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BEFORE THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC
UTILITY COMMISSION

o SR

O, 19?07 - Depérﬁmeﬁt of TranSpnftation of the

Gammonwealﬁh of Pennsylvania v. Beading company;

'Boruugh of COnshohocken, Borough of*West 6¢n3hohocken,, 
Il county of Mantgomery, Philaéelphia Suburban Water
Company and The Bell Telephmne Gompany of ?ennsylvania -

 £1leging, inter alia, that the Matsonford Bridge 18

pﬂesantly in a state of disrepair and requires re-
hab;litatian in aeccrd&nce with & plan prepared by

cﬁm§lainant# and bhai‘: parties responsible for said

i (,?mainﬁenanee and repairs will not agree to bear their

share sf the estimated costs of the preposed repairs

‘iuvagaordance with assignmenﬁs made by PénnSylvania

Public Utility Commission in its Order issued

December 13, 1937, at C. 11279.

E TR

THIRD HEARING
hei& at

MUNICIPAL BUILDING,
Plymouth Township
Thursday, March 10, 1977

e e
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BEFORE$ RUDOLPH S. PALLASTRONE,

APPEARANCES:

camménéing at 10:00 A.M. ~ Conecluding at 12:15 P.M.

LIRS

Administrative Law Judge

L -

EDWARD H. HUSS ESQ. s
2028 PSPS Builaing

125 12th Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvaniaf

Reprasentiﬁg Southeastern Pennsylvania
TranSportation Authority

JOEL E. mazon, ESQ.,
1138 6 Penn Center Plaza ,
~ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104

‘Representiﬁg Consolidated Rail Corp.
WALTER PHIPPS, JR., ESQ.,

312 Payette Street
- ¢onshohoeken, Pennsylvania 19428

Representing the Borough of Conshohockex

EDWARD ¥, KANE, ESQ.,
512 Swede Street :
Norristoun, Fennsylvania

Representing the Baraugh af West
Conshohocken

GEORGE M. KASHI, ESQ.,
North Office Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

RépresentinngUC Starfr
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CANDACE XKREIGER, ESQ.,
Horth Office Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvanla

Repéésentimg P30~Staff L

HERBERT G. ZAHN, ESQ.,

Assistant Attorney General

Department of @ransportatiqa :
‘Harrisburg, Penmsylvania 17120

. Representing Penn Dot

JOHN L. STOROGH,ESa," %

300 N. 2nd Streer

Harriaburg, Pennsylvania

Rﬁpr&senting Bureau of Transgor%ation
for the PUQ ‘
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ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: This
hearing is on Complaint No, 19707. I
believe that the fir$t witness we are'g0ing‘
to hear today iz Mra'Chilesﬂ xfasaﬁme, rrbm
the Department of Traﬁsporbaﬁion,

MR. ZAHN: If Your Honor please,

Mr. Chiles has to appear at a Senate Hearing|

at one or two o'eclock this aftérnoon‘ Ve
would 1&ke to gat him on first. Buﬁ,ibefOre
‘1I'ca11 him, I would like the récord tc

‘ indicate that the Department ef Transporta-~

' tion under date of November 29, 1976, filed |

its Pehiti&n for modification nf~cnmm18310ﬁf

Order of Gctoher 21, 1975, primarily because

of the present financial cen&ition within :

" %he Denartment that the eonstruetion projecb -

ia this camplaint is not on the Gemmqnwealth

lzth'year highway program naf cﬁ'aﬁ~approvad

6a§ital budget. And there are na funds unde

- thosé prégréms available tbrpraceed with the
'projectq ' |

| And bﬁcaﬁse of thats the“Départmen

has been unable to complete the detailed

| SHORTHAND SERVICE -- COURT REPORTERS
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canstruction’plans an&;estimé%e as ordered
by the Commission. | S
' And‘K‘WOHId like to call Mr. Ghi&és
to explain the Department's position regarding
| éVailaﬁlé funds, | ‘ |
| I ¢all Mr. Chiles., |
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Mr,
.. Chilen?
Mr. Chiles, would ydu‘stand and

::ﬁaise’your vright hand, please.

JAMES B. CHILES, having been duly

e

sworn, was éxamine&‘and testified as follows
| 3nﬁ1gxsraawzvx LAV JUDGE: Would
you give us yqﬁr full ﬁamekand address for
the resord. | e
wﬁa'wxmﬂgss;' James B. Chiles.
 Business ad&ress?*‘  o | |
MR, ZAHN: Yes. |
THE WITNESS: Room 915, Room of #he

Transportation Safety Bullding, Harrisburg.

DIRECT-EXAMINATION
sy MR. ZAHN: |

SHORTHAND SERVIEE -. COURT REPORTERS




CHILES - Direct B e

By whom are you employed?

‘3»l‘g1‘ -

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation;
In what capacity? | | |
1 émlthe Di#eeﬁor of Eeonomic Research and
‘":;Ercgramming. | |
“‘*Q\ ,  | wa, would you explain.whaﬁ your position‘
,!entaiis? ’
fri'iAf ﬁf;‘*x Iﬁ entails analyzing projects and develaplng_

'3 124year;transpartaticﬁ prOgramlfor the commonmealth, -

o }Q“ ,‘ >¢7 Nowk the Department has stated that this

,grsjeeﬁ, the Maﬁsonfer& Bridge, is not on the Gomman~’r

' wealhh‘s 12~year highway program,'nor,an,an 3pp:0ved
capital budget. | |

Hould you please explaim that?

| ,ﬁ o Yes, sir;, We started in about April of 1976 i

t& develcp the full transpcrtatian.pragram far the

| ﬂammunweaithJ wha %ransperﬁation cﬁmmisaian, after

"1‘&uiy estimating hQW‘muah funds would ha available g

 und&r the aurrent restrictians cf Feﬁaral Law, State
 ~Law, went Lo the Gounﬁy Planning chmissions thraughau
‘,th& Gammonwealth as well as tha ragianal planning ’4
| ‘aganaya in this cage, the Delaware ?311ey Regienal |
 P&aﬁn1ng commission, asking thém far their priorities

SHORTHAND SERVICE .- COURT m—;pon.rgxs I R
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CHILES - Direct ¢

‘in order to develop this prégram,

It was the po&iticn in the commissian at

“this tim@ that in order to deVelop the program we
13hauld have the local inpub since we are,expending
‘the §eapiéfa manéy, |
i@ And what occurred?

’v‘ﬁ‘aé ‘  ‘What occurreﬁ from that point through the
,Qcmmisaion,meeting ef Qetober 6th, we develaped the'~~‘
! g | 'f Gfmwhat year? |
M¥ ‘§5>’ L Gf‘1975, excuse me“‘ | |
| We develaged the prcgram.and completed it at~
 this Commission meeting, Dc%ober 6th.

:'Q [ And did that progvam include the conszructio‘

of the Matsonforﬁ B?idge?

§  Was the Matsonford Bridge on any capital

 {p?ogram at &ny time?

2 e Yes, sir.
Q . When was that?
¥ Iﬁ was on the program just priar to the;

aﬂcﬁtion af the one in October Sth;

Q- And for what purpose was that?

A Iﬁ was on the prcvram for a reconstruetion

SHO&IHANX) SERVICE =i COURT REPORTERS
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;ar total reyl&aement at 8 cosﬁ»of‘approiimatély five
| mi11t0n. ‘ 'V

'Q , Now, what‘bragram,are we falking about?
'A‘  '  We are required by Law, the Law that formed
i'?eﬁn Dot to dévelop a transpartation:improvemenﬁ‘*
‘Afpragr&mAevary tWo years on the even-numbered year.
VKQ i And under what Law is that? |

 ‘&1’, kI*"That 15 Act 120 of the Sessien of 1970

1Q7i ‘¢;f ﬁnﬁ when yau say that it was on a nrcgram

s Yes, sir.

L Now;~was~i% ever on a bapital budget?

CHILES - Direct N 8

khat‘was-?enn Dot's pragram?

fer 19?2 as a brz&ge*réhahilitatibn at & cost of ‘
@nroximatsly three hundred thousand in censtrueﬁiun.
Q I N Now, I shaw yau,a,Xerox copy of a document
m&rked‘?éﬁn Edt*a Exhibiﬁ ﬁc. 3, consisting af four
pages, marked No. 42, a supplement; and I ask yoa’to'
axplain that. | | ; "
| ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Identif
1t first, Mr. Zahn. ' |
| MR, ZAEN: T asked it be marked
 Exhibit No. 3. I dia ideﬁﬁify 1%,

SHORTHAND SERVICE -« COURT REPORTERS:
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CHILES ~ Direct 9

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW\JUDGE' 'That

18 Seﬂate Bill 59, a Bupplement?

MR. ZAHN: I am asking him.
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Why
san't yau do it to make it easier? |
» THE WITNESS* I can explain it.

This is Senate Bi11 59. It became

Act No. 42 and 1s the capital budget act for

Piscal Year t72-'73. 1 ekcerpt the title

sheet, the Page No. 67 of the Act which I

‘identified as the first fall project --

parenthese¢s -« No. 8 - whicﬁ is Legislative

~Route &61%03 the Matscmford Bri&ge over the

Schuylkill River. This was on our program
at the time this was apprcved as a bridge
rehabilitation. It shows the base.consﬁruc~”
tion cost of threevhund?e& thousand and
design cost of furty~eight thousand.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Any

~ab5éﬁtien? I am putting this on the record

and have it marked as Penn Dot's Exhibit 3.

ZAHN:

Now, it was on a ¢apital budgét for re-hab?

SHORTHAND SERVICE ». COURT REPORTERS




“within thia Act as a bridge rehabilitatian due to the

CHILES - Direct 1o

' £ : Yes, sir. |
Q9 - Wha@ happened to the funds that were
authorized by this capital budget of *?2-'739

f ,&l‘«‘ ‘J” The authcrizatian for this project remains

‘ravages cf inflaﬁion since this budget was put tcgetheﬁ
in ﬁhe late fall of 1971’ we have exhausted the
ﬁhlig&tian authority contained within this Act.
| q “ And 1f yﬁu know,(wr. ghimegs' was the grojech
changed from a re~hab to a recaﬁéﬁructidn~cf tha
bridge? | |
A Yes, sir. The criginal pragramming took
'”plasa 1n_19?0 as a rehabilitation at a censtructién
cost affabout a hundred fcrtymthree thousand:
 esca1a£icn took 1t up to three hundred thousand at the|
tﬁ@e we prepared thé budget;‘subsequenﬁ to'ﬁhat, the
progf&m was éhanéa& AE‘the réqaest of the Distficﬁ
 Engin&er at S%‘~ Davids to alter the program for a
complete replacement of the strueture‘
Q ‘ Now, ¢ould the funds that have’been authorizéd‘
 for rehabilitation be used for aonstrugtibn of the
bridge? | : |
g! S No, sir.  The Eegislative’Authﬁéization 1s

SHORTHAND SERVICE .- COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES 5‘birect ’ o 1y

-“fnr a rehahilitaticn and nat for a replacement,
 @1‘, L would 1t be pruper for or legal, for the _
ilﬁepartment to use those funds slated for rehabilitatio‘

‘to be used for. the recanstrnction af th& bridge?

&

I A N“ :‘ ﬁot acncrding to the adviscry of the Chief
Vgamﬁsgl. : |
 Q ; Thﬂn subsequent to the time that th& Distric:

recammende& that tha bridge be reconstructad, Were

‘fﬁﬁﬁﬁ avar provided in a capital budget for the
o reconstrustion pro&ect?
A No, gir. They were never pr@videﬁ.

";Q . Would you tell us why or the background of

ﬁhy this program never gmt - why‘this prc3ect never

got on a capital budget?

|A  We bhad -~ the last capital budget that was
p&sseﬂ by the General ASQembly was for Fiseal 1973~ ?#
sinee‘thaﬁ time we have not had a capital budget_fram

| the General Assembly. We did submit a perilodic pudget|

o the Budget foiéea They weré~ne6ér.~« they never
réached fruitioﬁa We did include the reeonstruetion

of the Matsonford Bridge on a propossd budgeb for'

: 1976&?7, which 1s the current fiscal yean.

MR, ZAHN: Your Honor, I have one

SHORTHAND SERVICE +. COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Direct - 12

sheet of Xerozed paper marked “cépiﬁal Budget
Bighway Project Estiméte'» 1978w1977";’Page'
24 and ask that that be marked as Penn Dot‘
Exhibit No. 4,
ADMINISTRATIVE‘LAW JUDGE: Okay.
I direct the sﬁenﬁgraphaﬁ,to'mark the
‘éxhibit by Mr, Zahn as Penn Dot's Exhibit 4.)

(PD-4, "Capital Budget Highway

Project Estimabe - 1976-1977", Page 24, was |

' nmarked for identification.)
| Y mﬁl?zﬁﬁﬁ#' ‘
s  owme, cniles, b&fcre you is Penn Dot's Exhibit)
“ﬁo,‘&; w&ulﬁ you explain that? : |

A B That is Page No. 24 of the Budget we
proposed for Capital ProlJect and for the Fiscal Year ,
‘-19?6w19??¢ It was prepared in the lat& fall of 1975’
{for submission to the Gavernorﬁ The Fatsunfora
.Briﬂmefis‘ﬁhe 135@ prajeat~to %hat gaae,~ It~ealls
for reaonstructian of the bridge tog&ther with the
design casﬁs to do that

‘ 'Q S Would you axpiain the varieua bitles?

ha  Yes.
e And figures that are --

SHORTHAND SERVICE -~ COURT REPORTERS
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 032£88 - Direct | , S 13~

| ﬁ‘k’ Th@ title acrass the top is the projeat

title, the elememﬁ code, location<an& desaription.

i@his defines the caunty, the legislative route, the

' _ﬁeﬁ&ian numbera what the prajeét entazls, any ather

yertinent daﬁam‘, 

to the Maﬁsonfard Eridge?

T

‘~}ﬁ;Af5 if Yes, sir* |

The Pyc Complaint dockeﬁ number or

Agplic&tian noskeﬁ number anﬁ the 1ength cf bhe projec
:;tEroaeeding across‘the budgeﬁ is broken inta three ‘
 garts:~ One, a bond cmstﬁ thg,Fe&aralAshare nf the
it project and in %he‘event that theré is a c6§tribu£ibn,

1k weuid‘appear as other rights‘underne&th %he'?a&eral

S0 thaﬁ the summaries that ﬁhen go dinto LaW'are only

‘;the b@nd ameunﬁs.

2 And that wag how much?

A - Thé bon& amaunﬁ in ﬁhia praject’was a milliﬁ[

six hnndred feur with a total Feaeral ahare af three

| fmilmion seven fifty~0ne._

ADMINIS{ERATIVE LAw J‘UDGE, Miilion

$ix hundred eighﬁy*

THE WITNESS : A million six hundreft

SH{'JRTHAX\;D SERVICE COURT REPORTERS
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i BY MR. zAam:,

CHILES = Direect oy b

eight thousand is the ﬁcnd share estimate
at that time. S
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: So,
it is not one six zero fqur, it is dne»six
zero eight?’ ,
THE WITNESS: I am sorry., I am

sq“use& ﬁc lookiﬁg at thousands.,

Q« i Was ﬁﬁis project that was recommenﬁeﬂ far

“~%ﬁe capital budgeﬁ based on a 12~year pregram?

A . It was on the l2-year program at ﬁhat time,

yes.

@  And was this capital budget ever passed?

e No, sir.

e And what do we mean by capital budgeh nut

baing p&saed?

;'ﬁ | By not belng passed, 1% never went to the
§ Ganﬂral Assembly for shemn to act on.

na ; And if it did not get to'the General Asgembl

does that mean that the Governer 'S Offica did not
smnﬁ it to the Aﬁsembly fer passage?

A o That is nmy reeollection ef‘it;[yes,'sira

L Q ~ Did Penn Dot submit this capital budget to

SHORTHANIL SERVICE - COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Direct 15

thejGOVernQr?

A Through the budget secretary.

Q Ndw, is this pchectfpresen%ly eﬂ a capital |
budget? | ‘

A " Noy sir.

“ile  And why not?

A :f", 1t is not ineluded within the program aﬁd

|| our policies indicate their dictate that or budget

only that wﬁich we have on our pragram;and which we

*feel we can afford to proceed.

Q  Well, was 1t based on a l2-year program?

A No, sir.

Q " In order for there to be FederalVfinancing,

ig it nééessary that their préjact'bé placed onﬁa,iéuyﬁ
'yé&r‘program? | | | R
ED For Federal financimg, 1t needs to go to the 
"&apartmental laﬂyear programe It also needs tn g0 tn

fﬁhe ragicn&l planning aommiaszon 5 12~year program or |

gix year ar'whataver program they ‘have warkins with

A which, in this case 1s the Delaware Valley Regicnal
'Planning Eommissicn. o
fo . - Now, whaﬁ has the State~@raﬁsyérﬁatignf

|l commizsion to do with the léﬁyéar~pregram?

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS




CHILES - Direct 16

4 They recommend the program and adopt the

program for the Commonwealth.

Q,' k Anﬁ wag this projeet ever submitted to the

State Transportatien Commissian?

,Aii%;;, - Yes, sir. |

iQ f:‘ " Por inclusion on a 12-year pragéam?

7‘A‘_ LT ‘Yesﬁ sir. |

‘Q  B wag on a preliminary 1ist and either

i uent ta tﬁe aaunty and was once again brnughﬁ to their
i attention on October 6th and were put in ﬁhe final

| program together.

MR. ZAHN: Youf»Hmnér,~I have a
Xerox copy of a leﬁter and seme m1s$iﬁg‘1ink‘
project sheets consisting of five pages.‘ I
ask ﬁhaﬁ bé marked as Fenn Dot's Exhibit No.‘
5. | | |
| . ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I direcf
thé Stenegraph to mark the alluded to informa-
‘tion which is a‘dccament‘af aﬁprciimately
giX‘Qages and direct th&tfthey be marked
Pgnn,ﬁétfs Exhibit No. 5.
(PD-5, 1ébter to the members of
the State Transportation Commission from

- SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT. REPORTERS
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il Wo. 5. Would you kindly explain that.
i gfv - j Tnat is the first sheet of a memarandum from o
»,_the 1%%@ Searatary Sherlcék to a1l the memhers af the
’ State Transporﬁation Gammissian, pointing cut to them
iﬁ%&t en Gcto&er Gth we wilsh %o fin&lize %he pragram
aﬁd aeccrding to our fiscal plans in -~ g hun&reﬁ

"eightyunine'millinn in 1976, five ar&favailable;for

‘ ﬁammissicn in April to take care of whaEVWe\finally
‘éalled “mis$ing 1inks" You will note on Page‘i there
'1are thrae prajeat that were inaluﬁe& by the Commission,

at the time that we went hhrakgh the prcgramy’;

g ﬁf‘grmdecﬁswhiah were alassed, at %hat tim@, aa pure

CHILES § Direct R 19

Willima H. Sherloek dated September 13, 1976
marked for identification.)
BY MR. ZAHN:

Q;;;*if;i e Chiles, I show you Penn Dot's Exhibit

éi&areticnary PrOSTEIS . @his was set asiéa‘by the; 

We attachea o that memo =z mandi&ate liat ;

mi*singmlink prcjeata. Most of them, it you WilT note
are all relocations to £ill up -- |
s ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Just
the Matsanford Bridge.;,Leﬁ?s get to Page U
| where that appaared« el

SHORTHAND SERVICE -- COURT REPORTERS
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~ |lne aid ask them for any other project they wished to

|l 0gontz Urban Renewal.

- this sheet?
 have considered. And the Commissioner Beren

 Matsonford Bridge, the T. R. 422 relocation was the

“Q T - And as a result of this recbmmenda%icn’ was

CHILES - Direct i 18

‘@ﬁE WITNESS: The Cammissianers‘
“in response to the‘Secretary's,memc,proaeede

%o give their own candidate for this part

- of the brogram and_Répreaentaﬁin Beren,
wﬁé was on the:ccmmissiong répresented the
?ﬁtsénford Bridge, whi¢h»appeérs on the last
sheet -- next ﬁO*mﬁ-iaSt‘sheét 6f the‘éxhibic.
BY HMR. ZABN: | , " |
Q- 1  I do nét quite‘un&erstah&»‘ Wha£ is the

purpose of the Commissioner Bepeti’'s. name being on

A ) In the Seeretary's memo tb the‘ecmmissionérg,

vecommended four to have,one of which was already on

the program and, of course, the other three, the

iﬁ plaéed on the lzwyear program?

5; ‘ ‘Na; sir; | | o

g  Mr. Chiles, if yau kncw,kwhy wasn'lt it ==
this Matsonford Bridgeg’piaqe&vcn_thé 12~year prbgram?’

SHORTHAND SERVICE -« COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Direct | 19 |

A ‘ Durﬁng tha\aaiibératians of this part‘af
the érdgfam;-éaﬁﬁfﬁaﬁgiasimner was asked for his
fufﬁﬁérléaﬁomﬁendétian‘ta the program -- this amountm, 
,‘Iﬁ - ;,»\  »7§ep$ésenﬁa%1v&~3eren"after a conference with

k' | ?répéasenﬁati?es bf”Montgémery éouhﬁy that were at the
:'méaﬁing added to the program the T. R. Haalreloaation,
:1naﬁ the ﬁatscnfcr& Bridgé. secreﬁary sherlock pointed
fra&ﬁ to him that the Matsonford Bridge was a fine
 .¢andidata but the opéraﬁian was vakan te repl&ce the
T, ﬁ‘,azz on the program. | | |

'& -  k Were these pﬁcple aware that ﬁhe praject and|
v 'th$ Matsonford Bridge was under an Order cf the
' ?ab1ia Utility Csmmig&iﬁn?

F: S Yes, sir.

L3 o

f Lty L Mr. Chlles, at this time, does the Departmen
Fy || nave approved funds for the construction of the
Matsbﬁfcré'Byiagé?’ SRR

& g KQ} air;

25’4

ﬂ‘.‘f' 7‘ 7 yy ‘ Ry MR;,zaHﬁ: The witness %g;&?&ilébii

s |  for cross-examination. } | A‘” |
AﬁEIﬁISTRATIVE LAHﬂJﬁbGE";Gehtlem$n,

&'-' e before we ernss~axamine Mr. thl“ﬁ, |

; ,, V; ‘ S 7'1f«' Reyraaan?ative Seiric& calléd my cffic& last

snoxmmm SERVICE .. COURT xspoafmzns - '
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. SCIRICA - Direst 20

- ‘Wéek and he a&ked that ‘he be able ta sgeak

 firuzt, I think ﬁhaﬁ mayhe some. other things

':and, maybe, aaswar soma of tha questians

; that Mr.. chilea, in his ﬂiréct teatimony,‘
has alluded to, |

| Seg’let?s téke 0ﬁﬁ af,crdgr and 
delay the crosseexaminationvafyﬁr;-ﬂhiles; ;
‘Let me 3wéavirs§re$enta%ive Anthony Scirica,
Who Iﬁbeliévé repbesehts'this paﬁtiéular~‘
karea where the Matsonferd Briﬁge is, anﬂ
maybe by his te—stimony, some of ’che question
‘that would be asked Mr. Chilea,will‘be‘
answered or suppliedliy additidhal‘inf@rman

tion to any of the other,CounSelvwhé wish

o examine Mr. Chiles.

So, Mr. Chiles, ;-:culd you kindli?
‘reverse with Representative Sciriga;ggd Wwe
will swear Mr,.Sairica’1n‘and he‘caﬁ mame
a st&temen‘b; ’» | *
‘ AK?H5ﬁ¥ I SCIRiGA,_haviné'been;
’duly swvrn,‘wééxé23mineﬁ and~test;:ied~as _'
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;‘féilowsﬁy
. ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Give
© your full name and address and your politica
affiliatlon as far as répreaéﬁfaeion‘ |

THE;WxTﬁESS:  Thank you, Your
yﬁcncr, | o bR |

My nanme is Anthony Ja Scirica,
State Representative of the IQBﬁh Legislativ«
;Bistrint. My address is 331 Flowentown Road
Plymcuth Meeting, 19&62,

| I ‘represent the Districts of

 ﬁhitemarsh, ,Gpnshohacken, parts Qf*Lower‘
'Marian aﬁd Narberth., I do not represent the
Beraugh cf West Oanshahecken»; I represent J
the opgartunﬁty to appear befare,ycuwtad“y
‘anﬁ f;rktaiing’me;in at this time;' I will
try to bekés‘brief as I can and'reiéﬁe to
you By experience especially ovér the last
}Six ménthsfwith‘tﬁe rehabllitation af‘éhei'
i maﬁsanford Bridge. |

To the best of my recollection,
the pubiic pesitian of Penn Dot under it oot

' 1about a year and a half ago w&s that it was

/ SHORTHANE) SERVICE “ACOURI REPORTERS -
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S ~ SCIRICA o 22 |

not necessary to rehabilitate the Matsonford|
‘Eriﬁge, that the three hundred thousand
dollars for repairs wouid suffice. However, |

‘about that time Penn Dot, at least to my

knowledge, came to the canclusian bhatya:
égmplete rehabilitation was in‘drder‘and I
nad several conversations wiﬁh the engineer
at St. Davids regarding‘this§  it is,trﬁe
thaﬁ this projeet’is not on the izmyear
program. And it is aisé éfue thaﬁia lot of
us in tﬁe‘Conshohocken area fried to geﬁ
1t on the 12-year program at that time.

Tne position of Secretary Sherlock

- Yook was that he would not allow ﬁhe design

to gm ghead on this particular project. _It

was included in the lZ-year funding project

or until State discretionary funds were

allocated to the project.

I have been advised by the St. Dav

- Penn Dot people that the design 1s approxi-
mately half completed and that they can
complete the design in-house. It is not

necessary to let out contracts to other

SHORTHAND SERVICE . COURT REPORTERS
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_ipeeple,
| Hovwever, the'pnaitidn of the former
Secretary Sherlock was that he would not
allow bhe design to go shead until he was
sure that the project was goihg %6'be fundéd
because he felt that this had been a
particular waste of resources iﬁ’ﬁhé past
where Penn Dot designed many projects that
were neverggeing to go ta completicn;’ Andil
could not quariel with his ga51t10n aﬁ that
time. | ‘  ‘
There wére‘seVgralfmegtihgs during
the summer with the Montgomery County
Planﬁing Gommiééion with staff to attempt tof
get them to put the pre,jeﬁﬁ on ﬁner‘plan;
When that wés not sueaeésful,yzlaﬁpéared
before the TranSpartation Commission last
fall and'argued thaﬁ there Warewgpécial
reasons for the funding of this project to
‘ga en'tﬁe Séate’ﬁiscreﬁian&ryzplan; ‘At that]
 time Sécretary:Sherloek seemed to favor the
inci&si6n~af this’prbjecﬁgj 5ﬁawever,:as
has been atate&“herevtcday; ne 4id consult

SHORTHAND SERVICE - COURT REPORTERS.
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'with.ﬁegrasentative Bé?eﬁ,, whé waé a member|
'df‘thekTranspartatiénycémmissisnvand
r.“I'?»‘féx}f‘@*s62‘7:1173‘»‘61‘?'3&‘Be:c?f-.n~ cohsulte@‘with one of
. S Ny i ’ - the staff of the Fontgomery Planni‘ng Gcmmis— ,
oY " i Asian mm was ’chere, ; |
It was bthe position of the ataff‘
éf the Montgonmery Plann;ing‘ Cqmmissirén thé.f;
the Pdtts*tm-m Exprasswaj had priority over
the Matsonford Bridge. It was the ;‘iaﬁition f
that I strongly disagreed ﬁitﬁ,7bﬁtiﬁhat
was their position at that time; and
,_Represenﬁativé‘Berén1 énd'Secretaxy Sher1dckf'
and the Commission members decided,te abidé
by the recommendation of the staff of the

Mantgcmery County ?lanning Commissiong

I think that that reenmmendabion L
wrdng because however poor it ‘may have been |
o compléte the Pott:stoﬁn Expressway , this
‘ , | | : It parﬁicular projec‘zt' poses a safety h&zard
ey | | . %hat none of ‘che other Mcntgamery Council
‘pra:}ect;s posed. And for that reason alone,’ B
: ii: should have heen fundeé‘ |

S:mce chat pari;icular %ime, I and'

© SHORTHAND SERVICE -~ COURT REPORTERS
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other people have met with theymémbefs of
thé Menﬁgcmery County Planﬁing‘cemmissien
and the MontgemerJ Gaunty Commiasioners
talked to Secretary Sherlock prior to his
death to see what we could do bo rund‘the.

Matsonford Bridge.

A% this particular Juncture, I am |-

éna?ident‘thab the Montgomery County ?1anning
Commission will,sometime latérvthis spring, |
will revitalize their plan and put the
. Matsanford'Bridge on the'lé;year‘p1an‘ f |
this happens and 1f Penn Dot carries out
’what were tha,wishes of Secrétary Shérlack,

then the design wouldfbe completed; as soon

as the désign'is compieted, we tan go ahead |

on the construetion aspect. It is my
undarstaﬁding that we are not eligible for
- seventy-five per cent F&ﬁeral funﬁing until.

the design is Qomplete&, and of course, we

cannot get to that point until it 1s on the |

12-year plan or on the State &iécreticnary;, 

- We may, alsa, be eligible for onsg
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“?ub1ie Works Billﬁ but we ¢annot even qualify
for tnat until the design is ccmpleﬁed

. because we have to be ready $o go t6 con-
budget,; I have alrea&y ha& discussions with
fLegislature and I am hopeful that no matter
County,that we will be able to include the

‘the next ecapital budget. Obviously, whether|
‘cn taxes and nobo&y ls willing tc make that
of legislature and the loeal cammiSSicns~and

the Montgomery Counity Commissioners to fuhd

- this parti&ular pr&secﬁi It has‘been Jong.

 SCIRICA , 26|

nundred per cent Federal funding under~thé

sbruaﬁiﬁn wiﬁhin a certain periocd of time.

With reference to the capital
some of %the Demecratic leaders in ﬁhe
what happens at’this,ievel in Montgumery
réhabilitatian df’%he Matsanford Bridge in

a bill goes through or not is going to depend

on whether we have any money‘and théﬁ depend

[+

prediation at thxs time.
S¢, I would like to commend the-

Commission for having these hearings and

nopefully, for pushing through all the agencles

SHQRTHAND SERVICE . COURT REPORTERS
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‘will simply have no excuse because the

" Counsel have any questions of Representative

- Seirica?
 §0n,‘

| Mrg Chiles, WQalé‘ycu,resume-your position

'M"V,R7Zpﬁévi¢ggly swarn,iwas‘examinédvand‘ﬁestified"

SCIRICA ey

awalting aﬁdvif a disaster does occur, we

problem has‘been)kﬁown for & long'periOd of.
time‘ta‘&very égency in the‘staﬁa‘and Local
governments. Aﬁ& 1ﬁ»seems’to me‘thankif we it
it is imperative that we bake thekpﬁéper
action this year.  ‘ |

" That is al2 I have, Your Honor.
If there éra any‘questions, I would be happy|
ﬁn try to answer. g |

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Do any

Ms, KREIGER: Ve have none.
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Thank

THE WITNESS: Thank you very much.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Now,

of importance.

JAMES B¢~éHiLES,/having been

_ SHORTHAND SERVICE -- COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross 28|

ag follows: Sl ,
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: It woula

be easier If I go righﬁ éewa the agpaarance

sheet only going ous of order in one area.

I will ask Ms. Kr@iger 1f she waatﬁ ta croasa

k:axamine fivey, ainﬁa she r&presents the
Publie ﬁtility~cammissiﬁnkmaxl Buresu.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY ls. KREICGER:

:fQ »f M. Ghil&sg would yeu axylaiﬂ %ha Qtate

E
4
:
B
[?

ﬁisaretian&ry plan®?
“rﬁ' | Yes. The State diseretigmary plan is 1n
‘ﬁe&iiﬁy‘tw&ntymaix per cent of what ééﬁimaﬁe to get
- '§r§m thg Federal KighwaykAﬂm&n;stratianyas'primary
'highggy~dazlaﬁ3* Thers uéeﬁ”ta be aﬁ{thé7Feaeral &éve& \
what W&S known a8 a priarity alloaatien wf fund$, The ‘

1978 Federsl Act femave& this a8 a separate funding |
| ‘Veaﬁagary and combined what was~kn&wn aﬁ a,Ru&al primary.
‘ i *i‘ha {}ammssiﬁn on the adviﬂe of staf‘i’ o |
o | | MR. ZAHN: Whieh cammissien?

THE Hi?ﬁﬁﬁ%:‘ Tha Qransgeﬁﬁaticn

- Commisslon, excuse me, operated to set aside
‘5£wéﬁﬁﬁwsix per cent of this mﬂue$‘f¢r thé

| SHORTHAND SERVICE - COURT REPORTERS
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12-~year time period to usefand~ﬁhekdiaeretin
ary factian to fund missing-link type projec
As an example, the one that they

put on for Mén%gemefy County, %the completion

of Pottstown Expresswvay, %hese‘are nprmally |

high-dollar-values.

| BY Hs. KREIGER:

Q So, again, this is something that in your
opinion must be submitted to the Transportation
'Héammisaian? |

F: Yes,

Q | For approval? |
i A As part of the tobal estimated fiseal resour
for capital planning. | |

&  And these sre all Federal projects?

A Matehed, of course, together with the requirgd

| thirty per cent State funds.

‘ﬂQ | What are the priorities of the State

| Transportation Commission in their deeision to inelud
p?@jé&tﬁvmh tﬁeir lZuyea? highway program or to‘approv
 &1§@£eﬁ§d£aryfun&s for these projects? | |
A B . You mean the priorities they use to develop .

tﬁ@‘prcgram? |

SHORTHAND SERVICE <. COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES « Cross g0

Q - That is correct. |

i A | The prorities that were used were thekZOQal
,‘priﬁritiaﬁ,

‘:Q  In other wordsa do they hav& a specifie
’éﬁiteﬁiafﬁhéy use. For instance, a‘safety prnde&t‘as

i opposed to only a highway'improvement prﬁjeat?

&   Depending on the local -~ how the local
people, the loeal planning aomﬁissian viewed their
invénﬁaryvaf projects. |

Q‘” S0, 1t Is nothing really ?ery farmal?j Tt is
énly'é;daéisibm on the p&rt cf the local people as to
: ﬁhatkprajects ﬁhey;f&el are masé important?

A Tes. In our transmissions té tﬁa local peop!
wa,emghasiﬁed that the safety-type prajeéts,'the |
correction of hazardous bridges, et cetera, should
 réﬁ&ivevhigh priority. ’ |

Q ‘ - Are the yrnjeets which are on hhe current
‘léwyear highway program, ov on the most recent highway
‘pragram, the one prior to that that this projact should
 _have piace& or eeul@ have been placed on, were all
‘those pfﬂg@ﬁtﬁ safety prajects? '

- ‘ ,;”‘ oy ma’amw

Q- ,‘éTThay‘xere not?

SHOBJHAND SERVICE -+ COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross 31

A : " No.
"Q  , Then the State'wrénsportation Commission in
1 ﬁé%érminingfpriariti93; would not always place a safety -

|l matter above a highway improvement project?

A If they had their choice, yes.
Q : The Staﬁe mranﬂportation Commissian?
A S Yes. If there was an operatian to be taken.‘

| If I might clarify that. In some small number of“ |
'ébﬁnties &ia not ?é#pond'ta—%his éall far»prioritiesg'
'in which case the Department and the Commissian set
 ﬁhe‘prior1t1es for those aeuntiesg They, in the most |
part, were smallar'edanties; Such as,gl -~ Potter, thak
| g1d néﬁ‘have a‘very active planning commiséibn."

Q  ‘ Now, you said the erartment speeifiaally
,painted out to the Transparﬁaticn Cammisslen hhat the
Vﬁatscnforﬁ Bridge was & PUC projeet? | |

‘ 3;:, The BUC Decket number as you see 1t in the
“budget, the exmam coma;ms the compz.aim Docket
k' nuﬂber and that is carried with‘that project and is’
 ,f wall Knéﬂn‘ﬁb the Cammissian and known to ﬁhGSe who
> :wcrk with thesa,‘

'ﬁVQ ‘ 45; pid thev specifically indicate to ycu why '
:the$~wauld no% include this parﬁiaular projecﬁ on the
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lzwyear‘highway,prcgram?

L4 " I think Representative Seirlca very ably
: presénﬁeﬁ what oceurred during the discussilon. It

 a1m$st'is ex&&tly verbatim of what happe&éd'at the

wranspartatiaa Commigsion.

Secret&ry Sherlack pcinﬁed out to the

\Qemmisolnne”s that the Matsanford Briﬁge wag an

axc@llent project and he defeyred to RepreﬁentatiVe

Beren sin&a it wag -~ aince he 1is from Montgomery

fﬁauﬂty and Montgomery County was firs% up by order
of the seeretary, started at the lower end of the
i ﬁahle and workﬂﬁ ﬁhrough tha Camm*ssioné 53 and
; Rﬁgresenta@ive Eeren had first cholce on a project
“far his ared. |

‘QQ-' . ﬁcw, in addiﬁion to tne Searatary 8 indica~

ticn that ﬁhera was indeed an excellent project, aid

whe nea&fiaalzy say 1% is = P&C nrejeeﬁ which we have
 am bbligatian - |
A a ' I ﬁa not belleve he specifiﬁally saié anythih
; reg&rdimg @he Pﬁa order. |

‘% ‘ Ssj there 1s no specific justificatinn on
the pafﬁ‘af the Transportation Commisslon for eliminaﬁ

Il ing what was,at that time, an outstanding obligation

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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| oon the part of the népa#t&axt?

A

quastion.

- priorities. I do not 3ea‘huw My, Chiiés

give what someone else's position is as to

- surely would only be a guess‘an‘hislﬁeparkmeaﬁ;

- pegommend to ‘the Commission projeaﬁs they

fﬁel shounld be inciudedw,

dont't you a8k that quesﬁimn?

CHILES - Cross 33 |

I do naﬁ‘knaW'whe%her‘i un&erstan&‘that‘
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Well,

I do not know whether you ean answer 1t either.
ﬁs.‘Kreiger; yo& are askiﬁg him to

gan do that. He may give you an answer that|

Ms. KREIGER: The Department does

ADMINIstamIVE LAW. JﬂﬂGE~‘ Why

MR. ﬁAHﬂ: She &id

Ms. KRRIGWR" What I an asking 18

‘/,fmhat was the response ﬁo théir recammendatieﬁi‘,j

' Vhy éan*% yéa ask that question?

| BY Ms. KRETGER:

il

ADMINKS@R&TIVE ng JUDGE¢+ Okay.
THE WITNESS: Well, obvinusiy~~~
‘3peeifieally,~whé§ was the'reaponse'tb)the

SHORTHAND SERVICE - COURT "REPORTERS
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'prcgr&m?
A At the requests of Representative Beren  anc

il the Pottstouwn Expressway Commission praject was inecludg

on the program and not the Matsonford Briége;

e T also note on Penn Ddt's Exhibiﬁ 5 the
&iécfeﬁignary fund prajeat., mhére is no natation that
Hthis project is a PUC pbbject? |
la : No, that is correct.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Was that

not inaluded*by‘inadvertehee or that simply
is not included?
THE WITNESS: By inadvertence wa

a briefvsmmmary of the project.

“gE¥ﬁmsi,KREI“Eﬁ*:
TQ R ﬁaw, doas the Transyortation Commission have

Hthe ultimata authority to make determinaticns as to

wha;~pr0$ecﬁs‘shall,be submitted to the Legislature

for approval?

& %o the General Assembly, no. The Commission

has never been invélvédywith the submission of the

capital budget.
2 : Then, could the Department on its own submit

SHORTHAND SERVICE «« COURT REPORTERS
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;

i projects which are not on the l2-year highway program

if for approval?

e ‘ And that ig your departmental poliey, or is

w‘fﬁ? you: ‘That & progran sb;estahlisheﬁ shall not bve

o éhamged‘éxeapt~hy the Commission. It is almost the

| & ' We could hardly do that, I would $hink., I

ol the Law.

:th&% based on any other authority?

A~prégram‘and the authority for forming that prbgram.

2 Qoes the Department have any authority to

& The last part of the Act, the paragraph

‘Q‘ ‘ A 'qu, the Department then would not insist
‘%ha% a %ﬁﬁ nrajmct be sahmitﬁed ta the nagislature if

‘ﬁt was not on the highu&y program?

~me&n§fﬁh&u»wcu1ﬁ e ~= that wauld be against tha spiri]

CHILES ~ Cross 38

A Not according to our departmental policy, nol

g’ ‘Departumental policy to carry forth the

provision of Aet 120 which establishes the 12-year
évar&urn the Lranspertatian Cmmmission as to what
Qrageﬁta ag@ placed on the 12~year highway program?

establiphed in that states and I will nearly quote 1%

words ﬁp‘%hat effect.

@  You say that it is your policy to only submif
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CHILES - Cross . | 36

ta:the’ﬁégiﬁlaturéfbr ﬁhcse projects whigh are on
;iﬁhé progran? |
LA That is aorﬁeet* | |
| g e Eaﬁ,yéﬁa% is only your policy -~ could you
:ahangévyaurygéliey to submit a ?vc progec%‘sepérately
f frém the highway project? | |
HA | 'i,am,aé I am not an>aﬁ£arney; tha§ sﬁch &
ﬁhing would be against the spirit af'ﬁhe Law.
e And that, again, is Act 1207 |
s o Aes, mafami | | |
e ~ Then, the PUC prﬁjaaﬁs:érﬁ not treated any
‘ﬁifferentlykﬁhan the Department's 6wn ?rﬁjects?
A ;?f In the program, the Gcmmiaéiaﬁ'ﬁid opt  for
 %%& grégréﬁming‘ This, 4dncidentally, ié the first
"ﬁimé we ﬁ&ve\gcma to this,exten% in f@rmiﬁg ﬁhe
 ,§fqg?am¢‘_Sin¢e this is Penn Dot, we do geﬁ‘iacal
§riariﬁies. Ine Department of this pragf&m was‘ﬁy ang
| iaﬁge what the local péogle wanbed. |
‘Q ‘ ﬁuﬁ,~sp§eifiqailyg then, the EHc projeats
8o through the Department's praaeﬁs of submit%ing to
the Planning émmmissians~anaVﬁhe‘Transpmrtatién -
 ﬁQmmissian‘as do its own projects?
A That 1s correct.
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g 'Is it your understanding that the PUC projects

’fare capital grojeeﬁs?

‘»Tﬁ o2 There are some I have seen ﬁaﬁféré not.

As an’exampla, in my memmry I reeall one on a gr&d& 7“

‘_craaﬁing that was mevely to repair thﬁ_graﬁafcrossing

lland a cross bulk  sign; that would ﬂe%"bé7eapitai"

<‘Q;*, , And why was that one net a eapiﬁal pvaject?

I§ f , ‘ '£§ was a m&intem&aeewtype prageet.,

e MR. ZAHN: Well, perhaps for Ma.
Kreiger, yau shoulﬁ define what a Qapital
project ig. |

‘ ﬁkE WITHESSi~ Thﬁ eapital praject
definition in accordance with -~ what is ity |

.«E?hib%t 8, %mat we had there -- e

ADMIMXSTRATIVE LAW JUEGE*- Yeé;

PHE WITNESS: Those are defined by‘.
Law t¢ be projéét& tha& have a total aost inj
excess of a handred thousand dollars and an

i , - estimated 1ife af five years, . |
. Eﬁ;ﬁs‘ KREIGER:

S PR yoa kncwg what is the authoriﬁy or whEﬁe,

“np&ﬁificaliy, is & canital project defineﬁ?‘ %h&t A8 -t

"ﬁrr.‘ - Its &efinition ror ‘bond Linancing iz defined'

SHORTHAND SERVICE -- COURT KEPORTERS
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f¢};7&efinitlan further in there on the PUC projeats.

tf}*highwav pragram?

CHILES ~ Cross . 38

4n the Siajcty-eigh{: depth faeilitiesk» »efnabri.ing act.
' Q | : Now, if you know, da you know specifically,

‘ where in that act the PUC pragrams are incluﬁed?
7g § '  They are not in -- defined in the depth
vfaciiiﬁiaé enabling act, They arekmm‘iﬁ'ig defiﬁed
"’in éﬁa'saopa~af ﬁhe‘prdjacﬁ it's maghiﬁuaé of’ecsﬁ,

| 1ts antiuipated 1ife to make it eligible for bond

_finanaingi ‘
e  But, specifieally, --
R,'J 2 I do not recall whethef ~— 4f there is‘é

W

‘1i§° ER Uhaﬁ ex%ent, if any, aee& the ﬁepartment tak

[when ﬁhe Pﬂc progects are noﬁ ineluded on the 12—year

| A Ehe policy is ins%ituted by Searetary Sherlodk
| with no further work if 1% is not on the gragram‘

vQ“ e How then does the Department deal with an
‘Qutstaading abligation under the ?ublic Utility
‘» §aw to expanﬁ noney on a PUC nroject?

I . Iam nat that familiar with the PUC Law to

answer bh&t;‘

Z

qa Wellg just then, with what do you do with the“

PUC project to fulfill your obligation to spend money
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‘ Av;- ,‘; They have to go ﬁhrough the same legal
 requifémen%s for Capitai Budget Environment&l
 Requiremenﬁs of baﬁ““vthe State and ﬁhe Federal 1f we
"are gcing to Fedeﬁal flnance.' They«~~‘1 know of no

: Way that ‘those aecara;ng to hhe Laws we operate under |

Q "hen, you are, ag&in, basing your answer to

| my- quesnian an thia Ack 120 uhich,yau mentioned befare?‘
 ' Peredﬁivé;Law5§ ﬁhe Law title 23 Qf>the U.8. Code

W and somebaéy who's in design can give you’a 1ot more
f §f thé La&s than,we;currenﬁly have’to wérk with., But,
';thﬁsé aﬁe‘éhe m&jur'bnés‘ o

 § ~';.» But, 1% is‘ﬁaﬁllzﬁ, then; %that épenifﬁcaiiy
fréq&ires ﬁﬁat thaPUc,pr03¢¢£s would go'ﬁ&reugh the
.‘fgrééesﬁ 6f ksing piaceﬁ oﬁ ﬁhé lz;year plan?-.

- £‘:._ | mhere is a provision in Aet 120 which states.
;that ﬁhe prcgeaﬁ wxll eamply with a11 Fe&eral Laws ana

’ﬁhéﬂ gn&a a littie bit furthem than that.»

e ‘  s Hew, you stated in your direct tesﬁimony tha1

CHILES - Cross S 39|

@n the prejeau?

at Penn Dot , can be expeditaﬁ any faster than any

other prcjecu‘

A ‘Not bnly Act 1233 but the Federal Environmen%&lfl

which sets up highway administration and highway dollaps

\V
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it 8o that eanh,bu&gat ad&& to the ane passed previously

| ’ 1 %]‘, S0 that whzle ﬁhere in still autherity far

GHIZESv4 Cross L - ERER ‘30‘ ;

,fun&g had been approved for purposes of‘veh&ﬁiiiﬁaﬁian?me‘

5 ' . Phat is correct.
lla  Now, wnat happeﬁé& to those fugds? . |
| 4 »,’ - 'The éﬁtheriﬁy,tﬂ~do a~réhabiiitétimn Still 3
i axiaﬁs,;’. _‘ ; | | ‘
, Qk  »", And fun&s‘are‘séill bhereg ﬁhén*'
& j‘~ “he funds — unfurtunately, the authority

H*te barrGW'the money has been completely abligated in

1 §

f‘[uur first ﬁhrae %ﬁdgek acts. if you will nvﬁaen ﬁhe -
’f“ik saysg Qt is a snppiement. What thi¢ maans ~~ '
| | HR, ZAHN* This is Exhibit 3%

A This is a supplement to pravieus budgets.

- Up until'thisftimg'this WES = the thir& budgeﬁ. ~So,
 £§§& entire appropriation is stmarized ﬁogéthé& Wiﬁh
} ﬁh§ enﬁ1re‘1istvo£ prajéﬁté'and'thé auﬁhoriza%ibhs for
 Téach. }Due‘toiiﬁflatian, we have obligated the entire |
:amount apportioned by the General ﬁssembmy. W

I BY Ms., KREKGEE~

| ﬁﬁe rehabilitatian nrejec% the funds have heen used ; 
» ,in ﬁhher prajecﬁs?

P s @ne authcriﬁy has been used, yes“‘

SHORI‘HA’\!Y) SEBZVTCE «« COURT REPGRTERS
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CHILES - Cross | - l 41

‘Q  - Haw, if tha&e funﬁs coald be used e ¢3 ather'

preéects, ceuld noet some of your other prajects be

'&euablig&tea 80 that theffunds could be used for this
*garticular pro&ect?

Vk"ﬁ4 - | That is a distinet possibility for a raa

habilitatian.
Q «' : What about 6e~ob11gating one of your aon-

=struction proiects?

t

A ‘, "V No; Tha capiﬁal pudget in 1ine-1tem.hudget
v:&efines a prajeet tcgether with its financial cost«

i as thaﬁ the project whereas the -~ 1f the 5nope of

%he projee% vemains the sam&, for example, if the

'qMauscnford Bridgé was a reh&ﬁilitaﬁicn of the exiating;

V.strﬁetureﬁ costing five millian, the authority e do

th&t exiaﬁs in this budpget. But, to reconsﬁruct,;to ,

 §&% a whale new bridge in, the authority daes not exis*‘

'@ fmhen, I would he aarreat in saying if you

haﬂ~ﬁhé authority to pr6¢9ﬁd,with the cansﬁructian or

kreeonsﬁrucﬁiun project at the Matsdnford Bridgeyﬁhen
 you conld use funds which had been apprdV%&,for the

: §ur§aaes'é£ianather eba@trﬁetian.gxageat? k

I a T ?raviﬁihg those funds had notkbeen-useé on

|l that project. I have to de-obligate something that

SHORTHAND SERVICE -- COURT REPORTERS =
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CHILES ~ (ross LR o yp

|ihas not been spent.
\ ’Qv : . Are there any such funding or any such
nrageats on which i:he conatruetion has nct begun‘?
1  ‘ A = o Probably, but I would hesitate to rfive a
| ﬁireat answer such as that on a project of five millior@
A , MR. ZAHN: If Your Honor please,
;‘thiﬁ'ﬁitness has testified that is not on
.4 l2-year program even though éomathing was
. de.»-,—o:bliigated, it ‘wau};d not mean that tﬁ;‘xe
Hatsonford Bridge could be used.
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I think |
that Ms. Kreiger is trying to show that if
‘the policy of the Department is at times

de-obligating this construction right which

is rot then this project on the 12“3933

ppaiect and hove the benefit of the funds

o opticaied saustrastion,
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CHILES - Cross , k3

Q Now; if those funds could be used on other

projeets, could not some of your other projects be

de»obligated 8o that the furnds could be used for this

particular project?

LA ; That is a distinct possibility for a re«

habilitation. 5

4 i
Q  * What about desobligating one of your con~

struetion projeaﬁs? , 2

,A _ - 'No. The capital budget 1n line<item budget

-

éefines & project togeth&r with i¢s financial cost.

SJ,£hat»therprojept whereas the -- if the scope of. -

f ‘ s ;
the project remains the same, for example, 1if the
MatSanord Bridge was a rehabilitation of the existing
'éﬁructure, costing five milliion, the authority to do

ll-4tiat exists in this budget. But, to reconstruct, to

L _ Then, I wgul& be correct inAééying‘if you

& ‘hgeauthoriﬁy to proceed with the construction or

racensﬁruction project at the Matsonfard Bridge then

gyon eogld use funds whicb had been approved for the

1

‘purpasas of another construction project? e
&  Providing those funds had not been used on

that project. T have to de—obligate somebhing‘that

SHORTHAND SERVICE -. COURT REPORTERS
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‘has not been spent.

'Q Are there any such funding or any such

|direct answer such as that on a project of five millioy

B

CHILES - Cross , o 42

projects on which the construction has not begun?

A Probably, but I would hesitate to give a

"MR. ZAHN: If Your Honor please,
thls witness has testified that 1s not on
‘a l2~year program even though something was
de~obligated, it would not mean that the
Matsonford Bridge could be used
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I think
that Ms. Kreiger is trying.tQVShow that 1f
the policy of the Department is at timeﬁ
de-obligét;ng,this construction right which
is not then this project on the l2«year
qproJéct and have the benefit of the funds
“from a de«obligated'construeticn; »
MR, ZAHN: But, he explalned that
4the complaining -= | |
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Fine,
Mr, Zahn, but I assume that Ms. Kreiger o~
if she gets the right answer, then wilil do -
: something later as a result of answera given

&

SHORTHAND SBRVICE <= ‘COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross » " ‘ i3

by HMr. Chiles. So I think it 48 -
THE WITNESS: If I may aﬁd what
you Just sald -~ | |
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Yes,
THE WITNESS: =~ ghe said eouid
we de-obligate a construction projfect and
construct the Matsonford Bridge 4in that we
gannot 46 that because the authority in the
budget is only for rehabvilitation,
| ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: T am
not saying you should go -~ I do not think
Mz, Krelger is saying what you ¢an do. A4All
she wants to know is in the past it has
happened and she may try to do something with
your past policy %o bring this ﬁataonford
Bridge to fruition., .
| BY Ms. KREIGER:
Q- Would 1t be possible to use money from the
 motor license fund for your operating budget for
' construction projects?
’;A. | - According to the rules of the Offige of’tﬁé
‘ﬁdminiatrafion, the Budget Secretary, the Governor,

any capital budget must be an included line-item 4if

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT KEPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross : 44

’fit is‘eash or if it is hpni.

Q | So that only projects which .are not capital
projects, only én'those projects could you use your

| operating funds?

A Operating funds are normally for the
ogeration in the general government maintenancé'type
‘ﬁaciiities, iésuing, buying licenses and things of

- that nature.

vQ ! - Can a department reallocate its own funds,
or must any reallocation of funaing be submitted to

- the Legisture? |

A The General Assembly has altered our method
of budget of the current revenues last yeari I am not
quuite that conversant with that portion of our operati
but on what I know, Just my brief knowledge on 1ig%,

we must go back to the Géneral Assembly when we make
major shif¢s of funds between —mfdifferent'than what
the General Assembly has appropriatéd to us.

ne ~ For 1nstance,’in this projeet when funds wer
;épproved for rehabilitation that were not used fér
that project, you had to go back to the General Assemb
A | No, no, not on that. I thought you/wanted
cash at that time. If you will note on Page 3 of

SHORTHAND SERVICE -« COURT REPORTERS
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| submitted to the General Assembly on February 15,
'fbelievey

liQ So then, w

CHILES - Cross ks

Exhibit 3 1s a Section 3 of the Act which authorizes

the State Transportation Commission to transfer the

authority, moneywise, from one project to anothep

e So then, the authority is with the State

Transportation Commission agalin?
‘A e Yes, ; ,
Q When do you anticipate that funding wiil pe
| approved for this budget?

Ms. Krelger, ¥ou are asking me to anticipate

the action of the General Assembly.
,Q : You do not know?

A Mr. Seirica very ably put it that he hag «-

will put it in the general capital budget which was

I
the Governor made his presentation.

to add or delete proJects that are on the budget.

~ADMINISTRATIYE LAW JUDGE: What
Mr. Chiles is saying, is irf Representative
Seiriéa cannot do 1t, he certainly cannot.
BY Ms. KREIGER:
what you are saying is that 1¢ will

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES -~ Cross 46

‘not’be submitted to a l2-year highway program but will
| be submitted by some other means?

A ~ Mr. Scirica can, very surely, if he

| can get the General Assembly to include 1t in a budget
;:it wéuld be in the budget, if it clears the Governor
’wiﬁhout é blue line, then the authority exists. I

|l would hope that at that time that the other part of

Mr. Scirica's statements would come true that the loca

| people would opt to put that on the program and delete
 something else.
Q Now, if Mr. Scirica can submit a project

| such as this to the General Assembly, without it being

on an approved l2-year highway program, can't the

 Department also do that?

1A Yes. We could do that, but then we would

be violating'the spirit of the Law.

Q And that is Act 1207
A Yes.
| Q Then, what you are saying is that you are

| precluded by the letter of the law to submit a project
| for approval which 18 not on the 12-year highway
| program?

| A ' The spirit of the Law, correct.

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS

- PP




CHILES - Cross | b

Q- More specifically, rather than a spirit of

' the Law, I am asking you the letter of the Law as 1t

is actually --

E,A‘ Ms. Kreiger, I am not an attorney. I cannot
~  make a Judgment.

o ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Ms.
Krelger, let's try to stay away fronm any
légal questions that he would have tp make

legal conelusion dn or a legal judgment.

I do not think that this 1s Mr. Chiles! field

of axpertise.

BY Ms. KREIGER:

Q | He 1s basing this on Act 1207
ha Yes, ma'an,
Q When were you or when was the Department

| aware that no money was available for this speeific

| project?

“ MR. ZAHN: Which projecf?
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE:  For

rehabilitation or -- | |
MR. ZAHN: The project as it is

now ordered to be constructed? | ‘

| THE WITNESS: Well, Msf Kreiger,

SHORTHAND  SERVICE -. COURT REPOKTERS
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CHILES - Cross , 48

‘that is -~ at no time was there not money
~avallable. The Montgomery Connﬁy allocation
for the l2-year time period was over forty
million. They had the optibﬁ to put this
five million dollar projectgon the program,

so that when was 1% not avallable. The
resources as we prediet them are still
avallable.,

|| BY Ms. KREIGER:

Q When, then, was the Department aware that
it, in its opinion, could not‘comply with the PUC

| Order direecting that they complete detailed construction
plans and cost estimates?

A October Gth, 1976, when it dropped from‘the
program.

MR. KASHI: Your Honor, may I ask,
if Ms. Kreliger has no.further questions bn
behalf of the Commission, there 1sk6ne or
two points I would like to clarify if I may.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Yes.

il BY MR. KASHTI:

'Q : ~ Mr. Charles, just in the way of’trying

to simplify what we are stating here, if I could answep=-

SHORTHAND SERVIGE -- COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross ko

’ if that is'your understanding as to the way that it
- was. In order for & capital project to be approved,
be 1t a Penn Dot project, be it a PUC Order project,
| it must go before the Transportation Committee to be
| put on & l2-year plan; is’that correct, sin?
A That is as I understand it, yes. Yes.
’kQ o And 1t is your understanding that it 1s this|
way because of Aet 120; is that aisd correct, sir?
A That is ny understanding’of it, yes.
MR. KASHI: No further quéstions‘
ADMINSTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Mr.
Chiles, -do I take 1t from your testimony tha
an order from the PUC has no greatér staﬁdihf
or ranking than any other recommendation mad
by the Department td get on a budget for
COnsfruction? | i
THE WITNESS: In thisfround of
developing the program, the transﬁortation‘
Commission adopted thelr own little poliey
to aécept the 1ocai priorities.
~ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: That is|
not the answer to my guestion. My question
1ls -~ 1s your answer yes, dr is it no -~ tha

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES -~ Cross 50

if a Commission drafts an order and directs

it to the Department of Transportation as to

T

any budget whether it be a Matsonford projec
or some other project, it has no greater
standing than that which may be recommended
by a bhudget department to get on the budget?

THE WITNESS: In the Department,
it does have greater standing, yes. |

ADMINISTRATIVE LAWY JUDGE: It does
have greater standing?

THE WITNESS: Oh, yes.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Then why
was the Department influenced by Representa-
tive Beren's loceal request to repiace th1s
project which is the subject matter of an
order with a priority that was iabeled by’
Representative Befénf as something more than
official to the County of Montgomery?

MR. ZAHN: That is not‘a proper
guestion. It wasn't the Department. It was
~the Transportation Commission that made the
~de¢ision. |

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: But,

SHORTHAND SERVICE .- COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES ~ Cross ~ 51

accordiﬁg to what My, Chiles said, Mr. Zahn, |
there was a joint meeting between three
representatives who wepe members of‘the
highway Commission and the late Seéretary

Sherlock and they discussed the project

relative to Montgomery'Caunty; and it was
‘only at the insistence of Representative

Beren's suggestion even though Representative~~
the Department heéd Sherlock saig that
Matsonford was a worthy project. It was onlﬁ
the insistence or Representative Berén" that

the project was replaced by the project knowh
as the Pottsville‘Expressway.

So my question to Mr. Chiles was,}
1f they are given priorities to the orders
of the Commission, then didn'g théy foresake‘
that priority by giviné ceredence to the
suggestion of Representative Beren? Ang

the projects which are the subject matter

~of the order of the Publie Utility Commissgio
does not have priority; that is the logieal
conclusion and that is my question to Mr,
Chiles.

-+ SHORTHAND" SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES -~ Cross . \ 52

THE WITNESS: Well, first, you are
 asking me to ~- with all due respect, to
some conjJecture of what the late Secretary
Sherlock said. | ‘

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I
realize that,

THE WITNESS: And I can only tell
you that at that point in the development
of the program, the secretary sald, we are
going to finish this porticn which is the
part of the program we put together, what
we called the discretionary fund. He was
going to go in a democratic manner around’
thektable with all the Commissioners preSeht

asking their views and opinions on the =~

what projects were remaining to go into that|

program.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: All rig

What I want on the record, Mr. Chiles, is,an
I think I want a "yes" or “no" answer. You
’did say “yes“ to my quéstion that & project
“which is %he subject mattér of a PUC Order
is given priority by the Department?

SHORTHAND SERVICE ~< COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross 53

THE WITNESS : Tes, sip,

ADMINISTRATIVE'LAW JUDGE :
This Priority in this'case,

Okay.

the Matsonford
> ¥as taken o & meeting with Secretary'~~

THE WITNESS: That ig Correct,

ADMINISTRATIVE LAY JuDgE.

THE WITNESS: You are correct .

REPRESENTATIVE SCIRICA:

May I may
& shértvstatement on this,

too?
SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURYT REPORTERS
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- tive Long, who represents the Pottstown Area

CHILES ~ Cross 5Y

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Yes.
REPRESENTATIVE SCIRICA: At the
Transportation meeting last fall, -~
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: You
’&ere there? |
REPRESENTATIVE SCIRICA: I spoke
on behalf oanpproving the application for
the reconétrucﬁion'of the Matsonford Bridge.
From the remarks made by Secretary Sherlock,
1t was apparent to me that he favored the
ﬁatsonford Bridge Project over the other
Montgomefy projects. I think the answer to
the question you asked, Your Honor, is that,|
iﬁ fact, the Transportation Commission deferped
o the local wishes rather than deference
to a PUC Order that appeared before thenm.
Wow, I will say this about what
todk blace on that day. There were four

projects from Montgomery County. There were

¥

two lepgislators there, myself and Representa

Both of us were argulng equally forcefully

for our own projects, and Representative

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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- 8pot, finally deferred to the Montgomery

- on that basis that Representative Eeren:

in. I want to find out for the record if

CHILES - Cross 55

Beren, who I am sure feit very much on the

County Planning Commission; one of their
staff members was there. They had met
previous to the meeting and they had decided|

the staff that is, that the Pobttstown

Expressway should have priority. And it was

nade the representation to them. Since that
time, the representative has beén my chief
ally in attempting to get the Montgomery
priority to put the Matsonford Bridge on’it.f
| ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: That
is basically‘what I was asking Mp. Chiles.
I think he was very c¢andid. T do not think
I am being over critical of Representative

Beren, I realize the position he was placed

Secretary Sherlock did defer to the wishes
of the Commission rather than to an order of
the Public Utility Commission as to a
particular’order.

THE WITNESS: That is correct.

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS

/08 a




CHILES ~ (Cross 56

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Which
you answered very candidly.

Mr. Mazor, do you have any questio

. BY MR. MAZOR:

Q ‘ - Mr. Chiles, I thought that under Ekhibit 5,

:under discretionary grounds, that the wildening of the
gPhiimont Avenue 1s also included °n the program in

il Montgomery County and an inclusion, too, of the cost
Il of two milliOn two hundred ninety-eight thousand. T

| assume that was considered to have a higher priority
5than the Matsonford Bridge?

oA That is correct.

Q Is that two million two hundred ninetv~eight

| thousand the State's share of construction cost?

A That is the total construction.
Q Is any part of it PFederal?
A It conig ﬁell be. I would have to look at

' the program list %o tell you whether it Was Federally
| funded, or not. But, in all probability, it was, yes. |

Representative Seiricz also mentioned one other thing

I would like to bursue a little bit further.

I think he mentioned that 1f the plans were

 coupleted, this is a possibility that there might be

SHORTHAND SERVICE +. COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross ‘ 57 |

under some act eligible for a hundred per cent Federall
 funding. There was an act, Federal Aet, 1f you will
| recall, the former President Ford signed that, reléaSed,
| saveral’million dollars fof local public works projaets
- to 5e funded a hundred per cent‘Federal. One of the
’criteria of that program was that the project, once
k:it was approved, go to construction wit thin 90 days.

’Q Yes. .

A , Hence, Representative Scirica stated 4if the
designs were completed, it would be eligible. To my
knowledge that particular program is complete now,
,i:théy‘have digpensed all the Federal dollars., I
‘:understand Congress is considering an éxtension but
1 &d not believe they have passed that yet. An
'ihcident from the Transportation Depaftment submitted
'some 150 projects under that Act to the Federal agency
- and we received, exactly, nonea

MR, MAZOR: Thank you, sir.
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Mrp.
kMr. Phipps?
 BY MR. PHIPPS:

Q Were there funds available to complete the
deslgn of this bridgé?

SHORTHAND SERVICE .- COURT REPORTERS
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A The replacement?
18] Yes. The reconstruction of the bridgef
A : Not legally, no.
| Q- Well, Representative Scirica said that ﬁalf

| of the design plan had been done in-house.

| I do not recall the precise date that the district

 occurred in that. I just --

know whether funds were available to complete the

construction plan +that the PUC mandated to be made

i a The re-hab was authorized, yes.
- Q | What about the construction plans, would they
;have funds a€a11able to make the construciion plans‘
made by the PUC?

fA When was that order to do the reconstruction?

CHILES - Cross 58

A Yes. We got an interpretation of that and

could have proceeded under some older~pclicy on %that,

but I am -~ I do not know exactly when that date

Q You do not knéw of your own knowledge %o

within one year?

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE:
October 21, 1975, |
MR. PHIPPS: '757
THE WITKRESS: Actually, no. That

SHORTHAND SERVICE -- COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross 59

was the project we included on the capital
budget t0 do that whieh dig not, of course,
did not pass. |

’BY MR. PHIPPS:

| G But, assuming that the design which .. ybe ha

‘way conpleted now, as Representative Scirica testified|

was done with some funds that Penn Dot had available?
A ‘ I would assume so.

jQ | 1 would assume that if they'had funds to do
'half, they would have funds to do the entire project;
is that a fair assumption?

A It 1s a conjecture on my part. I do not

 know. It would have had to be -~ to the current

| revenue and I do not deal in the area of current revent

Q Then, in essence, what you are saying 18 tha
1t was beyond the control of Penn Dot tQ fund the
projeet without the eoncurrence of the State Transport
tion Commission or the Reglonal Planning Commission?
A At the time of the order, we;had the con~
currence of the Transportation Commission. It was on
the program at that time. We were seeking the

| legislative approval for bond authority.

Q9 You did, actually, seek legislative approval

SHORTHAND SERVICE «. COURT REPORTERS
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I} BY MR. PHIPPS:

CHILES - Cross 80

| for the reconstruction?

| A Yes, sir,

MR. ZAHN: That is Exhibit -~

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: 4.

MR. ZAHN: Which number?

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: 4. It
is b,

Q | And you say the PUC mandated op was‘given
priority by the Department?

A ‘ To my knowledgé.

:Q ' And how is that priority'-» recognlzed or
1hbw 1s it given weight?

1A/ Normally, I will receive & copy cf the order}
 :If I detect a capital project that should be on the
‘ prcgram, I will request the District Engineer %o
VSubmit the neceséary documents to me to present to the
Commission for a program change, together with his |
recommendation for a project deletion.

Q | Buﬁ later on, in this particular pPOCeSs
:regarding the Matsonford Bridge, the local publie
:opiﬁion Was given greater weight than the PUC
%auﬁhcrity; is that & fair statemént? |

SHORTHAND SERVICE -+ COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - ¢Cross ‘ 61

A That 1s a fair statment.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Mr. Kare?

~ BY MR, KANE: |

| Q U, Chiles; I am not elear as to exactly
what’this lL2-year progranm is. Could you Just very
briefly tell me what it i3 all about? ’

»  S ‘It is a list of projects in both highways,
aviatlion, port development and public transpbrtation,
'rural, rall projects that the Department intends to

undertake in the next 12 years.

a And how often is this 12-year progranm
| prepared?
A By Law,’every :two  years, on the e?en~number

year. It can be modified at any meeting of the
'Coﬁmission, howeveyr. |
HMR. ZAHN: That is the Transporta-
tioﬁ Commission?
THE WITNESS: Excuse me. I do
forget that.
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I think
that you have, Mr. Chiles, I know you are
| used to speaking on the Commission. Many
times they ére interchangeable., If scmeéne

SHORTHAND SERVICE -. COURT REPORTERS
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. BY MR. KANE:

' Q ‘WhEn you say thit = i2-year program can be

Il modified at any time, does that mean a certain project
- can be deleted and another project added?

~;A That is correct, sir.

| A | Now, does that also mean that if a project
?w’buld be added, say, today, that the likelihood of a

Projeet being undertaken even would be some time

A It would depend, then, on the priority of
the local people and our district engineer.

iQ ~ Now, Representative Scirica stated that he
Commission will put it on their 12-year program.

‘ is ﬁhatithey would submit it to us for program change.

|l the Commission?

CHILES - Cross : 62

reads the record, théy can take the Public
Utlliity Commission as the Transportation
COmmission. If you are going'to‘make
‘reference to Transportation Commisslion, make

reference %o 1t specificalily.

towards the end of that l2-year period?

is confildent that in the spring the Montgomery Plannini

e I would assume that what he is meaning there|

Q- ‘ And what affeot; if any, would this have on

SHORTHAND SERVICE -« COURT REPORTERS
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CHILES - Cross 63

1’A ‘ I woﬁld prepare the necessary doecuments to
g0 to them at thelr next meeting recommending the

| project substitution. |

| MR. KANE: That is all I have.
MR. MAZOR: That could be done

in 782

right.

THE WITNESS: A modification ean
take place at any meeting of %the Commission

'MR. MAZOR: Fine.

THE WITNESS: It would not wait
for '78. )

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Since
that is the,laéﬁ attorney to examine Mr.

‘ Ghiles,klet‘s take five minutes,‘

MR. ZAHN: IT your\Honor,please,
Mr. Chiles has to geﬁ to Harrisburg’—-

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE:' There
are no questions of Mr. Chiles.

{Short recess was takeﬁ),
MR. ZAHN: Mr. Examiner, I call

Paul Peterson.

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: That is




Q
A
Q
A
Q
A

Q

PETERSON - Direct 64

I would like %to —- Mr., Peterson
and Mr. Chiles were subpoenaed by the Publie
Utility Commission foxr appearance at this

hearing.

PAUL €. PETERSON, having been duly|

sworn, was examined and testifled as follows

- ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Give us
your full name and address for the recoéd?

THE WITNESS: Paul C. Peterson,
Pwg~t=g-r-s~0-n, 200 Radnor-Chester Road,

St. Davids, Pennsylvania, 19087.

DIRECT -~ EXAMINATION

| BY MR. ZAEN:

By whom are you:émployed?

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportatio
In what capaclty?

District Bridge Engineer.

Of what distriect?

District 6, which comprises Philadelphia and

| the four surrounding suburban counties, including

| Montgomery.

Mr. Peterson, you testified at prior hearing

SHORTHAND SERVICE «. COURT REPORTERS
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' BY Ms. KREIGER:
Q Mr. Peterson, what are the plans ordered by

| the Commission on its October 21st, 1975 Order?

1T, in the future, 1if it'is determined necessary to

 reconstruct or replace the ramps that exist now, with
the old bridge, then there would be more design effortd
:required. But, the plans with respect to the replacement
t off the wmain sﬁﬁueture are about fifty per cent compl§te.

K And at present, the nature of the projects

ineluded in the project?

& It will be if i%t is necessary. Right now,

PETERSON -~ Direct - 65 |

in thls matter, did you not?
A Yes. The hearing of April 1975‘_~;Apr11}15.
MR. ZAEN: And if Your Honor pleasé,,
since Mr. Peterson was subpoenaed ~¥
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Defer
o the’Commission?
MR. ZAHN: Defer to the Commission;
’(Disaussion off the record)
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Ms.

Kreiger?

A The plans are about f£ifty per cent complété.

are such that the replacement of the ramps is not

SHORTHAND SERVICE ~- COURT REPORTERS
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|1o8ne Frop 4 Complete fitty

PETERSON ~ Direct

€ a mags
Tra ission I do not think the Publie
Utiiity Commission woulq int )

uentatives an

d officials.

Q ‘ Bug, ultimately, by the Publie Utility
;Cammission2

They woulg &pprove or q
Plans, Yes,

isapprove the_final

Do yoyu know, My, Peterson, Where the funds
cent ef'thesefplans?

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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That wasg done in December 16, 197#.,
| @ - That was at your recommendation?
A Initially, ves. It was confirmed ang

_'eoncurred by others within the Department,

PETERSON - Direct

:significantly in scope. That has not ocecurred in'my

‘~professional eXperience with Penn Dot before,

- Q © Whe, Specifically, in Harrisburg approved

'the e€Xpenditure?
A A1l I know is thét a form 1g filled out and

';my,understanding is that it 80es through a numbep of

effices, mope than three, rop example,

q You were aware, Mr, Peterson, tnat the natur:

kbf‘the bProject dig ¢hange fronm

I was aware in the summer of 1974 that 1

no longer can recommend the pleans that were originally

submitteqd te the Commission in '72.

Q 80, you advised the Department to riie a

Petiticn for Modification of the nature or the projecty

68 |

N

] Mp, ?eterson, looking at Penn Dotrs Exhibit
 Na, 43 o A

& Yes, matam,
IV é~‘ar

& Yyou familiiap with the Projects listegq

SHORTHAND' SERVICE .. CCPURT REPORTERS
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PETERSON - Direct 69

on this sheet?
A v Some of them, martan.
Q Can you u&ll me which of these projects

; involve safety considerations?

A Well, for eXample, the Henderson and Church

Road is g Publie Utility Commission Project and 1
understang there was an accident that resulteqd in a

- fatality, That is the one directly above the
Matsonford. We are on Fage 24 of this sheet. That
projéet has veen discussed forp some %time.

Q v Mp. Peterson, this, -

A L had vefore me the proposeﬁ capitai budget
| Tor ?76~*?7 |

| ADMINISTRA’I‘IVE LAW JUDGE: That 1g
Penn Dot'sg Exhibit & which Mr. Peterson
testiried to ang does appear in ¢, 19707,

| 8% us. xaz TGHR:

k:Q‘ | ~ This is the l2-year highway program,for 1976k
Bisd |
A _ I underotand My, Chiiles to say that this was

"%he prcgfam that was propased, but 1t was not finaliy

approved.,
ADMINZSTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I believe

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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PETERSON - Direct 70

he wag . this was one of the Projeets that
was the blue 1line,

MR. ZAHN: No, no

+ This wag the
Proposeg budget that nevep g0t to the
legislature.

MR. PHIPPS. It was sent to the
chepnor and never &0t to the Legislature.

THE WITNESS:

I do Not know whethe
it was Sent te the Governor,

ADMINISTRATIVE LAY JUDGE:

That is
what I thoughs

he was Saying,

It was sént
to the Governop with the blue liné.

Maybe

we are mistaken, The recorq W1ll reflect

that. 1 think Mp,

Chiies Spelled that out

- Very specifically.
Il BY Ms, KREIGER:
p ,

 Mr., Péterson, how muech time do you anticipate
it woulg take to complete the

remaining Tifsy ber cent
of the det

alled construetion plans 8nd cost estimategs?

Objection, If the
funds are available,

- Ms, KREIGER: If' the funds are

available.

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT ' REPORTERS
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PETERSON ~ Direct 71

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I think
the question is premised on that, Mr. Zahn.
If someone gave the Department full speed
ghead, how long will it take?

THE WITNESS: My answer has to be
predicated on a few assumptions. The first
assumptlon would be that there will not bve
'diffigulty with respect to the ramps. That
the project that will be proposed and
completed will not include ramps eithef at
Conshohocken or West Conshohocken. I also
am assuming that there will be a 10t of
engineering involved in providing alternate
‘access either in West Conshohocken or the
Conshohocken side to those points at the
‘level of the tracks, at the level of the
station to use ﬁhe ramps now. I am also
assuming that there will be a lot of
engineering involved in providing alternate
accommodations to pedestrians that presently
uge the bridge. And my last assumption and
the fourth will be that there will not be

a series of arguments from the environmentalists

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS

/RS o




q
A
q

BY Ms.

¢

petition for modification --
a |

KREIGER:

PETERSON « Direct R T2

either within the government or within the
Federal Government or ocutside the government
with respect to some of the activities that

will be necessary for removal of the bridge

ar for replacing. I think these assumptions

are -~ I whink it is reasonable for me to
say that none of these things will 6ccur.
But I cannot guarantee that.

For example, we do not intend to
remove the bridge below the waterline, so I
feel this Will cover a lot of environmental
guestions.

Based on what I jﬁsﬁ said, I
anticipate it will take about a year or a
1ittle longer to complete the bridge, to

complete the plans for the new bridge.
Mp. Peterson, initlially in Penn Dot's firgt

Yes, ma’am,

~~ Pean Dot requested you btestify af the -
April nearing.

That Fenn Dot requested that the PUC order

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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 be modified to require Penn Dot to complete detailed
il construetion pians and cost estimates within 12 months

f al'ter service of the order.

 less employees working for me then. I have a larger
Il workload right now. I have other commitments going on

 Tight now that also involve the Public Utility

| reasonable estimate. Quite. Also, some of the design
work for reconstrucition of the bridge was completed
| the summer of '"Th. So that you probably have the

 bridge; but the fact of i is, a lot of work had taken

?'new bridge begun without approval of funds on the
';capital bu&get?rm

A I do not xnow.

PETERSON - Direct | 73

A Yes, ma'anm. Why is it still taking 12 months?
Q ‘ Yes;
: A - There have bheen layoffs in Penn Dot. I have

Commission. And 12 months, I think, 1s still a

before my testimony in April.

I was developing ideas along'these lines in

impression that from the April testimony that I had

| not done any work at all on the reconstruction of a ney

place then.

g End how was work on the reconstruction of th#

SHORTHAND SERVICE .- COURT REPORTERS
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PETERSON -~ Direct T4

- Q Okay. But funds were approved by the
. Department?
A You have to ~- 4if I might add, Ms. Kreiger,

| 1t also has been Penn Dot's interest to develop an
- engineering solutlon to this project. And back in the
- days of '72 to '74, vhe financial strains that are on

| the Department today were not then —- were not there

then. Whether I was in conformance with the poliecy

that existed then or whether the policy was developed |
subsequent to that time, I really do not know. A1l I

 know is that there was an interest within Penn Dot

not just among myself and the staff that work for me,

- but people above me to Yry to develop an engineering
sclution to this project of taking in this project all
- along. That is, perhaps, as good an explanation I

- can give you as Lo why there was some design work done

for~the're¢cnstruction of the bridge.

About how much money will youkréquire to

:ccmplete the remaining £ifty per cent of detailed
consvrucetlion plans?

O &ssumiﬂg all the things I assumed before witf
f,thewlZ»month~astimate,~1mw0uid>assume~seventy~five~~-

| thousand dollars.

SHORTHAND SERVICE -+ COURT ‘REPORTERS




PETERSON -~ Direct

Now, I know in some testimony that Mr. Chileps

gave in deposition, not testimony here today, that he
indicated to you that, normally, for programming and
.budgeting purposes, the Department carries a fixed

i percentage, probably ten per Cenﬁ. And that rule of

| thumb has worked very well in the past and is on the

- congervative side,

The reason why I can do thg design for a

| significantly less than a hal? million dollsrs is,
:,number one, there is a degign -~ 18 a repetitive natur
altvhough it is an expenéive completion,’it is a

|| completion project from an englneering standpoilnt. -
‘Therefore, the c¢ost I will carry and thé cost I will
account for are strietly salary costs. They do not
inciude overhead, they do not include charges for thé
bullding and physical faéilities. If the project was
given to a cousultant, the remaining -~ 1t would be
 veasonable just to automatieally multiply that cost
:ﬁy twe becsuse of ovérhead charges and costs over and
\QBOV& the straight salaries.

VSG,'the figure that I gilve you represents
 straight salaries of m& Staff‘and my colleagues who
would be reviewing the plans.

SHORTHAND SERVICE -- COURT REPORTERS
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PETERSON -~ Direct = : 76

Q So then, since it 1s an in-house design,
you would anticipate that all you would need is

| seventy~five thousand dollars more to complete the

design?
A Yes, matam.

Q ~ Khat is presently the safety condition of thp
istruéture?, ”

A The bridge is safe at the present time, for

'the;present conditions on which it operates.

Q : Penn Dot has recently inspected the structure?

L1

A , We are required by the latest PUC to formally

 inspect,the bridge twlce a year; It'was inspe¢ted in
| April and December of last year and I intend to =—-—
intend te inspeet it within the next, oh, six weeks.
I think the greatest deterioration occurs in the winter
months and the condition will remain static in the
‘VSpring,‘summer snd fall. | |
50, I am anxious to thcroughly inspect the
bridge thls spring. It requires special equipment.
| Penn Dot owns two pleces of this special equipment and
both are tied up in the Pittsburgh Area;rightfnow. But
I have made inQuiries about naving that equipment
|ltransferred to my area in the near future.

SHORTHAND SERVICE <~  COURT ' REPORTERS
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 Q Has there been significant deterioration in

PETERSON - Direct ' 77

The bridge was last inspécted in December
| and it was formally reported to the Commission that
it was safe at that time and there has been some

- cursory inspection since then.

| any portion of the bridge since it was determined that
it should be a reconstruction project?

A  There was increased deterioration, yes.

I| Significant -- it has not been significant because it |
has not changed the safe condition to an unsafe

- condition.

There was -~ the deterioration thaﬁ develope
between '72 and '74 was very significant. In my
‘Judgement it precluded the option of rehabilitating
 the bridge and required the reconstruction of ¢he

- bridge., |

Now, this deterioration 1s an en-going

| phenomena and the bridge is not in a sﬁatic condition.
4} In your opinion, is it safe for a 20 ton

- carrying load capacity?

A ' It 1s a concrete arch, a massive arch. The
‘aeadaload strength is a multispan arch. There is ten
Spans. In this type of structure, the dead-load force

SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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' and the dead-stresses are more than the live load and
of the posting would significantly preserve the life

| 6f the bridge, nor do I think it would have any value
| or signifiﬁaﬁce to the safe operation of the bridge.

|| done tkat would require the clesing of the sidewalks

| and then, eventually, closing the bridge. I think the

bridge will either operate as 1t is or it won't operat:

- Q ‘You say Yeventually¥. What kind of time

- frame sre you talking about?

 that the brildge be inspected formally and thoroughly

Il you said you would not want to close this bridge for

PETERSON - Direct 78

the live stresses. I do not think that the reducing

T would invision the future if nothing is

W

at all.

A I cannot give you that. I think it is wise

once every six nmonths or twice a year. It 1s more
than the live load and the live stress.
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Let's

rove on, Mg, Erelger.

SHORTHAND SERVICE -« COURT REPORTERS
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Ms. XREIGER: I have nothing further.
EXAMINATION

BY MR, MAZOR:

Q If memory serves me right, at the last hearing



PETERSON - g - | 79

 be used for a aeoour

A Yes,

Q : Can you tell us what date that might be at
this time?

A No. But I used it to‘get here today.

:Q | I know you used it But, you have béen on
- it, too? |
A It is & question of the connections to the
iacllity and my understandlng == -and 1t 4ig just based

on hearsay and not firsthand information, that ga Year

- or e¢ghteen months is a reasonable time frame.

Q ‘So it is PoOssible, iy you got the funding
and you could complete the design, by the time you
f&id that, it is possible you c¢ould start construction,
| the other mignt be ready?

kA’ ‘ I think it is likely that it would be ready
MR. MAZOR: Thank you,
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Mr.

Phipps?

EXAMINATION
BY MK. PHIBPS:

- SHORTHAND SERVICE .. COURT REPORTERS
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PETERSON - gppse. 80

Q@ Mp. Pgtersdn;'you‘say that the bridge is
| safe now? | kk
That is what I said, sir.

Safe in all particulars?

Yes, sir. |

Insofar as pedestrian travel, is it safe?

Yes, sir.

e 5 2 p =

Have not the sidewalks or pavement

¥

deneribrated where they are crumbled and, in faet, non
7exis~ent in some areas?
A Yes, sir =- no, no. I do not agree with you

that they are non-existent,

[ Q They are rough and erumbled?
U ~ Yes.
Q) Does the Department plan to do any restorastion

|| or repairs of those sidewalks or curbs?

A Ko. |

Q | ~ If -~ I believe in one of the meetings it
| was filed by Penn Dot -~ they said that they anticipaté
il 4n doing some repalrs.

& Well, probably when you wefe writing to
;aetermine non-existence. In our December report tok
- the Commlssion we LndlcaUeu vhat a hole was about to

© SHORTHAND SERVICE -~ COURT REPORTERS
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PETERSON - (Cross 81

cpen or appeared likely to open in the vicinity of
 the ramp on the Conshohocken side, on the upstreanm
side. And that particular area of the deterioration
iand damage has been repaired. But, as long as the
sidewalk will support pedestrians, it will stay open
:and in my judgment when 1t will no longer support
 pedestrians or is likely to fail, I will récoﬁmend

| that it be closed.

Q | Do you agree with this statement in the
 answer‘that was fijled: Furﬁhermore, that the most
recent inspection revealed the sidewalk on one side

of the bridge was badly in need of repair?

’,A , I believe we are valking about the same thinj

- and that repair was done.

Q And -~ Penn Dot intends to repair the side-

- walk of the structure -- and intends to repair other
- parts of the structure when such repairs become
'neéessary? |

A Ve are taiking about the same'thing. That
| repair was done and the sidewalk deteriorstes to the
extent that 2 hole will open up‘and I will try to

Il repair it.

k~Q - And under order by the Public Utilisty

SHORTHAND SERVICE -. COURT REPORTERS
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PETERSON - Cross:. ‘ g2

CommiSSion to do that or Penn Dotkis under authority
by the Publie Utility Commission to do that, a hole
shows light through the bridge.

A | No. But somethingfclose to that.k Penn Dot
 ’13 not in a position to make the sidewalk surface
S5mooth. Ané 1 do nov think making the sidéwalk surfacle
smoobh would presarve %hé l1ife of the sidewalk, would
| pfavide‘any structural benefit to the sidéwalk and
‘probably the extra dead load assoclated with material
- to make the sidewalk smooth would in of themselves

- be detrimentsl to the structural conditioﬁ of the

\ sidewalk. |

4] You feel that 1t would not provide a safety

| factor to the pedestrian traffiec that is on the bridge

3

A IT the sidewalk is smooth it is less likely
that someone,wili trip ovér it or fall or stumble than
'if it is reugh. 1 am not arguing that point with you,
Mr. Phipps. I am just saying that i am not in a
posifion -~ tgét Penn Dot is not in a position to

: incur.. An expense would be involved‘in making the
i sidenalk smaath‘and in my judgment 1t is not structural

 possible or feasible.

Py

& Tou are saying you are not in the position o]

SHORTHAND SERVICE «- COURT REPORTERS
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- of the bridge; is that what you are saylng?

A The dead load of the cantilever  that.
- Q Do you havgkrailings along the sidewalks?
A The new bridge will have high concrete

similar to thet would be incerporated into the bridge

hridge? oo you feel that they present a safety
ge? ,

zome of the lcewl gevernments snd T anm reglly not sure

PETERSON - Direct 83

you are saying there are no funds available for

repairs?

3

A There are no funding available for repair,
That has no valiue and in énd of itself might be
&et?imehtal.

Q ; Xou’ﬁhink that “he repair would be

detrimental because it would inerease the dead load

of medern deslign and modern concepts. You are familiar

with the so-called Jersey Barrier of concrete strips

you see on the highwaye. VWell, a detailed ~= somethin

hazard or sofety factor?
& Yr. Phipps, I think the lights are involved,

ere in order and agreements between the FPenn Dot and

. SHORTHAND SERVIGE .- COURT KEPORTERS
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- Q What about the condition of the lights on thé

parapets between the motoring public and the pedestrians

A\

/Jéw




« the‘railings Wers

| shouid pe

&

€F

L

- Pe&pairs op

If the bridge was 1i¢, it

- would pe safer than}f% is uniig,

- done tight now

*

| q And the railings»
A The rallings alongside the bridge are
Supporseg

by a tantilevep Sidewaiy.
dead loads,
Il the sidew

aik bracket Which 4in turn frames into the

.m&in.arehes, and I think =

will be the

in%aet, reasonably intact,

I do Ot intend . I do nos think apn

ything\can Or
done 4y e railings ag this tine.
Q Can yoy telx us right NOW, what in the next

What we can expect to pe done gag far gs

maintenancs to the bridge,

thres montas,

ir anything?
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ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: That

is my next question. I am asking: Are all

parties going to flle briefs or just the
Commission?
MR. KANE: I am not géing tokfile.
MR. ZAHN: Just for clarificatién,
are you going to act on Penn Dot's petition
for modification of the order that was flled
in this matter?
| ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: I will
act upon everything that is in the file Whié
will include Penn Dot's petition, either
accepting or rejecting that petition; and
T willl propose an appropriate order.

it i e

(Hearing was adjourned at 12:15

P.M.)
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I HEREBY iﬁﬁTIF‘f thaet the
‘~?fm¢@adim§s awd svidence hevein are comtained £ully
and acourately in the potes ysken by ms at the hearing
i the above cawse before the Public ULility Coumnission
af 3he Commenvealth of Penmsyleanda, and that this

2

sopy As o true and foryset transeript of the sang.

;iigiwnxpk.JQ.;é%yuir

Deborah A. Byed
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NP




o g T

Nu, 12

..
-

A SUPPLEMENT !
SB 59

To the act-of Octoher 11, 1972 (No. 217), entitled “An act providing
for the capital hudget Tor the fiseal yewr 1972-1973,” itemizing high-
way projects to be aequired or constructed by the Department of
Transportation, together with their estimated fnancial costs, and the
amount to he financed by debt. / :

The General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania herehy
enacts as follows: :

- Section 1. Short Title—This supplement shall be known aud ny
be eited as the “Capital Budget Act for Fiscal Year 1972-1973, igh-
way rojeet Nemtization Supplement.” , : - ,
Section 2. Itemization and Authorization of Projects—Additional
capital projects in the category of highway projects to be acquired or
constructed by the Department of Transportation, its successors or
assigns, and to be fnanced in part by the incurring of debt, are hereby
itemized, together with their respective estimated financial costs to be
financed by debt as follows:

- DOCKETED

COMPLAINT DOCKET

TG

AIAIZO3H
APRG 1977
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RBse
Consteaction

Project Custs

Rehabilitation of
the Bridge over the

~Schuylkill River.

(8)

(9)

Length 0.1 Mile. :
Map No. 620, 400,000
'L.R. 46140: Matson

Tord Bridge over
“the Schuylkill

River in Con-

shohocken Boro: -
Bridge Rehabili-

tation: ..

Length 0.1 Mile

Map No. 621. 300,000

L.R. 46102 (A02):
Joshua R, White-
narsh Twp. PU.C-
C18719: Replacement
of the Structure

over the Penn-

~ Central Railvoad:

(10)

kS

Length 0.2 Mile.
Map No. 638. 850,000
L.R. 769, T.R. 1-76:
Schuylkill Expy.:

from Belmont Ave.

to City Line Ave,,
Including the

Pencoyd Viaduet:
Widening to 6 Lanes:
Length 1.5 Miles.

Map No. 695. 2,100,000

L.R.s 151 (20)
&197 (B), TR
611: Ogontz
URA: Old York
Road from

Advouni! o Be Fhuaeed Dy Debt

Tamd Desipn
Costs Cosls . ‘Totat
64,000 464,000
48,000 348,000
56,000 406,000
714,000 2,’889,000

75,000

*
v
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0 0

*

Amownt to be Financed by Debt
Base )
Consteuction Land Design: ,
Project ~ Costs Costs Costs Total
P
to Whiteford Rd.: . , .o
4 Lane Divided : ’
" Relocation:

“Length 1.8 Miles,

Map No. 264, ‘ 1,210,000 1,210,000

‘Section 8. Allocation of Funds—Only when the State Transporta-
. tion Commission has deleted a project or when, as determined by the
Department of Transportation, after the prior approval of the State
‘Transportation Commission, the full estimated financial costs of any
of the highway projects itemized in section 2 hereof is not nlecessary
for the proper design, acquisition or construction of such project, the
funds no longer required may be allocated by the Department of
Transportation, after the prior approval of the State Transportation
Commission, to increase the estimated financial cost of any one or
more of the highway projects specifically itemized in a capital budget.

- Section 4.  Progress Reports.—The Secretary of Transportation shall
submit a progress report on all projects in a capital budget act to be
constructed with borrowed funds on January 1, April 1, July 1 and
October 1 of each year to the Chairmen of the Appropriations Com-
mittees of the Senate and the House of Representatives, and to the
Chairman of the Senate Highways Committee and the Chairman of
the House of Representatives Transportation. Committee, The report
shall indicate the latest estimated financial costs, the date of approval
by the State Transportation Commission of any changes in these costs,
the sources of funds to be used to pay the estimated financial costs and
the reallocations of funds made pursuant to section 3 of this supple-
ment, The report-also shall indicate those projects contracted for
during the preceding period for which Federal funds were or will be
obtained, indicate the amount of the contracts and the amount of
Federal funds for each, and also those projects for which Federal funds
. could have been obtained under existing law. If the said Federal
- moneys were not obtained for any project eligible for such funds, the
secretary shall explain why the department did not avail itself of said
moneys. 4 , ,

Section 5, = Effective Date.—This act shall take effect immediately.




Avenovien—The 6th day of july, A4, 1973, ) , %
| \ MILTON | SHAPP
The foregoing is a true and correet copy of Act of the General Assembly
No. 42. o ‘
C. s T2k
: Secréiary of the C‘onunotwﬁalth. ;
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‘ HIGHWAY PROJECT ESTIMATE 1976 = 1977 . Q\ r*r PAGE 24
llﬂ'llll'.lll,l'illlll«ll;l‘i-‘l'lli',Il'llllbl1l'!.l‘l‘ll.,-Illl!,ll;l.,lIll,lCl,l,lIlIl],llllvﬂl.ilIllla-I,l'lﬂ"m-l.i.i"iua.‘lalll‘.ﬂii"lll".ll"l['llml
: . R . BASE - DESYIGN TOTAL
PROJECT TITLE, ELEMENT, ELEMENT CODE. LOCATION &ND DESCRIPTION PROJECT LAND ADMIN, PROJECT
. - - £osT cosT gMisc,  cosT
’.I.llll‘-l'll|,”-|ﬂ‘ll'i.-'\'l"’ﬂl“in-l.,'l,ll-:',',‘ll,“.“"ﬂ'l‘ll»‘I’il“l.l"]sll,.,ll'li-ll"“lﬂl,l'l‘311'-‘3',“"11!.',|Ull|;'ll,lill'|«'|
1 2y | . : (3) (4) (5) (6)
l;lllllllIBI,IIII\II.Il«l-.-!lll.llﬁll.llllllli‘ll!l!lII.llﬁ.lla.'l!lll“!llillllll‘(l‘llll-.-i.-]‘l.!,il!l!lill‘ll'lll,.ﬁlI,Il.llﬂﬂil,lllll-n,l,ll'll,lHllll
HONTGOMERY COUNTY, L.R,1041,T,R U272 POTTSTOWN BYPASS T,R,H22 mxvxmmmz»<“ : BOND T4 - 12 86
RECONSTRUCT GUARD RAY rm AND :mﬂHuz TREATMENTY LENGTH 4,7 1Hrmm. FED, 172 o 28 200
. , . « .
VONTGSMERY COUNTY, L. P.1086(24), TR, UP2: T,R,422 RELOCATED PAKHLING RD 70 , BOND 16,430 - 986 17,838

EGY®T: 4 LANE DIVIDED RELOCATIONY LENGTH 2,5 MILES,

UONTGOMERY COUNTY, L,R,1086(b)t SCHUYLKILL EXP EXTENSION LINFIELD RD . BOND 2,107 e 126 2
INTERC=ANGE TO POTTSTOWN BY PASS EAST OF POTTSTOWN: 4 LANE DIVIDED RELOCATION: FED, 4,916 - 295
% LENGT= 1,0 MILES, - |

_—

UONTEOUERY COUNTY, L,R.U600U(008): NAVISVILLE RD PENNYPACK ROAD TO BUCKS -~ BOND 101 e 6 107
COUNTY LINE EAST OF HATBORO: RECONSTRUCT ROAD AND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT: LENGTH FED. 237 - 10 251
2,1 MILES : :

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, L.R,86102(105),461701 INTERSECTION OF CEDAR GROVF RD &ND BOND 89 35 14 138

JOSHUA ROAD VICINITY OF CONSHOHOCKENT REALJIGNMENT: LENGTH 0,§ MILES,

MONTGAYERY COUNTY, L.R.46103(008)1 RARREN UILL RD INTERSECTION AT HARTS LANE ~ BOND 156 2 2s 183
1 EAST ©°F CONSHOKOCKEN: DAYLIGHT INTERSECTION VERTICAL ALIGNMENT: LENGTH 0,1 .
i vI1LES, ; - ; ,

: = » | no%mw% | .~ | N
MOATGOMERY COUNTY, LeP 46139(41),461455 HENDERSON AND LHURCH RDS #ﬁmm%p RAD BOND ——a 568 - 568
CRESBINGS VICINITY NF waﬂomrpzam nczmannq GRADE mmv»m»quoz puct € “mmmm~ , FEDs mm— 14325 : - 1,325
LEAGT= 4,4 MILES, _ : :

i PR et R e 3 s 13 i |
: Y E e R i - . : .
HONTGOVER nmczqqaﬂm P, bwnnombvfsﬁnwwmm OVER mnxc<rxuﬁr RIVER*PORD STRFET BOND 1,547 - 91 1,608

«EST hsrn vn&bﬁﬁz ROWy mn~u¢%§®wa»hm&mzq PUC € 197071 LENGTH 0,1 MILES, ‘ FED, 3,539 - : mnm@ . 3,751
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SuBIBCT:

TPROA:

~ now that the Twelve Year Program for transportation improvements is near
final adoption, the time has come when vwe must address ourselves to this

, - v S Const. Unprogrammed
g ; ; Cost Balance
County Name Location ($1,000) ($1,000)
 Venango T.R. 8 | I-80 to Wesley  $11,282 $177,718
Csnyder/ - Sunbury Bridge South of Sunbury 12,000 165,718
Novthueberlond B e
lisgheny Smithfield St. City of Pittsburgh 12,000 153,718

‘exerted on me from all areas of the Commonwealth regarding the pro-

AL KL OE R 0 LS AT
State Trangportation Comission
sy Harrisbury, Penngylvania 17120
| fome e Septenber 13, 1976
oD ,

® %

Discretionary Funds

Primary and Economic Growth OO -?-ED :

Members of the State Transportation Carmission APR g 197 i
Williem H. Sherlock, P.E., Chairman 4 { - : e, {
State Transportation Commission \/J\'k - D %4;;‘

Az you are all undoubtedly aware, considerable pressure has been
gramming of projects using the Discretionary Primary and Economic Grewth
Funds set aside by the Comission at our meeting of August 11, 1976.
While I have resisted most efforts for commitmwent of these funds, T feel .

issue. The Discretionary Funds (primary and economic growth center) that
you set aside according to our fiscal plan total $189 Million.

I, therefcre, recommend to you that we program samne of these funds
for the following three projects:

Bridge Rehabilitation

; In addition, T ask each of you, as an individual Commission Menber,
to recomrend additional projects to me by September 29, 1976 for the pro-
graming of the remaining Discretionary Funds so that we may compile a
list £ g ; dsideration and tentative approval on October 6 and Final

adogt; ;E’J 4 &iﬁ&ﬁfjvenﬂoer 3rd meeting. The attached listing includes many
major proTeb¥y WHeh T hope that you will consider. It should be noted that
vhile the projects are possibly eligible for Federal Aid, submission and ap-
roval is needed, before we can proceed regardless of State action. _
. | PA, Pk AT COPSASSION
crabiil AU HE Dot s L0 Fllr g
. | 2@’{ th. 2

g A2t
gt ¢
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g

 County ) L. R.
Lawrence . 1023 (19)

 Lawrence ©1023{11)

. Mewcer - 320{B00)

Venango 1107 {38)
Warren 1094(Ca3)
Warren 1094 {D03)
Centre momoApv
Mifflin xa 1110(B0O1)
mn%mWH\ o2 1083
Northumperland
Tioga 1036 (520}
Luzerne 1052411
Luzerns "1532¢3)
Berks .whm«mwuv
Berks Lo aghsmn
Berks 103585 {CLY)
Berks 1975 (a00)
- sehuylkill 1103 (c01)
1103 (0103

Sehuylkill

»

Project Name

mmm<mﬁ Valley ExXpy
wmm<mﬂ_<wyww< Expy
T.R. 18 )

T.R.
Warren E-W Arterial
Warren E-W Arterial
State College Bypass

-

T,R. 322 Relocation

Sunbury Bridge

Lawrenceville Bypass
Cross Valley Expy
Cross qmwwm% Expy
Lancaster Pike

Outer Circumferential
West Shore Bypass
Warren 5t Exgt

’

209

T.R.

T.R. 209

]
MISSING LINK FROJECTS i . Pzrs L.z 2
| Construction ’
Const Eligible For Racormended
Type of Improvement Miles hOMn Federal Funding Priority _ Prozram R&marks
4 Ln Div Relog 4.7 9,245
4 In c%< Reloc 4.6 Hwywmw .
Reconst to 4 Lins 4.9 12,360 Py
4 Ln Div Reloc 2.9 pH.mmm; .
4 Ln Div Reloc 1.8 7,325
4 In Div Reloc 2.0 10,655 :
4 Ln Div Reloc 2.0 18,283 - , H .
4 Ln Div Reloc 4,0 12,167 .
2 In Bridge 1.2 17,200
2 La Reloc/4 In R/W mwmao ; .
4 Ln ﬁw< Relog 2.1 17,000
4 Ln Div Relog 2.4 16,000
Reconst to 4 Lns 4.0 mﬁnqu
4 Ln D17 Relos 4.3 15,023
4 Ln Div wmwon 2.2 a« 20,892
4 tn Div Rolot 2.3 12,398 )
Reconst to 4 Lns . 2.2 m;cmw, . .
Reconst : 4 Lns | 4.2 9,764




. - . , ) ' ;
P o MISSING LINK PROJECTS ~ B Pazs 257 3
R . . Construction ,
A . ‘ Const Eligible Fror Recomnmendad : ;
s&£ County , L.R. . © Project Name Tyoe of Improvement — Miles Cost Federal Funding Prioritvy  Program = Remivas 3
5 Buzks 3 281pax (2) . Lincoln Highway 4 Ln Div Reloc. 2.8 13,000 |
3 meWm 1038(=} W.m. 202 4 Ln Div Reloc ; 4.6 14,518
A Bucks 1036(F) T.R. 202 ) | 4 Ln Div Reloc 5.0 .Hm«mqm . )
m* Chester 1004 (253} mxwom Bypass' 4 Ln Div Reloc ) 2.3 7,576 | ,
5 Chester 1004 (B04) Exton Bypass 4 Ln Div Reloc 2.8 8,397 ; .
& Montgomexy 1046(2a) “TJR. 422 Reloc 4 Ln Div Reloc 2.5 16,430
6 Montgomery 1046¢3) T.R. 422 Reloc 4 Ln Div Reloc w 4.4 15,333 H
6  Montgomery . ' 1046(5) Schuylkill Expy Ext 4 In Div Reloc 1.9 8,678 H . :
B mwwwwmmwmwwmw 1229(A0%) Woodhaven Road Ext 4 Ln Div Reloc 1.3 13,085 |
1029 {a05; Woodhaven Road 4 Ln Div Reloc 0.7 7,045
1067 ' pR.11 & I-81 Connector 2 In Reloc/4 Ln R/W 2.8 12,000 "t
~ U A1234(3) T.R. 23 | 4 Ln Reloz . . 8.0 S,coo s
3 lancaster 1124(2) . T.R. 23 2 Ln Reloc/4 Ln R/W a3 7,026
J . Armstrong s wowuﬁwwmv Allegheny Valley Expy 4 Ln Div Reloc ‘3.9 H».wmm
a ) wwamfrnonm g S AR3AL4AE) vwwmmsmswémwpmw Expy 4 Ln Div Reloc ‘ B - 11,900
o Indiana | 1112 (3051 Indiana E-H Bypass 4 Ln Div Reloc 3.4 7 12,200
o Indiana 111203080 Indiana E~ Bypass 4 In Div Reloc 2.7 10,150 :




X i
Yot o
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st Countv

prumbnossaiadt o4

1 Allegheny

* L]

1 wwpmmwwuw

g B 1 Y Y L e SR WA e

Allagheny 1027 (5D)
Allegheny 103732
1 Allegheny 1039 (4
1 Allegheny . 1039(48)
1 Allegheny 02236.(2D)
1 Beaver 1023(8)
1 Beaver 1023 1(9)
Fayette 1052 (4)
Ewmwwumnob 10714(317)
.2 - Hashington , mewﬁmomu
J2 Washipgton ;7 ; 11254{330)
. Westmoreland H&QMMWmOV
1099(1}

Yastmoraland

-

Proiject Name

Beaver Valley Expy

Allegheny Valley Expy

Allegheny Valley EXpy
A}
Allegheny Valley Expy

Ohioc River Blvd Bxt

Ohio River Blvd Ext
Brady mnnmma Bridge
Beaver Valley Expy
Beaver Valley ExXpy
Uniontown Bypass
T.R. I~-70

Mon ¢mHHmm Expy

Mon Valiey Expy
T.R. I-70

Soukh,.Approach to
Donora Monessen BE

t
MISSING LINK PROJECTS BPazs 3
: oosmnﬁnnﬁwou . o )
- Const Eligiblzs For Recommended
Tvge of Improvement Miles .nomn mmamhww Funding Priority  Program REmasis
4 Ln Div Raloc 3.4 23,596
4 In Div Reloc 0.2 9,805
(Charinel) N ,
4 Ln Div Raloc 2.8 34,000 .
4 Ln Div Reloc .m.p 7,632
6 Ln Div Reloc 0.8 12,360 .
Bridge Substructure . .
6 Ln Div Reloc 0.8 mOMNNm H
Bridge Superstructure
Intersection Connector 0.1 a77 ‘
4 Ln Div Reloc 2.0 19,080 . ‘ '
4 Ln Div Reloc 4.6 12,360
2:Ln Reloc/4 In R/W w.h 7,000
Reconst to m Ins 4.6 13,214 -
4 Ln Div Reloc 1.3 18,100 .
4 na Div Reloc 1.6 7,500
Reconst to 6 Lins 1.3 11,489
3 Ln Reloc/5 Ln B/H 1.7 10,52 :

>

0




Comnissioner

Beren

Henry

Jones

Nn

County

.Konﬁmosmaw

Luzérne

Northumberland
Responses from

Bedford

Blair

Cambria
Centre

‘Huntingdon

Discretionary Funds .

Projects Recommended By Co

Project

v

mmission Members

Const. Cost (5000)

Matson Ford Bridge, Conshohocken
Philmont Avenue, Widening

T.R. 422, Relocation, 1046(6) .
Ogontz Urban Renewal

Cross Valley Expressway, Sec. 1

Cross Valley Expressway, Sec. 3

Sunbury Bridge
Counties at Commissioner Jones' Wm@:mmn

Appalachia thruway Md. to Bedford
T.R. 56 Cessna to Pleasantville

Kettle Street, Altoona

lst Street Bridsge

Hamilton Park Access Road
Chestnut Avenue Extension

T.R. B6b6, Bedford Co. to T.R. 22
10th Avenue Exfension

- ToR. 219 North of T.R. 22

State College By-Pass

T.R. 522 Orbisonia to Shirleysburg
T.R. 522 Shirleysburg to-Allenport

- T.R. 944 Raystown Access Road
© T.R, 305 Juniata River Crosging

Sonerget

T.R. 26 Penn Central Underpass

T.R. 219 Md. Line to Somerset - -

%

5,056
2,298
8,678
2,808

17,000
16,000

17,200

© 27,001
22,743

805
2,702

899
6,399
9,855
6,085

72,131
18,283

7,253.

N ¥ OM% .
15204
3,321

35,251

Remarks

HﬁanQmm on Progranm.
1046(2A) and 1046(3) included on Progres

“

Included on Program.
Included on Program.

Also recommended by Gov. Shapp and Sec. Sharlock

“

On Appalachia System

Not State Highway

Not State Highway

Not State Highway

Not on Primary System
Not on Primary System
Not on Primary System

*
»

Project on mvmnumHﬂmmmmnmp Progran

-
-

mxnwcmmm gwmummmwm mwrmmmm ~ On Appalachia
mwmnma

¥

b




- Commissioner

.

Pease -
Bonetto

Reslink

Shrager

| Sherlock

sy

County

I T L A e Wk R TR S AN A R A R

Diseretionary Funds

{Continued)

Project Const. Cost ($000)

Allegheny -

owmzmomm

>

Exie
Philadelphia
Venango

Sayder -
Northumber.

Allegheny

‘Allegheny Valley Expressway

Ohio River Blwvd.
Brady Street Bridge Connector

T.R. 18, T.R. 322 to T-487

T.R. 198 Saegertown to T.R.. 86

T.R. 198 Blooming Valley to T.R. 77
T.R. 89 North of Titusville
Meadville East West By-Pass

Water Street Relocation

Woodhaven Road

T.R. '8 Relocation

~Sunbury Bridge

Smithfield Street Bridge Rehabilitation

.

43,805
32,858
200
1,403
1,191
382
1,435
7,456
14,375
13,085

11,282

17,200

12,000

$ 301,053

NmamnWm

Included on Program.

Not
Not
Not

Not

K

on Primary System, Secondary
on Primary System, Secondary
on Primary System, Secondary
on Primary System, Secondary

TOTAL Eligible Projects not includad o

Program or Appalachia

s

[

i e s




