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21st CENTURY COMMUNITIES: LOCAL LEAD-
ERS ON THE INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS FAC-
ING AMERICA’S STATES, CITIES, AND 
TOWNS 

TUESDAY, JUNE 15, 2021 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC. 
The Committee met at 10 a.m., remotely via Webex, Hon. 

Sherrod Brown, Chairman of the Committee, presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN SHERROD BROWN 

Chairman BROWN. The Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs will come to order. This hearing is in a virtual 
format. A few reminders as you begin. Once you start speaking 
there will be a slight delay before you are on the screen. To mini-
mize background noise, please click the Mute button until it is your 
turn to speak or ask questions. 

You should also have one box on your screens labeled ‘‘Clock’’ 
that will show time remaining. For witnesses, you will have 5 min-
utes for opening statements. For Senators, the 5-minute clock still 
applies for your questions. At 30 second remaining you will hear 
a bell right to remind you your time is almost expired, ringing 
again when your time has expired. 

If there is a technology issue, we will move to the next witness 
or Senator until it is resolved. 

To simplify the speaking order process, Senator Toomey and I 
have agreed to go by seniority for this hearing. As most of my Sen-
ate colleagues on this Committee know, Thursday will be our first 
in-person hearing in more than a year, the first I have had the 
privilege to chair. I know that all of us, especially since the average 
age of a Senator is higher than the average age of the typical 
American citizen, we know we have all learned a lot about tech-
nology, some of us slower learners than others over the last 15 
months. 

Today we are joined by local leaders who represent a cross-sec-
tion of this country. Whether it is an all-industrial city or a college 
town, whether it is Indian country or Appalachia, local leaders un-
derstand how proud people are of their hometowns. They want 
their town to be successful. They want their communities to grow 
and attract jobs. They do not want families to be told to pick up 
and leave to find opportunity. They do not want to lose workers 
forced out by rising housing costs. 



2 

Mayors also know the many opportunities we can unleash if we 
make the once-in-a-generation investment to rebuild our country’s 
infrastructure. They know what their communities need. They 
know the transit project that would revitalize a neglected neighbor-
hood and bring new residents and customers to Main Street. They 
know where there are shovel-ready projects that would build new 
houses that workers can actually afford. They know where lead 
pipes and lead paint still poison kinds in America in the year 2021. 
They know the building trades workers that are ready to get to 
work replacing those water lines, retrofitting those homes. 

Mayors understand how all these pieces fit together. Jobs and in-
frastructure are inseparable. You cannot create the former without 
the latter. We know when a business decides where to build a new 
plant or office they look at the infrastructure. They want to know 
if there is broadband, if there are homes that workers can afford, 
if there is a bus or a train that runs nearby. 

When a young family decides to relocate for a new job they think 
about how they will get to work, how long will the commute be, 
whether the whole paycheck will get eaten up by rent or the mort-
gage. These issues intersect, and while they may look different in 
Bozeman and Akron and Tempe or Lancaster, we know they are 
national problems. Mayors and City Councils and County Commis-
sioners can do a lot of good but they cannot do it all on their own. 

When we electrified the country in the beginning, but not ending 
in the 1930s—and in Senator Tester’s book I read that in the ’40s 
they were still electrifying parts of Montana—from the Plains to 
Appalachia to the Deep South, as we electrified, we didn’t ask each 
individual mayor to come up with their own grid or build his own 
dam. 

When we built the interstate highway system we did not expect 
every county in central Pennsylvania or southeast Ohio to foot the 
bill for a stretch of road. We became the world’s largest economy, 
with the strongest middle class, because we came together to invest 
in great national projects that joined us all together as one country. 
We did not force workers and their families to foot the bill. 

The corporations that rely on our public goods to make their vast 
growing profits should contribute to that upkeep. Stock buybacks 
climb, corporate profits soar, yet America’s States and cities, from 
Akron to Bozeman to Tempe, America’s States and cities and towns 
scrape by each year, making hard choices about their budgets. 
They do not want to short-change public safety so they wait an-
other year to replace aging buses. They do not want to cut teacher 
salaries and lose talent, so there is no money to turn dilapidated 
properties into affordable homes in my Slavic village neighborhood 
in Cleveland. 

Over and over I hear the same thing from leaders in places large 
and small, rural and urban. To attract good jobs we need more re-
sources. We need homes that workers can afford and ways for them 
to get to work. 

Today we will hear from my long-time friend, Mayor Dan 
Horrigan, from Akron, a proud Midwestern city that has endured 
decades of a national tax and trade policies, a policy that encour-
aged its businesses to shut down production in Akron in the Good-
year neighborhood, in Firestone Park in Akron, and move good-pay-
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ing union jobs abroad, where companies can pay lower wages to ex-
ploit workers. That outsourcing does not just affect individual 
workers and their families in Akron, as Mayor Horrigan will tell 
you. It erodes the tax base, making it that much harder for cities 
like Akron to build the infrastructure that would draw new invest-
ment. 

We will hear from Tempe, Arizona, mayor, Corey Woods, whose 
work in a fast-growing city, working to tackle their affordable hous-
ing shortage, showing the country how new transit innovation is 
not just for New York and Philadelphia and Washington. It is not 
just for big coastal cities. That investment has the potential to spur 
growth in sunbelt cities and across the country. 

And we will hear from Mayor Cyndy Andrus of Bozeman. She 
will tell you that high housing prices are not just a problem in 
wealthy neighborhoods in big cities. Her fast-growing city’s housing 
shortage, as young people move there, as the university thrives, 
and as people from the coast are relocating there, that it is driving 
up home prices and leaving families without options. 

All these mayors and the local leaders I talk to in Ohio, from 
Mansfield to Lima to Cleveland to Cincinnati will tell you they 
have tried to make it on their own, because they have to, not be-
cause they want to, not because they do not need investment. They 
want to be part of a broad national project. They want to build 
thriving, equitable, resilient communities. It is time for all of our 
communities and the workers and their families that call them 
home to share in our country’s prosperity. In part, it begins with 
us doing our job in Washington, in extending that helping hand to 
these great cities across our country. 

Senator Toomey. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATRICK J. TOOMEY 

Senator TOOMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to 
our witnesses, especially my fellow Pennsylvanian, Josh Parsons 
from Lancaster County. 

At our last hearing about infrastructure, about a month ago, I 
noted that a group of my Republican colleagues and I had had a 
constructive discussion with President Biden about a potential bi-
partisan infrastructure package. I also noted three features of an 
infrastructure package that I think would have very broad bipar-
tisan support. 

First, it should responsibly support real physical infrastructure, 
that is, the platforms and systems that we share and we use to 
move people, goods, and services throughout the economy. That 
means things like roads and bridges and ports and airports. 

Second, a package cannot undo the 2017 tax reform that helped 
create the best economy of my lifetime. Remember, before COVID, 
we were experiencing an extraordinary economic boom. We had the 
lowest unemployment rate in 50 years. We had more job openings 
than people looking for jobs. We had a record-low poverty rate, and 
wage growth across the board, with wages growing fastest for the 
lowest-income earners. That is exactly the economy we should all 
be wanting to get back to. 

And third, we should not pay for infrastructure by borrowing or 
printing billions of additional dollars. Now the good news in this 
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is we have hundreds of billions of unspent COVID funds that Con-
gress can repurpose. According to the Congressional Budget Office, 
over $700 billion of the Democrats’ March spending bill will not be 
spent until after 2021. 

Now, unfortunately, the Biden administration would not agree to 
these sensible features, and they walked away from negotiating 
with some of us, but I understand that there are bipartisan discus-
sions underway, and my hope is that an agreement can be reached 
that is consistent with these principles. 

But the scope and size of the Administration’s [inaudible] at this 
point is simply untenable. I mean, take the scope of the plan. The 
Administration wants to redefine what infrastructure means in 
order to spend taxpayer dollars on their Green New Deal agenda 
and other liberal policies. 

Consider some specific examples. The Administration proposed 
almost a quarter of a trillion dollars for housing. Now set aside 
whether it is the responsibility of taxpayers to buy and build every-
one a home. Housing is not infrastructure. Housing is housing. The 
Administration also proposed $100 billion in consumer rebates to 
purchase electric vehicles, and $10 billion for the Civilian Climate 
Corps. This is not infrastructure. 

In addition to that, the $2.2 trillion size of the Biden administra-
tion plan is wildly excessive. Even the plan spending on the real 
physical infrastructure portion does not comport with economic re-
ality, given how much money Congress has spent over the past 
year already. 

Take transit spending, for example. The Administration wants 
$85 billion of additional money over the next 5 years, above and 
beyond what we would ordinarily spend over the next 5 years. 
Well, this does not take into account the tens of billions of dollars 
the Federal Government already provided for transit recently. This 
past March, our Democratic colleagues passed a bill spending $30 
billion on transit. They did that after Congress provide more than 
$40 billion for transit in response to COVID in 2020. 

CBO estimates that of this $70 billion, $22 billion, almost a third 
of COVID transit dollars, will not be spent until after 2021. Oh, 
and the $70 billion? That was on top of the $13 billion we annually 
spend. So if you did not have your calculator out, that is a total 
of $83 billion that Congress spent on transit over the course of 1 
year. Amazingly enough, that number exceed both the annual oper-
ating and capital costs of every single transit agency in the U.S., 
combined, and now they want $85 billion more over the next 5 
years, on top of what we ordinarily spend. 

The Administration seems to have lost sight of the fact that the 
Federal role in infrastructure spending has historically been lim-
ited. State and local governments are primarily responsible for 
funding infrastructure projects, for the obvious reason that most in-
frastructure projects are generally local or regional in nature. For 
example, a bus or a light-rail station in San Francisco does not 
really do a lot for people in Pittsburgh. 

And States and local governments are currently awash with 
cash. In the aggregate, State and local tax collections set an all- 
time record in 2020. In addition to record revenues over the course 
of 12 months, Congress sent more than $850 billion to State and 
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local governments. So States are now trying to figure out ways to 
spend this huge windfall. California has a budget surplus of over 
$75 billion, and at this point they may just send out free money 
to Californians. My home State of Pennsylvania is sitting on a $3 
billion revenue surplus, plus $7 billion in unused Federal money. 

So still more wasteful spending by Congress is not what our 
economy needs. It has already contributed to the harmful inflation 
Americans are experiencing right now. Inflation is at 5 percent 
right now, the highest it has been in 13 years, and this should not 
come as a surprise. 

Earlier this year, President Clinton’s Treasury Secretary, Larry 
Summers, was warning us of the significant inflationary risks of 
the excessive spending, and that was before our Democratic col-
leagues passed the $1.9 trillion spending bill in March. But his 
warning was ignored, and now our Democratic colleague want to 
spend hundreds of billions, maybe over $1 trillion more. 

Congress still has an opportunity to enact a sensible, bipartisan 
infrastructure package, but that is only possible if we support real 
physical infrastructure, that we pay for with existing funds, with-
out raising taxes or borrowing tens or hundreds of billions more. 
We can meet our country’s infrastructure needs without jeopard-
izing our economic recovery and putting future generations of 
Americans further in debt. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BROWN. Thank you very much, Senator Toomey. 
I will introduce our first witness. Daniel Horrigan is the mayor 

of Akron. He previously served as the Summit County Clerk of 
Courts, as an Akron City Councilmember, as a teacher at St. Vin-
cent-St. Mary, LeBron James’ alma mater, I might add, and at 
Stow-Munroe Falls High School. Mayor Horrigan, thank you for 
being here today and representing a legacy from America’s heart-
land. 

I will turn to my colleague, Senator Tester, to introduce the wit-
ness from his State. 

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Chairman Brown, and I want to 
thank you both for your opening statements. I just want to say a 
couple of things before I get to Cyndy Andrus, the mayor of Boze-
man, Montana. 

Nobody likes wasteful spending, and I will tell you that if you 
really believe the pacing threat to this country is China then we 
better get serious about infrastructure. The bottom line is that if 
you do not have places for people to live, you do not have a manu-
facturing base, you do not have the ability for businesses to ex-
pand, you do not have the ability for people to recruit. Cyndy 
Andrus will probably tell you that in Bozeman, Montana, there is 
no such thing as a first-time home buyer, because, quite frankly, 
the cost of homes is so damn high. 

So I think we need to make an expenditure, a serious expendi-
ture, or let’s just turn the keys over to the Xi, OK? Just let him 
do it. The fact of the matter is we need to step up. We need to do 
something that is meaningful, and housing and transit is the right 
way to do it, and we need to have a debate. If the money is waste-
ful spending, count me in. We will pare it down. But the bottom 
line is the needs are huge across this country, because we have 
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been living on my grandparents’ and my parents’ investment in in-
frastructure, and I am not exactly young anymore. 

As far as Cyndy Andrus goes, it is a pleasure to have her in front 
of the Committee today. She is an incredible leader in the State of 
Montana. She has been on the City Council of Bozeman since 2010, 
and she has served as mayor of Bozeman for the last 2 or 3 years— 
nod your head, Cyndy, if that is right. The fact is that she has been 
a great leader for the Bozeman region, which is, by the way, one 
of the highest, fastest-growing areas in our State. 

She has worked in the tourism industry for over 25 years, and 
we all know how important tourism is, and the outdoor economy 
is, for our great State of Montana. And she also serves on the 
Board of Directors for the National League of Cities and Towns. 
She is also the past chair of Montana Tourism Advisory Council. 

As mayor, when I visited with her about her willingness to par-
ticipate in this hearing, she pointed out that housing is an incred-
ibly complex yet critical challenge in rapidly growing Bozeman, as 
it is, by the way, in other areas across this country. And so to ad-
dress this and other infrastructure challenges it is important that 
we hear from people like Cyndy Andrus, and other local officials, 
on the ground, about what is working what is not working. Both 
of those are critically important. 

I look forward to this hearing, and I want to thank you, Chair-
man Brown and Ranking Member Toomey, for having this hearing, 
and welcome, Cyndy Andrus. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Tester. 
Senator Sinema will introduce the mayor of Tempe. Senator 

Sinema? 
Senator SINEMA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for 

holding this hearing today. I am pleased to introduce my friend, 
the Honorable Corey Woods, who serves as the mayor of Tempe, 
Arizona. He is also the chief of staff at ASU Preparatory Academy. 

Mayor Woods served as a councilmember for the city of Tempe 
from 2008 to 2016. He earned his B.A. from the University of 
Michigan and his M.A. from Arizona State University’s Mary Lou 
Fulton College of Education. 

The city of Tempe has prioritized a multilevel approach to tran-
sit, helping make the city more livable and walkable, and improv-
ing the quality of life for Tempe residents. Like many cities in Ari-
zona and across the country, they face challenges, taking good, lo-
cally driven ideas, like the Tempe Streetcar, and bringing them to 
life. I am proud to have worked with the city to secure critical 
funding for the Streetcar, and the Federal Government needs to 
continue to be a reliable, capable partner that helps cities and 
towns across Arizona grow and thrive. 

I am so pleased to have an Arizona witness in today’s hearing, 
and I am committed to ensuring that the infrastructure needs of 
local Arizona communities are met now and into the future. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Mayor Woods. 
Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Sinema. I will introduce 

the next two witnesses. 
Commissioner Josh Parsons is the chairman of the Board of 

County Commissioners in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. He has 
served on the County Commission since 2015, previously serving as 
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the Clerk of Courts, a prosecutor in Lancaster County District At-
torney’s Office, and an infantry officer in the Army. 

Brian Riedl is a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, focus-
ing on budget, tax, and economic policy. He previously served as 
chief economist to one of our colleagues, to my colleague, Senator 
Rob Portman, as the lead research fellow on Federal budget and 
spending policy, from 2001 to 2011. 

Welcome, both Commissioner Parsons and Mr. Riedl. 
You are now recognized for 5 minutes, Mayor Horrigan, to begin. 

STATEMENT DANIEL HORRIGAN, MAYOR, AKRON, OHIO 

Mr. HORRIGAN. Good morning, Chairman Brown and Members of 
the Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee. I am honored 
to provide testimony to the Committee on the critical need for a 
comprehensive approach and the understanding of housing and 
transportation infrastructure, and how they are backbone for our 
communities. I would ask the Committee to submit my testimony 
in full for the record. 

And I am privileged to serve as the Mayor of Akron, Ohio, and 
represent roughly 200,000 people. We are the home of Goodyear, 
Bridgestone-Firestone, Go-Jo Industries—and I would venture a 
guess, if I looked around at all of your desks, I would see bottles 
of Purell. They are made right here in Akron and in Ohio, so thank 
you for the support—the University of Akron, and so many other 
essential industries. Our people are the resilient but burdened 
workers of the Industrial Heartland. We are a legacy city, and we 
are in critical need of infrastructure investment. 

And as a mayor, I deal with the daily reality of how the Federal 
Government impacts local citizens and the economic impact Con-
gress has on Americans. 

Over the past few decades, Akron has experienced economic 
downturns with major companies on the verge of leaving, a pan-
demic that shut down our local businesses, and critical housing 
issues, exacerbated by the Great Recession over a decade ago, that 
we are still addressing. Communities of color have been the hard-
est hit by these crises. And racial income and wealth disparities 
are vicious and persistent in the city of Akron, as they are across 
this country. 

Housing is a basic human need, and this is something I believe 
we can all agree on. In fact, by creating HUD, a cabinet-level posi-
tion, over 50 years ago, cemented this truism to all of us. But hous-
ing is also a unique and complex network of physical and financial 
structures, regulated and managed by Federal, State, and local in-
stitutions. Local municipalities have been faced with major prob-
lems such as foreclosures, an aging housing stock, out-of-town land-
lords, banks not lending, and insufficient Federal housing invest-
ments. Housing is critical infrastructure. 

All other infrastructure, whether it be water meters, roads, elec-
trical lines, broadband fiber, sewers, ultimately connect to houses. 
Many of the most frequently discussed housing topics covered by 
the national media are simply not issues in a city like Akron. Our 
challenge is not displacement of the poor, by the wealthy, or mid-
dle-class people being priced out of the market and having to make 
long commutes into the city. Our challenge is property values that 
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are often too low to allow capital stacks for new housing construc-
tion, or home improvement loans for residents of modest means. 

We need a Federal infrastructure framework that is geared to-
ward legacy cities like Akron, and we need programs that can help 
leverage private capital for real estate investment and development 
so that we can keep existing residents in their homes, attract new 
residents to our city, and create markets for retail and other small 
businesses that can serve and employ our residents. 

Finally, we cannot ask our citizens to return to work without 
first ensuring they have a stable and healthy place to return home. 
With regard to surface transportation and transit options for work-
ers, like housing, our challenges are not necessarily those that you 
read about in the national media. My constituents are not facing 
2-hour-long commutes and intolerable levels of traffic congestion. 
Our challenge, instead, is maintaining the legacy infrastructure 
that was built for a city that once had 30 percent more population 
than it does today, with a limited tax base that is supported by 
working-class residents. 

Our residents have put real skin in the game, demonstrating 
their willingness to invest in our infrastructure, by voting in favor 
of a recent local income tax increase for roadway improvements, 
but that does not come close to addressing all our needed transpor-
tation investments. It does not eliminate the need a Federal trans-
portation program that focuses on maintaining the roads that we 
already have, and providing more assistance for alternatives to 
driving, such as public transit, bike, and pedestrian improvements. 
It does not help electrify our bus fleet, or replace our crumbling 
transit maintenance facility, or expand the Bus Rapid Transit into 
neighborhoods cutoff from the regional economy. 

During this pandemic, the U.S. Congress have asked people to 
contribute to their local economy by continuing to work, keep pay-
ing their mortgages and taxes, and most did just that. Further, as 
we emerge from the pandemic, we want those who lost employment 
to come back to work. That requires stable housing and the means 
to get to and from that job. 

Finally, housing is the foundation of a healthy community. I 
firmly believe that investing in housing infrastructure is the abso-
lute best way we can help our children thrive in school, decrease 
neighborhood blight. Stronger and more stable housing is key to 
Akron’s future, for our country and our future, and I would argue 
it is where all infrastructure begins and ends. 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these thoughts, and I look 
forward to the conversation today. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Mayor Horrigan. 
Mayor Andrus is recognized for 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF CYNDY ANDRUS, MAYOR, BOZEMAN, 
MONTANA 

Ms. ANDRUS. Good Morning, Chairman Brown, Ranking Member 
Toomey, and Members of the Senate Banking Committee. It is an 
honor to testify before you this morning about the infrastructure 
challenges facing cities and towns across our country. As you know, 
my name is Cyndy Andrus, and I am the mayor of Bozeman, Mon-
tana, a city of about 50,000, located in the southwest corner of the 
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State, 90 miles north of Yellowstone National Park. We are one of 
the fastest-growing cities of our size in the United States. 

To support that growth, we need infrastructure—water and 
sewer infrastructure, robust, public transit options, and faster 
broadband. But at the end of every sewer line, bus route, and 
broadband fiber conduit is a home, a long-term, hard capital asset. 
High-quality infrastructure must include affordable housing, pe-
riod. 

I am here today to ask your help in solving our housing crisis 
and to offer some thoughtful solutions to a growing problem, not 
just in Bozeman but across the country. 

In April of 2021, the median single-family home price in Boze-
man was $660,000, a 50 percent increase over 1 year. Townhomes 
and apartments experienced a 22.4 percent median price increase 
during that same time period. 

Unfortunately, wages are not able to keep up pace with these 
costs. Business owners cannot find employees. Third-, fourth-, and 
fifth-generation Montanans are considering uprooting their fami-
lies, and young couples who have built businesses and want to 
start a family no longer see a way to be long-term members of our 
community. 

I hear stories from business owners every week about top-tier 
candidates turning down jobs because they cannot find an afford-
able place to live. These are not just businesses looking for workers 
making $15 an hour, but potential employees with Ph.D.’s and sal-
ary offers between $75,000 and $100,000 per year. 

We have been working with community members and developers 
to solve our affordable housing crisis for years now, using every 
possible tool and incentive to get housing built. In 2018, we passed 
an inclusionary zoning ordinance. This led to the construction of 17 
affordable homes and more than $448,000 for our cash-in-lieu pro-
gram. We have an additional 50 homes in the pipeline, when in 
April this year the legislature outlawed the tool, putting a stop to 
the progress we made tackling this affordable housing crisis. 

Still, we continue to find ways to incentivize affordable housing 
construction, through reduced impact fees, reduced minimum lot 
sizes, and reduced parking requirements. We have also hired code 
experts to identify where our code unintentionally drives up the 
price of a home through onerous overregulation. 

But it is not enough. The rising cost of land, labor, and lumber 
force prices out of reach for many in our community. The Federal 
Government needs to recognize that housing is a basic building 
block of our community. Why build the infrastructure if no one can 
afford to live in the community? We need housing that everyone 
can afford, not just the wealthy. 

We need your help. Here are a few ideas. 
Provide more flexibility and access to tools like CDBG and 

HOME to work for every community to construct more housing. A 
one-size-fits-all solution does not work. 

Provide resources to assist communities in simplifying their de-
velopment review process through hiring more staff and auditing 
the entirety of their code. 

Offer a program that offsets the cost of infrastructure, construc-
tion, and improvement in exchange for denser development. 



10 

In addition to housing, our public transit system in Bozeman 
needs significant Federal investment. It is an invaluable service 
providing over 300,000 rides per year. Federal money could help 
expand routes and upgrade to a greener fleet to align with our cli-
mate goals to reduce carbon emissions. 

I believe we are doing everything we can with the tools we have 
to get affordable housing built in Bozeman. I do not expect the Fed-
eral Government to build new housing from the ground up, but I 
do have an expectation that you will do something by providing 
tools to local governments to fill the gaps that the private sector 
is not currently meeting. 

On behalf of the 50,000 residents in Bozeman, I am asking you 
to include housing in the American Jobs Plan and to fund it as the 
long-term capital asset it is. 

Thank you Chair Brown, Ranking Member Toomey, and Mem-
bers of the Banking Committee. I look forward to your questions. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Mayor Andrus. 
Mayor Woods is recognized for 5 minutes. Mayor Woods. 

STATEMENT OF COREY WOODS, MAYOR, TEMPE, ARIZONA 

Mr. WOODS. Thank you. Good morning, Chairman Brown, Rank-
ing Member Toomey, and Members of the Committee. Thank you 
for inviting me to be here today to speak with you about the hous-
ing and transportation infrastructure needs of America’s cities. I 
am the Mayor of Tempe, Arizona, and the 2020 census will likely 
say that about 200,000 residents live within our borders. However, 
due to many residents and businesses that call Tempe home, in-
cluding the main campus of Arizona State University, we have a 
daytime population that is 70 percent greater than our census pop-
ulation. We are a land-locked community, so we only have the op-
tion to buildup as we continue to grow in size. With our focus on 
sustainable development, density and public transportation are 
central to our city’s long-term planning. 

The median income of Tempe residents is about $58,000, a bit 
lower than the national average of $62,800. But the average cost 
of a home is more than $270,000, nearly 25 percent higher than the 
national average. In Tempe, this disparity between income and 
housing costs results in 42 percent of renters and 24 percent of 
homeowners being considered cost-burdened, which HUD defines 
as when a household pays more than 30 percent of their annual 
gross income on housing expenses. 

In addition to a dire need for more affordable housing for middle- 
income workers, we also have struggled with the housing needs of 
individuals experiencing homelessness. From 2015 to 2020, Tempe 
experienced an increase of over 900 percent in our unsheltered pop-
ulation. Federal programs such as the Community Development 
Block Grants, HOME Investment Partnership Programs, and 
Emergency Solutions Grant funding have become essential compo-
nents in delivering housing options to our most vulnerable popu-
lations. 

In 2016, Valor on Eighth, a 50-unit affordable housing complex 
that serves veterans and their families, opened to our community. 
This project used CDBG to acquire the land and HOME funds as-
sisted with the construction of the facility. Low Income Housing 
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Tax Credits (LIHTC) were utilized to finance the development with 
Project Based Vouchers in the facility also allow for long-term af-
fordability to be financially viable for its residents. 

And just last week, I was at the construction site of the Nation’s 
first 3D-printed home. The city of Tempe transferred the property, 
originally purchased through CDBG funds, to Habitat for Human-
ity for construction of a total of 16 homes. 

Our city has invested heavily in affordable housing initiatives, 
and through our Hometown for All initiative, we negotiate vol-
untary contributions from developers to our affordable housing 
fund and we dedicate an amount equal to half of all permitting fees 
to these efforts. 

Unfortunately, even with our city’s own investments, private 
partnerships, and creative use of Federal programs, we do not come 
close to meeting the needs of our cost-burdened residents nor ad-
dressing our extraordinary increase in unsheltered individuals. 
Tempe has benefited greatly from a 55 percent increase in alloca-
tions of CDBG, HOME, and ESG over the last 5 years, and this up-
ward trajectory of Federal support is critical for us to continue our 
collaboration with our private and nonprofit partners. We simply 
cannot begin to meet the housing needs of our residents without in-
creased Federal support. 

Public transportation is the other key to Tempe’s sustainable 
growth strategy. Many of Tempe’s future affordable housing 
projects will be strategically located along the existing, metro-area 
Light Rail system. We have also been very fortunate to have broad 
support from our business community for a proposed expansion of 
this system, known as the Tempe Streetcar program. Businesses 
along the Streetcar corridor have actually voluntary increased their 
self-assessments to meet the project’s funding needs. 

We also work very closely with our private sector partners to 
plan Tempe’s future through thoughtful development that includes 
affordable housing and public transportation to ensure financial 
stability and access to economic opportunity for Tempe residents. 
We invest a significant amount of Tempe tax dollars into these ef-
forts and are committed to expanding these community resources. 
We are hopeful for an increased investment from the Federal Gov-
ernment so they can become an even bigger partner in the process 
of planning for Tempe’s future. 

I would be remiss if I did not note that our city is managing 
through challenging financial times. The city’s hotel transaction 
privilege tax revenues are down 50 percent January 2021 as com-
pared to January 2020, reflecting the steep decline in travel and 
tourism to our region. Similarly, tax revenue derived from res-
taurants and bars and amusements is down over 20 percent and 
60 percent, respectively, over the same time period. 

The loss of special events, ASU attendance, workers coming into 
the high-rises, conferences, and spring training has meant that the 
city has fewer resources to provide services while our residents and 
businesses are experiencing more needs. 

Increased investments in infrastructure would provide the city 
with an important tool to address the negative economic effects of 
COVID–19 and continue to develop our community with a sustain-
able and smart approach. We need continued and increased Fed-
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eral dollars to supplement our local investments in affordable hous-
ing, public transit, infrastructure, and programs to provide relief to 
the homeless, those at risk of eviction, and other at-risk groups as 
our economy recovers and local revenues get back on track. 

I am so grateful for the time you have allowed me to speak to 
you about Tempe’s perspective and I look forward to answering any 
questions you might have. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Mayor Woods. 
Commissioner Parsons, you are recognized for 5 minutes. Wel-

come. 

STATEMENT OF JOSH PARSONS, COUNTY COMMISSIONER, 
LANCASTER COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. PARSONS. Thank you, Chairman Brown, Ranking Member 
Toomey, and other Members of the Committee. My name is Josh 
Parsons and I am chairman of the Board of County Commissioners 
in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. I am a former prosecutor and 
a former Army infantry officer. 

The Board of County Commissioners is the seat of legislative and 
executive powers in the county and has broad authority over the 
county’s budget, finances, taxes, debts, and contracts. 

At around 550,000 citizens, Lancaster County is the sixth most 
populous of Pennsylvania’s 67 counties. Although we are best 
known for our Amish and Mennonite communities, like Pennsyl-
vania itself we are a diverse community with urban, suburban, and 
rural residents. Lancaster County is made up of 60 municipalities: 
1 city, 18 boroughs, and 41 townships. We pride ourselves on fiscal 
responsibility and restraint. 

Lancaster County Government has approximately the highest 
general fund balance, which is like a personal savings account for 
an individual, that it has ever had. This was achieved through con-
servative budget management, not through raising taxes. Lan-
caster County’s current Board of Commissioners has never raised 
taxes, and, in fact, our county taxes have not been raised in nearly 
a decade, which is difficult to do as a county in Pennsylvania. 

Lancaster County has the third-lowest tax rate of the 67 counties 
in Pennsylvania, and the lowest of any large county. Our bond rat-
ing has been rising and we have been good stewards of our infra-
structure. We are steadily working through a plan to repair or re-
place all of our structurally deficient county bridges. 

Like everywhere else, the last year-and-a-half has been a chal-
lenge for Lancaster County. We went into COVID with the best 
economy we had seen in a generation. Our businesses were thriv-
ing and our wages were rising for all groups and demographics. 
The impact of the pandemic, and our Governor’s ensuing draconian 
lockdowns and refusal to address the economic damage of the pan-
demic, did great harm to our economy. 

However, I am very proud of our county’s response to COVID. 
Our county favored a middle course, where we addressed COVID 
and the economic crisis. We pulled together as a community and 
executed what was, in many ways, a model medical and economic 
recovery plan in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

The Federal CARES Act resources were instrumental in this re-
covery. Lancaster County received approximately $95 million. This 
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was a huge amount of money for us. These funds were disbursed 
to us very rapidly after the passage of the bill, and arrived during 
the crisis. We, in turn, put the money quickly to use for both med-
ical and economic recovery plans across our county. The CARES 
Act had sufficient flexibility in the Treasury guidance that counties 
were able to use it in varied and necessary ways. 

As fiscal conservatives, we were, of course, concerned about the 
cost of the CARES Act and the debt being accrued at the national 
level to pay for it, but we recognized it was a necessary response 
to the crisis because the Government had effectively shut down the 
economy and prevented people from earning a living. We felt a 
heavy responsibility to use this money wisely to help our commu-
nity. 

Unlike the CARES Act, I do not think the so-called American 
Rescue Plan was necessary. Under this act, Lancaster County is 
slated to receive another $106 million. Again, this is a huge 
amount of money for us. Moreover, every other county in Pennsyl-
vania, and many municipalities, are receiving allocations. This 
money is arriving after the COVID crisis is over, and now come 
proposals for even more money to be sent out through an infra-
structure plan. 

At this point, rather than sending out more money, the better so-
lution would be to get Government fully out of the way and let the 
economy come roaring back. As I talk to people around my county, 
what I hear about is concern about costs going up. Groceries, gas, 
lumber, everything costs more. 

Inflation is a natural and predictable result of huge amounts of 
money being pumped into the economy. Numbers from May show 
inflation is up 5 percent. All this new money is chasing the same 
amount of goods and services, including here in Lancaster County. 

Inflation hurts working-class people in Lancaster County the 
worst because rising prices for things like groceries and gas out-
pace wages. You can see and feel this happening already around 
us. It also eats away at the value of any money put way in a bank 
account for a rainy day. 

So I would fervently ask that before you consider borrowing more 
money from our grandchildren to hand out across the country, just 
stop and take a pause. There is a huge amount of money already 
circulating. For example, if you want to provide for infrastructure, 
Congress could allow more flexibility for counties and other munici-
palities in the use of the existing American Rescue Plan funds. 
What need there still is could then be addressed in a much more 
targeted way. 

Please do not further bankrupt our country and take from our 
yet unborn grandchildren without waiting to use the existing mas-
sive amounts of money that have already been distributed to States 
and local governments like ours. 

Thank you. 
Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Commissioner Parsons. 
Mr. Riedl is recognized for 5 minutes. Welcome. 
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STATEMENT OF BRIAN RIEDL, SENIOR FELLOW, MANHATTAN 
INSTITUTE 

Mr. RIEDL. Good morning, Chairman Brown, Ranking Member 
Toomey, and Members of the Committee. Thank you for inviting 
me to participate in today’s hearing. My name is Brian Riedl. I am 
a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, and I will offer four 
principles for a responsible infrastructure proposal. 

First, Congress should avoid piling on new taxes and debts. The 
Federal budget outlook is already totally unsustainable, and the 
American Jobs Plan would be the most expensive nonemergency 
law in half a century. And it is coming at a time when the national 
debt is already projected to double, from $17 trillion to $35 trillion, 
between 2019 and 2030. 

And it gets worse. Washington is projected by CBO to run $100 
trillion in budget deficits over the next 30 years, and that is assum-
ing low interest rates. If interest rates exceed the CBO baseline by 
1 percentage point it would add $30 trillion in additional interest 
costs over three decades, just a 1 percent rise in interest rates. 

Even if this infrastructure spending is mostly paid for in new 
taxes, it is still not fiscally responsible because we already need 
nearly every progressive tax proposal just to pay for the current 
programs we have. Let’s pay for our current commitments before 
piling on new ones. 

Second, States should use the Federal windfalls they have re-
ceived. State and local governments are in the process of receiving 
$350 billion for budget deficits that mostly no longer exist. As Mr. 
Toomey mentioned, California is reporting a $75 billion budget sur-
plus. States are also holding approximately $180 billion in unspent 
K–12 education grants from earlier relief bills. That is $530 billion 
in short-term funding for State and local governments that are 
mostly in surplus. 

The best use of a large, one-time windfall is to make a large, one- 
time investment in infrastructure, which is mostly a State and 
local function anyway. Washington can even use matching funds, 
if necessary, to encourage States to reapply this money. 

Third, any additional Federal funding should be funded within 
the current $61 trillion spending baseline over the decade. Any 
Federal matching funds or truly national projects can be funded 
this way. For example, trimming discretionary spending by just 1.5 
percent this year would save $500 billion over the decade, that 
could be spent on infrastructure. Cutting spending on the rich 
could save $1 trillion over the decade. If infrastructure is truly a 
national priority, the responsible offsets are already there within 
the budget. 

Finally, while infrastructure can certainly use some upgrades, 
lack of funding is not the main problem. Rather, America’s infra-
structure is among the most expensive, bureaucratic, and slowly 
built in the world. Consider that CBO reports that Federal invest-
ments deliver average returns of just 5 percent, versus 10 percent 
for private sector investments. The per-mile cost of the interstate 
highway construction quadrupled from 1960 through 1990, and has 
quadrupled again since. 
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The Davis–Bacon Act raises wage costs by as much as 22 per-
cent. Mandatory project labor agreements add costs too. Our sub-
way systems cost as much as quadruple the world average to build. 

Many delays are driven by the necessary but slow Environmental 
Impact Statements and Historical Artifact Reviews. Consider that 
environmental reviews commonly exceed 1,000 pages and average 
7 years to complete, some taking more than 17 years, and no 
ground can be broken until the project has survived the legal 
gauntlet, including appeals by any litigant. By comparison, these 
statements take 1 to 2 years in Canada, and 3.5 years in the EU. 

Let me wrap up by predicting that we may hear much today 
about how investments will grow the economy and bring in enough 
revenue to nearly pay for themselves. Yet the University of Penn-
sylvania’s Penn-Wharton Budget Model reports that investments in 
the American Jobs Plan will, over the long run, create no net jobs, 
reduce wages by 0.3 percent, reduce the capital stock by 1.5 per-
cent, and reduce the GDP by 0.3 percent. That is just the spending 
side. The taxes would make the drag even larger, and Penn-Whar-
ton cannot be dismissed as a right-wing group. 

Therefore, I recommend that Congress encourage State and local 
governments to use their $500 billion in recent aid, offset any Fed-
eral supplemental funding, and reform our infrastructure policies 
to make them more effective and efficient. 

Thank you. 
Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Riedl. We will begin the ques-

tions. Let’s start with Mayor Horrigan. Some have suggested, given 
the Federal funding Akron has received from the American Rescue 
Plan Act that you are flush with cash. That is the rhetoric. But, 
Mayor, what is the reality? Is there anything extra or, ‘‘left over,’’ 
that can be used for the housing and public transit investments 
that you have called for in your community? 

Mr. HORRIGAN. You know, I have heard those concerns about the 
influx of cash. We are also dealing with a State legislature that 
wants to even the score, kind of, and cut our funding. You know, 
we have to run a balanced budget every year, so we do not get a 
chance to borrow to be able to make sure that we can do that. 

You know, the other part of that is that, you know, it kind of re-
mind of an analogy too. When a lead-off hitter comes up at the be-
ginning of a baseball game and they hit a home run, the crowd 
cheers and his teammates are congratulating him. But the man-
ager is not so sure yet, because he knows that there are 82⁄3 in-
nings left yet before they have to get through the rest of the game. 

It is a good start. I mean, that transportation infrastructure, the 
Rescue Plan dollars have been a good start to be able to address 
a lot of those needs. And I understand the amounts are staggering 
in that way, but there is a significant amount of investment that 
we have made, and quite frankly, we need partners on these things 
too. And I agree that, you know, some of those things that take a 
long time for environmental review also look at, you know, some 
of the mandates from the EPA. I mean, we are still working 
through our consent decree, was a billion-dollar mandate from the 
EPA that received no funding. 

At the end of the day, we have to go out and fix these things. 
You know, we can’t wait necessarily for someone to come along. 
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But it really sure would be nice to have a partner in a lot of these 
efforts too. 

Chairman BROWN. Mayor Horrigan, your city, many parts of 
your city, in North Akron and Goodyear Heights and Firestone 
Park and Kenmore look a lot like the neighborhood, parts of the 
neighborhood that I live in, in Cleveland. The homes may look af-
fordable but too often banks will not make the small mortgage 
loans that families need to buy or fix them up. 

What would it mean for a young family and for the growth of the 
community in Akron if there were funds available to do repairs on 
these homes, existing homes, that could sell for $50,000 or $60,000 
or $80,000 or $90,000 here? 

Mr. HORRIGAN. You know, 6 years ago I kind of started this with 
a question to the community, and to me I think it is a customer 
service question. And I asked them, ‘‘Tell me what you want,’’ and 
they said, ‘‘We want to be able to stay in our neighborhoods. We 
want to be able to have a decent job. How are we able to fix up 
homes?’’ And even if we took the Rescue Plan dollars now, we could 
probably fix up, depending on whether it is a $20,000—not an addi-
tion but an improvement to a home. 

We are also an age-friendly city, so if it is a young family who 
wants to move in, we want to be able to give them, you know, a 
house that is livable. You know, we have an aging housing stock 
that most of it was built before 1970. In fact, we did more construc-
tion, you know, during the ’20s and ’30s than we did in the last 
20 years. Fortunately, we have seen a significant amount of con-
struction in new housing. We have an over-supply of bad housing, 
so if we can repair those houses and help those young families, 
they are able to stay in Akron. 

And we are trying to grow our population, and there are each dif-
ferent markets to say what do different neighborhoods want? Some 
want to stay and improve their homes. Maybe somebody wants to 
downsize. Those are all the different markets that we are trying to 
be in, and we are actually seeing a fairly robust real estate market, 
where time on market has been cut in half and the average price 
of a home has almost doubled in the last 6 years, because we have 
not been able to keep up with that supply. 

Chairman BROWN. Well, we know in a city like yours, or a city 
like Lancaster or York, Pennsylvania, that the housing that is that 
old often has challenges with lead-based paint and all of that too. 

Mayor Woods, what would it mean for a city like Tempe if you 
could count on Federal funding being available, count on it avail-
able for new transit projects as soon as you could use it, instead 
of waiting for years? Would that affect how quickly you could get 
workers on the job? 

Mr. WOODS. Oh, absolutely. I mean, there is a huge connection, 
Senator, between, you know, like housing and transit equate to job 
growth, I mean, just as a connection. We have a 28-mile-long light 
rail line that spans from Mesa to Tempe to Phoenix, that opened 
in 2008. And since then over 35,000 jobs have been created within 
a half-mile of those rail services. And if you add onto that, there 
has been over $11 billion in public and private investment in that 
corridor, and 5.5 million square feet of new education facilities. 
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So the connections between sort of transit investment and qual-
ity of life and job growth are very clear, from our perspective. So 
the reality is increased Federal funding and more support for infra-
structure would be huge to the city of Tempe and huge for our en-
tire region. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you. Mayor Andrus, you and Mayor 
Woods both lead cities that are fast growing, attracting new resi-
dents, especially from the West Coast. That is creating a housing 
challenge, as you mentioned. Would additional Federal investments 
in affordable housing help you meet these challenges? 

You are on mute, Mayor. 
Ms. ANDRUS. Oh, pardon me. 
Chairman BROWN. Go ahead. 
Ms. ANDRUS. Sorry. Yes, absolutely. Additional dollars would 

help us, whether that is additional dollars through new program-
ming or additional dollars to look at how we can access programs 
that already exist and allow more flexibility in some of those pro-
grams that already exist would be very helpful to my community. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Mayor. 
Senator Toomey is recognized. 
Senator TOOMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Commissioner Par-

sons, first of all, thanks very much for joining us. I think you men-
tioned that Lancaster County will receive about $106 million as a 
result of the bill passed in March by our Democratic colleagues, 
and that $106 million is on top of roughly $95 million Lancaster 
County got from the CARES Act. So that is $201 million in just a 
little over a year. 

Approximately, if you happen to know, off the top of your head, 
about what percentage of the total Lancaster County budget is 
that? 

Mr. PARSONS. Thank you, Senator Toomey. Our total budget with 
State money is about $334 million. Our general fund budget, which 
is mostly county money, is about $215 million. So you are talking 
about basically the whole value of our general fund budget. Our 
yearly total budget, it is, you know, about two-thirds. 

Senator TOOMEY. About two-thirds. Now Lancaster County, as I 
understand it, was a county in which revenue was a little bit below 
last year. Do you know about how much lost revenue you had that 
could be reasonably attributed to COVID and the lockdown? 

Mr. PARSONS. We are estimating right now somewhere around $9 
million for 2020. 

Senator TOOMEY. Around $9 million. So the Federal Government, 
between the CARES Act and this most recent bill, sent, what, 25 
times the lost revenue, approximately. 

So let me ask you about another question. You know, if it were 
the case that States and municipalities simply could not borrow 
funds when needed, then I understand how people would suggest, 
well, that is something the Federal Government can do so we ought 
to do this. 

But my understanding is across the credit rating spectrum, large 
and small municipalities are like borrowing costs for States and 
municipalities are actually significantly below their pre-COVID lev-
els, and municipal debt issuance has been very strong. So far in 
2021, State and local governments have issued nearly $190 billion 
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in bonds than the same period in 2019, and an ordinary year, pre- 
COVID, was only $152 billion. So the combination of low interest 
rates and high volume certainly does not suggest that municipali-
ties cannot borrow. 

Now I understand Lancaster County, awash with cash from the 
Federal Government, so you do not need to issue debt, but if you 
did, do you think the county would have a difficult time issuing 
bonds or otherwise borrowing funds that were needed? 

Mr. PARSONS. I talk to a lot of my colleagues around the State 
and I am not aware of any difficulties in borrowing for capital 
projects. In Lancaster County, we are trying to pay down our debt. 
We have paid down around $100 million of debt, and we would like 
to continue that. But we do, from time to time, still need to borrow 
new money or sometimes refinance debt. We did that, I think, 
twice in the last year, once in March, right around the beginning 
of the pandemic, and then once in August, and we did not have any 
difficultly borrowing, and I am not aware of any significant dif-
ficulty. 

Senator TOOMEY. Thank you. Mr. Riedl, you made a point that 
U.S. infrastructure tends to be more costly than our international 
peers, which is kind of maddening for taxpayers to think that they 
have to pay more than the going rate, so to speak. 

An example that is pretty amazing, New York’s East Side Access 
Project, which will connect the Long Island Railroad with New 
York’s Grand Central Station, is estimated to cost $3.5 billion per 
mile, which is more than 7 times the international average for this 
type of project, 7 times. Can you help us understand why American 
infrastructure is so expensive and inefficient? 

Mr. RIEDL. Thank you, Senator. There are multiple reasons. If 
you are looking at the New York system, that is actually not atypi-
cal. Four times the global average is the subway cost in New York 
City. A lot of it, the reason that American infrastructure is expen-
sive, as I mentioned, the environmental reviews can take 7, some-
times 17 years to finish. And then you have to build defensively, 
because basically anybody can challenge the environmental reviews 
and the historical artifacts reviews. There are so many lawsuits 
that can delay you for years. So you end up with defensive con-
struction that is more meant to avoid lawsuits than to necessarily 
build efficiency. 

You also have things like the Davis–Bacon Act, which I know a 
lot of Senators [audio disruption]. You also simply have contracting 
problems, where often Governments can contract with the lowest 
bid, even with contractors who have a reputation for going way 
over the cost. There are a lot of places to reform infrastructure. 

Senator TOOMEY. OK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Toomey. Senator Van 

Hollen I am not sure is here. He is not. 
Chair Smith from Minnesota is recognized. 
Senator SMITH. Chair Brown, does my identification still say 

Chair Smith? 
Chairman BROWN. No, it does not, but I thought I would say it 

anyway, because of the excellent Subcommittee you chaired last 
week. So I will not make it a habit, but thank you. 
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Senator SMITH. Thank you so much, Chair Brown, and also 
Ranking Member Toomey, and I want to thank very much all of 
our guests today. It is great to hear from you. 

I think that we have such a huge opportunity in this moment to 
make significant strides forward on infrastructure. And I approach 
this conversation as being a former chief of staff for the mayor 
Minneapolis, and understanding what mayors go through as they 
are trying to address real needs in a community. And I would like 
to focus in on two of those if I can today. 

The first is affordable housing, and if we have a moment I would 
like to also talk a little bit about clean energy infrastructure. These 
are two things that I think are essential to include in the American 
Jobs Plan infrastructure package that the Senate is working on. 

So I suspect that as mayors you all are experiencing first-hand 
the crisis of housing in our country, a complete mismatch between 
supply and demand for housing, especially affordable housing, and 
especially for renters. I am interested in hearing what it is like in 
your cities. There is a shortage of housing stock, and this, I think, 
is something that we can really address, both rental housing as 
well as home ownership. 

Now what I hear in Minnesota is that the cost of new construc-
tion is a significant barrier to building, especially in rural areas 
but also in small towns and big cities, and that we are seeing sort 
of all sorts of challenges with supply chain as we build out of 
COVID, literally, particularly lumber, for example. By some esti-
mates, the recent lumber shortage has raised the price of building 
a new home by almost $40,000. And then also there are issues— 
you know, there are just so many issues. 

So let me ask the mayors that are with us today, what barriers 
do you see to building new housing in your community, and how 
can Congress help you, as local leaders, address these challenges? 
And maybe I will start with you, Mayor Woods. 

Mr. WOODS. Well, thank you, Chair Smith. I really respect it. If 
Senator Brown called you Chair Smith, I am going to call you 
Chair Smith as well. 

I just wanted to say, so on our end we, actually, in the city of 
Tempe, recognize, from a study that was conducted even before I 
became mayor, that we need 11,000 additional units of housing by 
the year 2040, just to keep pace with current demand. 

Some of the challenges, quite honestly, are not just simply the 
cost of lumber and steel and everything else. It is the fact that our 
State legislature has implemented policies such as we are the only 
State in the entire country without tax increment financing as a 
tool. Inclusionary zoning, rent control, those are all practices that 
have been banned by our State legislature. 

But the reality is from being a mayor on the ground, and you 
know this from being a former chief of staff to a mayor, that, you 
know, we still have an obligation to provide housing and solutions 
to our cities. I cannot just, as a mayor, blame the State legislature 
and wash my hands of it. We have to figure out other ways to get 
things done. 

So we currently invested $1.2 million of city-owned funds from 
our Hometown For All program, which we developed in a propri-
etary fashion here, to clean up five different lots of land along our 
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light rail corridor for development. The purpose of that is to make 
sure that when we are giving land to developers they are actually 
getting clean dirt without the remediation costs, which allows for 
them to truly deliver affordable and workforce housing solutions. 
And we think what we are currently doing, just as a city, we will 
get, in the next couple of years, 325 units of new, affordable rental 
housing, and 50 more affordable home ownership units as well. 

But that, as we said, from the 11,000 units I first talked about, 
that only scratches the surface. So we need additional support from 
the Federal Government to make sure that everyone can continue 
to live and work within our city, regardless of income and regard-
less of occupation. 

Senator SMITH. Thank you. Thank you. Mayor Andrus, I am sure 
you experience what mayors in my State experience, which is that 
a lack of access to housing becomes a limiting factor on economic 
growth, because companies cannot find people to work if there are 
not places for them to live, and Bozeman is a fast-growing commu-
nity. 

How can the Federal Government help communities like Boze-
man on housing? 

Ms. ANDRUS. Well, thank you for the question. I agree that, you 
know, we are one of the fastest-growing cities in the entire country, 
and we are doing everything we can, reducing impact fees and re-
ducing minimum lot sizes and parking requirements. 

But I think where the Government can help is to look at the ex-
isting programs and allow more flexibility and access in those par-
ticular areas, particularly when you think about the size of Boze-
man, almost 50,000, we fall in the cracks there. We are not big 
enough to be a city. We are too big to be considered rural. So I 
think looking at those existing programs and really thinking about 
flexibility there. 

And I would also just add that preemption is becoming a huge 
issue in Bozeman, and in Montana as well, with the legislature 
taking away tools, as I mentioned in my testimony, like 
inclusionary zoning. 

We also have real short houses that do come on the market. They 
are on for less than a month, so our turnover is quite rapid. 

Senator SMITH. Right. Thank you very much, Chair Brown. I will 
hold my clean energy questions for later, if we have time. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Smith. Senator Scott 
from South Carolina is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Senator SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hear-
ing. It is really important, certainly. And thank you to the Ranking 
Member Toomey for participating in this process as well. It is so 
important for us to uncover some of the ways that we can accel-
erate some of the projects that are so important to our local com-
munities. 

As many of you may recognize, I spent 13 years on the county 
level, four times as the chairman of Charleston County govern-
ment, and I will say that the length of time that it takes to go 
through the environmental process to see road projects begin is in-
credibly important. I remember one southeastern rail project that 
was submitted in 1992, and was not approved until 2017. 
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We have projects in our State, projects that are really important 
to the citizens of the low country, and especially coastal South 
Carolina, projects like I–73, that is a really important project for 
my State, and frankly, would create about 29,000 jobs, in addition 
to providing a hurricane evacuation route for those folks living in 
Horry County. This is a product of a 30-year planning process, with 
environmental permit requests submitted back in 2011, and finally 
completed just a few years ago. 

The previous Administration sought to address the longstanding 
issue of environmental requirements delaying progress by codifying 
interagency requirements that would hopefully bring it down to 
about a 2-year process, as opposed to 5 years or 7 years, or as in 
the rail project that I just named, 25 years. 

I was incredibly disappointed to see that the Executive order was 
revoked by the Biden administration, signaling a return to a 
lengthy, overly detailed permitting and environmental review proc-
ess for new infrastructure projects. 

Let me ask you, Mr. Parsons and Mr. Riedl, how can Congress 
work to responsibly address the strenuous environmental regula-
tion times so that States and municipal governments can reap the 
benefits of these much-needed projects in a timely fashion? 

Mr. PARSONS. Well, thank you, Senator, for the question. I agree 
with your comments. I was at the White House when President 
Trump had a discussion with many of our colleagues across the 
country at the county level about rolling back many of those bur-
densome environmental regulations. So it is really, as you men-
tioned, to add years and years to the process. 

The other piece, I think, for our county, is there is a huge 
amount of money that has already been allocated. So if we can re-
purpose some of that money and allow it to be used for actual in-
frastructure, like the most recent American Rescue Plan funds, a 
lot of that we are not even going to be able to use it on infrastruc-
ture unless Treasury changes some of the guidance on that. So I 
think that is the two pieces I would add to that. 

Senator SCOTT. Thank you. 
Mr. RIEDL. If I could jump in on that too. One key difference be-

tween the U.S. versus Canada and the EU is when they have dis-
putes with the environmental review process, with local stake-
holders, they are solved at the agency level very quickly. In the 
United States, they are solved through lawsuits that can take 
years. 

So a very simple fix, which is to adjudicate at the agency level 
instead of through lawsuits, could significantly cut down the 
amount of time, while still making sure that stakeholders have a 
voice. 

Senator SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Riedl. I will say that before I left 
as chairman of County Council in Charleston County I approved 
projects, new road projects, to take the truck traffic through minor-
ity neighborhoods out of those neighborhoods, through an access 
road. That road was literally just finished—I think I approved that 
in 2007, I think it was—this year, 14 years later, and much of the 
delay, literally the environmental studies that need to be done. No 
one is suggesting that they do not need to be done, but when there 
are challenges or issues, we need to find a way to accelerate that 
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process so that we will not see road projects double in price before 
we actually get it done. The voters say yes to something on the 
local level, but that they do not see for 14 years. That is just ridicu-
lous, and I really appreciate both of your comments. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I will yield back the balance of my time. 
Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Scott. Senator Van Hollen 

from Maryland is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Senator VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to all the 

witnesses, thank you for being here. 
Mayor Woods, I have a question for you about the HOME pro-

gram, which, in most States, local jurisdictions, cities, is the pri-
mary Federal tool available to local governments to produce more 
affordable rental and owner-occupied housing. It is a flexible pro-
gram. 

So my question to you is, President Biden has proposed addi-
tional $35 billion for this program as part of his American Jobs 
Plan, his Build Back Better initiative. Could you talk about how 
you might use some of these funds to build and produce more af-
fordable housing? 

Mr. WOODS. Absolutely. Thank you, Senator Van Hollen. I appre-
ciate the question. We actually use HOME funds in the city of 
Tempe to purchase units outright. Our Housing Department is very 
active. We are a completely landlocked, 42-square-mile community, 
and so all of the development, frankly, is infill. It is redeveloping 
things that were already developed. So we actually go out there 
and actively purchase land ourselves, and purchase units with 
those HOME funds. 

And what we really feel that this allows us to do is to create per-
manent affordability, not a situation where we have to do a deal, 
kind of in a one-off with the developer, and they have the rates as 
sort of workforce for a couple of years, then at some point the 
apartment complex gets flipped, and then the rates simply become 
market rate or luxury rates. We really do use those funds to ensure 
that the city can really be in the driver seat, with our hands on 
the steering wheel at 10 and 2, purchasing units outright, expand-
ing the affordable and workforce housing in our community, and 
most importantly, making those units permanently affordable. 

Senator VAN HOLLEN. Thank you. Thank you, Mayor. Mayor 
Horrigan, in addition to programs like the HOME program that 
can help expand production of affordable housing, I think most 
folks who have looked at this agree that we also need to expand 
the HUD affordable housing voucher programs, choice vouchers. In 
fact, Senator Todd Young from Indiana and I have introduced bi-
partisan legislation to expand the use of vouchers for families with 
young kids. We proposed 500,000 additional vouchers over 5 years. 

Could you comment on that? Is it your experience that there is 
a shortage of affordable housing vouchers in your city? 

Mr. HORRIGAN. Thank you, Senator Van Hollen. In fact, we work 
very closing with our Public Housing Authority. In fact, there is a 
significant shortage. There is probably a 19,000-person waiting list 
at this particular point. In fact, 2 weeks ago, we passed legislation 
locally that prevents landlords from refusing a voucher during the 
pandemic. So we need to be able to keep people in their homes. 
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One of the first things I did, and this was back 5 years ago, we 
took a really good look at our housing market, and quite frankly, 
we had issued about 15 building permits in 2014. Last year, there 
were about 1,000 building permits issued, that are in construction 
or are finished. And one of the things that we tried to do, and I 
think it highlights what Mayor Woods just said, you know, with 
the strong demand, we did not have any demand. The housing 
market was coded and it was flatlined. So we needed to incentivize 
the market, so we abated property taxes for 15 years. That part 
has worked. 

So we are seeing a lot of new housing being constructed, but 
what are we doing with the aging housing stock? And I do not care 
if it is my mom who needs to stay in her home and she needs a 
ramp, and I do not care if it is a young family that maybe needs 
a new furnace. That is the kind of flexibility and I think partner-
ship that we can all kind of agree on, to say let’s keep a person 
in their home. Let’s let them use a voucher to be able to stay there. 

Because it kind of that critical piece. If you want to be able to 
get to your job, you have got to have a way to get there, and you 
have got to have somewhere to come back to. And I think that has 
been our focus—how do we use all of those different capital stacks 
and partnerships to keep people in their homes, and I think grow-
ing our city once again. 

Senator VAN HOLLEN. I appreciate that, Mayor Horrigan. And, 
you know, my view is that one of the shortcomings of the proposed 
American Jobs Plan is that it does not create a major additional 
source of funds for the affordable housing voucher programs. The 
President’s budget does a very good job, but we will be working 
with the Chairman and Ranking Member and others on this other 
piece. Thank you all very much. 

Mr. HORRIGAN. Thank you. 
Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Van Hollen. Senator 

Daines from Montana, is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Senator DAINES. Chairman, thank you, as well as Ranking Mem-

ber Toomey, and thank you for holding this hearing today, and I 
am especially proud to see my very own mayor of my hometown, 
Mayor Andrus, here. I went from kindergarten through college in 
Bozeman, and it is good to have our mayor in front of the hearing. 

I do not have to tell anyone here on the call, in this virtual hear-
ing, that Montana has been discovered. Just this weekend, in fact, 
the New York Post wrote an article about the out-of-control hous-
ing market in Montana, and the desire for more and more people 
to move into our great State. We understand why that is the case, 
but it creates additional burden for our infrastructure. And that is 
nothing new for Bozeman. We have seen this rapid growth now, 
over the last decade, and frankly, during my lifetime, watching 
what is happening in Bozeman, it has just accelerated to a level 
now that we have never seen before. 

As you are probably all aware, a recommendation to increase the 
threshold of a metropolitan statistical area, called MSAs, from 
50,000 to 100,000 residents, was made to the Office of Management 
and Budget earlier this spring. I penned my own letter to OMB. 
I know we are working together here with Senator Tester, express-
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ing opposition to this proposal, and joining a number of my col-
leagues in this effort as well. 

Bozeman is one, and has been one of the fastest-growing 
micropolitan in the country, and we just recently crossed that 
50,000 threshold, so now we are called a metropolitan. 

Mayor Andrus, could you talk for a moment about the impact 
this change would have on the affected Montana communities, and 
what it would mean in the future? 

Ms. ANDRUS. Thank you, Senator. It is nice to see you, and I ap-
preciate the question. Yeah, I think that Bozeman has been pre-
paring to become a city of 50,000 for some time now, and changing 
the goal posts, so to speak, in the middle of the game would be a 
real game-changer. 

Money that we get from the Federal Government, particularly 
around transit, have a significant impact in my community, and 
without that availability, all those options, we are not able to ac-
cess any of those options for housing—excuse me, transportation. 

So I believe that if that number were to change it would have 
a severe impact on our opportunities to access funding as we grow 
into a larger community. 

Senator DAINES. Thanks, Mayor, and I agree with you. I think 
it is changing the rules kind of in the middle of that game that is 
most concerning, as you all work your long-term plans for growth 
in the future, and I appreciate that answer. 

As many warn, as we know now, the unnecessary stimulus pack-
age in March has led to inflation across the board, regardless. 
Some of my colleague are pushing for more deficit spending under 
the impression that the infrastructure somehow will pay for itself. 

Mr. Riedl, do you think more deficit spending on infrastructure, 
like what has been requested by the President’s plan, is essentially 
costless? 

Mr. RIEDL. Thank you for the question. The data shows that it 
certainly not costless. For Federal spending or tax cuts to pay for 
themselves, you actually need to have a 500 percent return on in-
vestment, because you then tax that 500 percent, you back the 100 
percent. 

Instead of a 500 percent, the CBO reports that Federal invest-
ments have a 5 percent return on investment, not 500 percent. 
That means that in terms of paying for themselves, you would need 
100 years to pay for one-fifth of the program in net present value. 
That does not mean that these programs are unworthy or that we 
should not do them, but they are not going to pay for themselves. 

I will add that that is just for typical investments. In terms of 
the American Jobs Plan, the University of Pennsylvania Penn- 
Wharton Budget Model concluded that the American Jobs Plan 
spending provisions will create no net jobs, will reduce wages by 
0.3 percent over the long term, reduce the capital stock by 1.5 per-
cent, and reduce the long-term GDP by 0.3 percent over the long 
term. And again, Penn-Wharton is not a conservative group. 

So not only is investments, well, sometimes worthy, do not pay 
for themselves, but specific investments in the American Jobs Plan 
have actually been projected by Penn to reduce economic growth. 

Senator DAINES. Thank you, Mr. Riedl. Chairman Brown, I am 
going to return some time back to you. I know it is highly unusual 
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in a Senate hearing, but thank you for the time, and Mayor 
Andrus, it is really good to have you here. Your background there 
makes me homesick. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Daines. 
The senior Senator from Montana is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Senator TESTER. Thank you, Chairman Brown, and I appreciate 

Senator Daines giving me an extra 30 seconds, because Montana 
is Montana, right? Now, Cindy, it is good to have you here. I very 
much appreciate your commitment to the cause on housing. 

From a Bozeman perspective, could you just tell me, number 
one—and if you have already done this, I apologize—can you tell 
me what kind of shortage you have in Bozeman? Is there a number 
of units that you are short on, if you could tell me that? And then 
tell me what we could do, at the Federal level, to address the af-
fordability challenge. 

Now look, I have read some of the testimony and I have heard 
what some folks have said here, and I may get to a point where 
we ask that question, is affordable housing even available. It is not 
in Montana. I do not think Montana is an outlier. I think it is this 
way all over the country. But could you tell me what you are short 
in Bozeman, and then what Federal program do you look at and 
say, ‘‘You know what? That one is really doing some good things 
for housing.’’ 

Ms. ANDRUS. Thank you, Senator Tester. We, over the last year, 
have done a study to look at our housing inventory, and we need 
approximately 6,000 homes to be constructed by 2025. And at the 
pace we are going, that is a lot of housing to provide. 

What I believe can help, and I think where I have seen some 
great impacts, are some of those programs that we have right now. 
But what needs to happen is that there needs to be more flexibility 
and accessibility in those programs, like CDBG and HOME. 

As you know, Bozeman is 50,000, and we fall, or have fallen be-
tween the cracks. So, as I mentioned, we are not a large city, we 
are not considered rural, and so access to those dollars are difficult 
for us. 

So as I mentioned before, we have issues around not only hous-
ing, but when you do not have housing you have the economics. 
People are having a hard time finding employees to work. We have 
young people that are not able to stay in Bozeman. We have sen-
iors on fixed incomes who are having difficulty here as well. 

And as you may have seen in our paper, in the Bozeman Chron-
icle last February, I am sure all of you may have seen this, but 
there was a young gentleman, standing out on the street corner 
with a sign that said, ‘‘Local business owner, wife pregnant, paid 
rent for 10 years. Please sell me a home.’’ And so that is the kind 
of problem that we have here. He was lucky enough to find a place, 
but it is a problem. 

Senator TESTER. So can you tell me—and I do not know if you 
have had anybody do any projections, or just tell me from regular 
old mayor’s perspective, is this having a serious negative impact on 
economic development to Bozeman? 

Ms. ANDRUS. Well, absolutely, because when you have companies 
that have jobs available, between $75,000 and $100,000, for exam-
ple, and you have top-tier candidates that come in and are quali-
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fied for those jobs, but they cannot find a house, they cannot find 
any affordable housing, even with a job that pays that much. So 
that is one problem. You also have those folks that are making $15 
an hour, who are even having a tougher time of finding housing. 
So it is definitely having an impact. 

Not only that, we have more tourists than we can count. We are 
not able to have a local option sales tax. Even, as you know, we 
have been trying for years and years and years. So that continues 
to be a problem, as they have a huge impact on our infrastructure 
here. 

Senator TESTER. Yeah. Just so people know, you said you need 
6,000 homes by 2030 in the Bozeman region. How many homes do 
you have currently now? Is that 10 percent of what you have, or 
5 percent, or what? 

Ms. ANDRUS. In terms of—— 
Senator TESTER. Your total houses now. Do you know how many 

you have now? 
Ms. ANDRUS. I am sorry, Senator Tester, I do not have that num-

ber right off the top of my head. 
Senator TESTER. That is OK. And I want to thank Senator 

Daines and others who have gotten on the bill that I have to stop 
the threshold doubling that was done by the ops management, that 
was done, by the way, on the very last day of the Trump adminis-
tration. I do not know what you did to the Trump administration 
to make them be so angry with you, but they really put the boots 
to you on this one. And I was told 3 weeks ago that OMB was 
going to have a decision on this in a month. Well, guess what? 
They have got 1 week. And hopefully they are listening, and we are 
looking for them to take it back to the 50,000 population threshold. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I will forego the 30 seconds that Sen-
ator Daines gave me. We can give those to Warnock. Talk to you 
later. Thank you. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Tester. Senator Ossoff is 
recognized for 5 minutes, from Georgia. 

Senator OSSOFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to 
our panel. 

Mayor Horrigan, like you have done in Akron, many cities across 
Georgia are looking to make major investments in infrastructure, 
including Columbus, Georgia, the Chattahoochee River Valley re-
gion in Muscogee County. And these investments in transit and 
transportation networks can better connect communities and busi-
nesses, make it easier for folks to get to work, attract more jobs 
and investments. 

So as we build infrastructure legislation here in the Senate, 
Mayor Horrigan, do you agree that regions of Georgia, like the 
Chattahoochee River Valley, Columbus, Georgia, can benefit, as 
have the community you represent, with major investments in 
transit and transportation infrastructure? 

Mr. HORRIGAN. Thank you, Senator. Absolutely. Actually, Akron 
sits between Cleveland and Canton, and I appreciate Senator 
Daines’ and Mayor Andrus’ efforts to not be on that MSA. They 
tried to lump us in with Cleveland’s MSA. They are a distinct re-
gion, and, quite frankly, the market will figure out, you know, 
when people need to get back and forth someplace. We happen to 
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be blessed with two Federal highways that connect both of those 
cities. But getting people back there and getting them, you know, 
on public transportation, back and forth to where the jobs are so 
they can get back home, is absolutely critical, you know, for them 
to be able to get to that job and make sure that they can get back 
home too. 

So those investments, they do pay off, because people are able to 
get around better and they have a stable option to be able to get 
to work and get back home. 

Senator OSSOFF. Thank you so much, Mayor. I appreciate that. 
Mayor Andrus, like in Bozeman, a lot of the economic develop-

ment and job growth we are seeing in Georgia is taking place in 
smaller communities outside of the State capital. Evans, Georgia, 
is the perfect illustration of such a town. Evans is located just out-
side of Augusta, where we have Fort Gordon, which hosts the U.S. 
Army Cyber Center for Excellence. And from 2015 to 2020, Evans 
saw a 17 percent increase in its employed population. 

Growing cities and towns need to invest in infrastructure to build 
more roads, connect people with accessible transit, attract more 
jobs. How could a city like Evans, Georgia, benefit from historic in-
vestments in infrastructure, based upon your experience leading 
Bozeman, please? 

Ms. ANDRUS. Well, thank you. I really appreciate the question. 
Are you asking specifically about housing or transit? Maybe you 
could clarify that for me. 

Senator OSSOFF. Your experience with investments in the infra-
structure that is right for your community. 

Ms. ANDRUS. Oh, thank you. Well, I think that we have a capital 
improvement plan that we look at for 5 years out, and we look at 
where we need to make those investments and what kinds of 
things are really going to help us open development and open up 
areas for new building in Montana. 

And I believe that some of those investments, some of the pro-
grams that I mentioned that Federal Government offers through 
the CDBG and the HOME program, if you look at making them a 
little more flexible. We are not an entitlement community, I am 
sure perhaps the community that you are mentioning is not either, 
so we have to compete for funding from some of our smaller com-
munities in Montana. And if we were able to have a little more 
flexibility in that program, a little more funding in that program, 
I think it would help a lot to aid in the infrastructure decisions 
that we are making. 

Senator OSSOFF. Thank you so much, Mayor Andrus. In my re-
maining time, please, Mayor Woods, Tempe is making big strides 
in clean energy, and congratulations to you for the investments 
that you are making in renewable energy infrastructure, which cre-
ates jobs and helps us sustain our natural habitat. 

In southwest Georgia, including areas of the State like Albany, 
Valdosta, Bainbridge, and Thomasville, we are also uniquely posi-
tioned to take advantage of opportunities in solar energy produc-
tion, given our location and infrastructure that already exists 
there. 

Can you please reflect, Mayor Woods, based on your experience, 
on how southwest Georgia, given the assets that we have, might 
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benefit economically from increased investment in clean energy, as 
you have made such investments in and around Tempe? 

Mr. WOODS. Absolutely, Senator Ossoff. Thank you for the ques-
tion. So energy use accounts for about 70 percent of our municipal 
carbon emissions, and about 50 percent of our community invest-
ments. We have actually six municipal buildings here in the city 
of Tempe with solar on them right now, to minimize municipal car-
bon emissions. 

And so one of our big priorities is working on these sort of resil-
iency hubs with our local electric companies—Arizona Public Serv-
ice, Salt River Project. These hubs really do demonstrate how solar 
and battery storage can be used in the case of extreme heat and 
temperatures. And right now, today is an 118-degree day, right 
here in Arizona. So the fact that we are studying the use of these 
resiliency hubs is huge, and really will help to protect us when 
there are issues when it comes to extreme heat. 

So funding that really helps to continue to prioritize this kind of 
work, when it comes to the solar [audio disruption] environmental 
sustainability and reducing emissions is huge for the city of Tempe 
and for the entire region. 

Senator OSSOFF. Thank you, Mayor Woods. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman BROWN. Thank you, Senator Ossoff. I believe no one 
else is in the queue for questions? 

Senator Toomey, I do not know if you have anything else. I think 
that you are not in the queue. 

So thank you. Thanks to all of you, all five of you, for being here 
today. We have heard from mayors across the country that they 
and their citizens are doing all they can to serve their commu-
nities, to create places where families and communities and busi-
nesses can flourish. 

We have heard from these local officials that they are doing all 
they can but that they need help from the Federal Government to 
build the infrastructure of the 21st century, and decidedly that in-
cludes housing and transit in that infrastructure. It does not mat-
ter if you are in the industrial Midwest or surrounded by the Rocky 
Mountains or a booming community in the Southwest, Federal help 
has played in the past and needs to play an essential role in sup-
porting communities in the private sector in allowing our workers 
and businesses to compete around the world. 

My friend, Jon Tester, I think summed it up when he said we 
can either get serious about this or we can turn the keys over to 
China. 

Thanks to our witnesses. For Senators who wish to submit ques-
tions for the record, these questions are due by the close of busi-
ness Tuesday, June 22. For our witnesses, please submit your re-
sponses to those questions for the record 45 days from today. 

Thank you all for being here. The meeting is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 11:26 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
[Prepared statements and responses to written questions sup-

plied for the record follow:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN SHERROD BROWN 

Today we’re joined by local leaders who represent a cross section of the country. 
Whether it’s an old industrial city or a college town, whether it’s Indian Country 

or Appalachia, local leaders understand how proud people are of their hometowns. 
They want their town to be successful, they want their communities to grow and 

attract jobs. They don’t want families to be told to pick up and leave to find better 
opportunities. They don’t want to lose workers forced out by rising housing costs. 

And Mayors also know the many opportunities we can unleash, if we make a 
once-in-a-generation investment to rebuild our country’s infrastructure. 

They know what their communities need: They know the transit project that 
would revitalize a neglected neighborhood and bring new residents and customers 
to Main Street. 

They know where there are shovel-ready projects that would build new houses 
workers can actually afford. 

They know where lead pipes and lead paint are still poisoning kids today, in 
America in the year 2021—and they know the Building Trades workers that are 
ready to get to work replacing those water lines and retrofitting those homes. 

And mayors understand how all of these pieces fit together. Jobs and infrastruc-
ture are inseparable—you can’t create the former without the latter. 

We know when a business decides where to build a new plant or office, they look 
at the infrastructure—they want to know if there is broadband, if there are homes 
their workers can afford, if there is a bus or a train that runs nearby. 

When a young family is deciding whether to relocate for a new job, they think 
about how they’ll get to work, how long will the commute be, whether their whole 
paycheck will get eaten up by rent or the mortgage. 

These issues all intersect—and while they may look different in Bozeman and 
Akron and Tempe, we know they are national problems. Mayors and city councils 
and county commissions can do a lot of good—but they can’t do it all on their own. 

When we electrified the country—from the plains to Appalachia to the Deep 
South—we didn’t ask each individual mayor to come up with their own grid or build 
their own dam. 

When we built the interstate highway system, we didn’t expect every county to 
foot the bill for its stretch of road. 

We became the world’s largest economy, with the strongest middle class, because 
we came together to invest in great national projects that joined us all together as 
one country. 

And we did not force workers and their families to foot the bill. 
The corporations that rely on our public goods to make their vast, growing profits 

should contribute to the upkeep. 
While stock buybacks climb and corporate profits soar, Americans’ States, cities, 

and towns scrape by each year, making hard choices about their budgets. 
They don’t want to shortchange public safety, so they wait another year to replace 

aging buses. They don’t want to cut teacher salaries and lose talent, so there’s no 
money to turn dilapidated properties into affordable homes in their neighborhoods. 

Over and over, I hear the same thing from leaders in places large and small, rural 
and urban: to attract good jobs, they need more resources. 

They need homes their workers can afford, and ways for them to get to work. 
Today, we’ll hear from Mayor Daniel Horrigan, from Akron, Ohio—a proud Mid-

western city that has endured decades of a tax and trade policy that encouraged 
its businesses to shut down production in Ohio, and move good-paying union jobs 
abroad, where companies can pay lower wages and exploit workers. 

That outsourcing doesn’t just affect individual workers and their families—as 
Mayor Horrigan will tell you, it erodes the tax base, making it that much harder 
for cities to build the infrastructure that would draw in new investment. 

We’ll also hear from Tempe, Arizona, Mayor Corey Woods, who is working to tack-
le their affordable housing shortage and showing the country how new transit inno-
vation isn’t just for big coastal cities—that investment has the potential to spur 
growth in Sunbelt cities, and across the country. 

And we’ll hear from Mayor Cyndy Andrus of Bozeman, Montana. She’ll tell you 
that high housing prices aren’t just a problem in wealthy neighborhoods in big cit-
ies—her city’s housing shortage is driving up home prices and leaving families with-
out options. 

All of these mayors, and the local leaders I talk to in Ohio, will tell you they’ve 
tried to make it on their own because they have to—not because they want to, not 
because they don’t need investment. 

They want to be part of a broad national project. They want to build thriving, eq-
uitable and resilient communities. 
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It’s time for all our communities, and the workers and the families that call them 
home, to share in our country’s prosperity. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATRICK J. TOOMEY 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to our witnesses, especially my fellow 
Pennsylvanian, Josh Parsons from Lancaster County. 

Our last hearing about infrastructure was almost a month ago. At that time, I 
noted that a group of my Republican colleagues and I had a constructive discussion 
with President Biden about a potential bipartisan infrastructure package. I also 
noted three features of an infrastructure package that should have broad, bipartisan 
support. 

First, it should responsibly support real physical infrastructure. That is, the plat-
forms and systems we share and use to move people, goods, and services. That 
means things like roads, bridges, ports, and airports. 

Second, a package cannot undo the 2017 tax reforms that helped create the best 
economy of my lifetime. Before COVID, we were experiencing an economic boom. We 
had the lowest unemployment rate in 50 years, more jobs than people looking for 
work, a record low poverty rate, and wage growth across the board with wages 
growing fastest for the lowest income earners. That’s the economy we should work 
to get back to. 

Third, we should not pay for infrastructure by borrowing billions of more dollars. 
The good news is we have hundreds of billions of unspent COVID funds that Con-
gress can repurpose. According to CBO, over $700 billion of the Democrats’ March 
spending bill won’t be spent until after 2021. 

Unfortunately, the Biden administration would not agree to these sensible fea-
tures and walked away from negotiations with us. I understand there are bipartisan 
discussions under way and my hope is that an agreement can be reached that’s con-
sistent with these features. 

The scope and size of the Administration’s infrastructure plan is particularly un-
tenable. Take the scope of the plan. The Administration wants to redefine what in-
frastructure means in order to spend taxpayer dollars on their Green New Deal 
agenda and other liberal policies. 

Let’s consider some examples. The Administration proposed almost a quarter-of- 
a trillion dollars for housing. Setting aside the issue of whether it’s the responsi-
bility of Federal taxpayers to buy and build everyone a home, housing is not infra-
structure. Housing is housing. The Administration also proposed $100 billion in con-
sumer rebates to purchase electric vehicles, and $10 billion for a Civilian Climate 
Corps. 

In addition, the $2.2 trillion size of the Biden administration’s plan is wildly ex-
cessive. Even the plan’s spending on real physical infrastructure, does not comport 
with economic reality, given how much money Congress has spent over the past 
year. 

Take transit spending, for example. The Administration wants $85 billion dollars 
for transit. This figure fails to account for the billions of dollars the Federal Govern-
ment has recently provided for transit. 

In March, Democrats spent $30 billion dollars on transit. Democrats did that after 
Congress provided more than $40 billion dollars for transit in response to COVID 
in 2020. CBO estimates that of this $70 billion, $22 billion—almost one-third of 
COVID transit dollars—won’t be spent until after 2021. And this $70 billion was 
on top of the $13 billion we annually spend. That’s a total of $83 billion dollars that 
Congress spent on transit over the course of 1 year. Amazingly, that number ex-
ceeds both the annual operating and capital costs of all the transit agencies in the 
U.S combined. 

The Biden administration seems to have lost sight of the fact that the Federal 
role in infrastructure spending has historically been limited. States and local gov-
ernments are primarily responsible for funding infrastructure projects—for the obvi-
ous reason that infrastructure projects are generally local or regional in nature. For 
example, bus and rail stations built in San Francisco don’t do a lot for people in 
Pittsburgh. 

And States and local governments are currently awash with cash. In the aggre-
gate, State and local tax collections set a new record in 2020. In addition to record 
revenues, over the course of 12 months, Congress sent more than $850 billion to 
States and local governments. 

States are now looking for ways to spend this windfall. For example, California 
has a budget surplus of over $75 billion that it may use to send out ‘‘free’’ money 
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to Californians. And my home State of Pennsylvania is sitting on a $3 billion rev-
enue surplus, plus $7 billion in unused Federal aid. 

More wasteful spending by Congress is not what our economy needs. It’s already 
contributed to the harmful inflation Americans are experiencing now. Inflation is at 
5 percent—the highest it’s been in 13 years. 

None of this should come as a surprise. Earlier this year President Clinton’s 
Treasury Secretary Larry Summers was warning us of the significant inflationary 
risks of excess spending. And that warning was before the Democrats’ March $1.9 
trillion spending bill. But Democrats ignored his warning. And now Democrats want 
to spend hundreds of billions more. 

Congress still has an opportunity to enact a sensible, bipartisan infrastructure 
package. But that’s only possible if we support real physical infrastructure that we 
pay for with existing funds—without raising taxes or borrowing billions. We can 
meet our country’s infrastructure needs without jeopardizing our economic recovery 
and putting future generations of Americans further into debt. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DANIEL HORRIGAN 
MAYOR, AKRON, OHIO 

JUNE 15, 2021 

Chairman Brown and Members of the Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs Com-
mittee, I am honored to provide testimony to the Committee on the critical need for 
a comprehensive approach and understanding of housing and transportation infra-
structure, and how they are the backbone for our communities. I would ask the 
Committee to submit my testimony in full for the record. I am privileged to serve 
as the Mayor of Akron, Ohio, and represent roughly 200,000 people. We are the 
home of Goodyear, Bridgestone-Firestone, Go-Jo Industries, the makers of Purell, 
the University of Akron, and so many other essential industries. Our people are the 
resilient but burdened workers of the Industrial Heartland. We are a legacy city, 
and we are in critical need of infrastructure investment. 

As Mayor, I deal with the daily reality of how the Federal Government impacts 
local citizens and the economic impact Congress has on Americans. Over the past 
few decades, Akron has experienced economic downturns with major companies on 
the verge of leaving, a pandemic that shut down our local businesses, and critical 
housing issues, exacerbated by the Great Recession over a decade ago, that we are 
still addressing. Communities of color have been the hardest hit by these crises. And 
racial income and wealth disparities are vicious and persistent in Akron, as they 
are across this country. 

Housing is a basic human need. This is something I believe we can all agree on. 
In fact, by creating HUD, a cabinet level position, over 50 years ago, cemented this 
truism to all of us. However, ‘‘housing’’ is more than what we see as our home. 
Housing is a unique and complex network of physical and financial structures—reg-
ulated and managed by Federal, State, and local institutions. Local municipalities 
have been faced with major problems such as foreclosures, an aging housing stock, 
out-of-town landlords, banks not lending, and insufficient Federal housing invest-
ments. Housing is critical infrastructure. All other infrastructure—water meters, 
roads, electrical lines, broadband fiber, sewers ultimately connect to houses. 

Many of the most-frequently discussed housing topics covered by the national 
media are simply not issues in cities like Akron. Our challenge is not displacement 
of the poor by the wealthy, or middle-class people being priced out of the market 
and having to make long commutes into the city. Our challenge is property values 
that are often too low, to allow capital stacks for new housing construction, or home 
improvement loans for residents of modest means. 

We need a Federal infrastructure framework that is geared toward legacy cities 
like Akron. We need programs that can help leverage private capital for real estate 
development so that we can keep existing residents in their homes, attract new resi-
dents to our city, and create markets for retail and other small businesses that can 
serve and employ our residents. Finally, we cannot ask our citizens to return to 
work without first ensuring they have a stable and healthy place to return HOME. 

With regard to surface transportation and transit options for workers, like with 
housing, our challenges are not necessarily those that you read about in the na-
tional media. My constituents are not facing 2-hour long commutes and intolerable 
levels of traffic congestion. Our challenge, instead, is maintaining the legacy infra-
structure that was built for a city that once had 30 percent more population than 
it has today, with a limited tax base that is supported by working-class residents. 
Our residents have put real skin in the game, demonstrating their willingness to 
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1 https://www.bozemandailychronicle.com/news/city/as-housing-costs-skyrocket-bozemans- 
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2 https://www.bozemandailychronicle.com/news/economy/housing-prices-in-bozeman-decline- 
frommarch-to-april-but-theyre-still-way-up-from/article—364d1f82-1fa9-54d2-86a2- 
6a649b8379c7.html# 

3 https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/MTGALL1URN 

invest in our infrastructure, by voting in favor of a recent local income tax increase 
for roadway improvements, but that doesn’t come close to addressing all our needed 
transportation investments. It doesn’t eliminate the need a Federal transportation 
program that focuses on maintaining the roads that we already have, and providing 
more assistance for alternatives to driving, such as public transit and bike and pe-
destrian improvements. It doesn’t help electrify our bus fleet, or replace our crum-
bling transit maintenance facility, or expand Bus Rapid Transit into neighborhoods 
cut off from the regional economy. 

During this pandemic, you—the United States Congress—have asked people to 
contribute to their local economy by continuing to work, keep paying their mortgage 
and taxes, and most did just that. Further, as we emerge from the pandemic, we 
want those who lost employment to come back to work. That requires stable housing 
and the means to get to and from that job. Finally, housing is the foundation of a 
healthy community. I firmly believe that investing in housing infrastructure is the 
absolute best way we can help our children thrive in school, decrease neighborhood 
blight and violence, and decrease economic disparities among our Black residents. 
Stronger and more stable housing is key to Akron’s future, and for our country’s 
future, and I would argue it’s where ALL infrastructure begins and ends. 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these thoughts, and I look forward to the 
conversation today. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CYNDY ANDRUS 
MAYOR, BOZEMAN, MONTANA 

JUNE 15, 2021 

Good Morning, Chairman Brown, Ranking Member Toomey, and Members of the 
Senate Banking Committee. It is an honor to testify before you this morning about 
the infrastructure challenges facing cities and towns across our country. I am Mayor 
Cyndy Andrus. I am the mayor of Bozeman, Montana, one of the fastest-growing 
cities in the country. Bozeman is a vibrant community with the State’s land grant 
university, Montana State; a thriving tech sector; a booming tourism economy; and 
a pristine outdoor environment neighboring America’s first National Park—Yellow-
stone. These assets have drawn people from all over the country and the world to 
Bozeman and our great State of Montana. 

To support such growth, Bozeman certainly needs improved water infrastructure, 
faster broadband, and more robust public transit options. But at the end of every 
sewer line, bus route, and broadband fiber conduit is a home—a longterm, hard cap-
ital asset. That home must be affordable and occupied for these investments to pro-
vide a return to the taxpayer. Clearly, in Bozeman and so many communities like 
ours, high-quality infrastructure must include affordable housing. Period. 

Housing affordability and lack of housing stock are not just coastal, urban issues. 
As I hope to illustrate in my testimony, housing affordability challenges impact com-
munities of all sizes across the country. 

As reported in the Bozeman Daily Chronicle, the median home price in Bozeman 
was $660,000 in April 2021. 1 That reflects a 50 percent increase in the median price 
for a single-family home in 1 year. Similarly, townhomes and apartments in Boze-
man experienced a 22.4 percent median price increase from April 2020 to April 
2021. 2 Unsurprisingly, it is impossible for wages in Gallatin County to keep pace 
with this explosive growth in housing costs. The divergence between wages and 
home prices affects everyone. Business owners cannot find employees; thus, they 
must reduce hours or turn down clients. Third-, fourth-, and fifth-generation Mon-
tanans have to consider uprooting their families after contributing for decades to 
what makes Montana special. Young couples who have built businesses and want 
to raise children in Bozeman no longer see a way to be long-term members of our 
community. 

Every week, I hear from business owners in our community who have top tier 
candidates turn down job offers because home prices are out of control. The people 
who cannot afford a home in Bozeman are not just hourly workers making $15/hour, 
but also potential employees with Ph.D.’s and salary offers between $75,000 and 
$100,000 per year. Rising housing prices and an unemployment rate of 3 percent 3 
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create the perfect storm where businesses in our community cannot attract the tal-
ent they need, nor is there a local talent pool actively looking for jobs. Construction 
companies and developers cannot even find the workforce to build workforce hous-
ing. 

Without an affordable place to live, residents of Bozeman cannot participate in 
our community. They cannot enjoy our trails, they cannot send their kids to our top- 
notch local schools, and they cannot contribute to our economy as consumers, em-
ployees, or employers. 

Now, as Senators Tester and Daines know, Montanans do not just sit around and 
complain about our problems. We find solutions. After consulting with community 
members including low-income families, business owners, and developers, the City 
of Bozeman adopted an inclusionary zoning ordinance in 2018. The ordinance re-
quired projects with ten or more single family homes to sell 10 percent of the homes 
to be affordable at 70 percent of AMI or pay cash-in-lieu to the City’s community 
housing fund. The regulation led to the construction of 17 affordable homes, more 
than $448,000 for our cash-in-lieu program, and roughly 50 more homes were in the 
development review process. 4 Not a bad start to a program that was just over 2 
years old in a city of about 50,000 with construction timelines averaging 18–24 
months. However, in April, our legislature outlawed this tool to get firefighters, 
teachers, and nurses—the backbone of our community—into homes at a reasonable 
price point. They put a stop to the progress we had made combatting this crisis. 

Even with inclusionary zoning no longer an option, Bozeman has continued to find 
ways to incentivize affordable housing construction through reduced impact fees, re-
duced minimum lot sizes, and reduced parking requirements. In addition, Bozeman 
no longer approves projects using the City’s most restrictive single-family zoning 
designation, RS. Further, the City’s minimum development density requirements for 
projects encourage dense, compact development. Finally, the City has hired develop-
ment code and urban planning code experts to identify where Bozeman’s code unin-
tentionally drives up the price of a home through onerous overregulation. 

Despite all of these efforts, it still is not enough. The rising cost of land, labor, 
and lumber force prices for many homes out of reach in our community. The City 
will continue to pursue ways we can ease the burden of regulations and facilitate 
denser development. However, we are asking for help. 

The Federal Government needs to recognize that housing goes hand in hand with 
streets, sewers, and bridges. Housing is the basic building block of a community. 
Why build all that infrastructure if no one can afford to live in the community? 

We need housing that the community as a whole can afford, not just the wealthy. 
Many Senators on this Committee have seen what happens to communities when 
the middle tier of housing is hollowed out, and only the wealthy can afford to live 
there. It is not pretty. 

Luckily, Congress can help and there is no need to create new programs. Non-
entitlement communities like Bozeman must compete for Federal funds through ex-
isting programs like the Community Development Block Grant program, the HOME 
program, and the Housing Trust Fund from within the State’s allocation. Thus, com-
petition for these limited funds pits Bozeman against much smaller nonentitlement 
communities in Montana, all with limited resources to construct more housing. And 
our rural neighbors in places like Three Forks and Wilsall, Montana, need similar 
investments for the critical rural housing programs at USDA Rural Development. 
Finding solutions that only work for large metropolitan areas is not a way to solve 
this crisis. We need the Senate Banking Committee to provide more flexibility and 
access to tools like CDBG and HOME to work for every community to construct 
more housing. A one-size-fits-all solution does not work. 

In addition to programs that help working families, the Federal Government 
needs to invest in communities that are innovating to solve this problem. For exam-
ple, the Federal Government can provide resources to assist communities in simpli-
fying their development review process through hiring more staff and auditing the 
entirety of their code. Additionally, the Federal Government can offset the costs of 
infrastructure construction and improvement in exchange for denser development. 
No Mayor or any other community member expects the Government to construct 
new housing from the ground up, but we do expect you to act rather than sit on 
your hands in the middle of a crisis. Your actions can provide tools to local govern-
ments and fill the gaps that the private sector is not currently meeting. 

Housing is not the only aspect of Bozeman’s infrastructure under the Banking 
Committee’s jurisdiction in need of more significant Federal investment. Our public 
transit system, called Streamline, is an invaluable service in our community by pro-
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viding more than 300,000 rides per year. 5 Federal dollars could allow Streamline 
to expand its route network to serve more members of our community. Additionally, 
Streamline could use Federal money to upgrade to a greener fleet in line with Boze-
man’s climate goal to reduce emissions. 

On behalf of the more than 50,000 residents of Bozeman, I am urging you to fund 
housing in the American Jobs Plan and to allow us to continue to build the infra-
structure to keep Bozeman the Most Livable Place. 

Thank you, Chair Brown, Ranking Member Toomey, and Members of the Banking 
Committee; I look forward to your questions. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF COREY WOODS 
MAYOR, TEMPE, ARIZONA 

JUNE 15, 2021 

Good morning Chairman Brown, Ranking Member Toomey, and Members of the 
Committee. Thank you for inviting me to be here today to speak with you about 
the housing and transportation infrastructure needs of America’s cities. 

I am the Mayor of Tempe, Arizona. You may not have heard as much about our 
city as our neighbors in the Maricopa County urban area such as Phoenix and 
Scottsdale, but we are a thriving and innovative city. The 2020 Census will likely 
say that about 200,000 residents live within our borders. However, due to many 
businesses that call Tempe home, including the main campus of Arizona State Uni-
versity, we have a daytime population that is 70 percent greater than our census 
population. We are a land-locked community, so we only have the option to build 
up as we continue to grow in size. With our focus on sustainable development, den-
sity and public transportation are central to our city’s long-term planning. 

The median income of Tempe residents is about $58,000, a bit lower than the na-
tional average of $62,800. But the average cost of a home is more than $270,000, 
nearly 25 percent higher than the national average. In Tempe, this disparity be-
tween income and housing costs results in 42 percent of renters and 24 percent of 
homeowners being considered cost-burdened, which HUD defines as when a house-
hold pays more than 30 percent of their annual gross income on housing expenses. 

In addition to a dire need for more affordable housing for middle-income workers, 
we also have struggled with addressing the housing needs of individuals experi-
encing homelessness. From 2015 to 2020, Tempe experienced an increase of over 900 
percent in our unsheltered population. Federal programs such as Community Devel-
opment Block Grants, HOME Investment Partnership Programs and Emergency So-
lutions Grant funding have become essential components in delivering housing op-
tions to our most vulnerable populations. In 2016, Valor on Eighth, a 50-unit afford-
able housing development that serves veterans and their families opened to our 
community. This project used CDBG to acquire the land and HOME funds assisted 
with the construction of the facility. Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) were 
utilized to finance the development while Project Based Vouchers in the facility al-
lows for long-term affordability to be financially viable for its residents. Just last 
week, I was at the construction site of the Nation’s first 3D printed home. The City 
of Tempe transferred the property, originally purchased through CDBG funds, to 
Habitat for Humanity for construction of a total of 16 homes. This 3D-printed home 
offers an innovative model for the future of home ownership with a scalable, cost- 
effective solution and the Federal Government has a part in this success story. 

Our city has invested heavily in affordable housing initiatives. Through our 
Hometown for All initiative, we negotiate voluntary contributions from developers 
to our affordable housing fund and we dedicate an amount equal to half of all per-
mitting fees to these efforts. Since January of this year, this program has raised 
nearly $4.5 million. Our City Council recently approved investing $1.2 million for 
the purposes of conducting environmental and archaeological assessments on city 
owned land for the eventual development of 325 affordable rental housing units and 
50 affordable home ownership units. We are currently waiting for the developer to 
receive approval for Low Income Housing Tax Credits in order to get the project 
started. 

Unfortunately, even with the city’s own investments, private partnerships, and 
creative use of Federal programs, we do not come close to meeting the needs of our 
cost-burdened residents nor addressing our extraordinary increase in unsheltered 
individuals. Tempe has benefited greatly from a 55 percent increase in allocations 
of CDBG, HOME, and ESG over the last 5 years, and this upward trajectory of Fed-
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eral support is critical for us to continue our collaboration with our private and non-
profit partners. We simply cannot begin to meet the housing needs of our residents 
without increased Federal support. 

Public transportation is the other key to our sustainable growth strategy. Many 
of Tempe’s future affordable housing projects will be strategically located along the 
existing, metro-area Light Rail system. This regional train creates a travel corridor 
between central Phoenix and Mesa, the third largest city in the State, with down-
town Tempe and the ASU campus at the center of the regional light rail system. 

We have been fortunate to have broad support from our business community for 
a proposed expansion of this system, known as the Tempe Streetcar program. Busi-
nesses located along the Streetcar corridor have instituted voluntary self-assess-
ments to contribute to the project’s funding needs. Recently, the Federal Govern-
ment, through the Federal Transit Administration, approved additional funding for 
the Streetcar project and we are grateful for that investment. Mesa, our neighboring 
municipality, and home to the Chicago Cubs spring training facility, has partnered 
with us to explore the feasibility in expanding the Streetcar from downtown Tempe 
into the City of Mesa. This expansion would span the public transportation corridor 
through downtown Tempe, ASU’s upcoming 355-acre innovation corridor, and a 1.3 
million square foot open air shopping development to the Cubs’ Stadium, all the 
while linking industrial zones and creating opportunity for future affordable housing 
development. 

Just Friday, our City Council held a joint meeting with the Boards of the Tempe 
Chamber of Commerce, Tempe Tourism Office, and other local business leaders. We 
work very closely with our private sector partners to plan Tempe’s future through 
thoughtful development that includes affordable housing and public transportation 
to ensure financial stability and access to economic opportunity for Tempe residents. 
We invest a significant amount of Tempe tax dollars into these efforts and are com-
mitted to expanding these community resources. We are hopeful for an increased 
investment from the Federal Government so they can become an even bigger part-
ner in the process of planning for Tempe’s future. 

I would be remiss if I didn’t note that the city itself is managing through chal-
lenging financial times. 

The city’s hotel transaction privilege tax revenues are down over 50 percent Janu-
ary 2021 as compared to January 2020, reflecting the steep decline in travel and 
tourism to our region. Similarly, tax revenue derived from restaurants/bars and 
amusements is down over 20 and 60 percent, respectively, over the same time pe-
riod. 

The loss of special events, ASU attendance, workers coming into the high-rises 
downtown, conferences, and spring training has meant that the city has fewer re-
sources to provide services while our residents and businesses are experiencing 
more needs. 

To that end, we have been proactive in enacting cost cutting measures for the city, 
and Federal aid has played an important part in helping to maintain services while 
offering relief programs for our residents and businesses. Increased investments in 
infrastructure would provide the city with an important tool to address the negative 
economic impacts of COVID–19 and continue to develop our community with a sus-
tainable and smart approach. 

We need continued and increased Federal dollars to supplement our local invest-
ments in affordable housing, public transit, infrastructure, and programs to provide 
relief to the homeless, those at risk of eviction, and other at-risk groups as our econ-
omy recovers and local revenues get back on track. 

I am so grateful for the time you have allowed me to speak to you about Tempe’s 
perspective. I feel fortunate to do what I do every day. I look forward to answering 
any questions you might have. 
Additional Resources 
Tempe data source: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/tempecityarizona 
National data source: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/ 

PST045219 
Tempe Affordable Housing Strategy: https://www.tempe.gov/home/ 

showpublisheddocument/75941/637008820631300000 
City of Tempe Hometown for All: https://www.tempe.gov/home/ 

showpublisheddocument/86729/637424358222370000 
Maricopa Association of Governments, Point In Time Count: https:// 

www.azmag.gov/Programs/Homelessness/Point-In-Time-Homeless-Count 
Maricopa Association of Governments, Management Committee Meeting, Day Time 

Population: http://azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/MagContent/MC—2018-04- 
11—AGD-Packet.pdf?ver=2018-04-04-111733-210 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN PARSONS 
COUNTY COMMISSIONER, LANCASTER COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

JUNE 15, 2021 

Thank you Chairman Brown, Ranking Member Toomey, and the other Members 
of the Committee. 

My name is Josh Parsons and I am Chairman of the Board of County Commis-
sioners in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. I am a former prosecutor and a former 
Army Infantry Officer. 

The Board of County Commissioners is the seat of legislative and executive pow-
ers in the county and has broad authority over the county’s budget and finances, 
taxes, debts, and contracts. 

At around 550,000 citizens, Lancaster County is the 6th most populous of Penn-
sylvania’s 67 counties. Although best known for our Amish and Mennonite commu-
nities, like Pennsylvania itself, we are a diverse community with urban, suburban, 
and rural residents. Lancaster County is made up of 60 municipalities—1 City, 18 
Boroughs, and 41 Townships. 

We pride ourselves on fiscal restraint and responsibility. 
Lancaster County Government has approximately the highest general fund bal-

ance (like a personal savings account for an individual) that it has had ever. This 
was achieved through conservative budget management, not raising taxes. Lan-
caster County’s current Board of Commissioners has never raised taxes. In fact, our 
county taxes have not been raised in nearly a decade, which is difficult to do as a 
county in Pennsylvania. 

Lancaster County has the 3rd lowest tax rate of the 67 counties in Pennsylvania 
and the lowest of any large county. Our bond rating has been rising and we have 
been good stewards of our infrastructure. We are steadily working through a plan 
to repair or replace all of our structurally deficient bridges. 

Like everywhere else, the last year-and-a-half has been a challenge for Lancaster 
County. We went into COVID with the best economy we had seen in a generation. 
Our businesses were thriving and wages were rising for all groups and demo-
graphics. 

The impact of the pandemic, and our Governor’s ensuing draconian lockdowns and 
refusal to address the economic damage of the pandemic, did great harm to our 
economy. 

However, I am very proud of our County’s response to COVID. Our County fa-
vored a middle course—we addressed COVID and the economic crisis. We pulled to-
gether as a community and executed what in many ways was a model medical and 
economic recovery plan in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

The Federal CARES Act resources were instrumental in our recovery. Lancaster 
County received approximately $95 million. This was a huge amount of money for 
us. These funds were disbursed to us very rapidly after passage of the bill and ar-
rived during the crisis. We in turn put the money quickly to use for both our med-
ical and economic recovery plans across our county. The CARES Act had sufficient 
flexibility in the Treasury guidance that counties were able to use it in varied and 
necessary ways. 

As fiscal conservatives, we were, of course, concerned about the cost of the CARES 
Act and the debt being accrued at the national level to pay for it. But we recognized 
it was a necessary response to the crisis because the Government had effectively 
shut down the economy and prevented people from earning a living. We felt a heavy 
responsibility to use the money wisely to help our community. 

Unlike the CARES Act, I do not think the so-called American Rescue Plan was 
necessary. Under this Act Lancaster County is slated to receive about $106 million. 
Again, this is a huge amount of money for us. Moreover, every other county in Penn-
sylvania, and many other municipalities, are receiving allocations. 

This money is arriving after the COVID crisis is over. And now come proposals 
for even more money to be sent out through an infrastructure plan. 

At this point, rather than sending out more money, the better solution would be 
to get Government fully out of the way and let the economy come roaring back. 

As I talk to people around my county, what I hear about is concern about costs 
going up. Groceries, gas, lumber—everything costs more. 

Inflation is a natural and predictable result of huge amounts of money being 
pumped into the economy. Numbers from May show inflation is up 5 percent. All 
this new money is chasing the same amount of goods and services, including here 
in Lancaster County. 

Inflation hurts working class people in Lancaster County the worst because rising 
prices for things like groceries and gas outpace wages. You can see and feel this 
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happening already around us. It also eats away at the value of any money put away 
in a bank account for a rainy day. 

So, I would fervently ask that before you consider borrowing more money from 
our grandchildren to hand out across the country—just stop and take a pause. There 
is a huge amount of money already circulating. For example, if you want to provide 
for infrastructure, Congress could allow more flexibility for counties, and other mu-
nicipalities, in the use of the existing American Rescue Plan funds. What need there 
still is could then be addressed in a much more targeted way. 

Please do not further bankrupt our country and take from our yet unborn grand-
children without first waiting to use the existing massive amounts of money that 
have already been distributed to States and local governments. 

Thank you. 
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Good morning Chairman Brown, Ranking Member Toomey, and Members of the 
Committee. Thank you for inviting me to participate in today’s hearing. 

My name is Brian Riedl. I am a Senior Fellow in Budget, Tax, and Economic Pol-
icy at the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research. The views I express in this testi-
mony are my own, and should not be construed as representing any official position 
of the Manhattan Institute. 

My testimony today will offer four principles for responsible infrastructure invest-
ments: 

• First, Congress should avoid piling on new taxes or debt. The Federal budget 
is already facing $100 trillion in baseline deficits over 30 years, and any taxes 
should address that first. 

• Second, State and local governments should use for infrastructure the $530 bil-
lion in additional Federal windfalls they have recently received. In fact, infra-
structure is a perfect use of one-time Federal funding. 

• Third, any additional Federal investments should be funded within the current 
$61 trillion spending baseline over the decade. The offsets are there if infra-
structure is truly a Congressional priority. 

• Finally, America’s main infrastructure policy challenge is not funding, but rath-
er the slow, bureaucratic, high-cost implementation of the policies. Spending an-
other $1 trillion without making these programs more effective is a poor use 
of taxpayer dollars. 

As an addendum, I will show that there is a broad economic consensus that infra-
structure policies do not provide short-term stimulus, and most new construction 
jobs are redistributed from other jobs. 
Principle #1: No New Taxes or Deficits 

Washington has proven to be increasingly unable to pay for its current spending 
commitments. It is on pace to borrow nearly $7 trillion across 2020 and 2021, and 
faces $100 trillion in baseline budget deficits over the next 30 years. Adding trillions 
more in spending will further raise the spending baseline to levels that no plausible 
tax system can finance. Even if this new infrastructure spending is financed with 
trillions in new taxes, that would still use up a large portion of the taxes that will 
instead be needed to address the $100 trillion in baseline deficits. Thus, lawmakers 
should commit to not worsen the unsustainable budget outlook by adding more debt, 
or diverting its limited tax options into financing new spending programs. 

Let’s dive deeper into the numbers. The cost of the American Jobs Plan1—$2.6 
trillion over 8 years, an average of 1.25 percent of GDP—would represent the most 
expensive nonemergency spending bill in at least 50 years.2 And it follows Wash-
ington enacting $5.4 trillion in (mostly necessary) pandemic spending over the past 
12 months—a total that comprises one-fifth of the entire national debt. The Amer-
ican Families Plan would add $1.8 trillion more in spending. 

The underlying fiscal outlook is unsustainable. The national debt held by the pub-
lic is already projected to double from $17 trillion to $35 trillion between the end 
of 2019 and 2030.3 If President Biden’s entire campaign agenda is enacted, and ex-
piring provisions are extended, it would mean the national debt rising from $17 tril-
lion to $44 trillion over that period.4 This would leave the national debt at 130 per-
cent of GDP, or one-quarter higher than at the end of World War II. 
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And it only gets worse thereafter. The Congressional Budget Office projects that— 
due overwhelmingly to escalating Social Security and Medicare shortfalls—Wash-
ington will run $100 trillion in baseline budget deficits over the next 30 years. This 
would leave the national debt at nearly 200 percent of GDP. At the end of that pe-
riod, Government interest payments will consume half of all tax revenues.5 

That is the rosy scenario that assumes no new legislation is enacted, the 2017 
tax cuts expire, no new recessions, and low interest rates. If interest rates exceed 
the CBO baseline assumption by even 1 percentage point, it would add $30 trillion 
in interest costs over three decades. Deficits would reach 18 percent of GDP, the 
debt would hit 264 percent of GDP, and two-thirds of all tax revenues would merely 
pay the interest on the debt.6 

That is simply the CBO baseline, with interest rates rising by an additional per-
centage point. 

And that is why it is shortsighted to assert that low interest rates make this the 
right time to borrow. Washington is behaving like a subprime homeowner and mak-
ing long-term debt commitments based on short-term interest rates. The average 
maturity of the U.S. debt is 5 years and declining, which means most of the national 
debt would quickly roll over into any future interest rate increase. 

In short, the Federal Government is essentially gambling our fiscal future on the 
hope that interest rates never again exceed 4 percent. Because if they do, simple 
math shows that combining rising interest rates with a debt approaching 200 or 300 
percent of GDP risks a catastrophic debt crisis. 

In that context, Washington should focus on paying for our current escalating 
commitments before undertaking the most expensive nonemergency spending bill in 
half-a-century. 

Some suggest that fully financing this infrastructure bill with new taxes would 
make it fiscally responsible. That is not the case. If a family facing a $100,000 credit 
card debt suddenly finds a $20,000 windfall, spending it all on expensive new fur-
niture would not be a responsible use of that money simply because it is ‘‘fully paid 
for’’ by the windfall. Similarly, there is a limited universe of plausible tax increases 
on families and businesses.7 
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Enacting all of these taxes would not even close the current 10-year projected 
budget deficit of $14.3 trillion, much less finance the President’s new spending pro-
posals.8 And even if they did, the escalating spending levels projected by CBO would 
re-open large budget deficits in the 2030s and 2040s. 

In short, it will take aggressive tax increases—or drastic and painful spending 
cuts—just to finance Washington’s current commitments. Applying the easiest $3 
trillion in taxes to a historic spending expansion simply leaves fewer options to close 
the remaining deficits. The only people left to pay the remaining taxes will be the 
middle class. 

Large spending increases create the difficult financing choice between using up 
our limited plausible tax increases, and going deeper into debt. The American Jobs 
Plan includes approximately $1.8 trillion in new corporate taxes that dwarf the $300 
billion in net corporate tax cuts (over 10 years) enacted in the 2017 Tax Cuts and 
Jobs Act. That law reduced the corporate tax rate from 35 percent to 21 percent, 
but offset most of those savings by curtailing key business tax preferences. The 
president would raise the corporate rate back to 28 percent (33 percent including 
State taxes)—restoring America to the highest rate in the OECD—while also raising 
international taxes and retaining the lost 2017 tax deductions. Moreover, the presi-
dent would severely weaken the 2017 tax reforms that finally gave U.S. multi-
national corporations a more level playing field when competing internationally. 
Now, once again, American companies abroad may face higher tax rates than our 
global competitors. 

No, infrastructure won’t pay for itself through economic growth. Some advocates 
suggest that infrastructure spending is not a major budgetary drag because it will 
provide enough growth and prosperity to pay for itself, or at least become more af-
fordable down the road. This spending version of the free-lunch Laffer Curve col-
lapses under basic scrutiny. Infrastructure spending is not like borrowing $100,000 
for a college degree that brings $1 million in higher future income. A Government 
program requires a 500 percent return on investment to pay for itself in future tax 
revenues. (Imagine a $100 expenditure creating $500 in new GDP that is then taxed 
at the long-term average Federal rate of 20 percent to bring in $100 in tax reve-
nues.) 

Do Government investments typically produce a 500 percent return? Try 5 per-
cent. A 2016 CBO report concluded that Federal investments typically return only 
5 percent9—compared with 10 percent for private-sector investments—because Fed-
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eral investments are costly, bureaucratic, unresponsive to market forces, and are 
often offset by State and local governments cutting back their own investments. 
Under this rate of return—and adjusted into net present values—it would take 100 
years for tax revenues to recoup even 20 percent of the cost. 

Moreover, this 5 percent figure refers to traditionally defined Government invest-
ments, rather than new broader definitions that include roughly $2 trillion in com-
bined proposals for long-term care for seniors, corporate welfare, public housing, 
Government-building renovation, child credits, and Affordable Care Act subsidies. 
By contrast, just $500 billion of the American Jobs Plan and American Families 
Plan would go toward roads, bridges, highways, airports, water transportation, and 
even electrical infrastructure. Some of those other policies may have merit, but they 
are not going to bring a historic burst of new productivity and economic growth that 
recoups any significant share of the initiative’s $4 trillion overall cost. 

In fact, economists at the University of Pennsylvania found that the spending pro-
visions in the American Jobs Plan would actually reduce economic growth and 
wages over the long-term. Any modest productivity benefits from these new public 
investments would be more than offset by the productivity losses caused by the nec-
essary Government borrowing crowding out more-productive private-sector invest-
ment. In other words, stronger economic growth means encouraging private-sector 
investment, not transferring those resources to the Government. Specifically, the 
Penn-Wharton Budget Model projected that the infrastructure spending in the 
American Jobs Plan will—over the long run: 

• Create no net jobs; 
• Reduce wages by 0.3 percent (0.8 percent when including the proposed taxes); 
• Reduce the capital stock by 1.5 percent (3.0 percent when including the pro-

posed taxes); 
• Reduce the GDP by 0.3 percent (0.8 percent when including the proposed 

taxes).10 
So not only would the President’s infrastructure proposal fail to produce the 500 

percent return needed to pay for itself, it would likely produce a negative overall 
return. 

Additionally, on the tax side of the proposal, the Tax Foundation estimates that: 
An increase in the Federal corporate tax rate to 28 percent would raise the 
U.S. Federal–State combined tax rate to 32.34 percent, highest in the 
OECD and among Group of Seven (G7) countries, harming U.S. economic 
competitiveness and increasing the cost of investment in America. We esti-
mate that this would reduce long-run economic output by 0.8 percent, elimi-
nate 159,000 jobs, and reduce wages by 0.7 percent. Workers across the in-
come scale would bear much of the tax increase. For example, the bottom 
20 percent of earners would on average see a 1.45 percent drop in after- 
tax income in the long run.11 

Principle #2: States Should Use Their Federal Windfalls 
State and local governments have received more than $850 billion from the Fed-

eral Government’s pandemic emergency bills.12 A portion of this spending was for 
necessary costs related to public health. On the flip side, State and local govern-
ments recently received $350 billion to close budget deficits that—for the most 
part—no longer exist. California’s State government received $26 billion (and their 
local governments received an extra $16 billion)13 despite facing a $75 billion sur-
plus for the upcoming fiscal year.14 My home State of Wisconsin has reported an 
‘‘unprecedented’’ revenue surge and projects a $5.8 billion surplus over the next 2 
years—enough to rebate 30 percent of all State income taxes.15 And yet the State 
will receive an additional $2.5 billion bailout from Washington, DC, to address a 
budget shortfall that does not exist. These stories are being repeated across Amer-
ica: State and local governments with large one-time cash windfalls that they do not 
know how to spend, as well as frustration of strings attached on Federal funds they 
are receiving. 

States are also holding approximately $180 billion in unspent K–12 education 
grants from earlier relief bills.16 This money is purportedly to cover pandemic-re-
lated renovations and costs, but CBO estimates that most will not be spent until 
between 2023 and 2028, likely well after COVID has passed.17 

All in all, State and local governments are sitting on more than $500 billion in 
Federal funds, the vast majority of which lacks any clear direct purpose. It would 
be irresponsible for States to create new permanent spending programs that outlast 
this temporary cash windfall, and Washington has tried (perhaps unconstitution-
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ally) to forbid these States from cutting taxes. Thus, applying most of that $500 bil-
lion towards a one-time infrastructure boost makes the most sense. 

This amount is well sufficient for most States. Government at all levels spends 
approximately $235 billion annually on highways, roads, and bridges,18 split equally 
between capital improvements and maintenance.19 Even applying half of the States’ 
$500 billion towards highways, roads, and bridges would more than double the $115 
billion in the President’s plan, and amount to a doubling of their total budget—sure-
ly enough to meaningfully address any backlog (without Washington micromanage-
ment of the projects). 

And it would cost taxpayers nothing above what Congress has already distributed. 
Additional State spending can go towards other infrastructure needs such as mod-

ernizing the electrical grid, purifying the water supply, improving broadband access, 
or renovating schools. Even putting $100 billion into these priorities would rep-
resent ‘‘moonshot’’ reforms over current spending levels. 

The key question is how to encourage State and local governments to apply these 
funds towards infrastructure. Congress could offer perhaps $150 billion in infra-
structure matching funds (this is still much cheaper than Washington spending $2 
trillion) and also pass legislation freeing up the education funds for broader infra-
structure uses. At the same time, if governors truly resist investing their large 
windfalls in infrastructure, that may be a sign to Washington that it is less of a 
national priority after all. 
Principle #3: Washington Can Add Spending Within the Current Budget 

It is not unreasonable for Washington to contribute somewhat more to infrastruc-
ture, whether through matching funds for States, or truly national projects like 
interstate waterways or rail. But Washington is already projected to spend more 
than $60 trillion over the next decade. If it cannot apply $500 billion of that amount 
towards infrastructure priorities—less than 1 percent of the budget—then it is fair 
to question how serious Congress and the President are about infrastructure. Con-
gress already spends $306 billion annually on nondefense investment (including 
$112 billion for physical infrastructure), and should be able to repurpose some of 
this spending.20 

The most straightforward carve-out would bring back caps in discretionary spend-
ing. Rather than drastically increase this spending by 8.4 percent as President 
Biden has proposed, Washington could save $500 billion over the decade by cutting 
that budget by 1.5 percent in 2021, and then capping its annual growth at the infla-
tion rate over the decade. Alternatively, Congress could inflation-adjust Federal 
spending using the more accurate chained CPI, sell hundreds of billions worth of 
excess Federal assets and land, or even begin broader entitlement reforms.21 Some 
modest rescissions of leftover pandemic spending may be available as well. The 
money is there if Congress wants to pay for infrastructure. 

As an alternative to taxing the rich, I have recently released a report proposing 
upwards of $1 trillion in potential savings over the decade from reducing spending 
benefits for these same upper-income families.22 This includes slightly trimming So-
cial Security benefits and raising Medicare premiums for retirees with millions in 
financial assets, and reducing farm subsidies for families earning more than 
$300,000 annually. Spending savings are never easy or popular, but living within 
our means and building a sustainable Federal budget means that new priorities 
should be offset with lower-priority savings. 
Principle #4: Reform Infrastructure Waste and Delays—Do Not Throw 

Money at an Unreformed, Broken System 
The easiest answer to most political problems is simply to throw more money at 

them. Yet America’s infrastructure is not held back by low spending levels, but rath-
er by its status among the world’s most expensive, bureaucratic, and slowly built. 
It has become cliche to contrast the 410 days needed to build the Empire State 
Building in 1930–31 with the more recent 25-year process of building Boston’s ‘‘Big 
Dig.’’ Yet the persistence of delays, cost-overruns, and death-by-NIMBYism can be 
seen today in California’s high-speed rail project that is now expected to take nearly 
40 years from planning to completion (which itself is increasingly unlikely) and cost 
$70 billion more than originally estimated. 

Our infrastructure can certainly use some upgrades, particularly its roads and 
electrical grid. That said, the crumbling State of American infrastructure has been 
overstated. A 2019 report of the World Economic Forum ranked the United States’ 
infrastructure first among the 10 geographically largest countries (i.e., the countries 
that likely have the most extensive infrastructure needs).23 

Similarly, last year a Congressional Research Service report titled ‘‘The Condition 
of Highway Bridges Continues to Improve’’ noted that ‘‘the number and share of 
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bridges in poor condition have dropped significantly over the past 20 years. Further-
more, repairing every deficient bridge in just a few years is unrealistic, and not 
every bridge repair is likely to be justified when considering both the economic bene-
fits and costs. FHWA’s own analysis of bridge data suggests a relatively modest in-
crease in spending could substantially reduce or eliminate the backlog of economi-
cally justifiable investments if sustained over a 20-year period.’’24 

Spending levels remain healthy. Transportation infrastructure spending (adjusted 
for inflation) rose from $332 to $371 billion between 2008 and 2018.25 Government 
spending on transportation and water infrastructure at all levels is 2.3 percent of 
the GDP ($440 billion), just slightly below the 30-year average of 2.5 percent.26 That 
said, there has been a modest shift from capital spending to operations and mainte-
nance. Spending on energy and the electrical grid continues to rise, although chal-
lenges remain.27 

America’s main infrastructure challenge is not spending levels, but rather its gen-
eral ineffectiveness per dollar spent. In 2016, CBO released a report entitled ‘‘The 
Macroeconomic and Budgetary Effects of Federal Investment’’. Economist Scott 
Hodge succinctly summarizes the reports three leading conclusions:28 

1. ‘‘Federal investments deliver only half the economic returns as private sector 
investments, 5 percent versus 10 percent. 

2. A dollar of Federal spending results in only $0.67 worth of actual investment 
because State, local, and private sector entities reduce their spending in re-
sponse to the Federal dollars. 

3. Federal investment financed by debt or taxes could do more economic harm 
than good because Federal borrowing and taxes crowd out private investment. 
To avoid harming the economy, Federal investments should be financed by cuts 
in other discretionary programs.’’ 

Diving deeper, America’s transportation infrastructure is among the most expen-
sive, bureaucratic, and slowly built in the world.29 Consider that: 

• The cost of interstate construction spending per mile quadrupled from 1960 
through 1990, and has continued to grow since then (adjusted for inflation).30 

• Labor costs are higher in part because the Davis–Bacon Act, which mandates 
that those awarded Government contracts pay a ‘‘prevailing wage,’’ raises wage 
costs by as much as 22 percent.31 

• Government-mandated project labor agreements (PLAs) have been shown to sig-
nificantly raise labor costs as well.32 

• America requires many more workers to do the same construction work as Eu-
rope.33 

• Most U.S. construction projects are performed only during the workday, while 
much of Europe has round-the-clock shifts.34 

• U.S. subway systems are by far the most expensive to build in the world, and 
in New York City cost quadruple the world average to build. The difference is 
high labor costs, poor contractor work, poor oversight, and defensive designs 
meant to avoid a cascade of stakeholder lawsuits related to environmental and 
historical artifact protection.35 

• Coordination between various local governments and stakeholders—while often 
necessary—brings endless delays and veto points, particularly for transpor-
tation projects. 

• Nearly a century ago, the Empire State Building was built in 410 days. More 
recently, Boston’s Big Dig took 25 years from planning to completion. Today, 
California’s high-speed rail is expected to take nearly 40 years from planning 
to completion. Some delays are helpful—we want to ensure safety and environ-
mental protection—but the U.S. has become a global outlier. 

A major cause of delays are the necessary-but-slow Environmental Impact State-
ments and Historical Artifact Reviews. Consider that: 

• Environmental reviews commonly exceed 1,000 pages and require on average 7 
years to complete (compared to no more than 1 to 2 years in Canada and 3.5 
years in the European Union).36 

• Several environmental impact statements now take more than 17 years to com-
plete—and no ground can be broken until the project has survived the legal 
process, including appeals by any litigant.37 

• In America—unlike many other countries—environmental and historical re-
views can be challenged in court by a wide range of stakeholders, and these 
challenges can take years or even decades to be decided. Other countries use 
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faster, nonjudicial options to enforce these regulations, rather than expensive 
and time-consuming lawsuits that essentially become a project veto.38 

• Megan McArdle cites an egregious example: ‘‘The Southeastern High Speed Rail 
Corridor was proposed in 1992. You will be thrilled to learn that in September 
2017, the Department of Transportation announced the completion of the 
project’s Tier II Draft Environmental Impact Statement.’’39 

President Biden’s physical infrastructure component throws $1 trillion at this bro-
ken system. In fact, it would raise costs further by tightening higher-wage require-
ments and imposing stricter ‘‘Buy America’’ requirements that limit trade and 
lower-cost options. And it allocates more funding to transit and high-speed rail 
($165 billion) than highways, roads, and bridges ($115 billion) despite the surging 
costs40 and declining public interest41 in the former. 

There is certainly a case for increasing infrastructure investment. But any new 
funding should be accompanied by reforms to spend that money more effectively. 

The $213 billion proposal to build, rehabilitate, and retrofit millions of homes is 
expensive and vaguely defined. While public housing should obviously not be left in 
disrepair, lawmakers should focus more on housing vouchers that provide low-in-
come families with more options to escape public housing if they so choose. Thus, 
building more private housing and addressing zoning restrictions would be more 
helpful. That said, local communities must play a lead role. Additionally, the pro-
posal to ‘‘build, preserve, and retrofit homes’’ is vaguely defined, and it is unclear 
if tax credits will be sufficient to bring such expensive projects—especially given the 
push for more expensive unionized workers in an industry that is only 13 percent 
unionized.42 

Additionally, the proposed $100 billion for K–12 school construction and renova-
tion ($50 billion in direct grants plus $50 billion through bonds) is unnecessary. 
School construction has long been a responsibility of State and local governments, 
and federalizing this role engages in mission creep while diminishing the role of the 
governors, mayors, and school boards closer to these schools. Furthermore, States 
are flush with $180 billion in K–12 grants from earlier pandemic bills that well ex-
ceed their COVID-related expenses (which is why CBO assumes most will not be 
spent until between 2023 and 2028).43 Congress should clarify that these $180 bil-
lion in recent grant funds may be used for broader education expenses. 
Addendum: Economists Agree That Infrastructure Is Not ‘‘Stimulus’’ or Job 

Creation 
Finally, let’s address the ‘‘jobs’’ portion of the American Jobs Plan. The Biden ad-

ministration and other advocates assert that massive infrastructure spending will 
stimulate short-term economic growth and create jobs. 

Economists across the political spectrum have debunked this myth for the obvious 
reason that infrastructure projects require several years of planning and regulatory 
reviews before they begin—at which point the economy has already recovered. In 
fact, as stated above, environmental impact statements typically take 7 years to 
complete. After allocating $94 billion for mostly ‘‘shovel-ready’’ stimulus projects in 
2009, President Obama later joked that ‘‘Shovel-ready was not as . . . shovel-ready 
as we expected.’’ 

Former Obama White House chief economist Jason Furman and former Congres-
sional Budget Office director Doug Elmendorf added that ‘‘In the past, infrastruc-
ture projects that were initiated as the economy started to weaken did not involve 
substantial amounts of spending until after the economy had recovered.’’44 

Delays are not the only stimulus barrier. Stanford economists John Cogan and 
John Taylor observed that State and local governments receiving 2009 Federal stim-
ulus infrastructure grants simply cut back on their own spending and borrowing al-
most dollar-for-dollar, completely negating the impact of the Federal spending.45 

The stimulus case is also undermined by Washington distributing spending large-
ly based on politics rather than local economic needs. Harvard economist Edward 
Glaeser revealed that 2009 stimulus dollars were disproportionately distributed to 
regions with lower unemployment rates that did not need stimulus. On one level, 
this makes sense—many high unemployment regions are rural or losing population, 
and are thus not the best candidates for widening local highways or adding high- 
speed rail. However, this approach exposes the disconnect between the goals of in-
frastructure and job creation. Glaeser also writes that, unlike the past infrastruc-
ture projects that relied more on manual labor, today’s ‘‘big infrastructure requires 
fancy equipment and skilled engineers, who aren’t likely to be unemployed.’’46 

Because of these factors, a review of 2009 stimulus highway projects shows no 
sustained effect on county-level employment.47 Another study found that half of all 
new employees hired at firms that received stimulus dollars had been poached from 
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other firms (rather than coming from the ranks of the unemployed), and many of 
these companies were forced to turn down other construction projects to accommo-
date the new ‘‘stimulus’’ projects.48 

Overall, CRS examined highway spending and concluded that ‘‘to the extent that 
financing new highways [comes from] reducing expenditures on other programs or 
by deficit finance . . . the net impact on the economy of highway construction in 
terms of both output and employment could be nullified or even negative.’’49 

Adherents to the infrastructure stimulus argument should consider the case of 
Japan, which responded to a sustained economic downturn with $6.3 trillion in in-
frastructure investment between 1991 and 2008.50 One of the largest investments 
in airports, trains, highways, and tunnels in world history helped push Japan’s na-
tional debt from 38 percent to 140 percent of GDP, yet its per-capita GDP was 
roughly the same in 2008 as in 1994. 

Third, political considerations can limit the stimulative effect of infrastructure. 
The geographic distribution of infrastructure spending has historically been driven 
by the political leverage of lawmakers, as well as political considerations within 
Federal agencies. It is naive to expect politics remove to be removed from the alloca-
tions. 

Consequently, Washington has historically over-invested in large vanity projects 
that provide ribbon-cutting ceremonies. such as high-speed rail, the expansion of 
interstate highways, and the famous (and eventually canceled) $223 million ‘‘Bridge 
to Nowhere.’’ However, economist Aaron Renn has shown that ‘‘America’s infrastruc-
ture crisis is local,’’ and repairing local streets, bridges, and potholes is a much high-
er and more affordable priority. These locally managed projects are often ineligible 
for Federal funding.51 

State governments face their own misaligned incentives with Federal dollars. A 
State funding a $100 million project with its own transportation revenues must con-
vince its taxpayers that the project will provide $100 million in value. By contrast, 
if the State is required to put up just $20 million of its own funds—and can use 
a Federal infrastructure grant for the remaining $80 million—it need only convince 
its citizens that the project is worth $20 million. In other words, the ability to off-
load the costs on the Federal Government makes States more cavalier with how the 
funds are spent. 

Consequently, past infrastructure stimulus bills and reauthorizations have not 
sufficiently relieved traffic congestion, repaired bridges and roads, or improved wa-
terways. Instead, they brought unfinished high-speed rail projects, cost overruns, a 
$3.4 million ‘‘eco-passage’’52 to help turtles cross a highway in Tallahassee, Florida, 
and a $54 million ‘‘Napa Valley Wine Train.’’53 Better to eliminate the Federal mid-
dleman and empower State and local governments to more easily raise the funds 
to finance local projects based on local priorities. 

Conclusion: Fix the System First, and Be Fiscally Responsible 
The laws of economics have not been repealed. Budget constraints still exist. Dou-

bling or tripling the national debt is extraordinarily reckless. There is no guarantee 
that interest rates will never rise again—indeed such a result is overwhelmingly 
likely. There are no plausible taxes that can finance the projected spending levels, 
and counting on the Federal Reserve to monetize much of this debt is a recipe for 
economic chaos. 

Spending $1 trillion on infrastructure without fixing the underlying waste, ineffi-
ciencies, and delays in our system represents an extraordinary missed opportunity, 
and confuses spending levels with outcomes. Lawmakers should first reform the in-
frastructure costs and delays, and encourage States to use their $530 billion in Fed-
eral aid to address local infrastructure priorities. 
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR TESTER 
FROM DANIEL HORRIGAN 

Q.1. What does this lack of housing mean for your community and 
other places with housing challenges? 
A.1. We have made significant investment around trying grow our 
population. Rather than manage population decline, I have made 
an intentional and strategic decision to understand our real estate 
market supply and demand, leverage our considerable urban as-
sets, and compete for people and investment. 

But none of this is easy. A lack of competitive residential options 
in many of our older residential neighborhoods translates into 
many people making decisions with their feet and moving to sur-
rounding communities. 

As the city’s population has declined, from a high of 290,000 in 
1960, to 197,000 today, our city budget has struggled to keep up 
with demands and legacy costs for public services (police, fire, 
streets, aging and outdated water and sewer infrastructure) that 
have not shrunk along with the population, but have increased. As 
a result, residents today are paying proportionally more in taxes 
and fees for basic city services than residents in the past were. 

Inadequate and obsolete housing, along with a lack of new con-
struction, has led to population loss, which in turn has led to a loss 
of tax base, jobs, and shopping opportunities in our city, as people, 
employers, and stores have relocated to our suburbs. 
Q.2. What are the greatest challenges that you seen your commu-
nities to access and affordability of housing? 
A.2. Akron, like many of the Nation’s legacy cities, has a large pro-
portion of its housing that is older and was built for people living 
at a different time, with different needs and expectations. Much of 
our housing was built for industrial workers in the early 20th cen-
tury, and while some of these homes have aged gracefully, many 
are in need of significant repair, and many are functionally obso-
lete, lacking many of the basic features that homeowners are look-
ing for today. 

We have an oversupply of older housing that is not very market-
able in today’s day and age, and an undersupply of modern houses 
and apartments with features that today’s buyer or renter is look-
ing for. 

Essentially our challenge is threefold: (1) Replace some of our 
older, unmarketable, and obsolete houses; (2) Repair many of our 
older, but still marketable houses; and (3) Build more new houses 
and apartments that today’s consumers are looking for. 

We are working on reforming our zoning code, which, like those 
in many cities, is outdated and not as conducive as it should be to 
allowing developers and builders to construct the types of housing 
and commercial building that are in demand today: a greater vari-
ety of single-family houses, townhomes, and apartments; a mix of 
residential and retail land uses; and an urban environment that is 
walkable and prioritizes good urban design, such as having build-
ings built up to the sidewalk, with the parking located in the rear. 
Q.3. Where are there gaps in resources from Federal programs? 
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A.3. While Akron has often been well-served by the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds in the past, I do believe 
that this program, and other programs managed by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) need to take a 
fresh, innovative approach that better helps cities like Akron re-
main competitive as places to live, work, and play. 

Many Federal programs are still following the same general play-
book that was used in the 1970s and 1980s, and today we have dif-
ferent needs than we did at that time. 

I think that it is important that Congress and executive branch 
agencies like HUD tailor Federal funding to assist legacy cities like 
Akron, that often struggle with low real estate prices which lead 
to appraisal gaps for new home construction and where existing 
homeowners have difficulty obtaining home improvement loans. 

Today, we need Federal funds that are earmarked specifically to-
ward the housing needs of legacy cities like Akron, which could le-
verage additional private and nonprofit funding to help with ap-
praisal gap financing, and to provide assistance to lower and mod-
erate income homeowners with basic home repairs, so that our 
older urban neighborhoods can remain attractive and competitive 
with newer neighborhoods in the suburbs. 

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR TESTER 
FROM CYNDY ANDRUS 

Q.1. Gap in Housing Need in Bozeman—What is the need, in terms 
of units, for housing in Bozeman? 
A.1. Bozeman, Montana, continues to face the challenges of growth. 
Our 2019 Community Housing Needs Assessment (before the 
COVID pandemic) revealed the City of Bozeman needs approxi-
mately 6,000 units of housing constructed by 2025. To meet that 
goal, the pace of construction would need to be over 850 units per 
year. We need units at every price point and for every member of 
our community, especially as we watch housing prices continue to 
climb. 

Additionally, we continue to see a large influx of remote workers 
and others relocating to Bozeman seeking a high-amenity commu-
nity. Our best estimate now is that 6,000 units of housing is too 
low. 
Q.2. Economic Trends—For years, the lack of housing has been a 
challenge in Bozeman and many areas of Montana. It hasn’t just 
been a lack of affordable housing, but housing at any price point. 
This is keeping families from being able to live and work in their 
own communities. From your perspective, 

What does this lack of housing mean for your community and 
other places’ housing challenges? 
A.2. Bozeman’s lack of housing is a direct result of our explosive 
growth over the last several decades. As more and more Americans 
have discovered the beauty and opportunity in our region, they con-
tinue to relocate to Bozeman. While we welcome anyone interested 
in coming to our great city, they have placed a heavy burden on 
our housing market. Broadly, the lack of housing is negatively im-
pacting the ability of our local businesses to expand due to a lack 
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of employees. Additionally, companies looking to come to Bozeman 
for synergies in sectors like photonics, the outdoor industry, bio-
science, manufacturing, technology, health care, and others are 
making decisions about relocating based on the availability of hous-
ing that meets a variety of price points. 

Currently, homeowners in Bozeman receive all-cash offers well 
over their asking price in the first 48 hours of listing their home. 
These offers are an excellent boon for residents ready to depart 
Bozeman for a new career or be closer to family. However, a com-
petitive market and high prices make it very difficult for residents 
to purchase their first home or to move into a house with more 
space for their growing family. Additionally, our residents, espe-
cially the elderly, living on fixed incomes cannot keep up with ris-
ing property taxes, maintenance costs, and spiraling housing 
prices. Given the high demand for housing in the valley, the costs 
of labor and materials have also skyrocketed. Finally, Bozeman is 
home to Montana State University, where 17,000 of our Nation’s 
best and brightest pursue higher education. Students who are often 
renters are watching their rent prices jump by 30–40 percent in 1 
year as landlords see an opportunity to capitalize on a market with 
very strong demand but severely limited supply. 

Bozeman is one of the most desirable places to live in the Rocky 
Mountain West. We are a regional retail and cultural hub with ex-
cellent amenities, all contributing to our high quality of life. As 
more and more people move to Bozeman, residents see more eco-
nomic opportunity, rising incomes, increased amenities, and more 
demand for housing. No one in Bozeman is immune to the pain of 
increasing housing costs. Our greatest fear is the explosive growth 
in home prices will not only slow our economic growth but will 
force working- and middle-class residents out of Bozeman. 
Q.3. What are the greatest challenges that you see in your commu-
nities to access and affordability of housing? 
A.3. Bozeman faces many challenges when attempting to create 
more accessible and affordable housing for our community. First, 
the cost of land continues to climb in Bozeman. If you do not have 
land, you cannot build housing. High land costs set a higher initial 
starting price for homes in Bozeman. 

Second, the construction industry in Bozeman faces its own 
unique set of challenges. Supply prices are very high, including the 
much-reported high price of lumber. Additionally, contractors are 
experiencing difficulty hiring plumbers, carpenters, and electricians 
because of Bozeman’s high cost of housing and a lack of skilled 
tradespeople living in the region. 

Third, the City of Bozeman needs more robust transit options. 
Without transit, homeowners and renters are paying an additional 
cost for developers to construct parking on site. 

Finally, we are currently conducting a code audit to look at how 
our regulations, such as minimum lot sizes or parking minimums, 
unintentionally drive up the cost of housing. Further, Bozeman is 
interested in exploring ideas such as guaranteed development re-
view timelines, creating a database of preapproved plans to reduce 
design costs, and reducing the parkland requirements for new de-
velopment. 
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Q.4. Where are there gaps in resources from Federal programs? 
A.4. Federal programs up to this time have focused on the lowest 
rungs of the housing ladder. Without the Federal Government, it 
would be near impossible for our partners at the Human Resource 
Development Council (HRDC) in Bozeman to construct housing for 
those on the lowest end of the continuum. However, even those pro-
grams remain woefully underfunded. Opening funding to more cen-
sus tracts in our community would help to bridge the funding gap. 

Further, cities like Bozeman often fall into a donut hole. Boze-
man does not qualify for most rural housing programs adminis-
tered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture but is not large 
enough for dedicated formula funding from programs like the Com-
munity Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. Thanks to the 
leadership of Senator Tester with support from Senator Daines, the 
City of Bozeman will likely become a metropolitan area and, there-
fore, an entitlement community after the release of the final popu-
lation counts during the 2020 census. 

Cities could use resources for the Federal Government to pur-
chase land, create revolving loan funds, hire more engineers and 
community development staff to move projects through the review 
process faster. Also, the Federal Government should create grant 
programs encouraging cities to review their development codes for 
provisions increasing the cost of housing. Additional grants or tax 
credits should go to projects that use upzoning or increase density 
to construct affordable housing units. Cities need more resources to 
help remove regulatory barriers and create new incentives to en-
courage developers and the private sector to build more units. 

Finally, we need more programs on all levels of the area median 
income (AMI). Currently, programs like HOME cap funding for 
housing at up to 80 percent of AMI. The City of Bozeman calls on 
the Federal Government to expand eligibility for HOME up to 150 
percent of AMI. Bozeman and many similar cities need an increase 
in AMI eligibility because the rise in home prices far outpace wage 
increases for our workers. When it comes down to it, the City of 
Bozeman needs more supply to create greater options for all resi-
dents when selecting their housing. 

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR TESTER 
FROM COREY WOODS 

Q.1. For years the Jack of housing has been a challenge in Boze-
man and many areas of Montana. It hasn’t just been a Jack of af-
fordable housing, but housing at any price point. This is keeping 
families from being able to live and work in their own commu-
nities. From your perspective, What does this Jack of housing 
mean for your community and other places housing challenges? 

What are the greatest challenges that you see in your commu-
nities to access and affordability of housing? 

Where are there gaps in resources from Federal programs? 
A.1. Response not received in time for publication. 
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF SENATOR TESTER 
FROM JOHN PARSONS 

Q.1. For years, the Jack of housing has been a challenge in Boze-
man and many areas of Montana. It hasn’t just been a Jack of af-
fordable housing, but housing at any price point. This is keeping 
families from being able to live and work in their own commu-
nities. From your perspective, 

What does this Jack of housing mean for your community and 
other places housing challenges? 
A.1. Housing, like other products, is driven by market forces and 
normally corrects unless there is overregulation that distorts the 
market. 
Q.2. What are the greatest challenges that you see in your commu-
nities to access and affordability of housing? 
A.2. Excess Government regulations at every level make developing 
housing more expensive than it should be. This is especially true 
in our city and boroughs where revitalizing existing housing stock 
is important. Further, we should be helping people in affordable 
housing move toward opportunities for home ownership and self- 
sufficiency rather than incentivizing long term, generational use of 
affordable housing. 
Q.3. Where are there gaps in resources from Federal programs? 
A.3. There are numerous Government programs. The premise of 
the question seems to assume there should be more. In Lancaster 
County we contend you should focus on making existing Govern-
ment programs work more efficiently and effectively. 
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