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Presentation Notes
In 2012, DOT instituted a new requirement for certified DBEs seeking to be certified in other states  It’s a streamlined process and has two main functions – limit what information the DBE firm is required to submit to another state, and limit the grounds by which a firm is denied certification as a DBE.  DBEs are seeking certification in multiple states at an ever increasing pace. Its therefore important to understand how to firms gain easier entry into our DBE program once they are already demonstrated their eligibility and how some certifiers may be misinterpreting the rule, misapplying its provisions, and impermissibly denying a firm’s request for certification. We’ll talk about all this during today’s session.Each December we collect data from state UCPs about the numbers of DBEs in their directories, some information about their owners, and how many are certified in multiple states.  Not all of the data we collect is shown, but here’s some interesting results. There are more firms in directories and almost a third are interstate certifications.    



DBEs Seeking Work in Multiple States Is Expanding

36,979 certified DBEs

3.2% increase in total number of DBEs 
from 2015 to 2016

2016 :  36,979
2015 :   35,840

32% of DBE firm certifications are out-of-state certifications

13.9% increase in interstate certifications from 2015 to 2016 
2016  : 17,597
2015  : 15,458
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Each December we collect data from state UCPs about the numbers of DBEs in their directories, some information about their owners, and how many are certified in multiple states.  Not all of the data we collect is shown, but here’s some interesting results. There are more firms in directories and almost a third are interstate certifications.    



Basic Interstate Certification Rule Mechanics

• When a firm is certified in its home state, a UCP may accept the 
certification without further procedure, but must  confirm the firm 
has a valid certification in its home state. DBEs submit a copy of its 
home state certification notice; and state B verifies the home state 
directory or obtains a written confirmation from the home state. 

Option 1

• If you do not accept a firm’s home state certification, then applicant 
must provide §26.85(c) materials:

• 1. A complete copy of the application form, supporting documentation, 
and any other information submitted to the home state. 

• 2. Notices and/or correspondence, including denials, from any other 
states where the applicant has applied for certification.

• 3. Any appeals to DOT and decisions rendered as a result of appeals.
• 4.Notarized affidavit or a declaration executed under                           

penalty of perjury affirming that all required information has been 
submitted and is complete 

• 5.The application and supporting documentation is an                                 
identical copy of the information submitted to the home state.

Option 2

DBE Certification

• Request a site visit 
report from the firm’s 
home state within 7 
days of receipt of the 
required information.

• Determine if you agree 
with the home state 
certification decision

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The rule leaves the choice up to the recipient whether to use option 1 (that is verifying the firm has a valid certification in its home state), and certify the firm, or option 2, where the recipient may ask for limited materials. Option 2 prescribes the limited information certifier may request the firm provide. Section 26.85 items are listed in items 1-5 on the slides.  We’ll discuss in a few minutes the phrases in the item 5 above, “supporting documentation” and “information submitted to the home state,” in a few moments because we’ve had several appeal issues come up.   We used the arrow on the page to signify what you do next, once you have the option 2 materials.  That is, request a site visit report within 7 days and determine whether you agree with the home state decision.
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Option 2, continued

• If you have not received a copy of the site visit review report from State A by a date 14 days 
after you timely requested it, you may hold action required in abeyance pending receipt of 
the site visit review report. In this event, you must, no later than 30 days from the date on 
which you received from an applicant firm all the information required by §26.85(c), notify 
the firm in writing of the delay in the process and the reason for it.

• Send the firm notice that they are certified in your state and place the firm in the 
directory within 60 days of receipt of all required information unless you have good cause to 
believe that the firm’s certification is erroneous or shouldn’t apply in your state.

• If you determine that there is good cause to believe that firm’s home state certification is 
erroneous or should not apply in your state, you must notify the firm, in writing, within 60 
days of receipt of all information.

Confirm firm has a valid 
certification in its home 
state (State A).

Within 7 days 
request site visit 
from home state 
(State A).

Send the firm 
notification 
within 60 days

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Option 2 does hinge on the cooperation of the home state to provide you with a copy of its site visit report.  As the first bullet mentions, if it doesn’t within 14 days, you may hold processing of the interstate certification application in abeyance and no later than 30 days notify the firm of the delay. If you do agree with the home state, as the second bullet states, you are to send the firm a notice and place them on your directory within 60 days.  If you determine there is good cause to believe the firm’s home state is erroneous, or should not apply in your state, you must notify the firm, with 60 days. What does this notice entail?
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Notice and Related Procedures

• The notice informing the firm that you have determined the 
home state certification is erroneous or does not apply in your 
state must include the following:
– The specific reasons why the determination was made.
– An opportunity for the firm to respond to the 

determination in person, at an informal meeting, or both.
– The applicant firm has the burden of demonstrating that it 

meets the eligibility requirements with respect to the 
specific issues raised by the reviewer in State B. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The notice needs to specify the reasons for your determination and offer the firm an opportunity respond to that determination.  It is up to the firm whether it wishes to respond in person, at an informal meeting, or do both.  The firm then bears the burden of only demonstrating it meets the eligibility  requirements with respect to the specific issues raised. 
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Notice and Related Procedures, cont’d

• If the firm requests a meeting, as State B you must schedule the meeting 
to take place within 30 days of receiving the request.

• The decision maker for this action must be an individual who is thoroughly 
familiar with the regulation and DBE certification standards and 
procedures.

• A written decision must be issued within 30 days of the firm’s response to 
the notice or meeting with the decision maker.

• A denial in this manner is appealable to DOT in the same manner as any 
other denial.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The decision maker must be an individual who is thoroughly familiar with the regulation and DBE certification standards and procedures; and the persons’ final decision is appealable to DOT in the same manner as any other denial. The firm must be given a final written decision within 30 days of the firm’s response to the notice or meeting with the decision maker.  This final decision is appealable to USDOT. Now that we reviewed the basics, let’s discuss some errors we have seen on appeal. 



Three Main Categories of Errors
REQUESTING INFORMATION 

Only Permissible §26.85 (c) Items 

• Application forms already submitted
• Annual affidavits
• No change notices
• Correspondence with  State A
• Tax returns
• Affidavit from firm that its submission 

is accurate and complete. 

Impermissible  (Reproving eligibility)

• Requesting more than is allowed
• New personal net worth statements
• Proof of initial capitalization
• Inventory
• Updated Résumés
• Equipment lists
• New on-site reports

GOOD CAUSE REASONS

Permissible Good Cause Grounds

1. Certification obtained by fraud  
2.New information, not available to State 
A at the time of certification, showing 
firm does not meet criteria.
3. State A was factually erroneous or 
inconsistent with the rule
4. State B law requires a different result
5. Information provided did not meet the 
requirements of §26.85(c)

Impermissible
Substituting own judgement in place of 
the home state

Interpretive disagreements  about 
original eligibility. 

“Opportunity to cure”
Taking steps to become eligible  are not, 
in the majority of cases, subverting the 
intent of the program.

PROCESSING

Required
Certify within 60 days or specify a good 
cause reason and  perform 2 steps: 

• Notice and opportunity to be heard 
within 30 days of a firm’s request

• Final written decision within 30 days 
of firm’s submission or meeting with 
decision maker.

Procedural Flaws
• Not informing firm of appeal rights
• Unreasonable timeframes 
• Failure to issue a decision after the 

firm presents rebuttal arguments
• Not explicitly stating a good cause 

reason
• Applying wrong  “opportunity to be 

heard” requirements
• Listing facts without explanations 

related to the good cause grounds
• Notice of Intent to deny certification 

not specific and fails to inform firm 
why its ineligible. 
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The top half of this slide recaps what we just talked about, namely the permissible items to request, allowable reasons to state a good cause ground for denial, and how to process a denial.  The bottom half of this slide captures the gamut of problem areas we see on appeal. Let’s start with the column on the left.  Remember, recipients choosing option 2 may only ask what’s listed here from a certified firm, so its permissible to expect application forms that were submitted to the home state, along with correspondence and no change affidavits. You're review will be based on these items. Here’s a question—can you ask for tax returns?  Yes, corporate and partnership tax returns are permissible.  Personal tax returns are allowed if it’s a sole proprietorship.  Tax returns are part of a firms’ annual affidavit submission.  But because the firm is already a DBE, it would be impermissible to request more; and we have reversed cases when we see the recipient based its denial on a new interpretation of new information they requested. This includes a new personal net worth statement (not permitted), proof of initial capitalization (also not permitted), updated or new résumés, equipment lists, etc. (these would not be permissible).  If on the 4 corners of the material that is provided you have a basis for a good cause reason, then denying the firm, and affording it appropriate interstate certification due process, is appropriate.  While requesting new or “updated” information might seem like you are keeping to your role as certifier, what you are really doing is reexamining the firm’s eligibility, something the home state has already done. This would defeat the purpose of the interstate certification rule, which as we all know, is to facilitate certification and remove unnecessary barriers. So asking for information beyond what 26.85(c) allows exceeds your authority as state B and is reversible error.Many certifiers say, well what’s the point then if we aren’t allowed to ever deny a firm.  That’s simply wrong. The rule is not automatic reciprocity whereby you must honor decisions by the home state without review.  What it does is offer you permissible good cause reasons that are limited in scope for denial.  They are used successfully and are listed in the middle column. The most common we see is number 3 – factually erroneous or inconsistent with the rule. Suppose for instance, you look at the firm’s application and documents it submitted to the home state, and you see a restriction in its bylaws that limit the disadvantaged owner’s ability to control the Board of Directors. This would be a valid cause for denial, because a bylaw restriction is inconsistent with the rule.  A recipient might also find, when it looks over the corporate documents, that the disadvantaged owner does not a majority of the voting stock.  What you do then in these situations is propose denial, at which point the firm has the chance to rebut your determination in writing or at an in-person meeting. Do not make the mistake of prohibiting the firm to present to you changes they may have made since their original application or changes it made after you issued your good cause notice. This is known as the opportunity to cure; it allows a firm to rectify any deficiencies of any sort, at any time, and you should be considering these changes as part of your analysis of the record as a whole.  I can’t emphasize this enough – once you issue your notice of intent to deny certification, the firm will respond (usually in writing); and if they have cured your objection, certify.  We have seen some recipients take this to the extreme – they see a firm curing objections after they issue a notice of intent to deny and the recipient claims the firm did so for the purposes of DBE certification or its to subvert the intent of the program.  As we wrote in several appeal decisions, there is no provision in the regulation that permits a certifier to exclude an applicant solely because it takes steps to conform to the eligibility requirements. Firms may take steps, including corrective actions, to ensure that they satisfy the standards. The mere fact that a firm does so, does not render it ineligible. We’ve also articulated that DBEs may submit clarifying information to retain eligibility prior to the recipient’s final decision in an appeal of interstate denial. Staying on the middle column, we see recipients using some form of good cause as a proxy for having the firm reprove its eligibility. This is state B substituting its own judgment in place of the home state.  We see this allot in the context of control where a recipient might say “applicant’s résumé doesn’t show they understand the business.”  This is clearly a new interpretation and wishing the record you received from the home state was more to your liking.    Moving to column 3.  Processing errors can happen too, and we see a fair number of these as well, and we talked about allowing the firm to present rebuttal arguments. A few times though, a recipient receives the rebuttal and never issues a final decision, which is a requirement under the rule. Another error is not stating any good cause reason in your decision and never linking this good cause to actual facts and explanations based on the record evidence. This is more poor decision writing than anything else, but it ignores the requirements to specifically reference each reason and evidentiary support upon which you base your denial decision.  Offering the firm a firm a chance to come in and explain their reasons why your decision is incorrect is a requirement.  It is not mandatory they do so, and we saw at least 1 recipient turn around and claim that a firm that failed to respond or attend an in-person meeting and therefore failed to cooperate.  This is wrong.  The rule says clearly the firm MAY respond to your notice of intent to deny and may attend an in-person meeting; it doesn’t have to do either however.   Setting unreasonable time frames is another flaw.  This occurs when the certifier gives little chance or time for the applicant to rebut their good cause findings.  
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Burden of Proof

• Preponderance of the Evidence Standard 

• Clear and Convincing Evidence Standard

Presenter
Presentation Notes
§26.61(b)   How are burdens of proof allocated in the certification process?  he firm seeking certification has the burden of demonstrating to you, by a preponderance of the evidence, that it meets the requirements of this subpart concerning group membership or individual disadvantage, business size, ownership, and control.(d) Individuals who are not presumed to be socially and economically disadvantaged, and individuals concerning whom the presumption of disadvantage has been rebutted, have the burden of proving to you, by a preponderance of the evidence, that they are socially and economically disadvantaged. (See Appendix E of this part.)26.69(h)(1) You must presume as not being held by a socially and economically disadvantaged individual, for purposes of determining ownership, all interests in a business or other assets obtained by the individual as the result of a gift, or transfer without adequate consideration, from any non-disadvantaged individual or non-DBE firm who is—(i) Involved in the same firm for which the individual is seeking certification, or an affiliate of that firm;(ii) Involved in the same or a similar line of business; or(iii) Engaged in an ongoing business relationship with the firm, or an affiliate of the firm, for which the individual is seeking certification.(2) To overcome this presumption and permit the interests or assets to be counted, the disadvantaged individual must demonstrate to you, by clear and convincing evidence, that—(i) The gift or transfer to the disadvantaged individual was made for reasons other than obtaining certification as a DBE; and(ii) The disadvantaged individual actually controls the management, policy, and operations of the firm, notwithstanding the continuing participation of a non-disadvantaged individual who provided the gift or transfer. 26.71(l) Where a firm was formerly owned and/or controlled by a non-disadvantaged individual (whether or not an immediate family member), ownership and/or control were transferred to a socially and economically disadvantaged individual, and the nondisadvantaged individual remains involved with the firm in any capacity, there is a rebuttable presumption of control by the non-disadvantaged individual unless the disadvantaged individual now owning the firm demonstrates to you, by clear and convincing evidence, that:(1) The transfer of ownership and/or control to the disadvantaged individual was made for reasons other than obtaining certification as a DBE; and(2) The disadvantaged individual actually controls the management, policy, and operations of the firm, notwithstanding the continuing participation of a nondisadvantaged individual who formerly owned and/or controlled the firm.



Key Principles from Appeal Decisions

• Failure to consider firm’s efforts to cure recipient’s eligibility 
concerns is reversible error.  Attempts to cure are not 
necessarily attempts to evade the program. 

• Regulation does not prohibit renunciation of ownership 
interest by a spouse at any time. Transfer of ownership 
interests from non-SED to SED to obtain DBE certification only 
raises the burden of proof  and is not the sole determinative 
factor for DBE eligibility. 

• Identifying and applying the correct burden could make the 
difference in whether DOT upholds a decision.
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§26.73   What are other rules affecting certification?  -- (a)(2) You may consider, in making certification decisions, whether a firm has exhibited a pattern of conduct indicating its involvement in attempts to evade or subvert the intent or requirements of the DBE program.----------------------------26.69(i)  (i) You must apply the following rules in situations in which marital assets form a basis for ownership of a firm:(1) When marital assets (other than the assets of the business in question), held jointly or as community property by both spouses, are used to acquire the ownership interest asserted by one spouse, you must deem the ownership interest in the firm to have been acquired by that spouse with his or her own individual resources, provided that the other spouse irrevocably renounces and transfers all rights in the ownership interest in the manner sanctioned by the laws of the state in which either spouse or the firm is domiciled. You do not count a greater portion of joint or community property assets toward ownership than state law would recognize as belonging to the socially and economically disadvantaged owner of the applicant firm.(2) A copy of the document legally transferring and renouncing the other spouse's rights in the jointly owned or community assets used to acquire an ownership interest in the firm must be included as part of the firm's application for DBE certification.



Key Principles from Appeal Decisions, cont’d

• Regulation §26.71(k)(1 ) states an owner may control 
a firm even though one or more of their immediate 
family members (non-SEDs) participate.  

• The core of the independence rule at §26.71(b) is on 
applicant firm viability and whether there is 
dependence on non-DBE firm(s).  Recipients must 
scrutinize, consider, and examine as the rule 
provides. Lack of independence at some time in past 
is not fatal if firm’s present circumstances show 
eligibility.

Presenter
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Immediate family member: Father, mother, husband, wife, son, daughter, brother, sister, grandfather, grandmother, father-in-law, mother-in-law, sister-in-law, brother-in-law, and domestic partner and civil unions recognized under State law.§26.71(k)(1) An SED may control a firm even though one or more of the individual's immediate family members (who themselves are not socially and economically disadvantaged individuals) participate in the firm as a manager, employee, owner, or in another capacity.   Except as otherwise provided in this paragraph, you must make a  judgment about the control the socially and economically disadvantaged owner exercises vis-a-vis other persons involved in the business as you do in other situations, without regard to whether or not the other persons are immediate family members.  (2) If you cannot determine that the socially and economically disadvantaged owners—as distinct from the family as a whole—control the firm, then the socially and economically disadvantaged owners have failed to carry their burden of proof concerning control, even though they may participate significantly in the firm's activities. §26.71(b): Only an independent business may be certified as a DBE. An independent business is one the viability of which does not depend on its relationship with another firm or firms.(1) In determining whether a potential DBE is an independent business, you must scrutinize relationships with non-DBE firms, in such areas as personnel, facilities, equipment, financial and/or bonding support, and other resources.(2) You must consider whether present or recent employer/employee relationships between the disadvantaged owner(s) of the potential DBE and non-DBE firms or persons associated with non-DBE firms compromise the independence of the potential DBE firm.(3) You must examine the firm's relationships with prime contractors to determine whether a pattern of exclusive or primary dealings with a prime contractor compromises the independence of the potential DBE firm.(4) In considering factors related to the independence of a potential DBE firm, you must consider the consistency of relationships between the potential DBE and non-DBE firms with normal industry practice.



Key Principles from Appeal Decisions, cont’d

• Profit v. Remuneration. There are 2 separate 
provisions in the rule. Know the difference.
Ownership---§26.69(c)(3) – SEDs must share in 
the risks and be entitled to the profits and loss 
commensurate with ownership interest.
Control----§26.71(i)- you may consider 
differences in remuneration between SEDs 
and others in the firm.  An SED’s remuneration 
can be lower that others!!. 

Presenter
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26.69(c)(3): The disadvantaged owners must enjoy the customary incidents of ownership, and share in the risks and be entitled to the profits and loss commensurate with their ownership interests, as demonstrated by the substance, not merely the form, of arrangements. Any terms or practices that give a non-disadvantaged individual or firm a priority or superior right to a firm's profits, compared to the disadvantaged owner(s), are grounds for denial.26.71(i)(1) You may consider differences in remuneration between the socially and economically disadvantaged owners and other participants in the firm in determining whether to certify a firm as a DBE. Such consideration shall be in the context of the duties of the persons involved, normal industry practices, the firm's policy and practice concerning reinvestment of income, and any other explanations for the differences proffered by the firm. You may determine that a firm is controlled by its socially and economically disadvantaged owner although that owner's remuneration is lower than that of some other participants in the firm.(2) In a case where a non-disadvantaged individual formerly controlled the firm, and a socially and economically disadvantaged individual now controls it, you may consider a difference between the remuneration of the former and current controller of the firm as a factor in determining who controls the firm, particularly when the non-disadvantaged individual remains involved with the firm and continues to receive greater compensation than the disadvantaged individual.



Key Principles from Appeal Decisions, cont’d

Licensing  §26.71(h): Requirement vs. Factor
– Requirement:  If state or local law requires the 

persons to have a particular license/credential in 
order to own and/or control a certain type of firm.

– Factor: If state or local law does not require such a 
person to have such a license or credential to own 
and/or control a firm.

Presenter
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§26.71(h) If state or local law requires the persons to have a particular license or other credential in order to own and/or control a certain type of firm, then the socially and economically disadvantaged persons who own and control a potential DBE firm of that type must possess the required license or credential.  If state or local law does not require such a person to have such a license or credential to own and/or control a firm, you must not deny certification solely on the ground that the person lacks the license or credential. However, you may take into account the absence of the license or credential as one factor in determining whether the socially and economically disadvantaged owners actually control the firm.



Best Practices in Evaluating Personal Net Worth

• Should you investigate? - Looking behind the 
statement and seeking additional information.

• Placing firm and personal residence in trust does not 
change its character.

• Loan from owner to the firm is an asset (receivable) 
from the firm and is includable for PNW purposes.



PNW Exclusions in the Straight PNW Calculation 
§26.67(a)(2)(iii)(A) 

§26.67(a)(2)(iii)

(A) Exclude an individual's ownership interest in the applicant firm;

(B) Exclude the individual's equity in his or her primary residence (except any portion of such 
equity that is attributable to excessive withdrawals from the applicant firm). The equity is the 
market value of the residence less any mortgages and home equity loan balances. Recipients 
must ensure that home equity loan balances are included in the equity calculation and not as 
a separate liability on the individual's personal net worth form. Exclusions for net worth 
purposes are not exclusions for asset valuation or access to capital and credit purposes.

(C) Do not use a contingent liability to reduce an individual’s net worth.

(D) With respect to assets held in vested pension plans, Individual Retirement Accounts, 
401(k) accounts, or other retirement savings or investment programs in which the assets 
cannot be distributed to the individual at the present time without significant adverse tax or 
interest consequences, include only the present value of such assets, less the tax and 
interest penalties that would accrue if the asset were distributed at the present time.



PNW Considerations in the AASW Provision 
§26.67(b)(1)(ii)(A) 

§26.67(b)(1)(ii)(A): If the statement of personal net worth and supporting 
documentation that an individual submits . . .demonstrates that the individual is able 
to accumulate substantial wealth, the individual's presumption of economic 
disadvantage is rebutted. In making this determination, as a certifying agency, you 
may consider factors that include, but are not limited to, the following:

(1) Whether the average adjusted gross income of the owner over the most recent 
three year period exceeds $350,000;
(2) Whether the income was unusual and not likely to occur in the future;
(3) Whether the earnings were offset by losses;
(4) Whether the income was reinvested in the firm or used to pay taxes arising in the 
normal course of operations by the firm;
(5) Other evidence that income is not indicative of lack of economic disadvantage; and
(6) Whether the total fair market value of the owner's assets exceed $6 million.

(B) You must have a proceeding under paragraph (b)(2) of this section in order to 
rebut the presumption of economic disadvantage in this case.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
(i) If the statement of personal net worth and supporting documentation that an individual submits under paragraph (a)(2) of this section shows that the individual's personal net worth exceeds $1.32 million, the individual's presumption of economic disadvantage is rebutted. You are not required to have a proceeding under paragraph (b)(2) of this section in order to rebut the presumption of economic disadvantage in this case.Example to paragraph (b)(1)(i): An individual with very high assets and significant liabilities may, in accounting terms, have a PNW of less than $1.32 million. However, the person's assets collectively (e.g., high income level, a very expensive house, a yacht, extensive real or personal property holdings) may lead a reasonable person to conclude that he or she is not economically disadvantaged. The recipient may rebut the individual's presumption of economic disadvantage under these circumstances, as provided in this section, even though the individual's PNW is less than $1.32 million. (ii)(A) If the statement of personal net worth and supporting documentation that an individual submits under paragraph (a)(2) of this section demonstrates that the individual is able to accumulate substantial wealth, the individual's presumption of economic disadvantage is rebutted. In making this determination, as a certifying agency, you may consider factors that include, but are not limited to, the following:(1) Whether the average adjusted gross income of the owner over the most recent three year period exceeds $350,000;(2) Whether the income was unusual and not likely to occur in the future;(3) Whether the earnings were offset by losses;(4) Whether the income was reinvested in the firm or used to pay taxes arising in the normal course of operations by the firm;(5) Other evidence that income is not indicative of lack of economic disadvantage; and(6) Whether the total fair market value of the owner's assets exceed $6 million.(2) If you have a reasonable basis to believe that an individual who is a member of one of the designated groups is not, in fact, socially and/or economically disadvantaged you may, at any time, start a proceeding to determine whether the presumption should be regarded as rebutted with respect to that individual. Your proceeding must follow the procedures of §26.87.(3) In such a proceeding, you have the burden of demonstrating, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the individual is not socially and economically disadvantaged. You may require the individual to produce information relevant to the determination of his or her disadvantage.



Mechanics of the AASW Provision 
§26.67(b)(1)(ii)(A) and Best Practices

• AGI is a factor in the AASW provision, not a self-contained rule 
that itself rebuts economic disadvantage. AASW presents non-
exhaustive factors to take into account.

• Recipient may focus on income generation, profitability of 
outside firms given economic conditions, and the owner’s 
annual withdrawals—all factors in the ability to create wealth.

• Should determine owner’s income separate from a spouse.
• In AASW analysis, certifiers “may consider factors” other than 

those listed in the provision’s subsections. This can include the 
company’s financial health provided that the certifier explains 
how the company’s financial position gives the owner the 
ability to accumulate substantial wealth.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 



Questions

Samuel.Brooks@DOT.GOV
Marc.Pentino@DOT.GOV

Thank you very much!
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