and $7.7 billion annual-
ly for drinking water supply (see chart A).

CHART A—ESTIMATED ANNUAL CAPITAL NEEDS FOR SELECTED INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS UNDER
CURRENT FEDERAL POLICY, 1983-90

[In billions of 1982 dollars]

Repair,

Infrastrocture system Total wmm relaifta

tion
replacement
Highways 21.2 99 17.3
Public transit 5.5 22 33
Wastewater treatment 6.6 6.1 5
Air traffic control 8 1 N
Airports 1.5 1.0 5
Municipal water supply 11 36 41
Total 53.4 25.2 282

Source: Congressional Budget Office, “Public Works Infrastructure: Policy Considerations for the 1980's.”

Before we discuss the historical funding pattern for the basic or
traditional infrastructure system, let us examine the fiscal condi-
tion in which the States now find themselves. Unlike the Federal
Government, virtually all States are required to end their fiscal
year without deficits. This is becoming increasingly difficult for
States to accomplish. In Kentucky, for example, since 1980, we
have experienced revenue shortfalls of $1 billion in addition to the
$900 million in Federal funds we have lost over this period (see
chart B).



State Tax Revenue Shortfalls Durin
(in million of dollars)

Miilions of Dollars
220 —
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T

0 "
1980

Fiscal Year

State Tax Revenue Shortfalls
(in million of dollars - rounded)

FY FY FY FY FY

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
General Fund 48 140 206 165 164
Road Fund 22 56 89 S0 30

Chak._ 4
the Brown Administration* .

Road Fund
General Fund

1981 1982 1983 1984
*|n addition to these state tax revenue shortfalls, the
Commonwealth has also experienced federal budget cuts
of approximately $300 million during this same period.

Total FY 1980 - 1983 data are actual.

FY 1984 data is estimated.
723
27
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The news from Washington is that the economy is growing and
that the recession is coming to an end. Most States have yet to ex-
perience the effects of any upswing in the economy. In fact, fiscal
year 1983 saw more States implementing budget reduction strate-
gies than in fiscal year 1982. Twenty-seven States implemented
across-the-board cuts in fiscal year 1983, up from 17 in fiscal year
1982. Twelve additional States implemented selective program cuts.
Twenty-seven States enacted permanent tax increases and 24 en-
acted temporary increases, which were not for new or expanded
programs, but were necessary to maintain the existing revenue
base. Over the past 2 years 36 of the 50 States have imposed tax
increases (see chart C).

CHART C.—SUMMARY CHART (50 STATES) STATES ADOPTED VARIOUS AUSTERITY MEASURES

Fiscal year—
Measure -
1982 1983
Across-the-board cuts 17 21
Selective program cuts 25 37
Permanent revenue increases 12 21
Temporary revenue raising measures 14 24
Capital finance to bonds 5 6
Move general funds to:
Special funds 8 17
Other government entities 1 3
Unpaid employees furloughs. 4 9
Hiring fimits 37 42
Layoffs 20 22
Restricted travel:

QOut-of-state 24 32
In-state 16 23

Source: “Governors; Response to Fiscal Austerity” August 1983, National Governors' Association and National Association of State Budget Officers.

A survey by the National Governors’ Association and the Nation-
al Association of State Budget Officers underscores the problem of
State finances when it reports that the aggregate surplus for State
governments was $4.7 billion in fiscal year 1981, $2.3 billion in
fiscal year 1982, and $0.5 billion in 1983. The 1983 surplus repre-
sents 0.2 percent of current expenditures.

State taxes made up 48 percent of State revenue while nontax
revenue, including Federal grants, totaled 25.3 percent of States’
1981 income. The percentage of nontax revenue is projected to de-
cline to 16.4 percent of State budgets by 1985.

Besides the reduction in Federal grants coming to the States,
Federal tax reductions contained in the Economic Recovery Tax
Act (ERTA) of 1981 will negatively affect State revenues. The Na-
tional Governors’ Association estimates that the accelerated cost
recovery provisions contained in ERTA will cost the States $2 bil-
lion in lost corporate tax revenues. Kentucky estimates that it will
lose $65 million per year.

The reasons for the deterioration of the fiscal health of the
States can primarily be placed in the deepest and longest recession
this country has experienced in its history. Besides the recession,
there are three other major reasons for the plight in which the
States find themselves. The first factor was a drop in the inflation
rate from 10.3 percent in fiscal year 1981 to 3.3 percent in fiscal
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year 1983. This drop was not anticipated by the State revenue fore-
casters; thus, tax receipts from sales and individual income taxes,
which are affected by the inflation rate, did not materialize as ex-
pected. The second reason for the decline is the fact that the reces-
sion followed so closely on the heels of the tax revolt movement
that swept this country in the late seventies. Had this revolt been
followed by a period of economic growth, then State revenues may
have been sufficient to maintain services, but due to the long reces-
sion State governments were forced to use their surpluses and fi-
nally cut services and raise taxes. The third is the reduction in
Federal aid between fiscal year 1981 and fiscal year 1983 which
placed additional burdens on State governments at the same time
revenues from traditional sources were stagnant or falling.

This reduction in the growth of State tax receipts is coming at a
time when the nontax revenue portion of the budget (Federal
funds) is decreasing by 9 percent over 3 years, while mandated
services are substantially the same.

Considering the present fiscal condition of the States and the fact
that real growth in State revenues is projected to be limited over
the next several years, we must look elsewhere for financial sup-
port for the basic public infrastructure system. This is expecially
true when one considers that States are almost totally responsible
for funding the other major categories of infrastructure, that is,
human services public infrastructure, and quasi-public develop-
ment infrastructure.

The concern shared by many of us in State and local government
is that while the Federal Government is reducing Federal financial
assistance to the States for federally mandated programs in the
health and welfare area, a similar trend appears to be emerging in
the Federal support for the basic public infrastructure system. Be-
tween 1980 and 1982, the proportion of total spending on infra-
structure activities undertaken by the Federal Government has de-
clined. Thus, the share of the burden borne by State and local gov-
ernments increased. This decline in Federal support is estimated
by the Congressional Budget Office to continue. The Congressional
Budget Office reports that the annual capital spending needs for
the basic or traditional infrastructure system is about $53.4 billion
annually under current Federal policy. The Federal share of this
total would be about $28.2 billion, or 52.8 percent. This would rep-
resent a decline from 54.6 percent in 1982 (see chart D).

CHART D.—ANNUAL SPENDING ON CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE
[In billions of 1982 dollars}

Federal State and locat
Year Total
Amount  Percent Amount Percent

1960 $140 418 §195 582 $335
1965 182 461 213 539 395
1970 167 413 237 887 40.4
1976 183 509 182 481 3.1
1980 220 554 177 446 39.7
1982 201 546 167 454 36.8
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It should be apparent that infrastructure investment and mainte-
nance is a problem of national scope in terms of the financial re-
sources needed to support the system. A trend of declining govern-
ment spending on infrastructure as a proportion of overall spend-
ing has occurred at both the Federal as well as the State and local
levels. Spending by all levels of government on infrastructure has
declined from 2.2 percent of gross national product (GNP) in 1960
to 1.3 percent of GNP in 1980. The U.S. General Accounting Office
points out that State and local capital investment as a percentage
of total budget outlays declined from approximately 25 percent in
1960 to 14 percent in 1980. Faced with revenue constraints and in-
creased demands for other services, many State and local govern-
' ments have chosen to balance their budgets by deferring or elimi-
nating capital investment and maintenance. The Federal Govern-
ment has acted in similar fashion. Such recent action represents
deferrals of the necessary financial commitments to the infrastruc-
ture system.

Kentucky has begun to meet the infrastructure financing prob-
lem directly. In addition to the State and local support for econom-
ic development projects and capital investment in correctional
facilities, mental health hospitals, and educational institutions,
Kentucky has recognized the need for additional financial support
for the basic or traditional infrastructure systems. For example,
the 1980 Kentucky legislature authorized the sale of $300 million
in revenue bonds to construct or reconstruct roads which enhance
economic development in the Commonwealth.

Recognizing that the ability to finance public infrastructure is a
major challenge to the Commonwealth, the Brown administration
is pursuing a wide variety of capital planning initiatives to deal
with emerging investment needs. Among these are: the develop-
ment of a Strategic Planning and Program Analysis (SPPA) proc-
ess; the creation of formal evaluation criteria for the review of cap-
ital projects; the comprehensive assessment of infrastructure in-
vestment needs; the utilization of debt management procedures,
and the development of a 5-year capital plan identifying public
service infrastructure needs for State government through fiscal
year 1989,

In conjunction with the SPPA process, we have recognized the
need to create evaluation criteria for the review of capital projects.
These evaluation criteria will enable us to prioritize capital con-
struction projects such that the projects which have the greatest
need, while producing the maximum benefit for the dollars invest-
ed, will receive initial consideration. Within the Finance and Ad-
ministration Cabinet’s Office for Policy and Management, a Capital
Construction Task Group has been working on this issue and
should complete a report regarding the formal evaluation criteria
by early fall.

One of the first steps should be the identification of future and
existing needs for infrastructure investment. To accomplish this
task, the Finance and Administration Cabinet, through a contrac-
tual agreement with the University of Kentucky's Martin Center
for Public Administration, is conducting a study of the Common-
wealth’s future infrastructure needs. The results of this soon to be
published study will assist Kentucky officials in a twofold fashion:
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identifying infrastructure needs in aggregate terms; and establish-
ing strategies for infrastructure needs.

By reviewing the historical levels of expenditure for infrastruc-
ture in Kentucky by the Federal, State, and local governments, the
study provides a base from which future capital planning can be
undertaken. Preliminary results from the study reveal that from
fiscal year 1975 to fiscal year 1982 the Federal Government pro-
vided over half of the funds used for the construction of highways
and bridges, wastewater treatment, and water supply facilities in
Kentucky (see table).

CAPITAL QUTLAYS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE SELECTED CATEGORIES—
FISCAL YEARS 1975-82

[In millions of 1982 dollars]

Federal State Local Total
Highways and bridges 1,375.2 15354 NA 29106
Wastewater treatment 510.8 NA 140.0 650.8
Water supply 2817 NA 347.7 599.4
Total 21377 15354 4877 41608
Percent 51.4 36.9 11.7 100.0

In addition, the study attempts to project the level of infrastruc-
ture need Kentucky will experience over the next several years. At
this time, the preliminary draft of the case study is under review
by the Finance and Administration Cabinet and conclusive results
are not yet available for some infrastructure categories.

If the level of Federal funds and State tax revenues committed to
financing the Commonwealth’s infrastructure remains constant,
while the need to increase infrastructure investment grows, the
only feasible alternative for the State is to finance infrastructure
needs through bonded indebtedness. However, the amount of debt a
State can support is also limited. That limitation is generally con-
ceded to be a function of the State’s future revenue flows and de-
mographic patterns. Thus, it is recognized that the Commonwealth
can only sell a limited amount of bonds for any given fiscal year
and maintain its bond credit rating. Therefore, constant real com-
mitments of Federal and State revenues supplemented by debt-fi-
nancing may still be insufficient to meet the infrastructure needs
of a growing society.

Incidentally, the growing importance of bonded indebtness in the
infrastructure financing picture has led the administration to es-
tablish a comprehensive debt management program. The Finance
and Administration Cabinet, as an integral part of the strategic
planning and program analysis process, is attempting to achieve
two debt management related objectives. First, 28 debt authorities
currently exist in Kentucky State government. For debt manage-
ment to be a successful portion of the strategic planning process,
centralization and coordination of the State’s debt authorities is
needed given emerging State needs and financing capabilities.
Without such control, the assignment of infrastructure priorities
cannot be achieved. Hence, the Cabinet has developed debt issu-
ance review procedures which require the debt authorities of the
state to finance only those projects which have been identified as
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short-term priorities through the strategic planning and program
analysis process.

Second, the Cabinet has been working to develop a “debt capac-
ity index” for the Commonwealth. This index will be utilized to
identify a manageable level of new debt which the State can sup-
port for a given budget period. Again, this index is based upon the
State’s revenue patterns and demographic patterns.

These two debt management initiatives are integral to the suc-
cess of the Commonwealth’s strategic planning and program analy-
sis process and, thus, the future funding of the State’s infrastruc-
ture requirements.

In concluding my statement, I would like to touch on the future
role of the Federal Government with regards to infrastructure.

As I stated previously, there are three distinct types of infra-
structure, and State and local governments have virtually total re-
sponsibility for two of the three. However, it is the basic public in-
frastructure system where responsibility is divided among all three
levels of government.

I feel, as I'm sure most State and local officials feel, that the Fed-
eral Government has a role and a responsibility in developing and
maintaining our basic infrastructure system. How this role should
evolve over the coming decade and beyond is the question.

The General Accounting Office states that ‘“The federal-aid high-
way program may have set the stage for deterioration of the na-
tions highways by effectively subsidizing State and local construc-
tion, but not maintenance.” This emphasis on new construction
needs to be curtailed in favor of allowing State and local govern-
ments to repair existing facilities which are now allowed to deterio-
rate and thus require funds for new construction.

This committee should review the present Federal standards and
priorities and determine whether Federal funds could be better uti-
lized by granting more flexibility to the States when setting prior-
ities and standards. While the States have been less than encour-
aged with the block grant approach in other areas under the
Reagan administration, a concept similar to block grants, or special
revenue sharing for infrastructure projects, may be useful.

The infrastructure needs of each State are dependent upon eco-
nomic and demographic characteristics. To base the Federal fund-
ing of infrastructure facilities on a formula applied to all States
does not fairly distribute available funds. Furthermore, the disburs-
ing of funds to each State on a project-by-project basis creates ex-
cessive administrative costs. The Environmental Protection Agen-
cies [EPA] wastewater treatment construction grants program re-
flects this point. By employing population as a dominant factor in
the EPA funding formula a bias toward the more urban and indus-
trial States is created. In addition, the Environmental Protection
Agency makes 500 to 700 projects each year. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, in 1981 perhaps $10 million in Federal ad-
ministrative costs could have been reallocated to direct Federal aid
if a revenue-sharing arrangement had been in effect.

Under such an infrastructure revenue-sharing plan, each State
would receive an amount of funds based on its demonstrated need,
population, and economic condition. Once received, it would be the
State’s responsibility to establish priorites for the expenditure of
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these funds. In addition, using these funds, States could create
bond banks or pools from which local governments could borrow at
reasonable interest rates. Furthermore, it would be the individual-
State’s decision whether to use these funds for new construction or
maintenance and rehabilitation of existing facilities.

Thank you again for giving me the opportunity to express some
concerns from Kentucky on this subject of importance to us all.
There is a lot of discussion today regarding our intergovernmental
system and the relative roles of responsibilities of the States and
the Federal Government. Hopefully, the area of infrastructure will
give us an opportunity to work together at all levels of government
to address this critical national need.

Representative HAMILTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Hackbart.
We will conclude the first panel this morning with the testimony of
Ms. Jackie Swigart, secretary of the natural resources and environ-
mental protection cabinet. Ms. Swigart, we are delighted to have
you.

STATEMENT OF JACKIE SWIGART, SECRETARY, NATURAL RE-
SOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET, STATE
OF KENTUCKY

Ms. SwiGART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and also Congressman
Mazzoli. My remarks today will address the areas of drinking
water supply, water quality, and water resources, which are the re-
sponsibility of my cabinet.

Under Kentucky revised statutes 146, 151, 223, and 224, the cabi-
net is statutorily responsible for achlevmg the Commonwealth’s
safe drinking water, water quality maintenance, and water re-
sources management, including water availability, goals. To carry
out its responsibilities in these three areas, the cabinet operates
regulatory, education and technical assistance, and in the past, cap-
ital construction programs.

While it is the principal decisionmaking agency, the natural re-
sources and environmental protection cabinet is not the only entity
involved in developing and managing the Commonwealth’s wealth
of water resources. In addition to the cabinet, at least eight other
State agencies are engaged in some aspect of capital provision or
regulatory programs relating to water-based public works. Also nu-
merous substate organizations, to include municipalities, county
governments, and special water districts, have a direct and signifi-
cant role in water management decisionmaking. Further, as many
as 20 Federal agencies in the Departments of Interior, Army, Agri-
culture, and Commerce, as well as independent agencies like the
Environmental Protection Agency and the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, are intimately involved in infrastructure decisions affect-
ing the Commonwealth’s water,

Of equal importance, the legislative branches of both Federal
and State government establish the overriding direction for each
administrative agency’s water projects and programs. Last, the pri-
vate sector must certainly be included in the lengthy list of parties
engaged in water facility investment and development. Without
question, this complex array of factors must be recognized and
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taken into consideration when addressing State and National water
infrastructure needs.

WATER-BASED INFRASTRUCTURE

Perhaps more than any other type of public works structure,
water facilities exemplify the capital dilemma facing the Common-
wealth. Simply put, the problem is one of increasing need, result-
ing from facility obsolescence and deferred maintenance, expanded
demand for services, and continued introduction of previously un-
addressed environmental and performance standards, versus de-
clining resources.

This situation has not emerged overnight, as pointed out in a
recent Congressional Budget Office [CBO] report on public works
infrastructure. Federal spending for water resources development
and water supply has declined or remained constant since the early
1960’s. Coincidentally, State and local expenditures committed for
both purposes have remained constant—for water resources devel-
opment—or increased only slightly—for single-purpose municipal
water supply—while a new source of capital for municipal point-
source wastewater treatment has been available since the early
1970’s. The CBO report also presented data indicating that aggre-
gate Federal and non-Federal construction spending under title II
of Public Law 92-500 has been less annually than the per annum
amount spent by local jurisdictions for wastewater capital and op-
eration and maintenance [0&M] costs during the 1960’s and early
1970’s. As a final note, CBO correctly reported that increasing
amounts of money are being spent on water supply, wastewater
treatment, and water resources facility O&M relative to new con-
struction costs.

A more detailed review of Kentucky’s water quality and
wastewater treatment, water supply, and water resources needs
and expenditure trends serves to strongly validate CBO’s national
conclusions.

WATER QUALITY-——WASTEWATER TREATMENT

Any effort to establish future capital requirements for water
quality maintenance must begin by assessing past investment pat-
terns. Although only crudely representative, it is probably reason-
able to conclude that previous public wastewater treatment
expenditures, with the exception of any backlog of uncompleted
projects, are roughly equivalent to past point-source control needs.
Table 1 summarizes estimated public expenditures for point-source

TaBLE 1.—Estimated municipal wastewater treatment expenditures 1972-1982

[In millions of dollars]

EPA construction grants program ... 4853
Other Federal grants and loans * 2 ..o 129.0
Local debt and revenues ! 3 . 200.0

Total . 814.3

! Extrapolated from 1975-1982 data.
2 Based on FmHA, HUD, EDA, and ARC data.
* Based on 1982 Kentucky Local Debt Report.
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municipal wastewater treatment in Kentucky for the period 1972
through 1982. Private treatment expenditures are not reflected in
the table.

The $814 million total figure presented in table 1 assumes a 75
percent Federal and 25 percent non-Federal matching requirement
for conventional treatment and an 85-15 cost-share for innovative
systems. Importantly, a review of past facility funding indicates
that many smaller communities have utilized loan and grant funds
obtained from Federal agencies other than the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency to provide most or all of their required non-Fed-
eral match.

According to EPA’s 1982 Needs Survey, point-source municipal
wastewater treatment expenditures in Kentucky would need to
total approximately $2.5 billion and $3.1 billion for 1980 population
backlog needs and 2000 population projected needs, respectively, in
order to meet water pollution control requirements for the eight
previously eligible construction grant categories. However, eligabi-
lity and reserve capacity changes resulting from the 1981 munici-
pal construction grants amendments, Public Law 97-117, reduce
the 1980 population backlog needs level to approximately $372 mil-
lion for five facility categories currently eligible for funding. Table
2-presents a summary of Kentucky data by eligibility category
from the 1982 Needs Survey.

INVESTMENT NEEDS FOR WASTEWATER FACILITIES, 1982-2000
{In millons of 1982 dollars]

Facility erégsgm ng'&s]ecztsgo

population population
DU Secondary treatment 294 397
1 S Advanced secondary treatment : 83 112
B e Advanced treatment -0 0
11 — Infittration/inflow. 104 104
li-B. Major rehabilitation of sewers 5 5
V-A.. New collector sewers 398 an
V-8 New intercepter sewers 161 524
v Correction of combined sewer overflows 1,450 1,450

Total 2,499 3,070

Source: Tables 1, 15, and 2); US. EPA, 1982 Needs Survey cost Estimates for construction of publicly owned wastewater treatment facilities;
December 31, 1982.

Elimination of eligible categories and reserve capacity, that is ca-
pacity for future growth, should not be misconstrued or misinter-
preted to mean that a need for treatment no longer exists. Instead,
the deletion merely shifts the burden for addressing certain prob-
lems away from the Federal level to State and local governments.

In some categories however, the Needs Survey may actually over-
estimate needed investment in treatment facilities. A perfect exam-
ple would involve those stream segments that are degraded by
causes other than wastewater and where secondary or better treat-
ment of municipal discharges will not, by itself, result in compli-
ance with ambient or instream surface water quality standards.
Since approximately 60 to 65 percent of the current pollution load-
ing in the Commonwealth is attributable to nonpoint pollution
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sources, Kentucky may encounter many stream segments like
those referred to in the preceding example. Clearly, the limited fi-
nancial resources now, contributed by Soil Conservation Service,
the Agricultural Stabilizational and Conservation Service, and the
Forest Service for land conservation and the control of nonpoint
source pollution are wholly inadequate to address the magnitude of
problem. While yet unquantified and, therefore, unconsidered, capi-
tal investment requirements for the State to abate nonpoint
sources of pollution could be staggering.

As a final observation, the figures that have been presented do
not include any real consideration of facility maintenance, repair,
rehabilitation, or replacement costs. These amounts will become
even more significant when the new Public Law 97-117 cost-shar-
ing percentages (55 percent Federal and 45 percent non-Federal for
convention systems and 75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-
Federal for innovative systems) for facility construction are im-
posed in Federal fiscal year 1985. The impact of this conflict is in-
escapable when it is recognized that non-Federal entities in Ken-
tucky will have to double their current capital spending just to
meti:t projected construction needs under the new cost-sharing for-
mula.

Overall, legislative changes in the construction grants program
will make it exceedingly difficult for Kentucky’s rural and smaller
urban communities to properly plan for and construct wastewater
treatment facilities. This prospect is especially troublesome since
rural communities, where water quality has historically been less
degraded, are projected to experience the State’s greatest popula-
tion growth through the year 2000 and beyond.

Last, I do not wish to leave the impression by talking about the
year 2000 that Kentucky’s financial needs are exclusively long-
term. Rather, the problem is immediate. Between 1983 and 1987,
approximately $195 million of Federal and non-Federal funds will
have to be expended just to address the needs of large and small
communities currently comprising Kentucky’s construction grants
priority list.

Possible solutions to the capital financing problem facing the
commonwealth’s wastewater facilities are varied. Of the options
available, greater self-sufficiency through the imposition of equita-

- ble rate systems and user charges that are sufficient to retire debt,
pay for O&M, and accumulate replacement funds must be viewed
as the preferred choice. Other State alternatives include more fully
utilizing the revenue bonding and dedicated tax capability of Ken-
tucky’s pollution abatement authority, targetting financial assist-
ance for water quality enhancement through source protection, and
insuring that facilities are properly designed and economically
managed. In addition to a continued commitment of Federal finan-
cial support through EPA and other Federal agencies, other nation-
al options, such as allowing States to use construction grants as
loans, as provided for in S. 532, and the ability to use funds for fa-
cility repair and rehabilitation rather than only new construction,
present worthwhile alternatives. Finally, other alternatives, to in-
clude sound land management and development practices, private
sector financing, and European approaches to environmental pric-
ing, require continued exploration and adoption where appropriate.
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WATER SUPPLY, TREATMENT, AND DISTRIBUTION

Approximately 3 million people, or about 85 percent of Ken-
tucky’s 1980 population, presently rely on slightly more than 1,000
public systems to supply their water. Of the total number of sys-
tems, the rates of only 21 percent are regulated by the State’s
public service commission. The remainder consist of municipal sys-
tems, systems operated by schools and educational institutions, and
systems operated by and serving single business establishments. In
addition, approximately one-third of Kentucky’s rural population
relies on private, individual water supply sources, such as wells,
springs, cisterns, et cetera.

Problems plaguing Kentucky’s water supply systems are virtual-
ly identical to those articulated by CBO in the National infrastruc-
ture report. The three include, first, deteriorated or inadequate dis-
tribution systems, second, the need for new supply sources, and
third, inadequate treatment facilities. Little data is available, how-
ever, to establish the severity of each problem and, therefore, for
use in estimating water supply investmeént need. Because of the
lack of substantiating data, it is again necessary, as with
wastewater, to assume for the purpose of presenting a figure on
future financial requirements that past investment expenditures
have basically met investment need. We must clearly recognize
that such is not the real world case because of the acknowledged
problems of deteriorated or inadequate treatment and conveyance
systems. In fact, if past expenditures and needs were roughly
equivalent, we would not have the treatment and distribution
system problems that are known to exist in the State. While undoc-
umentable, it is also my opinion that insufficient water supply
sources are an important State problem.

Recognizing the inherent discrepancy in the preceding assump-
tion, table 3 presents an historical summary of publicly owned
water supply system expenditures for the period 1972-82.

TABLE 3.—HISTORICAL EXPENDITURES FOR PUBLICLY OWNED WATER SYSTEMS

[tn millions of dollars)

General
grants and  Local debt Totat
loans

1972-1974 1 94.4 130.4 2248
1975-1982 22517 33417 599.4

Total 346.1 478.1 824.2
! Extrapotated from 1975-1382 data.

2 ARC, EDA, FmHA, and HUD data.
31982 Kentucky Local Debt Report Data.

By combining historical expenditure levels with projected popula-
tion growth, a first cut estimate of investment needs for water
supply, treatment, and distribution can be derived. Use of this ap-

roach yields an approximate investment need of $1.4 billion to
§1.5 billion between 1982 and 2000. This figure may not be truly
representative because of several factors. First, the figure does not
reflect investment costs required to correct existing deficiencies. It
must, therfore, be inflated to include them. Second, the inflated
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value would overestimate need because (a) not all of the new popu-
lation growth will be serviced by public systems, (b) variable levels
of excess or growth capacity already exists in many systems, (c)
system consolidation and regionalization will take advantage of
scale economies to improve efficiency and reduce costs, and (d)
since future demand is nonlinear, a saturation level of service pro-
vision will be reached beyond which new construction will be eco-
nomically infeasible. Third, the figure will again need to be inflat-
ed to reflect the treatment technology costs for controlling new
contaminant parameters,

While the cost for water supply development in the Common-
wealth will be very high, it is presently impossible to definitively
ascertain the cost for future needs. It is reasonable to expect, how-
ever, that statewide need may in fact be in the range of between $1
and $2 billion for the period 1982 through 2000. Such a level of
public capital investment would not be inconsistent with the
annual levels of funding of $10 to $15 billion for urban and rural
‘needs that were reported by CBO.

Major problems resulting from insufficient public water supply
investment include failure to realize a reasonable quality of life for
parts of Kentucky’s population, potential adverse health impacts,
and the imposition of barriers to economic development and recov-
ery. In order to address these problems, a combination of alterna-
tive solutions will need to be employed. Options available include
reforming rates and accessing true pay for service user charges, re-
ducing demand through sound conservation planning—which will
have the spinoff effect of reducing the need for wastewater treat-
ment investment—improving efficency and reliability through
system consolidation, establishing development funds that require
new users to pay for expanded capacity, improving access to capi-
tal, and continuing or increasing Federal capital assistance.

WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT

Capital investment in water resources has historically been the
responsibility of Kentucky State government in partnership with
Federal construction agencies like the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers and the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Soil Conservation
Service. Capital construction facilities of primary water resource
development importance include single- and multiple-purpose res-
ervoirs and single-purpose flood control structures. However, other
functional areas like hydroelectric power facilities, waterborne
transportation appurtenances, and water-related outdoor recreation
also represents potential capital investment liabilities.

A. Dam safety

Since 1975, the Commonwealth has operated a limited capital
construction program for the repair of State-owned dams. During
the 8-year period through 1982, approximately $5.25 million has
been expended to address safety problems at 23 structures.

At the present time, 63 structures are classified as State-owned.
Of the 63 dams, 33 are in need of repair. Table 4 lists the number
of structures needing remedial work according to their hazard clas-

29-792 0—84——5
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sification and presents estimates of design and construction costs
necessary to alleviate potential risks to property and life.

TABLE 4.—STATE-OWNED DAM REPAIR ESTIMATE

(In 1982 dotars)
y 168 dass 1 o

7°N" da ¢" da

o o bagg O MO g 33

structures structures structures
Design 44,500 385,000 285,000 724,500
Construction 550,000 3815000  5850,000 10,215,000

Total 504500 4,210,000 6135000 10,939,500

Based on an anticipated continuation of State appropriation
levels of approximately $1 million per year, 11 years, excluding any
inflation factor, will be required to correct existing safety deficien-
cies. Since a level of risk from potential failure is involved, 11
years may represent too long of a response period.

For this reason, recent action by Congressman Roe and others to
establish a loan fund for non-Federal, publicly owned class C
hazard structures through H.R. 3678 is strongly supported by the
cabinet. Creation of a Federal loan fund to be used in addressing
the more urgent financial needs associated with high hazard dams
will allow limited State resources to be targeted for loan repay-
ment and work on lower priority structures.

B. Flood control

In the past, the Cabinet operated a community flood damage
abatement program (CFDAP). The structural and nonstructural
capital cost-sharing program was designed to resolve flooding prob-
lems that could not be addressed by either the corps or the soil con-
servation service because of statutory or administrative limitations.
Through the 6-year history of the program (1977-82), 94 local proj-
ects, amounting to a State share of $12.47 million, were funded.
However, since the State’s contribution consisted of revenue-shar-
ing funds, discontinuance of Federal revenue sharing resulted in
suspension of the CFDAP effort.

At the time the program was suspended in 1982, a backlog of
more than 100 small projects existed. By converting project applica-
tion costs to 1982 dollars, an estimate of slightly more than $49
million can be derived for backlog needs. Given the lack of State
revenues to support program reestablishment, it appears certain
that small flood damage prevention needs in Kentucky cannot cur-
rently be met.

One option for addressing the capital shortfall could be to use
the revenue bonding capability vested in Kentucky’s water re-
sources authority. Even if the access to capital problem is overcome
through bonding and the establishment of a loan program, better
use of the taxing authority vested in the State’s special flood con-
trol and watershed conservancy districts will be needed to repay
project costs.
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C. Federal-State cost-sharing

While the Commonwealth has established and operated several
small capital water resource construction programs in the past, the
vast majority of water resource initiatives in the State are carried
out by Federal agencies. On numerous occasions, however, Federal,
State, and local agencies have cooperated, to include in some cases
sharing costs, on navigation, water supply, recreation, hydropower,
fish and wildlife enhancement, and mitigation studies and projects.

Overall, the cabinet is committed to increasing State involve-
ment in water resource development activities in the future. The
single biggest impediment to realizing the Commonwealth’s goal is,
however, access to sufficient capital.

Kentucky is not the only State expressing this opinion. Through
my roles as a member of the Board of Directors of the Interstate
Conference on Water Problems (ICWP) and chairperson of the con-
ference’s cost-sharing task force, I am keenly aware that a majority
of senior State water management officials in the Nation support
my contention.

In order to put forward a State’s position on water project cost-
sharing, the ICWP cost-sharing task force has developed and
ICWP’s board has approved a conceptual paper which presents a
preferred State approach. Key provisions of the proposal, which
will be voted on by all ICWP members at the annual meeting in
September, include: First, reducing the backlog of authorized proj-
ects through economically selective grandfathering; second, distin-
guishing between national projects and projects of State priority,
and setting up separate National and State Systems for project se-
lection, authorization, and appropriation; third, establishing a na-
tional water infrastructure authority to loan development capital
to the States; and fourth, proposing specific pay-back cost-sharing
rates that are acceptable to the States.

In an effort to operationalize its position, ICWP has reviewed all
major infrastructure and cost-sharing proposals currently before
the Congress. Further, written and oral testimony has been or will
be provided on the six or seven major bills that ICWP believes to
exhibit the greatest potential for addressing the water resources
problem. At the committee’s pleasure, I would be happy to provide
you with copies of the ICWP position paper after its adoption in
September.

In summary, the cabinet believes that, as with water supply and
water quality, the beneficiaries of vendible products produced by
water resource developments should pay their appropriate share of
investment costs. However, such arrangements must be phased in
and must address the overriding issues of capital formation and
continued Federal financial participation.

CONCLUSIONS

The cabinet estimates that between $1.7 and $2 billion of Feder-
al, State, and local funds have been expended on wastewater treat-
ment, water supply, and water resource facilities in the Common-
wealth over the past 10 years. Preliminary estimates indicate that
between two and three times that amount, at a minimum, must be
spent between now and the end of this century to meet the State’s
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and, in the case of programs and projects with national and multi-
State implications, America’s deferred and future water infrastruc-
ture needs.

In reviewing 18 legislative proposals on infrastructure now
before Congress, all but two or three acknowledge a national inter-
est in and responsibility for resolving presently identified capital fi-
nancing problems. Without question, the Kentucky Natural Re-
sources and Environmental Protection Cabinet clearly believes that
it must be a partner with the Federal Government in revitalizing
the Nation’s public works.

The Cabinet recognizes, however, that solutions will not be devel-
oped and adopted overnight. Instead, problem resolution will be a
long-term venture requiring continued Federal financial support
and equitable transition periods where shifts in responsibility and
resources are to occur. It will also demand that currently fragment-
ed decisionmaking responsibility be much better coordinated. Final-
ly, development of a documentable data base or inventory from
which to begin problem assessment and response must be recog-
nized as a high-priority need.

I commend this committee for their interest, effort, and contribu-
tion to obtaining the information that will lead to the eventual so-
lution of this local, State, regional, and National dilemma.

Representative HAMILTON. Ms. Swigart, I must say that I have
been very impressed by the high quality of the statements made. A
tremendous amount of research has gone into these statements,
and that kind of effort is exceedingly helpful to us in trying to
assess the infrastructure needs in the Nation.

I want to thank each of you and the States that you represent
for your willingness to participate in the study that is going for-
ward by the Joint Economic Committee to assess these infrastruc-
ture needs.

I guess my overwhelming impression after listening to you is
that the needs that we confront really are quite staggering and it
will be a long-term project to meet the infrastructure needs of the
country.

You have given us not only good statistical information but very
%raphic illustrations of the needs that your respective States con-

ront.

We will begin the questions with Congressman Mazzoli.

Representative Mazzori. Thank you very much, Mr. Vice Chair-
man. And let me ask each of the panelists this question, I think
Lieutenant Governor Mutz started it out by suggesting that some
form of block-grant program would be advisable. Governor, maybe
you could—and each one of you panelists could—again suggest for
the record why you do that rather than certain forms of categorical
programing.

Mr. MuTtz. Congressman, I indicated in my comments there were
really four reasons. I do not know that I need to repeat those at
this point, but to say that our experience with block grants in Indi-
ana has indicated that although they are small in the total impact
they have on our Government, from our Federal Government, the
one that I administer in the Department of Commerce, is the com-
munity development block-grant program for small cities, for popu-
lations under 50,000.
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In this particular case we have in essence changed priorities.
This is an example of where State government really did change
priorities. In the other eight block grants that Indiana administers
presently, quite frankly very few priorities were changed, because
what we are continuing to do is support existing programs.

In this particular case we actually made some very big decisions
to move the money into the economic development realm.

Representative Mazzor1. And were those decisions made, Gover-
nor, in part in collegial activity with local government where local
people had a chance in this new direction of economic development
to have their say?

Mr. Mutz. Of course the stipulations in the Federal act require
extensive involvement of the local governments—local government
officials as well as those associations that represent local officials—
town councils, city/county council members, and the like. And they
were deeply involved in this situation, as is always the case of ar-
riving at a consensus, which is tough to do.

And the ultimate decision was ours, as far as the State level was
concerned.

Representative MazzoLl. But there was a consultation. You
would see something in that form, with respect to the infrastruc-
ture, some kind of consultation with the final judgment made at a
State level or city hall level or county courthouse level?

Mr. Murtz. I would like to see that happen, yes. I think the ques-
tion we ultimately get down to is what ought to be included in the
block grant—is 1t highway funds, wastewater treatment funds,
mass transit funds, all of them, or do you need to separate them?

And I guess my feelng is that leaving the highway fund in a sep-
arate category is certainly one we could live with without any
problem. But the other things put in a block grant would make a
great deal of sense to me.

Representative Mazzori. Mr. Rhoads, do you see the block grant
as the way to go for future planning?

Mr. RuoADS. I do indeed, and I would concur with the thoughts
of Lieutenant Governor Mutz. We as well regulate and administer
the grant program for the State of Missouri.

We also shifted directions in the last 2 years with regards to the
community development block-grant program. We have shifted
more and earmarked more funds over to economic development.
More emphasis has been placed on the streets, the sewer systems,
wastewater treatment systems than was placed when the program
was administered federally.

Representative MazzoLl. The local people have a chance to have
their say and the final judgment made by elected officials. Is that
how the program works?

Mr. RHoADs. Yes, sir, that is basically how the program works.

Representative Mazzowl. Do you see that for this infrastructure
program?

Mr. RHoApDs. I think it is critical for this program.

Representative Mazzorr. Ms. Shaul, do you see the block grant
again as the preferable way to finance, at least with respect to
those basic infrastructure needs which everyone suggests are a
Federal—at least in part a Federal responsibility?
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Ms. SHAUL. Yes, I think many of those could go into a block
grant. I, too, also have the responsibility for administering the
small cities community development block-grant program.

This year we have taken the opportunity to shift it away from a
general revenue-sharing formula to the localities, to one which is
on infrastructure for economic development. And to look at the le-
veraging of other sources of Federal, local, and State dollars, as
well as private sector dollars.

Representative MazzoL1. And the only way that it gives you the
flexibility you need to shift in midstream to something which is
more important, or to make it flexible, would be some kind of a
block-grant program?

Ms. SHavuL. I think that is right. And I think the Federal Govern-
ment was wonderfully cooperative with the State of Ohio when we
wanted to change our priorities in this program, and we really ap-
preciate that.

Let me just add one other thing, and that is, it seems that many
of the existing programs for infrastructure at the Federal level
have a bias toward new construction and I think that is great for
expanding areas of the country but not for places like Ohio where
we have a lot of infrastructure in place that is older.

We would prefer some opportunity to invest some maintenance
in a timely fashion so that the problems do not get out of hand.

Representative Mazzor1. Ms. Swigart, I think Mr. Hackbart dealt
with it at some length in his statement. Do you generally agree
with that?

Ms. Swicart. He may have a different opinion than I do in
terms of things that this cabinet deals with. I do not favor block
grants. I do not deal with community development money, so I
cannot speak for that.

But our real needs expressed by the Environmental Protection
Cabinet are to build sewage treatment plants and we need capital
money. And I do not think the block grant is the way to go. Our
categorical grants provide program money to run our programs.

Representative MazzoLl. But if they are categorical you do not
have any discretion in the matter and you have to settle for exact-
ly that. Yet your colleagues seem to think that sometimes local
areas need something different than has been dictated by Washing-
ton.

Ms. SwigarT. Yes; but that money that we receive now really
cannot be used for any capital needs. The sewage treatment plant
money, we just simply set up a priority system, and that is fun-
neled through us. The grants for air pollution are for programs and
money for programs.

So I really would not favor a block grant. I think our needs
would be lost in the overall picture.

Representative Mazzoul. Mr. Hackbart, if I remember your state-
ment you said something sort of like a block grant, yet you were
not quite sure it was the way to go either.

But is there a suspicion in Kentucky toward the Government or
toward the Reagan administration more so than the other States,
is that part of it?
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Mr. HacgBART. Possibly two points to put this in perspective. I
think first of all the area of infrastructure is unique among pro-
grams that were facing this nation.

I think there are probably wider differences in infrastructure
needs among the States than there may be in other areas, for ex-
ample, human services, were standards across the Nation were
critical.

Obviously that is a generalized statement, you have to look at it
in more detail, for example, certainly those infrastructure systems
which go across States the needs for standards are absolutely fun-
damental.

So I think when we talk about infrastructure I think there is a
real danger in taking that word and trying to paint it across all
needs for capital investment. There may be areas that the real
need may be simply to broaden or increase the flexibility of cate-
gorical grants.

Representative Mazzori. If I understand it correctly, certain
kinds of activity in infrastructure may be that kind of activity.
There is a wider array of needs locally that may be in the second
and third category of your infrastructure; therefore, this kind of
bloc grant and this kind of revenue sharing may be more servicea-
ble in this infrastructure than maybe in some of the things, per-
haps some of the things Ms. Swigart mentioned; is that correct?

Mr. HACKBART. It is conceivable. The second point I would make
briefly is the fact that one major advantage, financially, is ability
to do greater packaging of funds. And I think with the unlimited
needs that the various people have talked about, the ability to
package the different sources of funds becomes pretty fundamental.

Representative Mazzoul I think Ms. Shaul said that in using lev-
erage in different kinds of activities.

I had one more question. I again would like to have the panel
interact on this question because each dealt with it differently and
some more emphatic than others. And that is the use of user fees. I
think Mr. Rhoads suggested maybe there might even be some turn-
over to private parties for management and maintenance for some
of what we have run with city, State, and Federal employees.

Let me ask you, Governor, has the State of Indiana—do you have
some feeling on a greater use of user charges, or is that rap that
waterways are not being paid for correctly by the users, that the
big trucks tear our roads up and they do not pay anything for the
roads relative to the damage they do to them.

In Kentucky, the coal roads in Kentucky are just battered the
minute they are finished. Is it fair for the taxpayers to have to pay
fog those when maybe the users should share a greater responsibili-
ty?

Mr. Murtz. In the case of local government, without any question,
the easiest kind of local revenue source to make available is a user
fee. I recognize that the individual users may clamor and argue
against them but, given the overall picture, I think it is probably
easier to provide more money for whatever our concerns are by the
use of the user fee.

I think the second comment I would make in that respect is that
the use of private entrepreneurs who in effect use user fees as their
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source of ongoing cash flows to support the service they provide, is
proving to be a successful venture for several kinds of programs.

In many parts of Indiana, the scavenger service trash collection,
solid waste, things of that kind, many of them are being moved to
private kinds of programs and with a good deal of efficiency based
on the studies that we have done. As a matter of fact those efficien-
cies show a number of things begin to happen when a profit incen-
tive becomes part of the way you control cost.

And we are finding some real success in that regard, not the
least which is the public-sector officeholders no longer have to deal
with public-sector employee union organizations, which have been
one of the sources of increase in cost in that regard.

So there are a lot of things to recommend it. I know that in Ken-
tucky you have had some experience with private-sector mainte-
nance and operation of facilities that provide service for the men-
tally retarded. My examination of those programs has been that
tﬁey are reasonably successful. So there are a number of
things——

Representative MazzoLr. There are some things that we should
look at because it appears—I think everybody does agree with the
fact that the Federal Government does not have the money, State
and local governments do not have the ability to raise the money,
s0 Mr. Rhoads, if I could ask you, do you see some—you may have
brought it up in your statement about the private entrepreneurial
?ctigities as well—increased reliance on fairly established user
ees’

Mr. RHoaps. Yes, Congressman, I suggested that one of the
things that we might want to look at is the private sector’s use of
facilities and whether or not they do actually pay a fair share for
those facilities.

I do not know the answer to that question. It was just something
that I was bringing to your attention. We have in the State of Mis-
souri relied heavily on users fees and taxes in the past to finance
particularly our roads and bridge construction.

However, we are a very conservative State and we have a hard
time selling an increase. For example, in 1982, Missouri had a 7-
cent gasoline tax, and a proposition went on the ballot for an in-
crease to 11 cents and it was defeated.

Representative MazzoLl. Ms. Shaul, how do you in Ohio see the
use of user fees as one way to finance, as the vice chairman said,
incredible, just gigantic problem here?

Ms. SHAUL. I do mention that in my prepared statement. As an
economist, I certainly am convinced that user fees are an impor-
tant way to finance infrastructure. I think it has been a particular-
ly successful technique at the local level although I think the State
could do more as well.

It is a way to reveal preference and instead of having this wish
list of demands you can get a better sense of what it is people are
going to pay for.

Can I also add one other thing. On the question of private-sector
involvement. At the moment the State is starting a program of
bonds for jails for counties. And there is some interest in the pri-
vate sector, I am not sure where this is going to go, to build the
jails for the counties. So there may be some interesting——



69

Representative MazzoL1. There is even some interest in Washing-
ton, is there not Mr. Vice Chairman, of having somebody build
ships and run them for the Navy.

Ms. SwiGART. I am surprised that you have not brought up the
new word that has been coined “privatization.” It is being dis-
cussed almost as much as infrastructure these days, and in con-
junction with. But in the area of environmental protection I have a
very real concern about privatization and I think we are very limit-
ed because the Federal environmental laws are so strong and have
set rigid standards for our States and local governments to meet,
that I am very concerned about what would happen if private in-
vestment takes over a sewage treatment plant, for example, and
they simply cannot make a go of it and close it down.

Now you are dealing with the public’s health and welfare in en-
vironmental programs. So I think there is a very clear need to
have Government involvement.

On the subject of user fees I think that is an option to be ex-
plored and one that we have not utilized fully particularly under
the Clean Water Act where the responsibility for developing user
fees lies in the local communities. That just happens to be where
the strongest political pressure is and I think a lot of times those
costs are not met because people cannot face up to the tough poli-
tics.

Mr. HackBarT. Just a couple of things. Certainly if you look at
the national statistics, local governments have been shifting toward
user fees as an additional source of revenue. But certainly there
are limitations. Obviously we utilize this particular source tradi-
tionally for some infrastructure financing. At the same time, as
Ms. Swigart inferred, there are external benefits which accrue to a
number of our public investments, for example, in the natural re-
sources and environmental protection area, and certainly as you
mentioned in transportation systems, there are external benefits
which go beyond the basic process.

I think we've got to caution ourselves if we look at it as a pana-
cea, but it certainly is a possible solution and something that we
have to look at, and probably more viable at the local level, but
also it has limitations.

Representative Mazzour. Thank you very much, and Mr. Vice
Chairman, thank you for your indulgence. et me salute the panel
for five very excellent statements which will be very useful in this.

Representative HaMiLToN. Thank you very much, Congressman
Mazzoli. I am very conscious of our time restraints. We have an-
other excellent panel coming up and I know I indicated to several
of you we would finish at 11:30. I have dozens of questions and I
am going to forgo those. I am only going to ask one and then we
will conclude this panel and bring in the next one.

As strange as it may sound, I am having a little difficulty access-
ing the severity of the infrastructure problem.

The question on my mind is—are we in a crisis requiring some
extraordinary and unusual steps, or is it still a kind of routine
probler‘;l that we confront, perhaps important, but still of a routine
nature?

I get pretty uneasy when I look at the needs and compare them
to what is happening in the Congress. What is happening in the
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Congress is that this year we will probably pass a piece of legisla-
tion or perhaps a couple of pieces of legislation in the categorical
grant area. These will be nothing extraordinary in terms of fund-
ing, very modest, as a matter of fact, and will not begin to ap-
proach the kind of needs that you have set forward for us today.

So the question then is: What is the urgency of the problem, how
do you assess it at this point, and what kind of a response is re-
quired at the Federal and State level? I want to get that assess-
ment from each of you as leading State officials.

Mr. Murz. Briefly, there was a crisis in terms of roads, and
bridges, and highways, and I believe the increased funding level
that the Federal Government has acted on has taken the edge off
the crisis.

In the areas other than that it is not a crisis in my view, it is one
which if you continue your current level of Federal support and
were to provide it in the form of a block grant we could manage
rather well.

What I am getting at, of course, is some of the restraints on ex-
penditures, the so-called requirements, guidelines, and so forth, are
a problem. That is not to say that as we look in the longer term in
this situation that there could not be a crisis in the wastewater
treatment area in the future.

But in Indiana there is not a crisis at this moment. In the case of
mass transit, not a crisis as of this moment, but some severe down-
the-road considerations that need to be part of the plan. :

Mr. RHoaps. Congressman, I believe a crisis does exist with re-
gards to our bridge-safety situation in the State of Missouri. Just
the past 5 years historically proved that the amount of deteriora-
tion is unprecedented in our State. The additional funding to re-
solve that situation has not yet been forthcoming at any level of
government. So I do believe we have a crisis here.

I would just simply remark that in your own comments you sug-
gested that the longer we delay the more problems that we will
have. I think that is where we are going to face the crisis situation.

Ms. SHAUL. It seem to me we would be in much better shape
with infrastructure today if the last 10 years had not been filled
with stresses of inflation on State and local budgets.

What that has meant is that there has been a deferral of mainte-
nance in favor of social programs. So the kind of continued atten-
tion to infrastructure has not gone on in the past 10 years in a way
that it ought to have.

I think that brings us to a situation today where we are—I
wouldn’t call it a crisis but a serious situation. You know, how
many things do you need to see like the one on television last night
where you see people get killed by tons of concrete dropping on
them in a transit system.

I do think there are particular areas of crises—I would not say so
much in Ohio on bridges, but I think there are other places in the
Midwest where it was pointed out that bridges are a crisis.

In terms of our economic development it is a serious problem
when half of our bridges are probable not safe in ways that are ap-
propriate for commercial transit.
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So it is not a crisis but it is serious and if we do not start putting
money into it at the local, State, and Federal level, it can become a
crisis.

Ms. Swigarr. I would like to suggest if the State of Indiana does
not have a crisis that they give us their construction grants money.

One of our leading citizens said many years ago, Ron, that maybe
what we need in this State is a typhoid epidemic. I sometimes
think that is what it takes to create an awareness among the
public. Certainly when you are dealing with the public’s health,
and welfare, and you are dealing with environmental problems,
you are dealing with a tinderbox. And I would suggest that we not
put this crisis off any longer.

Mr. HAckBART. I think perhaps what we are really faced with is
the realization that in fact the United States has approached the
time period where we have grown into a very mature stage as an
economy and as a nation. And I think what we are really faced
with is some basic reflection upon our national priorities.

I think traditionally in the area of infrastructure we have looked
at infrastructure in terms of new activities, new investments, new
things, whereas, I think as we reflect on ourselves as a mature soci-
ety that whole problem of maintenance and retrofitting our exist-
ing system becomes much more critical.

I think the other issue that was previously raised, I think by Ms.
Shaul, was the fact that if we do have a crisis it is probably funda-
mentally a result in the short term of the recent economic condi-
tions we have gone through—deferral of maintenance has probab-
ley accentuated this fundamental problem of simply the aging of
our national infrastructure system.

We may have a difficult time dealing with the short term. I
think in the long term it is probably as manageable by just a real-
istic assessment of our needs, and priorities, and establishment of
sound intergovermental relationships in dealing with the issues,
and just manage our way through it.

Representative HamiLToN. OK. Thank you very, very much for
your participation. We will conclude this session of the panel and
ask that our next group of panelists step forward. Thank you very
much.

We would like to welcome our next group of panelists. We are
very pleased to have you here representing, to the Joint Economic
Committee, your respective local governments.

I apologize to you for not being right on time. We hoped to start
this session at 11:30 and so we are about a half hour late and I will
ask you to cooperate and summarize your statements for me, if you
will, so that we can have some opportunity for questions.

It is my hope that we can finish our session right at or very close
to 1 o’clock because of commitments that I and others have this
afternoon.

So we are very pleased indeed to have you. We will begin with
you, Mr. Hillenburg, as the president of the Indiana Association of
County Commissioners. We welcome you before the committee.
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES HILLENBURG, PRESIDENT, INDIANA
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Mr. HiLenBurG. Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman, and members
and ladies and gentlemen.

I am Charles Hillenburg, from Bedford, Ind., where I am serving
my second, 4-year term on the Board of County Commissioners in
Lawrence County. I am also serving this year—1983-—as president
of the Indiana Association of County Commissioners.

As president of our Commissioners Association, I have been invit-
ed to present a statement to your committee on the infrastructure
problems of the Midwest and in particular on the problems facing
local officials in'Indiana, with respect to public works needs.

We are indeed privileged to appear before your committee. We
also feel that we can provide some useful input, since Boards of
County Commissoners and city mayors alike, are “down-in-the-
trenches” every day trying, as best we can, to bridge the gap be-
tween the demand for local services and the limited resources
available. :

In approaching this assignment, our first effort was to get a
better understanding of this new-found word: infrastructure. We
soon learned that during the past 2 years this subject has been
addressed by a number of national agencies and organizations. And
with some groups and organizations, infrastructure has developed
as the latest parlor game topic. This of course, signals a growing
awareness that merits still further publicity and exposure of our
public works needs.

In addressing the needs of local officials in Indiana we have orga-
nized our statement into four categories:

Roads & streets Bridges
Sanitation Public buildings

While some of our information is rather specific, certain other
areas of need can only be addressed in a general way, largely be-
cause there is insufficient inventory data to provide a meaningful
dimension to the need.

LOCAL ROADS AND STREETS

These needs are highly visible and therefore, in Indiana and na-
tionwide, there is a great public awareness of these needs. Even so,
the funding of local road and street needs continues to be a catch-
up proposition.

As a result, the expenditures for roads and streets tend to con-
centrate on repair and maintenance in an attempt to protect the
integrity of the system, leaving only minor amounts, if any, for
new construction. In Indiana and nationwide, local road and street
officials are plagued with rising costs and declining gas tax rev-
enues.

A few years back our Indiana Legislature authorized a statewide
needs study for highways, roads, and streets. Adjusted for price in-
creases, the recommended bare-bones minimum annual needs for
county roads and city streets is some $708 million. Yet current rev-
enues from all sources—including Federal-aid—for local roads and
streets is in the order of $260 million—or a shortfall of 63 percent.
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The plight of local roads and streets have reached the point
where many local units find it impossible to provide the 20 to 25
percent matching funds for Federal-aid projects. This is not to dis-
parage the State or Federal highway funding programs—but it is
the state of affairs in Indiana with respect to funding for local
roads and streets.

In these times of declining revenues and rising costs, our Indiana
experience is not unique. Most other States are experiencing the
same funding problems for local roads and streets.

COUNTY BRIDGES

Even though a part of the total highway picture, bridges repre-
sent a special category of need at the local level. This develops pri-
marily because of the great number of weak, antiquated, one lane
bridges on the county road system. This is a prevailing problem in
Indiana, as well as throughout the other Midwestern States. Of
some 12,600 bridges on Indiana’s county road systems, 8,800
bridges—or 70 percent of the total—are unsafe or substandard for
today’s traffic. Conservative estimates for the replacement of these
unsafe and substandard bridges is set at some $175 million.

While the Federal-aid funds provided for bridges in the 1982 Sur-
face Transportation Act will do much to accelerate the replace-
ment of our county bridges, our counties will still have a major
problem in providing the local 20 percent match necessary to en-
cumber their available Federal-aid bridge allocation.

BRIDGE INVENTORY A PLUS

Aside from the financial problem of bridge replacement, the Fed-
eral-aid program requiring the inventory and structural sufficiency
rating of all highway bridges, has been a tremendous asset to the
assessment of bridge needs. Both the safety and financial require-
ments were given dimensions that developed a public awareness
and attention at all levels of government. The success of the bridge
inventory leads to one of our recommendations to the committee:—
that the inventory-technique be applied to all categories of infra-
structure needs assessment.

SANITATION

This category of local needs covers a variety of issues and prob-
lems—sanitary sewers, storm sewers, waste water treatment, solid
waste disposal, and hazardous waste disposal. While the issues and
problems are generally defined—the dimension of impact and cost
is not always clear.

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

The Indiana State Board of Health identifies some 250 projects
over the State that are needed to reduce the water pollution to re-
quired standards. These projects involve all sizes of cities and
towns—big, small, and in between. The current estimated cost of
all 250 projects is a staggering $1 billion plus.

Under current regulations, the EPA-Federal cost share for all
250 projects total some $710 million, with total local match at some
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$372 million. Many of the small cities and towns will find it all but
impossible to develop the required matching funds for their proj-
ects. With Indiana’s current EPA allocation at $120 million, it is
easy to see that our water pollution projects will be a long, painful
effort.

STORM SEWER PROBLEMS

Our Indiana State Board of Health points out that many—but
certainly not all—of our water pollution problems develop because
of combined sanitary storm sewers. Many cities and towns have
provided for a single sewer system—to reduce costs—to handle
both sanitary waste discharge and storm water discharge. Even
though dry weather operations may be tolerable, concentrated
storm water discharges completely overwhelm the capacity of the
waste water treatment facilities, allowing raw sewage discharges to
pollute the lakes, rivers, and streams.

While increased waste water treatment capacity offers a possible
remedy for the static, no-growth community, the only cost-effective
remedy for a growing community is the development of a separate
storm sewer system to accommodate surface runoff. Notwithstand-
ing the cost-effective merits of this approach, EPA policy and regu-
lations do not recognize storm sewer projects as being eligible for
EPA funding—even though this approach might be the most cost-
effective method of compliance with the EPA clean-water stand-
ards. Therefore one of our recommendations—on behalf of the
State board of health—to the committee is to request a change in
the EPA regulations that would broaden the use of EPA funds to
cover the development of storm sewers where they offer a remedy
to water pollution.

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

The disposal of solid waste is clearly a local government responsi-
bility. There is general agreement on this point—however from
this point forward is a maelstrom of frustration and confusion.

Suitable site locations for the burial of solid waste are increas-
ingly difficult to find. Many sites are denied because of potential
ground water pollution; others are denied because of zoning or re-
monstrance by the local residents. Faced with these constraints,
many boards of county commissioners have been forced to opt for
soild waste disposal sites that are 30 to 40 miles beyond their
county line boundaries. For the megapolis of the eastern seaboard
such haul distances may be common, but for predominantely rural
Indiana counties, such a plan produces a tremendous tax burden
for the local governmental unit.

Experimental plans for innovative approaches include transfer
compaction stations to reduce the volume of waste, material recov-
ery recycle plants, and incineration energy recovery plants. While
these approaches are promoted as a method of reducing costs, they
all require a capital outlay and they all require a favorable eco-
nomic situation in order to be cost-efficient. However, new develop-
ing technology improves the chances for success with these innova-
tive approaches for specific applications.
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With respect to infrastructure needs, Indiana County Commis-
sioners generally identify solid waste disposal as one of their most
frustrating, long-range problems. Solid waste disposal is a major
and rising cost to local government. Reducing these costs is a pri-
mary goal of local officials. And yet, developing workable solutions
are fraught with a lot of uncertainty in the form of legal risk, fi-
nancial risk, and political risk.

At present we do not have sufficient data to give solid waste the
proper dimensions of quantity and cost to make an overall assess-
ment of the problem. Therefore, we do not have any specific recom-
mendations to the committee in this area, except to bridle, as best
you can, the further proliferation of EPA regulations that impose a
burden on local government.

PUBLIC BUILDINGS

This last category of local needs covers county jails and correc-
tional facilities, school buildings, and local government buildings.
Even though there are obvious and demonstrated needs for new
structures to serve local government, there is a certain political
apathy to committing local revenues to local needs. Therefore,
unless there is some stimulus from the Federal level, initiatives at
the local level from new public buildings will develop at a slow
pace.

COUNTY JAILS

Periodic inspection of Indiana county jails by the State Depart-
ment of Corrections indicates that we have some 31 county jails
that need immediate replacement, at an estimated cost in the
range of $70 million. To upgrade another 14 jails that have ques-
tionable standards will probably cost another $20 million.

True, the replacement of many of these antiquated jails is long
overdue. However, the jail population and therefore the needs and
standards interface with a number of factors that are beyond the
control or even prediction of county officials. Societal behavior,
changing penal codes by the State and the courts, Federal man-
dates, and ACLU litigation leave most county officials frustrated
and confused when it comes to addressing long-range needs for cor- .
rectional facilities. .

Clearly, we believe there is a Federal cost-sharing role involved,
particularly since the standards and therefore the resulting in-
creased costs stem from decisions and mandates handed down from
the Federal courts.

SCHOOL BUILDINGS

Facilities for grade and high school education are a heavy
burden for local government. And the new Federal initiatives to
upgrade the literacy standards of our school population will un-
doubtedly call for additional capital outlays by local government to
carry this program—Ilong overdue—forward.

The overall needs for school facilities rise and fall with the
school population, which in turn is subject to changes in birth rates
and geographic shifts in our population. In recent years, Indiana’s
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Department of Public Instruction has been annually approving con-
struction plans in the amounts of $300 to $500 million, which does
not necessarily include the needs for handicapped or special-educa-
tion facilities.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

The crowded, congested layouts in many of our county court-
houses and city halls indicates a visible need for new, expanded
and upgraded facilities. Metropolitan centers have been forced to
provide the public citizenery with better access to the machinery of
local government. The shift in authority, duties and responsibilities
to local government from the State and Federal levels, adds a new
burden to our existing local facilities. Here again, we are lacking
an inventory of needs to provide a dimension to the problem.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In our statement of infrastructure needs of local government we
have attempted to briefly address those problems and needs that
we see as priority items with local officials in the State of Indiana.
We believe that the most of these problems and needs generally
prevail in all of the Midwestern States. We are submitting the fol-
lowing recommendations for the consideration of the Joint Econom-
ic Committee.

1. Inventory of infrastructure needs

The priority Federal role should be to provide incentive-funding
to assist State and local governments in making a realistic Inven-
tory of Need in the various sectors of our infrastructure. Such an
inventory should not be a wish-list, but a verifiable listing of needs
in each sector of of the infrastructure.

This probably reinforces previous recommendations to the com-
mittee. However, our recommendation stems from the results and
benefits that have developed from the national bridge inventory
program. This Federal initiative based on safety has produced im-
measurable benefits in creating a public awareness, at all levels of
government for the increased funding needed to remedy the prob-
lem of hazardous, unsafe bridges. We believe that similar benefits
and results can flow from the inventory of other sectors of our In-
frastructure. ’

2. Streamline application procedures for Federal grants and funding

The slow, tedious pace of paper-shuffling from the time of appli-
cation to the time construction starts on federally funded projects
is a common complaint of local officials here in Indiana. Expediting
the procedure may well be beyond the reach of your committee.
However, the image and credibility of the Federal role would be
greatly enhanced with local officials, if only they could get federal-
ly funded projects in-gear within a reasonable time after local
funds are committed.

3. Block-grants for infrastructure needs

Where the inventory of infrastructure needs indicates a Federal
role in the cost-sharing with local units of government, then it is
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our recommendation that the Federal funding be provided through
the block-grant concept rather than through categorical alloca-
tions. We are also recommending that the new federalism initia-
tives submitted to Congress early this year be brought forward for
review and debate.

4. Demonstration grants for solid waste disposal

There is great need for solid waste demonstration projects to be
developed for counties with a population of 30,000 to 50,000 and up.
Therefore, where there is emerging, innovative technology for deal-
ing with solid waste, we are recommending that Federal funding
for demonstration grants be made to local units of governments.

CLOSURE

On behalf of the Indiana Association of County Commissioners
and other local officials in Indiana and the Midwest, we wish ta
thank the Joint Economic Committee for the opportunity to review
the infrastructure needs of local government. We will welcome the
opportunity to provide further input for the committee should the
need arise.

We believe your committee is on the right mission at the right
time. Godspeed with your task.

Representative HamiLton. Thank you very much, Mr. Hillen-
burg, for a fine statement. Mr. MacGregor, you are the representa-
tive from the private sector here this morning. We have had State
officials and we have local officials now, but you speak for the pri-
vate sector. We are very pleased to have you here and look forward
to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. MacGREGOR, PRESIDENT, CHAMBER
OF COMMERCE OF GREATER KANSAS CITY

Mr. MAcCGREGOR. Thank you, Congressman, I really do. not know
how I got here as the only representative of the private sector.

I might add I spent some of the best years of my life on the city
council in Minneapolis, and I did spend some time working with
three mayors in the city of Chicago, and I belong to that very large
and distinguished number of officials fired by former Mayor Jane
Byrne. And I was appointed commissioner of planning and develop-
ment, but I still work for the private sector.

And I might add, Mr. Congressman, that one of the nicest times
that I had was before the Joint Economic Committee in Washing-
ton one time when the late Hubert Humphrey took me to lunch
afterwards and it was the craziest lunch I ever had. I sent lunch
back to the kitchen three or four times, but believe it or not we
were talking about this very subject and some possible solutions
which I am going to touch on at the end of my testimony.

At home in Kansas City the public’s awareness of the infrastruc-
ture problem has been heightened by several recent events which
might be of interest to you and which I would like to share with
you.

First of all there was a timely article on the Nation’s infrastruc-
ture published by a local research group, the Midwest Research In-
stitute, which is based in Kansas City. Mr. Stahl, in his article,

29-792 O—84——6



78

which I made available to you—there are a number of articles
here, it is an excellent article—reviews the infrastructure problems
on a national perspective. I am not going to repeat all the things
that he said.

Second, and more or less by coincidence, the Kansas City Times,
our local newspaper, ran a week long series on infrastructure in
the Kansas City area, and how it is decayed, and I xeroxed a whole
series of articles for your committee, and I think you will find
those interesting because they document the problem in the
Kansas City area.

Now let me turn to the condition of the infrastructure in Kansas
City and what I perceive as the cause of the problem and what can
be done about it.

I brought along several other reports that your committee can
also review.

Streets and highways. The total cost to maintain and improve
the Kansas City area streets and highways network between 1982
and 1995 has been estimated at $3.4 billion.

The improvements component of this program amounts to $930
million, and the bridge component amounts to $305 million to cor-
rect deficiencies in the area’s 545 bridges.

Maintenance of the streets and highways system amount to $21
billion. Because of rising construction costs and declining revenues
;here will be an annual shortfall of an estimated $16 million in
unds.

THE WATER SYSTEM

In the materials I am leaving with you there is a graph showing
the amount of water lost by cities in Kansas and Missouri due to
leakage. The losses range from 5.4 percent in the Johnson County
Water District, to 25 percent in Joplin, Mo. Kansas City lost 16 per-
cent of its treated water. And the reason for is deferred mainte-
nance, due to lack of funds.

This problem is also true nationwide. As the American Water-
works Association estimated, the accumulated deferred mainte-
nance at some $30 billion.

In addition the water losses result in lost revenue. For example,
the city of Springfield, Mo., estimated its loss at $1 million last
year.

SEWERS

Accounts of leaking sewers and overtaxed systems are common
in the Kansas City area, as they are all over the county. In addi-
tion, a number of cities face the problem of polluted streams, raw
sewage during heavy rain storms because of combined sanitary and
storm sewer lines. .

According to the Environmental Protection Agency, these cities
of Missouri should spend some $3 billion, and cities in Kansas $1.2
billion by the year 2000 to upgrade the quality of water discharged
into the State streams.

These two amounts are far in excess of the funds available from
State and Federal sources, placing tremendous burdens on local



79

governments to finance these projects either through bond issues
or user fees.

PUBLIC BUILDINGS

A review of the materials I distributed will also point out the
state of disrepair of many of the public buildings in the Kansas
City area and some of the outlying rural areas. Examples of falling
plaster, leaking roofs, poor plumbing and electrical systems can be
found in many public buildings according to recent reports.

The cost of repairing these structures has not been estimated,
but it could conceivably amount to hundreds of millions of dollars.

CAUSES OF THE PROBLEM

Infrastructure in Kansas City and the Nation, as we know, have
deteriorated, and for the most part because of a number of common
problems, which I will quickly refer to.

First is the problem of the cost of construction. We know that
they have gone up over 170 percent since 1970. Second, the cost of
borrowing to finance a project. Interest rates we know have been at
such high levels that many communities have been squeezed out of
the capital market incurred by the reluctance of public support for
bond issues at such high interest rates.
. The third factor that vitally affects transportation infrastructure

is the nature of the highway fuel taxes. The happy problem is that
we have more fuel efficient vehicles, but, of course, this produces
less revenue to maintain our highways.

A fourth complicating factor has been the depressed state of the
national economy, which has affected most regions of the country,
including Kansas City, where we have been hit hard by the reces-
sion and unemployment.

In addition, demands are placed on government for human social
services. So many of our well intended programs have increased
the cycle of dependency in this country. It is costly and monetary
in human terms. We are continuing to make cripples of too many
of our citizens in our cities—and I speak as a former president of a
welfare board, and I have been involved in all of these programs.
But these programs are now increasing the cost of government and
not necessarily helping people.

The growing underclass in our cities should be shocking to all of
us. We now see that 21 percent of the poor people in this country
are children, and this is growing.

A fifth factor, which is more sociological than economical, is the
growing distrust with government. Many citizens view government
as inefficient. There are many studies going on now and I refer you
to some of the things that are going on—I have attached all kinds
of material on how we can now better deliver government services
using the private sector as well.

We face such a problem in Missouri under the so-called Hancock
amendment, which limits spending through tax limits. In addition,
Missouri has a requirement that bond issues must pass by a two-
thirds majority. Consequently, Kansas City has not passed a bond
issue for the last 10 years.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Let me now turn to my recommendations for how to solve this
serious problem. I will begin by merely listing some traditional or
conventional recommendations and then offer an additional uncon-
ventional recommendation in a little more detail.

In addition to the conventional methods, an ad valorem fuel tax,
with a floor to maintain a minimum level of revenue. (2) Continued
anti-inflation activities to control construction costs. (3) Reduce in-
terest rates by reducing the Federal deficit and controlling infla-
tion. (4) Restructure the Federal spending priorities away from de-
fense, and capping some of the well-intended transfer payment pro-
grams and entitlement programs. (5) Adopt a capital budget to
avoid pork barrel allocation of funds. (6) General revenue sharing.

As difficult as it is, State and local governments must raise local
taxes and not assume that the Federal Government will take care
of all of our needs.

It was pointed out just recently in Kansas City that we passed a
half cent sales tax for capital improvements. The citizens of the
State voted on a $6 million bond program which we are now debat-
ing in a special session called by the Governor this October.

A positive sign is the Federal Government should continue to en-
courage this strong local effort.

Now for my unconventional proposal. I will start with the prem-
ise that the Nation, as you have asked your question, Congressman,
is facing a problem of crisis proportions for which there is no
“quick fix"”" and, therefore, the solution must be equal in scope.

The Chinese word for ‘“crisis” means a problem of dangerous
proportions and it also means an opportunity. So I do think we
have an opportunity.

If we approach this crisis problem in the conventional way it will
bankrupt our country. There is no way that we can pay for this in
the conventional way or do it in the conventional way.

Therefore, as a solution, I propose a compulsory civilian or mili-
tary service program for all young people, regardless of sex, race,
or economic position, and this is what I was talking to Hubert
Humphrey some years ago about. The length of service period
would be for 2 years with the individual having the option of choos-
ing military service or civilian service program.

The activities of the civilian corps would include park restora-
tion, sidewalk and curb repair, building bike trails, street mainte-
nance, painting, general construction labor, housing rehabilitation,
a}rlld other labor intensive activities, and a whole host of other
things.

The corps would be divided into local work units and closely su-
pervised by the craftsmen from unions. Productivity and quality
standards would be strictly enforced on each unit. -

Funding for the corps would be provided by new versions of the
reconstruction finance authority, the WPA, the CCC, and other al-
phabet-type agencies of the Roosevelt era.

Funding could also be taken from some of the transfer of pay-
ments programs or human resource programs, some of this funding
could be shifted.
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Now to the skeptics who say that young people cannot be mobi-
lized to do this type of work, I refer them to the first successes of
the 1930’s. Second, I know from personal experience where I took
ghetto young people, dropout young people and had them do gut
rehab and they did a fantastic job in the city of Chicago, in cooper-
ation with labor unions. Instructors taught young people to do
many types of construction and to do it well.

I am a bike rider. I could not ride around on my sidewalk where
I lived in Chicago, because of the disrepair of the sidewalks. Young
people can repair our sidewalks in all kinds of neighborhoods.

RAILROAD TRACKS

I have ridden trains in Chicago and other places where they have
had to go so slow because the tracks were in terrible condition.
That is labor intensive, there is no reason why we cannot put our
young people together, the unemployed together repairing our rail-
road tracks.

Darn it, gentlemen, we are facing a very serious problem in this
country. When I see Coleman Young putting a curfew on in Detroit
because of the idleness of our country that have nothing to do,
strong husky people, women and men, it is time we begin to put
them to constructive use—constructive work, as well as my afflu-
ent kids growing up either lazy or little sense of duty to the com-
munity or country.

We need an urban CCC-type of program today. I firmly believe
that not only would the Nation rebuild its infrastructure through
my proposal, it would also develop a sense of pride and self-esteem
among many young people who have been denied the opportunity
for employment due to discrimination—lack of training or general
economic condition.

The dual effects of creating new capital and better trained, pro-
ductive labor force will combine to propel this nation ahead during
these competitive times and the long-term returns will far exceed
the costs of the programs.

The conventional methods will not work today, we have to do
something unconventional, which I am recommending today.
Thank you, Congressman, for this opportunity and your careful at-
tention to my comments.

[The prepared statement of Mr. MacGregor, together with the ad-
ditional material referred to, follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. MACGREGOR

I. INTRODUCTION

THANK YOU FOR AFFORDING ME THIS OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS THE
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE. I'M SURE THERE IS A LOT OF INTEREST
IN YOUR HEARINGS HERE IN LOUISVILLE AS THERE WOULD ALSO BE BACK
IN KANSAS CITY. AT HOME THE PUBLIC'S AWARENESS OF THE
INFRASTRUCTURE PROBLEM HAS BEEN HEIGHTENED BY SEVERAL RECENT
EVENTS, WHICH MIGHT BE OF INTEREST TO YOU AND WHICH I WOULD
LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU.

FIRST OF ALL, THERE WAS A TIMELY ARTICLE ON THE NATION'S
INFRASTRUCTURE PUBLISHED BY THE MIDWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE.
WHICH IS BASED IN KANSAS CITY. DR. STAHL IN HIS ARTICLE, WHICH
I'LL MAKE AVAIALABLE TO YOU. REVIEWS THE INFRASTRUCTURE PROBLEM
FROM A NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE. I FOUND HIS REPORT QUITE
INTERESTING AND HOPE THAT YOU WILL ALSO.

SECOND, AND MORE OR LESS BY COINCIDENCE, THE "KANSAS CITY
TIMES"™ RAN A WEEK LONG SERIES ON INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE KANSAS
CITY AREA AND HOW IT HAS BEEN ALLOWED TO DECAY. THE "TIMES"



ARTICLES REVIEWED THE CONDITION OF THE SEWERS, WATER SUPPLY
SYSTEMS. BRIDGES, ROADS AND OTHER TYPES OF INFRASTRUCTURE.
I'LL ALSO LEAVE COPIES OF THESE ARTICLES FOR YOU TO REVIEW AND
REFER TO THE SERIES LATER IN MY COMMENTS.

A THIRD REASON FOR THE RISING INTEREST IN INFRASTRUCTURE IN
KANSAS CITY IS THE WORK OF THE GROWTH TASK FORCE SPONSORED BY
THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF GREATER KANSAS CITY. THE GOAL OF
THE- GROWTH TASK FORCE IS JOB CREATION AND. AFTER REVIEWING A
NUMBER OF ISSUES IMPACTING JOB CREATION, THE TASK FORCE
IDENTIFIED INFRASTRUCTURE AS A KEY ISSUE. THE STAFF IS
CURRENTLY GATHERING INFORMATION ON INFRASTRUCTURE AND ITS ROLE
IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WHICH WILL BE INCLUDED IN A PUBLISHED
REPORT TO BE RELEASED THIS FALL. A

LET ME NOW TURN TO THE CONDITION OF INFRASTRUCTURE IN KANSAS
CITY, AND WHAT I PERCEIVE AS THE CAUSES OF THE PROBLEM AND WHAT
CAN BE DONE ABOUT IT.

II. INFRASTRUCTURE IN KANSAS CITY AREA
I HAVE BROUGHT ALONG SEVERAL REPORTS ON THE CONDITION OF KANSAS

CITY'S INFRASTRUCTURE SO I'LL MERELY SUMMARIZE SOME OF THE
FINDINGS AT THIS TIME.



STREETS AND HIGHWAYS

THE TOTAL COSTS TO MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE KANSAS CITY
AREA'S STREET AND HIGHWAY NETWORK BETWEEN 1982 AnD 1995 HAS
BEEN ESTIMATED AT $3.4 BILLION. THE IMPROVEMENTS COMPONENT
OF THIS PROGRAM' AMOUNTS TO $930 MILLION AND THE BRIDGE
COMPONENT AMOUNTS TO $305 MILLION TO CORRECT DEFICIENCIES
IN THE AREA'S 545 BRIDGES. MAINTENANCE OF THE STREET AND
HIGHWAY SYSTEM AMOUNTS TO $2.1 BILLION. BECAUSE OF RISING
CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND DECLINING REVENUES THERE WILL BE AN
ANNUAL SHORTFALL OF $16 MILLION IN FUNDS FOR STREETS AND
HIGHWAYS. (THE RECENT FIVE CENT PER GALLON INCREASE
'OCCURRED AFTER THE COMPLETION OF THIS STUDY SO THIS
SHORTFALL WILL BE REDUCED SOMEWHAT)

WATER SYSTEMS
IN THE MATERIALS I AM LEAVING WITH YOU, THERE IS A GRAPH

SHOWING THE AMOUNT OF WATER LOST BY CITIES IN KANSAS AND
MISSOURI DUE TO LEAKAGE.

THE LOSSES RANGE FROM 5.44 PERCENT IN THE JOHNSON COUNTY
WATER DISTRICT NO. 1 To 25.82 PERCENT IN JOPLIN, MISSOURI.
KANSAS CITY, KANSAS LOST 16.10 PERCENT OF ITS TREATED WATER
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AND KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI. 15.73 PERCENT.

THE REASON FOR THE LOSSES IS DEFERRED MAINTENANCE. DUE TO
LACK OF FUNDS. THIS PROBLEM IS ALSO TRUE NATIONWIDE AS THE
AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION ESTIMATED THE ACCUMULATED
DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AT $30 BILLION.

IN ADDITION, THE WATER LOSSES RESULT IN LOST REVENUES. FOR
EXAMPLE, THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI ESTIMATED ITS
LOSSES UP TO $1 MILLION A YEAR. ACCORDING TO THE "KANSAS
CITY TIMES™ SURVEY.

SEWERS

ACCOUNTS OF LEAKING SEWERS AND OVERTAXED SYSTEMS ARE COMMON
IN THE KANSAS CITY AREA. OF ALL OF THE CASES REVIEWED.
PROBABLY ONE OF THE MOST ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES OF THE
PROBLEM IS IN LEAVENWORTH, KANSAS WHERE THE CITY IS
REPAIRING 150 YEAR OLD SECTIONS OF SEWER LINE. SOME OF
WHICH. ARE MADE OF WOOD. 1IN ADDITION, A NUMBER OF CITIES
FACE A PROBLEM OF POLLUTING STREAMS WITH RAW SEWAGE DURING
HEAVY RAINSTORMS BECAUSE OF COMBINED SANITARY AND STOR
SEWER LINES. '

ACCORDING TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. CITIES IN
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MISSOURI SHOULD SPEND $3 BILLION AND CITIES IN KANSAS $1.2
BILLION BY THE YEAR 2,000 TO UPGRADE THE QUALITY OF WATER

DISCHARGED INTO THE STATES' STREAMS. THESE AMOUNTS ARE FAR-

IN EXCESS OF THE FUNDS AVAILABLE FROM STATE AND FEDERAL
SOURCES. PLACING A TREMENDOUS BURDEN ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
T0 FINANCE THESE PROJECTS EITHER THROUGH BOND ISSUES OR
USER FEES.

D. PUBLIC BUILDINGS

A REVIEW OF THE MATERIAL I DISTRIBUTED WILL ALSO POINT ouT
THE STATE OF DISREPAIR OF MANY OF THE PUBLIC BUILDINGS IN
THE KANSAS CITY AREA AND SOME OF THE OUTLYING RURAL AREAS.
EXAMPLES OF FALLING PLASTER. LEAKING ROOFS, POOR PLUMBING
AND ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS CAN BE FOUND IN MANY PUBLIC
BUILDINGS ACCORDING TO RECENT REPORTS.

THE COSTS OF REPAIRING THESE STRUCTURES HAS NOT BEEN
ESTIMATED BUT IT CONCEIVABLY COULD AMOUNT TO HUNDREDS OF
MILLIONS OF DOLLARS.

IN SUMMARY, THE FACTS SHOW THAT THE KANSAS CITY AREA FACES THE
PROBLEM OF INFRASTRUCTURE DETERIORATION THE SAME AS OTHER AREAS
OF THE COUNTRY. I CAN'T SAY THE EXTENT TO WHICH OUR PROBLEM
EQUALS. EXCEEDS. OR FALLS SHORT OF THE PROBLEM. NATIONALLY. I
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DO KNOW, HOWEVER, THAT IT EXISTS AND THAT IT ADVERSELY AFFECTS
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE REGION.

III. CAUSES OF THE PROBLEM

INFRASTRUCTURE IN KANSAS CITY AND THE NATION HAS DETERIORATED,
FOR THE MOST PART, BECAUSE OF A NUMBER OF COMMON PROBLEMS.

FIRST IS THE PROBLEM OF COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION. AS YOU ARE
AWARE, CONSTRUCTION COSTS HAVE SKY-ROCKETED IN THE LAST

DECADE. THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION CONSTRUCTION COST
INDEX HAS RISEN BY OVER 170 PERCENT SINCE 1970 AND THE EPA COST
INDEXES ARE UP OVER 150 PERCENT. CONSEQUENTLY, COMMUNITIES ARE
ABLE TO DO LESS IN THE WAY OF MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENTS EVEN
IF THEY HAD THE SAME NUMBER OF DOLLARS TO SPEND DUE TO THE
INCREASE IN COSTS.

THE SECOND FACTOR CAUSING THE INFRASTRUCTURE PROBLEM IS THE
COST OF BORROWING TO FINANCE PROJECTS. INTEREST RATES HAVE
BEEN AT SUCH HIGH LEVELS THAT MANY COMMUNITIES HAVE BEEN
SQUEEZED OUT OF THE CAPITAL MARKETS OR DETERRED BY THE
RELUCTANCE OF THE PUBLIC TO SUPPORT BOND ISSUES AT SUCH HIGH
INTEREST RATES.

A THIRD FACTOR THAT HAS ADVERSELY AFFECTED TRANSPORTATION
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INFRASTRUSTURE IS THE NATURE OF HIGHWAY FUEL TAXES. SINCE
TAXES HAVE TRADITIONALLY BEEN LEVIED ON A PER GALLON BASIS. THE
HIGHWAY TRUST FUNDS HAVE NOT INCREASED AS THE COST OF GASOLINE
HAS INCREASED. IN FACT. AS GASOLINE PRICE INCREASES HAVE LED
TO MORE FUEL EFFICIENT VEHICLES AND THE COSTS OF IMPROVEMENTS
AND MAINTENANCE OF TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES HAVE CONTINUED TO
RISE. A TREMENDOUS SHORTFALL OF FUNDS HAS DEVELOPED. A RECENT
STUDY BY THE MID-AMERICA REGIONAL COUNCIL IN KANSAS CITY PLACES
THE SHORTFALL AT $16 MILLION ANNUALLY IN THE KANSAS CITY AREA.
FIGURES IN THE ATTACHED REPORTS DRAMATICALLY ILLUSTRATE THE
DIVERGENCE BETWEEN THE GROWTH IN REVENUE AND THE COSTS OF
MAINTAINING AND IMPROVING THE AREA'S TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES.

A FOURTH COMPLICATING FACTOR HAS BEEN THE DEPRESSED STATE OF
THE NATIONAL ECONOMY WHICH HAS AFFECTED MOST REGIONS OF THE
COUNTRY. INCLUDING KANSAS CITY. IN FACT. THE KANSAS CITY
ECONOMY STARTED TO SLOW DOWN IN 1979 MAINLY DUE TO THE DOWNTURN
IN THE AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY. AS A RESULT OF THE RECESSION.,
GOVERNMENT REVENUES HAVE NOT GROWN AT A SUFFICIENT RATE TO
FINANCE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS OR MAINTENANCE. IN ADDITION, THE
DEMANDS PLACED ON GOVERNMENT FOR HUMAN SERVICE PROGRAMS
INCREASED AS A RESULT OF THE RECESSION CAUSING A REALLOCATION
OF FUNDS FROM INFRASTRUCTURE TO WELFARE AND OTHER HUMAN
RESOURCE PROGRAMS.
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A FIFTH FACTOR, WHICH IS MORE SOCIOLOGICAL THAN ECONOMIC, IS
THE GROWING DISTRUST OF GOVERNMENT. MANY CITIZENS VIEW
GOVERNMENT AS INEFFICIENT AND IN SOME CASES CORRUPT.
CONSEQUENTLY, WHEN APPEALS ARE MADE TO SUPPORT SPENDING
PROGRAMS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE THE PUBLIC RESPONDS BY REJECTING
BOND ISSUES AND SAYING THAT MORE EFFICIENCY COULD CORRECT THE
SHORTFALL IN REVENUES. 1IN ADDITION, THE PUBLIC HAS SQUEEZED
GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS BY PLACING LIMITS ON SPENDING OR REVENUES
THROUGH PROPOSITION 13 TYPE LEGISLATION.

WE FACE SUCH A PROBLEM IN MISSOURI UNDER THE SO CALLED HANCOCK
AMENDMENT.VNHICH LIMITS SPENDING THRCUGH TAX LIMITS. 1IN
ADDITION, MISSOURI HAS A REQUIREMENT THAT BOND ISSUES MUST PASS
BY A TWO-THIRDS MAJORITY. CONSEQUENTLY, KANSAS CITY HASN'T
PASSED A BOND ISSUE FOR THE LAST TEN YEARS.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

LET ME NOW TURN TO MY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HOW TO SOLVE THIS
SERIOUS PROBLEM. I'LL BEGIN BY MERELY LISTING SOME TRADITIONAL
OR CONVENTIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS AND THEN OFFER AN ADDITIONAL

UNCONVENTIONAL RECOMMENDATION IN SOME DETAIL.

AMONG THE CONVENTIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS ARE:
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1. AN AD-VALOREM FUEL TAX (WITH A FLOOR TO MAINTAIN A
MINIMUM LEVEL OF REVENUE)

2. CONTINUED ANTI-INFLATION ACTIVITIES TO CONTROL
CONSTRUCTION COSTS

3. REDUCE INTEREST RATES BY REDUCING THE FEDERAL DEFICIT
AND CONTROLLING INFLATION

"4, RESTRUCTURE FEDERAL SPENDING PRIORITIES AWAY FROM
DEFENSE

5. ADOPT A CAPITAL BUDGET TO AVOID PORK BARREL ALLOCATION
OF FUNDS

6. GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

NOW FOR MY UNCONVENTIONAL PROPOSAL. I'LL START WITH THE
PREMISE THAT THE NATION IS FACING A PROBLEM OF CRISIS
PROPORTIONS FOR WHICH THERE IS NO "QUICK FIX" AND. THEREFORE,
THE SOLUTION MUST BE EQUAL IN SCOPE.

AS A SOLUTION. I PROPOSE A COMPULSORY CIVILIAN OR MILITARY
SERVICE PROGRAM FOR ALL YOUNG PEOPLE REGARDLESS OF SEX. RACE.
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OR ECONOMIC POSITION. THE LENGTH OF THE SERVICE PERIOD WOULD
BE FOR TWO YEARS WITH THE INDIVIDUAL HAVING THE OPTION OF
CHOOSING MILITARY SERVICE OVER THE CIVILIAN SERVICE PROGRAM.

THE ACTIVITIES OF THE CIVILIAN CORPS WOULD INCLUDE PARK
RESTORATION, SIDEWALK AND CURB REPAIR, BUILDING BIKE TRAILS.
STREET MAINTENANCE, PAINTING, TUCK POINTING. GENERAL
CONSTRUCTION LABOR. HOUSING REHABILITATION, AND OTHER LABOR
INTENSIVE ACTIVITIES.

THE CORPS WOULD BE DIVIDED INTO LOCAL WORK UNITS AND CLOSELY
SUPERVISED BY MASTER CRAFTSMEN OR EXPERTS. PRODUCTIVITY AND
QUALITY STANDARDS WOULD BE STRICTLY ENFORCED ON EACH UNIT.

FUNDING FOR THE CORPS WOULD BE PROVIDED BY NEW VERSIONS OF THE
RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE AUTHORITY, THE WPA, THE CCC AND THE
OTHER ALPHABET TYPE AGENCIES OF THE ROOSEVELT ERA.

TO THE SKEPTICS WHO SAY THAT YOUNG PEOPLE CAN'T BE MOBILIZED
TO DO THIS TYPE OF WORK, I REFER THEM FIRST TO THE SUCCESSES
OF THE 1930'S. SECOND, I KNOW FROM PERSONAL EXPERIENCE IN
CHICAGO THAT IT CAN BE DONE. IN CHICAGO. WE WERE ABLE TO GET
THE COOPERATION OF LABOR UNONS BY OFFERING EMPLOYMENT AS
INSTRUCTORS TO THEIR MEMBERS. THE INSTRUCTORS TAUGHT YOUNG
PEOPLE TO DO MANY TYPES OF CONSTRUCTION WORK AND TO DO IT WELL.
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I FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT, NOT ONLY WOULD THE NATION REBUILD ITS
INFRASTRUCTURE THROUGH MY PROPOSAL, IT WOULD ALSO DEVELOP A
SENSE OF PRIDE AND SEL? ESTEEM AMONG MANY YOUNG PEOPLE WHO
HAVE BEEN DENIED THE OPPORTUNITY FOR EMPLOYMENT DUE TO
DISCRIMINATION, LACK OF TRAINING OR GENERAL ECONOMIC
CONDITIONS. THE DUAL EFFECTS OF CREATING NEW CAPITAL AND A
BETTER TRAINED, PRODUCTIVE LABOR FORCE WILL COMBINE TO PROPEL
THIS NATION AHEAD DURING THESE COMPETITIVE TIMES AND THE LONG
RUN RETURNS WILL FAR EXCEED THE COSTS OF THE PROGRAMS.

THANKS AGAIN FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY AND YOUR CAREFUL ATTENTION
TO MY COMMENTS.
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AMERICA’S
INFRASTRUCTURE:

‘A Shaky

Foundation

For Economic

Renewal?

by Sheldon W. Stahl, Ph.D.

In hearings held last year by the
Congress, James L. Oberstar,
Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Economic Development of the
Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, observed that:

.. the Nation at every level of
government is failing
adequately to maintain or repair
its priceless investment in
public facilities . . .

As many as three-fourths of the
communities of this country
may effectively be out of the
business of economic
development simply because
their public capital will not
allow them to participate in the
development process. They will
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not be able to make gains in
economic development until
major investments are made in

- the public facilities of these
communities.

Testifying at those same hearings,
Pat Choate, Senior Policy Analyst
for Economics, TRW, Inc., and
co-author with Susan Walter of
America in Ruins, noted that:

.. There is a growing
awareness that the economic
renewal of our nation is heavily
dependent on rebuilding the
basic public facilities that
underpin the economy. There is

Are such views simply alarmist, or
are the prospects for a healthy
economy threatened by a
crumbling public infrastructure?

DEFINING THE SUBJECT

Infrastructure: the underlying
foundation or basic framework
{as of an organization or
system) {Webster's Unabridged
Dictionary, 31d ed.}

As noted above, the infrastructure
represents the basic foundation of
any modern industrial economy.
Indeed, what distinguishes most
of the “have’” nations in the world
from the “‘have nots” is.the
richness and breadth of both the .
private and the public investment
that is in place. Thus, the public -
infrastructure refers to
investment by all levels of
government in the vital life
support systems of the economy
that undergird and make possible -
economic growth. This publi¢. .
capital takes such physical forms
as public buildings, water and
sewage systems, roads and streets,
bridges, tunnels and viaducts,
mass transit systems, locks and
dams, waterways, ports and
terminal facilities, and so forth,

Viewed somewhat more
expansively, the public

also a grawing aw that
the quality of life of all citizens
is now threatened because of
public works decline.

infrastructure encompasses the
provision of such traditional /
public services as police, fir¢; and

ntinued
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sanitation, as well as health care
and education. One could expand
the list to include public cultugal
and recreational offerings. For our
purposes, however, attention will
be directed to the physical
elements of the public
infrastructure. What do the data
reveal?

THE MAGNITUDE OF THE
PROBLEM

Despite considerable efforts to
measure the condition of our
nation’s stock of public capital,
the fact remains that neither its
present condition nor the future
investment which may be
required to repair, upgrade, or
expand those public assets has
thus far been determined with
precision. Nonetheless, what is
known provides ample cause for
concem. The examples which
follow have been identified by
various official government

- agencies and by Choate and Walter
in their recent study, America in
Ruins, noted earlier.

The U.S. Interstate Highway
System represents about 1 percent

of our overall highway system, but -

it handles about 20 percent of all
highway traffic. While the -
Interstate system is still
incomplete, its deterioration is
occurring at a rate necessitating
the reconstruction of some 2,000
miles of road surface per year. Asa
[ of earlier i
pxovxsxon of funds for
rehabilitation and rebuilding, -
more than 8,000 miles of road and
" 13 percent of the system’s bridges

have exceeded their design life and

need to be rebuilt.

The Department of
Transportation estimated in a
1980 report that, to maintain
existing levels of service on
nonurban highways during this
decade, the costs of rehabilitation
and new construction would be in
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excess of $700 billion. The
enormity of this sum can be
appreciated by noting that it
exceeds the total public works

expenditures by all governmental

units during the 1970s. At the -
same time, the Department of
Transportation noted in a 1981

report that perhaps one-fifthofthe - . .

bridges in the United States ~ |
require either major rehabilitation

or reconstruction. Although the , . -

costs of such projects were

estimated at some $33 billion, the )
amount authorized for the repair .~

" To be sure, public infrastrig
* , problems tend to be

" urbana area§, whére ﬁsc‘al

of bridge deficiencies in fiscal year’ _\ .

1981 was $1.3 billion.

To meet existing water pollution
control standards, a 1979 report of

" the Environmental Protection

Agency indicated that more than
$25 billion in government funds

would be required over a five-year

period. Looking at the nation’s*

municipal water supply needs for-
the remainder of this century, a -

1980 General Accounting Office
report concluded that anywhere

from $75-$110 billion wouldbe - Incressingly,
" needed to maintain the urban: -

water systems of those cities with
populations greater than 50,000.
These estimates do not include
the enormous sums of money
associated with investments in
water resource development for
agricultural purposes in all regions
of the nation. The ongoing
depletion of the Ogallala aquifer,
for example, affects not only the
six states of the High Plains region
that rely on it, but also our total
food supply and our export
markets. .

An examination of the nation's
ports, harbors, dams, mass transit
systems, and school buildings -

reveals unmistakable evidence of -

serious deterioration. Our growing

concern over the subject of crime -

£

and puni must .
the reality that more than one-half
of this country’s jails are over 30

_particularly durlng ‘thi

,,

?;‘i.mﬁ“

identified with the ol

be spentovera ten-yeat peﬂ
noted that the fmancial phn
the city for the followmg

that their rapid ga:owt.hgc

from all-mcluslve, it
ive of the de
both the quamity and quah

strong and sustainable econo:
growth in thé remmnder
decade and beyond. On the basis
work dane for members of .

ucture rein' -
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estimate of prospective needs, can
one be optimistic that these needs
will be met? An examination of
public infrastructure spending in
the last two decades may be
instructive.

THE PAST AS PROLOGUE?

Research done by the Bureau of
Economic Analysis of the
Commerce Department-
demonstrates clearly that public
sector investment in real terms
has fallen sharply since peaking in
1968 at approximately $68 billion.
This level of absolute spending
also coincided with a peak in per
capita spending of $338 (see Table
1}. By 1981, total public
investment in structure and
equipment had shrunk to $50
billion, while on a per capita basis
it was only $218. Thus, per capita
investment in 1981 was lower
than at any other time over the
two decades shown in the table.

To further dramatize the steepness
of the decline, Figure 1 illustrates

FIGURE 1
Infrastructure Spending as a
Percent of GNP. Federal, State

and Local
(resl 1972 dollars)

" % OF REAL GNP
3.00

2.00

N

[
717273747576 7T 78 79 80 81

Source: Chase Econometrics
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graphically the course of events in
the past decade. It measures
nondefense federal and state and
local government capital
investment as a percentage of real
gross national product (GNP) for
the period 1971-1981. The data
were prepared by Chase

Econometrics in connection with -

a study for the Port Authority of
New York-New Jersey. For the
decade shown, real public
infrastructure investment as a
percentage of GNP fell by almost
one-half — from 2.8 percent in
1971 to about 1.5 percent in 1981.
Thus, at £ time when
infrastructure decay was
becoming increasingly apparent,

the share of public investment
outlays declined precipitously.
What were some of the reasons for
this decline?

BEHIND THE NUMBERS

To be sure, part of the decline was
a reflection of shrinking
investment in highway
construction as the Interstate
highway system moved nearer to
completion. At the same time,
demographic changes related to a
slowing down in birthrates and a
maturation of the progeny of the
post-World War Il baby boom were
responsible for a slowing down of
investment in physical plant for
education. Still, a 1980 Commerce
Department study of public works
investment in the United States
shows that, even when one
excludes public investment for
highways and education and
includes the assumption of certain
responsibilities for public works
investment by the private sector,
there still has been an absolute
decline in the share of public
infrastructure investment as a
percentage of GNP.

The slowdown in the rate of
average real GNP growth vis-3-vis
the preceding decade and the
serious recession in 1974-1975
adversely impacting revenues at
all governmental levels must also
be viewed as contributory factors.
More recently, very large cuts in
federal aid to state and local
governments have constrained the
rate of public investment. Federal
grants-in-aid, which rose nearly
fourfold in the decade of the
1970’s, peaked in 1980 at about $88
billion and are expected to be
about $10 billion less in 1983.

The growing dependence of state
and local govemments on this
federal source of funding
paradoxically contributed to the
infrastructure problems of today.

continued
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Many federal programs designed
to assist state and local units do
not permit the use of such funds

L]
The growing dependence of
state and local
governments on this federal
source of funding
paradoxically contributed
to the infrastructure
problems of today.

for the maintenance of public
facilities. Thus, the bias toward
new construction resulted in
undermaintenance of previously
existing facilities and equipment.
At the same time, new facilities
were added with insufficient
provision for their long-term
upkeep.

In addition to the above, the latter
part of the 1970’s was marked by
anincreased public dissatisfaction
with and resistance to tax burdens
at all levels of government. This
was evidenced by the passage of
Proposition 13 in California as
well as tax-spending limitation
initiatives in nearly a score of
other states. Superimposed on this
was the massive cut in federal
taxes beginning in 1981, which
served not only to dramatically
reduce the tax base of the federal
government, but to compromise
state and local tax bases as well.
The reductions in personal tax
rates and the accelerated
depreciation features of the 1981
Economic Recovery Tax Act
adversely impacted revenues
because of the close linkage
between the state and federal tax
systems. Additionally, there is a
strong reliance by those states
with a corporate income tax on the
use of federal taxable income as
their tax base.
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At the same time their tax bases
were coming under increasing
stress, state and local units found
themselves confronted by
record-breaking interest rates.
Even where there were no
statutory proscriptions on the
rates which could be paid,
borrowing rates became — and
still remain — prohibitive, so that
debt-financing through state and
municipal bond offerings in
support of public investment fell
sharply. The problem was
compounded by the reduced
attractiveness of state and local
bonds to upper income bracket
investors as a consequence of their
newly lightened tax loads and a
growing range of more attractive
investment opportunities.

The result of this concomitance of
forces was that all levels of
government were put under
increasing fiscal stress at a time of
growing infrastructure needs. The
dramatic bottom line measure of
the implications for future
infrastructure investment may be
seen in Table 2. In the face of such

data, what might be done to
alleviate the potential outcome?

" WHAT ARE THE OPTIONS?

To counter the revenue shortfalls
noted, consideration might be
given to more aggressive
utilization of direct user charges to

]
To counter the revenue
shortfalls noted,
consideration might be
given to more aggressive
utilization of direct user
charges to finance public
works investments.

|
finance public works investments.
Additionally, despite the obvious
resistance that would greet any
attempt to substantially increasc
state or local taxes or to raise the
federal tax base to finance public
investment, this path cannot be
ruled out. The sizable job of
educating the public to the
interrelationship between its
economic well-being and the

. TABLE2: ., ° b
Comparison of Projected Capital Needs and Resourees
.Federal State and Local _
(blllions of §) - ~1
. Average Annual et Cumulative]
Neoded _‘Projected Federal, Annust
Yo tdaintain “'State, Local Public - Unmet of Unmat
Yopr ltat Stock! ital Spendi “MNeods N
1982 $300,0 $66.. . $244. . $ 244
1983 300.0 - §9° .4 - 485 . .
1984 300.0 - - 287 722
1985 ~300.0 ’ . 8r ¢ 233 T 958
1986 -300.0 o 229 1,184
1487 300:0 % - ’ 225 1,408 .
1988 300.0 79 - 221 1,830,
1989 3000 -84 216 1,846
1890 -300.0 89 ’ 21 2,087
1891 - 3000 94 208 2263
‘Amualxpmdinthm}omalolmn.mmbmmwmﬁsﬂmu?unmmmmolmuz
E:cn\emﬂﬂc:d:han Tistoricat spending trénds.
Scwcnwluﬂnw betore the o Ezonomio B t the Comi on Public Wena sad -
fan House of Repry 97th Congreay, nd on g H.8. 6599, 5 14,15, 21,
T ana22382,p.2%. - 7. PO A Lt ey




quantity and quality of the
infrastructure is an obvious
Pprerequisite to any success in
modifying public perceptions of
the tax burden. However, were
such an effort successful, it would
likely produce a dividend in
similarly encouraging the public’s
acceptance of more aggressive
debt-financing through bond
offerings as a means of generating
the revenues to finance'needed
public investment.

Just as the need to explore avenues
for increasing revenues is of prime
importance, sotoo is the necessity
of a critical look at public
expenditures. In an environment

Just as the need to explore
avenues for increasing
revenues is of prime
importance, so too is the
necessity of acritical look at
public expenditures.

of fiscal stringency, the claims on
public revenues at all levels of
government is an issue deserving
enlightened debate and
discussion. In such a debate, no
category of spending can be
assumed to be off limits in .
determining its priority in the
hierarchy of public needs.

In this connection, a number of
thoughtful observers have
suggested that to help the federal
government to better order its
priorities and stabilize its
finances, a capital budget should
be developed. It would separate
outlays into current costs to be
financed from current income, and
into capital expenditures which
would be financed from debt
issuance where necessary. A
federal capital budget would help
to free public capital projects from
the current pork barrel approach to
public investment decisions,
where short-term expediency all
too often prevails over a more
efficient long-term use of scarce
public capital resources. For those

who argue that more rational
businesslike planning is needed to
make government more efficient,
a capital budget would provide a
vehicle for expressly recognizing,
prioritizing, and acting upon the
substantial public investment
needs that must be sorted out from
the multitude of disparate claims
on the public purse.

Anotheroption frequently alluded .

to is that of privatization, or
turning over to the private sector
the responsibility for certain
facilities or services that formerly
have been provided by
government. Examples of services
currently being provided through
privatization include water
supply, certain utilities, fire
protection, sanitation service, and
health care. Owing to its greater
flexibility and cost consciousness,
the private sector may often be
able to perform these functions
more efficiently than could units
of government. Yet it should be
recognized that the potential for
privatizing public services is
limited. Many facilities and
services are now provided by the
government because they proved
unable to generate adequate

-'profitability, or because the

private sector failed to perform
satisfactorily. In any event, it
should be noted that the option of
privatization does not mitigate the
need for infrastructure
investment. It merely shifts it
from the public to the private
sector. Given our observed
tendency to favor investments
with quick payback periods, it is
not at all certain that the
long-term investment needs of the
public sector would be optimally
addressed simply by shifting
responsibility for those functions
to the private sector.

In the event that none of the
aforementioned options provide
adequate relief to our
infrastructure problem, there is
always the option of retrenching,

or learning as a society to do with
less. To some extent, as the data
have shown, this is the path that
has been followed either
consciously or by dint of
circumstance. In taking this path,
however, one must recognize that
as a nation our aspirations for
growth in the future must be
constrained.

In the mid-1970’s the Bureau of the
Census undertook a study to
attempt to measure the influence
of public works on the location
and investment decisions of
individual firms. They discovered
that the availability of public
facilities proved to be a far more
important factor in deciding
where to locate than the existence
of local tax incentives or the
availability of local industrial
revenue bond financing. Thus,
while adequate public facilities
may not assure economic growth,
they are invariably a prerequisite
for such development.

|
Thus, while adequate public
facilities may not assure
economic growth, they are
invariably a prerequisite for
such development.
|

A FINAL NOTE

No edifice that may be expected to
last can be built on an inadequate
foundation. In that same vein, the
hopes for a long-lived and robust
period of economic growth and
renewal are dependent upon the
firm footing of this country’s
infrastructure. While a great deal
of attention has been directed to
the need for private investment to
enhance our growth potential, we
appear to have ignored the
corollary need for investment in
the public domain. For, as was
noted in a special report in the
October 26, 1981, issue of Business
Week, entitled “State and Local
Government in Trouble,”
continued
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... It is perfectly true that the
ptivate sector has carried the
responsibility for economic
growth throughout the history
of this nation. But at virtually
every stage of the nation’s
history, growth was dependent
on a balance between private
and public investment.

The record suggests that we have
been consuming our public

capital, and in the process we may
have compromised our ability to
attain the lofty economic goals we
have set for ourselves. At the same

]
The record suggests that
we have been consuming
our public capital, and inthe
process we may have
compromised our ability to
attain the lofty economic
goals we have set for
ourselves.

time, we should not lose sight of
the fact that if our failure to
address our public investment
needs has created an
infrastructure crisis which now

. impedes our path to a healthier
long-run economic outlook, then
our resolve to address this crisis
can afford us a golden opportunity
to reshape that outlook.

MRI®
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mid-america regional council / zo west ninth, suite 200 / kansas Cily, MiSSOUri 64103 / 816 474-4240
STREET AND HIGHWAY FINANCIAL NEEDS

THE KANSAS CITY AREA

November 13, 1981
A review of the financial status of the Kansas City area's street and highway
system has found that needed maintenance is being deferred and few major
construction projects can be undertaken in the future because of lack of
funds.

Costs of the Street and Highwav System

The total costs to maintain the street and highway network and to build
needed new projects between 1982 and 1995 were projected for the Kansas
City Metropolitan Region. This includes both state highways and major
local streets in Leavenworth, Johnson, Wyandotte Counties in Kansas and
Cass, Clay, Jackson, Platte, Ray Counties in Missouri. Graph 1 shows
the total cost of $3.4 billion divided into three categories: major improve-
ments, bridges, and maintenance and minor improvements. Graph 2 shows

- total costs are $2.2 billion in the Missouri portion of the Kansas City
area and $1.2 billion in the Kansas portion.

Major improvements are those construction projects which add capacity to

the system, e.g. new facilities and the addition of lanes to existing facili-
ties. These costs include projects identified on the Transportation Improve-
ment Program (TIP). The TIP is an up-to-date listing of transportation
improvements identified as high priority by state and local govermments.
Major improvement costs from 1982 to 1995 are $930 million, with $552
million in the Missouri portion and $378 million in the Kansas portion.

MARC does not consider that this is a "wish 1list." State and local govern-
ments have removed numerous projects over the past several years to avoid
showing planned projects which have no reasonable expectation of ever being
built.

The bridge category includes bridges which have been identified as structur-
ally deficient; these are bridges with safety problems. About $305 million
would be needed to correct the structural deficiencies of 275 bridges in
Missouri; $95 million would be needed for 270 bridges in Kansas.
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) GRAPH 1
1982 - 1995 Street and Highway Costs
Kansas City Melropolitan Region
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GRAPY 2

1982 - 1995 Street and Highway Cost
Kansas City Metropolitan Region
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The third category is mainteinance and minor improvements. Maintenance
includes routine items such as snow removal and patching potholes. Minor
improvements enhance or maintain the efficiency of the current system and
include, for example, intersection improvements and resurfacing. Main-
tenance and minor improvement costs for 1982-1995 are $2.1 billion, with
$1.4 billion in Missouri and $700 million in Kansas. Funding for maintenance
and minor improvements is needed to keep the existing roadway system from
deteriorating.

Of the $3.4 billion total cost for street and highways in the Kansas City
area, 61 percent of the costs is for maintenance and minor improvements,
12 percent is for bridges, and 27 percent is for major improvements.
Maintaining the current system through bridge improvements, maintenance
and minor improvements is therefore a major portion of projected costs.

The above costs are all in 1982 dollars; inflation is not taken into account.
Adjusting for inflation, however, the total cost in 1982 would be $246
million and by 1995 the cost will have risen to $700 million. Major improve-
ment costs were inflated by 9 percent a year; this is approximately the rate
experienced from 1970 to 1980. Maintenance and minor improvement costs

were inflated by 8 percent a year; this is the rate of general inflation
fram 1970 to 1980.

Street and Highway Revenues

Federal-aid has been a major source of revenue for streets and highways,
but this fund has not been increasing as fast as construction costs and
the magnitude of future funding is uncertain.

Table 1 presents the estimated sources of funds from 1976 to 1980 and
indicates that 73 percent of funds have been federal-aid funds. The federal-
aid portion of the state highway system major, minor and bridge improvement
costs is greater than the federal-aid portion of the major urban road cost.
Graph 3 shows that the 1982 projected federal-aid portion of state highway
costs is 58 percent, down from 85 percent between 1976 and 1980. The 1982
projected federal-aid portion of city road costs is 12 percent, down from

29 percent of previous years.
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TABLE 1
ESTIMATED 1976-1980
SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR STREET AND HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS
KANSAS CITY METROPOLITAN REGION

(000's of $)
KOMR Kansas Missouri

Federal Funds

Federal Aid Interstate 225,788 115,641 110,147

Federal Aid Primary 37,975 19,277 18,698

Federal Aid Safety 2,677 1,215 1,462

Federal Aid Off-System 2,013 1,319 694

Bridge Replacement Funds 2,000 2,000 ---

Federal Aid Urban 27,471 10,192 17,279

TOTAL 297,924 149,644 148,280
State and Local Funds

State Highways 45,901 22,882 23,019

Major Urban Roads 66,082 40,681 25,401

TOTAL 111,983 63,563 48,420

GRAND TOTAL 409,907 213,207 196,700

% Federal Aid 73% 70% 75%

10/13/81
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GRAPH 3
Comparison of Cost and Federal Aid For
Major, Minor and Bridge Improvements
1982
Kansas City Metropolitan Region
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Another major source of revenue is the state fuel tax. Kansas has an 8¢
per gallon tax on gasoline and a 10¢ per gallon tax on diesel fuel; Missouri
has a 7¢ per gallon tax on fuel which is the third lowest in the nation.

Comparison of Costs and Revenues

'The costs and revenues from 1982 to 1995 in inflated dollars were compared
to identify the shortfall in funding. Graphs 4 and 5 show the costs divided
into three categories. Funds for federal-aid major improvement projects

in which local and state funds are used to match federal funds are obligated
first; this category is of high priority so as to retain federal funds.
Federal-aid funds are not projected to increase over time. The next high
priority category is maintenance, bridges, and minor improvement costs;
spending less than this amount means disinvestment in the current system.
The last bategor)' is non-federal-aid major improvements, those projects

in which federal funds are not used.

Given current revenue sources, the revenue from 1982 to 1995 does not increase
as fast as costs increase. Since a major portion of revenues is from state
and federal "cents per gallon'" taxes on fuel, revenues are not sensitive

to inflation. As the price of gasoline rises, less fuel is consumed, leading
to fewer tax dollars.

In 1982, the maintenance, bridges, minor improvement and federal-aid projects
category is greater than revenues. This means that maintenance and upkeep
of streets and highways is already falling behind at a rate of $16 million
annually in the Kansas City area. In 1985 this shortfall will have increased
to almost $48 million,

Funding Alternatives

Several examples of methods to fund the shortfall between revenues and needs
were examined. Table 2 shows two revenue shortfalls. One is the difference
of total costs including constructing needed new projects and revenues;

the other is the difference of federal-aid projects, mairtenance, bridges,
and minor improvements. This second category will be referred to as the
"maintain system" alternative; this strategy maintains the current system
and the ability to match federal dollars. In 1985 the total shortfall of
revenues in comparison to costs is $66 million; the maintain system shortfall

is $48 million.
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GRAPH 4
1982 - 1995 Comparison of Revenue
From Present Funding Sources and Costs
Kansas City Metropolitan Region
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GRAPH 5

1982 - 1995 Comparison of Revenue
From Present Funding Sources and Costs
Kansas City Metropolitan Region
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TABLE 2

FUNDING ALTERNATIVES TO ELIMINATE
1985 STREET AND HIGHWAY SHORTFALL

Kansas City Metropolitan Region

KOR Kansas Missouri
8 Counties 3 Counties 5 Counties

Total Shortfall $66,500,000 $20,659,000 $45,841,000

Maintenance, Bridges,

Minor Improvement

Federal-Aid Projects $47,717,000 $13,264,000 $34,453,000
(Maintain System)

Funding Alternatives
{additions to current funds)

A. Cents per Gallon

Fuel Tax
-Total Cost 12¢ 11¢ 13¢
-Maintain System 9¢ 7¢ 10¢

B. General Sales Tax

-Total Cost .5% .6% 5%
-Maintain System  .4% 4% 4%

C. Payroll Tax

-Total Cost 5% .5% .5%
-Maintain System  .3% 3% 4%
D. Property Tax ($ per $1,000 assessed valuation)
-Total Cost $14 $13 $14
-Maintain System  $10 $8 $11
E. Percentage Fuel Tax (% of fuel price)
-Total Cost 5.5%! 932 9.0%2
-Maintain System 4.0%! 732 7.5%2

!A regional percentage fuel tax assumes the current state cents per gallon tax
and would be in addition to the current tax.

A statewide percentage fuel tax assumes the replacement of the current state
cents per gallon tax.

10/13/81 D AMERICA REQIONAL COUNCHL
. o
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Table 2 presents five tax alternatives for both totzl cost and maintain

system strategies. In 1985, 12¢ over and above the current "cents per gallon"

tax would be needed to eliminate the total shortfall and a 9¢ per gallon
tax increase would be needed to maintain the current system. About half
a percent general sales tax or payroll tax (earnings tax) would be needed.
A property tax was also calculated.

\
A percentage fuel tax is a sales tax on gasoline. In 1985, if the current
7¢ per gallon state fuel tax were replaced with a percentage fuel tax, a
9 percent fuel tax would meet total revenue needs and a 7 percent fuel tax
would maintain the current system. In 1995, a 7 percent fuel tax would
also cover the maintain system shortfall, If a "cents per gallon" tax
option is used to raise additional funds, a fuel tax increase of 9¢ will
be needed to maintain the system in 1985. Inflation will escalate costs
to the extent that to maintain the system in 1995, the fuel tax would have
to be 41¢ higher than currently.

Summary

The forecast of the financial condition of the Missouri counties in the
Kansas City area indicates the following conclusions. Current funding is
not sensitive to inflation; revenue from a ''cents per gallon' tax actually
declines with inflation. Maintaining the current system is already being
deferred, compounding the problem for future years. Few major i_mprovement
projects which have been identified by state and local goverrments as high
priority will be able to be funded.

29-792 O0—84—8
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Representative HamiLTroN. Thank you, Mr. MacGregor. Mayor
Moody, we look forward to your comments.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM MOODY, MAYOR, CITY OF COLUMBUS,
OHIO

Mayor Moopy. Thank you, Congressman. In view of the hour and
your request you will be delighted to know that I do not have a
prepared statement to read, and I will comment on several ques-
tions that have arisen during the day.

I should like to point out, however, that I am testifying as the
mayor of the city of Columbus, Ohio, and I have been the mayor
for 12 years

I am testifying on behalf of the National League of Cities, the
Nation’s oldest and largest group of cities going together for pur-
poses of affecting those State and Federal legislation which deals
with their welfare.

In that regard I would call your attention to the testimony of Ms.
Carol Belamy, president of the New York City Council, who testi-
fied on behalf of the National League of Cities on the Nation’s in-
frastructure problems before the Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works on April 12 of this year.

Also, I would like to call your attention to the statement of
Mayor Tom Bradley, of Los Angeles, and Mayor Richard Fulton, of
Nashville, who testified before the Subcommittee on Economic
Development on public works and transportation on April 21. The
statement of Pamela Plumb, counselor from Portland, Maine, who
testified on July 15 before the Senate Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

Representative HamiLTON. All those statements you mentioned
will be made part of the record, Mayor, as well as the pamphlet
that Mr. MacGregor cited.

Mayor Moopy. Thank you. I would point out that I think that
testimony which I have mentioned—and I would say, sir, all of the
testimony which I have heard in this room I can agree with as a
matter of fact and perspective. _

I do not agree quite with all of the conclusions that were drawn
from these facts, but I think the statements of facts given here
today are unusually knowledgeable and correct and reflect the gen-
eral situation. :

It is my purpose to try to add a little perspective to this problem
that has been talked about in terms of a trillion or sometimes tril-
lions of dollars. That is a paralyzing number to think about.

For that reason I have submitted several copies to your staff of
this report which was completed just within the last month. It is a
1983 Columbus Physical Improvements Needs Survey. It is broken
down in 27 different community districts, and one category which
deals with city wide projects that do not quite fit into one of the
community areas.

I think that merely glancing through that gives you an indica-
tion of what is typical in this country. I would suggest, however,
that this work is probable considerably better than most, but the
underlying facts are about the same in most cities.
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It is interesting that we have learned that over 90 percent of the
cities have a very rational budgeting process for dealing with capi-
tal improvements and maintenance of infrastructure.

The Federal Government is a bad example in this regard, and 1
will speak a little bit later to that. I would, however, recommend
just looking through this as being typical. I would point out that
there is no bottom line on dollar costs in that book.

Last year when we did our 1982 survey the total of those projects
was $1,181 million for city of Columbus projects. There are no
bridges included in that because under our system they are county
and State responsibility.

There are also some other items that are vital parts of the Co-
lumbus infrastructure that are not there because they belong to
other units of government.

I also point out in perspective that using the pattern of address-
ing of these needs, for the past 20 years we deal in each 4- or 5-year
period with approximately three-quarters of 1 percent of those in-
frastructure needs. That is because every 4 or 5 years we pass a
bond issue for as much as we can afford and it goes to meet the
kinds of needs that are here.

In no way does this reflect a wish list. It does reflect a prioritized
grouping, an inventory of needs within our city, as determined by
city officials, and as determined by citizens in a lot of public hear-
ings. So there are no soft or foolish things in here. There are obvi-
ously some that are farther down the list and we will probably
never get to that.

This points out one of the startling facts about your question
about crises. Every respondent was correct—the one who said we
were in crisis is correct, and the one who said we are not in crisis
was correct. What we have is an enormous need, and it is the kind
of degradation of the environment which I can best illustrate by re-
ferring to an aquarium, a small kind of aquarium that we some-
times see in a restaurant or a public building which is left unat-
tended and it becomes dirty and simply not satisfactory.

Well if you want to regard that as crisis then you can because it
is a filthy place and not a nice thing to look at and it is not very
functional either. On the other hand, it is amazing to know that
the fish continue to live in there.

So it 18 not a crisis that threatens the life of the resident.

My own estimation, and I cannot document this at all, is that on
a national basis about 10 percent of the infrastructure is a crisis.
The city of Columbus has, in my opinion, the best maintenance of
infrastructure of any major city in the country. Since I cannot take
the credit for it I do not hesitate to announce that.

With that kind of situation we have an unmet backlog of more
than 99 percent of our infrastructure needs. I would say that our
crisis situation in the city is far less than 1 percent, but there are
certain parts that either are a crisis or can quickly become a
crisis. That is when concrete starts to fall from a viaduct or when
bridges get to the point where concrete is falling off them, or you
clal.nm look through the deck and see the water, and that sort of
thing.
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The Federal Government cannot and in my opinion should not
try to solve the infrastructure problem. It is so large that it is
beyond the reach of our Federal Government as it now stands.

In addition, it has traditionally been met by local and State units
of government who have spent considerably more than the Federal
Government ever could or should.

To the extent that some Federal Government help is desirable,
and most of my colleagues would say that it is, they would like to
have it in revenue sharing or block grant form, and I support the
testimony of those who spoke on that subject and for the same rea-
sons they gave.

Categorical programs have the virtue of being targeted, but the
targets are often the wrong ones and they do not fit very well and
they deny the flexibility that is necessary to meet reasonable cir-
cumstances at the local level.

I would point out one book published in April 1983 which repre-
sents the results of a survey of 809 major cities in this country. The
startling thing is that no matter how large the problem is cities are
prepared to address substantial portions of that problem within 3
months from the time the funding sources are identified, and over
half of the projects less than 6 months from the time the financing
is ready to go.

While we cannot deal with the full extent of the problem, and
while an inventory would be desirable, my viewpoint very simply is
we cannot wait for an inventory about which we can do nothing
any how. We should start to deal with the problems that can be
dealt with.

One of the fascinating facts that came out of our survey is that a
very substantial number of projects which the cities prioritize in
the highest degree are under $5 million apiece. So there is some-
thing to get a handle on even if we cannot get a handle on the
entire infrastructure problem.

I serve also as a member of the infrastructure task force for the
NLC, and it has come up with some traditional and some innova-
tive suggestions which have not yet been endorsed by our entire
membership, but I feel they are worthy of reporting in the same
spirit that Mr. MacGregor introduced some innovations, I shall at
least in my instance introduce innovations.

We are concerned about the backlog of these needs and the in-
ability to meet them, and for that reason we flatly asked for a new
long-term Federal grant assistance program along the revenue
sharing or block grant lines. , ] )

My colleagues are much more in favor of that than I am’but
nonetheless it is an acceptable thing and I do not know of anyone
who would refuse that money.

We are concerned very much with the market for State and local
bond issues and our ability to leverage additional private sector
capital for public infrastructure investment. Our task force has ac-
cordingly called for authorization of a Federal interest subsidy for
taxable bonds to be issued at the option of State and local govern-
ments to finance traditional purpose public investment projects.

I point out that our membership certainly has not endorsed this
and I am not sure that they will because we city people are so fear-
ful about losing the tax exception on municipal bonds that they do
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n}tl)ltn want to give the Federal Government a foot in the door kind of
thing.

But those who have spent much time and effort on this subject
are of the opinion that this needs to be explored and that it makes
sense for a Federal subsidy on that interest, on taxable municipal
bonds, at the option of the municipality, and the same is true for
the States.

We are concerned with the Federal capital investment decision-
making and management. There was talk about logrolling and
some other things up here in the first session. We in the task force
have endorsed creation of a Federal domestic capital investment
budget within the unified budget submitted to the Congress by the
President each year.

Specifically in the sewer area, because we feel there is a need to
extend the life of existing federally aided infrastructure invest-
ments, we call for a reversal of the 1981 and 1982 legislation that
restricted the purposes for which wastewater treatment grant as-
sistance could be used to allow Federal funding for major sewer
system rehabilitation and correction of spill over from combined .
sanitary sewer storm drainage systems.

A further recommendation of the task force is that there be an
increase in aviation user fees, the imposition of waterway user fees,
and other user charges in general where appropriate.

I would point that some things that apparently bear no relation-
ship whatsoever to the infrastructure problem are in our eyes fac-
tors having a major bearing on that problem.

I am concerned, for example, about the Pickle bill—I don’t have
the number in front of me I think it is 3110—but the result of the
Pickle bill as was introduced—and it has been modified some in
committee and the executive session—would be to increase the cost
for llcl)cal and State governments in areas it should not be increased
at all.

I would also point out that it could increase the cost for many
Federal projects. Let me give an example. We will have a staff
under the New Jobs Training Partnership Act with perhaps 100,
125 persons, and those people have to be housed. We could not rent
a new building for that staff, and certainly we don’t want to house
them in existing city buildings which are already crowded.

The rent that would have to be charged to us and paid by the
Federal Government, in that case, would be considerably higher,
because the owner of the building would be denied the use of the
tax breaks he would get from anybody else.

Also, and this may seem like a long way from infrastructure, but
it is not really, it would necessitate our paying a higher price for a
Xerox machine to use in the city than it would for let us say for
Standard Oil to use the Xerox machine, because Xerox Co. would
bﬁlgenied the depreciation in that case because we were leasing the
thing.

There is another example. The tax exempt bond market has
grown by leaps and bounds and the Congress appropriately target-
ed such things as industrial revenue bonds for economic develop-
ment, mortgage bonds for single family housing, and so on.

The fact is, some of our cities and some of our States are effec-
tively denied access to the bond market and many that do get in it
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are in at such a high cost because of the competition for those
funds that they are simply unable to proceed with the financing of
infrastructure matters. .

Mr. Congressman, you have been very patient with me. I was
longer than I thought even in speaking to the few questions that
came up. I am glad that I do not have a prepared statement to add
to your burden.

Representative HAMILTON. It was a very good statement, Mayor
Moody, and we appreciate it very much.

[The statements and survey referred to by Mayor Moody for the
record follow:]
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[Testimony before the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works,
Apr. 12, 1983, on Infrastructure and Jobs]

STATEMENT OF HON. CAROL BELLAMY, PRESIDENT, NEW YORK
CITY COUNCIL, ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES

Ms. BeLLamy. Thank you, very much, Senator.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify. I am, along with Mayor
Thomas Bradley of Los Angeles, cochairman of the National
League of Cities Infrastructure Task Force.

The National League of Cities, as you know, represents about
15,000 cities throughout the country, ranging in size from New
York and Los Angeles to Scotland Neck, N.Y.

It is a pleasure to be with you today to discuss proposed solutions
to the Nation’s infrastructure problems. In our view, there is no
more urgent task facing government at all levels today, and,
indeed, the private sector, as well.

Our infrastructure task force, which I might say we very much
appreciate your talking to us last month, Mr. Chairman, was estab-
lished to deal with this critical problem.

Our first task, carried out in conjunction with the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors at the request of Congressman Jim Oberstar, was to
survey the condition of our local public facilities and to determine
our cities’ needs for modernizing and replacing those facilities.

We are now in the process of analyzing the information submit-
ted to us by about 850 cities, and we will be pleased to make this
available data public and available to you very shortly.

The three bills before you today take different approaches to the
infrastructure problem. S. 23, introduced by the senior Senator
from my State, would establish a national commission to conduct
an inventory of needed public improvements and to develop a na-
tional plan setting priorities and detailing the financial mecha-
nisms required to make those improvements.

S. 532, introduced by Senator Domenici, would provide for the
setting up of State infrastructure banks.

S. 724, introduced by yourself and Senator Randolph, would pro-
vide for a State bank, rural public facilities, countercyclical public
works, historic preservation and various community improvements.

Unfortunately, I cannot comment in detail on each of these bills
since they are now being analyzed by the various policy committees
within the National League of Cities.

However, on behalf of the NLC, I would like to make some gener-
al comments on these various bills.

First, the cost of repairing, modernizing, and replacing our dete-
riorating infrastructure is enormous, with estimates commonly
running into hundreds of billions of dollars.

In view of the budget constraints facing all levels of government
today, it is unrealistic to expect public funding to fill more than a
small fraction of the overall need. Consequently, we believe that
private sector financing must be relied upon to the greatest extent
possible.
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In this context, the Congress should give careful consideration to
Senator Domenici’s second infrastructure bill, S. 533, which would
provide interest subsidies for taxable bonds issued to finance infra-
structure projects.

The advantages of such an approach are many. They include pri-
mary reliance on private sector capital stimulated by a relatively
small amount of public subsidy; a reduction of costs to State and
local government borrowers for essential projects; and only a mini-
mal impact on the Federal budget as a result of a partial shift in
State-local borrowing from the tax-exempt to the taxable credit
market.

I do not bring up S. 533 to give it NLC’s endorsement. Realisti-
cally, however, Congress can provide only a small part of the funds
needed in this area.

Your bill, Mr. Chairman, would generally provide 50 to 75 per-
cent of projected costs, a substantial subsidy, but for relatively few
projects.

S. 533 would provide a small subsidy for many projects. Obvious-
ly, S. 533, if otherwise acceptable, would fund many more infra-
struiture projects at ultimately a lower cost to the Federal Govern-
ment.

In addition, it should be noted that the greater the subsidy per
project, the more incentive the recipients will have to wait for as-
sistance rather than finding alternative sources of funding.

Second, not only is the cost of modernizing our public infrastruc-
ture great, but the variety of facilities that need that moderniza-
tion are great, as well. Roads, bridges, water works facilities, port
facilities, the list goes on and on. Just as government cannot rea-
sonably be expected to bear the full cost of repairing the public in-
frastructure, we cannot repair or replace all facilities at once.

Choices must be made. A first priority, for example, might be af-
forded to projects that are crucial to economic revitalization; for ex-
ample, key local roads and bridges, port facilities, public transit,
and water and sewer facilities that serve industrial and commer-
cial users.

In this connection, a very useful task could be performed under
Senator Moynihan’s bill, which calls for the preparation of a na-
tional infrastructure improvement plan.

Development of such a plan would require setting priorities
among national and regional infrastructure needs by types of facili-
ty.
We believe that some priority-setting process at the Federal
level, together with flexibility to meet local priorities, is essential
in your development of any comprehensive infrastructure program.
We urge you to include representatives of all levels of government
and the private sector in that process.

Furthermore, the development of Federal capital budget, as
called for in S. 23, would help to set priorities for Federal support
of a wide range of infrastructure investments. As you know, Mr.
Chairman, Federal aid for infrastructure is already substantial,
particularly after enactment of the Surface Transportation Act of
1982. A capital budget would provide a mechanism for continuing
analysis of what the Federal Government supports and to what
extent, laying the basis for any changes that might be needed.
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Third, we would urge full attention to the very difficult problem
of rehabilitation and replacement of public facilities. Although
most existing Federal infrastructure programs permit both reha-

* bilitation and the construction of new facilities, it is, frankly, all
too easy to choose to build new facilities rather than rehabilitate
the old ones.

Because of the gigantic costs involved in this area, efficient use
of both public and private funds should insure that a careful com-
parison is always made of the costs involved.

Whenever rehabilitation offers significant savings, new construc-
tion or replacement should be undertaken only for the most com-
pelling reasons. In fact, you may want to consider specified incen-
tives or higher levels of support for repair and rehabilitation than
for new construction or replacement.

This is not to say, Mr. Chairman, that we regard the infrastruc-
ture problem as primarily one of repair and rehabilitation, al-
though it clearly is in some communities. In others, however, the
problems involve primarily growth and the need for new public
facilities to accommodate that growth. A comprehensive infrastruc-
ture program must involve both rehabilitation and new construc-
tion.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we would urge the committee to focus its
attention directly on infrastructure needs, a serious and long-term
problem that will require years of patient and determined effort.
The country would have to deal with this problem even if national
unemployment were low or there was little or no youth employ-
ment.

Therefore, we believe that the immediate job-creating titles of
your bill, titles III, IV, and V, dealing with countercyclical assist-
ance, historic sites, and youth unemployment, should be the basis
of a second jobs bill.

We support enactment of such a bill to help reduce the Nation’s
highest level of unemployment in 50 years, and we will submit de-
tailed comments on these bills to you shortly.

We do have serious reservations, however, on title II of your bill,
which would terminate the EDA program and replace it with one
administered by the Secretary of the Army through the Corps of
Engineers. We see no good reason to place long-term economic de-
velopment functions with the Secretary of the Army after two dec-
ades of such experience in the Economic Development Administra-
tion.

The House Public Works and Transportation Committee, as you
know, has reported H.R. 10, which would make substantial reforms
in the EDA program, including a stricter targeting of funds to com-
munities with serious problems of long-term distress. Senator
Mitchell of this committee has introduced similar legislation, S.
871. We strongly support these bills.
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Sub-
committee. I am Tom Bradley, Mayor of Los Angeles. I appreciate the oppor-
to appear before you today as a representative of both the National League of
Cities -- where I serve as Co-chairman with Council President Carol Bellamy of
New York, of the Infrastructure Task Force -- and the U.S. Conference of Mayors.

Mayor Richard Fulton of Nashville and I are here today to share with you
the results of the Joint Survey on Capital Budgeting and Infrastructure, con-
ducted by the League of Cities and éonference of Mayors over the past four
months. iCopiei of the report on the Survey are before you for your review.

M& testimony today will cover, first, a brief introduction to the Squey;
second, a description of what we learned about city governments’ capital budget-
.1ng pra(:ices; and, third, an analysis of the priorities that the survey re-
spondents selected from among the types of infrastructure facilities that need
major work in their cities. My colleague, Mayor Fulton, will share with you
our findings from other parts of Survey. N
ABOUT THE SURVEY

of tﬁe nation's vast and complicated infrastructure network, this study
reports only on certain capital facilities which are the responsibility of
municipal governments. It also reports on how cities carry out that responsi-
bility. It is one of thé most comprehensive studies of local government capital
investment practices and priorities ever undertaken.

Approximately 1,400 city governments were surveyed during December 1982
- February 1983. A total of 809 responses were received by March 1 and were
' _ana]yzed for this report. Responses were received from cities in every region

and every population category.
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This reporg is deliberately titled an "Initial Assessment." Several
dozen communities returned survey questionnaires after data runs had begun. These
additional responses can be included in later analyses. Moreover, our analyses
.suggest still further research that can be done with this data.

The information gathered by this survey is significant -- and, indeed,

we believe unprecedented -- and deserves considerable further research. We

have not had time, for example, to cross-tabulate the answers to the survey
questionnaires by some measure of city distress. Eligibility for the UDAG
program could serve as such a measure.

I want also to note explicitly that research of this sort should be done
on capital facilities that are the responsibility of federal and state governments,
as well as local governments other than municipalities.

A sﬁeeping picture of local infrastructure needs and capital budgeting
practices emerges from the survey. The survey presents several major findings
which must affect any consideration of the next decade's approach to public
capital investrﬁent. Mayor Fulton and 1 will share those findings with you
during our testimony.

CAPITAL BUDGETING

We found that cities make their decisions about capital investment needs

through an orderly process. Over 90 percent of the 809 respondents reported

that they either have a capital budgeting process or a substitute which accomp-
lishes the same purpose. -

Nearly all these capital budgets are approved by city councils, and 88
percent of the respondents said these budgets cover all city departments. The

survey reveals widespread use of a variety of mechanisms to solicit public
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comment on capital budgets. Almost 84 percent of the responding cities use
public hearings and significant percentages use other techniques as well, such
as special or general purpose advisory boards.

Economic development plays a significant role in local capital budget-

ipg_and planning.

National economic recovery and development require basically sound local

infrastructure. This Survey shows that respondents have grasped this fact and
that it plays a role in shaping the local budget planning process, as well as
in the selection of priorities.

When asked to cite the reason for choosing priorities for public facilities
work, the respondents cited protection of public health and safety and provision
of essential services most frequently. This reflects the fact that local govern-
ments are still the providers of services and protectors of publiic heaith and
safety first and foremost. But the third most frequently cited reason for
choosing a priority was economic development, by a wide margin.

Moreover, 492 respondents (or 60.8 percent of the total) reported that
economic development is taken into consideration when planning a capital budget.

We believe these findings point to a local base of activities and attitudes

regarding the relationship between public capital investment and economic develop-

ment that can be built upon in federal policy and programs. Federal assistance

for public facilities that are related to economic development would not only

help localities address some of their highest priority needs, but would also

contribute to national economic growth.

Respondents were asked whether or not each of four categories of capital
improvement work is included in their capital budgets. The frequencies with
which respondents said each category is included in their budgets is summarized

in this table.
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Preventive Maintenance 43.4 percent said this is
included in their budget

Major Maintenance 76.8 percent

Rehabilitation/Reconstruction 92.0 percent

Expansion/New Construction 94.7 percent

Réspondents indicated that they rely on different financing mechanisms
for each of these different categories of infrastructure work. Taken together,

these responses show that responding cities make an important distinction in

their capital budgeting: local taxes are used primarily to finance maintenance,

and debt is primarily used to finance major rehabilitation, expansion, and new

construction.

Large majorities of the responding cities indicated that they view the
Yocal capital budgeting process as effective with regard to a broad array of
criteria. At the same time, the respondents indicated that their processes
could be improved, and such areas as needs assessment, analysis of financing
options, and development of priorities all receive high responses as areas worth
improving.

Respondents felt that all levels of government have a role in financing

jmprovements to local capital budgeting processes, with 85 percent citing a local

responsibility, 65 percent a state responsibility, and 52 percent a federal re-
sponsibility.

The National League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors urge the Sub-
committee to consider seriously this finding of the survey. We strongly recommend

that funding assistance for the improvement of local capital budgeting processes

be included in any federal infrastructure program.

INFRASTRUCTURE PRIORITIES

Respondents were asked to choose, from among nineteen types of facilities,
the three that are the highest priorities for capital expenditures in their

communities. Priorities vary among different types of cities, but when the
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three top priorities for all responding cities are combined (without weighting
for first, second, or third places), the category of "streets and roads"
—2ireets and roads”

is definitely the priority most often selected. The six facility types most

frequently selected as priorities by respondents are as follows. (The "count"

is the number of times that facility type was selected as a first, second, or

third priority.)

Facility Type Priority Count
Streets and Roads 518
Stormwater Collection 309
Wastewater Treatment 228
Sewage Collection 216
Public Buildings 197
Water Distribution 152

The other facility types have “counts" of 106 or less.

Identification of these priorities is a major finding of the survey,

but these are differences among types of cities as regards their priorities.

These results must also be viewed in the context of other major findings
-- which Mayor Fulton will report -- that emphasize the variation among
cities in the ability to finance and the condition of public capital

facilities. This strongly supports the view that any national effort in

this area should rely primarily on local planning and the local priorities,

Within broad national ourooses.

The survey asked how tong it would take to begin work on the priority
projects if sufficient funds were available to finance the work. When
all the first, second, and third prioritiss are accumulated (without

weighting), it is clear that the vast maiority of the respondents project

start-up times for these priorities of under six months.
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Start Time Count
vUnder53 months:, - 799
4 to 6 months - ’ . 833
7 to 12 months - 549
Over 1 year 152

A major question which always arises when public works spending is
discussed is who would do the actual work: public employees or private
sector workers under contracts?

{ The survey asked cities to indicate how they would undertake their
péiority projects -- through city empl&yees, through contracting out the
work, or through some combination of the two.

When respondents’' answers are totaled (without weighting), the un-

equivocal answer is that cities would contract out the work in the vast

majority of the cases.

This is a major finding. It shows conclusively that investment in

local infrastructure work translates directly into jobs in the private

sector. This finding should end any charges that urban infrastructure
fundgng would mean massive patronage and public hiring or distortions in
the balance between public or private empioyment.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subco@mittee, this ends my portion
of this presentation.

"I want to say again -- on behalf of the nation's cities -- that we
believe 'the issue of infrastructure is of utmost importance, and we
believe these survey results are a major contribution to discussions of
this issue.

Thank you. 1 will be glad to answer questions at the appropriate

time.
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Mr. Chairman, di;tfnguisheq members of the Subcommittee, my name is
Richard Fulton. I am'ihe.Maydr og‘Nashville, Tennessee, and I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you today as a representative of the U.S.

'Conference of Mayors -- where I serve as Vice- PreSIdent -- and the National
League of Cities -- of which my city is a member.

My colleague Mayor Bradley has odtlingd for you some of the findings
from the Joint Survey:éﬁégapital Budgeting.and Infraétructure, & copy of which
you ha&e before you. I wfil cover four principal areas in my testimony this
morning. First, I will summarize the SJrvey‘s findings regarding the physical
condition of nineteen different types of public facilities. I also will
summarize the Survey's’findings regarding the responding cities' ability to
finance necessary imp}ovements in these facilities.

Third I will discuss the cost ranges which respondents told us would
cover the expense of undertaking the pr1or1ty needs summarized by Mayor Bradley.
Final1y, I will present some preliminary recommendations -- some of which
Mayor Bradley has already mentioned -- for your review. We believe these can
be drawn from the survey and could be helpful as the Subcommittee considers

legislative initiatives in the infrastructure area.

CONDITION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES

The survey asked regpondents to characterize the physical condition of
19 types of pubiic faci]itie;E Respondents could choose one of six character-
izatfons--ranging from "in good condition” through various levels of needed work
to “does not apply to this city"--for each of the 19 facility types. In addition,
all of these results could'be cross-tabulated by region, population size and city
type, generating a very large data base.

The information generated by this question is extremely rich. It is im-
possible to characterize the findings adequately in a short summary. However, some

major points should be noted.

First, in six of the facilities a ma’ ity of the respondents said the

29-792 O—84——9
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facilities were "in good condition." These facility types were:

o Community social 58.8 percent said
service facilities "in good condition"

e Parks and Recreational
facilities, open space 55.7 percent

o Water Storage 54.8 percent

o PubTic building 54.4 percent

o MWater treatment 50.6 percent

o Traffic control equipment 50.3 percent

However, for 10 of the facility types at least 30 percent of the
respondents said they required major wark. There is some overlap between the

first and second group, indicating the varieties of local situations:

¢ Streets and roads 70.4 percent said
. major work needed
o Sidewalks and curbs 69.9 percent
e Storm water collection
and drainage 67.4 percent
¢ Sewage collection 49.8 percent
o Bridges, overpasses
and viaducts 44.9 percent
® Public buildings 42.9 percent
o Traffic control equipment 39.0 percent
e Parks, recreation facilities,
open space 35.0 percent
o Wastewater treatment 34.7 percent
e Water distribution 31.3 percent

Finally, in six of the facility types, at least 25 percent of the re-

spondents reported that the facility types "did not apply to this city:"

e Docks, wharves, and ports 77.9 percent said it
didn't apply
e Public transportation facilities 64.3 percent
e Public transportation roiling_stock 63 percent
e Public school buildings 56.9 percent
e Solid waste disposal facilities
and resource recovery facilities 40.8 percent
¢ MWater treatment 27 percent

This last finding bears further analysis. The survey data collected
do not support any firm conclusions as to why these categories are so often

characterized as "not applicable.” It seems reasonable, however, to speculate
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that in many cases, control over these facilities rests with independent
boards or authorities, such as school boards. Thus, capital budget needs
would not necessarily show up in city budgets.

Second, some of these facilities may be operated by the private
sector.

Finally, it is possible that many of the respondents simply did not
have these facilities in their jurisdictions. This is certainly likely in
the case of public transportation, or docks and wharves. Also, among those
who do have such facilities, many may use indépendent boards or authorities,
or the private sector. to operate them.

There are some discernible differences in the responses from different
regions, different sized cities, and different city types. These are discussed
) in greater detail throughout the report. We have provided an especially detailed
analysis of these differences for the six high priorify facility types mentioned

by Mayor Bradley. However, we must stress: no region, no population class,

and no city type emerges a clear winner or a clear loser in this matter. Cities

from every classification report difficulties with some facilities. Local infra-

structure needs and priorities vary widely among cities.

ABILITY TO FINANCE CAPITAL PROJECTS

The survey also asked respondents to characterize their ability to
finance necessary work on each of the 19 types of public facilities. Respondents
could choose one of six possible responses--ranging from "possible to finance
out of own resources as a matter of course" through varying degrees of need
for assistance from state or federal governments to "not in the municipal

budget"--for each of the 19 facility types.
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First, in five of these facility types, a majority of the respondents
said they could finance necessary work out of their own resources either as a

matter of course or with difficulty -

o Public building 67.8 percent
o Sidewalks and curbs 63.3 percent
e Water distribution 57.8 percent
o MWater storage 53.4 percent
e Traffic control equipment 50.3 percent

However, for eight of the facility types, at least 30 percent of the
respondents said that they required some degree of state or federal aid to
finance the necessary work. There is some overlap between the\first and
second groups, thus indicating the differences in local situations. This

second group includes:

e Streets and roads 62.0 percent
o Wastewater treatment 54.5 percent
¢ Bridges, overpasses, viaducts 54.4 percent
e Parks, recreational facilities,

open_space 49.2 percent
o Stormwater collection and drainage 48.3 percent
e Sewage collection 44.1 percent
e Traffic control equipment 38.6 percent
o Sidewalks and curbs 31.4 percent

Finally, in six of the facility types, at least 25 percent of the
respondents reported that the facility type is "not in the municipal budget."

These facility types are:

o Public hospitals and clinics 60.8 percent
o Docks, wharves and ports 57.7 percent
e Public school buildings 53.8 percent
¢ Public transportation facilities 50.1 percent
e Public transportation rolling stock 48.9 percent
e Solid waste disposal facilities

and resource recovery facilities 29.2 percent

The overlap among categories and the variety of responses among dif-

ferent types of responding cities underlines another major, overriding finding

of this survey: the ability to finance necessary infrastructure work varies

widely among cities.
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As before, some regions report they can finance some facilities more
easily than others. Small-cities report more often they need assistance with
some types of work; large cities do so for other types. The same holds true for
the type of city responding. These differences are explained in greater detail

in the report. The striking finding is that cities from every region, from every

size classification, and from every city type report that they need assistance

for some infrastructure needs, while they can finance others locally.

COST RANGES FOR THE PRIORITIES

Respondents were asked to choose the most appropriate cost range
fof the capital costs of their priority projects. When the responses to all
the ranges cited for ail the priorities are added together, it becomes clear

that the "$1.0 million to $5.0 million" range is by far the most frequent

choice ;
Cost Range Count
Under $0.5 million 291
$0.5 million to $1.0 million 380
$1.0 miilion to $5 million 728
$5.0 million to $10.0 million 78
$10 million to $20 million 268
$20 million to $50 miition 180
$50 million and over 150

This information does not permit any analysis of a total "bottom Tine"
figure for urban infrastructure needs. The report does not provide one, and
-~yr statistical advisors tell us that no one should try to do so using these figures.

The responses to this question do show that among the respondents
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to this survey, the most prevalent cost range for self-selected priority infra-

structure projects is between $1 million and $5 million.

This 1s an important finding in its own right. Total pdblic facilities

needs across the country undoubtedly are quite formidable. At the local level,

however, the specific needs for individual high priority projects can be less

A>dauﬁt1ng in their magnitude.
Also, the wide distribution of responses among all the possible cost

ranges leads to another major finding of the survey: the range of costs among

cities for undertaking necessary work on priority infrastructure needs varies

widely among the responding cities.

There is no question that a complete inventory of all necessary work on
local capital facilities would give rise to a large total price tag for refurbishing
America's urban infrastructure. We cannot give you such a total. The survey did
not attempt to generate one.

The survey does demonstrate that there is a clear need for assistance
at the state and federal level if we expect these needs to be met.

There is no inexpensive, quick or easy solution to the problem of urban
infﬁastructure. It has taken years to develop, and will only be conquered by an
equally long-term commitment by all levels of government.

The survey does show, however, that we need not be paralyzed by the over-
all magnitude of this problem.

Significant progress could and would be made in meeting priority needs
if relatively modest amounts of assistance were available at the Tocal Tevel.
Hultiplied across many jurisdictions, this gure]y will add up. However, a start

can be made. A start should be made.
LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS
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Mr. Chairman, I know that the Subcommittee at the present time does
not have legislation before it which addresses the long-term infrastructure
needs of cities. The U.S. Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities
believe that federal action on this matter is warranted, and we hope that you will
move to consider such legislation.

If and when the Subcpnmittee take§ up such Tegislation, we will be
happy to share our thoughts with you on its specifics. In the meantime, however,
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities believe that
this landmark survey leads to some preliminary Eecommendations some of which Mayor
Bradley already has mentioned which would apply to any legislative initiative.

First, any federal effort to provide assistance in meeting infrastructure

needs should provide funds directly to local governments. This survey shows that

Tocal governments can and do plan rationally for their capital expendifures. They
know what their needs are and where their priorities lie. There is a clear
and justifiable need for direct federal-city relationships in this are. Any
future 1egislatibn should embrace this principle.

Second, the survey shows that these local needs vary widely. They differ
among cities in different regions, of different sizes, and of different types. For

this reason, any federal effort in this area should be designed to provide consider-

able local flexibility in the programming and use of funds, within clear national

objectives. The approach taken by this Subcommittee in fashioning the National
Development Investment Act of 1983 (H.R.10) is a good example of this principle
at work. We appreciate this Subcommittee's sensitivity to this important principle.

Third, the survey shows that individual high priority projects chosen by

the respondents can, in most cases, be undertaken with relatively modest amounts

of funding. Thus, federal assistance could make a difference locally if it helped

provide such amounts, and provided them consistently and predictably over time.
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GOOD MORNING, MR. CHAIRMAN AND DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF THE
COMMITTEE. I AM PAMELA PLUMB, COUNCILOR OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND,
MAINE. I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY
AS A REPRESENTATIVE OF BOTH THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES --
WHERE I SERVE AS VICE CHAIR OF THE COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE AND A MEMBER OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE TASK
FORCE -- AND THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS -- WHERE I WAS A
MEMBER OF THE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE WHEN I WAS MAYOR OF MY
CITY IN 1980-81.

I AM HERE TODAY TO SHARE WITH YOU THE RESULTS OF THE JOINT

~~SURVEY ON CAPITAL BUDGETING AND INFRASTRUCTURE, CONDUCTED BY THE
LEAGUE OF CITIES AND CONFERENCE OF MAYORS FROM DECEMBER 1982 TO
APRIL 1983. COPIES OF THE REPORT ON THE SURVEY WERE CIRCULATED
TO YOU EARLIER FOR YOUR REVIEW.

MY TESTIMONY TODAY WILL COVER, FIRST, A BRIEF INTRODUCTION
TO THE SURVEY; SECOND, A DESCRIPTION OF WHAT WE LEARNED ABOUT
CITY GOVERNMENTS' CAPITAL BUDGETING PRACTICES; THIRD, AN ANALYSIS
OF THE PRIORITIES THAT THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS SELECTED FROM AMONG
THE TYPES OF INFRASTRUCTURE FACILITIES THAT NEED MAJOR WORK IN
THEIR CITIES; FOURTH, A SUMMARY OF THE SURVEY'S FINDINGS
KEGARDING THE PHYSICAL CONDITION OF NINETEEN DIFFERENT TYPES OF
PUBLIC FACILITIES AS WELL AS THE RESPONDING CITIES' ABILITY TO
FINANCE NECESSARY IMPROVEMENTS IN THESE FACILITIES; FIFTH, AN
ANALYSIS OF THE COST RANGES WHICH RESPONDENTS TuLD US WOULD COVER
THE EXPENSE OF UNDERTAKING THE PRIORITY NEEDS OF THEIR CITIES;

AND FINALLY, SOME FOLICY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR YOUR REVIEW. WE
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BELIEVE THESE RECOMMENDATIONS CAN BE DRAWN FROM THE SURVEY AND
COULD BE HELPFUL AS THE COMMITTEE CONSIDERS LEGISLATIVE INITIA-
TIVES IN THE INFRASTRUCTURE AREA.

ABOUT THE SURVEY

OF THE NATION'S VAST AND COMPLICATED INFRASTRUCTURE NETWORK,
THIS STUDY REPORTS ONLY ON CERTAIN CAPITAL FACILITIES WHICH ARE
THE RESPONSIBILITY OF MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS. IT ALSO REPORTS ON
HOW CITIES CARRY OUT THAT RESPONSIBILITY. IT IS ONE OF THE MOST
COMPREHENSIVE STUDIES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT CAPITAL INVESTMENT
PRACTICES AND PRIORITIES EVER UNDERTAKEN.

APPROXIMATELY 1,400 CITY GOVERNMENTS WERE SURVEYED DURING
DECEMBER 1982 -~ FEBRUARY 1983. A TOTAL OF 809 RESPONSES WERE
RECEIVED BY MARCH 1 AND WERE ANALYZED FOR THIS RE;bRT. RESPONSES
WERE RECEIVED FROM CITIES IN EVERY REGION AND EVERY POPULATION
CATEGORY .

THIS REPORT IS DELIBERATELY TITLED AN "INITIAL ASSESSMENT."
SEVERAL DOZEN COMMUNITIES RETURNED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES AFTER
DATA RUNS HAD BEGUN. THESE ADDITIONAL RESPONSES CAN BE INCLQDED
IN LATER ANALYSES. MOREOVER, OUR ANALYSES SUGGEST STILL FURTHER
RESEARCH THAT CAN BE DONE WITH THIS DATA.

THE INFORMATION GATHERED BY THIS SURVEY IS SIGNIFICANT --

AND, INDEED, WE BELIEVE UNPRECEDENTED -- AND DESERVES CONSID-

ERABLE FURTHER RESEARCH. WE HAVE NOT HAD TIME, FOR EXAMPLE, TO

CROSS-TABULATE THE ANSWERS TO THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES BY SOME
MEASURE OF CITY DISTRESS. ELIGIBILITY FOR THE UDAG PROGRAM COULD

SERVE AS SUCH A MEASURE.
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I WANT ALSO TO NOTE EXPLICITLY THAT RESEARCH OF THIS SORT
SHOULD BE DONE ON CAPITAL FACILITIES THAT ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF FEDERAL AND STATE GOVERNMENTS, AS WELL AS LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

" OTHER THAN MUNICIPALITIES.

A SWEEPING PICTURE OF LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS AND CAPITAL
BUDGETING PRACTICES EMERGES FROM THE SURVEY. THE SURVEY PRESENTS
SEVERAL MAJOR FINDINGS WHICH MUST AFFECT ANY CONSIDERATION OF THE
NEXT DECADE'S APPROACH TO PUBLIC CAPITAL INVESTMENT. I NOW WANT
TO SHARE THOSE FINDINGS WITH YOU.

CAPITAL BUDGETING

WE FOUND THAT CITIES MAKE THEIR DECISIONS ABOUT CAPITAL

INVESTMENT NEEDS THRQUGH AN ORDERLY PROCESS. OVER 90 PERCENT OF

THE 809 RESPONDENTS REPORTED THAT THEY EITHER HAVE A CAPITAL
BUDGETING PROCESS OR A SUBSTITUTE WHICH ACCOMPLISHES THE SAME
PURPOSE.

NEARLY ALL THESE CAPITAL BUDGETS ARE APPROVED BY CITY
COUNCILS, AND 88 PERCENT OF THE RESPONDENTS SAID THESE BUDGETS
COVER ALL CITY DEPARTMENTS. THE SURVEY REVEALS WIDESPREAD USE OF
A VARIETY OF MECHANISMS TO SOLICIT PUBLIC COMMENT ON CAPITAL
BUDGETS. ALMOST 84 PERCENT OF THE RESPONDING CITIES USE PUBLIC
HEARINGS AND SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGES USE OTHER TECHNIQUES AS
WELL, SUCH AS SPECIAL OR GENERAL PURPOSE ADVISORY BOARDS.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAYS A SIGNIFICANT ROLE IN LOCAL

CAPITAL BUDGETING AND PLANNING.
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NATIONAL ECONOMIC RECOVERY AND DEVELOPMENT REQUIRE BASTCALLY
SOUND LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE. THIS SURVEY SHOWS THAT RESPONDENTS
HAVE GRASPED THIS FACT AND THAT IT PLAYS A ROLE IN SHAPING THE
LOCAL BUDGET PLANNING PROCESS, AS WELL AS IN THE SELECTION OF
PRIORITIES.

WHEN ASKED TO CITE THE REASON FOR CHOOSING PRIORITIES FOR
PUBLIC FACILITIES WORK, THE RESPO&DENTS CITED PROTECTION OF
PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY AND PROVISION OF ESSENTIAL SERVICES MOST
FREQUENTLY. THIS REFLECTS THE FACT THAT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE
STILL FIRST AND FOREMOST THE PROVIDERS OF SERVICES AND PROTECTORS
OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY. BUT THE THIRD MOST FREQUENTLY CITED
REASON FOR CHOOSING A PRIORITY WAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, BY A
WIDE MARGIN.

MOREOVER, 492 RESPONDENTS {OR 60.8 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL)
REPORTED THAT ECONOMiC DEVELOPMENT IS TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION
WHEN PLANNING A CAPITAL BUDGET.

WE BELIEVE THESE FINDINGS POINT TO A LOCAL BASE OF

ACTIVITIES AND ATTITUDES REGARDING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

PUBLIC CAPITAL INVESTMENT AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT THAT CAN BE

BUILT UPON 1IN FEDERAﬁ §0LICY AND PROGRAMS. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES THAT ARE RELATED TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

WOULD NOT ONLY HELP LOCALITIES ADDRESS SOME OF THEIR HIGHEST

PRIORITY NEEDS, BUT WOULD ALSO CONTRIBUTE TO NATIONAL ECONOMIC

GROWTH .
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RESPONDENTS WERE ASKED WHETHER OR NOT EACH OF FOUR
CATEGORIES OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT WORK IS INCLUDED IN THEIR
CAPITAL BUDGETS. THE FREQUENCIES WITH WHICH RESPONDENTS SAID
EACH CATEGORY 1S INQLUDED IN THEIR BUDGETS IS SUMMARIZED IN THIS

TABLE.

PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE 43.4 PERCENT SAID
THIS IS INCLUDED IN
THEIR BUDGET

MAJOR MAINTENANCE 76.8 PERCENT
REHABILITATION/RECONSTRUCTION 92.0 PERCENT
EXPANSION/NEW CONSTRUCTION 94.7 PERCENT

RESPONDENTS INDICATED THAT THEY RELY ON DIFFERENT FINANCING
MECHANISMS FOR EACH OF THESE DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF INFRASTRUC-
TURE WORK. TAKEN TOGETHER, THESE RESPONSES SHOW THAT RESPONDING

CITIES MAKE AN IMPORTANT DISTINCTION IN THEIR CAPITAL BUDGETING:

LOCAL TAXES ARE USED PRIMARILY TO FINANCE MAINTENANCE, AND DEBT

IS PRIMARILY USED TQ FINANCE MAJOR REHABILITATION, EXPANSION AND

NEW CONSTRUCTION. /

LARGE MAJORITIES OF THE RESPONDING CITIES INDICATED THAT
THEY VIEW THE LOCAL CAPITAL BUDGETING PROCESS AS EFFECTIVE WITH
REGARD TO A BROAD ARRAY OF CRITERIA. AT THE SAME TIME THE
RESPONDENTS INDICATED THAT THEIR PROCESSES COULD BE IMPROVED, AND
SUCH AREAS AS NEEDS ASSESSMENT, ANALYSIS OF FINANCING OPTIONS,
AND DEVELOPMENT OF PRIORITIES ALL RECEIVE HIGH.RESPONSES AS AREAS

WORTH IMPROVING.
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RESPONDENTS FELT THAT ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT HAVE A ROLE

IN FINANCING IMPROVEMENT TO LOCAL CAPITAL BUDGETING PROCESSES,

WITH 85 PERCENT CITING A LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY, 65 PERCENT A STATE
RESPONSIBILITY, AND 52 PERCENT A FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY.

THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
URGE THE COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER SERIOUSLY THIS FINDING OF THE

SURVEY. WE STRONGLY RECOMMEND THAT FUNDING ASSISTANCE FOR THE

IMPROVEMENT OF LOCAL CAPITAL BUDGETING PROCESES BE INCLUDED IN

ANY FEDERAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM.

INFRASTRUCTURE PRIORITIES

RESPONDENTS WERE ASKED TO CHOOSE, FROM AMONG NINETEEN TYPES
OF FACILITIES, THE THREE THAT ARE THE HIGHEST PRIORITIES FOR
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES IN THEIR COMMUNITIES. PRIORITIES VARY AMONG
DIFFERENT TYPES OF CITIES, BUT WHEN THE THREE TOP PRIORITIES FOR
ALL RESPONDING CITIES ARE COMBINED (WITHOUT WEIGHTING FOR FIRST,

SECOND, OR THIRD PLACES), THE CATEGORY OF "STREETS AND ROADS" IS

DEFINITELY THE PRIORITY MOST OFTEN SELECTED. THE SIX FACILITY

TYPES MOST FREQUENTLY SELECTED AS PRIORITIES BY RESPONDENTS ARE
AS FOLLOWS. (THE "COUNT" IS THE NUMBER OF TIMES THAT FACILITY

TYPE WAS SELECTED AS A FIRST, SECOND, OR THIRD PRIORITY.)

FACILITY TYPE PRIORITY COUNT
STREETS AND ROADS 518
STORMWATER COLLECTION 309
WASTEWATER TREATMENT 228
SEWAGE COLLECTION 216
PUBLIC BUILDINGS 197

WATER DISTRIBUTION 152

THE OTHER FACILITY TYPES HAVE "COUNTS" OF 106 OR LESS.
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IDENTIFICATION OF THESE PRIORITIES IS A MAJOR FINDING OF THE

SURVEY, BUT THESE ARE DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPES OF CITIES AS
REGARDS THEIR PRIORITIES. THESE RESULTS MUST ALSO BE VIEWED IN
THE CONTEXT OF OTHER MAJOR FINDINGS -- WHICH I WILL REPORT ON
LATER IN THIS STATEMENT -- THAT EMPHASIZE THE VARIATION AMONG
CITIES IN THE ABILITY TO FINANCE AND THE CONDITION OF PUBLIC
CAPITAL FACILITIES. THIS STRONGLY SUPPORTS THE VIEW THAT ANY

NATIONAIL EFFORT IN THIS AREA SHOULD RELY PRIMARILY ON LOCAL

PLANNING AND LOCAL PRIOQRITIES, WITHIN BROAD NATIONAL PURPOSES.

THE SURVEY ASKED HOW LONG IT WOULD TAKE TO BEGIN WORK ON THE
PRIORITY PROJECTS IF SUFFICIENT FUNDS WERE AVAILABLE TO FINANCE
THE WORK. WHEN ALL THE FIRST, SECOND, AND THIRD PRIORITIES ARE
ACCUMULATED (WITHOUT WEIGHTING), IT IS CLEAR THAT THE VAST

MAJORITY OF THE RESPONDENTS PROJECT START-UP TIMES FOR THESE

PRIORITIES OF UNDER SIX MONTHS.

START TIME COUNT
UNDER 3 MONTHS 799
4 T0 6 MONTHS 833
7 TO 12 MONTHS 549
OVER 1 YEAR 152

A MAJOR QUESTION WHICH ALWAYS ARISES WHEN PUBLIC WORKS
SPENDING IS DISCUSSED IS WHO WOULD DO THE ACTUAL WORK: PUBLIC

‘EMPLOYEES OR PRIVATE SECTOR WORKERS UNDER CONTRACTS?
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THE SURVEY ASKED CITIES TO INDICATE HOW THEY WOULD UNDERTAKE
THEIR PRIORITY PRGJECTS -- THROUGH CITY EMPLOYEES, THROUGH
CONTRACTING OUT THE WORK, OR THROUGH SOME COMBINATION OF THE TWO.

WHEN RESPONDENTS' ANSWERS ARE TOTALED (WITHOUT WEIGHTING), THE

UNEQUIVOCAL ANSWER IS THAT CITIES WOULD CONTRACT OUT THE WORK IN

THE VAST MAJORITY OF THE CASES.

THIS IS A MAJOR FINDING. IT SHOWS CONCLUSIVELY THAT

INVESTMENT IN LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE WORK TRANSLATES DIRECTLY INTO

JOBS IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR. THIS FINDING SHOULD END ANY CHARGES

THAT URBAN INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING WOULD MEAN MASSIVE PATRONAGE
AND PUBLIC HIRING OR DISTORTIONS IN THE BALANCE BETWEEN PUBLIC OR
PRIVATE EMPLOYMENT.

CONDITION OF PUBLIC FACILITIES

THE SURVEY ASKED RESPONDENTS TO CHARACTERIZE THE PHYSICAL
CONDITION OF 19 TYPES OF PUBLIC FACILITIES. RESPONDENTS COULD
CHOOSE ONE OF SIX CHARACTERIZATIONS -- RANGING FROM "IN GOOD
CONDITION" THROUGH VARIOUS LEVELS OF NEEDED WORK TO "DOES NOT
APPLY TO THIS CITY" -~ FOR EACH OF THE 19 FACILITY TYPES. IN
ADDITION, ALL OF THESE RESULTS COULD BE CROSS-TABULATED BY
REGION, POPULATION SIZE, AND CITY TYPE, GENERATING A VERY LARGE
DATA BASE.

THE INFORMATION GENERATED BY THIS QUESTION IS EXTREMELY
RICH. IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO CHARACTERIZE THE FINDINGS ADEQUATELY

IN A SHORT SUMMARY. HOWEVER, SOME MAJOR POINTS SHOULD BE NOTED.
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FIRST, IN SIX OF THESE FACILITIES A MAJORITY OF THE
RESPONDENTS SAID THAT SIX OF THESE FACILITIES WERE "IN GOOD

CONDITION". THESE FACILITY TYPES WERE:

® COMMUNITY SOCIAL 58.8 PERCENT
SERVICE FACILITIES SAID "IN GOOD
CONDITION"
® PARKS AND RECREATIONAL
FACILITIES, OPEN SPACE 55.7 PERCENT
® WATER STORAGE 54.8 PERCENT
® PUBLIC BUILDINGS 54.4 PERCENT
® WATER TREATMENT 50.6 PERCENT
® TRAFFIC CONTROL EQUIPMENT . 50.3 PERCENT

HOWEVER, FOR 10 OF THE FACILITY TYPES AT LEAST 30 PERCENT OF
THE RESPONDENTS SAID THEY REQUIRED MAJOR WORK. THERE IS SOME
OVERLAP BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND GROUP, INDICATING THE

VARIETIES OF LOCAL SITUATIONS:

® STREETS AND ROADS 70.4 PERCENT
SAID MAJOR WORK
NEEDED
® SIDEWALKS AND CURBS 69.9 PERCENT
® STORM WATER COLLECTION
AND DRAINAGE 67.4 PERCENT
® SEWAGE COLLECTION 49.8 PERCENT
® BRIDGES, OVERPASSES
AND VIADUCTS 44.9 PERCENT
® PUBLIC BUILDINGS 42.9 PERCENT
® TRAFFIC CONTROL EQUIPMENT 39.0 PERCENT
® PARKS, RECREATION FACILITIES, . "
OPEN SPACE 35.0 PERCENT -
® WASTEWATER TREATMENT 34.7 PERCENT
®

WATER DISTRIBUTION 31.3 PERCENT

29-792 0—84——10
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FINALLY, IN SIX OF THE FACILITY TYPES, AT LEAST 25 PERCENT
OF THE RESPONDENTS REPORTED THAT THE FACILITY TYPES "DID NOT

APPLY TO THIS CITY:"

¢ DOCKS, WHARVES, AND PORTS 77.9 PERCENT
SAID IT DIDN'T
APPLY

® PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 64.3 PERCENT

® PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ROLLING STOCK 63 PERCENT

® PUBLIC SCHOOL BUILDINGS 56.9 PERCENT

® SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES

AND RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES 40.8 PERCENT
® WATER TREATMENT 27 PERCENT

TiIIS LAST FINDING BEARS FURTHER ANALYSIS. THE SURVEY DATA
COLLECTED DO NOT SUPPORT ANY FIRM CONCLUSIONS AS TO WHY THESE
CATEGORIES ARE SO OFTEN CHARACTERIZED AS "NOT APPLICABLE." IT
SEEMS REASONABLE, HOWEVER, TO SPECULATE THAT IN MANY CASES,
CONTROL OVER THESE FACILITIES RESTS WITH INDEPENDENT BOARDS OR
AUTHORITIES, SUCH AS SCHOOL BOARDS. THUS, CAPITAL BUDGET NEEDS
WOULD NOT NECESSARILY SHOW UP IN CITY BUDGETS.

SECOND, SOME OF THESE FACILITIES MAY BE OPERATED BY THE
PRIVATE SECTOR.

FINALLY, IT IS POSSIBLE THAT MANY OF THE CITIES SIMPLY DID
NOT HAVE THESE FACILTIIES IN THEIR JURISDICTIONS. THIS IS
CERTAINLY LIKELY IN THE CASE OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION OR DOCKS

AND WHARVES.
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THERE ARE SOME DISCERNIRLE DIFFERENCES IN THE RESPONSES FROM
DIFFERENT REGIONS, DIFFERENT SIZED CITIES, AND DIFFERENT CITY
TYPES. THESE ARE DISCUSSED- IN GREATER DETAIL THROUGHOUT THE
REPORT. WE HAVE PROVIDED AN ESPECIALLY DETAILED ANALYSIS OF
THESE DIFFERENCES FOR THE SIX HIGH PRIORITY FACILITY TYPES THAT I
MENTIONED EARLIER. HOWEVER, WE MUST STRESS: NO REGION, NO

POPULATION CLASS, AND NO CITY TYPE EMERGES A CLEAR WINNER OR A

CLEAR LOSER IN THIS MATTER. CITIES FROM EVERY CLASSIFICATION

REPORT DIFFICULTIES WITH SOME FACILITIES. LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE

NEEDS AND PRIQRITIES VARY WIDELY AMONG CITIES.

ABILITY TO FINANCE CAPITAL PROJECTS

THE SURVEY ALSO ASKED RESPONDENTS TO CHARACTERIZE THEIR
ABILITY TO FINANCE NECESSARY WORK ON EACH OF THE 19 TYPES OF
PUBLIC FACILITIES. RESPONDENTS COULD CHOOSE ONE OF SIX POSSIBLE
RESPONSES -- RANGING FROM "POSSIBLE TO FINANCE OUT OF OWN
RESOURCES AS A MATTER OF COURSE" THROUGH VARYING DEGREES OF NEED
FOR ASSISTANCE FROM STATE OR FEDERAL GOVERNMiNTS TO "NOT IN THE
MUNICIPAL BUDGET" ~- FOR EACH OF THE 19 FACILITY TYPES.

FIRST, IN FIVE OF THESE FACILITY TYPES, A MAJORITY OF THE
RESPONDENTS SAID THEY COULD FINANCE NECESSARY WORK OUT OF THEIR‘

OWN RESOURCES EITHER AS A MATTER OF COURSE OR WITH DIFFICULTY--

® PUBLIC BUILDINGS 67.8 PERCENT
© SIDEWALKS AND CURBS 63.3 PERCENT
@ WATER DISTRIBUTION 57.8 PERCENT
® WATER STORAGE 53.4 PERCENT
® TRAFFIC CONTROL EQUIPMENT 50.3 PERCENT
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HOWEVER, FOR EIGHT OF THE FACILITY TYPES, AT LEAST 30 PERCENT
OF THE RESPONDENTS SAID THAT THEY REQUIRED SOME DEGREE OF STATE OR
FEDERAL AID TO FINANCE THE NECESSARY WORK. THERE IS SOME OVERLAP
BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND GROUPS, THUS INDICATING THE

DIFFERENCES IN LOCAL SITUATIONS. THIS SECOND GROUP INCLUDES:

® STREETS AND ROADS 62.0 PERCENT
® WASTEWATER TREATMENT 54.5 PERCENT
® BRIDGES, OVERPASSES, VIADUCTS 54.4 PERCENT
® PARKS, RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

OPEN SPACE 49.2 PERCENT
® STORMWATER COLLECTION AND DRAINAGE 48.3 PERCENT
® SEWAGE COLLECTION 41.1 PERCENT
® TRAFFIC CONTROL EQUIPMENT 38.6 PERCENT
® SIDEWALKS AND CURBS 31.4 PERCENT

FINALLY, IN SIX OF THE FACILITY TYPES, AT LEAST 25 PERCENT
OF THE RESPONDENTS REPORTED THAT THE FACILITY TYPE IS "NOT IN THE

MUNICIPAL BUDGET." THESE FACILITY TYPES ARE:

® PUBLIC HOSPITALS AND CLINICS 60.8 PERCENT
® DOCKS, WHARVES AND PORTS 57.7 PERCENT
® PUBLIC SCHOOL BUILDINGS 53.8 PERCENT
@ PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 50.1 PERCENT
® PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ROLLING STOCK 48.9 PERCENT
® SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITIES

AND RESOURCES' RECOVERY FACILITIES 29.2 PERCENT

THE OVERLAP AMONG CATEGORIES AND THE VARIETY OF RESPONSES

AMONG DIFFERENT TYPES OF RESPONDING CITIES UNDERLINES ANOTHER

MAJOR, OVERRIDING FINDING OF THIS SURVEY: THE ABILITY TO FINANCE

NECESSARY INFRASTRUCTURE WORK VARIES WIDELY AMONG CITIES.
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AS BEFORE, SOME REGIONS REPORT THEY CAN FINANCE SOME
FACILITIES MORE EASILY THAN OTHERS. SMALL CITIES REPORT MORE
OFTEN THEY NEED ASSISTANCE WITH SOME TYPES OF WORK; LARGE CITIES
DO SO FOR OTHER TYPES. THE SAME HOLDS TRUE FOR THE TYPE OF CITY
RESPONDING. THESE DIFFERENCES ARE EXPLAINED IN GREATER DETAIL IN

‘THE REPORT. THE STRIKING FINDING IS THAT CITIES FROM EVERY

REGION, FORM EVERY SIZE CLASSIFICATION, AND FROM EVERY CITY TYPE

REPORT THAT THEY NEEDAASSISTANCE FOR SOME INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS,

WHILE THEY CAN FINANCE OTHERS LOCALLY.

COST RANGES FOR THE PRIORITIES

RESPONDENTS WERE ASKED TO CHOOSE THE MOST APPROPRIATE COST
RANGE FOR THE CAPITAL COSTS OF THEIR PRIORITY PROJECTS. WHEN THE
RESPONSES TO ALL ?HB RANGES CITED FOR ALL THE PRIORITIES ARE
ADDED TOGETHER, IT BECOMES CLEAR THAT THE "$1.0 MILLION TO $5.0

MILLION" RANGE IS BY FAR THE MOST FREQUENT CHOICE:

COST RANGE COUNT
UNDER $0.5 MILLION 291
$0.5 MILLION TO $1.0 MILLION 380
$1.0 MILLION TO $5 MILLION 728
$5.0 MILLION TO $10.0 MILLION 378
$10 MILLION TO §20 MILLION 265

$20 MILLION TO $50 MILLION 180

$50 MILLION AND OVER : ‘150
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THIS INFORMATION DOES NOT PERMIT ANY ANALYSIS OF A TOTAL
"BOTTOM LINE" FIGURE FOR URBAN INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS. THE REPORT
DOES NOT PROVIDE ONE, AND OUR STATISTICAL ADVISORS TELL US THAT NO
ONE SHOULD TRY TO DO SO USING THESE FIGURES.

THE RESPONSES TO THIS QUESTION DO SHOW THAT AMONG THE
RESPONDENTS TO THIS SURVEY, THE MOST PREVALENT COST RANGE FOR
SELF-SELECTED PRIORITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS IS BETWEEN §$1
MILLION AND $5 MILLION.

THIS IS AN IMPORTANT FINDING IN ITS OWN RIGHT. TOTAL PUBLIC

FACILITIES NEEDS ACRQSS THE COUNTRY UNDOUBTEDLY ARE QUITE

FORMIDABLE. AT THE LOCAL LEVEL, HOWEVER, THE SPECIFIC NEEDS FOR

INDIVIDUAL HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS CAN BE LESS DAUNTING IN THEIR

MAGNITUDE. .
ALSO, THE WIDE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES AMONG ALL THE
POSSIBLE COST RANGES LEADS TO ANOTHER MAJOR FINDING OF THE SURVEY:

THE RANGE OF COSTS AMONG CITIES FOR UNDERTAKING NECESSARY WORK ON

PRIORITY INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS VARIES WIDELY AMONG THE RESPONDING

CITIES.

THERE IS NO QUESTION THAT A COMPLETE INVENTORY OF ALL
NECESSARY WORK ON LOCAL CAPITAL FACILITIES WOULD GIVE RISE TO A
LARGE TOTAL PRICE TAG FOR REFURBISHING AMERICA'S URBAN INFRA-
STRUCTURE. WE CANNOT GIVE YOU SUCH A TOTAL. THE SURVEY DID NOT

ATTEMPT TO GENERATE ONE.
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THE SURVEY DOES DEMONSTRATE THAT THERE IS A CLEAR NEED FOR
ASSISTANCE AT THE STATE AND FEDERAL LEVEL IF WE EXPECT THESE NEEDS
TO BE MET.

THERE IS NO INEXPENSIVE, QUICK OR EASY SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM
OF URBAN INFRASTRUCTURE. IT HAS TAKEN YEARS TO DEVELOP, AND WILL
ONLY BE CONQUERED BY AN EQUALLY LONG-TERM COMﬂiTMENT BY ALL LEVELS
OF GOVERNMENT.

THE SURVEY DOES SHOW, HOWEVER, THAT WE NEED NOT BE PARALYZED
BY THE OVERALL MAGNITUDE OF THIS PROBLEM.

SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS COULD AND WOULD BE MADE IN MEETING
PRIORITY NEEDS IF RELATIVELY MODEST AMOUNTS OF ASSISTANCE WERE
AVAILABLE TO THE LOCAL LEVEL. MULTIPLIED ACROSS MANY JURISDIC-
TIONS, THIS SURELY WILL ADC UP. HOWEVER, A START CAN BE MADE. A
START SHOULD BE MADE.

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS AND THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF
CITIES BELIEVE THAT THIS LANDMARK SURVEY LEADS TO SOME PRELIMINARY
RECOMMENDATIONS WHICH WOULD APPLY TO ANY LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE.

FIRST, ANY FEDERAL EFFORT TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE IN MEETING

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS SHOULD PROVIDE FUNDS DIRECTLY TO LOCAL

GOVERNMENTS. THIS SURVEY SHOWS THAT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS CAN AND DO
PLAN RATIONALLY FOR THEIR CAPITAL EXPENDITURES. THEY KNOW WHAT

THEIR NEEDS ARE AND WHERE THEIR PRIORITIES LIE. THERE IS A CLEAR
AND JUSTIFIABLE NEED FOR DIRECT FEDERAL~CITY RELATIONSHIPS IN THIS

AREA. ANY FUTURE LEGISLATION SHOULD EMBRACE THIS PRINCIPLE.
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SECOND, THE SURVEY SHOWS THAT THESE LOCAL NEEDS VARY WIDELY.
THEY DIFFER AMONG CITIE:; IN DIFFERENT REGIONS, OF DIFFERENT SIZES,

AND OF DIFFERENT TYPES, FOR THIS REASON, ANY FEDERAL EFFORT IN

THIS AREA SHOULD BE DESIGNED TO PROVIDE CONSIDERABLE LOCAL

FLEXIBILITY IN THE PROGRAMMING AND USE OF FUNDS, WITHIN CLEAR

NATIONAL OBJECTIVES.

THIRD, THE SURVEY SHOWS THAT INDIVIDIUAL HIGH PRIORITY

PROJECTS CHOSEN BY THE RESPONDENTS CAN, IN MOST CASES, BE

UNDERTAKEN WITH RELATIVELY MODEST AMOUNTS OF FUNDING. THUS,

FEDERAIL. ASSISTANCE COULD MAKE A DIFFERENCE LOCALLY IF IT HELPED
PROVIDE SUCH AMOUNTS, AND PROVIDED THEM CONSISTENTLY AND
PREDICTABLY OVER TIME.

FOURTH, THE SURVEY SHOWS THAT RESPONDENTS FROM EVERY SIZE AND

TYPES OF CITY GOVERNMENT IN EVERY REGION CAN IDENTIFY LEGITIMATE

PUBLIC FACILITY NEEDS. FEDERAL LEGISLATION SHOULD BE DRAFTED TO

ENSURE THAT NO PARTICULAR GROUP OF CITIES IS EXCLUDED FROM
PARTICIPATING IN A NATIONAL EFFORT TO INCREASE INVESTMENT IN THESE
FACILITIES.

FIFTH, THE SURVEY SHOWS THAT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IS A

SIGNIFICANT FACTOR IN LOCAL CAPITAL BUDGET PLANNING. HOWEVER, IT

CLEARLY IS NOT THE MOST SIGNIFICANT FACTOR. TO THE EXTENT THAT THE
CONGRESS AND THIS COMMITTEE WISH TO DIRECT NATIONAL RESOURCES
TOWARDS REFURBISHING INFRASTRUCTURE TO INCREASE ECONOMIC PRODUC-
TIVITY AND GROWTH, HOWEVER, WE BELIEVE NATIONAL LEGISLATION COULD
BE FASHIONED TO ENCOURAGE THIS. THE SURVEY SHOWS THAT THIS WOULD

BE CONSISTENT WITH, AND NOT AT ODDS. WITH, ALREADY EXISTING TRENDS.
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SIXTH, WE STRONGLY RECOMMEND THAT FUNDING FOR THE IMPROVEMENT

OF CAPITAL BUDGETING AND PLANNING PROCESSES AT THE LOCAL LEVEL BE

INCLUDED IN ANY FEDERAL INFRASTRUCTURE AID PROGRAM. A MAJORITY OF

THE CITIES SURVEYED SAID THEY WOULD SUPPORT SUCH ASSISTANCE, AND
THAT SUCH AID WOULD BE HELPFUL IN IMPROVING LOCAL PROCESSES.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SHARE THIS
IMPORTANT SURVEY WITH YOU. I WILL BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS

YOU MAY HAVE.



Department of Development
Oirector Raiph W Smithers
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Dear Citizens and City Officials:

As you are now aware, the City is preparing for submitting a
1964 bond packags to the voters. In anticipation of tnis bond
issus snd as planning input to the City's future capitel
irprovement planning process, the Department of Development has

ed, with fron the various City
service divisions end neighborhood organizations, the "Columbus
Physical Improvements Needs Survey.* The Survey 1s now being
used by city planners end budget planners in evaluating
nelghborhood and physical improvement needs relative to o 1564
bond package. e Department of Development will also review
community needs In the framework provided by the "Columbus
Metropolitan Growth Fotential™ report.

This survey is further designed ta provide City Council and
citizens with lsproved information for evaluating the priority
and delivery af City services. It should also provide a better
understanding of the vast number of physical imgrovement
projects that confront the City's relatively limited Caplital
Improvement Budgst.

As the City generates the financial ability, the needs in this
survey will be met through the ennual Capltal Improvements
Program. Howaver, as Columbus' population increases and its
infrastructure continues to age, new needs will be added to the
Survey and eventually find thelr way into an already
overburdened Capitel Program. As part of the programing and
budgeting process, the citizens of Colusbus, through their
assistance in the preparation of this survey, have played, and
will continus to play, a major role in determining the types
and locations of future capital improvement projects.

Sincerely,

L it

RALPH W. SMITHERS, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF DEVEL

RWS/KF/ Joc

161
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM AND NEEDS SURVEY
CITY OPERATING DIVISION CONTACT PERSONS

If you have any questions concerning projects or the Needs Survey itself, please do not hesitate to contact
the appropriate City Operating Division. The individuals -listed below coordinate the Capital Improvements
Program for their Division. If they cannot answer your specific project question they will see that you are
connected with someone who can: z

Division of Sewerage and Drainage.....e.eeee. ««+s. Paul Koehler..... ceenes oo 222-6043
Division of Water...... cresseasencsaneanans «sese.. Bob Beer....... sessessenes 222-6378
Division of Engineering and Construction.......... Jim Gabriel.............ss 222-7395
Division of Traffic Engineering and Parking....... Dave YOUNgeI.c.seseeassnns 222-7790
Division of Electricity...vieeieninnecienccennness Don Bauman...eeeeeencocnss 222-7294
Division of AirportS..eeececssss teeessesesesnanas .. Daniel Ginty..eoveeenveans 239-4000
Division of Fire.ciceceneeeneneecnnnnns cesevenenes Cris Truesdell............ 222-8308
Division of Police......... Ceesesessrananearananes Lt. Morgan......ceeveee eees 222-4812
Department of Recreation and ParkS....eeeveecacnss Jim Barney.eceeeeceneaceees 222-7536
Division of Z00.eeeeeveeoiereacanns Cetsseceenann «. Jim Barney..ceeeseneens ee. 222-7536
Division of Building ServiceS..esececeresses veseses TOMm Hoyle..ooo.o ceeseveans 222-7602

If you have any questions concerning the Needs Survey in general, please contact:

Division of Planningee.seeeeesesosseenensnnnns vees. Ken Ferell..... creeereans 222-8172
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SURVEY PROCESS

The 1983 Columbus Physical Improvements
Needs Survey is an update of the last needs
survey taken in 1982, Needs have been elim-
inated from the 1982 survey that have been
taken care of through the City's Capital Im-
provement Program. However, many of the
needs which were contained in the 1982
Survey and most of the projects which were
approved by the voters in the 1981 Bond
Issue still appear as needs in this
document . This 1is mainly due to the
criterion that projects will continue to be
considered as needs until construction or
installation is actually begun, Further,
many new needs have been added to the survey
that have been identified by both city

" agencies and the community. The survey is a

comprehensive 1listing of physical capital
improvement projects which are needed in
specific community areas or on a city-wide
basis. No attempt has been made to
prioritize needs in this survey. However,
every effort has been made to verify through
the appropriate operating service division,
that requested needs listed in this survey
are valid. This survey will be an important
tool in accessing neighborhood and city-wide
needs relevant to voter bond packages and
Capital Improvement Programs.

The Development Department has been organiz-
ing their planning efforts and information/
data colletion by the 27 community planning
areas, now familiar to most citizens and of-
ficials, since 1976 (see Community Planning
map on opposite page). The community Plan-

-ning area boundaries were delineated to best

reflect citizen perceptions of their local
community relative to public service needs.

Therefore, community physical improvement
needs have been Iinventoried and catalogued
within the community planning areas they
directly serve or benefit. If a physical
improvement need was not located in any one
specific Community Planning Area and/or
benefited the entire City, it was catalogued
under city-wide needs. Only those physical
improvement needs which qualified as public
capital improvement projects under the
City's Capital Improvement Program were
inventoried. Basically, this included pro-
Jects which fit two basic determining cri-
teria for public capital improvement pro-
Jects:

1. Non-maintenance improvement or equip-
ment which has a life expectancy of
.five or more years, and;

2. Costs $5,000 or more to construct or
purchase.

These criteria would typically exclude needs
such as maintenance projects, personnel
and/or operating expenses, expense for
studies, code enforcement activities and
police cruisers.

9¢1
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In May of 1983 the Planning Division
requested. City Operating Divisions to review
the 1982 Survey in order to update needs for
1983, In addition to the agency input, a
copy of relevant survey sections were sent
to community organizations for their imput.
A total of 36 umbrella community organiz-
ations, representing the 27 Community Plan-
ning Areas were contacted to participate:

Capitol Square Commission
Clintonville Area Commission
Council of Southside Organizations
' Driving Park Area Commission
Forest Park Civic Association
Franklin Park Area Improvement Assoc.
Franklinton Area Commission
German Village Commission
Greater Hilltop Area Commission
Harrison west
Hilltop Civic Council
Hungarian village Society
Italian village Commissicn
Italian village Society
Linden Northeast Community Council
tivingston Park Civic Assoclation
Milo-Grogan Area Council
Near East Area Commission
North Market Association
Northland Community Council
Northwest Civic Association
Olde Sawmill Civic Assocation
Olde Towne East
- Park Road Civic Assocliation
Reeb-Hosack Area Planning
Riverside Green Civic Association
Somerset Civic Association

South Linden Leadership Group

South Side Business & Industrial Assoc.
South Side United Neighborbors
Summerwood Civic Assoclation

The Glen Subdivision

Town Franklin Neighborhood Association
University Area Commission

University District Organization
victorian village Society

LGT



EXPLANATION OF MAPS AND FORMS

The maps and forms in the following survey
have been designed to give the reader a
brief description of both where the project
is in the community and what physically is
involved in its implementation. In the
first column on each form each project has
been assigned a number and symbol for ease
aof reference between maps and forms. The
second column on the needs form entitled
"Implementing City Agency" identifies the
City agency which would normally provide a
project's construction of purchase. The
"Source of Need" columns indicate where the
identification of need for a project origin-
ated. These sources are defined as follows:

1. IMPLEMENTING AGENCY: Neighborhood
and city-wide physical needs as deter-
mined by the various city service di-
visions normally responsible for im-
plementing the particular type of
identified need.

2. COMMUNITY:  Determined from previous
community requests and as imput to
this survey. When a dot appears in
the "Community" column it is an indi-
cation that the community organization
either submitted the need as a request
or that they are aware of it and in
fact believe that it is needed. 1If a
dot does not appear in the ‘“"Commun-
ity" column this does not necessarily
indicate that they do not support the
listed need but rather that they are
either not aware of it or not familiar
enough with it to positively verify it
as a source.

3. PREVIOUS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN:

. Projects which were identified in pre-

vious capital improvements plans for
future budget planning purposes.

4. AREA PLAN: A series of 38 area stud-
ies examining demographic and physical
characateristics of Columbus neighbor-
hoods ( 1970-1974).

5. COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA  INFORMATION
PROFILE: A series of 27 neighborhood
planning studies representing the most
current information available on ex-
isting conditions and physical needs
in Columbus neighborhoods (19746-1980).

6. OTHER: Previously published planning
documents, task forces or agencies.

The "Status" Columns indicate a projects fi-
nancial standing. These conditions are de-
fined as follows:

1. AGENCY PRIORITY NO FUNDING IDENTI-
FIED: A high priority project for
the implementing agency. However, no
source of implementing funds have been
identified.

2. NEIGHBORHOOD PRIORITY NO FUNDING IDEN-
TIFIED: A high priority project for
the neighborhood. However, no source
of implementing funds have been iden-
tified.

When possible, under the column entitled
"Anticipated Project Cost", the total con-
struction or purchase costs for a project
need has been identified. This figure would
fnclade ey socurce of matching funds
ti funds  including Bet not
State and 2deral
anticipated projsct
=g i thousands of

86T
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COLUMBUS PLANNING AREA PROFILE SERIES
Community Planning Areas 1-27

The following community planning area needs information was collected and arranged
within the City's 27 Community Planning Areas. All city planning and
information/data collection for Columbus is performed within these accepted 27
Community Planning Areas. Furthermore, there exists a comprehensive planning
study (the Profile Series) for each of the 27 areas. They were conducted by staff
of the Planning Division in cooperation with citizens and public or private
agencies. These studies were designed to bring the planning process to the
community 'level ‘and deal with the physical problems and opportunities of the
respective Planning Areas. Each Planning Profile was based upon existing
information, resoUrces, and community cooperation and was tailored to reflect the
particular nature and characteristics of the Community Planning Area Concerned.
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x &
AREA AYAE

© NI \Q( N
S S ARSI 5 S
) ¢~°\ ) YO q‘\bo ) ,g"’
1 DUBLIN ) YAV YR
S S AN o°( /&
¥ & ¢ /& SSSS/ 8.8
o S N ] N )
Proposed Project < N &/C “gi" e/ S Project Description
Connect Hayden Run Road to Bethel Road.
Hayden Run Bethel
Road Improvement Engn A 1 $ 1,500
Frantz Road B . Extend Frantz Road in Dublin south to connect Dublin
Extension Tr Engn Road as land development occurs. (Privately funded).
Upper Scioto West @ The final phase of the Upper Scioto west trunk will ex-
B8ranch YTrunk-Part C Sewer '85 $ 3,316 |tend this sanitary trunk north to Dublin.
Upper Scioto West This project consists of a sanitary subtrunk sewer be-
Subtrunk-Narth of 2) '83- 9inning at the Upper Scioto West trunk (C) to serve the
Hayden Run Road Sewer 84 $ 174 |futtle Road Area.
Upper Scioto West This project consists of a sanitary subtrunk sewer
Subt runk-South of (> origineting at the Upper Scioto West trunk and
Hayden Run Road Sewer '83 $ 1,035 [continuing west along Hayden Run Road to 1-270.
.

1. Thoroughfare Plan
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Proposad Project < b N /88 £/8 2/ & /Project Description
1 Bewnill Road, Bethel to Summit Views will be widened
Sawnill Road EI [ ] [ ] 3 Ro four and six lanes, and turning lenes se required
Improvement Engn line Luding of 1-270
Summit View Road B z Repave and widen to full two lenee from Sewmill to
Improvement Engn ’:'neky Row.
Feilroad intends to use Foderal funds through DOOT to |
prect flashers; however, this crossing ranks low on the
Warning Lights st Reilroad B . . [State-wide priority list. City will continue to
Crossing on Hard Road Engn honitor priority.
Minor Widening of E] PY 3 Minor widening to two full lanes, Snouffer Rosd
Smoky Row Road Engn to County line.
Minor Widening of 3 [Minar widening to two full lenes, Smoky Row Road
o
Hard Road Engn to 5.R. 315.
Minor Widening of €] 3 Minor Widening to two full lencs, Sewnill Rosd to
Snouffer Road e | @ Linworth Road.
Widen Olenur\g‘ B 3 Widen .to 4 lanes from Hard Road to Clubview Boulevard,
River Road (S.R. 315) ton | @
S.R. 351 at Herd Road.
New Streat C tect |@|@ [ BN ]
1. Thoroughfere Plan 3. Regional Trenoporstion Plan

2. Development Department Staff
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CgMMUNITY PLANNING
A

EA

2 FAR NORTHWEST

Proposed Project

June 1983

Neighborhood Park

-

In 01d Sewmill Area north of Hard Road.

Acquire Park Easements

B>

West bank of Dientangy from Wilson Bridge Road north
to Highbanka Park.

Olentangy Area Subtrunk

Thie project conaists of o senitery subtrunk sewer to
serve the Sawmill and Summit View Area.

Tornade Siren

-

o~

This is a request of the Summarwood Civic Associstion.
The Safety Department ia currently studying neads on a
City-wide basia (see City-wids Needa, Communications
Divieion).

1. Development Department Staff
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Proposod Project ¢ /¢ ¥ & /Projoct Description
Schrock Rosd, 1-7% to Cleveland Avenue, would be
1 widened to @ four lane arterial. Projoct length is
Schrock Road 2| 83- approximately 1.9 miles, with 75% funding from
Irprovements (1) ‘85 $10,000 |federal revenue. .
1
[Z] Tr_Engey 2 From I-71 ta U.S. 23 (High Street) to be constructod
Relocate Park Rond & Engn with land dovelopment. (Privately funded).
1
Tr Engn| From 1-270 to Lazelle Road to be constructed with
Extenaion of Huntly Road & Engn land devalopment. (Privately funded).
1 Widen to four lanes from State Street in Weatervilla
Schrock Rosd o] 2 to Clevaland Avenus. Primarily Franklin Coonty and
Improvements (2) Engn Westarville responsibility.
Widen North @ 2
High Street €ngn 1-270 to Flint Road, widen to six lanes.
@ 1.4 miles Worthington Galena Road, 1-270 to Park Road.
New Street Lighting Elec
New Street Lighting : Elec 1.5 miles Park Road - wast of Worthington Golenn
@ Lewaon Driva - Wost of Worthington Galena (not verified
Naw Street Lighting Elec by Division as of this data).

1. Thoroughfare Plan
2. Regional Tranaportation Plan
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Proposed Project & /8 /)8 )P /89 /€ & /Project Dascription
To conatruct epproximately 6,000 feet of 12 inch line
<> [ J o 183 from Schrock Road at Cleveland Avenue slong Schrock and
Schrock Road Water Line Woter '64 $ 370 |Cooper Roeds to Forest Hills Boulsvard,
Construction of 13,000 feet of 16 inch water line along
Lazelle Road from U.5. 23 to Worthington Galena Rosd
Lazelle Road-Worthington @ . and 3,000 fest of 16 inch water line along Worthington
Galena Road Water Line Water '86 $ 1,330 |Galena Road to Lewson Drive.
D [ [ ) East of High Street to the Reilroad end from 1-270 to
Olentangy Areé Sewar Trunk Sower '83 $ 738 |Flint Road.
(@) [ ) [ ) In the vicinity of Camp Mary Orton, Wast of 5.R. 23
Olentangy Area Sewsr Trunk Sewer and north of Flint Road.

11
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COMMUNITY PLANNING Z7

Status / K3 Junae 1983
g
x

A
AREA & F
> &
(;,‘ < ARV
A o /X0 /S &
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0 ) f & & X3

Proposed Project &/ € & E/E/E/S /8 ® /& & /Project Description

Widen S.R. 161 . 2 Widen to four lene freeway from Cherry Bottom Road to

(New Albany by-pass) Engn U.S. 62 eaat of New Albany.
Thie Fire Station is in responss to current oparuuonnl

[ 3K J needa of the Division of Fire s well es citizens'

New Fire Station Fire 'e3 $1,006 | request (Blendon Woods Ares).
lr\tarior, exterior painting, replacement of gutters,
remodeling of interior of second floor, replacement of

Marine Park Building [ ] ® [ ] doors, nnd blesting of exterior brick, construction o

Renovation Police 83 $21,000 | storage room, remodeling of restrooms, repair of damp
conditions in bamsments and instellation of central
air-conditioning.
Roadway, hard eurfBce aroa Bid PervIng 1ot

! 83-) and improvements to Hoover Ressrvoir Park snd
Canpsite Improvements Parks . . 84 cempground.,

1. Thoroughfare Plan
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AREA

J i Source of Need / Status / ] . June 1983
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Proposed Project &/ &S EESES S f e ®®/ € & /Project ascription
New Strest Lighting @ croc | @ ® 5.R. 161 st Ulry Road,
£
@ ® 03- [For the purchasa of land and the conotruction of
Hoover £roaion Control Water 88 $ 4,700 |erosion control facilities at Hoover Rosarvoir.
D Renovat fons, <> W11 provide for noedod renovation of eptllwaya and
Hoover Reservoir vater | @ 83 abutments at Hoover.
@ PY 8- o construct 20,000 feet of on 84 inch raw water line
Morse Road Rew Water Line Water ea $17,900 [from Hoover Dam ta the Moroo Road Water Plant.
Morse Road Water Plent @ . ' §3- This project funds the neceasary engineering studies
Automation Water '35 $ 3,015 |and to the
Morse Road Water Plant @ . " 84— This project is designed to save energy ot the
Energy Sevings Water ‘g0 § 500 [Division'a Morse Road Water Plent.
To provide for miscellansous structural ond aquipment '
Morse Rosd Weter Plant @ [ ] ' 93 modifications to upgrade the focility and provide more
Miscelleneous Improvementa Water "84 $ 3,560 |efficient working space.
To construct a 16 inch water line along Morse Rosd from
@ | ® '8a- Homilton Rond to U.S. 62, then slong U.S, 62 betwaen
Morse Road U.S. 62 Water Line Water ‘85 $ 1,125 [Morae Rosd ond S.R. 161,

14
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Proposed Project </ € /& &/C/Ce /89 /) & /project Dascription
A 16 inch water line to be constructed slong S.R. 161,

5.R. 161 Harlem Road @ Py 84~ from Hamilton Road to Harlem Road, then along Harlem
Water Line Water 85 $ 980 [Road between S.R. 161 and U.S. 62.

@ 84- A 12 inch water line along Thompson Road from
Thampson Rosd Water water | @ 85 $ 485 [Hamilton Road to Harlem Road.

ln extension of the existing Big Walnut Trunk Sewer

‘) [ ) [located along the Big Welnut Creek, west of the Creek
Big Walnut Sewsr Subtrunk Sewer 83 $ 415 and south of S.R. 161.

@ . . 83- A sanitary subtrunk sewer to serve the Rocky Fork area
Rocky Fork Interceptar Sower 8 $ 1,765 |otween Morse Road, S.R. 161 and the New Albany area.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING /¢4

AREA

5 NORTHWEST

Proposed Project

June 1983

Project Description

<
1
m 2 Widen to four lanes between Henderson Road
Kenny Road lmprovement Engn and Godown Road.
1 Connect Hayden Run Road to USR 33,
Hayden Road B 2
Improvement Engn P $ 1,500
Sawmill Road, Bsthel to T-270 will be widened to four
1 and six lanes, with turrung lanes 8s required.
Sawmi11 Road ) 2|85
Improvement Engn ‘87 $ 3,220
Extend Godown Road to Route 161 before it turns north-
m A east towsrd Linworth Road and improve with a connec-
Extend Godown Road Engn P 1 tion to Kenny Road.
Widen Bathel Road at ) ® Widen Bethel Raed for turn lanss. This conatitutos
Godown Road Tr Engr| part of Project 7.
Widen Reed Rosd at | Py Widen Reed Road for turn lansa. This constitutes
Francisco Tr Engr part of Project 8.
1
2| Widen Bethel Road to four lanes from Sawmill Road to
Improve Bethel Road Engn Olentangy River Road.
2 Widen two full lenes Henderson to Bethel Road.
Improve Reed Road Engn
B . Mo s ton
Sawmill Road Improvement Engn Henderson to Bethal.

1. Thoroughfare Plan
2. Regional Transportation Plan
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Proposad Project &/ S8 je‘ /S e /80 /& & /oroject bascription
© ele o
New Street Lighting Eloc o5 2.1 miles - Bethel, Godown Roed Area.
New Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . +2 miles - LeAnne Marie Circle - Godown Road to end.
| . @@ o0

New Straat Lighting Sawmill Road, Bethel to SR 161.

Northcrest Park & . . Construct bike and jogging path around periphery
Improvement Parke of park.
Northcrest Perk A ole 83- Roadway, hard surface and parking lot renovations
Improvements Parke 8s and improvemente.
Large Park Needed Parks . P . INorth of Bethel Road.

A olele ® long Olentangyt Portags Arcas and Podestrien Bikeway
Watercourse Develapment Parks $§ 150 [connectors.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING Source of Need Status ° June 1983
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Proposad Project &/ & S ESESE/E/S Yo/ 88/ & & /Project Dascription
To construct a substation in the area of Bethel and
@ [ 3K ] Dlentangy River Roads. This project will provide
Police Substation Northwest Police P 84 $114 {quicker service to a repidly growing area.
Fire Station in vicinity of Bethel and Godown Roads.
@ Y This would Berve a repidly daveloping nesd in thie
New Fire Station Fire $1,700 |area.
Riverside Drive @ . . . '83- This project would construct a 12 inch water line along
Water Line Water ' 84 $ 540 lthe Scioto River from Case Road to Martin Road
. . ‘ ’ This 12 inch water line would run along Bathel Road,
Bethel-Riverside Drivs ‘83~ from Bennington Court to Scioto River Road, then along
Water Line Water ’84 $__ 255 JScioto River Road between Bethel and Caae Roads.
Upper Scioto Area East Branch |[(1D oie0 This project will construct a sanitary sewer in the
Subt runk Sewer '83 $ 675 [Slets Run Area from Henderson Road north to Case Road.
This project consists of a sanitary subtrunk sewer to
(@ [ 2K g3- serve the south side of S.R. 16] and east of Saumill
Olentangy Area Subtrunk Sewsr "84 $ 260 [Road Area.
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/ ° June 1983
x &

AREA ¢
o &
D 0
& <+ /s & SAYEN
S/ S8 S SLESSE S
5 NORTHWEST S & S e 3"\ S/ [EEESE o
. B/ M S ES S
WAV
G/ & S S SESES
o R J e /& /R L
Proposad Project < A & cf Ly L e VL @/ 8%/ & /Project Description
)
South of Hard Road. The Division of Sewsrage and
(€] [ 1K J Drainage is unable to supply exact geographical
Sewnill Road Storm Culvert Sewer a3 $ 155 |location at this time.

LLT



Diwision of Sewerage & Drainage

Divizion of Water

‘Dwision of Enginesring 3 Cansiruction
Dwvision of Traffic Enginesring & Parking
Division of Electncity

Divsion of Fire
Oivision of Pokce

Pcrestion & Perks

>loooEO0)

[

City of Columinss

Northland
Community Pltanning Area 6

Jone 1980

8L1



COMMUNITY PLANNING

AREA

6 NORTHLAND

Proposed Project

June 1983

ProJect Description

-
~

as

®f

Schrock Road, 1-71 to Cleveland Avenue, would be
widened to a four lans arterial. Projact length is
is approximately 1.9 miles, with 75% funding from

&
Schrock Road Improvements m Engn $10,000 |Federal revenua.
Improve Karl Road B Engn P 1 Widen to four lanes from S.R. 161 to Schrock Road.
Improve Karl and Sandalwood B Tr Eng
Interaection & Engn . . . . Widen interssction.
Improve Cleveland Avenue and [3 Tr Eng]
Morae Road Intersection & Engn . . . Widen intersection.
Inprove S.R. 161 and Haple  |[5]f Tt €ney ® °®
Canyon Road Intersection & Engn Reconstruct median turn lanas.
S.R. 161 and 1-71 E] tihngl@ 2 PY
Interchange Improvement & Engn Reconatruct to improve capacity.
1
Improve Cleveland . . 2] Widen to four lanes from Ferrie Road to S.R. 161.
Avenue Engn '
1
Improve Westerville 2 Widen to four lanes from Weber Road to 1-270.
Road e (@
1
Improve Sinclair E] 2 Widen to two full lenes from Freeway Drive South to
Road e @@ East Oublin-Grenville Road.

1. Tharoughfare Plan
2. Reglonal Transportation Plen
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Proposed Project </ & /& df C/E/E /S [ Fe /80 /& & Sorojoct teseription
S.R. 161 - Bush Boulevard & As reported by the Nnrthlnnd Community Council
North Meadows Boulevard this ion is and needs
Interssction Improvement Engn lnprovemnu.
S.R. 161 - Satinwood Drive, As reported by the Northland Community Council
and Anbleside Drive (1] 3¢ enen ® thio intersection, dus to 8 high sccident rate
Intersection Improvement Engn requires new signals and/or widening.
A 18-
Woodward Park Inprovements rarks | @ "84 Renovation and energy improvements.
Cocper Park Improvements Parks . ‘84 Athletic field improvements.
K8 toported by the Northland Tomminity Councll
thete is a nesd far & regional recrestion center
Regional Recrestion aN ® north of 161, west of I-71, south of Schrock Road
Conter Parks end west of Cleveland Avenis.
(::) 93 2,5 miles - S.R. 161, Sinclair Roed to Cleveland
New Street Lighting flec | @ 85 Avenue.
.1 mile - S.R. 161 and Strawberry Farms
New Street Lighting @ clec (@ [ BN ] Subdivision.

1. Thoroughfare Plan

2. Regional Transportation Plan
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Proposed Project ProjJect Description

N
*
The Northland Community Council recommends that
@ ® ® Schrock Road have lighting installed st the time
New Street Lighting Elec it is widened.
The Northland Community Council recommends that
@ P Py Cloveland Avenus hove lighting installed at the
New Strest Lighting Elec time it is widenad.
0 e
Fire Station Improvements Fire | @ ‘84 Energy conservation memsures at Station #6.
To construct a second two million gallion elevated
<> . . storage tank on the east side of 5.R. 710 next to the
State Route 710 Water Tank Water ‘85 $ 2,878 | present tank.
To construct epproximately 6,000 faet of 12 inch line
Schrock Road Cooper Road <> 83| from Schrock Roed at Cleveland Avenua along Schrock
Water Line Water . . '84 $ 400} and Cooper Roeds to Forest Hills Boulevard.
G A community-wide need as reported by the
Storm Sewer Improvements Sewer [ ] P [ ] Northland Community Council.
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Proposed Project </ & /& &E)E)E/C ) Po /89 /) & /Project tescription
To provide a means for the reguletion and retention of
storm flowa. tUpstreas flows depsndent on development
D) [ ] ® tics, have the noed for the
Nobel Run Retention Basin Sewer $ 530 |basin.
Thie project is for englneering and dasign work for
@D ® N storm sower construction in the aress north and south
Maize Road Area Storm Sewer Sewer 85 $ 300 |of Morse Road in the vicinity of Maize Rosd.
- This project
- ® ' 84 subtrunk sewsr from thn uu- Creek trunk to Sunbury
Alum Creek Subtrunk Sewer 85 $ 72 |[Roed.
This project is the constrction of s sanitary subtrunk
Alum Creek Sanitary @ . Bower from the Alum Creek trunk to the waste water
Subtrunk-Minerva Plrk Sower 183 § 504 |treatment plant of the Village of Minerva Park.
o} ® The Division of is unable to
Parkville Ditch Enclosure Sewer $ 86 |supply specific googrq;hlcll location et this time.
'] ) The Division of Sewarage and Drainage is unable to
Park Lane Ditch Enclosure Sewer $§ 100 |supply epecific geographical location st thia time.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING ﬁf / Source of Need / Status / o°\° June 1983
AREA I/ o/ D
Q% PN
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Proposed Project Project Description

Widen to four lenes from 1-270 to Alton Darby
Improve Roberts Road Creek Road.
€,800 feot of 12 inch line elong Scioto-Darby Road,
from Walcutt Road to 1-270, under the Penn Central
Scioto Darby @ o Railroad connecting to an existing line et’Westbelt
Water Line Water [ ‘84 $ 355 {Drive.
8,700 feot of 12 inch line alang Spindler Road from
Spindler Road @ PY Renner to Roberts Road and along Renner from Spindler
Water Line Water 4 85 $ 300 | to Birchwood Roads.
Hamilton Ditch Sewer (@) Y ® A feasibility study to investigate the possibility of
Feasibility Study Sewer 188 $ 420 [ a trunk line north of Feder Rosd.
Clover-Croff Ditch D Y A feasibility study to investigate the possibility of
Area Feasibility Study Sower 08 $ 1,830 | a senitary lins along the Clover-Croff Ditch.
Wpper Scioto Area D 85— This project consists of a senitary subtrunk sewer to
N.W. Senitary Trunk sewer | @ 86 $290 | serve the Frazell Road Area.
Storm Orainsge @] Alang Rome-Hilliard Road, Hilliard-Cemetary Rond and
Improvements Sewer P Scioto Darby Creek Rosd.

1. Thoroughfars Plan
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Proposed Project N (&) Project Description
Thie § the el and of existing
Culvert and Ditch drain: ditches east of Walcutt Road to the Penn

Central R.R. yard north of Trabue Roand.

~y
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8 WEST SCIOTO

Proposed Project

Status @ June 1983
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[ ProJect Description

Yrabue Road
Improvement

Widen to four lenes from Dublin Road
to Scioto River.

Training Academy

Constrution of & two-story 42,000 square
foot building with clasercom and open of fices,
A gymasium and other physical training classes

Expansion @ Police $5,560 [would aleo be provided.
Police Academy Ranovations : Police 'as $ 1,395 | A new building to cover outdoor firing range.
Police Academy Renovationa @ Police ‘84 $ 30 | Remodeling of training Academy Bern.

@ Renavation of Training Acadsmy rifls range and
Police Academy Renovations Police ‘84 $ 60 | installation of a trep for shotgun training.
Police Academy Renovations @ Police ‘a3 Energy conservation messures at the Training Acadomy,

An 1800 square foot concrete and steel building

@ to houss o police precinct, in the aren of Fiahar

New Police Substation Police $ 417 {and McKinley.

1, Thoroughfare Plan

2. Regional Transportation Plan
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

/ Source of Need / Status

e f S S ) SESSES
- 3 N /IR
y/ < ,&é’ & Q¥ ~
8 WEST SCIOTO Y LY jt‘f ;‘“ &
&
5/ S el s
¢ N K NN & S/ES/ S
O o ) N &
Proposed Project </ € /& E/E/E/S 80 /80 )/ F [orosect vescription
New Fire Station @ fire . P $ 1,760 |In the vicinity of Roberts and Wilson Roads.
Boat Dock Renovation at A Replacement and renovations of boat docks and Finger
Griggs Dam Parke . 'a3 $ 100 |docka.
Griggs Dam Genaral & 83~
Park Renovations Parks ' '84 Roadway, hardsurfece area and parking lot resurfacing.
Griggs Dam Campaite é 83- This providea for continued renovation, improvement
Improvement s Parks . 84 $ 50 |and upgreding of facilities.
<> 8,500 fast of 16 inch water line along Dublin Road fron
Dublin Road Weter Line vater | @ '86 $ 850 re Road to Thoburn Road.
@ 8-
Griggs Dam Renovation Water . 84 $ 700 |[For needed renovation of spillways and abutmenta.
[To provide for generating egquipment and tranemisaion
Griggs Dam Hydroelectric @ 84~ 1ines necessary for the development of electric
Praject vater | @ 85 $ 6,310 |power cepabilities.

881



COMMUNITY PLANNING

g / Source of Need / Status /
S/ 3

June 1983

AREA g Ao
= (J X
s NARTAIRS
&/ & SIS
) < N A2
8 WEST SCIOTO N Y AT NN
j’ £ YA /8 JP AN o
&/ & S/ E oSG S
o & o/ &/ Ef/ /s LIS
Proposed Project ¢ & & tf LA L Ve e {l}& & ¢ /Project Description
Dublin Road Water Plant . i The construction of 24,000 feet of &6 inch raw woter
Raw Water Line Water '85 $19,190 | line from Griggs Dam to the Dublin Road Woter Plant.
Darbyahire foad saver | @ Darbyshire Road to Tuttle Road.
A sanitary subtrunk sewer buglnnl:a at Hayden Run Rond
D '85- and Dublin Roed and going south and west to serve the
Upper Scioto Wast Subtrunk Sower . ‘86 $ 1,280 | Davidaon Roed Ares.
Upper Scioto Area West @ This second phase of the Upper Scioto Weat trunk will
Branch Trunk Part B-2 Sewer . ‘85 $ 5,091 | extend this sanitary trunk north to Haydoen fun Road.
To construct a trunk sswer mlong the west bank of the
Upper Scioto Area West @ Scioto River from Griggs Dam to a point north of
Branch Trunk Part B-1 Sever | @ 84 $4,068 | Schirtzinger Rosd.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING g

A

/ Source of Need / Status / i June 1983
)
£/

-~
&

7]
o0
’)«

5
e" <&°\\

o 2 N
&/ & * f N d» >
/& 8 a8 S A
9 WEST OLENTANGY CTANA A @ o (LSS 5
s/ &
o & S <
G F e/ s 8
o & \Ij S 5 & q\& /8 ‘?‘P N
> N
Proposed Project N ) &/ /S ®, 8\{9 « " /Project bescription
1
m HTS The reconstruction of the Spring Sandusky Interchange,
Spring-Sandusky Interchange Engn . . 86 $112,000 | the north Innerbelt and the west Innerbelt.
Conatruction of the Divieion's Fiald
Traffic Division [Z] Naintenance fecilitiss on a site adjecent
Maintensnce Facilities 1z Engi @ [ ] $6,000 | to the Dublin Road Water Plant.

New Strest Lighting

e |@| @

.5 milea - Dld Henderson Road from Reed Road to

. . Kenny Road.

New Street Lighting

Elec ‘ .

.3 miles - Highland Drive froa Upper Arlington Corp.

[ AN ] to Peg Avenua.

New Street Lighting

tlec |@|®

BN J Kenny Rosd and Ackermen.

New Street Lighting

tlec (@@

1 mile - Primrose Place from N.W. Boulevard

[ BN ] to Meadow Road.

GlNCINCINCINC)

New Strest Lighting

Elec |@| @

2 miles - Wilce Avenue from Harely Drive to

[ [ ) Riverview Drive.

1. Thoroughfare P.
2. Regional lenq)nrtutim Plen
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

AREA

9 WEST OLENTANGY
/

Proposed Project

@‘ / Source of Need / Status / @ June 1983
x

R
\
& N L
¥ A ) AL
& ° NYVERYANR
$ S/ SR SIS >
\J e /& \qé’ \é\ AR T

Bicycle Trail Development Parke *85 $ 100 lExtension of Olentangy Bike Trail.
Bikeway System Parks P Within Griggs Reservoir, east bank.
83

Fire Facility Removation Fire '85 Renovation and repair of Station #9.
Fire Facility 83— For anergy conservation construction elements in
Energy Conservation Fire ‘85 Station

Heated 2800 squere foot metal and steel fabricated
Marine-Park Police building for storage and maintenance of boata,
Boat Storage Building Police $ 400 {motorcycles end rescue trailsr. (

roof,

heating ar\d cnoung oyatem, resuﬂ'nclng, new
Heliport Renovation Police $§ 131 [fuel tenks and mecurity fencing.

Modernization of Helicopter Program by expension

of existing Heliport building. ~Structure would be
Helicopter Tachnolugical enlarged to 10,000 square feet and five turbine
dvancemgnt. Progra Police

$ 3,425 |helicopters would be purchased.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING AW e 3
AREA 2 ¢ :

8
o> -\°\
/28 /\¥
fé’ <> ) ) NS .\é + -
. /& S XL/ E 7
9 WEST OLENTANGY LSS S ] LT ORI
@Q 3 3 <~ ~° 'f ’ D é\\‘B \@ !
&/ e S
Proposed Project (VR ! S/ d‘é S /o /80 /& & /rroject vescription
‘83 To £y the 4 1
'lehulth Rosd I:::: @ ter . . 83 510 ; und mu-ry engineoring ltvudln end oquipsent]
Grandviow Avenuo IO o The D1 of and is unable to
Sanitary Ralief Sewer $ 35 |ewpply epecific geographicel locstion at this time.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING ﬁ# / Source of Nosd / Status / * Juma 1983
&
AREA ¥ AR
.<‘, d A & Q‘b QUL
&/ & Ny A S/
10 CLINTONVILLE &/ S /8, AR IS
S @ IS/ NI
¥ ‘5 c f ’ \““ \‘9
4 f ‘&f SES/EE
) Q A
Proposed Project &S S f E/E/E/S /89 /) & /Project description
1
Hores-Bethol Gl [ JE 2K ) 3 Naw Strost comecting Horss Raad at High Struet. to
Connectar Engn Bothel Road at S.R. 315.
Improve Moroa Roed and High IZ] tns| @@ @ Widen, plus treffic and bua improvemente. This
Strest Intersection Tr Eng $ 100 |conetitutes a part of Project 1.
As part of ths total High Streot corridor project,
High Streot Development E [ X ] : [ ] public improvement portion: street treos,
Corridor Public Improvements Engn 2 $ 1,000 | signage and lighting.
lwmvs Cepacity, High Street to Indianola, Dis-
1 by Clintonville Area Commisajon on July 1,
E] . * . 3 1982. Cnntnnvxuu Ares Commission further recom-
Improve £ast-North Broadway Engn menda doletion of this project.
Calumet Bridge Replacement IE] Engn . . Over Walhalle Ravine.
B [ ) In front of echool on Dominion Avenus from
Strest Resurfacing Engn High Street to Shields.
~
© eole a3 .0 ailes - W. Lakoview Avanue fros Rivareide to
Now Strest Lighting Elesc "85 High Street.
© o0 s
Now Street Lighting Elec '85 »3 miles-Nottingham Roed.

1. Tharoughfare P!

lan
2. Negotiated Investment Strategy Report, 1980

). Regionsl Trensportation Plan

—

*Disspproved by Clintonville Ares Commisaion 7/1/82
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June 1983

N
& ofad /&
. & J S/
\‘. Rl f & EF VA > & \\
10 CLINTONVILLE */ o A 4 f,\ G/ (SIS k&‘fv
& S S e
¢ CILILILIA B/ L
& S/, "\‘p'ds‘ S /LIS 5
Proposed Project < A & < [ L/ R/ € & /Project Description
5 miles-Clintonville Districts North to Weber Road,
@ . . *83-| South by Glen Echo Revine, west by High Street and
New Strest Lighting Elec *85 cast by the Penn Central Railroad.
New Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . 302 miles: DeSentis Drive.
Neighborhood
Commercial Lighting @ Elec . . a5 $ 50 [ North High Street, Arcadia to Weber.
Now Street «4 miles - Sellers Avenue from Wetmore
Lighting @ Elec . . . . to Schreyer Place.
New Street +2 miles - Walhalla Road from Summit
Lighting @ Elec ‘ ‘ . . to Indisnole.
8icycls Trail A 184~
Development Parks . ‘85 Olentangy Bikeway.
General Park A 183-! Roadway, hard surface area and parking lot renovation
Renovations Parks . '84 and improvements at Whetatone Park.
General Park 193-|
Energy Improvements Parks . 84 Energy improvements at Whetstone Park.

**Approved by Clintonville Area Commission 7-1-82.
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AREA e ‘5
’ o/ & J TN
&/ o /& NVONVAR
/S S8 e [OSEES/E &
10 CLINTONVILLE » YL TATETCRIIRIAS
¥, & qh 03 (s o Q(\\'*a j;@
LA (/€ 73 AR
" L3

Proposed Project & & &/ /S /S & /8 ® & & /Project Description

Wehslle Revine Improvements Parks . P . Gensral revine isprovementa end clean-up.
Overbrook Revine lmprovements Parks . P . (_:annnl revine improvements end cleen-up.

Renovate Recreetion Center Parks . 4 . W¥hotatone Recrsation Center and Shelter House.

Fire Facilit: @ 83

Genoral anz.tim Fire H ‘a5 At Station 19.

Fire Focilit: . @ ‘a3

Energy Cm-;vutlm Fire [ 1)'85 At Stetion 19.

Lelend Ditch @ To stop the open stream erosion which is threstening

Eroaion Control Sewer . ‘83 $ 20 |a residenco on Lotend Avonue.

Storm and Senitsry K :)

Sewor Improvesents Sewer . . Alleviation of general problems and renovation.

—_ —

* 1. Energy and Telecommunicetion Oepartment

**Approved by Clintonville Area Commission 7-1-82,
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AREA

b e
PAL G

OOMMUNWY H.ANNING j / “Sourca of Need / statis

&

A
PFEARLH

. NILYEAVE >/ SRS/ E
¢/ & * o S/ S
11 NORTH LINDEN &/ & S S S e ‘\_\f Q) &L é
R S/, £
J‘f S/ fAS /S ,‘é\@{@f )
&7 & \’:f‘" A %y & ﬁé‘" R
Ny A .
Propased Project (VAW LIS LIEE YL e’ Project Description
. . [This rnJu:t lend Avenue
Cleveland-deber m Trinm.. . wnd\-tommmuumupmt&mm
Intersection Isprovements 182 $ 200 turning lanes
- 2] “INorth of Esst North Broadeay to connect

. Karl Road Rolocstion Te Engn A 1 IMcGuffoy with Kerl.

Cleveland Averue E B . . From 11th to Ferris Parking restrictions

Iwpro Tr Engn| end aignal timing.

; [J ® ~ ’
Stroet Resurfacing Engn Contury from Myrle to Minnesota.
. Broadway and 1-71 Ir £
lntel'uctm Widening E " . Hodify bridge to install turn Janes.
Street Ramrhc_m E] Engn ) . Dawnlight from Myrtle to Minnesota.
~
D :
Vesterville Rosd
Teprovamont oo (@ Widen to four lancs froa Weber Rosd to 1-270.
bt
Innie Road 2| Widen to four lencs from Westerville Roed to Sunbury
Improvement Engn . N
D] Wyrtle to Wimoaste on Dewniight and
Ropeir Curbe Engn [ ] Contury Orive.

+ Thoroughfare P.
2. Rogional qu)ortluon Plan

45
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 7/ / oo [ oo [ s o
A .& .\\
‘.0‘ _\f N SR/

» o8 . \s \\\\\ N \\\ s \\
11 NORTH LINDEN ¢/ & oSS o [/ S
{Q N \@ o f, A (‘\@ S f
P LTINS
"\3 & N5 G" SAESES/E ‘f '
Proposed Project </ € /8 (J \‘.. &P /88 /& & /rroject Description
. . ) Sidewalks needed in entire area
New Sidewalks Engn . as mapped.
@ . pl Potholes in most of the streets except
Stroot Ropeir Engn Republic Avenue.” See Area so mapped.
0 ;
New Sidewalke = Engn Existing sidewalks are crumbling.
B 1 No curbs and gutters north of Denune Averwe,
Curbe end Gutters Engn L stending water in area.
i . B . 1 . Sidowslks are w‘nuy non-existent in area
New Sidewalks Engn - ) ) as -qa!nd. . .. i .
- @ ] re3-) : ’ '
Mow Street Lighting Elc | @ . 85 - | +5 mi1es - Woodeedge Roed ] .
C ©F | T |5 i1en - Drosden Avenue rom Wy to Northridge and
Now Strest Lighting te | @@ 85 ] - ] Huy Road fros Karl esst to Corparate Line. :
. Elec ,. . B AL e -+ ..[r+3 miles - Pauline Avenue end Audubon Roed.

N
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

j / AN 7 ' Tora 1903

AREA F
oy >
& S/ \‘é
S NN &.\ "
11 NORTH LINDEN /e e J}*‘f S
f & \, ), sy <o
f TS E FE/ S
Proposed Project «‘& & d? & e & ‘Project Description
@ . . ‘a3~ +2 miles - Hiswathe Street from Eest North Broadway
Now Strest Lighting Elec 'es to Weldon Avenus.
83 .7 miles - Arlington Park west of Woodland Nosth of
New Strest Lighting @ e @@ ~|es Hock Rosds 10t
o)l eol® ‘a3 .1 milos - Sendlin Avorus, McGuffy Rosd to Heailton
Now Street Lighting Elsc ‘a3 Avenue.
'83-
New Strest Lighting @ e @@ 83 3.7 miles - Arlington Perk East section.
@ . . '8 +8 milos - Ward Avonue from Clesveland Avenue wost to
New Strest Lighting Elec ‘85 City linits.
a3
Now Strest Lighting . @ ae @@ “ |ves .5 ailes - Zebulon Avanue.
»3 miles - Brenen Street from Weldon Avenuo to
Now Strest Lighting @ e @@ ( B Veber Roed.
ﬂ‘mmug&w @ e @@ ® +7 siles - Bryden fiosd and Carban Drive.
. ’ +4 miles = Ganesses Avenus from the rsilroad to
. Wow Strest Lighting @‘ ne (@O ® Parkwood, .
g
a7
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11 NORTH LINDEN

pf

Proposed Project S #
i,n-;.s{muwmg @ flec | @ . [ 3N J 5. -u.-mmnstmm-:n.m
_ MNow Strost uw;ngv € e @O ole o wiles 2oan Placo.
. New Strest Lighting @ cle: (@@ [ AN ] l&-u-uc:n. Pheirod Avemectuf ey Avercs to
ow Street Lighting € o |@|® ole mﬁ; Ontarlo Strost-Caralyn Avenve to
Now Street Lighting @ tee |@|@® [ [ K J Cloveland Averwe, Cook Rosd to 5.R. 161,
o Strot. Lighting € e (@@ . ole Saue : Frontmtn Subdivieion - South of Imia,
New Stroet Lighting @ flc |@|@ 3K J Shanley Drive - Fenton Street, Karl Road to Walford.
" New Street Lighting - @ e | @@ A. [ 2900 8lock n;-mm..
New Strest Lighting & e (@@ ol e -Laile -:lntun.cum Hiewstha and Dunedin. .
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11 NORTH LINDEN (&S S5 \v}*‘f ‘;‘ 3:'
A
) LTI
> N Ny a2 J ~ AT LN
Proposed Project &/ ¢ & E/E/S/S e/88 /¥ & /eroject voscription
.2 miles - E. N, Broadway, McGuff
New Street Lighting @ Eloc o0 LR to Haailton. rosday, TeBWTTeY
«6 milas - Fent Street and Bes: t Rosd
New Strest Lighting & e | @@ e O from Drasden o Waiford Avenver
€ Northtidge, Casolyn snd Fauline
New Street Lighting e | @@ L NN foom teie to Kerle o
+3 milen - V¥ A i Hoi:
Now Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . Road t;-Atwu;:ﬂ?-r::: e e
New Street Lighting & te: @O [ BN J R 1o oy haamy Strost froa Northeidge
.6 ailes - Shanley Drive from Karl Rosd
New Street Lighting @ tee @@ (| AN J to Meize Roads 7 T T T
.2 miles - Eddystone froa Clavel
New Strest Lighting & cee |O|® | AN J 12 aniown, eystone (roa Clavaisnd
.3 ailes - ¥alsar Drive f
Now Stroet Lighting € ce (OO [ 3K J 13 orthridgeiar Drive fros by
) .3 uiles - Zebulon Avenuo from Atwood
Now Strest Lighting @ e @@ [ AN ] Terrace ta Kael Rosd. b
4
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COMMUNITY PLANNING J’ Z Source of Heed / Status / e/ : .J""'"“
| AREA » ¢ .

&
w f > &/ P (o\‘."e
J NN \\

o \f, & f S A \\@ff‘\ &
| 11 NORTH LINDEN ¢/ & I @\i\j\ oy
| G F S e & -
\ . \ K Ny < S/8E/ ¥
i Proposed Project YRS jé‘ D e/ 0/ & & foropect veseription

®

New Street Lighting Eloc

Ses mep for area.

€]
.
?

‘ Now Street Lighting Lighting need north of Denune Avenus.
i . .

Goneral Renovation and

¥02

; A B3~ Renovation and onergy iprovements st the Linden Perk

} Energy leprovementa Parks . . '84 Recreation Conter.

|

|

| Genarel Renovation and A 183 Renovation and snergy ieprovements to the Cook Road

: Energy Inprovesents Parka . ' 54 Rocrsation Center.

i N Dovelopaent of a 92-acre site, including modifica-

‘ Imis Park-Nature Canter/  |/3\ tion and renovation for site grading, lendscaping,

‘ Day Camp Parks . . ‘ $ 400 {end walkway end path construction.

\

|

| A ™

| Parkland Acquisition Parks I3 portion of

i _ The Arlington Park Ci

\ the following: New playground equipment, tot lot,
‘Mock Road Park A . sholter house, paving, lights, water fountains
Isproveannts Parks

and bathroom facilities.

1. 0.0.D. Windshisld Survey
. 50
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COMMUNITY PLANNING A L AN A Y4 e T3
j £ \\6’
AREA N , 7T T e
. &/ 2 f Q § Wy .\é <+
& 3 A S ~
11 NORTH LINDEN &/ S S S E e [/ 5
s/ & & (5 &/ j ,5",
G [ e S E s
. A LA
S/ & 3 2 &/ ALKV
0’ Q '
Proposed Project &/ ¢ &8 &/ /89 /& & /orolect Description
General Firo @ [} 8-
Facility Renovation Fire 183 At Station #16.
Fire Fectlity @ ® 1g3
Energy Conservation Fire *|+as At Ststion #16,
Construction of an 1800 square foot police
New Police @ ® precint etructure in the area of Hudson and
Substation Police $ 417 [Clovelund.
‘B4~ Englneoring and design work for storwm sowsr conetruc-~
Maize Roed Area D ol e '85 tion to provide additionel outlet in tho sres narth
Storm Sowsr Sowar 87 $ 1,449 |end south of Morse Road.
To cnntml the erosion which im toking place in the
Belcher Ditch Erosion D ® '83- ditch betwoon the reilrosd jut ssst of Clavelend
Control (Phass 1) Sower ‘88 $ AT0 [Avonue and Alum Croek.
K D) '3~ Encloses sn open section of the ditch north of Belcher
Belcher Ditch Enclosurs sover | @ @ '84 $ 151 [Orive in the vicinity of Eden Avenue
Bankcroft Ditch laprovements sowr | @| @ @ | @ |50.515 |10 tho vicinity of Morse end Maize Roads.
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Comp
anning Stady, 1976

4, 1-670 Tesk Force Report, 1981

S. D‘%-D. !indmhld Surny

. P 1
T2 To construct six miles of eix
. . A 3]'83- . lsne interstate hi y
) alves $164,000 | 1inking the Oowrtown £ 1-270
| LB..SM Enm 3| with & comector to Port Colusbus.
) l to Fifth Avenus
Stalzer Road/Sth Avenus E o H ® (-ut bound treffic) and Stelzer
Isprovessnts Tr Engr) . Annu. {south bound resp).
1]
Horso Rosd E . 5| .
Improvessnts Engn Widsn to four lenes from 1-270 to Hemilton Roed.
. 1 N
E E ¥iden to four lanes froa Westorville Rosd to
Innis Road leprovemsnt Engn . Sunbyry Roed.
- E] ® b Widen to two full lsnos from
Stelzer fioad Improvemsnt Engn UeSs 62 to Mores Road,
E 4 Street are generally in poor shaps,
Stroet Repairs Engn many potholes in mapped eres.
Curb end Gutter E q Curbs and gutters are present in this
Isprovesents Engn area but dreinsge is poor.
! ’
+9 miles - Stolzer Road from th
@ 84 Road to Foreker Drive, Glenber Drive and
New Street Lighting e @O 88 Glenber Court.
1. Thoroughfare Plan 3. Dmvntm'\ rehons ive

7
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COMMUNITY PLANNING A 0 e 183
AREA & s f 4 ¥

K
Y .x°\
/& Y/ (Je) ) s fE
AR Y, f YA & >
12 AGLER CASSADY q@ A A f Y ) Q‘\f ,\8;;'
S F S VD #
o\o& N \i ; .:‘P N é“ 4 SES &S

Proposed Project &/ & [ f \". S/ /ESF ‘Project Description

New Street Lighting @ fe. | @O o .03 @iles - on Montclair Drive.

New Strest Lighting @ Elec . . . . . 105 miles - on Florian Drive.

.01 mile - Burnbury 77 of Stelzer and sauth of
New Strect Lighting @ g @@ [ BN J Yoree)s fosd (off of Stelzer °
. .05 miles - Cassedy Fares Subdivision, along Comnel
New Streot Lighting . @ Elec . . . . Papper, Baylor and mea.» oo omels
.01 mile - Access ALY of Rarig and
New Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . . south of Eighth Avcnu:r » ot eri9
Now Street Lighting @ Elec No lighting existe in -:pod aresa.
...L

Genorel Renovetion A p *83- . '

And Energy Improvemente Parks | @ - i ves ] . At Krums Park. .

N -

1. D.0.D. Windehisld Survey
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 4 / Source of Need / status / s June 1983
N A F
AREA S/ s
& A S NAVAR
/2 #\“ /& A S/ S
12 AGLER CASSADY N A A 50\ & 8 [EEGEE/E ¥
s/ L 5 NPAIN >
Y, fé\ YIS /3 AN ‘) 2
°£ N o JEIN s Q\"b «"é’ &5 ,(.y? & W
S /L =
Proposed Project </ & /8 & &/ /88 /& & /project Daseription
In the vicinity of McCutcheon end Innie Roads
as recommended by the Northesat Ares Commiassion
Compunity Scels A [ Task Force, The Recreation ond Parks Depertment
Recreation Center Parks A ia currently studying feasibility.
In the vicinity of Agler and Cassady Rosds am recom—
mended by tha Northensat Area Commission Tesk Force.
Comnunity Scale . The Recroation and Parks Department is currently
Recreation Center Parks gtudyir\q foasibility.
Alum Croek Park &
Development. Parkes P Rivorfront park area.
Acquire Park Easements A Parks A Area wide need.
General Fire @ . '83-
Facility Renovation Fire ‘a5 At Stetion #20.
Fire Facility @ ‘83—
Enorgy Improvements Fire . > At Station #20.
General Fire ©) a3
Fecility Renovation fire | @ 85 At Atrport Fecility.
Fire Facility @ 83—
Energy Isprovements Fire . 'es At Airport Facility.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING Z/
AREA 3

/ Source of Need, / Status 4 $ :

&
&

June 1983

=y

) ,3& - > S éﬂ‘\\é
SN /S VI
12 AGLER CASSADY /o A o [FEEE/E 5
&/ 5SS s 3 E
7 4 ST TN
x
Proposed Project </ ¢ [& /)58 fE6/86 )/ E & forotect veseription
To construct a sanitary sewer from the Alum Creck
[@» o (] Trunk in the vicinity of Alum Creck castwardly to
Alum Creek Subtrunk Sewor ‘ ‘84 $ 365 | east of Cassady Averue.
1 . Structuro to store, repair and maintain snow removal
Airport Service Building @ | Adrpory '83 $ 1,736 | equipment.
Extonsion of 1
Rureeay 10L-28R @ | Mrport . ‘86 $ 7,000 |Extond Rumway 10L-28R by 1000 feet on both enda.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING Z/
AREA

/ Source of Neod / Status /

June 1983

*

F.\‘
Ky

S ‘f * R >
& & \,_\ Q‘\ &0 ~
13 NEAR NORTH/UNIVERSITY i‘. A YAV f VLI \{} \f .
&S S/ S ESESE &
¢/ 4 S/ES/ /S E 2 G E /S
S/ & &S/ S8/ SESS S E
Proposed Project < A 8 & [ &/ o‘} Project Description
Tost botwesn Goodale Boulovard and
um Avenue. Isprovements shell conaist of street
Noi: Commorcisl E] Tr Engn . . 84— rosurfecing, now curbs, decorative sidewalks, stroet
Revitelization 85 $ 1,950 [troos end off-street parking lots.
Isprove 5th Averue E] Tr Engn A Potwosn Noil end the Olantengy River. '
Hudson/Migh Intersection Tr E
Isprovesent. #' B ' . [Niden corners for bus end truck turne.
Widen Poarl Alley B Engn [ ] [ ] [Widen Alley (exact locstion(s) mot identified).
D ® ® laprove E. J2th, 13th, snd 14th alleys (exact
Isprove Commmity Alleys 7| Engn location(s) not identified).
B . Goneral Poor Alley conditions
Alloy Repatir Needed €ngn in mopped area.
B Seventh Avenus - High Strest to
Street Resurfacing Engn . . Porny Contral tracte.
@ 83— 4.0 miles ~ OSU area Phase VIII Maynard to Hudson,
New Street Lighting ae |@!@ A a3 High to Railrosd.
59
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N IN! Source ot Need Status
cogxnu ITY PLANNING j 7/ 7 e

2/

13 NEAR NORTH/UNIVERSITY

&,
¥

June 1983

'if

é\\

~
LIS \, /& \‘9 "{
é LIITAIA & X/ &‘{“? ok
* X
Proposed Project & vy 5 J dF‘ VALY YL @* Project Descr Iption
@ '3~ +2 milea - Modary Avenue from Hudson Street to
Now Street Lighting Elec . . A 85 Arcadis Avenue.
@ '83- «+1 mile - Glen Echo Drive from Hudaon Street to
Now Strest Lighting Elec . . A ‘l'es Arcedia Avenue.
3.0 miles - An arsa bounded Noil on the sast, the
@ . . '83- Olent. River on the west, Averwe on the south
New Street Lighting Elec ‘85 and Fii Avenue on the North.
3.0 milea - An ares bounded b{ High Street on tho
@ [ 1K ] 183 u:t. Noil on tho west, Goodsle on the south end First
New Street Lighting Elsc *85 on the north.
1.5 milea - An area bounded by Neil on the cast,
) @ [ 3K ] 83~ Harrison on the wost, Buttles on the south end Third
New Stroet Lighting Elec ‘a5 on the north.
Neighborhood Stn-t lighting improvements an North High Street
Commerciel Lighting @ Eloc . . ‘84 $ 107 | from Goodale to 1lth.
New Stroet Lighting Elec . . . . «2 miles -Glonmawr from Tomkins to Msynard.
. @ [ Botwoon Fourth and High from Fifth
Now Street Lighting Elec to Seventh.

£12
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| ' [COMMUNITY PLANNING WA A 3
: j A fa &
| AREA ¢/ 48
‘ { 2 S SRS/ Ey
B /& f S D S8 S
| 13 NEAR NORTH/UNIVERSITY /& @"‘ A e /&S e [5 X)) é\f ,\J‘é’;f
8/ 5 & /¢
‘ { ¥ ,é & VA \05 \I AR, ‘{& s
| - &/ \f $/8/3 ¢ &, S ﬁf &5
| 1.+ | Proposed Project &/ € S8 E/E/5/8 /0 /) & forosect voseription
| "
3 Goodale Park Intervei Li - Tnt
i A o o projoct 10 8 high ;:?mg;t:'ru 't
| i Now Park Lighting Parks victorien VYillsge Society.
|
i .
i { Park Noeded TAN Parks A From five to ton screa.
l e & ole Expanaion of Tuttle Park Recrestion Conter ‘to includs
‘ [ Rocreation Centor Expansion Parks 85 $ 225 en expanded gymmasium.
Park Renovation and 83| Renovation end E ! ts st Thospson

| [ ] oo A .. le % frorsien 2 fery proroen
1 83 Roadway, hard-surf and perking lot ta
; [»- Tuttle Park Improvements A Parks . . 84 :; lg;ovo-'\::f ooe aree parking lot renovation

i . A . 183-] Roadway, hard-surfece aros and parking lot renovation
| o Goodale Park laprovemsnts Parks ‘84 and improvements.
| {
? ; Price Avenuo Park & Parks [ [ Complate park site.
\ o
| L A
1 Streot Tree Replacement [ ) [ ] Victorien Villsge Ares.

61




‘| COMMUNITY PLANNING Y, LAY ]
‘| AREA \f & “
. ‘.J A ] /8 \\\f“\d\\} \Q& N .
13 NEAR NORTHIUNIVERSITY /& & (7 S fo f; S, ,\s} 7
: I-‘* f\ ,e 2 d,.“ /L ﬁ'\ “f Y f“ (£
F ¢ Ny £ & 55 ~ .
Proposed Project i ANE /8 5“0@ i“«#\s« &: Praject DescrIption

'03-
. Fire Fecility Renovation @ -Fire . ‘es | Rencvation of existing Stetion.
i -
[
- ﬂn Fecility : @ ‘83~ Ene: conservation asasures at an existing
Enorgy Conservation A . Fire . a5 gnm\. B
C : )l A lete ecparation of combined storm and mltlry
Sewor Soparation Sewera . . . P . . $ 2,294 | eystoms in ontire commmity.
-
s
.

63
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Division of Sewarage & Drainage

Division of Water

Diwision of Engineering & Construction

Division of TrafMc Engineering & Parking

Division of Eleciricity

Divigion of Fre

Divinion of Polce

Flocrestion & Parks

N eeecnel)

Cty of Coknntaa
County and other municipaities.

South Linden
Community Planning Area 14

dure 1983
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COMMUNITY PLANNING s dune 1583
A & ~
RE Jé‘ EYE t"pv*"\
NV, AN AR
N
14 SOUTH LINDEN &/ L ;‘f A f\\ /S ;‘}}é &, @;,9
G e SOV Y L
< J ) o
(Y VT IA IR
N ¢ \ ‘/ ) 3“ - f«é S/
O
Proposed Project &/ E 8 E/E S /80 /F & /oroject escrlption
i Inprovesents slong Cleveland A 25th A &
Nelghborhood ole udoon Stroet. Wark WALl aciude maw sorbe e e oika
Cowmerciel Revitalizstion Engn v "84 $ 100 |end street trees.
To construct aix miles of aix lane interstate highway
@ . . 1[e3 linking the Downtown to 1-270 with a connector to
LR, 670 Engn "85 $164,000 (Port Columbus.
B e ' |
Widen 5t. Clair Averwe A Widen to four lenes from Railroed to Clevelsnd Avs .
Jotnetom Rosd and Subury (4] [ J o Widen to lwprove cpacity.
Roed Intersection Widening Tr Engn] Not required 1f I-670 ie constructed.
-ﬁonlmd Avenue B . . From 11th to Ferris: parking reotrictions, oignal
h} H&&Ambum
Jonstown Rosd and Neleon’ L 4 ® Widen to 1ty,
Rosd Intersection Widen: B _Tr Engn| ]m"ﬂu‘,'?;’m% uycmltmctod. :
Gl ( 3 A general noed in the ares esst of
¥\ Curbe and Sidewalks Engn 1-71 s» mappod.
v
E ) . A genersl nood in the aree
Street Rssurfacing Engn a8 mapped.
’ L.
"1, Regtanel T iation Plan S o
e : LD L 6

L12



June 1983

COMMUNITY. PLANNING

N
AREA S
. &, « & \\'b & \\'b <& N
S & f > i{ A f\ Q‘\‘;!? &o\ d'\\
. s
14 SOUTH LINDEN S S [8 LT RINAT
. ¥ 3 s /& \’ AN \*‘“ o
: &/ S5 e S/ E S/ &S

Proposed Project &/ ¢ S8 ! £y \‘.. 65‘ & 2/&® & o“ Project Description

Neighbarhood Conmercial Provide strest c

Street Lighting & fec | @@ 85 $ 16 | Avenue, 25th to Hudson: o

@ ole g3 .4 niles - Wildwood and Mesdowdale Avenue from Leonard.

New Strest Lighting Elec 65 Averue to Woodlend Avenuo.

New Streot Lighting . o @ e . . . . . il -u?- = Atwood Terrace from Clinton t'o Maynard

New Strest Lighting @ e @@ [ AN J o1 miles - Woodlend Avenue from Mock Road to Segamore.
ow Street Ligitin . @ flee .’ ® ole 158 atles - Lindale Addition sest of Joyco south of

: . 9 .8 miles = Holt Avenue from Woodland Averwe t

New Strest Lighting @ e (@ o L AN | Sunbury Roed. i e

New Strest Lighting. : @ fe @@ o0} .5 ailes - Shenley Drive and Jersain Driva. )
New Strest Lighting _ : e @@ { BN J 5 niles - Brentnell Avenue ~ 17th to Noodwoard.
New Strest Lighting 9 e @@ [ AW 3 a -uu- Vendoms, Deporres - Awvet Village

812



COMMUNITY PLANNING orcocims 7 e/ o s
AREA A L s

e/ & S fa b o\" s

& /TN
o \,3 ° “g\ ‘\\ \é o ~
14 SOUTH LINDEN 5/ 3 & S e G/ E 5

Proposad Project

[ I ] [ ) 1 milo - Jans, Werling, Merodith, Thaneu, Garaldine,
New Street Lighting Elec Marina and Devonshire.
{ Now Stroet Lighting Elec o e ® 9 miles - Argyle Drive - Amvat Village.

Now Street Lighting

+2 miles - Karon Drive - Amvet Villega.

®|E|®|® [ [

Y =
-

jo

+2 miles - Marston Road north of Schenley - Amvet

New Strest Lighting e @@ ® Village.
New Street Lighting e | @@ L J «5 alles - Middlohurst Drive - Amvet Villege.

@ ole Y +6 ailes - Brentnell Avenuo and Segamore - Amvet
New Street Lighting Elec Villoge.

@ . . . 1.1 ailea - Devon Park Trisngle - north of Leonard,
New Street Lighting Elec south of Eest Fifth Avenua, cast of Bassott.
Now Street Lighting & tlec | @@ [ ] +1 nile - Berrall Avenue, bouth of Mock Road.
Now Street Lighting @ tlec | @@ [ ] -5 miles - Bar Harbor from Mock to Bothesda.

>

612



COMMUNITY PLANNING f
AREA

14 SOUTH LINDEN

Proposed Project b

/ Sou.re.oflb«;.' / Sf;fu. -/.fv' ; ’ "M"m

&
> SR/E,
¢°f é\\‘é\\f‘\
G/ (A
¢
A\a’ (e & s _

A
L/0 L 30‘ Project Description

‘ @ ° 2

Fire Facility Renovetion Fire a5 At Station #18.

Fire Facility Energy @ Y ha3. N :

Conservation Project Fire *85 At Stetion #18.

Park Renovation and A 'a3-

Energy lmprovements Parks . g 1 Park.

Recreation Area A . .

Development Parks *85 $ 100 [Milo Grogan Park.

Recreation Ares A A o

Expenaion Parke $ 250|Milo Grogan Racreation Conter.
On West side of Joyce Avenue (Sth to 17th) 150

A Undetery decidous end 650 evergreon trees as woll es shrubs

Right-of-Way Landecaping mined 1 $ 347 .-d ground cover. £
Separation of th. uxhuw coabined system at Gibbard
Avenue end the P Reilrosd on the south

Eest Contral Reliof D o0 o T waskend.the HozMoIk and Mastesn Railtoad

Storm and Sanitsry Sower 183 $ 1,250 Jon the north and east.

1. Dovelopment Department Staff

0323
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COMMUNITY PLANNING VAN 1
/P G
3 & ¥
.é’ “ e o \*t\.b ¢ \\‘.
&/ & f & > @““ & >
14 SOUTH LINDEN &/ S g 30 SILTOR) S/« @’;’
¥/ AYAS 5 \', AR, ‘{‘3 ge
&/ & CIAVIIAR 4 €08 s‘tf G
A & x .
Proposed Project (S & & &E/E/E/S /8 /E & Project Description
Q Separation of the existing combinsd eyotem at Gibbard
Avenue on tho north, Mt. Vernon on the south, Monros
East Contral Relief (@ o0l Avenua on the weot and Bolivar and Joyce Avenua on
Storm and Ssnitary Sewer w3 $ 235 tho east,
Isprove Stom Orainage (> . . Batwen Ponn Centrel Reilrosd end 5th Avenue near
to Poorly Orained Ares Sewer A Loonard Avenue.
@) Y ) 3N ] Cleaning and reshaping of the existing ditch in the
Bancroft Ditch Improvements i Sower $ 70 jvincinity of Bancroft Street and Penn Central trecta.
Commmity Haalth Center - Health . P Negded in ths Milo-Grogan Area.
- P
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_C:;@i?cz

15 HILLTOP

—
{ 3

—;

[

[

New Curbs

Engn

A
Proposed Praject 6& 4 ¢ Project Description
~ 1 of Wileon Road from Broad Street to
D . . . 2 pos- 1.R. 70. Iluu!d gmvm- four lenos plus tuming lancs
¥ilson Road Isprovoment Engn . 8% $10,000 |end grade ion from Conreil,
i
Mound and Central Tr Engn 2 of on to permit
' Intersection Reconstruction @ Engn . ‘ . $ 1,500 cr- installation of tuming lenea.
||H- projoct would upgrade Clime Roed to & four lane
B | : o X el 18 o et s e
. fGoorgesville in y is Y
lwprove Clime Roed Engn . . . $ 4,500 jfor this project. .
0., |® : -
Inprove Fisher Rosd Engn - Miden to four lenes from Wilson Road to Phillipi Road. '
Demornst end Sullivant B . .
Intersection Improvement Tr Engn| Eid.n and isprove south leg.
[New curbs, sidewalks, street and al.
resurfacing, off-street kh\g. troe
Neighbarhood Commercial E ngn & 3 jand streot furniture on Wast Brosd Streat
Revitalization - Tnfﬂn $ 400 potween Wostland and Torrace Avenues.
[Widon end canstruct curbe on Domorest.
Desorest Road B . [Roquosted by the Grester Hilltop Ares
N \ Improvesent Engn IConmission.
—
. R?;ln-s:‘t of dot-ri:‘ulod curbs north
jof Broad botwoon Whoa
Replace Deteriorated . Requested by the Grester Nultm.rx‘vl
Curba Engn [Commiesion.
(2] ® >

curba required, Burnsido erve.

1. Thoroughfaere Plan

. Regionsl Transportstion Plen

3. Development Departmont Steff

n
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COMMUNITY PLANNING [ wwcactme S s e e 1983
f 4
AREA Y2 e Y/
v/, o /& VR
/& & S O L/ E 8
15 HILLTOP e Se £ fo SIELTN j KA &
¥ WAV & \’ WATVAS Q’,f o
\J\ ¢ \f s }d, A & (é, Q“& t{\»‘l’ & '\\\
Proposed Project (YA E/E/S/3 2/8® /& & /Project Description
3
New Curbs @ Engn Clarendon area. 3
3
New Curba B Engn Valley Viow Hights.
5 -
3
New Curbs @ Engn Rainbow Addition.
93
New Street Lighting @ e | OO 185 «1 mile - South Oakley Avenus south of Safford.
@ ole 183 .5 miles - Terrece Avenus from Sullivant Avenue to
New Street Lighting Elec +85 .| Eaxin Road.
+83-|
New Street Lighting @ tee | @@ 85 .3 niles - Catherine Street.
{
) 183 .1 miles - Union Avenus from Helen Strest to Townsend
Now Street Lighting Eloc . . ‘85 Venue.
@ 18| «5 milea - Bollflower and Racine Avenue from Rosedale
New Street Lighting Elec ‘. [ ) 185 to Briggs.

3. Development Departmont Steff

(44
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 7,/ / i/ o[ o
N o
AREA 7 ¢S
~ SRS
o < S ‘D B/ 8
15 HILLTOP &S &S S o LS
&/ &S S S ) S s E
G eSS
Proposed Project &/ & £y \‘.. dﬁi & rJ @\(9 ‘5\ o‘. Project Description
. (&) ole - .1 ailo - North Torry Hill Drive from Holly Hill to
Now Stroot Lighting Elec 05 Mercwod Drive. .
D) ole - .4 ailes - Sefford and Homswood fros Whitethom to
New Strest Lighting Eloc as FiighLand.
o0 - .1 mils - South Highland Avenuo from Sullivent Avenus
Now Strest Lighting Elec 85 to
@ o O 8- .2 miles - Sutton Avenue from Terrace to Richardson
Now Streot Lighting Elec 85 jand Terrace from Steel to Ridge.
10 oo .7 ailes - South Brinker Averus fros Sullivant to
Now Street Lighting [ 85 Rosd.
Q) o e - .5 alles - Eureka Avenus from Sullivant to
Now Stroot Lighting Eloc 85 Easin Road. ) .
() L { BN J )
* Mow Street Lighting Eleo |- .1 niles - Elner Strest and Reed Street.
Now Street Lighting ®Ju.e oe o0 .1 ailes - Clarendon Lane.
’ . ® N '
L .8 wiles ~ Athans, Dextar and Desorest from Sullivent

Y e

6%



AREA

/ &:uruo'lhd / Sfmg /,\o — e
: 7 . .

93¢

15 HILLTOP £ -
\Q
Froposed Project by Project Description
o . ‘ . 1.8 miles - Georgian Heights - bounded by Sullivant
Now Street Lighting d e | @O o @ Salem, Sevennsh -:w{p"::m.. i i
. 2.6 miles ~ Amherst, Claredon, Homewood, Ssfford,
@ o0 ol e Union, Whestland, Suncrost, Highlend end i
Now Street Lighting Elec Whitothome. |
) [ I J [ AN J 2.1 wiles - Brookshire South Subdivision of Briggs
New Street Lighting Elec - west of B .
Now Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . +2 miles - North Eureka Avenue -~ Brosd to Steele.
€, o0 [ AN J
Now Street Lighting Elec North of Broad - Whestlwnd to Hauge.
G |ele ole :
Now Street Lighting Clec .3 ailes - g from Hauge to Richardeon.
@ . |e|e oo .
Maw Street Lighting Elec .1 ailas - North Whoatland. ,
New Street Lighting @ Elec . ‘ . . «3 miles - South Eurcke from Eskin to Spaatz,
& oe ole .5 miles - North Mayne Avenue from West

Now Street Light ing

Eloc

Broad to Glenview.

74



COMMUNITY PLANNING ) sowcectmess [ stetus * A 103
4
AREA 7 N
&
(’ V‘ o \J’ \"‘\’b < \‘.
S Iy S & WY VON
15 HILLTOP AN 7 e SRS 5
’Q & YA £/ l‘\ & j &
YR I INL IS
S S
Proposed Project </ K <& &/C /e /8 8/ & /Project Description
Now Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . +) milea - Brixham Road from Eakin.
+3 miles - North South ton Road f
New Street Lighting @ Elsc . . . . Ylllcy‘:l!u Srlva to moz- © o
«1 mile - Int 131 f Wind. Hollow and
New Strest Lighting @ Elec . . . . Alkil"’“ﬂ.ﬂ'.‘ ereection o ing ™
+5 milea - North Wi [ Wost Brosd Strest
New Street Lighting & tie @@ | BN J to Tellroads o o from e
- +3} miles - Butler Avenun f: Und
Now St Ligting A .. [0|® oo Rupthzn ; peaes Avem frem nen b0
New Street Lighting @ Elec 1 Burnside Arce.
® 1l
Fire Station Renovation Fire . *85 Station #17.
Fire Station Energy '83-|
Conservation Project Fire | @ "85 Station #17.

1. Oovelopmont Department Staff

75
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COMMUNITY PLANNING A e A A 1983
AREA 7 &/ S
o
, 3 SRS/ ¥
I & f S VAR
15 HILLTOP e/ S e LSESL /S 7
&) & /e 2 f S E &I & &
AT \, AN >/ & &
/& S e S E RSB IS
o o R
Proposed Project VAW S8/ /89 /& F /oroject vescription
® ° ' ‘
New Fire Station Fire $ 1,150|A rolocation from older fecilities.
!
i
Police Substaticn @ . 184
Energy Conservation Project Police At existing station.
Park Rsnovation and A . ‘83
Energy Improvement Project Parke ‘84 Weatgate Park.
Recreation Center Expanaion Parks . . . '85 $ 225 [Holton Park Recrestion Center.
Roedway Hard-Surface ‘03-
Area Taproverents A parks | @ ‘84 Westgate Park.
Street Yres A
Inprovement Program Parks [ ] [ ] Community Wide.
A Major on I in 1ty
Renovate Recrsation Center Parks . 1 . for the handicapped at.Westgate Park.

1. Development Department Staff

822



——

COMMUNITY PLANNING

AREA

@j‘e" "

/ Source of Need / Status / . Jone 1903
&
&

—_— o~ e~ —e

3 o~
&/ A f & /& ORI
of > NVASEN RN
15 HILLTOP A f\\ o[BS :\6;",4
& F 3 < d)"o N \, : é\“’“ JJP\& @36 .
&7 & \’;f AL q‘ﬁf«*‘ &S N :
Proposed Project </ ¢ /& (3 &/ /P /8 ¥ & /Project Description
Revitalization of & . .
West Broad Street Parka Landscaping from Whitsthome to Roya.
Light Tennis Courts & Parke . . Glonwood Recreation Center.
A ! .
Now Street Troes Parks Burnsids Area.
Light Tennis Courts A Parks [ ] [ J At Holton Park.
To eeparata san]tary Tlows from storm water flows. The
boundarios of thia area are s follows: Broad Streot
Lower West Side D ® on the north, Mound Stroet on the south, Contral
Storm end Sanitary Relief | Sewer ‘a3 $ 996 | Avenus on tho east and Balvidere on the wost.
D
Rundell Ditch Enclosure sower | @ ® $ 100 | Enclose extsting ditch.
Area wide. A g to there are !
@ which have resulted in property losses end could
Stora and Sanitary Sewer Study Sewer . possibly lead to health probloms.
Betwoen Avenua and Wilson Roed caused
I :> by the Dm Craek. Specific locstion not
€rosion Control Sewer [ ] submittod.

1. Development Department Staff

6¢¢




COMMUNITY PLANNING _ . T et ] v w5 e
T N
& &
A 4"" “*‘ff o /& S’bo‘i"b E
15 HI o/ & ; > YA ~
LLTOP .&0 g /& A f‘ 2] \6; \.4}4‘\_ o .f. /
‘ S & SO “’é’l t“’\ffaa*‘{‘“
. . 3 ~ &
Propased Praject : "é ¢ /8 j“. & dg S e i'\i’« & o /oraject Dascription
ﬁ“:::‘é? = Sower . Cleredon area.
Starm Drainage B ] B 1 .
Isprovesents . Sewer _V-ll.y View Highte.
Isprovesants ) Sewer Rainbow Addition.

1. Development Departwent Steff
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Division of Sewerage 3 Drainege:
Otwiaion of Water

Owieion of Enginesricg & Conatruction
Division of Trefc Engieerng & Pariing
Oiviekon of Electriclty

‘Dvision of Fire

R RENE LR A PR S
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Davinion of Pofice:

Racrastion & Pus.

BOboooEnc)

Cy of Colartas
County and cthwr runicioatties

S

Franklinton
Community Planning Area 16
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U [COMMUNITY PLANNING A [ ommewm [ v &S Lo
AREA n
} > &
| -
| ﬂ v A f 7/ ‘\\\-"‘QJ G
. &

1 16 FRANKLINTON # 00 S 3 f‘f S L&
| {J &/ 5SS S s €
; } 7 S IGTIINSS f <
| N . 72/ f S/ € SES/E S
; D Proposed Project &/ E JE /8, dg S N8 /80 /F & Sorosoct bescription
\ - T
| 2|
‘ 3 Reconst.

g | mmm O . (® %] de hoctors Tt ‘wi11 teiode s Sect e of oo fomd =

O Revitalization E] Engn . s|ves |5 100 atematien cur o sheet Caneiahnng, Soder New
B Cantral and Sullivart Gl weaf |® ® cx'g‘:x:"“r’ﬂ el B rrie e i T ol
|
‘ D rove Town Strest B AT J [ )

315 On Rasp Engn Ramp noeds widening.
| Street Bridge ‘3 e Over the Scioto River.
\ ;
i I] Raplece Town B . . .
1 Engn Over the Scioto River.
| {')) ] Now curbs, eidovalis, strast end alley
| Comsarcial E] . ) S on West ::&1 Stmt:;::d the ﬁz
‘ D Revitalization - Engn $  40q River and 1-70.
| e ) D) 5 Landscape Frewesy acrose !
? U Freewsy Lendecaping Engn Thomes. o
i
‘
: Strest Resurfecing 9 . .
i U and Curbe Engn ) Bellows Area.
| o
1 H 1. Thoroughfare Plan 3. Dowtown Comprehansive 5. Develapment Oepartment Staff
| 2, Negatisted Imestamnt Planning Study, 1976 reneportation
. r[ Stretegy Report, 1960 ‘.x-not‘l'm-m.m a ! Plan




Source of Need Status June 1983
7 7 T

&
(‘
3 \
16 FRANKLINTON @‘;,.»
Proposed Praject Project Description
Underpa: 1 Main St Bri nosds new
lwm;nt Engn dock and “;o:lldv:lunxm.

Street Hmhi!wmv-mtl on Mest Broad Strest, I-70

*83 43 {to the Sc. ver.

3.0 miles ~ bardered by Sullivant to the north, the
83 qumcwu-un.l-mmmmu-wdmwoa
85 on the west. .

3.4 miles - Bordared by Broed Street to the nom-. the
'83. Scioto River to the ssst, the Innerbelt to the we
"85 and Sullivent to the south.

<1 miles - Hertford Avenue from Scott Street to
Gay Street.

o1 nilss - Brehl Avenuo narth of Nound Street.

1 nile - Brehl Avenue fros Sullivent to Unione

At Main Strest Bridge.

882
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COMMUNITY PLANNING P—
AREA Ay

16 FRANKLINTON

&
‘(\ N
@‘. ,«f} f i~

&
> &
& YA
(o SLELE o

June 1983

2

Res!

2
N (S A
O F RS e e E
§ /< ENIES
8 R § f IEVAIA f@ S/ L
O 0 - a A
Proposed Project &/ 8 E/E/S /S e [0/ & Soroject bescription
ole ol e .1 aile - Eaton Avenue from Greenlawn
New Street Lighting Elec : to Minor.
Fire Station Energy @ Py  o3-
Conservation Projsct Fire 85 At Station #10.
Fire Station Generel @ 83-
Renovation Project Fire | @ 85 At Station #10.
Ranovation end Zi: 183
Enorgy Improvementa rarks | @ 64 At Glenwood Recreation Center.
fenovation end Z:! *83-
Energy Improvessnte _Parks . . '64 At Sunshine Recreation Center.
‘Renovate and Isprove A " fea-
Swisming Facility porks | @ 185 At Sunshine Pool.
Histaric Park Renovation ° A Parke | @ | @ a5 Tho Harrison House Cooplex.
83

£



COMMUNIT I ' LANN““ / Source of Meed / Status /.: }. /T TR ke Hes
AREA Y f 75 o
\‘/ a o /L e“;“é’ \je p

3 > >
16 FRANKLINTON N f S S f:, RIS .
/5 S S E
¢ 158, e/
&S ST E
Proposed Project £ /4 (Y & /o /&0 /€ & /oraject vasription
Hemorial A . . . . Improvement of riverbenk down to rivex to include:
nmm Redevelopment Parks 1 $ 2,200 [lighting, lendscaping end terrecing.
Sunshine Park . B Isprove access to rivarbank, fish deck end
Riverfront Redevelopment A Parce | @ ® i $ 5% [oiommy. » flening
To provide a Scioto River west shorelink between Green-

A Lewn and the west bank walk located north of 1-70 at

Bike Path rarke | @ 1 $ 250 |Suehino Parks ’
lmlvlng demclition of the old Nnvo.l Reserve Conter,

Rickenbacher Park & . for an
Riverfront Redovelopment Paris | @ @ 1 $ 2,000 [complex.
Stroet Tres Planting A Parke o [ AN J [commmits orgenizstion request on Dekote Strest.

2
Stroet Tros Planting Parks _|on Gift Strest to cbecure utility poles.

A 2 On State Strest in Cest Frenklinton from
Median Treea Parke . S.R. 315 east.

5 N

Lucss Sullivant House & Parks . Move to Harrieon Houss site and ronovate.

AN s
Neighbortood Park Parks [ ] [Park or tot lot in Bellows ares.
1. Negotisted Investment

Stnt rt, 1980

2. Bohn plan of East Frenklinton

5. oqurt-m of Devplopmont Staff 84

Ges



COMMUNITY PLANNING 3‘ R L Source of Need / Status 4 \‘?\u Jure 1983
AREA . J’* ‘_ép - DD o\“ v"’\

\é. & ‘.‘9@ N\ é‘. A x\\\ é\\¢ O\Q( N

CTIN S/ S/ [ESSES S 5
16 FRANKLINTON & & S SN/ NN

Propased Project Project Doscription

o soparate storm and sanitary flowa in en existing

[}

co T3

jom]

-
=

N

73

C".

syatom: I-71 on the west, the Scioto River on the
Lower West Side [ ] [ ] '82- east, Mound Strest on the eouth and the Scioto River
Storm and Sanitary Relief Sewers ‘83 $ 3,108 |on the narth.
0 soparote storm and sanitary flows In an exieting
ayatem: Broad Street on the narth, Mound Strest on
Lower West Side ) ole the south, Central Avenue on the sast and Bolividers
! Storm end Sanitary Relief Sewers ‘a2 $ 974 [on the west.

‘ J

1. Negotiated Investment
Strategy Report, 1580

85

9€3
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Diviaicn of Sewerage & Drainege

Division of Water

Ctvision of Engirwaring & Canstnction

Division of Trafhic Enginewring & Purking

Oiviskon of Electrictty

Drvsion ol Fire

Diwision of Polce

Recreation § Pt

Nloolo@a)

Cityot Cobntam
County and ottws eunicosiites

H
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~ BT LT F

ic '

. Z’ Co— !

Greenlawn/Frank Rd. e T . -
Community Planning Area 17 & Gasey ¥ i . -
R o el (AR 3 s i
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COMMUNITY PLANNING ¢

/ Source of Need / Status / g
S
K

A »

AREA (¢ A N/
&S SES (o /& M SEE @é\\\
17 GREENLAWNIFRANK RORD /&' &/ 5/ /o /&/ 8/ (8 8/ 5

Proposed Project

June 1983

Eakin Road/Hopkine-St immal
s

Roed Improvement. Engn ‘ A Should be connected to Gresnlewn Avenus.

Improve Harmon Avenue Engn A 1 Widen to four lanes throughout arees.

G
&J
2
i o Aver Bl
©J
&

Improvements Engn A New Curbs.

Intersection Realignment Engn FA Frank Road, Brown Rosd, Hardy Parkway.
. : Tr Engn

Extend Hardy Perkway " Engn . 1 . Extend South and connect tov Gantz Rosd.

4

©
New Street Lighting Elec . . . a5 « |26 miles - Stoneridge Addition.
N d
Fire Stetion a3~ N T
Energy Conservation Project Fire 185 . At en existing station,
®

1. Thoroughfare Plan

87
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COMMUNl ' Y PLAINNG / Source ot Need / Status / ) June 1983
& /
AREA / T
SR8/
o o /& AR
A Q \\\ YA &0 -
17 GREENLAWNIFRANK ROND /587 & /5 /3 /8//5/8 /69, (f\f Sy
’ VLAV CIAVAS A
- ISR NS .
@@ L/ E/88 fReSee)/ &
Proposed Project (9 /8 € & / Project Dascription
Roadway and Hard A [ 83|
Surface Isprovessnte Parks ‘8| At Southviow Park.
orov Teze Al
Immv—& Program Parke [ Commnity Wide.
: /A vnsote
Developmont of Quarries ained b Wost of Harmon.
N C of a 4 from
Marsh Run Senitery D ® *85-| the Big Run trunk + 7,000 feet along Marsh
Subtrunk Sewers 186 $ 1,547 | Run Creek to 1-270.
Equipment Pole Building, Security Fencing,
Sewer Maintenance D ® Vehicular Storage Building and Eaployes
Yard Improvements "] Sewers 83 $ 71| Parking lot.
Incinerstion, Em Flan’ Rohabilitation, Plent
Jackson Plke Sowage (&), Py Py 63| Expan: acellanacus Modificetiona and Wet
Trestment Plant Isprovements Sewers ACC] $223,021 Stn— r-:nxuu. Air Diffuser and Nnt-rmq.
@ Instsll new crene type grit removal system
Grit Tank Improvements Sewers| . ‘a3 $350,00] for Jackson Pike Treatment Plent.

1. Develcpment Dopertment Staff

e~

89

6€2



() Owision of Sewersge s Crsnage .
<> Dhision of Water ~
[[]  owision of Engineering & Canstruction 7 <3
(7] Owvision of Trtfic Engineering & Parking LA ™ 4 Y
(O Onsionol Bxatricty 2 T
(O ovsnaire 2 | ||
(D) owsonot Poscn T
[\ Pacresiona Paia m < = amm
[C] ctyatcoumma '—'—"':r]; ) _ dz L1
dis l——- 0 I | —
t I\ q u] = w24 Dred
' W, 4 N E L
. b,
(AN & bl 27
l/l_l | Il B |
Ll ]
Y/ 1

Downtown
Community Planning Area 18

Jume 1983

1144
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

{ Source of Need / Status / - June 1983
&
AREA : £
& SR8/ S/
0(\ ‘f S f A f /¢ .;\\ NN
» N <, 0
18 DOWNTOWN YA £ S E S Yo &
:}i" } ; o d’.g 5 gf #’ é‘h\@é é"\& f@
< P
NI AL j & N f S/BE/E .
Proposed Project &/ ¢ L /8 é“ SN e/ S Praject Dascription .
T
2 Reconstruction of the ing-Sendusky Intarchange
o ® 3 Nosth and West ‘l’mm-?u. will bnng the lnumf-np
m A 4 poa- ke to current standards. In sddition 570 gup
| _Sering-Sendusiy Irtorchenge fomn P 1 6pos $112.0004
. . [Remove curve at Ble-umhl Park snd rebuild
Straighton Civic m [Rich.Strest intersection to ellow one way operstion
Center Drive Engn 3 lof Rich su-ot if Tow Street is closed.
curve st Bicentennial Park and rebuild
- E Engn . . . mammmmxmu-umnmmmm
"Rasp Isprovessnts 1-70 Tr Engn 3 of Rich Street if Town Street is clased.
;.;: " 1::' total High st v:-m. e.;rnanr .‘:’:‘o;m
rovemsnt po Y] h?ﬁ
High Street Development 2 Pro,
P«gl'ul-vmv-t- m Engn Ldhg 4 3 LR $ 3,000 |1 izumu-mnﬁ -outh
A to L Strest from six lanes to
]| 1= e ® [ BN four Hatomen Soring a0 u-m“s-u-u. The ourt
High Strest Transit Mall P 5 . $17,000 {lenes would be converted to exclusive bus lanes.
Street ecosss into the Rickenbacher Park Site.
E mnpmjmupmofu-au
Rickenbacksr Park Access Engn P Interchange project.
Convart Mound Strest into a full boulsvard, with
. =] Lintted turne and eaphasis
Hound Boulsvard Conwezrsion Engn 3 ibe that of the “front door the County Complex.®
) a landscaped center medien on East
‘. Tr Engn| ammuum&wumm
Brosd Street Medien : . 3 the Innerbelt.
Between Front Strest end Mercont '
_ E o8 part of the Civio ~
Closs Cay Strest Engn 3 lexne
T ~
%. mmm'n';n?lm "~ 3 m’ Cﬂlﬁ.‘lnzh i: C-G.I.A.A' Voo P1en o . N
,' anqyn fapart, 1980, &, 1470 Tnk Fores Raport, 1981 91 olonal Tramtpostet! '

1v2
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S Q) y »
18 DOWNTOWN c J,\ 0 Z f o [5F/ES, J;,e
LA
f o0, "y’ S -
“
s j S8/
Proposed Profect 4" 2 /80 / & F [oroject veseription
Iaprove TowyMain Reep Te Engn : .
Connsctions to Innerbelt | @ . 1 Mein/I-71 Resp to Town Street. -
Extend Nationwide Boulevard to the 315
@ . Ty T s T
a8 a four
Natiomwide Soulevard Engn . 2 . ln div
1
2 . To construct six miles of six lane intsretete Myn-y
B . . A 3 the Downtown to 1-270 with & connector
I-670 and 1-71 Connectors Engn P : $164,000] Port Columbue.
Extend the Town/Main One-May 1 Extond esat of Fourth Street to include Crant end
Pair Street Systes B Tr Engny . . 3 ‘Washingtan Avenues.
n m Ting Stroot
lation of Handicapped o o the sﬁy“zi":“‘éﬁ".ﬁ"’ '67{1":'&2 hrrue’
on of and on wast v or Dr: per
m Rawp Systes B " Engn . 1 intersection). v
Propased retail devolopment in Capitol Snuzh will
Close Town Streot @ Engn 5 close Town Street between High end Third.
Bocause of Cwnol South end the Stnth !n\chlt
- @ N 1mprovemen now three lane strest is praposed
Main/Rich Connector Engn 5 connecting lhin to Rich just east of hlh.lngtm. .
. Convert Rich Street to one-way west bound betwoen
. [ : Vashington and Clvic Gonter Drve £0 sepisce Tom
Rich Strest One-May 7 eng] @ s [ ) Street 4f closed.
Rish/Ludlow/T [} 1 e o orovie sameckion Tr omecway R4 o Foumand
oy T TOV! lon from ich to Town ai
Connection Engn . . Civgc Contor Orive,
1. Cosprehoneive Mowtubd Investsent 5. Capitol South Redsvelopaent
P St 1976 ¢, 1980, [N onal T tion Plean
2. Tharough lm ‘n;i.:t 4. 1-610"?'& orcs Report, 1581 R.:; rensporation B

444



COMMUNITY PLANNING Ja VAT ‘ S
AREA » ¢S
oy 0
G f S (ST ES
& 5 SENA & N
18 DOWNTONN (T S Jssée ‘g}“‘f S
G F JE e e s
S & J&/ /[ fIES E
Proposed Project (3 ) £y [ /88 v & /Project Description
lace Broad .
gtq:ut Bridge B o | @ Over the Scicto River.
1ace Town o
fredirs Bridge B oon | @ Over the Scioto River.
New curbe, sidewalks, repave stroete and alleys,
Neighbarhood Commerciel @ 1 off-street parking, streat troes end furniture
talization Engn $ 1,000 in the Nartg Market Historic District.
New Parking B Traffid
Garage 2 PN ® $ 3,000 Provido edditionsl public parking in C.8.0.
Downtown Strost . 03
Lighting Conversion @ Bee | @ ® |+e5 $ 669 |To elininate 50 year old 2,400 volt circuita.
Hunic: Light @ Energy Conservation construction elemsnts in the
Plant Inprovesente Elec ® 83 $ 14 {existing Mnicipal Light Plent at 589 Dublin Rosd.
"N.- Street Lighting @ Elec East Chepel from Wm to Franklin,
( ] [ :
>
New Strest Lighting O] e £1110t Alloy from Everett Allay to Lester Drive.
o @

1o

93

1344




COMMUNI TY PLANNING / Source of Nead / sows /o T 1963
AREA Y ¢S
B 0
.\ ] o SRS/ € T
: N 3, NAFYA
e/ S o (> e ,\30 &
18 DOWNTOWN & & S A 3" LA \j\ ‘>
B IS I TS
o> N e g < ‘ «° Y
3 & 2
Proposed Project </ & /& S/ S/ Ce /89 /F & /Project bescription
New Street Lichting @ Elec Walnut Street.
New Strest Lighting @ Eloc . . Chapel Street from Lester.
En Conservation
Project @ patice| @ '83 $ 38 At Central Station. .
Total renovetion to mdemiu and make energy
efficient. Wark
Contral Police @] ® ® renoval of jeil cells, open office concept, now
Station Renovation Police $ 7,630 | exterior windows end doors etc.
306 vehicle parking garege for cruisers,
. unmarked vehicles and visitors. Would
Central Police Q ® also contain fecilities for manual weshing
Station Garege. Police $ 2,448 of vehicles.
" Fire Station Energy @ o 834 .
Conservation Project Fire 85 At Stetion #2.

1. Downtown Comprshensive 94
Planning Study, 1976

1444
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COMMUNITY PLANNING PRIy -
AREA A4 L /;

June 1983

& YOV
& f S LSS/ S
18 DOWNTOWN & o A 2 fo‘ B/ [FEEE /S é”.‘
N K & DA N
¥ A 8 /S \,f o ¢ Z; 5 -
IS WL IIITA YA " 2AOR
o & 2
Proposed Project <& ~ & J £y \‘.. &/ £ QP\ & & /Project DescrIption
Riverfront Park Z:S A . Both banks of the Scioto River es it coursas through
Develapaent Qm- o 00 P11 L $ 2,000 | the Downtown.
Ares Wide Street A Undater
. Furniahd nined \ 1 Area Wide.
Involving the demolition of the 01d Navel Reserve
Ricksnbacher Park A Center to maks way for an educational/information
Devolopment. Parks P 2 $ 2,050 | resteurant complex.
To provide sccess down to water level b{ moans of -
Bicentennial Park A stairs and car ramp which wiil elao include lighting
River Access Perks | @ 1 [ ] $ 1,950 {end Landsceping. .
Y A series of grass and paved terraces with walkways,
A . 1 multi-lavel connected pools, fountain, river over~
Civic Center Plaza Parks P 2 $ 5,000 |1ook, bost docks end lendscaping.
A . A . North of Brosd Street along esat side of the Sciato
Bikeway Dovelopment Parka P $ 250 |River.
Landacape Major A
Podestrian Pathwayn Parks 1 Along Stete Strest and Long Strest,
Gay Stroet Lendaceping & Parks 1 From Front Street to Third Street.
East Broad Stroot & ®
Portal Park Parka P 1 Broad and Clavelend.

1. Downtown Comprohensive
Planning Study, 1976

2, Nogotieted Investment
Strategy Report, 1980

95

Gve
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 7/ / source of eod //sratus 4 ure 1983

N

’\
&, D \\.b \‘\\\‘b Q‘ N
\f G‘* ‘f S EYIAE) g?\ 3
18 DOWNTOWN /& S Sl e LI
) S WL ¢ 2/ /S P
f = VAL £ S/ F S <&
\F ¢ R EAIA 4/ Qép & ‘\c} 6‘\
O )
Proposed Praject &) 5 £y \"' /O /e /89/ € & /Project Description
A complex of centralized and integrated City

1 Bldg . A 1 . vernmant build: and open space focused around
Civic Center Complex @ | Serv P 2 $48,000 existing City Hall.
Marconi Bullding 2 Bldg . . . the the installation
1sprovesonts @ | Serv $ 220 nf a transformer to incresss cloct.ﬂul capacity.

- Bldg ) [Fhis project is & cont ine fund for unanticipated
General Building Renovation Serv . $ 120 [repairs in oquipment in City Buildings.

T '-.--..mn Weasures In the Warcoml |
Buud Hall, and former conpany

- | s1dg ud‘ﬁ&, s 1dontified in the Energy and

Ensrgy Conservation Serv . . $ 295 [Telecommunication "Tech. Assist. Ensrgy Audite.”
' \
\
1. Dowirtown Comprshens. 2. Nsgotiated Investaent
Planning Study, 1976 Strategy Report, 1960

9¥2
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19 NEAR EAST ‘i‘dﬁ-? i e
Froposed Project
urwm-mw
Ravitalizetion E
Wain ind Melson 5] L L J ] - '
Intersection Improvessnts Tr Engn| [Widen the Nelson Road spproaches to Main Street.
mmu.mmm Parsons Ave. on the wet, I-70}
fon the south and 150° sast of 18th St, on the sast.
. [B ® [Pubiie to nun..
Village East Proposal - Engn 2 mm.mmzurm&.mm
mwms@.mmmmm
jand pedestrian epace.
3
] ‘@ 2 At Broad Strest to provide direct narth-south.
Realigrment of Chempion Engn s [movement .
3
4 nlmlngof!hl.xm curve Wnlﬂlnlt
Improve Ohio Avenus B Engn . S voumv 4 o
1
. 3 To provide, if poseibls, intsresct Lon;
Realign Hemilton end D TrEnvl. . L3 . wnmiaunummuumrmm
Pareans st Brosd Strest Engn H traffic on Sroad Street.
2 Mmmmd:&u&.o’l‘mvmhmh
Ht. Ve A 4 jacattared off-strest mu-am—
e mnn'v-n- B Te . . . ) of parking
LMlnu‘-It !. U
- St one : PRV e,

2. D-nlqa-m Dwut-t Staff

5. I't- Vernon P.Im Traffic M 1%

8¥2



/ K o : June 1983

1-670 Fi
;: Tosk mmtg

N
& &
> SN
& o ;f N
19 NEAR EAST G e Sl e \o}(f <y
f A \, ¢ \‘b \& 4"0
¢/ S SRV AN
Proposed Profect &/ F & d{ S /B0 /80 /& & forotect bescription
1 lltnhothnnttupomtwcmto
o 1 o0 2 ® end 1) Long Street and
iy She lml-e.- @ A 3 Spurq Street to Hamilon Avemn:
. At 1284 intarsections to persit sccoss north of
Brosd Street Left <}l ® 1 ] Brosd for saatbound mn'i: botween Haad iton
Turn Lanes Tr Engr{ .2 and Champicn along Broad St
Improve the turn. ™adius st old Leanard end Monroe
while maintain loeding capebility for the
: . E‘] @ 1 ® schoal, In addibion, isprova the intermection of
- Improwe Intersectione Engn 2 Monroe and Atcheson by nng signaliretion.
. @ T Y o Replacomsnt of deterioreted bridge over acumd
Teylor Avenue Bridge - Engn . 7 {bridge to be removed by I1-670). . .
.. . " | cometruot new street di
W, Vernan-Sp € ® . ® comack g W, Vamen st cerh 14
Coonwotor Stoset @ il o 3 : xith a,i?}'., nd tamltons
' T Construct street direc
Atoheeon = 0Ld T w @@ , @ AtMn:r’t‘h.nfil. VmPLn-xtth
Loonarg Conmector o | . . .
| -Eist erontiet 200 . . - . Widen 20th ustn‘nmlofnndlm
1 Inprovessnt @?nv‘ . . 3 . install treffic eignal end eigne.
. T )
i| . -vernon et Chespion “lale - south approach of Chaspi .
| ereention: it - B W |ee 3 ® to align with narth aproschs .
1 B N . [ Now curbe, street and alley
P S | i e e,
" Revitalizetion i 2] - $ s mn.v.-mmm.,uxmum !

6¥2
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COMMUNITY PLANNING A A A4 i
&
N &/ ¢
f A 8 & \\'b“\‘ \‘o\“
& S f YIA ® P
19 NEAR EAST 7 & s /e RIS
N (3 A j
& /8 I v <"\‘b \‘b f@
¢ /S S/ LS .
AY 3 Y @‘ ‘s & \c@ ‘\o
Proposed Project YRVL &/ S8 /8% /& & /ovotect vesription
Ne; Commscial
ing @ Elec ® ‘85 $ 7 |Mt. Veron Avenus - batween Hemilton and Ohio.
3.3 miles - bordered by Main Strest to the north, the
@ ® 183 No & W. Reilrosd on the east, Linwood on the west and
Mow Street Lighting Elec 85 !;uhmﬂ--outh.
a3 .1 mile - Boary Avenve from T A to Manl
Now Street Lighting & te | @ g5 Avences Y rou Teyler Avenve v
® -a»
New Strest Lighting Elec . 85 «5 miles - Atcheson Strest from Trevett to Taylor.
New Strest Lighting: @ e @ [ BN J o5 miles = Hildreth between Ohio and 20th.
) . Veznon Avenus from Ohio
Mow Strest Lighting \O; e (@ [ 2N | Aranie o Froemy. ™
1 ailo - Lomard from Gerfield
Now Strest Light ing @) e |@ eo|e ta Monros. -
. <11 mils - Monros from Leanard
Now Street Lighting ® e |@ [ AN J
. N .
T 2t ler wu

062



COMMUNITY
AREA

19 NEAR EAST

f«ff

4

&
/P

y )
. /d :
Proposed Praject (4R L) /8% /€ & /rroject tescription
‘ ©) Locsted «t Chespion and Broed (A Relocation of two
New Polics Substation Police| @ | @ '8 $  214{ smaller stations). :
Fire Station Energy : @ 163 .
Conservation Proect fie | @ 83 1At e oxisting etetion.
Franklin Park A
Garden Certer . Parke | @ 84 $ 350 Continued dovelopment of the Garden Complox.
Ranovato Swimming A ' 84|
Fecilities Paris | @ '85 At the Maryland Poal.
Roadwey and Hard Surface A 83
Renovation farie | @ "84 At Frenklin Parks
"New Pllygxwﬂ . .
" Equipment % " Parks P At Franklin Park end Marylend Park.
Renovate Recreation Center A Parka P Sewyer Recrestion Center.

102

198



COMMUNITY PLANNING /[ srevivss [ s [/ o 2
¥/ & . >

EA & o>
AR &/ s 5 SR/EX

&/ ‘f o NEAR

S S RIS/ E 5
1 19 NEAR EAST &S S & :é’ LI \j ¥ v
§ ST IRTIER
4 &/ \f"*‘ /8 ¢ & ,(ébg’i\? Ny
oy |[Propomd Proect £ /& je‘. E/E/S8 [ E e/ 0S & & fooract bascription
L.] This project will separate the sanitary flows .from the

C I 3K ) storm flows in the existing combined system
r Eaot Central Relief Sewers a2 $ 2,091 [(Community Wide).
U
U
n
&
n
U
0
103
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ING Source ot Need Status ° i Jure 1963
COMMUNITY PLANNING /7~ / / /.

12414

N
‘f > &
& \e \‘\\? éo \‘.
a f S A NARYAIN
20 EASTORIMNLNT RIDGE /67 & /7 /s /85/ 80 (68 EF/ 8 S
BTF e
s/ &/ &N .
o \ \ 2 S‘ A S/E S/ & .
Proposed Project O L &/ S f e /80 /& & /Projact vescription
Livingston Avenue ¢ D . . Miden to four full lanea from Alum Cresk to College
Improvesent Engn 1 Avenus.
Brosd Street end James B . . Widen intersection at 8Broad Street and
Road Improvement Tr Engn ’ [ames Road.
Main Street and Jemes E . Widen interssction at Eest Miin Street and
Road Improvement Tr Engn . [James Road.
Hemilton and Dundes 4] o : [ :
Inprovement Tr £ngn . Widen corners at Ramilton end Dundee.
Noe-Bixby Road and Woodcrest B . Miden to four lenes from Refuges Road to East Main
Road Isproveasnt Engn 1 Stroat,
@ . . 83- . 1.3 milea - Broadmoor Bouleverd from Msyfeir Boulevard
New Straet Lighting Elec - 85 jto Hampton Road.
- @ o e 83 1.1 miles - Haspton Rosd from Broad Strest to Main
Now Street Lighting Elec a5 Street.
& 0 o

New Street Lighting Elec as 1.3 miles - Mayfsir Apartments Area.

1. Regional Transportetion Plan
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COMMUNITY PLANNING T wwveiwe ] wm ] s 3
j ‘f B \f ,\3
&
f# a f o /& SAD
3 8 RS
20 EASTHOORIHALNUT RIDGE @‘ &0 N f‘;, f:f F ,\3‘;’?
0 (,\ &/ ~
f f £ d»’ o L" ‘91 < (p“s é < f <
& S l & E/ ‘f /AR \\‘} N
Proposed Project Q‘ A 5 /S 2/80 /¥ & fovosoct Description
@ ol® g3 .5 miles - Ashburton Road froa Mayfeir Park Place to
Now Strost Lighting Elec ‘85 Main Stroot.
«9 milos - Scottwood Road from Jomos Road to Coburg
@ . . 183-| Road, Jenwood Drive and Garywood Road south of
New Strest Lighting Eloc 'es Scotiwood Road.
83
New Strest Lighting & tee @@ 65 -8 milos - Bellwood, Runl and Roosevelt Avenue.
a3 ;2. alles - Gauld Road fron Brosd Strust to Naryland
New Straet Lighting © tlec | @@ i1 Avenue,
'83-| +2 milea - Waverly Street from Brosd Streot to
New Strast Lighting e | @@ ‘85 faryland Avonve, |
B3| +7 miles - Boul from L1 Avonue
Now Strest Lighting @ e O @ I to Main Street.
83| +5 miles - Eleine Road from Livingston Avenuo to
Now Street Lighting € e @O 65 Vineshire Rosd. 19
. @ g3 .3 iloa - Newfield Rosd from Lanfield Drive to
New Street Lighting tee (@@ "85 Konview Road.
193 .2 ailos - South Weyant from Main Strest to Hound
Now Strest Lighting @ Bee | @@ g5 Strest. yeot

106
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., Jvoe 983

N
Proposed Project “‘ f Project Description
New Street Lighting @ e @@ o0 Srownles Avenus, froa James Road to Kenwick Road.
.1 mile - South Meysnt Avenus, Mound Stroet to

Now Strest Lighting @ e O @ LN s, yent '

«3 miles - Everett Avenue f Main Street to F-h

Mew Strest Lighting & £ @)@ [ AN J Avenue. e from

2.6 ailes - Livingstan Avenue from Hamilton to
New Strest Lighting : @ﬂn ol e o0 Raynoldetarg Comaration Linge ’
o ; »
New Strest Lighting . Elec . . . . +3 niles - Bostwick.
@ .6 miles - Elizebeth Avenus - Fair to Nain and Fair

New Street Lighting Elec . . . . Avenue - Jamos to Weyant.

New Strest Lighting & e (gl ol e® +2 miles - Parkland Place from Kemeick to Browilse.
w5t Liting € o {4 ailes - East Moreland Drive from Brosdleigh Rosd
. reoat ] 0 Brownlee Avenue.

( 2N J L AN J
New Strest Lighting €] Elec «& miles - North Haspton Rosd to North Everott.
e [ BN J
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

AREA

Y

// Source of Need / Status / I ’ June 1983
N
= S
> &

> &/ S
\6‘ K f S ;f \° \° SR
20 EASTMOOR/WALNUT RIDGE /<« (9" A 2 fo‘ 49 ; <‘ «0‘ 0
"Q 3 A ~Q & f \ j
Y T IN I
S/ & S/ ESE/E s A5 &
Proposed Project <¢ A o 4 % $ (XS \5‘ & / Project Doscription
«3 silos - Zettlor Road botwaen Penfiold end Quesns
ole [ BN ] Row Drive. Alsc Quoona Row Drive, Queon Row Place and

Now Strest Lighting Eloe Quoens Row Court.
New Street Lighting @ Elec: . . . . :2 miles - Chosterfield Road, Main to Mound.

) ' .1 mila < Kenilworth Placo from Livingston t
Now Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . Bronnl:-. e tco from Livingston to

: . .3 miles - Striebe] Road end Crisviow Drive.
New Strest Lighting @ e @@ [ AW {1vingston to Vilardo Laness T
New Street Lighting @ Elec ‘ . . . +1 mile - Rand Avenus and Court Brookway Roed.
New Stioet Lighting @ e @@ [ BN J 2.5 miles - 1-
Now Street Lighting - @ e @@} | BN .2 miles - Hamilton Rosd end Gaynar Otive.
I
New Street Lighting @ g O @® o0 ‘1 wile - Bexiey Park Road = Yan Heyds to Enflelds
»2 miles - Brookside Drive from East Main

Now Street Lighting & e @@ [ BN ] to Eest Mound. .

108
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COMMUNITY PLANNING / sucoctiews [ stors [ o e 1983
AREA s ‘ R
/ A J NASARY
20 EASTMOOR/WALNUT RIDGE S f S/ E >
0] EVLYOEIA £/ 5
f \® Q) f & \‘9‘ @\ j
7 f NSNS (&
Proposed Project ¢ /¢ f“. & ‘? SfE6/86 /& & foropect tmseripion
.6 miles ~ Penfisld Road East, end Penfisld

New Strest Lighting e (@@ [ BN ] Court, East and West.

1.5 miles ~Noe 8ixby from East Broad
Now Strest Lighting to Majn.

.zhm-mrmmnmmmw

New Strest Lighting Byron Avenue north of Livingston.

o
]
[ ]
[ ]
[
[

+3 miles - Marble Drive from Shady Lane .
Line.

New Strest Lighting Elec . . . . to Corporstion

«3 miles - Huxley Orive from Shed Lare to

fle | @|@® @ . - Dundes Drive.

Now Street Lighting

»3 miles - P-nﬂnldhmrt!utmdlutlm

Elec . . . . }8inbrook Rosd to Deshler Avenus.

New Street Lighting

+2 miles - Penfield Road from Zsttler to

Elec . . . . Barnett.

New Strest Lighting

ol Bl @ B B Bl G O

Mo Strest Lighting w (gle PRI ' +2 wilse - Bemett Comt.
. ) .2 niles - Penfisld Road fram Bemett to
'b_'muwﬂ.uq . Elec . . X . . . Binhvook.

8G%




654

Proposed Project
@I [ 3] [ B ] +3 miles - Brookside Orive from Fedr
Now Strest Lighting Elec to Main.
. @ ‘ ' 83- '
Fire Facility Renovation Fire '85 . / At an existing stetion.
7
Fire Station En 83 /
Conservation Projest @ Firn | @ 105 At an existing station.
J
//
Fire Station Energy @ a3~
Consarvation Project fire |® 185 7 At an extsting stetion.
Ol |*]
Fire Fecility Renovation Fire 'B5 AL an ateti
.
Perk Energy and A ® has
Renovation Isprovemsnts Parks ‘84 At Fer East Park.
Renovate Recrestion A .
Cantar - Parks 3 At Barnett Conter.
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i Source of Need / Status / ] June 1983
&Ny
o\

&
- fé’ .\\3 ) 4 f k\-‘&\é\\." \,f \\
T20 EASTMOOR/WALNUT RIDGE /o ‘;} « ,_,\‘\ €3 £ B q(\lf g

X
_Proposed Project 2 /89 / & & /oroject pascription

N Thia project will replace a storm sower orlginllly
Deshler/Zettler Ares . ' 83~ installed while the area was country ru:
Storm Sewer Sewer "84 $ 500 |residential propertiss.

Clean and reshepe existing ditch.

<
[e»
Astor Ditch Improvement @ Sower .

" Storm Culvert.

$ 60 {Along Noe-Bixby Road.

111
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Jure 1983 .
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June 1983
| COMMUNITY PLANNING 4/ [ =rworves [ oo /0 i
| N
| &
fé’ & f S ;f \"{4{‘@ S
~
21 FAR EAST AN S o (SRS E 5
N & 5 f LA j -tf
’q YAV ’ 4 \‘9 \"a &
\0& \f 3 S5 ‘\‘? f\ é\ {# @‘P 3{3 oS
Proposed Project AW E j E/E/S)SfPof80/E 0“ Project Description
Heaugrton Rosd 3 o |® 5 Hinor widentng to two full lanes from Livingeton to
83| .1 miles - Rosslaw Avenus, weat end of strest at the
Now Street Lighting i @@ '85 Roynoldeburg Corporation Line.

2.8 milea - Livingston from Hemilton to Reynoldsburg

%92

Now Strest Lighting @ Elec Corporate Line.
@ .1 mile - Quarry Ridge Rosd (north of Livingston west
New Strest Lighting Elec of McNaughton).
New Street Lighting @ Elec Broad Street end Brice Road.
Now Street Lighting @ Elec Hain Strest, I-270 to Corporation Line.
Fire Station Energy ’ @
Conservation Project Fire

At an existing station.

1. Thoroughfare Plan
2. Regional Transportetion Plen




/ . : - .A:-IFOJ
[mrmsm '_ f f;\f@‘}‘ig; . '

<§ & /N ~ j
, f f ,f f{}“'s‘@ / )
vao-dmlm j@‘\""f’ \{: & Project Description
7 ‘ D ® . E Claer and resheps axisting ditch along Astor Avenus ]

Astor Ditch Isprovement Sewer $ 106 | between Livingston and Broad.
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Near South
Community Planning Area 22

June 1963
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 4

Strategy Report, 1980

117

AREA /9 o
& ~
Q
22 NEAR SOUTH (/s .
o9
. S ®
¥, ,s p f /
S & JSS/E/ELE ) &3
Proposed Project &/ -« LY AYAYVAYALIC) ¥ & /Project Description )
i ¢ ! |South Parsons Avenus - Batween Hinman Avenue and
. . . R : ¢ shall consist of now
Neighborhood Commerciel : D Tr Engn . . B3~ lcurbs,: aldwnlk-, murfl:inq atrost trees and waste’
Revitalization . i 84 $ 500 rocapt.clos. Lo
[South le Street - Livingntm Avenue to Stewart
Neighborhood Commercial . @ Tr Engn . . JAvenue: Those improveaents shall consist of ltue
Revitalization Engn R 85 . $ 100 [ipprovements end street furnishings.
) v Public ieprovements, Livingstan Avenue to Frank Road
N 1 jconsisting of infrestructure and landscaping neads to
Parsons Avenut/Southeide - B Tr Engnf-- ' : stimulate and awpport private eo-nxcnl .
Comsercial Revitalization |- 1], $ 500. [revitalizetion efforts. RIS
[Z] e A : . |Replocenent and of rohabilitation of 014 bricks 1n the
Bridk Street Repair (L Engn P 2( . ; jentire Gerwan Vulm District. -
. ' :
— —T T — —
i B ® 3| ® !|Widen to four lands from Frenk/Refuges to .
lnprove Alum Croek/Drive Engn o2 , Avonus, A e
; =
Widen Intersection @ Tr Engn . P . |Alue ‘Crook and Livingston Avenue. N Bt ewd
. 5 ’ o ! o
F renk-Refugee ‘12 s - [completa romsining 2.5 sile section fron Laokbaune,
| Expressway (SRIN) . . ® A &4 183 o | $26,000 [Roed to U.S. 33. i
i [Now aidownlko and storn sowors st two locstions. Along
Lockbourne botweon Frobis and Marion and Fairwood
Now Sidewalks and Engn & ‘ . . + |between Frobis snd: Watkina, Thess projocts are a high
Storm Sewore g Sewsrs priority of the Council of South Side Organizetioms. i
Enargy Conservation E] ™ 'Y - |At the Traffic Enginesting end Pu-ung
Mossures ' Engn g3 X $ 10 [Division's Meintenance Shap.
1. Davelopment Depertment Staff }. Thoroughfare Plan
2. Nogotiated Investmsnt » Regional Transporation Plan

G92



MMUNITY NNlNG Source of Noed Status Jure 1983
com PLA A / 7 / - _
E] ﬂm-soﬂm_ . &/ /S

Proposed Fro,].c? oct Oescription

&,
%
Za
i
(‘/‘,
A
RS
()
’6‘},
)
‘%.

. Lighting

Neighborhood Commerciel I el e ’ ) “r MMS&M-.M\AWAWMW
Elec,,.. , ,.. A 185 o T | 8 66 | Averwe. . .

Mw C_nm

Jal : South Paraona Avenue - Livingaton Avenwo to Frank
umm ,.. . 49 | fonds o .

Eleo.. ||

 New Street Lighting

Miorovn .,. R 8- - i ! .-J-uu-'Lw-Nn'nun from Froebis Averwse to
Elec o} . '85 L Mariison Avarue,

“New Stroct Lighting -

el el L} i - - ’
fiee . | O] @ NI 1) wlle - Barth Kllay end Frankfart Steost.

. | ole® el : . S
{ @} . F 5 RN ) .llut_a.ibhrin_ﬁ.,-.d-m,ﬂlq(lmw)

“f i1 mtrem iEnsh Gk £, el st of Furecre Avere
| Losnole Jig).

. . ! 152 'ndden. - nmamm»mmm
agdt s - 120nd Street.

v
¢

L
el ||

" iatie~ Desbler ‘Fromifimuck o fox KlSey.'

‘i@ '_@..‘;fé‘{.@ NeNlo :Qu@‘ 0]

Tedes ] ‘.‘ Y - F::- . i i 'xiﬁ.";;wlog.m'mim,..’..:“: ]
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COMMUNITY PLANNING
AREA T/

22 NEAR SOUTH

Proposed Project

A

/ Status, / ) . . Jure 1983
& .

New Street Lighting

Now Strest uww

it

@l €Elec . ] +3 miles - Wilson Avenue, Frebis to Markieon.
New Straet Lighting . @ ;l“ . g.:fle-s ~ Holburn Avenue from Moler Road to Saith
Now Street Lighting . @ Elec . .1 mile - Cline 5tmt, Parsons Avenue to-Ann Stroet.
Mow Strest Lighting R @ Elee . .1 nile - Reinhard from Bulen to Rhoads.
- Co . @ '. .1 milo - Wagor Strost et alley south of Stebert
w Strest L}ﬁﬁ.mg Elec (one light).
New Street Lighting € - tlec [ ] .2 wiles - Kelton Avenue.
New Street Ll_wung' - . : @ .'Llec . «3 miles - Lawrence Drive from Lockbourns to Champion.
Now s;;-u L.;mtlm @ ] t;.loc . ) ,11.- = Seymour, botween lelnq‘stun and nhntm..
®l 3 [ ] .4 ailos - st...n. and cun;n Streot.

‘s

L92




| COMMUNITY PLANNING

SILEN
. 4 >N
22 NEAR SOUTH & e £/ 5
£ /& 0/ &
¢ IAZ) &/
S/ & &/ /e
Proposed Project < - /G / Project Description ,
@ @  Lis: atron - Limood from Marion Roed
New Street Lighting' “Elec to Lm Drive,
st B @ . 42 alles - Barknhy Roed from Moler N
New Street Lighting Elec . to Frebis. "
@ . 3 milea - Shnldm Avenue fm F-mm
New Strest Lighting Elec to Bruck Strest. :
H
€ ; i 1,9 aigen - whittlor, Stebert, Cline
Now Street Lighting . ‘ ‘] Elsc . ‘tend h@r Streets. -
- @ - Schidler Park alomg um. Jaeger
Now Street Lighting Elec and Reinhard Streets. '
@ ® .2 milen - souehizznd from Whittier
New Strest Lighting Elec to, Thurmen, .
@ - ) «8 miles - Saith Rncd from Champion
New Street Lighting Elec . to_Lockebourne, . :
{
: \
@ : +4 milea - Roinherd Avenue from P-nonu :
New Street Lighting 71 £1ec [ ] fo Catpentor.
€ .1 mile - Studer Avesis south
New Street Lighting | - €1ec [ ) Shialdon, -

'120
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COMMUNITY PLANNING ¢ / sourco of teod /" status / °  Jve 1983
A o
AREA N A . SR
& o & SN
&S /S S SIS >
22 NEAR SOUTH &/ L ;" S &S o [FEES /S
Y G N N
T E SRR % & S E &
3 < NS
o & < &S0 /8 < /8 &
Proposed Project < A & /e /S /C LR/ & /Project Description
+3 miles - Jenkina Avenue from Parsons
Now Street Lighting @ Elec | @ [ BN ) to Hayl.
»2 miles - Moler Street from Suck to
New Street Lighting @ Elec . . . South Fourth Street.
. @ .1 mile - Ellsworth Avenus from Deshlor

New Street Lighting Ele @ [ AN ] to NcCloud.

@ .3 miles - Dashler Avenue from 18th
Now Stroet Lighting flee | @ CEN ) to Ghio. .

€] .2 niles - Heyl Avenue from Stewart
New Street Lighting Elec ® o ® to Thurman.
Now Strest Lighting @ Elec 17th, 18th end 22nd Streete.
Fire Facility @ ® 183-
Renovation Fire '85 At Station #15.
Fire Facility Energ: @ a3
Commv-umywmjac{ fire | @ o ' at Station #15.

121
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OMMUNITY PLANNING | 7/, / surce ot besd / srarus 4 E e 103

«‘P A s k\‘b \“\\\;‘ é \\
&S S SIS
22 NEAR SOUTH ¢/ o A f &S [FE/EE/ S &
N [ NN
3 VA \" AT <
& SRS
o' J & E N
Proposed Project &/ € /8 (3 /S /P2 /80 / & /project Description
This project would be a relocation of Station #14
O . ' . located et Parsona and Hirman. A new site has not
New Fire Station Fire $ 1,330 |been determinad.
Renovation and expansion of existing lmpounding
Police Traffic Buresu ® Lot with consolidation of sll Traffic Bureau
Impounding Lot Police . $ 4,726 [unite in one location.
Renovation and & . 83—
Energy Improvements Parks 'e4 At the Driving Park Recreation Center.
Renovation and Energy A '83-
Improvements B Parks . '64 At the Schiller Perk Recreation Center.
Roadway and Hard A 83—
Surface Improvements Parks . "84 At Schiller Park. /
N
Renovation of Swimming A 6s-
Facilities parks | @ 85 At the Lincoln Pool.
Historic Park Renovation Parks . 185 At the Third Street School.

122
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Siemo.

At Schiller Park.

)
i Yot Lot A . Pazia -
P p )
) Sow Strost Traes & Parks Roob Hosack Ares,
Recreation Center A
Major Renovation Parks Schiller Park Recrestion Conter.
Now Pathways and t'_\s
'] tignting Parks At Schiller Park.
’
Will make @ connection from Progress Averwe, sast
Frebis Avenus - Potzinger ® '83- nm lt:hr Road t.o College Road and P-tuno.r Road,
Road Connector ~ Water *84 $ 1
' Nill construct spproximstely 10,000 feet of 16 inch
Lockbourne <2> 11ne along Lockbourne Rmdmuﬂmo Road to
Vater Line Vator e | @ $ 1,200 |Livingston Avenus.
o )
<
\
: <)
\‘ Store Dreinage Improvesents Sewsr In vicinity of Deshler Elementary School.
4

123
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COMMUNITY PLANN'NG g / Source of Need / Status / & June 1983
# o
AREA A E AR
&/ & A ) RSN
3 A ° é@ NN
¢/ & ‘_gél NS VS IEN
22 NEAR SOUTH &/ &S SN o [SESEE
N N
¥/ & A o \vf \J S/ > ‘{‘9 Q;‘b <
/& S S E SRS/ S
O’ Q) J { L]
Proposad Project &/ € /& f E/E/E/E 00 /89 /& & /oroject vascription
Area bounded by: the Scioto River to the weats
@) Y Lockbourne Road on the east; Livingston Avenue on the
Sewer Separation Sewer P narth and Morrill on the south.
Enclose open ditch between Moler & Frebis. Stnrnnglnt
approx 1290 Moler running epprox 400" to Freb: Thie
Enclose Dpen @ . . and a mosquito problem (beceuse of ditch) are e high
Ditch Sewer priority of the Council of South Side Organizationa. (
Enclose open dltch batween Frobis end Gstes, North
of Eldaworth to a approx 1460 Frebis. Standing water
Enclose Open [ Y ® in backysrds. Thla is a high priority of the Council
Diteh Sewer of South Side Organizations.
Whittier Strest ) Replace Fughtn in umtuar Strost
Improvements Sewer . $ 650 | Storm Standby T
1|l wo | @ ® :
Municipal Garage Improvement | @ Garage $ 212 | Ventilation System Improvements.
1 Mun . .
Municipal Garage Improvement | @ | Garage $ 100 | Garege Roof Renovation.
: N
1[4 @ [ ]
Municipel Garags Improvement | @ Garage $ 64 | New truck shop vehicle liftas.
1| mn | @ [ ]
Municipal Garege Improvement @ | Garage $ 12 | Energy Conservation.

%Le



June 1983

COMMUNITY PLANNING

/ Source of Need / Status / -
)
P

AREA 40
> &
# > YL
\‘. < f s ‘f A x\\\ \J\K\K\ o\é\\‘\
N S
22 NEAR SOUTH A S/ o [ESES S
&/ 5SS S S
G/ S S SES S
J Q x
Proposed Project &/ & /8 f E/E/E/S e f8 0/ & & fororoct boscription
1
Municipal Garaga Improvement | @ | Garege L . $ 70| New Drum Storsge Building.
. 1 Hun . .
Municipal Garages Improvement | @ Garage| $ 10 !luodollng of.Car and Van Wash.
Municipal Garage Isprovement | @ | Garage ! $ 36| Automated fuel diapensers.
1| mn a
Municipal Gerage Improvement | @ | Garage . . . $ 100 | New Machina Shop Facility.
. wn | @ @
Municipal Garege Improveasnt ‘ Garags) $ 1% Hunicipal Garege Service Station Romodeling,
1 Mun . ‘ .
Municipal Garsge Isprovement | @ | Garagoe| $___ 20| Now Truck Shop Lighting Systom.
1 wa | @ N J
'~ Municipal Garege Isprovesent | @| Garsge $ 20| Fire Rydrants.
\v
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June 1983

/ Source of Need / Status

COMMUNITY PLANNING 2
'‘AREA g

& é
& > P & S
& A RTINS
&/ & \J f NN
23 BUCKEYE &/ & S/ /e [/
VAYAS & N f" A I NSNS
.5‘*’ /R oa"g o/ é"\ O, é{;@ qt‘.b e
& /9/% & St
Ny N N f YA YA YA f S/ES/ L
O ) X
Proposed Project &/ & [E /)88 S /80 /& & /Project bescription
Trestls Over C & O Railroad D Engn P To connect segeents of Lockbourns Road.
Curb Replacoment m Engn P On High Street st Route 104.
: G « Dearing Road to Obatar: This projoct 1a s higs priceit
New Sidewalks and ngn & aring . s project ia o priority
Storm Sewer Sewer . . the Council of the South Side Orgenizetions.
New Paving B Engn 1 Pave dirt rosds ares wide.
K : ) 'g3=
Now Strest Lighting Elec . . 85 1.5 miles ~ Scioto Villags.
€ :> 83~
New Street Lighting Elec . . ‘85 3.3 ailes - Oklshoma Addition.
@ . . ‘a3~ +5 miles - Lewis Road, Carolann Avenus and
New Street Lighting Elec ‘as Carnation.
New Stroet Lighting @ Elec . ’ . ‘ +4 miles - Bonfisld Avenue.

1. D.0,D. Windshiold Survey
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COMMUNITY PLANNING j / Source of Need / status / o° Jure 1983
L
AREA & /- N
;o“’ F /s o /55 SARYARY
w o o
23 BUCKEYE S & L) o (LSS5
R/ P 5 &‘ N/ g\f /& -?’
A VAVEYA \, LS ES
\‘a N \f VEIA ¢ & .\«o‘p g{ép &
)
Proposed Project &/ & S8 f /)8 Co /8% )/ &F & /oroject pescription
©) o e [ AN J .1 mile - Tobi Drive (Southern Pines) west of
New Street Lighting Elec Lockbourne.
New Strest Lighting @ Elec Ldhd o0 +1 nile - Broathhill Avenue from Clebber to Owaley. b
«5 miles - Redford Avenus from Dweley to Alvason
New Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . (Sauthern Pines)
New Street Lighting Elec . . . . -2 miles - Stockbridge Road from Parsons to West.
Now Strest Lighting @ Elec AL LA .1 nile - Jessemine Place (Southern Pines).
() o Parsons Avenus from Willisms Road to
Now Street Lighting Elec Corporation Line.
@ ® Obetz Road from High Strest to
New Strest Lighting Elec Parsons Avenus.
New Street Lighting @ e | @ @ L BN ) +2 miles - Ashwood Rosd.
New Strest Lighting @ Elec . . . ‘ «1 mile - Zenner Drive.

128
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f / Source of Need / Status / * June 1983
&
x o
‘\ g F >

Q Q
» NV
23 BUCKEYE > AR TN -
e 280
i é’\ &
$/s ¥ x‘e »
Proposed Project c ¥ o /Project Description
'83-
Fire Facility Renovation '85 At Station #22.
Fire Facility Energy '83
Congservation Project ‘a5 At Station #22
Construction of o ona story 1800 square foot
police precinct substation and paved parking
Now Police aren in the area of South High Street and
Substation $ 417 [Gbetz Road,
Renovation end Energy 'g3-
Improvemonts ‘84 At Indian Mound Pork.
Williams Road Sanitary @V This project will provide for tha abendonment of the
Interceptor Phass 1 ‘83 $ 3,115 | Williams Road sanitary pumping station.
Willinms Roed Senitary This project will provide for the abandorment of the
Interceptor Phase 11 ‘83 $ 1,225 [Noff Avenus sanitary pumping atation.
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COMMUNITY HANNING f / Source of Need / Status / 9\. June 1983
RE &/ & 7 \‘a N
-\“ J \\.b é\‘\\\? éo \‘*
« Q @ NN
24 MARTON-FRANKLIN &7 - g A 4 f\\ f; ff £, «&;’,.?
* S/ S R S ES S/
.,\9 N \f J .x\d’ R \49 «3 "#«e& \o\ Ny
Proposed Project VAWL d‘e‘ S /80 /& &F foroject tasription
F rank-Ref - Pl Conatruction of 4/6 lene f tonad
Eopmatem, 1o U .. [®|@|® ] i, 2600 | SIS R S e ey sreneon
’ Generslly poor conditions and lack of '
B . curbs and ters from Watkins to Kosbel,
Street Repeirs Engn 3 Lod:hurm o Reilrosd Trecks.
E Clarfield Avorue, Moundview Averwe
Curbe and Gutters Engn 3 ond Augmount AVenue.
Now Street Lighting @ Elec . . . . 1.0 mile Yalley Greon Subdivision.
Now Strnt tighting @ Elec . . . @ «1 mile - Silverbrook Drive (Single Light). -
. ¥ Alum Creek Drive, Willisms Roed to
A e Street Lighting @ e | @ ‘ | BN | Kosba) Avanwe.
)
Renovetion and Eneryy '8 . .
Trorovemnte 7\ rurs | @ ‘o At Werion-Franklin Recteetion Centsr.

3. T fere Plan |
. hm Tranwportetion Plar

3. 0.0,D. Windehisld Survey
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 73/ /s /e 7 3 Y
- ra 7 - S \
. “ 3 \’b \‘d \.b Q(é\‘*’
f o f - \J ;f NN
24 MARION-FRANKLIN ¢/ & AL TL 3 B EL /S 7
&/ & & & f SN N &
f YAV \, AT &
. I LI YA & 5{&" &2
Proposad Project /) $ /e j £y \f’ &/& e /80 f ‘Project Description
® . ® ® i1y 1o gonstsuct 10,000 fest of 12 tnch 1ine along Grave-
Groveport Pike Weter'Line Water N P 05 $ Sla port Pike bot-un Augmount. Parsons Avenup,
. | ’ South of Williems Road beteen Groveport Road and
Obotz Ditch Improvesente Sewer $ 60 |1-270. -
. 0* R Watkins to Kosbe, Lockborne to
Drainage lq)mn-untuv Sewer 1 Railroad Tracks.

1. 0.0.D, Windshield Survey
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25 EASTLAND/BRICE

Proposed Project

A,

June 1982

College/Refuges
Intersection Improvement

H

To hendle treffic volume and
[reduce accidents.

Refuges end Hamilton
Intersection Widening

To improve the southbound lsft turns and westbound
right turns.

Tusaing Road /
1sprovement

N

Widen to four lenes from Brice Road to S.R. 256.

Noe-B1. Road end
Woodcrest Road Improvemsnt

(]

Miden to four lenss from Refugoe Road to East Main
Stroet. '

Olo oo
B

Refuges Road 1 Miden to two full lanes from Noe-Bixby to
lsprovement Engn 2 Price as land development occurs.
. of 1-70 Inte
Hamilton Roed m rom 1-70 to -mgu Road,
- Improvemsnt Engn 2 Amp

New Street Lighting

iG)
5

.2 miles - Catalpas Park.

Now Street Lihting

83~

- 185

b1 miles - Winchester Addition. »
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COMMUNITY PLANNING *’J / Source of Need / - Status 4 '. = L me )

s
4 N &
f S » ® \'f&\‘:\) SO
25 EASTLAND/BRICE 3 A S/ >
" A U TOISNIA ‘f"
N
; R U
& e R s
N X

Proposed Project £y 0 (X TA f Project Description

@ o o
New Strest Lighting Elec [}] +7 miles - Chatterton Arca.

© o e
New Street Lighting Elec 85 2.5 miles - Hamilton Road - Whitehall to Refugee. F

@ ‘ . . 3.3 miles - Thres Rivers Subdivieion, north
New Strest Lighting Eloc of Will4 Road ond west of Hamilton Roed.
Fire Station Energy @ t83-
Conservation Project Fire 85 At an existing stetion.

©] °:
New Fire Station Fire P $ 1,530 |Sito not yot dotormined.

<
Police Station Energy @
Conservation Project Police 'ea At en existing Station.
Construction of a one story 16800 aquare foot

New Police @ police procinct substetion with paved parking
Substation Police $ 417 jares in the area of I-70 end Brice Road.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 4 Soures of Neod sorws /o June 1583
)
AREA S &
> > /O
‘oé’ A (p'\ ° (54? <& é\’\t\o \é \k‘.
< K N N
25 EASTLAND/BRICE A A
) & N IR S
‘;’ 0\" f &S \of £/ Qiggxé o/ & 0‘6‘?
/8 /< &/ L/
N N A ) & N &
S/ & & EYEYEIA SES/ 3 n
Proposed Project N &I )E/E )P0 /89 /)  /eroject bescription
Athlstic Field & ®
Improvements Parks '8a At Nafzger Park.
Three Rivers Park V4 25 . .
Development Parks P $ 1,000 | Continued development of o 400-acre aite.
Renovate Recreation Center Parks ) e Far East Recreation Center.
8,500 feet of 12 inch pipe and 3,500 foet of 16
inch pipe will extend an exieting line east along
Tusail inen Road <> . 184~ Tuesing Road to Hines Road, then south along Hinea
Water Line Water ‘85 $§ 805| to Refugee Road.
8,800 feet of 12 inch pipe and 2,500 feet of 16 inch
Rlps will be needed to extend a water line from Brice
Refugee-Gender-Shannon @ [ ) [ ] 184a 0ad east along Refuges, Bouth along Gender and west
Road Water Line Water "85 $ 750 | along Shannon Road.
Noe-B81 Road Water Line -
ancha:zr Pike to Refugee @ . 8,700 feet of 16 inch line along Noe-Bixby betwsen
N\ (Part 1) Water ‘85 $ 632 Vimheltar Pike and Refugeo Road.
Hamilton Road @ [ ] - | 1o 18y & water transmisaion main along Hemilton Road
Transmission Main ¥Water ‘a3 § 600 | from Bixby Road to Williams Road.
This will make a connection from Progrees Avenue,
east along Moler Avenue to College Road end
Frebis Avenue - Petzinger <> . 83| Petzinger Road, then run asoutheast slong
Road Connectar. Water ‘B4 $ 775| Winchester Pike to Refugee Road.
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|
COMMUNITY PLANNING e ctoed [/ sars . o 3 |
i" “ & 1
AREA &S A/ B : |
& CPAS Al :
\‘o \‘* f \\. f Y (\\\ \é\k\k\ O\é\\\ :
25 EASTLAND/BRICE ¢/ & /o R S/ 6\*\,} Q) iv"' . : |
N ~ o N |
WA ' 2/ 8/ Ee ) S |
oo WA & & ‘
\ﬁ K \f $/8/E Q“ & f & 33 @‘f &
) Q j ® a A
Proposed Project &) E S E/E/8/S 8 ®/ & & /Project boserIption !
Noo-Bixby Road D) [ ] Along Noo-Bixby Rosd from Winchaster Pike to |
Storm Culvert Sewor $ 60 |1-70, ‘
To construct @ senitary subtrunk sewer from
Blacklick Creok @ o Blacklick Croek main trunk to woet of Brice Road
Subtrunk Part 1 Sower ‘84 $ 240 [in the vicinity of Refugee Road.
. To construct a sanitary subtrunk
Blocklick Croek - g from tho Blecklick Creek Main Trunk
Paxt 11 Sewer | '83 $  350{to the vicinity of Chatterton Road.
To install sewer pipo 1 l&% |
Blacklick Crook Interceptor JC&) [ trench slong Blacklick Crook from |
Sections 3 end & Sewer $12,034 | Brice Road to north of Broad Street. o ‘
|
. To encloss the ditch on the north ‘
(@) 183~ side of Rofugee Road Noa-Bixby to |
Rafuges Ditch Encloaure. Sawer. ‘84 $ 1,010 jDeliworth Street. ;
i
|
) }
— |
|
|
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Diviaion of Sewerage & Drainage
Division of Watar

Otvision of Engnsering & Conatruction *
Division of Traffic Engirering & Parking
Dwvision of Electricity

Orvision of Polce

Fecroetion & Parks

ObldclolaniolD

County and other municipalities

<)

i
R SNRO
=

.
-

.
RS

.

K aoN”

e
]

b ekneonsiidill | 3

Southwest irE ke o
Community Planning Area 26A . s,

June 1983

e T
€

140

982



~
by

Southwest
Community Pl

e 1983

WSeecaas ol | '_
E .
|

¢

lanning Area 268

]

If I8

.

T

L82



June 1983

COMMUNITY PLANNING /¢ / Source of Nesd / Status /
AREA , S/ & /T &

a
& < & ° &
26 SOUTHWEST &/ S S S NS o [ E ’
* “ ‘\ ':\ ~° Df ! '\ é\QQ \(‘q 3@
\é"\ \fo \f S /5/8 “\ & f«f &ﬁ*’{p \‘}Q‘:\\
Proposed Project &/ € /8 E/E/S/S o /850 /& & Soroject bescription

New Street Lighting <2 milea - Norton Court and Gaorgesville Road.

Elec Hall Road at West Haven.

&
o Serat Ligitig @ |e|e® oo (
©

New Street Lighting Elec Sullivent Avenue-Georgesville to Norton Road.
' . The Bolton Airfield is a tentative location for this
New Fire Station Fire $ 1,000 {facility.

Fire Station Energy @ . ' 3=
Conssrvation Projsct Fire '85 At an existing stati
{
|
For the construction of a cne story steel and concrete
@ . building. Thie will replece the present station which
Bolton Field Area Substation Police 85 $ 114 |is

142
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COMMUNITY PLANNING AT A A 13
3 v
AREA 2 VAV
& TN
A
&/ LS /& YN N
26 SOUTHWEST A TSI
oS S SIS/ NN
: &S S S ) SSESfEeS
\‘} \f \f 3 -\\d, o J\ & '\«o"? s{oe \(7‘? <
o o) e/ Q L
Proposed Project (YA &E/E /S P /89 /€ & /Project Dscription
. This 12 inch water line would run along Doherty Road
bstween the Conreil tracks and Feder Road, then along
Doherty Rosd - Feder Road o Fador Road batween Doherty and Hilliard-Now Roce
Water Line Water ‘84 $ 390 | Roads.
1,000 fest of 16 inch water line al Broed Street
Doharty Road Water Line - @ ‘ and 4,000 feet of 12 inch line along rty Roed from
Broad Street and Conreil R.R. Water ‘84 $ 250 | Broad Street to the Conreil Railroad.
@ . Construction of 4,500 feet of 16 inch line along
Calloway Road Water Line Water '85 $ 314 | Gallowsy and Alkire Roads, north to the City limits.
5,000 feot of 16 inch line slong Alkire Road from
Alkire Road Water ® . Norton Road to a point approximately 2,300 feot
Line (Part I} Wator ‘B4 $  135{ west.
Alkire Road Water @ . . A 16 inch water line along Alkire Road from Galloway
Line (Pert II) Water ‘85 $ s 1y 3,000 feat
Hillierd-Rome Road @ . . struct & second two million gallon olevated cteel
Wster Tank Matar ‘a3 T tenk at the H -8
Harsh Run Senitsry D [ .
Sewor Sewer § 890 | At Mersh Run betwoon S.R. 104 and Gantz Road.
wiscellancus modifications and
Souttwesterly Sludge Z ® "63- of the 1
Compoat ing Sewer "85 $ 1,165 | Sludge Composting facility
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26 SQUTHWEST

Proposed Project

Status ° June 1983

Pro)Ject Description

A sanitary subtrunk sewer originating et the Big Run

Big Run South Road (&) 1g7- Trunk and continuing southwast to serve the area in
Sanitary Subtrunk Sewer '88 $ 1,140 | the vicinity of Holt Road and 1-270.
To investigate the possibility of construction of a 54
inch trunk from west of Gallowsy Road to a point
Big Run Senitery Frunk @ 'B6-| approximately 1,000 feet of Alton Road, and then along
Feanibility Study Sewer ‘87 $ 5,215 | Claver-Grof f Ditch.
8ig Run Sanitary Subtrunk -
North of Broad Street - @ *84- A sanitary subtrunk sawsr to esrve the area north of
Part 2 Sewer '85 $ 315]Broad Street to the reilroad esst of Ooherty Road,
. Bolton Fisld Crosswind 1 A 3,000 foot runway to increase all weather lending
Runway ® | Airpord 87 $ 1,500 | conditions, thereby satisfying FAA requirements.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 7
AREA 2

o/
s S

June 1983

/&

/ Source of Need / Status

o>
fs A

3
AH
¥

s/ 8
27 SOUTHEAST oSS S o (S E S
. Y N @ f LA \j§\ g
G E S e ST E S
S o N
~f F X 2 é ~ S/ 8S/E a
. 0 ® & '
Proposed Project (YR E/E/E/S R/ %/ € & /Project bescription
[The davelopment of tho 65 acre Shadeville Nurse:
Nursery and Strest A ‘ 84— Isite into a tres and shrub nursery to raise B
Tree Do Parks 85 $ 70 matorimle for uee on Citv atroptsm and in Ciky parka,
O ® A aite has nat been detormined
New Fire Station Fire $ 1,500 [st this time.
@ ® ® : s, 500 fest of 12 inch line along Ebright Rosd from
Ebright Road Water Line Water a5 $ 365 [Groveport Bixby Road to Winchester Pike.
8,800 feot of 12 inch pipe and 2,500 feet of 16 inch
pipe to extend a water line from Brice Road East along
Refugee-Gender-Shannon Road @ . 84~ Refuges, south elong Gender and west along Shannon
Water Line Water 85 $ 750 Road.
@ . . 19,000 feot of 12 inch line along Shannon Road from
Shannon Road Water Line Water 85 $ 471 Minchester Pike to Brice Road.
Groveport-Bixby - @ [ ] 115,000 foot of 36 inch line along Bixby Roed from
Transmission Main Water B4 $ 1,900 MHamilton Road to Brice Road.
13,500 feet of 16 inch line along Winchester Pike, from
Gender Road-Winchester Pike 5 [ ] [ ] 84~ Brice to Gender, and along Gender Roed fram Winchester
Water Line Water 85 $ 89 Pike to Shannon Rosd.
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June 1983

COMMUNITY PLANNING s@é
AREA

27 SOUTHEAST &/

¥
IS & S ~
J;' NS I, fd’;‘“ & ;“P
s/S/R & /80
¢ N KITVETEVEIA ‘éf‘ /S L
) & & S /0 ) N
Proposed Project ¢ A & (f (A WL VL YA YA Project Description
5,500 faet of 12 inch line from the Parsona Avenus
Paraona Avenue, o [ ] 184 Woter Plant to U.5. 23 along Paraons Avenua ond
S.R. 665 Water Line Water 85 $ 289 [S.R.665
Hamilton Road <> [ ] [ ] Transmicsion moin along Hamilton Road, from Bixby Road
Water Line Water $ 890 |to Williams Rosd.
Construction of o eanitary subtrunk sewer from the
Brice Rosd Subtrunk - D) ® 186~ Blacklick Trunk, south slong Brice Road for 1,000
South from Blacklick Creek Sewsr 07 $ 280 |feot.
A subtrunk sower extenaion of tha Blocklick Creek
Trunk beginning st the creek and north of Winchoster
Blacklick Creek Sanitary Sub- (2D o '83- Pike to the vicinity of Bachman Rood and then north-
trunk - Brice/Wright, Part B- Sewer 88 $ 1,613 | eantwardly to Gender end Wright Roads.
Continuation of Pert A-1 olong and north of Bixby end
Lehoan Ronds to Gander Road end then to the northoast
Blacklick Croek Senitery Sub- [(OD)| ® ending in the vicinity of Wright Road and the County
teunk - Brice/Mright, Part A-2 Sewer '85 $ 1,600 | line.
Blacklick Creek Senitary Sub- K& ® Continuation of Part 8-1, beginnlng ot Brice/Wright
trunk - Brice/Wright, Plrt 8-2 Sewer ‘86 $ 1,340 |Ronds and continuing north to the County line.
A sanitery subtrunk sower from the Scioto River
Rethnoll/Persona Senitary D) ° ® 184~ southenst to the vicinity of Rathaoll Road and Parsons
Subtrunk Sewsr Sewer ‘85 $ 665 | Avenue.
A sanitary subtrunk sewer from the Big Walnut Dutfell
Shadeville Senitary K :) . 'B6~ north along the 01d Fesder Cansl from S.R. 665 to the
Interceptor Sewer 'e8 $ 285 |City Boundery.
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June 1983

A J ¢‘° \‘\\‘h N
8 S VN
27 SOUTHEAST */ O & NI VLN
R N f > \‘@ N ~ f
¥ S AVATETE YAV
\\ 4 g 8 N ~ o
S/ & S S E f«é’ B/
O 0 Y LY
Proposed Project &/ & /8 ! E/E/S/8 S Ee 80/ & /oroyect vescription
: % 2,000 feot of sanitary subtrunk sswer from the Big
Big Walnut Parsons Avenue @ [ ) falnut outfall to the vicinity north along the esst
Senitary Interceptor Sewer 84 $ 690 pide Parsons Avenue.
Georges Creek Culvert (E D
Improvements Sewer - . $ 460 Fulvert isprovements along Goorges Creek.
Boutherly Imsodiste Design, step 3 construction) Solida
. Handl. Fecilities; Misc. Hodifications and loprove-
Isprovements and Expansion st X3 [} B3~ hente; Incinerstion; West Stresm Facilitiea;
the Southerly Treatment Plemt Sewer 88 $151,608 Plent Rehabilitation and Plent Expansieon Site.
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IV. City Wide :



CITY WIDE

The following inventory of community needs is organized by the responsible or
implementing City Division. These projects have been arranged in this manner
because they generally are not physically located in any one Community Planning
Area and/or benefit the entire Columbus Community.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING ) souceotieet [ s /e e 1083
AREA J‘ &/ ¢ s
> Q)
fj A /& S\{é\\"\.h o‘é\
CITY WIDE Y $ S5 RSEESE §
ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCTIO &) & ‘\@ A (,\Q f I‘ é#é\ ; j@\ -!f
s /& g 3
&/ SO ‘é"‘fg"\ﬁf\e S
o' Q x
Proposed Project &/ ¢ S8 j /L, d*’ S/ Ee /89 /& & /oroject Dascription
Miscollsnoous Intersection Engn . . *83- st which are particularl
Izproweents Tr Engn es $ 300 {hazardous.
oo o>
R. Croseing Recanstruction Engn 88 $ 150 [Greds crossing improvements city wide.
A drefting dulg\ » tuu required for
tn | @ {modernizetion records snd deaign
Computor Dosign Systom Tr Engnl offorta. A Joxnt pmlect with Traffic Enq.
An ennual progrea to replace
93 lll- of srterial and
Strost Resurfacing tgn | @ $ 3,250 [rostdential otrea
An annual progren to replace
[ 40 milos of curbas slong arterisl
Curb Replacomont Engn § 2,100 |and rosidential streets.
VYehicls Maintenance Replacomont of antiqusted
Garsgo At Stroet . structure at Dublin Avenue
ers Engn headquerteras.
Sasll outpast (sslt shod) .hu-r
Strest Maintenance to existing ono on Robart:
Outpost in North West Engn . near 1-270.
Small outpost (salt shed) slailar
' Stroet Haintenance to existing one on Roberta Road
Qutpost in the East tgn | @ near 1-270,
! To provide coversd vehicle equipment
Yehdcle Sorege (wowers and Pavers) nnnp st 25th
Shed vn | @ Avenue yard.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 3/ [/ sorceotions /" sume /) ¢ e 1983
AREA & 2

N
A S s
N & SN
&/ © /& NI
CITY WIDE &/ & N LSS LD
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING Q @ o Q\q S@ o \,@ <) \j ¥ J:
& PARKING S F S O I é\é} SR
N
¥/ & 9/ S S LS/
Proposed Project &/ & S SE)ES S/ S 2/ € & /Project bescription
To install new traffic signsl systems
[ IK 2K ) 83- equipment, and/or installations at various
New Traffic Signale Tr Engn| '85 $ 2,405 [City~wide locations.
To replace and upgrade the
Traffic Si . . . ' 83 warst of the traffic signs
Upgrading Port I Tr Engn| '84 $ 100 [on the City's streete.
Fleet Replacement . . 83- To periodically replacs and update heavy
Part I Tr Engn| '85 $ 605 [motorized equipment.
This equipment would spply permanent
Truck Mounted ® lane lines and edgelines on freeways
Thermoplastic spplicator Tr Engn) *83 $ 125 [and newly resurfaced streets.
To monitor and analyze traffic flows around
the City, the Division will instsll permanent
. count locations. Also included will be 15-20
Traffic Counting Equipment 1t Engn| $ 100 |portable counters.
Future improvement of many segments of arterial
. atreets s per City Thoroughfare Plan, based on
City Thoroughfare Plan Tr Engn| year 2000 needs.
Minor imp s st various ions
Miscellaneous Intersection Tr Engn| . . ' 83~ throughout the City to improve traffic flow, reduce
Improvements Engn $ 50 [accidenta and reduce enargy consumption.
Installation of complete traffic signal
Traffi Signal PY systems including meterials, equipment
Installations Tr Engn| [ 2N J $ 2,470 {and plans at city-wide locetiona.
Traffic Sign Upgrading Continue to replace and upgrade the worst
Part 11 weng| @ |@ | @ o $ 300 signage on the City Street System.
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02

S~

MMUNITY PLANNING Status ° done 1902
&
AREA £ 7 s
SRS /L ¥
NARAVAI
& SAES o
CITY WIDE & S/E 8 o
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING & jﬁ\ #3 ig)
& PARKING ) §° R
A N S/ 8
& =
Proposed Project &/ € ¥ & /Project Description
Provide additional off-street parking
o e [ ] on frigss of C.B.D. to reducs C.B.D.
fringe Parking Lots Tr Engn| $ 500 |congestion.
A drafting design system required for
modernization of maps, reocrds and design
Computer Design Enp | @ [ ] efforts. A joint project with
Syetem Tr Engn| Engineering and Construction.
: Install a fresway remp control ayatem and
Freeway Traffic . . . meinline traffic information ayetem on most
Manegement Syatem Te Engn| $ 3,000 |congeated portions of freewsys.
Install reflective dslineators and/or
Frooway and Arteriel . . raised pavemsnt makera on salected
Street Delineation Tr Engn| $ 650 [ramps, freewaya and strests.
Expand availeble on-street parking
. [ ] o city-wide thru the use of parking
Parking Meters Tr Engn| $ 115 [meters.

Install or replace achool flashers,

School Zone . . achool cross-walka and school signage
Treffic Controls Tr Engn| $ 100 |at city-wide lacations.

To improve one to five hazardous end/or

Small Scale Safety . . icongosted locaetions per year city-wide
Congestion Improvement Tr Engn. $ 1,520 {by minor widening or reconstruction.
Fleet Replacement To continua periodically to replace and
Part 11 Tr Engn ® [ [ ] $ 915 [upgrade heavy motorized equipment.,
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COMMUNITY PLANNING Z i /) source of tess

AREA
CITY WIDE
FIRE

Proposad Project

June 1983

Dé, $

Project Description

TR DIV IS IO WOU I TEpInes LRSI
£ngines-three per year; aerisl ladder-one per yearj

. . . crash rescue-one every thres years; articulating
‘83~ squirts-one svery three yeara; and hose and tank
Fire Apparatus Replacemant Fire '85 $ 7,775 | wagone-one every three years.
Thia would be a facility, the deaign and layout to bs
. . . dotereminsd by e planning proceas begun in the fall of
Treining Facility Fire $ 1,000°}-1980,
~o
This would be a of 35,000 square foot, one story
. . . maintenance and repalr fecility, with office and
Maintenance Facility Fire $ 2,500 | supply areas.
Specislized end . 183~ Will allow the Divieion to take adventage of
Complementary Equipment Fire 85 $ 140 | technological advances.
Relocation and Computerizatior [ J [ J ® Division of Fire unsble to supply specific geogrephic
of Dispatching Facility Firs $ 6,500 | location at this time.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

AREA

June 1983

£ x
0
S SE AN
N )
CITY WIDE s/ & ~ o S R
v
POLICE AW IR TINE S AL .y
* /A EIRVLNS &
¢ (NI IS
& e TRy
)
Froposed Project K E/E, S /e /8@ /€ & /Projoct Description
. . 6 s0lid otate Genersl Electric
Rsdio Trensmitter trensmitters to replace existing
Polica $ 67 [tube-t namitte!
{Replacement of outdated end sging
Hand Held Traneceiver ® ] Ganoral Electric hand-held
(Walkie-Talkina) Replacement Police $ 858 |transceiver system.
A thres story 10,000 squore foot bnudln?
. . to centralize ell investigation units. This
Investigations sould also eass space problems at tha Central
Building Police $ 2,116 |Stetion. Location nat yet determined.
Repairs and remodeling at 10 subatetion
lacations throughout the City involving:
Substation/Setellite ‘ . roofs, plumbing, sir conditioning, resurfacing
Facility Renovetion Police $ 513 |parking armas, security fencing, etc.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

AREA

CITY WIDE
WATER

Proposed Project

) Jone 1983
o)
. &
£
G
SRS
R
& &

Project Description

Miscellsneous prajects are funded, arising from un-
anticipated circumstances. This project provides the
a3~ necessary money for contingencies, For example, water
Water Facilities Improvement Water ‘88 $ 5,495 |main replacement in a atreet being improved.
This project will provide cleaning and cement-mortar
*83- lining of various weter lines, throught Columbus,
Water Main Rehsbilitation Water '8 $ 5,300 | extending their life.
This project will provide the engineering studies, flow
and pressure sensing equipment and terminal equipment
Distributing System 183 needed to gather the required data to automate the
Automation Water "84 $ 3,520 | system.
These funds will be spent on the installation of
exterior water meters on those residencea which have
Remote Program Clean Up Water '84 $ 600 | not yet been done,
Commercial Meter Change Out Water '83 $ 860 { Installation of remote commercial meters.
'84- This program is desighed to conserve energy st the
Energy Conservetion Program Water *88 $ 500 | Division's Morse Road and Dublin Road water plants.
This project will provide the necessary engineering
studies to ascertain the most effiecient available
meana of treatment and the cost of meeting expected
Water Plant Organic fFacilitieq Water ‘Ba $ 60 | water quality standards for organic compounds in publi.
water supplies.
. Energy conaervation measures identified in technical
Energy Conservation Measures Water $ 26| assistance energy audits in existing structures.

1. Energy and Telecommuncationa Department
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.CITY WIDE * - e/ S AYLIL /3 6@;” &/ 5
SEWERAGE AND ORAINAGE /o / & /& < f SN/ INEXS
YAV \, ’ $/855 /&
£ & /&)1 S/EF/ LS
& ST 4
Proposed Project & K &/C P/ 8L/ ¥ & /Project Description
Senitary Sewsr Monitoring ®
Stations Sewer ‘83 $ 1,130 |To monitor at sites throughout tho sewsr systom.
. *83-
Manhole Rehabilitstion Sower ‘es $ 450 |City Wide.
Hlacellencous Erosion .
Control Sower $ 642 [Clty Wide.
Thess funde are for unanticipeted storm sower
Mecsllensous Stomm Sewsrs . repair and maintenance wark, projects are undortaken
And Culverts Sewer ‘a3 $ 67 |ee 3
Thia sccount is for various eanitary sewer projects
Mlecellanoous Senitery ol ele g3 that may need to be undertaken as woll as to provide
Subtrunk Sewer 88 $ 1,725 |contingency funding for currently plenned projects.
Seacific prajocta will ba idantifind en mare tailod
Livformat ion becomes evailable and priorities are
ssteblished. Funds may be used for engineering or
construction on projocts with an estimsted 1ife spen
of 100 ysara.
Thio 1o @ reserve account to fund legal or construc-
tion cost overruns for any scheduled capitsl project,
. . 83~ being tranaferred aa noaded. Additionsl funds are
Sanitary Sewer Contingencisa Sewer *88 $ 137 |depoaited in advance to cover any needed expenaes.
This is & project reserve account to pay for any legol
. ‘ . or cost overruns for any cepital project, Funda for
Storm Sewer Contingenciem Sewar 83 $ 10 | this occount are derived from income tax revenue.
This project provides funds for tho daily replacement
a3~ of eowers which have failed structurally within the
Emargoncy Sewsr Replacoment Sewer . . . ‘88 $ 1,320 |City’'s 2000 mile sower eystem.
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Proposed Project &S /S8 e/ /& & foroject Doscription
This is @ besic requirement for receiving all
[ ] fadanll{ funded wastewater treatwent grants,
Fecilities Plan Sewer ‘a3 $ 00| The Facilities Plen is the overall 20 yeor plan.
This will connect sach of the 22 storm and asnitary
[ ] 83 pusping stations with the Sewer Maintenonce Yard in
Pumping Stetion Telemetaring Sewer ‘gs $ 920] order to monitar each stetion for aslfunctions.
Required by USEPA to eet uniform etandards for and
Project Menagement . coordinete work by the various consultants and con~
0ffice (PMD) Sewer $  850{ tractoro of westewater.
Connection of rein gauges locsted in various part of
. ' 83| the City to the Sewer Maintensnce Yard in order to
Rain Gauge Telemstering Sewer "84 $ 436] relay i reinfall inf on,
Senitary Sewer . 183 Minor end major rehsbilitation of sanitery sewers to
Rehabilitation Sower ‘85 $ 5,830 provent storw water entry.
. For major renavetion to major open ditches throughout.
Various Ditch Renovations Sewer $ 700 the City.
This work entails tha rehebilitation of existing
Pumping Stetion . 83 structures and oquipment st 23 storm and sanitary
Rohabilitation Sewer 'ag $ 180| pumping stations.
Energy conservation moasure for Sewersgs end
Drain bulldings as identifisd in the Ene: y
. . and Telocomaunicetions Department “Technicis.
Energy Conservation Sewer $  171] Asststence Energy Audite.”
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Proposed Project <& §
Construction of East . Construct Substation needed for distribution
Substation Elec $ 350 |and street lighting system.
Repluce obaclete, inafficient and deteriorated
Replace 2,400 Volt . 2,4000 volt distribution system in Near West
Diatribution System Elec $ 1,400 [and Hilltop area.
Upgrede remots subatations and revamp
. supervisory control and data acquisition
Substation Improvements Elec $ 80 |systen.
Distribution Material To provide a facility adaquate for the
Warehouse end maintenance and operation of the etreot
Garege Focility Elec .

lighting end distributicn system.
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Proposed Project ¢ A Project Description
Energy Conservation measures for Sanitation
Buildings, as identified in the Energy and
Sanitad Telecommunication Departfent "Technical
Energy Conservation tion 1 $ 171 |Assistance Energy Audits.”
Additional Parking Sanita]
Spaces tion o $ 10 |At Division's Administrative Building.
At all three transfer stations:
$300 1. Alum Creex
Expansion of Truck Sanita{ @ per 2. Morse Road
Storage Facilities tion Station |3. Georgesville Road
At all three transfer stations:
10 1. Alum Creek
Electronic Operated Sanite{ @y per 2. Morse Road
Gates tion Gate 3. Georgesville Road
At all three transfer stations:
1. Alum Creek
Paving of Access Sanite{ @ 2. Morse Road
Roads tion 3. Georgesville Road
At Alum Creek Transfer Station For
Sanite @ the storage of spair pulverizer
Storage Facility tion parts.
Expansion of Administration Building
Administration Building Sanita . at the Alum Creek Transfer Station
Expanaion tion site.
To be located in the northwest
New Pulverizer Sanita @ quadrant of the City. A site
Transfer Station tion has not yet been selected.

1. Department of Energy and Telecommunication
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Proposed Project </ ¥ Project Descrption
Recreation Center Lift Vena 10 per  |Proviaion of 1ift equipped vans for use at each of
for the Handicepped Parks 1 van the City's 25 recreation centers.
Purchase and installation of equipment, hard surface
Pleyground and [ 2K X ] 18- sreas, lighting and tot-lot development ot sslectnd
Recreation Equipment Parks '8 $ 110 |sites.
Development of elternate routes for bicylce and
. . . ‘ podestrian usage in conjunction with the Departmant's
Bicycle Trail Development Parks $ 250 | master plan end available Federal grants.
Development of achool and neighborhood parks in cone
Junction with the Columbus Public School system and
School and Neighbarhood Park o ole *84- neighborhood needs. Work would include grading,
Development Parks 85 $ 165 | surface drainage, walkways, seading, landscoping, tot-
lots, tennig courts, pleyfislds and pienic facilities.
AcQUIBIYIGN OF I8nd TOY open space, Rall Haod Bnd
community park areas. Purchosss are governad by pop-
P ® B4~ lation growth and distribution, proximity of parks or
Perk Acquisition Parks ® '85 $ 175 gecreationol facilities, access and the availability o
ederal Open Spoce funda.
Thesa funds will purchase tables, pork benches, grills
. . . 'Ba- park signage and shelters, and construction meterinla
Picnic Area Davelopment Parks ‘85 $ 20 | neaded for picnic ares at selected sitee.
This involves the rehsbilitation and restaration of
[ K JX ] 84 community and neighborhaod parka within Recrestion
Various Park Improvements Parka a5 $ 120 | and Parks system.
Funds will bo used to replace heavy equipment used by
Replacement of Heevy [ 2% BK ] 84~ the construction, park maintenance and building main-
Motorized Equipment Parka '85 $ 50| tenance sectiona.
Renovation and improvement of roadways, parking areos
and bikeways et variouas sitea within the aystem.
Roadway, Parking Lot [ 3 2K J [ ] Work ia coordineted with the Division of Enginmering
and Bikewsy Renovation Parks $ 750 | and Construction.

1. Dewelopment Department Steff
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Project Description

Athletic Fisld Developmont

Parks

The development of athletic fields at selected sites,
for football, softball and saccer. Parking and

$ 200 will elso be

. Funds would construct an outdoor, Bix court, lighted

Handball Court Development Perka $ 150 hln&nll facility at a centralized Department.
"84~ For the purchagse of materials for the construction of

Benches and Seating Areas Parke '85 12 |park benches.
Ice Skating Rink Parke . $ 1,500 |Site not identified at this time.

® Development of an 1B-hole golf course, clubhouse and
Golf Course Davelopment Parks $ 1,250 |maintenance area. Site not identified at this time,
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Proposed Project &/ & S8 ESESESSE/S Fofow /& " /Project Dascription
[ ® *04- Replacement and addition of squipment for maintenance
Equipment Replecement Too ‘a5 $ 70 | and development.
Building a zoo emusement park, land scquisition and
o [ ] [ initis] developmant into & major entertainment
Zoo Expenaion 200 $ 5,000 | sttroction.
Development of mesdow n:rea?a aast of Horbivore/
o [ ] *83-| Carnivors Giraffen Complax into an open year
North Assricen Dimplay oo ‘84 $ 975| sround dieplay for North Amaricen mommals.
Renovation and Improvement . . * B4~
of Zoo Facilitiss Zoo 'es $ 226 Contifued renovation of zoo structurea.
. . Eneray conaervation measurea to existing envelope
Enorgy Conservation Measures Zoo $ 30| and HVAC building systes.
® Replacement/installation of perimeter escurity fencing|
Perimater Security Fencing 200 ‘85 s 50| as required by U.S.0.A. guidelines.
Woste Treatment System Zoo . 'a3 $ 600 Aa required by the OEPA.
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Proposed Project ProJect Description

Telecommunication Devices

Devices installed in City Divisjons for the Cities

1.0 desf population eo they mey contact such emergoncy
In City Divieiona For Deaf Tel Cor . . Per esrvices s police and fire as well as City Administra;
Citizena Unit | tive Divisiona and Civil Service.

1. Develdment Department Staff
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CITY WIDE
COMMUNICATIONS

Proposed Froject

N
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Projoct Description

Microwave Communication
Systea Phase 1

$ 2,287

T roplace exiating undarground leass 1Inso botwasn
transmission towers at various city-wide locations with
more efficient microwave transmitters eliminating
interference and lowering maintenance costs.

Theee towera t.ransmjt radio calls from police vehiclea
‘o main redio room.

Microwave Communication
Syatem Phase 1l

Coom

$ 2,318

To replace oxisting underground Teoae IInea Batwaen |
tronsmission towers at various city-wide locetions wit
more efficient microwave tranamitters eliminating
interfereance and lowering maointenonce costa.

These towera tronsmit redio colls from fire vehicles
to main tudic roum.

City-Wide Siren
Alert Syatem

Comm

R city-wIde disaster airen alert Gystom which CoUld
be activated by quadronts. Approximately S0 naw
siren locations have been identified.
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Proposed froject
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Source of Need

/ Status & June 1983
)
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Project Description

Building Renovation

Health

Major renovation to the Health Depertment

Building to include: Renovation of existing
euditorium into Clinic and meeting agncs,
renovation of former building regulation space

into Environmental Heelth apace and upgrading
of the hesting and cooling syatem.

Energy Conservation

Health .

This project 18 for energy Tonservation construction
alements in the Health Department Building as
identified in the Ensrgy and Telecommunication
Departoent "Technical Assistance Energy Audits.”

4¢3
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Representative HamiLton. We will conclude the formal part of
the testimony with Mr. John Nelson, director of planning and
budgeting for the city of Louisville, Ky.

Please proceed, Mr. Nelson.

STATEMENT OF JOHN NELSON, DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND
BUDGETING, CITY OF LOUISVILLE, KY.

Mr. NeLsoN. Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman.

The city of Louisville is located on the south bank of the Ohio
River some 600 miles below Pittsburgh and 380 miles above Cairo,
Ill., where the Ohio empties into the Mississippi River. Since its
founding in 1778, Louisville has grown to become the country’s
49th largest city, with a population of nearly 299,000 and a land
area of 61.2 square miles. Its metropolitan area covers seven coun-
ties and contains approximately 960,000 people.

The status of Louisville’s public works system brings to mind the
analogy of an established golf course after a long, hot summer:
from a distance it looks pretty green, but upon closer inspection
one can find more than a few brown burned out patches on the
fairways and greens.

Our bridges, streets, waterlines, and sewer system—the so-called
infrastructure—and our public transit system are in similar condi-
tion. The elements are getting worn, and there is barely enough
money available to maintain them.

Several local jurisdictions share reponsibilities for portions of the
public works network, among them the city of Louisville, the Jef-
ferson County government, the Louisville Water Co., the Metropoli-
tan Sewer District [MSD), and the Transit Authority of River City
[TARC]. Together, these agencies spend more than $20 million an-
nually for maintenance. It is unclear and of great concern to us
how much longer such patch-up funding will suffice.

What follows is a brief sketch of the major trouble spots in each
area of the system.

WATER SERVICE

The Louisville Water Co. operates about 2,600 miles of waterlines
in and around the city. The company processes 123 million gallons
of water each day, but about 15 percent of that never reaches the
faucets of the 210,000 customers in the community. Some of the
loss is accounted for by firefighting activities, but the company esti-
mates that 1 of every 10 gallons literally leaks out of the system.

Many of the breaks are due to stretches of unlined cast-iron pipe
which were originally installed in the late 1920’s. Although the
water company administers a $30 million operation budget, only
about $4 million was available last year to replace mains at loca-
tions where conditions are the worst.

SEWER SYSTEM

Storm water and raw sewage flow through the same pipes in
much of Louisville’s century-old, 1,370-mile sewer system. Under
normal conditions this does not present any problems. During
heavy rains, however, the foaming mixture of water, residential
and commercial sewage, and industrial pollutants pours directly
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into the river untreated. This situation arises about 25 times a
year, creating major concerns about water quality in the area.

MSD spends about one-fifth of its annual operating budget, or
about $7 million for sewerline and plant maintenance. Federal
EPA estimates place the cost of separating the storm and sewage
lines at nearly $500 million.

BRIDGES

None of Louisville’s major bridges are in danger of collapsing,
but State inspectors do keep a close eye on the George Rogers
Clark Memorial Bridge at 2d Street. Built in the 1920’s, the bridge
has a 74,000-pound weight limit, which means that many common
carriers and load vehicles cannot use it. Last summer, some fairly
extensive repairs were made to the pavement, deck, and sidewalks.
The bridge was also repainted at that time.

Several small bridges in rural Jefferson County are in much
worse condition. State-imposed weight limits bar trucks and school-
buses from bridges on Old Taylorsville Road in the Fisherville
area, while two other bridges nearby are closed to all traffic. At
least 10 other bridges in Louisville and Jefferson County have re-
ceived low safety ratings from State officials. The State has ap-
proved funds to replace five rural bridges over the next few years.

ROADS, STREETS, AND HIGHWAYS

The expressways and major highways in Louisville are in good
shape, generally speaking. This can be directly attributed to the fi-
nancial commitment given them by the Kentucky General Assem-
bly. The legislature has made highway maintenance a high priority
by adopting statutory provisions to insure that revenues from the
State motor fuels tax are used for such projects. The fact that only
about 2 percent of the State-maintained roads in Jefferson County
fall below acceptable standards, according to recent inspections is
an indication of this commitment. The State plans to spend ap-
proximately $3 million in Jefferson County during the fiscal year
for resurfacing and other repairs. _

Jefferson County officials have placed emphasis on the major
roads under their jurisdiction vis-a-vis a rotational repaving pro-
gram that involves 15 to 20 percent of the system each year. Ap-
proximately $2.1 million was spend last year on through roads and
suburban arteries. Officials believe they are keeping up with their
paving needs with this program, but they consider it unlikely that
any significant progress can be made on rural road improve-
ments—such as widening and straightening—given the present re-
sources.

The segment of the city’s infrastructure that commands the most
attention from city government is the city’s 1,000 miles of streets.
The city of Louisville has an approximate $93 million operating
budget for the current fiscal year. By comparison, $1.1 million has
been appropriated for street maintenance while $31.2 million has
been appropriated for street resurfacing.

The city of Louisville uses its entire share of the State motor
fuels tax collections (municipal aid) for street maintenance, street
resurfacing, and other street-related expenditures. In addition to

90709 N_. Q4 21
2u-ivs O=34
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State municipal aid, the city also relies upon Federal funds via the
Federal aid to urban systems fund to pay for resurfacing of certain
designated-eligible streets.

The city of Louisville has been largely dependent upon State mu-
nicipal aid funds to pay for its street maintenance and resurfacing
needs since the inception of the municipal aid program during the
early 1970’s. In fact, State municipal aid is the city’s only large
share of State revenue received annually. The city’s share of the
State motor fuels tax collection is projected to be $1,970,000 during
the current fiscal year.

Total State motor fuels tax collections have not reglstered any
sustained growth over the past 5 years despite a revision in the law
which changed the tax from 9 cents per gallon to 9 percent of the
average wholesale price of a gallon with a floor of 10 cents per
gallon. In fiscal year 1978-79 total State motor fuels tax collections
equaled $198 million while total motor fuels tax collections only
equaled $188 million during the last fiscal year.

Coupled with this lack of growth in total tax receipts is an allo-
cation formula which penalizes cities with declining populations.
Cities and urbanized areas in Kentucky compete for 6.7 percent of
the State motor fuels tax collections. The allocation formula is
based strictly upon the decennial census population counts. During
the 1970’s, the city of Louisville experienced a 17-percent decline in
population while the entire State registered an increase. Thus, the
city of Louisville saw its share of the motor fuels tax collections ac-
tually decline in absolute terms. Prior to the switchover to the 1980
census figures, the city’s share of municipal aid was approximately
$3 million annually. Last year, the city received only $1.9 million.

This decline in the city’s primary funding source for street-relat-
ed expenditures has placed a greater pressure on using the city’s
general fund tax revenues to supplement State municipal aid for
funding street maintenance and resurfacing requests. The city’s ap-
proximate $2 million allocation has been just enough to repave
about 33 miles per year. As a result, the average street is repaved
only once every 35 to 40 years—almost three times longer than the
15-year lifetime after which engineers claim serious road deteriora-
tion begins. In fact, to give priority to streets that get heavy traffic,
the city no longer repaves deadend streets.

With the decline in available State municipal aid funds, the city
has already been forced to turn to the general fund to pay for
street sweeping. City budget officials are now concerned that the
continuation of the city’s current municipal aid allocation will not
be sufficient to cover the noninflation-proof street-maintenance and
street-resurfacing needs. This revenue shortfall places street infra-
structure needs in direct competition with the basic services—
police, fire, and garbage services—which have been receiving the
highest spending priority by the mayors and aldermen for nearly a
decade. The planning staff has argued the case for spending propor-
tionately more of the city’s total revenue resources for infrastruc-
ture repairs and improvements, but thus far with only limited suc-
cess. Maintaining spending levels on police, fire, and garbage serv-
ices is the easier route for elected officials since voters complain
more loudly about reductions in police and fire budgets.
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Because street resurfacing needs are now in direct competition
for available city revenues, and total city revenues have been de-
creasing in real terms, it is difficult to foresee any increase in the
allocation of available funds for street infrastructure needs. The
law restricting the State motor fuel taxes to street-related expendi-
tures—maintenance, resurfacing, traffic signalization, and street-
lighting costs—does help satisfy street infrastructure needs in the
annual allocation battle of the budget. While Louisville and Jeffer-
son County have done a pretty good job of maintaining their infra-
structure needs, it is difficult to foresee infrastructure needs ob-
taining a larger share of the available pot of money in the future.

Ideally the Federal involvement might assume a form of infra-
structure revenue sharing program—associated with the Federal
gasoline tax—whereby funds were distributed to local units of gov-
ernment for infrastructure repairs and improvements only. Such a
program could include a matching element in the distribution for-
mula so that local governments would not be discouraged from
using their own resources to maintain the infrastructure. The
grants could be made directly to the local governments much in
the same fashion as with the Federal revenue-sharing program.

Thank you for your attention to this important problem.

Representative HamiLtoN. Thank you very much, Mr. Nelson.
Let us spend some time discussing some of the things you have
gone over. I must say the direct and immediate nature of your tes-
timony is helpful and good for us to hear. I did not know whether
you would be able to match the quality of the testimony of the
panel that preceded you—I thought it was really very good—but 1
think you have matched it and with some very good testimony.

When you are dealing with infrastructure problems, where do
youdlgok for financing? Also, how sensitive is the State to your
needs?

Let us say you have a tough infrastructure problem in front of
you. Where do you look? You city officials might tackle that first
because I know that you deal with that all the time. How impor-
tant do you think the Federal role is?

Mr. NELsON. I am going to answer the question very honestly. As
far as the city of Louisville is concerned, we look first and foremost
at what are my one-time revenues that I am going to be able to
generate here.

I have tried to assess what our needs are in regards to what our
assets were and what is the minimum acceptable figure for mainte-
nance of keeping our assets up, and then I try to assess our rev-
enues from a recurring basis versus our nonrecurring revenues.

I try to take a very strong position that anything of a one-time
nature should go into the capital, should go into the infrastructure,
and at least maintain what we have.

As I pointed out, the city of Louisville is older than most cities.

Representative HamiLToN. How sensitive do you find the State of
Kentucky to your infrastructure needs?

Mr. NELsoN. Well quite honestly, the State has enough problems
of its own in regards to its deteriorating revenue base, and when
you look at the city of Louisville relative to the rest of the State,
the tax base is one in which the city is proportionately putting
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more out into the city than it is getting back, because of the nature
of the population and the nature of our taxes.

Representative HaMiLTON. The first sources that you look to are
the local sources?

Mr. NELsON. Absolutely.

Representative HAMILTON. What is your second source?

Mr. NEeLsoN. Our second source would be municipal aid, which is
at the moment about $2 million a year, and that is the only source
that we have from the State of Kentucky. :

Representative HamiLTON. Do you think the Federal Government
is more or less important in meeting your infrastructure needs
than the State?

Mr. NELSON. In the long term, it will be more important. At the
moment we are using some federal urban systems money, which
amounts to about $600,000 or $700,000 a year.

My expectation for the long term is that we will have to turn to
the Federal Government.

Representative HaMILTON. Mayor, I would like you to tackle
those same questions, if you would, sir.

Mayor Mooby. Yes, sir, I can do so briefly, If we take the high-
way question and set it aside, I think that is more generally the
same and more uniform across the country.

One of the things that I started to mention and did not was the
reason why the Columbus infrastructure is in better shape than
that of most cities. And that has solely to do with financing

We have had an income tax since January 1948, and from the
beginning the excess overprojection, which went into general fund,
was always committed to capital expenditure.

In January 1957, the policy was adopted when that tax went to
one-fourth of 1 percent, or 25 percent of it would be set aside for
the retainment of voter-approved bonds to finance capital projects.

That has been held inviolate since 1957. The tax sometime later
in 1962, I think, went up to 1% percent but they did not increase
the percentage, it remained still at one-fourth of 1 percent, and
there was a sixth of the tax collections.

Our citizens approved, last November, an increase to 2 percent of
earnings—it is an earnings tax, not an income tax and our council
committed to restore the 25-percent level.

So we effectively doubled our capital set-aside beginning January
1, 1983. And this has been a solid of history for all of those years.
Actually we looked very few other places. If T looked other places I
would run into the same kinds of things that he talked about—I do
not mean that we ignore them, they are just not relevant in terms
of size. We pick up every dime that we can from those sources. But
I imagine that would be a total of perhaps $3 or $4 million a year
and it is a target of opportunity more than anything else.

Representative HaMILTON. $3 or $4 million refers to State and
Federal assistance?

Mayor Mooby. Yes, for the most part. Now we also have to deal
with wastewater treatment because there the Federal Government
has picked up a much larger share, but, of course, the Federal Gov-
ernment has also demanded that we expend greater sums, and in
those cases we have to put up a substantial part of the match
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which, as I recall it, runs between 10 percent and about 25 percent
on certain projects and we have to build that into the sewer rates.

On the other hand, let me suggest that we have just com-
pleted and not quite in full operation, a $180 million expenditure
for a trash-burning electrical generating plant. It conducts electri-
cal energy from the trash. Its principal purpose, in my view, is to
get rid of the trash, and drawing on the commissioner’s testimony
earlier, there is not one Federal dollar or one State dollar in that
and there was no way to get any State or Federal money into
those, because neither is on the cutting edge of technology in any

way.

And by the way I failed to mention that real crisis is in solid
waste and most of us at the local level do not know it yet and will
not know it until the landfill closes.

That is where I look for the money, is this tax. Our people have
borne it and they have borne it willingly and they voted an in-
crease in it.

Representative HamiLToN. Mr. Hillenburg, do you want to tackle
that at all. Or Mr. MacGregor.

Mr. MACGREGOR. I might just make a comment. What you are
really talking about is a balanced approach—we try to take advan-
tage of what we can do locally, and I think we have to do a better
job, as I mentioned we passed a sales tax recently, and our real
estate taxes in Kansas City are relatively low, I think we can in-
crease our real estate taxes, we have an earnings tax.

And now we are depending upon the State for this $600 million
bond issue we talked about. But that is in jeopardy right now be-
cause the Federal judge has mandated cross-district bussing in St.
Louis, which we are—it may come to Kansas City also—and will
cost $100 million, and is mandated that that come out of our State
revenues, the Federal Government is not going to fund that.

So that is going to affect our capital improvements. We are .de-
pendent upon your Corps of Engineers money, your street, highway
and bridge money, and especially the UDAG money. When we put
a package together to renew an innercity area we have to move the
utilities and we rebuild our infrastructure at that time. So the
UDAG money places heavy emphasis on private funding—you -
have to have your private funding in place to where you can get
your UDAG money and that is very, very important.

Mr. HiLLENBURG. I think the question you asked a while ago:
How important is Federal help in some of the funding for local gov-
ernment?

I for one believe the revenue sharing is a very important thing
right now. If it was not for the revenue sharing of the Federal Gov-
ernment, what they are handing down to the local governments,
some counties would almost have to close their doors, you might
say, because they just wouldn’t have the revenues to operate on.

As you know we have our tax rate frozen right now which gives
you limited amount to operate in the general fund. As you also
know each and every year it goes on there is different depart-
ments, there is different things that you need to add to your yearly
budget for the next year, and you have to take some of it out of
revenue sharing and try to take the capital expenditures out of the
revenue sharing and work it that way.
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We also try to use some of it to help us in the highway depart-
ment where our gas tax revenue is also down.

Representative HamiLToN. Has your experience been the people
will support increases and tax levies of various kinds provided they
can see the benefit in infrastructure.

In Missouri, for instance, you have had a lot of difficulty in ap-
proval of bond issues. Is that right? The mayor however, has had
success at getting people to approve these extra tax hikes, and I am
presuming they are willing to do that if they can see the results.

Mayor Moopy. We have been very fortunate in that regard, but I
would point out that there are only three increases in 36 years.
And the school system has a record of failure—six losses before
they received an increase after some 13 years. It was a mixed bag.

The city of Columbus, as a governmental entity, has been both
lucky and skillful which accounts for our record. And one other
thing, a heavy degree of civic involvement from major business
concerns' and from the chamber of commerce. And no effort is
made unless the news media and the chamber of commerce and the
financial establishment are in favor of it.

Mr. MacGreGoR. That is true. We just raised $200,000 from the
private sector for the campaign to get the sales tax passed. We had
excellent help from the news media at that time as well.

But our situation in terms of bond issues is rather unique be-
cause there are only five States that require two-thirds vote, which
is ridiculous.

Representative HamiLToN. Gentlemen, thank you very, very
much for your participation and cooperation. It was a pleasure to
have you before the Joint Economic Committee. The committee
stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to the
call of the Chair.]
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 31, 1983

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JoINT EcoNoMmic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:30 p.m., in rooms 1
and 2, Mercer Farm, Seattle Center, Seattle, Wash., Hon. Lee H.
Hamilton (vice chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representative Hamilton.

Also present: Deborah Matz, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HAMILTON, VICE
CHAIRMAN

Representative HAMILTON. The meeting of the Joint Economic
Committee will come to order.

I am delighted to be here among our distinguished guests, the
Governor of the State of Washington, Governor Spellman, and
Mayor Royer of Seattle. I deeply appreciate your gracious hospital-
ity today. It has been a great thrill for me to have the opportunity
go visit Seattle and to learn a little bit about your community and

tate.

It is very hard to believe that until only a year or two ago very
few people had ever heard of or cared about the condition of the
Nation’s infrastructure—its roads, bridges, sewers, ports, and waste
water treatment plants. However, this past year alone has wit-
nessed a number of infrastructure calamities across the Nation: In
Iowa a State highway collapsed; in New Jersey a water main broke
leaving 200,000 people without water for days; in Colorado an 80-
year-old dam burst, sending 250 million gallons of water through
Estes Park. Two months ago a bridge over an interstate highway in
Connecticut collapsed; within weeks of that the rupture of a 68-
year-old water main triggered a massive electrical failure and
blackout in one of the busiest part of New York City. Only 2 days
earlier a suspended ceiling collapsed in a relatively new transporta-
tion center across the Hudson River in New Jersey, killing two
people and injuring others. Incidents like these, in addition to
scores of less dramatic ones, seem to occur almost daily.

In fact, we know so little about the condition of our public facili-
ties that we were unable to predict or prevent these life-threaten-
ing events. What is more disturbing, we are not capable of prevent-
ing future crises from occurring.

While anecdotes abound about the deteriorated condition of the
Nation’s infrastructure, we on the Joint Economic Committee have
found that there exists little specific information about actual con-
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ditions or needs. That is why, over a year ago, the Joint Economic
Committee initiated a State-by-State infrastructure study. Present-
ly, 21 States are being evaluated. Each participating State has con-
tributed funds which are being channeled to researchers at State
universities. These researchers are evaluating the present condi-
tion of the State’s infrastructure and projecting State infrastruc-
ture needs and financing capacity for the next two decades. This
study will also evaluate the various options for Federal assistance,
if Federal assistance is deemed appropriate.

Governor Spellman, I should certainly say to you that we on the
Joint Economic Committee are deeply appreciative of the coopera-
tion that you and your fine staff have given to that study. As a
result of the concern and leadership of Governor Spellman, Wash-
ington was one of the first States to be included in the study and to
have a final draft completed.

While the number seems staggering, the required infrastructure
investment needs to the year 2000 is $22 billion; the estimated capi-
tal outlay is only $12 billion. This information provides, at least, an
important first step in tackling this enormous problem.

I am particularly gratified to learn that in Washington State a
study has served as the focal point and foundation for a widespread
public works inventory project to be conducted in this State. The
political leaders of this State are to be commended for their re-
markably broad bipartisan support for this effort. Indeed, at the
local level as well, the State’s public officials have show remark-
?ble leadership in coming to grips with their infrastructure prob-
ems.

Mayor Royer, in recognizing the serious ramifications of deterio-
rating public facilities left unattended, took what I believe to be an
unprecendent action in appointing an 18-member citizen committee
to prepare recommendations on priorities for infrastructure im-
provements. Mayor Royer is also to be commended for his foresight
in tackling this difficult problem and for his innovative approach
in developing an agenda.

Members of Congress are also concerned about the condition of
the Nation’s infrastructure. Although the immediate effect of infra-
structure problems is local in nature, ultimately our entire Nation
suffers when our transportation and communication facilities are
in disrepair.

We hope that the Joint Economic Committee study and the testi-
mony from our hearings across the country will go a long way
toward providing Members of Congress with information about the
extent of deterioration of our public facilities, as well as the effect
on national productivity, costs, and human health.

Many bills have been introduced in the Congress which in one
way or another would address our infrastructure problems. Bills to
establish a Federal capital budget and national infrastructure
banks are pending before the House and Senate Public Works Com-
mittees. The House has already passed H.R. 10, which provides
$500 million per year for 3 years of economic development invest-
ment. This bill is now pending in the Senate Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works, which recently reported out legislation
which would, among other things, provide public works assistance
to distressed small communities and would establish a program to
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provide jobs for young adults in community improvement projects.
It is anticipated that this bill will be considered in conjunction
with the EDA bill by a conference committee and that, ultimately,
the legislation will reach the President’s desk.

The legislation pending before the Congress is modest, relative to
the vast needs for public improvements. Quite frankly, there is
nothing pending which could be considered comprehensive in
nature or a serious effort to alleviate the manifold problems that
we confront.

For too long in this Nation we have followed a policy of “build it
and forget it.” We can no longer afford to do so. The longer we
delay the restoration of public infrastructure, the harder and more
expensive the task will be. America’s powerful economy is nour-
ished by public infrastructure. Starving the infrastructure will
surely keep the economy from growing.

Your testimony today will be extremely useful to the Members of
Congress. It will shed light on State and local infrastructure prob-
lems. It may help to persuade the voters of Seattle of the impor-
tance of supporting the bond issue before them next month. It will
certainly provide the Joint Economic Committee with detailed in-
formation about another important part of the country. In addi-
tion, it will also assist Members of Congress in trying to develop
policies to maintain the Nation’s lifeline: its public facilities.

Gentlemen, we welcome you before this session of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee. And we understand you both have statements.
Those statements will be entered into the record in full. And we
look forward to your comments.

Governor Spellman, we are happy to have you with us. You may
proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SPELLMAN, GOVERNOR, STATE OF
WASHINGTON

Governor SPELLMAN. It is a pleasure to welcome you to the State
of Washington. Mayor Royer and I extended an invitation to this
committee in May to come out and have a hearing and we are de-
lighted that you were able to do so.

It is a most important issue that you are considering. I think
that, looking at your agenda, and knowing that my remarks will be
followed by a number of individuals who have put a great deal of
time into the consideration of the infrastructure of the State of
Washington—for example, Karen Rahm, director of our planning
and community affairs agency, and Mayor Tom Trulove, of Cheney,
who is the head of the advisory committee we have set up
statewide on the infrastructure, and Phil Bouque of the University
of Washington, who has done that preliminary study of the infra-
structure needs.

I am not going to take a great deal of time going into any great
detail, except to say that, together with you, we know that the in-
frastructure, which is really the sewers, the bridges, the streets
and so forth, is critical to the long-term health of this area and to
the country. It is something that is easily ignored, unless we have
those calamities of which you have spoken.
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We are fortunate in the West—and one thing we like to say is
that we are not the East, in that we do not have 100-year-old
sewers or streets or water lines that are in a serious state of decay.
That is not to say that we have no problems; indeed, we do. We are
not isolated from this nationwide trend and problem. We have been
inordinately hard hit in the last few years by a deep recession in
i‘.his area and a lack of Federal funds to address some of these prob-

ems.

I think, however, our approach to dealing with the problems is
unique, if not most unusual. And it has been an attempt to develop
strategies from the grassroots and devise a statewide program from
it. We are currently working the issue from the bottom up. The
planning and community affairs agency is surveying every local
government in the State of Washington in order to determine the
condition of its infrastructure, its future needs and its fiscal ability
and the State’s fiscal ability to deal with those problems.

As of the last time I looked, which was at a meeting of the ACIR
within the State last week, 100 percent of the counties had replied
in full to that request for data. All of the major cities of the State
of Washington had; 95 percent of the next tier of cities—a phenom-
enal response. And that information, having been brought togeth-
er, the question will be finding ways, together with local govern-
ments, with the State government—and certainly with Federal as-
sistance—to come up with solutions to those problems.

I mentioned Federal aid and you have heard a good deal about
that during lunch and elsewhere. I would point to two areas of ob-
vious need for cooperation. Certainly we here have a history of co-
operation between the private sector and the public sector, and a
history of working with the Federal Government.

Those moves that are perennial and exist now, to do away with
or hamper municipal bonding and the tax-exempt bonding, certain-
ly would deal a deathblow to the ability of this State or its munici-
palities to deal with these infrastructure problems. I urge eternal
vigilance to make sure we do not lose that capacity.

Second, of course, it is important—even though we have histori-
cally solved most of the problems within the confines of our own
region—that we recognize a national investment that exists in
major waterways and highways and the health of our major metro-
politan areas.

As I see the national attention, quite appropriately, turning
more and more to world trade, and for infrastructure which is nec-
essary to support the jobs in this country which come from success-
ful world trade, it seems even more apparent to me that the Feder-
al role in foreign and interstate commerce necessitates Federal co-
operation in terms of dealing with the infrastructure that makes
that trade possible.

What we need, and need to plan upon, and what has been hard
to do during this period of recession and massive Federal debt, isa
stable source of funding. And to the extent that we can deal with
the Federal budget deficit, of course, we are also making it possible
to provide that stability.

Mr. Congressman, my report to you is that we have a team work-
ing very diligently here. We have assembled almost all of the data.
We will come up with a local/State program. We hope to have your
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assistance in providing both the atmosphere at the Federal level
which will allow us, to the maximum extent possible, to finance
these projects in our own manner, and in those areas where there
is clearly a Federal interest, to provide Federal matching funds,
will make it possible for us to keep out on the cutting edge here in
the Pacific Northwest.

[The prepared statement of Governor Spellman follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SPELLMAN

As Governor, it is my pleasure to welcome the Joint Economic
Committee of Congress and its vice-chairman, the Honorable Lee Hamilton
of Indiana, to America's "other Washington."

I appreciate the Committee's having accepted my May 23 invitation
to come to Seattle for the purpose of ascertaining how the Western
United States are dealing with the problems and opportunities 'of
maintaining and developing an adequate infrastructure.

The state of Washington has been a national leader in developing
and focusing the infrastructure issue. My remarks this afternocon will
be followed by detailed testimony on Washington State initiatives that
will be presented to the Committee by Karen Rahm, Director of the state
Planning and Community Affairs Agency and by Cheney Mayor Tom Trulove.
I will, therefore, keep my remarks brief and general.

Resolving the problems facing America's aging "infrastructure" --
the popular, contemporary codeword for streets, sewers, bridges and the
like -- are critical to the long-term health and economic growth of the
nation. The infrastructure rarely gains much public attention or
understanding, even though its condition is of vital importance to
virtually every citizen. And certainly the provision and maintenance of
infrastructures is a fundamental role of government.

When we speak of "infrastructure," we are referring, if you will,
to the circulation system of the body politic. Breakdowns in that
system have a direct impact on public health and economic vitality.

The primary perspective of the West is that we are not the East —
which is to say, we are younger and they are older. We don't have
100-year-old sewers. Our streets and water lines are not in an advanced
state of decay. In Washington State, we have generally taken care of
our systems and we respect the fact that maintenance is a great deal
more cost-effective than reconstruction of those systems because they
have fallen apart due to neglect.

This is not to say that Washington State is isolated from national
factors that impact all the 50 states and their political subdivisions
in meeting their infrastructure responsibilities. We have been hard-hit
-- inordinately hard-hit -- by the recession that is now waning. A
recent history of socaring interest rates -- driven by awesome inflation
rates —— has posed serious problems for all of us in meeting these
long-term responsibilities. The economy has hampered governments'
necessary maintenance, repair and replacement work. In many cases, we
have just been getting by.

Washington State is perhaps unique in its approach to developing
strategles for solving the infrastructure challenges facing the state
and its counties and cities. We are currently working the issue from



329

the bottom up. The Planning and Community Affairs Agency is surveying
every local government in the state, in order to determine: the
condition of its infrastructure, its future needs, and its current
fiscal ability to meet those needs. That information will be brought
together and used to fashion & program aimed at helping local
governments find ways to finance their infrastructure needs. Other
states have taken the approach of initially creating an umbrella
organization which then attempts to devise strategies and plans. The
Washington approach is to have the input from local governments as the
driving factor in determining our priorities and strategies because they
know their specific needs better than we do.

We want to be able to have a good handle on our combined resources,
so that we can invest them in the most strategic ways. We don't expect
that the Federal government is going to bail us out of these problems,
but we are concerned about Federal actions that could negatively impact
the interest rates that will be required to pay for the work we
undertake.

Our desire is to develop a stable -- and 1 stress "stable" —-
source of funding. We believe that what is required is an on-going
capital-project planning process, wherein the state can offer its
expertise to smaller, local jurisdictions without the means to pay for
sophisticated capital planning. And, as I said initially, it is our
desire to have adequate maintenance programs that can delay the
necessity for the far-greater capital outlays required for major
infrastructure reconstruction. We will also seek to encourage the most
cost-effective approaches, ensuring that we neither over-build or
under-build, that we thoroughly examine new technologies and
construction techniques, and that the rules and regulations governing
infrastructure construction are germane to contemporary conditions.

The infrastructure problems of America are clearly of nationwide
scope., But those problems will have to be dealt with on a
community-by-community basis. The Washington State approach is to meet
the challenge through a close, working partnership with local
governments. And, of course, the state of Washington seeks to maintain
a working partnership with the Federal government as well.

In closing, let me thank the Committee and its vice chairman for
coming here today to hear our Western perspectives on the issues. I am
sure that you will discover through the following presentations that
your effort to be with us have been worth while. We certainly
appreciate your being here.

Thank you.
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Representative HAMILTON. Thank you very much, Governor.
What I would like to do is have Mayor Royer give his testimony

as well. Then I will address questions to both of you, if I may.
Mayor Royer.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES ROYER, MAYOR, CITY OF
SEATTLE, WASH.

Mayor Royer. Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman. I, too, would like
to thank you for coming, especially at this time, when our nerve
ends are especially sensitive to discussions about public works and
about the needs of the city of Seattle and the State of Washington,
and our decision to go to the voters again, as we have done so
many times in the past, to ask for their participation in, hopefully,
a partnership that will allow us.to keep our good city in good shape
for the future.

I first must apologize to you for showing you a Seattle that I
have never shown a visitor of such eminence before. We have
crawled around in rotting piers and timbers and under bridges and
inside the mechanisms of the drawbridges and you have been in-
flicted with termites and marine boring worms. I hope you go out
of liere with your good health and your stomach in shape. [Laugh-
ter.

We wanted to show you the practical side of what this rhetorical
debate is sometimes all about on the streets of the city, as you
know from your own district so well.

Next month Seattle voters will be asked to decide whether to
move forward with a package of bond issue initiatives to preserve a
major portion of this community’s public facilities. Three separate
issues will be on the ballot: $40.8 million for streets, bridges and
retaining walls; $32.1 million for renovations to park facilities;
$25.1 million for renovation of libraries, Seattle Center facilities,
fire stations, maintenance facilities. Our message is really quite
simple: “It’s our home, and let’s keep it up.” Like those of us who
are homeowners and trying to maintain those investments, you
just cannot put off fixing the roof or paving the drive. That is what
we are trying to do.

Councilman Norm Rice, who chaired our committee in the city,
the finance chairman of the city council, and Dave Cortelyou, one
of our business leaders who was on the citizen’s committee, will
speak more directly to you later about the need for the bond issues
and the process we went through to get where we are.

Let me tell you, though, in my position, Mr. Vice Chairman, both
as mayor and as president of the National League of Cities—where
we have also done a major survey of America’s cities and their
public works needs—let me tell you what steps we are taking to
plan for the future and how the Federal Government might be a
more vigorous and a more effective part of that future.

Historically, the city has financed its capital programs primarily
with local revenues. In 1977, 75 percent of the city of Seattle’s capi-
tal improvement program was financed with local dollars. In 1983,
71 percent of our CIP was financed with local revenues. Over this
same period of time, State revenues supporting our CIP dropped
from 19 percent to 6 percent. Support from the Federal Govern-
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ment has increased and then decreased, from 2.9 percent in 1970,
to 31 percent in 1981, and then back down to 23 percent in 1983.

The upshot of all those numbers, Mr. Vice Chairman, is that the
city’s commitment and its injection of local revenue into this prob-
lem has been steady. It has been in the majority, and it will contin-
ue to be, no matter what happens. But our Federal partner, who in
particular jumped to a sizable amount of support, now has declined
in its support, specifically at a time when the impact on the econo-
my and new investment in cities across the country is just begin-
ning to happen. It is in the Federal interest for that commitment
to grow and continue.

The three bond issues on the ballot this next month are, I think,
indicative of our long-term local commitment. But, if adopted, they
would address only a portion of our identified needs. We have de-
cided to go with a conservative number that we believe is practical
for people at this time and that will address our most critical capi-
tal needs.

I would like to mention a couple of ways in which the Federal
Government might be able to assist us in our local efforts. The
single most important action, perhaps, that the Federal Govern-
ment might take would be to provide more positive leadership,
stressing that linkage between infrastructure or the physical envi-
ronment in which activities occur in cities, and the economy and
the economic health of cities and States and, therefore, the Nation.
The Joint Economic Committee’s leadership is a positive example
of what I am talking about.

I must say that so much of what our voters have heard out of
Washington, D.C., is counterproductive to that partnership, that
linkage, and it is really misleading in terms of what happens prac-
tically on the streets of cities. That drumbeat of antigovernment,
antitax, antieverything rhetoric supposedly directed at the Federal
level is spilling over onto us in State and local governments. Conse-
quently, our local efforts are being compromised.

As you saw, the First Avenue South Bridge today, and its vital
function as a link as an artery between the transportation system
of the State of Washington and that port and industrial complex
which is Harbor Island, and that whole industrial area—clearly the
transportation system is directly linked to the health of our indus-
trial base here in Seattle and in the State.

We have shown, as citizens of the city of Seattle, in the past that
if we make a good case, a practical case, then political support will
be there. When Lake Washington was unswimmable, people came
together and cleaned it up. We put 13 bond issues on the ballot to
fix up parks and to deal with housing and transportation needs and
12 of them passed. In 1981, we went to the people of this city with
a bond issue request for $50 million—at a time when people were
saying, .,“You cannot raise taxes”—to build 1,000 units of low-
income and elderly housing; because the need was there, our people
came through.

Again we are taking our case to the people to deal with another
critical problem and we believe that our people will respond posi-
tively. We do need to know, however, that our other partners will
be there to protect us from failing to meet that enormous invest-
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ment that is required, which will surely put a burden on our chil-
dren in the future—a burden that they just cannot carry.

The National League of Cities, very much along the lines of what
Governor Spellman and the State have done, asked cities across
the country—more than 1,400 of them—to tell us what their criti-
cal infrastructure needs were and to tell us how they could be dealt
with through a reasonably modest investment by the Federal Gov-
ernment. What we found is that the problem across the country is
fairly common. Even new cities are facing aging infrastructure and
difficult problems in finding the capacity locally to deal with those
problems.

The other item which came out, which may be of interest to you
as you have to look at the broad national problem, is that, while
infrastructure cost estimates have ranged up into the trillions of
dollars and have just turned everybody’s lights out as they look at
that enormous number, the real fact is that around the country
most of these problems can be handled in increments of $4 to $5
million. They are projects that are practical, doable—like the sea
wall in the vicinity of $3 to $6 million; the areaways in Pioneer
Square; the First South Bridge—those kinds of things are doable, if
you look at them individually.

Taken in the aggregate they represent the rebuilding of America.
But we have to look at them, in my view, as bits and pieces of prac-
tical, doable projects that we can get started on today.

Again I submit that it is in the national interest that the Federal
Government is there. Because while more than 70 percent of our
capital improvement program is financed with local dollars, the
city collects only 10 cents out of every dollar of locally generated
tax revenue. Ten cents out of every dollar of local tax revenue goes
to the city. The rest of it goes off to Washington, D.C., the bulk of
it, and to the State government.

Now, we believe that some of that money that goes to Washing-
ton, D.C., about 60 percent of the locally generated tax dollars,
ought to come back in the form of partnership support for this na-
tional concern, which is maintenance and improvement of our
basic systems.

Let me conclude, Mr. Vice Chairman, with just a couple of
thoughts on ways, specifically, in which the Congress could help
the Federal Government to be a more effective partner.

A Federal public works bill which utilizes, wherever possible, the
existing State and local government systems which are in place, is
one action that the Federal Government could take to assist cities.
The program should be sensitive to local constraints, which we
have talked about today, bid limits, local wage rates, the con-
straints and parameters imposed by constitutions which were writ-
ten in the 19th century. Such a Federal initiative in the short term
would have a direct effect on the construction industry and on the
critically unemployed, many of whom are skilled laborers. The
days are gone when the local government goes out and builds a
bridge. These are the days when one hires consultants, one hires
friom dthe private sector to get those kinds of public works jobs com-
pleted. v

The $6 billion local public works impact program in 1976-77 I
think is a good example of the kind of public works program that
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we need today. However, such a program should provide continuing
Federal support for a number of years, rather than just over a 2 to
3 year period.

A second initiative out of the Congress which could help the
cities is to provide cities with additional manpower to perform
some routine preventive maintenance and minor repairs. Many of
these maintenance and repair tasks could be performed by lower
skilled and lower salaried workers. Some new jobs would be created
by various jobs bills proposed during this Congress. If we can use
our existing job classifications in cities, and if the Federal legisla-
tion can be sensitive to local wage scales, such a program could be
put into effect quickly and effectively, as we did with the last
round of the jobs bill that came out in 1983.

Another element of the Federal program could be a reconstituted
701 planning program. There is just not the capacity in many cities
around the country, large and small, for efficient, effective, state-of-
the-art local capital budgeting. That kind of effort would insure a
more effective and efficient use both of Federal and local capital
dollars. The Federal Government could then require each recipient
of funds to have a capital budgeting program that meets the indi-
vidual jurisdictions’s needs.

While you are fixing all of this, Mr. Vice Chairman, it would be
nice to see the Federal Government have a capital budget, too, so
we could plan for the future right along with you.

Let me just close, Mr. Vice Chairman, by saying again, thank
you for not only coming out here and listening to us, but getting
down under the bridges with us. That kind of knowledge back in
Washington, D.C., can only help to make the point that it is in the
Federal interest, the national interest, for the Federal Government
to become a partner with local government, State and local govern-
ment, in the interest of reinvestment in cities which cannot toler-
ate more industry or more development because they cannot deal
with the utilities problems or the street problems or the transpor-
tation problems and that are not cities that are going to be healthy
in the long run—and, therefore, not cities which can contribute to
a national economic recovery.

Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mayor Royer follows:]

29-792 0—84——22
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HoN. CHARLES ROYER
Mr. Chairman, thank you for coming to Seattle to hear
from us about infrastructure needs and éroblems. The
Joint Economic Committee's leadership has contributed
substantially to the emerging national consensus calling
for a concerted effort to address the nation's infrastructure
problems. It is important that you have taken the time
to tour the City to see firsthand some of the problems
we face. You will hear testimony today from several key
officials who will build upon much of what you have seen

this morning on the tour.

As you know, next month Seattle voters will decide whether
the City will move forward with a package of initiatives

to preserve a major portion of this community's public
facilities. Three separate bond issues will be on the
ballot: $40.8 million for streets, bridges and retaining
walls; $31.2 million for renovations to park facilities;

and $25;1 million for renovations of libraries, Seattle
Center facilities, fire stations and maintenance facilities.
Our message is quite simple: "It's Our Home." Like our
home, the time comes when you just can't put off fixing

the roof or paving the drive. The projects in the bond
issues can't wait. It we ignore them or postpone.these
repairs, they will only cost us more down the road. Council-
man Norm Rice and Dave Cortelyou will speak more directly

to the need for the bond issues and the process we used
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locally to develop an inventory of our needs.

From your tour, you know that Seattle is a relatively

new city, compared to New York, Boston, and other older
cities in the east and midwest. Even so, our infrastructure
problems are severe. Over the last two years we have
~documented over $200 million in existing deficiencies

in our roads, bridges, traffic signals, fire stations,
office buildings, parks and libraries. These are problems
that should have been corrected yesterday, despite our

own best local efforts to address these immediate needs.
And, we confront an additional demand for more than $200
million dollars in.improvements to our roads and bridges

to make our existing systems work better and to provide

new service for our changing economic base. In our utilities
- water, sewer, light, and solid waste - our needs are

even greater. The Port of Seattle and Metro -- our regional
transit and sewer agency -- have enormous needs. The

Port must deal with their capital needs to remain competitive
and grow in an increasingly complex international market.
Metro, among many demands, must work to relieve the transit
pains of our downtown. Fortunately, we are at least able

to issue revenue bonds backed by rates to keep-our utility

systems in reasonable condition.

We view our infrastructure problem as consisting of three
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parts:.

l. A severe backlog of repair and replacement needs which
should be corrected immediately;

2. A host of improvements to our existing systems in
order to increase efficiency and meet new service
demands; and

3. A program to keep our plant in good working order
on an annual basis as a means of preventing a backlog
of deficiencies from occurring - a common practice

in many utilities.

The first and second areas require a large infusion of
capital now and in the future. The third problem requires

a commitment by elected officials at all levels of government
to dedicate funds to capital maintenance, repair and replace-
ment on an ongoing basis. In summary, our existing inventory

of needs far outpaces our available revenues.

In Seattle, like every other city, we are guardians of

a massive investment of public capital. It is a respon-
sibility that transcends the immediate needs of our regions.
The nation's economy, particularly its recovery, is contingent
upon how we manage these assets. Such a task, without
question, requires the direct involvement and assistance

of our states and the federal government.
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Let me talk about what the City of Seattle has done and

what steps we are taking to plan for the future. Historically
the City has financed its capital programs primarily with
local revenues. 1In 1970, 75 percent of the City of Seattle's
capital improvement program was financed locally. 1In

1983, 71 percent of our CIP was financed with local revenue.
Over this same period, state revenue supporting our CIP

has dropped from 19 percent to six percent. Support from

the federal government has increased and then decreased

from 2.9 percent for 1970, to 31 percent in 1981 and back
down to 23 percent in 1983. As you can see in Seattle,

both in the past and today, we continue to support directly

a substantial share of our capital renovation and capital
improvement needs. The three bond issues on the ballot

next month are evidence of the City's longstanding commitment
to deal with our needs through local initiative. However,

as I noted earlier, the bond issues, if adopted, only

address a substantial portion of our most immediate needs.
There are additional requirements that our infrastructure
needs assessment identified which necessitates an ongoing

federal and state commitment.

How effectively we deal with infrastructure needs will
depend, in large part, on forces and decisions outside
our control. I would like to discuss what steps the federal

government can take to assist our efforts. Perhaps,



338

the single most important action the federal government

can take is to provide more positive leadership stressing
the critical linkage between infrastructure and the economy.
While the JEC's leadership is a positive example of the
type of leadership I am talking about, so much of what

our voters have heard from Washington, D.C. is counter-
productive and grossly misleading. The drumbeat of anti-
government, anti-tax, anti-everything rhetoric supposedly
directed at the federal level is spilling over onto state
and local governments, and consequently our local efforts

are being compromised.

In past years, Seattle's citizens have consistently shown
that if a good case is made, then the political support
will be there. We have many examples of how our voters
respond to a problem: Metro was created to help clean

up Lake Washington; we built needed parks and other public
facilities under a program called "Forward Thrust;" and
recently we approved a bond issue to construct 1000 units
of senior housing. Again, we are taking our case to the
voters to deal with another problem. We could hope for

a better political climate, but our problems are real,

and they must be dealt with now to protect us from unnecessary

future expenditures.

The way we approach the financing of intrastructure improve-
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ments is an important question, but it should not overshadow
the key issue: communities do not have the resources

to meet their needs without help. The National League

of Cities' recent study on infrastructure needs made this
point very clearly. The study also pointed out that a

broad range of critical infrastructure needs could be

dealt with immediately through a reasonably modest investment
by the federal government. In Seattle, I think the necessity
of continued federal and state funding support is apparent
when you consider how our tax dollars are divided among

each level of.government. While over 70 percent of our

CIP is supported by locally-generated revenue, the City
collects only ten cents of every dollar of taxes levied

by all levels of government within the City. The federal
government receives approximately 60 cents, the state

30 cents.

Clearly, some needs far outpace a community's ability

to deal with them, despite a strong local commitment.
Consider the financing of the West Seattle Bridge project
without outside help. To complete all phases of the project
as planned at a total cost approaching $200 million, the

per capita cost for each citizen in Seattle would have

been approximately $400 in capital costs alone. For a
family of four, $1600 in capital costs for one project,

for one problem. In every community, you will find special
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need; of this type. 1In addition to these special cases,
you will find a range of needs that are 