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Parkways, Economic Development and Tourism Authority

Executive Summary

	

		

Issue 1:	 The Economic Development and Tourism 
	 Activities of the Parkways Authority Have 

Created a Financial Burden That Hinders the 
Agency’s Overall Performance.

	 Since the West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development 
and Tourism Authority (Parkways Authority) received authorization to 
invest in economic development and tourism (EDT) projects in 1989, the 
Parkways Authority has invested over $36 million.  Although these 
projects have been beneficial to local communities, they have provided a 
minuscule financial return to the Parkways Authority.  A major EDT project, 
the Caperton Center (Tamarack), including the Conference Center, requires 
continual financial support from Parkways because Tamarack has not been 
financially self-sufficient in its 10 year existence.  This support has grown 
to nearly $3 million a year.  The Tamarack project has become an expensive 
endeavor that diverts a significant amount of revenue away from important 
needs of the agency, as well as a potential loss of revenue if the Tamarack 
facility were a revenue-raising project.  Therefore, the Legislative Auditor 
recommends that the Parkways Authority seek EDT projects that provide 
a financial return to the agency.  The Parkways Authority should also 
reevaluate the Tamarack project’s mission of supporting the arts and crafts 
industry, and consider alternative uses for the Tamarack facility that would 
make it a revenue-raising facility.

Issue 2:	 Some EDT Activities Are Questionable and 
Do Not Follow the Spirit of the Enabling 

	 Legislation.

	 The Legislative Auditor observed that since 1990 the 
Parkways Authority has invested in a total of 181 projects and spent 
more than $36 million.  The Legislative Auditor determined 156 of those 
projects, totaling a little over $4.3 million, to be outside of the 
Legislative intent.  These questionable projects include donations and 
investment in private business by purchasing preferred stock and 
forming limited partnerships through which the Authority gained partial 
ownership of the company or property.  A legal analysis from Legislative 
Services within the Legislative Auditor’s office finds that while the statute 
is not explicit, it is highly suggestive as to the types of projects that the 
Legislature intended for the Parkways Authority to undertake.  The 
Parkways Authority has broadly interpreted its enabling legislation.  The 

T h e  Ta m a r a c k  p r o j e c t 
has become an expensive 
endeavor that  diverts  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  a m o u n t  o f 
r e v e n u e  a w a y  f r o m 
important  needs  of  the 
a g e n c y ,  a s  w e l l  a s  a 
potential loss of revenue 
if the Tamarack facility 
were  a  revenue-rais ing 
project. 

The Legislative Auditor de-
termined 156 of those proj-
ects, totaling a little over $4.3 
million, to be outside of the 
Legislative intent.  These 
questionable projects include 
donations and  investment 
in private business by pur-
chasing preferred stock and 
forming limited partner-
ships through which the 
Authority gained partial 
ownership of the company or 
property. 
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Legislative Auditor is concerned that this broad interpretation of statute 
has resulted in investments in unauthorized projects which keep EDT funds 
from being spent on valid projects that could provide a rate of return to 
the Parkways Authority and replenish funds for future EDT projects and 
to meet other important needs such as road construction and repair.  

Recommendations

1.	 The West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and Tourism 
Authority should seek economic development and tourism projects 
that provide a financial return to the agency.

2.	 The West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
	 Tourism Authority should evaluate the intangible benefits from the 
	 Tamarack system to the State in comparison to the opportunity 

costs of financial resources that could be used for other purposes 
of the agency, and the potential loss of revenue if the Tamarack 
facility was a source of revenue.

3.	 If the West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
	 Tourism Authority determines that changes to the Tamarack system 
	 cannot be made to make it a profitable endeavor, the agency should 
	 consider alternative uses for the Tamarack facility that may be 

more beneficial to the State than its current use.

4.	 The West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and Tourism 
Authority should report to the Joint Committee on Government 
Operations during the May 2007 interim meetings on its options 
to make Tamarack a profitable project or alternative purposes for 
Tamarack that would be in the best interest of the State.

5.	 The Parkways Authority should discontinue investing in projects 
that do not fall within the enabling legislation.

6.	 If the Legislature approves of the Parkways Authority’s economic 
development and tourism promotion activities, it should consider 
amending the agency’s enabling statute to clearly authorize these 
activities.
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Review Objective, Scope and Methodology
	 The West Virginia Sunset Law, Chapter 4 article 10, requires 
and authorizes the Legislative Auditor to conduct a Full Performance 
Evaluation of the WV Parkways Economic Development and Tourism 
Authority (Parkways Authority).  The Parkways Authority oversees 
the maintenance and operation of the WV Turnpike.  In addition, the 
Parkways Authority is authorized and empowered to construct and 
operate parkways projects, economic development projects and tourism 
projects.   

Objective

	 The objective of this review is to evaluate the Parkways 
Authority’s performance of its economic development and tourism 
(EDT) function.  The specific intent of this analysis is to determine if 
the EDT function complies with the legislative intent of the agency’s 
enabling legislation, and how the EDT activities affect the agency’s 
overall performance.

Scope

	 This evaluation covers the time period of 1990 to 2006.  The 
scope of this review concentrated exclusively on the EDT activities of 
the Parkways Authority.  No significant part of this evaluation focused on 
the turnpike operations.

Methodology

	 This evaluation included a review of the agency’s annual 
reports, meeting minutes, including subcommittee meeting minutes, 
rules, all bond trust indentures, Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Reports for 1990 through 2005, and legal opinions provided at the 
request of the Parkways Authority.  Discussions were also held with 
the agency’s staff.  A review of the Parkways Authority’s enabling 
legislation, WVC §17-16A-1 et seq., was conducted to determine the
legislative intent for the economic development and tourism aspect of 
the Parkways Authority.  A legal opinion was obtained from Legislative 
Services within the Legislative Auditor’s Office that determined the type 
of EDT projects that the Legislature envisioned to be undertaken by the 
Parkways Authority.  All previous and current EDT projects undertaken 
by the Parkways Authority were reviewed.
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	 The economic development and tourism department’s 
financial statements were reviewed to distinguish and separate Tamarack’s 
revenues and expenses from other EDT funds.  Tamarack’s total 
operating expenses,  general and administrative expenses, bond payments, 
and Tamarack related expenses were isolated to determine whether or not 
the project is financially self-sufficient and if not, the amount of EDT 
funds that are being used to supplement Tamarack’s revenue deficiency.
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Issue 1
The Economic Development and Tourism Activities of the 
Parkways Authority Have Created a Financial Burden That 
Hinders the Agency’s Overall Performance.

Issue Summary

	 Since the West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
Tourism Authority (Parkways Authority) received authorization to invest in 
economic development and tourism (EDT) projects in 1989, the Parkways 
Authority has invested over $36 million.  Although these projects have been 
beneficial to local communities, they have provided a minuscule financial 
return to the Parkways Authority.  A major EDT project, the Caperton 
Center (Tamarack), including the Conference Center, requires continual 
financial support from Parkways because Tamarack has not been financially 
self-sufficient in its 10 year existence.  Some projects are donations that 
do not require any payback, while other projects either have lost money 
or break even.

	 While the agency’s statute does not explicitly state that it must 
invest in projects that provide a financial return to the agency, it stands to 
reason that the more the agency invests its limited funds in projects that 
do not provide a financial return or that need continual financial support, 
the less funds will be available for capitol improvements, road repair, 
road construction, or other EDT projects.  The Parkways Authority has 
acknowledged that since 1996 the availability of funds for EDT projects 
has been severely limited because a substantial portion of funds are 
committed to one EDT project, Tamarack.  The Tamarack project has 
become an expensive endeavor that diverts a significant amount of 
revenue away from important needs of the agency, as well as a potential 
loss of revenue if the Tamarack facility were a revenue-raising project.  
Furthermore, it is questionable that the economic stimulus Tamarack was 
intended to provide to the arts and crafts industry is commensurate with 
the financial burden it places on the overall operation of the Parkways 
Authority.  Therefore, the Legislative Auditor recommends that the 
Parkways Authority seek EDT projects that provide a financial return to 
the agency.  The Parkways Authority should also reevaluate the Tamarack 
project’s mission of supporting the arts and crafts industry, and consider 
alternative uses for the Tamarack facility, including the Conference Center, 
that would make it a revenue-raising facility.

A major EDT project, the 
Caperton Center (Tama-
r a c k ) ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e 
Conference Center, requires 
continual financial support 
from Parkways because 
Tamarack has not  been 
financially self-sufficient in its 
10 year existence.

The Parkways Authority has 
acknowledged that since 
1996 the availability of funds 
for EDT projects has been 
severely limited because a 
substantial portion of funds are 
committed to one EDT project, 
Tamarack.  
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Parkways Authority Receives Minimal Financial Return on 
Its EDT Projects

	 When the Parkways Authority received economic development 
and tourism authority in 1989, it used concession revenues from three 
travel plazas and investment income that had accumulated from 1980-89 
to begin funding EDT projects.  The amount that had accumulated during 
that time period was over $5 million.  Since 1989, Parkways Authority has 
used this revenue source, the proceeds from the issuance of revenue bonds, 
and interest income to fund EDT projects totaling over $36 million.

	 Table 1 lists all EDT projects and shows the amount invested and 
the financial return to the agency.  A major problem with the agency’s 
EDT activities is that the large majority of its projects do not provide 
a financial gain on the investment.  A major ongoing revenue source 
for EDT projects is concession and gas station revenues from three 
travel plazas.  However, these limited funds have been pledged to one 
project, the Caperton Center, formerly Tamarack.  Tamarack has not been 
financially self-sufficient in its 10 year existence.  The Tamarack project 
does not generate enough operating revenue to pay all of its operating 
expenses and the associated bond payments.  Consequently, a substantial 
amount of the concession revenues are committed to Tamarack that could 
have been used for other EDT projects or for other areas of the agency, 
such as capital improvements, road repair or road construction.  It would 
be helpful if the agency’s other EDT projects were providing a return that 
would enhance concession revenues.  However, the other EDT projects 
have either provided a relatively small gain on the investment, do not 
require any payback, they break even or they have lost money (see Table 
1).

The Tamarack project 
does not generate enough 
operat ing revenue to 
pay all of its operating 
e x p e n s e s  a n d  t h e 
associated bond payments.  
Consequently, a substantial 
amount of the concession 
revenues are committed to 
Tamarack that could have 
been used for other EDT 
projects or for other areas 
of the agency, such as 
capital improvements, road 
repair or road construc-
tion.
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Table 1
Parkways Authority 

Total Amount Invested in EDT Projects
Project 

Category
Number of 

Projects
Total Amount 

Invested
Financial 
Return

Continual 
Financial 
Support Needed

1 $27,465,000 The Tamarack 
Project Requires 

Ongoing 
Financial Support 
Totaling Over $2 
Million Annually

Financial Return 4 $3,049,034 $314,208 Received 
in Addition to the 
Principal Amount

Break Even 2 $231,884 Principal Amount 
Paid Back

Donations* 167 $2,499,978 No Pay Back 
Required

Financial Loss 6 $1,392,400 - $1,201,298 
Principal Amount 

Lost
Legislative Man-
date**

1 $2,062,500 No Pay Back 
Required by Law

Totals 181 $36,700,796
* The number of projects for donations is a duplicated number.  Donations given 
to the same organization in different years or the same year are counted as a new 
project.
** The Parkways Authority is required by law (§17-16A-13) to provide $250,000 to 
the Hatfield-McCoy Regional Recreation Authority.
Source: PERD Analysis of Parkways Authority Data.

	 Although the agency’s statute does not explicitly state that it must 
invest in EDT projects that provide a monetary return, it is only logical that 
without some financial gains from investments, the agency will be limited 
in its overall operations.  A larger source of EDT revenue would enhance the 
agency’s ability to take on further projects or be used for road repair or road 
construction.  Hence, the agency has limited its ability to fulfill its statutory 
mandates by taking on projects that provide no financial gain or that require 
ongoing support from limited financial resources.  The general manager 

The agency has limited 
its ability to fulfill its 
statutory mandates by 
taking on projects that 
provide no financial gain or
t h a t  r e q u i r e  o n g o -
ing support from limit-
ed financial resources.
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of the Parkways Authority has acknowledged that EDT activities have 
become restricted.  The following is a statement from the general manager:

However, it is important to note that since the 
development of the Tamarack system in 1996, the 
availability of non-toll revenues for other projects has been 
severely restricted due to a large portion of these revenues 
being pledged to the debt service and the debt coverage 
requirements for the bonds used to construct the Caperton 
Center and subsequent bonds used to build the Tamarack 
Conference Center.

Tamarack Has Not Been Financially Self-Sufficient in Its 
10 Year Existence

	 When all of the operating expenses associated with the 
Tamarack system are considered, the revenue raised by Tamarack is 
insufficient to cover all of its operating expenses and its bond payment.  The 
revenue shortfall is well over $2 million annually.  Tamarack has not been 
financially self-sufficient since its inception in 1996.  Figure 1 shows the 
revenue shortfall for the last five fiscal years.  The growth in the revenue 
deficiency of the past three years is primarily the result of the expansion of 
Tamarack to include the Conference Center, which opened in 2003.  The 
Conference Center revenues are also insufficient to cover the added costs 
of staff and bond payments.  The revenue deficiencies do not include 
depreciation of the Tamarack facility.  Current depreciation is close to $1 
million a year.  After 10 years of operation, the facility will likely require 
major repairs.  The general manager of Parkways Authority has indicated 
that the roof appears to be in good condition; however, Tamarack will need 
a new HVAC system that will cost around $500,000. 

Tamarack’s revenue short
fall is well over $2 million 
annually.  Tamarack has not 
been financially self-sufficient 
since its inception in 1996. 
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Most Available EDT Funds Go to the Tamarack Project

	 As indicated earlier, the Parkways Authority began its EDT 
projects from funds that accumulated from concession and interest income 
during 1980-1989.  Concession revenues have grown to nearly $3 million 
a year.  The trust indenture for the revenue bonds issued for Tamarack and 
the Conference Center pledge all or a part of concession revenues to the 
Tamarack project.  It is important to note that concession revenues could 
have been used for road construction and repair if not for the pledge to 
Tamarack.  Moreover, if Tamarack were more self-sufficient, whatever 
funds are not necessary for Tamarack could be used for roads or other 
EDT projects.  Table 2 shows the amount of concession revenue and the 
amount of these funds that are used for the Tamarack system.  Since most 
of the agency’s EDT projects do not provide a monetary return, concession 
revenues continue to be the primary source of funding for EDT projects, 
and unfortunately, most of these funds are used for only one project.  
Generally, over 90 percent of concession revenues are needed to cover 
the revenue deficiency of Tamarack.  Interest income from debt reserves 
and investment returns from EDT projects are also used for EDT projects 
or for Tamarack, if necessary.  The end-of-year balance of the EDT fund 
is $4,332,000 for 2006.

Concess ion revenues
have grown to nearly $3 
million a year and over 90 
percent of those revenues are 
needed to cover the revenue 
deficiency of Tamarack.

Figure 1

-1,795,374
-2,059,303

-2,358,361

-2,852,646
-2,570,239

-2,797,000

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 *2007
-3,000,000

-2,500,000
-2,000,000

-1,500,000

-1,000,000
-500,000

0

Fiscal Year
Revenue Deficiency

*Excludes EDT Expenses for Hatfield-McCoy Project; 2007 is a projected amount. 
Revenue Deficiencies For Tamarack & Conference Center
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EDT Activities Impact Parkways Authority’s Overall 
Operations

	 The Parkways Authority has experienced operating revenue 
deficiencies in its overall operations in each of the past six years (see Figure 
2).  The amounts in Figure 2 include depreciation.  The commitment of funds 
to support Tamarack and other EDT projects that do not provide a monetary 
return, divert needed funds from being used to fund other EDT projects, or 
possibly road repair and construction, or other turnpike needs.  The Parkways 
Authority’s EDT operations are significant enough to make a difference in its 
turnpike operations that would lessen the pressure to some extent for toll 
increases that were considered this past year.  The financial condition of 
Parkways Authority overall operations makes it imperative for the agency 
to begin investing in EDT projects that provide a financial return to the 
agency.

The Parkways Authori-
ty’s EDT operations are 
significant enough to 
make a difference in its 
turnpike operations that 
would lessen the pres-
sure to some extent 
for toll increases that 
were considered this past 
year.

Table 2
Tamarack Ongoing Support as a Percentage of Concession Revenues

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Concession Revenues: 
Restaurants, Gas Sta-
tions, Vending Ma-
chines

$2,083,335 $2,217,946 $2,415,512 $2,529,135 $2,604,098

Tamarack Support $1,795,374 $2,059,303 $2,358,361 $2,852,646 $2,570,239
Difference $287,961 $158,643 $57,151 -$323,511 $33,859
Tamarack Support as a 
Percent of Concession 
Revenue

86.2% 92.8% 97.6% 112.8% 98.7%

EDT  End-of-Year 
Fund Balance

$3,186,000 $3,607,000 $4,086,000 $3,783,000 $4,332,000

Source: PERD Analysis of Parkways Authority Data.
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The Tamarack System Is a Costly Endeavor That Needs to 
Be Reevaluated

	 The Legislative Auditor has determined that the Tamarack system 
of promoting the State’s arts and crafts industry has become a costly 
enterprise that hinders the agency from carrying out its mandates 
of highway construction, repair, and economic development and 
tourism.  Although the Tamarack system is an EDT project that provides an 
economic stimulus to local communities, it is also a project that requires 
nearly $3 million annually in continual support from the agency, it provides no 
financial return to the Parkways Authority, and it precludes the use of funds 
for other important needs of the agency.  The funds that have been pledged 
to support Tamarack have a high opportunity cost because they could be 
used for needed road repairs and construction.  Furthermore, Tamarack’s 
benefit to the State’s arts and crafts industry is questionable.

	 The Parkways Authority has been involved in promoting the arts 
and crafts industry since the early 1990’s, soon after it received economic 
development and tourism authority in 1989.  The Parkways Authority 
provided funding for performing arts and to allow individuals to 
demonstrate their crafts at Tourist Information Centers and at other 
locations.  In 1996, after several years of planning, the Tamarack system 
of promoting the arts and crafts industry was developed.  The central 
point of this promotional effort involved building the Tamarack facility, 
which was envisioned to be the primary retail center for the sale of high 
quality, West Virginia-made arts and crafts merchandise, West Virginia 
foods and other agricultural products, as well as a center for performing 
arts.

Al though  the  Tama-
rack system is an EDT 
project that provides an 
economic st imulus to 
local communities, it is 
also a project that requires 
nearly $3 million annually 
in continual support from 
the agency, it provides no 
financial return to the 
Parkways Authority, and it 
precludes the use of funds 
for other important needs 
of the agency.  

3,800,000 4,009,000 4,384,000

1,899,000

-518,000 -888,000
-440,000

-2,391,000 -2,363,000 -1,986,000
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-3,000,000
-2,000,000
-1,000,000

0
1,000,000
2,000,000
3,000,000
4,000,000
5,000,000

Fiscal Year
Excess/Deficient Operating Revenues

Turnpike & EDT Operations
Parkways Authority Overall Operations

Figure 2
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	 The creation of Tamarack was expected to have a direct and 
indirect economic impact of $28 million annually.  It was also expected 
that 2,200 to 2,400 full and part-time jobs would be generated through 
the sale of West Virginia-made merchandise at Tamarack.  The Tamarack 
system also included selling its products at state parks, where it was 
projected that retail sales of Tamarack products would be 50 percent 
of total state park retail sales.  Attendance at the Tamarack facility was 
estimated to be between 550,000 to 687,000 visitors each year.  Some also 
predicted that the Tamarack facility would encourage artisans to migrate 
to West Virginia from bordering states.

	 The Tamarack facility is beautiful and it has a unique building 
design with a distinctive red roof that resembles a circular starburst quilt 
pattern.  It is located in Beckley, West Virginia, accessible from Interstate 
77 at exit 45.   Revenue bonds in the amount of $9 million were issued in 
1994 to partially finance the construction of the Tamarack facility.  The 
total cost of Tamarack to build was $19.4 million.  The land was purchased 
at a price of $1,265,000.  The facility opened in May 1996.  In June 2003, 
Tamarack was expanded to include a conference center, at a cost of $7.6 
million.

	 The Tamarack facility, including the conference center, is 
approximately 81,500 square feet.  On average during the slow months 
of January through March, 135 contract employees work at the facility, 
including the warehouse.  In peak season during the months of June through 
August, up to 165 employees will be employed.  The total cost of contract 
personnel is over $3 million annually.  The facility retails thousands of 
items of glass work, clothing, food products, hand-made crafts, jewelry, 
wood work, books, and artwork.  It has a performing arts theater that seats 
178 people.  Every Sunday it has various types of performing arts at no 
cost to the general public.  The Tamarack facility also includes a restaurant, 
U.S. postal service to ship sold merchandise, five studios where visitors can 
observe artists produce their products, and an arts gallery that displays the 
work of West Virginia artists.  The Parkways Authority provides the five 
studios, the equipment and utilities at no charge to the artisans.  In return, 
studio artists spend much of their time representing Tamarack.  The studio 
artists have occupied the studios for several years at a time.

	 The Tamarack system includes a “jury” process that judges the 
quality of artisans’ products. No product can be sold at Tamarack unless 
it is approved through the jury process.  The jury process also applies 
to manufactured goods of private companies that are sold at Tamarack.   

The total cost of Tamarack 
to build was $19.4 million.  
In June 2003, Tamarack 
was expanded to include a 
conference center, at a cost 
of $7.6 million.
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The Parkways Authority provides jury sessions twice a year at various 
West Virginia locations.  Those who submit work receive individual 
counseling during the sessions from a master craftsperson in a 
specific media.  Through the Artisans Services department of Tamarack, the 
Parkways Authority works closely with the Tamarack Foundation to 
develop workshops, training, and other programs that allow artisans 
to improve their business and artistic skills.  The Parkways Authority 
contributed $175,000 to $325,000 a year over the past three years to 
the Tamarack Foundation.  The Tamarack Foundation is a non-profit 
organization that also receives grants to assist and train artisans.

	 Over the 10 year history of Tamarack, 2,843 West Virginia artisans 
passed the jury process and have had products sold or available for sale 
at Tamarack.  On average, 800 to 1,000 different artists have had items 
sold at any given time.  During FY 2005, purchases were made from 
1,182 different artisans.  In 2005, approximately 11 percent of total sales 
at Tamarack were for products produced by private manufacturers, such 
as Fenton Art Glass company, and Blenko Glass company.  The Parkways 
Authority purchases juried products from artisans at a wholesale price, 
and then sells them at Tamarack with a retail markup.  The average retail 
markup in 2005 was 81 percent.  The average retail sale at Tamarack is 
around $25.  Some products may go unsold for a couple of years.  A small 
percentage of Tamarack sales are from consignment, in which artists 
receive 60 percent of sales.  The Parkways Authority also has a warehouse 
facility to store products.

	 The Tamarack system of promoting the arts and crafts industry 
has become expensive for the Parkways Authority.  This project was 
expected to be financially self-supporting in its first year.  However, the 
operating revenue of Tamarack has not been able to cover all of its 
operating expenses and bond payments at any time of its 10 year history.  
Table 3 provides a breakdown of the major departments of the Tamarack 
facility.  The sales of arts and crafts has grown and has generally covered 
it operating costs, but the net profit is relatively small as a percent of gross 
sales.  The food sales of Tamarack had two years (2003 and 2004) in which 
its operating revenue did not cover its operating expenses.  In the other 
years the net profit was relatively small as a percent of total gross food 
sales.  The Tamarack warehouse receives fees from the travel plazas for 
Tamarack merchandise that is delivered from the warehouse; however, 
these fees do not cover the operating expenses of the warehouse.  Although 
there is a positive net profit in total for Tamarack, when the bond payment, 
general and administrative expenses, and other related Tamarack expenses 
are deducted, the Tamarack system has a revenue deficiency between $2 

The Parkways Authority 
contributed $175,000 to 
$325,000 a year over the 
past three years to the 
Tamarack Foundation. 

Over the 10 year history 
of Tamarack, 2,843 West 
Virginia artisans passed 
the jury process and have 
had products  sold or 
avai lable  for  sale  a t 
Tamarack.
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million and $3 million a year when all expenses are included.

	 It was originally expected that the Tamarack system would receive 
an added boost from the sales of products at the state parks.  However, 
sales of Tamarack products were significantly less than hoped for at state 
parks.  It was determined by the Parkways Authority that the typical visitor 
of state parks was more interested in souvenir-type merchandise instead of 
the type of merchandise sold at Tamarack.  Therefore, since the spring of 
1998, a nominal supply of Tamarack products has been delivered to state 
parks.

	 In response to this financial condition, the general manager of the 
Parkways Authority stated:

Since its inception, Tamarack has not generated 
sufficient revenue to pay all of its operating expenses and 
its bond payment.  However, it is important to consider the 
intangible benefits of the larger mission of Tamarack to 
promote the cottage industry and enhance the image of 
the State of West Virginia. The positive impact on tourists 
and the benefits to individual artisans by increasing their 
direct sales is a very real boost to the State and the many 
craftspeople who produce the hand-crafted products.

Al though  there  i s  a 
posi t ive net  profi t  in 
total for Tamarack, when 
the bond payment, gen-
eral and administrative 
expenses, and other related 
Tamarack expenses are 
deducted, the Tamarack 
system has a revenue defi-
ciency between $2 million 
and $3 million a year when 
all expenses are included.

It was originally expected 
that the Tamarack system 
would receive an added 
boost from the sales of 
products at the state parks.  
However, sales of Tama-
rack products were signifi-
cantly less than hoped for 
at state parks.  Therefore, 
since the spring of 1998, a 
nominal supply of Tama-
rack products has been 
delivered to state parks.
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Table 3
Caperton Center (Tamarack)

Detailed Statistics
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007*

Arts & 
Crafts Net 
Profits

$404,586 $360,020 $349,814 $752,078 $786,974 $794,000

Food & 
Conference 
Center Net 
Profit

$15,077 -150,267 -159,710 $54,327 $220,682 $357,000

Warehouse -76,610 -71,832 -108,150 -12,774 -11,735 -19,000
Tamarack 
Net Rev-
enue

$343,053 $137,921 $81,954 $793,631 $995,921 $1,132,000

Tamarack 
General 
& Adm. 
Expenses

** ** ** 1,273,236 1,219,194 1,304,000

EDT Bond 
Payment

1,221,458 1,241,197 1,243,091 1,237,266 1,236,181 1,240,000

Tamarack 
Related 
Expenses

916,969 956,027 1,197,224 1,135,775 1,110,785 1,385,000

Tamarack 
Revenue 
Deficiency

-1,795,374 -2,059,303 -2,358,361 -2,852,646 -2,570,239 -2,797,000

* 2007 figures are budgeted.
** General and administrative expenses were incorporated into the operating expenses for each department in 
2002-2004. 
Source: PERD Analysis of WV Parkways Authority Financial Statements with Comparison.

	

	 Since the Tamarack project requires continual financial support 
from the Parkways Authority to survive, it diverts substantial financial 
resources away from other important needs of the agency.  Although 
there are intangible benefits from Tamarack to local communities, it is 

			   questionable that the Legislature envisioned an EDT project that would  
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place such a finacial  burden on the agency.  Even when the bond payment 
is paid in 2015, Tamarack may continue to have revenue deficiencies but 
to a lesser extent.

	 The Parkways Authority has not provided any analysis on 
what the value is of the intangible benefits to local communities from 
Tamarack, and how it compares to the opportunity costs associated with the 
diversion of finances that could be used for road construction, road repair 
or other EDT projects that would provide a continuous source of revenue to 
the agency.  The Parkways Authority provided the Legislative Auditor with 
economic impact analysis from the State director of the WV Small Business 
Development Center (SBDC); however, these analyses were for the arts and 
craft industry as a whole.  There is no analysis of what Tamarack’s direct 
and indirect impact is to the State.  The Tamarack facility directly benefits 
a limited number of artists, about 1,000 a year.  Tamarack’s gross whole-
sale purchases from artists were around $2.5 million in FY 2005.  This 
amounts to an average of about $2,500 in gross revenue per artist.  After 
an artist’s cost of production, net profit is clearly less than $2,500.  There 
may be other indirect benefits to artisans, but this is the direct measureable 
benefit.  It is possible that these sales would have been made by the artists 
if Tamarack did not exist.  Statistics from the SBDC study indicate that 70 
percent of artists work alone and do not employ others, and the average 
income derived from craft-related sales is $13,114, which is about 27.5 
percent of the average artisan’s total household income.  The Parkways 
Authority needs to evaluate the overall benefits of Tamarack to the arts 
and crafts industry and weigh these benefits against the overall needs of 
the agency.  The Parkways Authority is under pressure to raise toll 
prices.  This pressure would be lessen to some extent if it were not for 
the financial burden of the Tamarack system.  If the Parkways Authority 
cannot make changes to make Tamarack a profitable endeavor, 
consideration should be given to using the Tamarack facility for 
alternative purposes.

Conclusion

	 The West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
Tourism Authority has been under financial pressure for at least the 
past six years.  There are several sources that can explain this financial 
pressure; however, one source of the agency’s financial stress is the 
funding that has been diverted each year to support the Tamarack system.  
This support has grown to nearly $3 million a year.  The overall cost to 
the agency is not only the $3 million that is diverted to Tamarack, but also 

Although there are intan-
gible benefits from Tamarack 
to local communities, it is 
q u e s t i o n a b l e  t h a t  t h e 
Legislature envisioned an 
EDT project that would 
place such a financial burden 
on the agency.  Even when the 
bond payment is paid in 2015, 
Tamarack may continue to 
have revenue deficiencies but 
to a lesser extent.

If the Parkways Authority 
cannot make changes to make 
Tamarack a profitable endeav-
or, consideration should be
given to using the Tamarack fa-
cility for alternative purposes.
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the potential loss of revenue that could be raised if the Tamarack facility 
was a revenue-raising project.

	 The Tamarack system has not lived up to its original 
expectations.  It is not financially self-sufficient as expected and it has not 
been throughout its 10 year existence.  Given the current statistics, the Tam-
arack system may not be financially self-sufficient even when its revenue 
bonds are paid in 2015.  Furthermore, it is questionable that the direct and 
indirect benefits from the Tamarack system compare to the opportunity 
costs associated with the diverted funds that are not available for other 
agency needs, and the loss of revenue if the Tamarack facility was a 
revenue-raising project.  Consequently, the Legislative Auditor 
recommends that the Parkways Authority evaluate the Tamarack system to 
determine if the Tamarack facility should continue in its present purpose 
or be converted into a revenue-raising project.

Recommendations

1.	 The West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
Tourism Authority should seek economic development 
and tourism projects that provide a financial return to the 
agency.

2.	 The West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
Tourism Authority should evaluate the intangible benefits 
from the Tamarack system to the State in comparison to the 
opportunity costs of financial resources that could be used 
for other purposes of the agency, and the potential loss of 
revenue if the Tamarack facility was a source of revenue.

3.	 If the West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
Tourism Authority determines that changes to the Tamarack 
system cannot be made to make it a profitable endeavor, the 
agency should consider alternative uses for the Tamarack 
facility that may be more beneficial to the State than its 
current use.

4.	 The West Virginia Parkways, Economic Development and 
Tourism Authority should report to the Joint Committee 
on Government Operations during the May 2007 interim 

	 meetings on its options to make Tamarack a profitable 

The overall cost to the 
agency is not only the $3 
million that is diverted to 
Tamarack, but also the 
potential loss of revenue 
that could be raised if the 
Tamarack facility was a 
revenue-raising project.
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project or alternative purposes for Tamarack that would 
be in the best interest of the State.
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Issue 2
Some EDT Activities Are Questionable and Do Not Follow 
the Spirit of the Enabling Legislation.

Issue Summary

	 The Parkways Authority is authorized to construct and operate 
economic development and tourism projects.  The Legislative Auditor 
reviewed the Parkways Authority’s EDT activities from 1990 to the present 
and found that the Parkways Authority frequently donates funding to events 
which it classifies as tourism promotion or economic development.  These 
EDT projects include donations to fairs, festivals, local governments, non 
profit organizations, institutions, clubs, and other events.  Not only has the 
Parkways Authority made charitable contributions with EDT funds but it 
has also made investments in private businesses through preferred stock 
purchases and limited partnerships as a form of economic development.  
Since 1990, the Parkways Authority has invested in a total of 181 projects 
and spent more than $36 million.  The Legislative Auditor determined 
156 of those projects, totaling a little over $4.3 million, to be outside of 
the legislative intent.  A majority of these questionable projects provide 
no financial return to the Parkways Authority and have made funds less 
available for important agency needs.

The Majority of Questionable Projects Are Donations

	 From time to time the Parkways Authority has acted within the 
enabling legislation and provided funds to assist state parks with projects 
such as restroom and facility maintenance, repairing and building picnic 
shelters, and providing labor and materials to enhance the restoration of a 
lake.  However, after reviewing the Parkways Authority’s EDT activities, 
the Legislative Auditor determined that a large number of the projects do 
not fit the legislative intent.  Of the 156 projects that the Legislative Auditor 
found to be questionable, 150 of them are donations.  The project funding 
amounts range from $125 to $52,650 and total $1,019,915.  Although the 
donations provide some promotion of economic development and tourism 
to local communities, the donations fall outside of the enabling legislation 
of the Parkways Authority. 

	 According to the Parkways Authority’s procedural rule, 
184-1-2.3, “Requests for direct grants and loan for economic development and 
tourism projects are outside of the scope of the Authority’s delegated 

Since 1990, the Parkways 
Authority has invested 
in a total of 181 projects 
and spent more than $36 
million.  The Legislative 
Auditor determined 156 of 
those projects, totaling a 
little over $4.3 million, to 
be outside of the legislative 
intent. 

Of the 156 projects that the 
Legislative Auditor found 
to be questionable, 150 of 
them are donations.  The 
project funding amounts 
range from $125 to $52,650 
and total $1,019,915.



Page 24 January 2007

powers  and must be rejected.”  Because the rule indicates that the 
Parkways Authority does not disperse funds in the form of grants or loans, 
the Legislative Auditor concluded that the tourism promotion/project 
contributions are donations that fund the operation cost of an event or 
activity.  In response, the Parkways Authority claims,

Only a limited amount of funding is provided each year 
for these types of activities as part of the Authority’s 
advertising expense, under which the Authority sponsors 
local tourism promotion/project such as a festival and in 
return is provided with advertising which advertise and 
cover the festival recognizing the participation of the 
Authority.  

	 It is the Legislative Auditor’s position that these donations are 
dispersed strictly  to sponsor or fund the event and that the Parkways 
Authority is not purchasing advertising because any promotional 
advertisement that the Parkways Authority receives is a relatively 
minor indirect benefit of the donation.  Compared to the early 1990’s, the 
number of donations dispersed in recent years has been restricted by the 
availability of funds which is limited due to the ongoing support of Tamarack.  
However, the fact that the Parkways Authority continues to issue donations 
at a time when available funds are scarce supports the assertion that if more 
funds were available, the Parkways Authority would likely distribute more 
donations.  Table 4 below provides a sample of the types of entities that 
have received financial contributions and the amounts dispersed to each.

I t  i s  the  Leg i s la t i ve 
Auditor’s position that 
t h e s e  d o n a t i o n s  a r e 
dispersed s tr ic t ly   to 
sponsor or fund the event 
and that the Parkways 
A u t h o r i t y  i s  n o t 
purchasing advertising 
because any promotional 
a d v e r t i s e m e n t  t h a t 
the Parkways Author-
ity receives is a relatively 
minor indirect benefit of 
the donation. 
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Table 4
Parkways Authority Donations

Name of Organization/Local 
Government

Year Donation Description

Theater West Virginia

	  
	

1991
1992
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1998
1999
2003

$1,500
$19,500
$4,000

$15,000
$1,500

$15,000
$3,000

$10,000
$10,000
$3,000

Sponsor/Membership
Sponsor/Membership (3 payments)
Motor Coach Tapes
Sponsor/Membership
Sponsor/Membership
Motorize Stage Cabins
Parts for Stage Cabins
Traveling Education Program
Traveling Education Program
Fund-raising event

City of Beckley 1993 $12,132 Sidewalks
Beckley Main Street 1995 $12,000 K-Mart Classic Bicycle Race
City of Princeton 1997 $2,000 Civil War Re-enactment
City of Princeton 1998 $150 Rotary Club
Town of Pax 1999 $5,000 Engineering Report
Hinton Area Community 
Center

2000 $1,000 WV Birthday Celebration

Sunrise Museum 2001 $2,500 Water Show Sponsor
Kiwanis Club of Beckley 2003 $250 Assist with Supplies to Soldiers
WV State Water Festival 2004 $1,000 Annual Event - Hinton, WV
The Graham House 2005 $500 Promote Historical Events
Mountain State Arts & Crafts 
Fair

2005 $1,500 Sponsor Art Education Classes

Railroad Centennial 
Celebration

2006 $1000 100th Anniversary of Service

Source: WV Parkways Authority
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Parkways’ Investments in Private Businesses Have No 
Statutory Authority

	 Of the 156 projects that the Legislative Auditor determined to be 
outside the intent of the enabling legislation, only six of those projects are 
not donations.  While the number of non-donation projects is smaller than 
the number of donations, the amount of money invested in these projects 
is much greater, totaling $3,335,000.  The Parkways Authority invested 
in private businesses by purchasing preferred stock and forming limited 
partnerships through which the Parkways Authority gained partial 
ownership of the company or property.  The Legislative Auditor 
concluded that the non-donation projects fall outside the scope of the enabling 
legislation and the definition of economic development project.  A legal 
opinion obtained from Legislative Services within the Legislative Auditor’s 
Office asserts that, “There is no statutory authority for investments in stock 
or ownership of private business . . . .”  Although these types of projects 
are less frequent and the most recent of these investments occurred in 
2002, the Legislative Auditor is concerned that if more EDT funds were to 
become available that the philosophy of the Parkways Authority suggests 
that it would invest the funds in similar projects.  Table 5 below shows the 
six projects, the types of investments made and the investment amounts.

Table 5
Parkways Authority Non-Donation Projects

Project Name Description of Investment Amount 
Invested

CASCI Limited Partnership - 68% 
Ownership

   $2,000,000

Lamplighter Industries Purchased Preferred Stock $450,000
Video Graphics Limited Partnership $385,000
Talon Manufacturing Purchased Preferred Stock $250,000
Kingwood Northern Purchased Preferred Stock $125,000
Mountain Music 
Partners, LLC

17% Ownership $125,000

Source: WV Parkways Authority 

While the number of 
non-donation projects is 
smaller than the number 
of donations, the amount 
of money invested in these 
projects is much greater, 
totaling $3,335,000. 
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The Legislative Intent Suggests That Parkways Authority 
Own and Oversee EDT Projects.

	 A legal opinion from Legislative Services indicates that, “While 
the code section is not a model of clarity, it is narrowly drawn and 
implies that it applies to property, structures, facilities and attractions 
either owned by the Authority or owned by the state.”  In §17-16A-5(c) 
of the W.Va. Code, the definition of “tourism project” includes 1) any 
park or tourist facility and attraction, embracing all roads, structures, 
buildings, etc., together with all property rights, easements and interests 
which may be acquired by the authority; and 2) any park or tourist facility and 
attraction owned by the State.  The spirit of the legislation is evident from the 
definition’s requirement that the projects should involve the acquisition of all 
property rights, easements and interest for the construction or operation 
of the tourism project.  In addition, the incidental powers given to the 
Parkways Authority support this claim.  Those powers include the 
following: §17-16A-7 which consents to the use of all state lands for 
the construction or operation of any project and §17-16A-8 which 
specifically authorizes the Parkways Authority to purchase land, 
property rights, etc. for the construction or operation of any project.  The 
assertion is further sustained by the legal opinion which states, “The 
definition provides no wording that can reasonably be interpreted to mean 
grants for the promotion of an event or the support of private or local 
governmental institutions such as libraries and colleges.” 

	 The definition of tourism project specifies two types of projects: 1) 
parks; and 2) tourist facilities and attractions.  The legislative intent as to 
the types of projects is further clarified in §17-16A-5(h) by the definition 
of “tourist attraction and facility,” which reads as follows:

Cabins, lodges, recreational facilities, restaurants, and 
other revenue producing facilities, any land or water site 
and any information center, visitors’ center or rest stop 
which the Parkways Authority determines may improve, 
enhance or contribute to the development of the tourism 
industry in the state.  (emphasis added)

	 Although the code does not specifically state that financial 
donations are prohibited, it does point out that the facilities are to be 
“revenue producing,” implying a rate of return for the Parkways 
Authority.  Further support is found in §17-16A-13, which permits the 
Parkways Authority “. . . to fix, revise, charge and collect rents, fees, 
charges and other revenues  . . .  for the use of each economic development 
project or tourism project.”

The spirit of the legisla-
tion is evident from the 
definition’s requirement 
that the projects should 
involve the acquisition of all 
property rights, easements 
and interest for the con-
struction or operation of 
the tourism project. 

The assertion is further 
sustained by the legal 
opinion which states, “The 
definition provides no 
wording that can reason-
ably be interpreted to mean 
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mental institutions such as 
libraries and colleges.” 
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	 The code’s definition of “economic development project” is 
similar to the definition of tourism project in that it also provides for the 
Parkways Authority’s development of a narrow range of sites, structures, 
facilities and equipment that the Parkways Authority may acquire, create, 
develop, construct, reconstruct, improve or repair.  According to the legal 
opinion,

Specifically permitting the acquisition of all property 
rights, easements and interests related to the economic 
development project again seems to indicate that the statute 
contemplates ownership by the Parkways Authority or 
the state, rather than the development of privately owned 
projects. (emphasis added)

The types of economic development projects intended are described as, 
“. . . to promote the agricultural, economic or industrial development 
of the state. . . .”  The Legislative Auditor finds that there is no wording 
in the statute that allows for the acquisition of or investment in 
private businesses.  According to the legal analysis, which supports the 
finding of the Legislative Auditor, “The statutory language providing 
for economic development projects does not mention the acquisition of 
ownership in private business ventures as a way of participating in an economic 
development project . . .  .”
 

Broad Interpretation of Enabling Legislation Outside of the 
Legislative Intent.

	 Beginning in June 1989, the Parkways Authority operated with a 
newly expanded mission that included economic development and tourism.  
Before the Parkways Authority promulgated a procedural rule in 1991, it 
requested from the Office of the Attorney General an opinion concerning 
the types of activities which may be undertaken by the Parkways Author-
ity when exercising its powers to pursue economic development projects 
and tourism projects.  The Attorney General declined to issue an opinion 
for two reasons: 1) the request was from an attorney and not the head of 
the Parkways Authority; and 2) the request was hypothetical in nature.  
The Parkways Authority proceeded without an Attorney General’s legal 
opinion to issue a procedural rule, Title 184 Series 1, which established 
guidelines for entities to request funding for EDT projects and the process 
used by the Parkways Authority’s EDT committee and the board for the 
selection of EDT projects.  It is important to note that because procedural 

The Legislative Auditor finds 
that there is no wording 
i n  t h e  s t a t u t e  t h a t 
a l lows for  the acquis i -
tion of or investment in 
private businesses. 
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rules have not passed the legislative process, they do not have “the force 
of law” as specified in §29A-1-2(d).

	 According to the legal opinion from Legislative Services, the 
Parkways Authority’s procedural rule is indicative of the agency’s broad 
interpretation of its enabling legislation.  When asked to explain how the 
statutory authority allows the Parkways Authority to donate or provide 
funding for various economic development and tourism projects, the 
Parkways Authority’s reply confirmed the legal opinion’s contention 
that the Parkways Authority had broadly interpreted the enabling legisla-
tion.  Following is an excerpt from the Parkways Authority’s letter to the 
Legislative Auditor.

Further, West Virginia Code §17-16A-5 gives very broad 
definitions of the terms “projects,”  “tourism projects,” 
“economic development” and “tourist facility and 
attraction.”  These definitions have been viewed by 
the Parkways Authority as providing a very broad 
spectrum of endeavors it might undertake in carrying 
out its legislatively mandated mission of promoting and 
enhancing the tourism industry and developing and 
improving tourist facilities and attractions in the state, 
as well as the promotion of the agricultural, economic, 
and industrial development of the state. (emphasis added)

	 In 1998, the Legislature mandated the Parkways Authority to 
pay an annual financial contribution to the Hatfield McCoy Regional 
Recreational Authority (HMRRA) which the Parkways Authority 
categorizes as an economic development project.  The Parkways 
Authority contends that because the Legislature did not amend any 
other provisions of the enabling legislation that the mandate confirms its 
authority to provide funding for similar economic development and 
tourism projects.  Legislative Service’s legal analysis found no basis for 
the Parkways Authority’s assertion.  Moreover, the Parkways Authority 
made donations to various entities long before the HMRRA was mandated 
by the Legislature, making the legislative mandate irrelevant to the issue 
at hand. 

Conclusion 

	 Since the Parkways Authority was given the mission and 
authority to create and operate economic development and tourism projects, 
it has spent more than $4 million on projects that the Legislative Auditor 

According to the legal 
opinion from Legislative 
Services, the Parkways 
Authority’s procedural rule 
is indicative of the agency’s 
broad interpretation of its 
enabling legislation. 



Page 30 January 2007

determined to be outside legislative intent.  These questionable projects 
include donations to various entities and investments in private businesses.  
The legal analysis from Legislative Services finds that while the statute 
is not explicit, it is highly suggestive as to the types of projects that the 
Legislature intended for the Parkways Authority to undertake.  The 
Parkways Authority acknowledges that it interprets the project definitions 
as broad, allowing for a wide spectrum of endeavors.  The Legislative 
Auditor is concerned that this broad interpretation of the statute has 
resulted in investments in unauthorized projects that precludes EDT funds 
from being spent on valid projects that could provide a rate of return to 
the Parkways Authority and replenish funds for future EDT projects and 
to meet other important needs such as road construction and repair.  

Recommendation

5.	 The Parkways Authority should discontinue investing in projects 
that do not fall within the enabling legislation.

6.	 If the Legislature approves of the Parkways Authority’s economic 
development and tourism promotion activities, it should consider 
amending the agency’s enabling statute to clearly authorize these 
activities.
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Appendix A:	 Transmittal Letter
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Appendix B:	 Agency Response 
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