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OOT&PF

HB227

Personal Services | !

1 1 1

Position Classification I RangefStep 1 Location Cost

Director |24C 1 Anchorage | 91,450

Administrative Manager 1 |15A (Anchorage 48,850

Accounting Clerk II (part-time) M ob lAncharage 18,200

Engineer III |22A (Anchorage 77,900

Engineer 1 ItSA I Anchorage 63,000

Transportation Planner 1 21BC I Anchorage 1 76,800

|Total Personal Services 1 376,200

1 1 I

Supplies I 1998 1 Future Years

Binders, Notebooks, Paper, Pens, 

Office Supplies, Manuals 2,500 2,500

Data Processing Supplies, 

Engineering or Specialized 

Software 2,500 1,500

Calculators, Hole Punch, 

Staplers, Etc 1,0001 500

Total Supplies 6,0001 4,5001

1 I !

Equipment = One-time Costs i !

1 Number of Units i Price Each ITotal 1998 Cost

Personal Computers w/ Basic Soft 5i 4,3001 21,500

Printer 1i 6,4001 6,400

Facsimile Machine 1! 2,5001 2,500

Phones 5 3501 1,750

Hub & router 11 4.5001 4,500

Office & conference room furniture 1 15,000

Total Equipment 51,650

1 1 1

Summary Costs FY98 FUTURE

1 1 1

Personal Services 376.2001 376,200|

Travel 65.1281 65,128|

Contractual 81,7841 81.784|

Supplies 6,0001 4,5001

Equipment 51,6501 o|

1 1 I

TOTAL 580,7621 527,6121

1 1 1
100% GENERAL FUNDS



DOT&PF

..43227,
Capital P ro jec t Authority=staff of 4 reporting to 7 memoer Poard 1 1 |

Board h a s  2 mbrs. eacn in Anchorage, Fairbanxs. 1 e a ch  in Juneau , Ketchikan and  Bethel
■ Board m ee t ing s  = 10 in ANC & 2 in JNU, average of 2 d ay s  each
l Staff is loca ted  in ANC i I I I I

TRAVEL COSTS I ' I  I I I
ANC B o a rd  m ee t in g s : I I I 1 1 1 1

Bd. Mbrs. |Meals ILodging 'Airfare iMisc. (taxTotal | |
12 ANC In/a 1 1 1 1 1
12 F3X | 1631 2201 3651 301 784| |
; i  JNU 84. 1101 2201 151 4291
|1 KTN | 841 1101 6201 201 834|
11 Bethel 1061 2201 9601 201 1,3061
i coffee, etc. 1 1 1 201 20| |
! TOTAL 442' 6601 2,166! 1051 3,3 73 |co s t  p e r  meeting
I | | | ! | 3 3 ,730 ico s t  o f  10 m ee t in g s

JNU  B o a r d  m e e t in g s :  | I I I
Bd. Mbrs. IMeals ILodging .'Airfare iMisc. (taxi, parking, etc .) |

12 ANC 2121 3561 4401 301 1,0381
12 FBX I 2121 3561 1,252! 30I 1,8501
11 JNU In/a 1 1 1 I 01 |
|1 KTN j 481 891 263! 201 425i |
j1 Bethel 1261 3161 886! 201 1.3481 |
12 staff from ANC | 212! 3561 4401 30! 1,0381
i TOTAL 810! 1,4731 3.285! 1301 5 ,599ico s t  pe r  meeting

I 11 ,398 ico s t  o f  2 m ee t in g s
T ra n s p o r t a t i o n  A s s o c i a t i o n s  m ee t ings (e.g. WASHTO, AASHTO)

staff I 5,0001 i j 1 I
Authority I ! 15,0001 i I ! 1
i subtotal I ; 20,0001 | 1 |
I I I i I I I

TRAVEL TOTAL I ; 65,123! I I i I
I I I I 1 I I I

CONTRACTUAL C O S T S ! f i l l
Legal c o s t s  for r e j s . I I 10,0001 1 1 1 1
T e lep hon e s  | 1 1 1 :

| voice mail/centrex & lines 1 3,0001 i
Hong d is tance ch a rg e s  1 6,0001
1 installation 1 I 7501 1 1 I
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i

Computing /Network c h a rg e s  I 1 1
Ip o r t - c o nn ec t 1 1,9801 I |
I po r t a c c e s s  c h a rg e s  I 3,6001 1
I internet a d d r e s s I 1 100| ! 1 I
1 terminal/printer a c c e s s  charges! 1 ,5841 I
I d a ta  line installation I 2.500I I
I data line mo. c h a rg e s  I 1,8001 1
I l e a s e d  m o d em  for dataline | 3001 1
| mtc. for rou te r 1 4501 | 1
|wiring installation I 3001 1 1
| con trac t LAN & desk top support 6,0001
I | 1 1 1 1 1

L e a s e d  office s p a c e  w/ conference room: 23,400lfor 1300 sq.ft. @  1.50/sq.ft/mo. |
Advertising for public boa rd  meetings 7 ,200 iaverage b a s e d  on 3 new spape rs .  3 days for 12 mtgs.
Advertising for p r op o se d  regulations 2,4 00 |4  locations, twice
O the r  = p o s tag e ,  e x p re s s  mail, etc. 5,0001

1 1 1
Vehicle = s e d a n  c la s s  106 j 4.920| 1 1

I i I I
CONTRACTUAL T O T A L : 81,784.
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I I !  I I

I ' l l

Furniture | !

File Cabinets 14 drwr legal |4 drwr letter i ITotal (2 each) j
i1 2901 249! I I078|

1 1 1 iTotal (2) |

Bookcase 1 6001 12001
(Table Chairs |Total Tabic and 10 chairs

96 “ Conferenc 900 3001 3900 j

iDesk Sido table j Chair ITotal (4 of each)

Desks, compute 675 4001 4001 59001

1 | ! ITotal (10) |

Guest Chairs 1 2001 i 2000I

1 I I I

1 I First Year Furnitura I 140781



10. March 1997

Dear Legislator:

Our members and many citizens are very concerned about the direction 

Alaska's transportation program is taking. This includes lack of 

integrated multimodal planning, insufficient funding , misdirected 

priorities and "deferred maintenance" problems.

The time is now to correct this situation. The following proposal to 

create a "CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANNING AUTHORITY*" is a first step in 

the right direction

The mechanics are simple and the principles sound. We urge you to 

execute such a move during this year's session and we offer our help 

and expertise.

Sincerely,

Frank-'tnllon, Executive Director 

ALASKA TRUCKING ASSOCIATION

Henry Springer, Executive Director 

ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF ALASKA

Dennis Nottingham, PE, Secretary 

HIGHWAY USERS FEDERATION OF ALASKA



C R E A T I O N  O F  A  “CAPITAL I M P R O V E M E N T  P L A N N I N G  A U T H O R I T Y "

Back ground:

Ever since S ta tehood in 1959 the former D epartm ents of Highways and  Public Works and 
la te r the D epartm ent of Transportation and Public Facilities had the highest turnover rate of their 
com m issioners of any departm ent (18 comm issioners in 35 years = 1.9 years/each ). 1 ' 's  h as 
resu lted in instability, change of direction and m anagem ent and uncertainties, externally and 
internally. T he resulting uncertainties have had negative effects on com m erce in general, and 
m ore specifically on the industries dealing with insurance and bonding, manufacturing and supply, 
un ions and  labor, contractors and other entities involved in transportation and public facilities. In 
addition local governm ents a re  adversely effected.

T he 5, 6 or 10 y ea r plans that w ere required by the Federal G overnm ent turned out to be 
political and  adm inistrative tools rather than well planned and binding planning - and  programming 
docum ents. As a  con sequence  A laska's yearly CIP budgets have been  exactly that - yearly 
products, which w ere and a re  the results of the political and legal activities of the Legislature and 
the Administration and  not part of a long-term plan.

In th e a b se n c e  of a  plan (he Capitol program  becom es a  yearly “free-for-all” and the genera l 
m istrust and  display of power between the Legislative and Executive B ranches becom es 
apparen t. T he Legislature now m icro-manages the program with line-item appropriations and 
every appropriations for singular p h ase s  of a  project and a  healthy mix of pork to fulfill the 
individual legislator’s  obligations. The executive branch in the ab sen ce  o f such  restrain ts h a s  a 
history of re-defining projects, re-allocating funds and line-item ve toes for purely political reasons. 
This all to th e  detrim ent of a  c lear long term  plan and policy.

At the p resent, additional factors a re  of consequence:

1) Lack of a  s ta te -o r eve r region wide inter-modal transportation plan. Previous “regional 
transportation studies" which were obtained a t high co sts a re  ignored and collect dust.

2) Lack of a  S tate(funded) program: a t p resen t all our plans a re  b a sed  on Federal-aid type 
program s.

Proposal:
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3) Overall efficiency to translate public policy into action. High costs for planning activities 

which are based on broad “public involvement" processes, which is a sure way to prevent any 

ne w construction or even develop a broad state policy, because such processes never result in a 

consensus on statewide issues.

4) the Federal Aid Highway - and Aviation programs for Western States have seen a 

significant cut for next years authorization. In addition, w e  can expect further cuts when the 

ISTEA (Intermodel Surface Transportation Efficiency Act) and distribution formula are up for re- 

authorization th'c vear. There are no plans to find other funding sources. Under the direction of 

Congress and the Whit® House the "balanced budget” approach makes it unlikely that additional 

funds from the Highways - and Aviation's trusts will be released.

5) Deferred maintenance of public facilities: lack of sufficient funds through the years for 

maintenance and up keep operations has resulted in premature deterioration of our facilities. In 

Alaska over 2 5 %  of bridges and 4 0 %  of highways are now deficient. The increased use of federal 

programs dollars for environmental and recreational purposes, as is presently the case, does not 

help matters. Under the present circumstances it is particularly misguided and a luxury w e  cannot 

afford. In addition, Alaska's unique situation with the South Eastern Maritime Transportation takes 

funding away from the more traditional uses.

It is time to find some mechanism to provide a balance to fund a long term plan based on 

sound public policy. Our situation is not unique; other states face the same problems and it is 

prudent to examine their solutions.

Of the 50 states 31 have adopted a “Board” or “Commission" system in various functions. 16 

fiave a Board with full executive authority, like a Commissioner as a cabinet me mb er has here. 8 

have a board which has policy setting authority and 7 have boards with “advisory" capacity. The 

rest has a “Commissioner” or “Director” with full authority like w e  have.

It is apparent that under our given circumstances an authority with policy setting and 

program/planning powers would be a suitable and desirable mechanism to address the stated 

problems.

Page 2 of 4



Planning and Programming Authority for all State Public Facilities, including Highways, 

Airports, Marine Facilities and Buildings, to review and approve a yearly CIP and long range 

program.

This would include as a State wide basis by modes:

Land: highways - trails; basic access roads; urban mass transportation, rail systems,

recreational facilities;

passenger and freight services, international airports, bush aviation, private 

aviation;

Marine: S E  Marine Highway System, ports and harbors, both commercial and recreational

facilities , commercial barges - inland and ocean , navigable river systems, 

erosion control, etc.;

Building: public facilities, armories, maintenance stations, court buildings etc.

The overall functions would include integration with private systems, environmental concerns 

and coordination with federal and local government programs.

2) Compositions and function:

The approach used by the Fish and G a m e  Department could serve as a model (without 

the structure of advisory committees). The planning authority would consist of 7 members who 

would represent modal concerns and also based on geographic considerations. The members 

would serve staggered terms.

T w o  should represent "Land", two “Air”, and two “Marine" and one “Buildings" interests.

At least one would be picked to represent one of the 3 DOT/PF “Regions", but not more 

than 3 from any. (or w e  could use "Judicial Districts if suitable"). They would serve staggered four 

(or five) year terms, appointed by the Governor, confirmed by the Legislature. If a member does 

not fulfill a designated term they can be replaced, by another appointee for the rest of the tenn.

The members of the authority would elect their chairperson.
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The personnel presently assigned to DOT/PF for State Wide Planning could be 

significantly reduced to two positions (for federal mandated functions like statistics) and 

considerable savings are the result.

The members of the authority would receive reimbursement for expenses, including travel 

and per diem, however, no salary. They would need minimal clerical support. The Regions would 

maintain their regional planning staff which would fulfill the present functions in relation to the 

headquarters Statewide Planning Group and the Regional Director.

Therefore the present "Div. Statewide Planning and Programming" would be controlled by 

the Authority and not the Commissioner.

Considerable savings could be achieved with the reduction of Statewide Planning 

positions.

The present “Alaska Transportation Planning Council" could be eliminated, as the 

Authority would include this function.

The "research” function should not be included as part of the Authorities task. It should 

be left as is, primarily with the University and the DOT/PF materials sections. Maintenance is part 

of the operating budget and should remain under the control of the Commissioner of DOT/PF.
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D O T / P F  C O M M IS S IO N E R S YEARS

P U B L I C  W O R K S  

Richard A. D o w n i n g

G e o r g e  R. M a c C l a n a h a n

H a r o l d  D. Strandberg

G e o r g e  W .  Easley

Buel “T e x” Taggart

H I G H W A Y S  

S a m  J o h n s o n

D o n a l d  A. M c K i n n o n

W a r r e n  C. G o n n a s o n

C o s b y  E. Steen

Robert L. Beardsley

B r u c e  A. C a m p b e l l

W a l t e r  B. Parker

II. D. Scougal

D O T  &  P F  

D o n a l d  P. Harris

Robert W .  W a r d

Daniel A. C a s e y

Richard J. K n a p p

R. R o c k y  Gutierrez

M a r k  S. H i c k e y

F r a n k  G. T u r p i n

B r u c e  A. C a m p b e l l

M i c h a e l  A. Barton

J o s e p h  L. Perkins

1 9 5 9  - 6 6

1 9 6 7 - 6 8

1 9 6 8 - 7 0  

1 9 7 1  - 7 4

A p r  - D e c  1 9 7 4

M a r  1 9 6 2  

1 9 6 2 - 6 6  

1 9 6 7  - 6 8

1 9 6 8 - 6 9

1 9 6 9 -  71 

1 9 7 1  - 7 4  

1 9 7 4  - 7 6

1 9 7 6 - 7 7

1 9 7 7 - 7 8

1 9 7 8 - 8 2

F e b - N o v  1 9 8 3  

1 9 8 4  - 8 6

D e c  1 9 8 6  - F eb 1 9 8 7  

1 9 8 7 - 9 0  

1 9 9 1  - 9 3  

1 9 9 3 - 9 4  

Jul - N o v  1 9 9 4  

J a n  1 9 9 5



9072712851 AAL-600 AIRPORTS DIU 738 P01/06 APR 30 ’97 17:29

©
U.S. Deportment 
of Transportation
Federal Aviation 
Administration

April 30, 1997

The Honorable Jem/ Ward, Chair 
Senate Transportation Committee 
Alaska State Senate 
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Senator Ward:

Alaskan Region 222 W. 7th Avenue #14
Anchorage, Alaska 
99513-7507

OPTIONAL PORM 99j(7.M )
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Testimony on Senate Bill No. 171

I would like to take this opportunity to express our concerns regarding the 
proposed Senate Bill No. 171, relating to the establishment of an Alaska Capital 
Improvement Project Authority. This Authority would be established to rank, 
prioritize and approve capital development projects, as well as provide stability 
and continuity in the capital development program when administration changes 
occur. However, from an FAA perspective, this proposed Senate Bill No. 171 
has negative consequences that will jeopardize the ability of the State of Alaska 
to optimize federal airport capital development funds.

The Airport Improvement Program (AIP), administered by the Alaska Region 
Airports Division, comprises 100% of airport capital development funding in the 
State of Alaska. AIP funds are derived from the Airport and Airways Users Trust 
Fund, and are distributed nationally by FAA Headquarters. As far as we are 
aware, there is no State funded "stand alone” airport infrastructure development 
program in Alaska. AIP provides 93.75% of airport capital development funds, 
and 6.25% is provided by the airport sponsor (which iq the State of Alaska for 
State owned and operated airports).

We are concerned that Senate Bill No. 171, will adversely impact the ability of 
the State of Alaska to compete for limited AIP funds. Tho AIP funding level, on a 
national basis, is shrinking from a high $1.9 billion to $1.0 billion projected for 
fiscal year 1998 AIP funding averages approximately $60 million per year for 
the State of Alaska. These funds are distributed on a competitive basis, based 
on the selection of high priority projects. The State of Alaska competes with 
every other state on a national basis for its commensurate share of limited AIP 
funds. The airport system in Alaska is in an infancy state as compared to the 
mature airport system in the lower 48; hence, airnort infrastructure development 
needs are paramount in Alaska as compared to -ther states
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We understand that the Authority, as proposed, will bp approving a list of 
davelopment projects by February 2 of each year, for construction over the next 
b jcceeding iwo fiscal years. This proposed process will not mesh with the AIP 
application process. ACIP's are required to be submitted to FAA Headquarters 
in the October time frame to compete for AIP funds for the succeeding 
construction seasons. Furthermore, to compete effectively on a national basis 
requires at least two to three years advanced planning to accomplish AIP 
programming requirements, such as attaining environmental permits and. land 
acquisition, before a project can be approved for AIP funding. Legislative 
authorization is needed for the DOT&PF to perform the required preliminary 
engineering, design and bidding that must occur before an AIP grant can be 
issued. Any inability to timely submit ACIP's, or meet AIP programming 
requirements, will be perceived by FAA Headquarters as an indication that the 
State of Alaska may not really need AIP funding; thus jeopardizing future funding 
levels.

We believe that this Authority is being proposed to fix a problem that has already 
been recognized and corrected by DOT&PF; the backlog of capital development 
projects that were designed but never constructed. The DOT&PF formed the 
Airport Project Evaluation Board (APEB) two years ago to address this apparent 
problem with their project selection process. We have worked very closely with 
the DOT&PF to ensure that the new APEB project selection process results in 
the highest priority projects being selected. The record will verify that the 
backlog of unfinished projects developed prior to the establishment of the APEB. 
The APEB has corrected this problem, as well as improved the State of Alaska’s 
ability to compete for limited AIP funds.

The APEB is comprised of the Statewide Planning Director, Statewide Aviation 
Director, three Regional Directors, and the Deputy Commissioner of Aviation 
which provides a statewide porspective incorporating the entire State’s airport 
development needs and concerns. The APEB project selection ranking criteria 
considers factors such as safety, health and quality of life, economic benefits, 
community support, community maintenance and operation contribution, airport 
security and certification requirements, aviation and transportation alternatives, 
runway length and condition, aviation hazards, erosion and flooding problems, 
among others. This new project selection ranking criteria closely resembles the 
FAA’s National Priority System for AIP project selection.

The establishment of the APEB has resulted in higher priority projects being 
forwarded by the State of Alaska to FAA Headquarters to compete for these 
limited federal funds. The APEB process effectively incorporates federal 
priorities with overall statewide needs to compile Airport Capital Improvement 
Plans (ACIP’s) that are credible. The ACIP’s are three to five year plans that 
provide a measure of stability and continuity to the State’s airport capital
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development program. The APEB process has enabled the State to acquire 
over $45 million in discretionary funds over the last two years; additional funds 
that the State would not have otherwise received without selecting projects that 
are high priority and competitive on a national basis.

This new Authority, as proposed in Senate Bill No. 171, will be made up of public 
citizens that will serve with staggered terms. This causes us great concern as 
we have invested countless hours in educating the APEB on the FAA National 
Priority System to ensure that they have the expertise to select the highest 
priority projects to give the State of Alaska the best competitive edge for AIP 
funds. Re-educating this new Authority and building the necessary expertise is 
no small undertaking; and with staggered terms and rotating membership, this 
educational process will undoubtedly be ongoing, significantly impacting our 
resources and the State's ability to optimize AIP funds.

With all due respect, we encourage the Alaska State Legislature to enable the 
DOT &PF and FAA to continue to work cooperatively together incorporating the 
APEB process to pursue, capture and retain all of the airport infrastructure 
development funds we can to meet the aviation need3 in Alaska. The 
establishment of an Authority will only add an additional layer of bureaucracy 
and jeopardize the ability of the State of Alaska to optimize federal airport capital 
development funds.

If there are any questions, or if I can clarify the AIP funding processes, please do 
not hesitate to call me at (907) 271-5438

Sincerely,

Manager, Airports Division

cc: Senate Transportation Committee Members
Joseph Perkins, P.E., Commissioner DOT&PF
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A l a s k a  ^ U e g t s l a i u r t '

Mailing Address:

P.O. B o x  5 5 0 9 4  

North Pole, Alaska 9 9 7 0 5  

Ph: (907) 4 8 8 - 0 8 6 2  

Fax: (907) 488-4271

State Capitol 

Juneau, Alaska 

998 0 1 - 1 1 8 2  

Ph: (907) 465-4976 

Fax: (907) 465-388J

M IKE M ILLER
President of the Senate

Senate District Q

SB 171 SPONSOR STATEMENT 
ALASKA CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANNING AUTHORITY  

(A C IP A )

T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  S e n a t e  B i l l  1 7 1  is  t o  i n c r e a s e  p u b l i c  i n v o l v e m e n t ,  

s t a b i l i t y  a n d  d i s c i p l i n e  in  c a p i t a l  p r o j e c t  p l a n n i n g  f o r  t h e  S t a t e  o f  

A l a s k a .

P l a n n i n g  f o r  A l a s k a ' s  c a p i t a l  i m p r o v e m e n t  p r o j e c t s  i s  p r e s e n t l y  

c a r r i e d  o u t  b y  t h e  P l a n n i n g  D i v i s i o n  o f  t h e  D O T / P F .  R e s e a r c h  a n d  

p l a n n i n g  is  c a r r i e d  o u t  b y  t h r e e  r e g i o n a l  p l a n n i n g  t e a m s  ( C e n t r a l ,  

N o r t h e r n  a n d  S o u t h e a s t ) .  T h e  R e g i o n a l  P l a n n i n g  T e a m s  c o o r d i n a t e  

w i t h  t h e  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  A n c h o r a g e  M e t r o p o l i t a n  

A u t h o r i t y  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S y s t e m s  ( A M A T S ) ,  a n d  F a i r b a n k s  

M e t r o p o l i t a n  A u t h o r i t y  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S y s t e m  ( F M A T S ) ,  w i t h i n  t h e i r  

r e g i o n s .  T h e y  f e e d  t h e i r  r e g i o n a l  p l a n s  i n t o  t h e  S t a t e w i d e  P l a n n i n g  

T e a m  in  h e a d q u a r t e r s ,  J u n e a u .  H Q  J u n e a u  c o n s o l i d a t e s  t h e  l o c a l  a n d  

r e g i o n a l  p l a n s  i n t o  s t a t e w i d e  p la n s .  S t a t e w i d e  p l a n s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  f o r  

i n t e r n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  t o  m e e t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  f e d e r a l  f u n d i n g .

S B  17 1  c o m e s  i n t o  p l a y  m o s t  d i r e c t l y  a t t h e  l e v e l  o f  s t a t e w i d e  

p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  a n d  f u n d i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  I t  w o u l d  n o t  c h a n g e  t h e  

b a s i c ,  r e g i o n a l i z e d  p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s  n o w  in  u s e .  I t  w i l l  c h a n g e  t h e  

m e t h o d  b y  w h i c h  p r o j e c t s  a r e  r a t e d ,  p r i o r i t i z e d  a n d  s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  

G o v e r n o r  a n d  L e g i s l a t u r e .

C u r r e n t l y ,  D O T / P F  s e t s  u p  a  P r o j e c t  E v a l u a t i o n  B o a r d  to  p r i o r i t i z e  

p r o j e c t s .  S B  1 7 1  e s t a b l i s h e s  a n  i n d e p e n d e n t  A u t h o r i t y ,  t h e  A l a s k a  

C a p i t a l  I m p r o v e m e n t  P r o j e c t  A u t h o r i t y  ( A C I P A ) ,  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  

f u n c t i o n s  t h a t  l e a d  t o  f i n a l i z i n g  o u r  c a p i t a l  s p e n d i n g  p r i o r i t i e s .  T h e  

A u t h o r i t y ,  a  s e v e n  m e m b e r  b o a r d *  w o u l d  r e p r e s e n t  m o d a l  c o n c e r n s  

( a i r ,  l a n d  a n d  s e a )  a n d  b e  b a s e d  o n  g e o g r a p h i c  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  It  

w o u l d  h a v e  g r e a t e r  p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a n d  c o m m u n i t y  s e n s i t i v i t y
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b y  v i r t u e  o f  t h e  d i v e r s e  c o m p o s i t i o n  o f  i t s  m e m b e r s .  I t  w o u l d  a l s o  

h a v e  a l l  t h e  e x p e r t i s e  a v a i l a b l e  f r o m  D O T / P F ' s  P l a n n i n g  D i v i s i o n  a n d  

b e  m o r e  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f  p o l i t i c a l  i n f l u e n c e  b y  v i r t u e  o f  t h e  

s t a g g e r e d  t e n u r e  o f  i t s  a p p o i n t e e s .

D e s p i t e  e f f o r t s  b y  D O T / P F  o v e r  t h e  y e a r s  t o  h a v e  t h e  p l a n n i n g  

p r o c e s s  i n c l u d e  t h e  p u b l i c ,  c a p i t a l  p r o j e c t  p l a n n i n g  r e m a i n s  a  d a r k  

s c i e n c e  t o  m o s t  A l a s k a n s .  W e  d o n ' t  k n o w  h o w  o i  w h y  P r o j e c t  A  g e t s  

f u n d e d  b e f o r e  P r o j e c t  B ,  a n d  w h y  P r o j e c t  C  d o e s n ' t  g e t  f u n d e d  a t  a l l .  

P a r t  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m  is  t h e r e  p la n s  a r e  a r r i v e d  a t  b y  d i f f e r e n t  

m e t h o d s .  A l l  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  p o l i t i c a l  i n t r i g u e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  G o v e r n o r  

a n d  L e g i s l a t u r e .

P l a n n i n g  i s  f u r t h e r  h i n d e r e d  b y  a  l a c k  o f  c o n t i n u i t y  a t  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  

l e v e l .  D O T / P F  C o m m i s s i o n e r s  h a v e  a n  a v e r a g e  t e n u r e  u n d e r  t w o  

y e a r s .  T h e  p e r m a n e n t  p r o f e s s i o n a l  p l a n n e r s  g e t  c o m m i t t e d  t o  t h e  

p r o j e c t s  t h e y  w o r k  o n  a n d  t h e  p e o p l e  t h e y  w o r k  w i t h .

T h e  p r o v i s i o n s  in  S B  171  a r e  i n t e n d e d  t o  m a k e  t h e  c a p i t a l  p r o j e c t  

p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s  m o r e  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  a n d  s t a b l e  in  i t s  r o l e  o f  

b u i l d i n g  A l a s k a ' s  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e .  T h e  A u t h o r i t y  w i l l  h a v e  a s i n g l e  

p u r p o s e  m i s s i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  b e  e n t a n g l e d  w i t h  t h e  m u l t i - p u r p o s e s  o f  

t h e  G o v e r n o r ,  L e g i s l a t u r e  a n d  D O T / P F .

T h i s  b i l l  a l s o  v e s t s  i n  t h e  A u t h o r i t y  t h e  p o w e r  t o  s e t  t o l l s  o n  t o l l  

f a c i l i t i e s  a n d  t o  e s t a b l i s h  s i g n i n g  s t a n d a r d s  a n d  s p e e d  l i m i t s  f o r  

C a p i t a l  I m p r o v e m e n t  P r o j e c t s .

W e  h a v e  t a l e n t e d  s t a t e  e m p l o y e e s  i n v o l v e d  in  o u r  p l a n n i n g  p r o c e s s .  

B u t ,  w h e n  i t  c o m e s  to  d e c i s i o n  m a k i n g  a b o u t  c o m p e t i n g  p r o j e c t s ,  w e  

n e e d  t o  e n l a r g e  t h e  c i r c l e  o f  e x p e r t i s e  t o  i n c l u d e  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  

p u b l i c .  S B  7 1  p r o v i d e s  a  m e c h a n i s m  f o r  p r o j e c t  p l a n n i n g  a n d  

a p p r o v a l .  T h i s  b i l l  w i l l  a d d  c o n t i n u i t y  a n d  s t a b i l i t y  t o  o u r  c a p i t a l  

b u d g e t  p r o c e s s .
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U.S. Department Alaskan Region 222 W. 7th Avenue #14
of Transportation Anchorage. A/aska
Federal Aviation 99513-7587
Administration

April 30, 1997

The Honorable Jerry Ward; Chair 
Senate Transportation Committee 
Alaska State Senate 
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Senator Ward:

Testimony on Senate Bill No. 171

I would like to take this opportunity to express our concerns regarding the 
proposed Senate Bill No. 171, relating to the establishment of an Alaska Capital 
Improvement Project Authority. This Authority would be established to rank, 
prioritize and approve capital development projects, as well as provide stability 
and continuity in the capital development program when administration changes 
occur. However, from an FAA perspective, this proposed Senate Bill No. 171 
has negative consequences that will jeopardize the ability of the State of Alaska 
to optimize federal airport capital development funds.

The Airport Improvement Program (AIP), administered by the Alaska Region 
Airports Division, comprises 100% of airport capital development funding in the 
State of A laska. AIP funds are derived from the Airport and Airways Users Trust 
Fund, and are distributed nationally by FAA Headquarters. As far as we are 
aware, there is no State funded “stand alone" airport infrastructure c i . 'v e l c p m e n t  
program in Alaska. AIP provides 93.75% of airport capital development funds, 
and 6.25% is provided by the airport sponsor (which is the State of Alaska for 
State owned and operated airports).

We are concerned that Senate Bill No 171. will adversely impact the ability of 
the State of Alaska to compete for limited AIP funds. The AIP funding level, on a 
national basis, is shrinking from a high $1.9 billion to $1.0 billion projected for 
fiscal year 1998. AIP funding averages approximately $60 million per year for 
the State of Alaska. These funds are distributed on a competitive basis, based 
on the selection of high priority projects. The State of Alaska competes with 
every other state on a national basis for its commensurate share of limited AIP 
funds. The airport system in Alaska is in an infancy state as compared to the 
mature airport system in the lower 48; hence, airport infrastructure development 
needs are paramount in Alaska as compared to other states.
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We understand that the Authority, as proposed, will be approving a list of 
development projects by February 2 of each year, for construction over the next 
succeeding two fiscal years. This proposed process will not mesh with the AIP 
application process. ACIP's are required to be submitted to FAA Headquarters 
in the October time frame to compete for AIP funds for the succeeding 
construction seasons. Furthermore, to compete effectively on a national basis 
requires at least two to three years advanced planning to accomplish AIP 
programming requirements, such as attaining environmental permits and land 
acquisition, before a project can be approved for AIP funding. Legislative 
authorization is needed for the DOT&PF to perform the required preliminary 
engineering, design and bidding that must occur before an AIP granf can be 
issued. Any inability to timely submit ACIP's, or meet AIP programming 
requirements, will be perceived by FAA Headquarters as an indication that the 
State of Alaska may not really need AIP funding; thus jeopardizing future funding 
levels.

i

We believe that this Authority is being proposed to fix a problem that has already 
been recognized and corrected by DOT&PF; the backlog of capital development 
projects that were designed but never constructed. The DOT&PF formed the 
Airport Project Evaluation Board (APEB) two years ago to address this apparent 
problem with their project selection process. We have worked very closely with 
the DOT&PF to ensure that the new APEB project selection process results in 
the highest priority projects being selected. The record will verify that the 
backlog of unfinished projects developed prior to the establishment of the APEB. 
The APEB has corrected this problem, as well as improved the State of Alaska's 
ability to compete for limited AIP funds.

The APEB is comprised of the Statewide Planning Director, Statewide Aviation 
Director, three Regional Directors, and the Deputy Commissioner of Aviation 
which provides a statewide perspective incorporating the entire State’s airport 
development needs and concerns. The APEB project selection ranking criteria 
considers factors such as safety, health and quality of life, economic benefits, 
community support, community maintenance and operation contribution, airport 
security and certification requirements, aviation and transportation alternatives, 
runway length and condition, aviation hazards, erosion and flooding problems, 
among others. This new project selection ranking criteria closely resembles the 
FAA's National Priority System for AIP project selection.

The establishment of the APEB has resulted in higher priority projects being 
forwarded by the State of Alaska to FAA Headquarters to compete for these 
limited federal funds. The APEB process effectively incorporates federal 
priorities with overall statewide needs to compile Airport Capital Improvement 
Plans (ACIP's) that are credible. The ACIP's are three to five year plans that 
provide a measure of stability and continuity to the State’s airport capital
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development program. The APEB process has enabled the State to acquire 
ov8r $45 million in discretionary funds over the last two years; additional funds 
that the State would not have otherwise received without selecting projects that 
are high priority and competitive on a national basis.

This new Authority, as proposed in Senate Bill No. 171, will be made up of public 
citizens that will serve with staggered terms. This causes us great concern as 
we have invested countless hours in educating the APEB on the FAA National 
Priority System to ensure that they have the expertise to select the highest 
priority projects to give the State of Alaska the best competitive edge for AIP 
funds. Re-educating this new Authority and building the necessary expertise is 
no small undertaking; and with staggered terms and rotating membership, this 
educational process will undoubtedly be ongoing, significantly impacting our 
resources and the State’s ability to optimize AIP funds.

With all due respect, we encourage the Alaska State (legislature to enable the 
DOT &PF and FAA to continue to work cooperatively together incorporating the 
APEB process to pursue, capture and retain all of the airport infrastructure 
development funds we can to meet the aviation needs in Alaska. The 
establishment of an Authority will only add an additional layer of bureaucracy 
and jeopardize the ability of the State of Alaska to optimize federal airport capital 
development funds.

If there are any questions, or if I can clarify the AIP funding processes, please do 
not hesitate to cail me at (907) 271-5438.

Sincerely,

ManageyAirports Division

cc; Senate Transportation Committee Members 
Joseph Perkins, P.E., Commissioner DOT&PF
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10. March 1997 

Dear Legislator:

Our members and many citizens are very concerned about the direction 

Alaska's transportation program is taking. This includes lack of 

integrated multimodal planning, insufficient funding , misdirected 

priorities and "deferred maintenance" problems.

The time is now to correct this situation. The following proposal to 

create a "CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANNING AUTHORITY" is a first step in 

the right direction.

The mechanics are simple and the principles sound. We urge you to 

execute such a move during this year's session and we offer our help 

and expertise.

Sincerely,

Frank-'trTllon, Executive Director 

ALASKA TRUCKING ASSOCIATION

Henry Springer, Executive Director 

ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF ALASKA

•VCl
Dennis Nottingham, PE, Secretary^ 

HIGHWAY USERS FEDERATION OF ALASKA
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CREATION OF A “CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANNING AUTHORITY"

Back ground:

Eve r since Statehood in 1959 the fo rm er Departm ents o f Highways and Public W orks and 

later the Departm ent o f Transportation and Public Facilities had the highest tu rnove r rate o f the ir 

comm iss ione rs o f any department (18 comm iss ioners in 35 years = 1.9 years /each). Th is has 

resu lted in instability, change o f direction and management and uncerta inties, externa lly and 

internally. The resulting uncertainties have had negative effects on commerce in genera l, and 

more spec ifica lly on the industries dealing w ith insurance and bonding, manufacturing and supply, 

unions and labor, contractors and other entities invo lved in transportation and public facilities. In 

addition local governments are adversely effected.

The 5, 6 or 10 yea r plans that were required by the Federal Government turned out to be 

politica l and adm in istra tive tools ra ther than well planned and binding planning - and programm ing 

documents. As a consequence A laska 's yearly C IP budgets have been exactly tha t - yearly 

products, which were and are the results o f the politica l and legal activ ities o f the Legis la tu re and 

the Adm in is tra tion and not part of a long-term plan.

In the absence o f a plan the Capitol program becomes a yearly “ free-for-a ll" and the genera l 

m is trus t and disp lay o f power between the Legis la tive and Executive B ranches becomes 

apparent. The Legislature now m icro-manages the program with line-item approp ria tions and 

every approp ria tions for singular phases o f a pro ject and a healthy m ix o f pork to fulfill the 

ind iv idual leg is la tor’s obligations. The execu tive branch in the absence o f such restra in ts has a 

history o f re-defin ing projects, re-allocating funds and line-item vetoes fo r pure ly politica l reasons. 

This all to the de trim ent o f a clear long term plan and policy.

A t the present, additional factors are o f consequence:

1) Lack o f a sta te-or ever region w ide in ter-m oda l transportation plan. P rev ious ‘ reg iona l 

transporta tion stud ies” which were obtained a t high costs are ignored and co llec t d u s t

2 ) Lack o f a Sta te(funded) program ; a t p resen t all ou r plans are based on Federa l-a id type 

program s.

P roposa l:

Page 1 of 4
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3) Overall efficiency to translate pub lic po licy in to action. High costs for planning activities 

which are based on broad “public invo lvem en t" processes, which is a sure way to prevent any 

new construction or even develop a broad s ta te policy, because such processes never result in a 

consensus on statewide issues.

4) the Federal Aid Highway - and Av ia tion program s for Western S ta tes have seen a 

sign ifican t cut for next years authorization. In add ition , we can expect fu rther cuts when the 

ISTEA (In termodel Surface Transportation E ffic iency Act) and distribution formula are up for re- 

authorization this year. There are no plans to find o the r funding sources. Under the direction of 

Congress and the White House the “ba lanced budge t" approach makes it unlikely that additional 

funds from the Highways - and Avia tion ’s trus ts w ill be released.

5) Deferred maintenance of public facilities: lack o f suffic ient funds through the years for 

main tenance and up keep operations has resu lted in premature deterioration o f ou r facilities. In 

A laska over 25% of bridges and 40% o f h ighways are now deficient. The increased use o f federal 

program s dollars for environmental and recrea tiona l purposes, as is presently the case, does not 

help matters. Under the present c ircum stances it is particu la rly m isguided and a luxury we cannot 

afford. In addition, A laska ’s unique situation w ith the South Eastern Maritime Transportation takes 

funding away from the more traditional uses.

It is time to find some mechanism to prov ide a ba lance to fund a long term plan based on 

sound public policy. Our situation is no t un ique; o th e r states face the same problems and it is 

prudent to exam ine their solutions.

O f the 50 states 31 have adopted a “Board " o r "Comm ission" system in various functions. 16 

have a Board with full executive authority, like a Comm iss ione r as a cabinet member has here. 8 

have a board which has policy setting au tho rity and 7 have boards with “advisory" capacity. The 

rest has a “Comm issioner” or “D irector" w ith fu ll au tho rity like we have.

It is apparent that under our given c ircum s tances an authority w ith policy setting and 

program /p lanning powers would be a su itab le and desirab le mechanism to address the stated 

problems.

Page 2 of 4
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1) A rea o f authority:

P lanning and Programming Authority for all S ta te Public Facilities, including H ighways. 

A irports, Marine Facilities and Buildings, to review and approve a yearly CIP and long range 

program .

Th is would include as a State wide basis by modes:

Land: highways - trails; basic access roads; urban mass transportation, rail system s,

"Alaska Capital Improvement Planning Authority" Points for consideration:

Marine: SE Marine Highway System, ports and harbors, both commercia l and recreational

facilities , commercial barges - inland and ocean , navigable river systems, 

erosion control, etc.;

Bu ild ing : public facilities, armories, m ain tenance stations, court build ings etc.

The overa ll functions would include integration w ith private systems, environmental conce rns 

and coord ina tion w ith federal and local governm ent programs.

2) Compositions and function:

T he approach used by the Fish and Game Departm ent could serve as a model (w ithou t 

the s truc tu re o f advisory committees). The planning authority would consis t o f 7 members who 

would represen t modal concerns and also based on geograph ic considerations. The m embers 

would se rve staggered terms.

Tw o should represent “Land", two “Air", and two “Marine" and one “Build ings’ interests.

At least one would be picked to represent one of the 3 DOT/PF “Regions", but not more 

than 3 from any. (or we could use "Judicial Districts if suitable"). They would serve staggered four 

(or five) year terms, appointed by the Governor, confirmed by the Legislature. If a member does 

not fulfill a designated term they can be replaced by another appointee for the rest of the term.

V
The members of the authority would elect their chairperson.

recreational facilities;

Air: passenger and fre ight services, internationa l airports, bush aviation, private 

aviation;
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The personnel presently assigned to DOT/PF fo r State W ide Planning could be 

significantly reduced to two positions (fo r federal mandated functions like sta tis tics) and 

considerab le savings are the result

The members of the authority would receive re imbursement for expenses, includ ing trave l 

and per diem, however, no salary. They would need minimal clerica l support. The Regions would 

mainta in the ir regional planning sta ff which would fulfill the present functions in re la tion to the 

headquarters Sta tew ide Planning Group and the Regional Director.

There fo re the present "Div. Statewide Planning and Programm ing" would be contro lled by 

the Authority and not the Commissioner.

Cons iderab le savings could be achieved with the reduction o f Statew ide Planning 
positions.

The present “A laska Transportation Planning Council" could be elim inated, as the 

Authority would include this function.

The “research" function should not be included as part o f the Authorities task. It shou ld 

be left as is, prim arily with the University and the DOT/PF materia ls sections. M ain tenance is part 

o f the operating budget and should remain under the control o f the Comm issioner o f DOT/PF.
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D O T / P F  C O M M I S S I O N E R S Y E A R S

P U B L I C  W O R K S

Richard A. D o w n i n g 1 9 5 9  - 6 6

G e o r g e  R. M a c C l a n a h a n 1 9 6 7  - 6 S

Haro l d  D. Strandberg 1 9 6 8  - 7 0

G e o r g e  W .  Easley 1 9 7 1  - 7 4

Buel “T e x” Taggart A p r  - D e c  1 9 7 4

H I G H W A Y S

S a m  J o h n s o n M a r  1 9 6 2

D o n a l d  A. M c K i n n o n 1 9 6 2  - 6 6

W a r r e n  C. G o n n a s o n 1 9 6 7  - 6 S

C o s b y  E. Steen 1 9 6 8  - 6 9

Robert L. Beardsley 1 9 6 9  - 71

B r u c e  A. C a m p b e l l 1 9 7 1  - 74

W a l t e r  B. Parker 1 9 7 4  - 7 6

H. D. Scougal 1 9 7 6  - 7 7

D O T  &  PF

D o n a l d  P. Harris 1 9 7 7  - 7 S

Robert W .  W a r d 1 9 7 8  - 8 2

Daniel A. C a s e y F e b - N o v  1 9 8 3

Richard J. K n a p p 1 9 8 4 - 8 6

R. R o c  Icy Gutierrez D e c  1 9 8 6  - Feb 1 9 8 7

M a r k  S. H i c k e y 1 9 8 7 - 9 0

F r a n k  G. T u r p i n 1 9 9 1  - 9 3

B r u c e  A. C a m p b e l l 1 9 9 3 - 9 4

M i c h a e l  A. Barton J u l - N o v  1 9 9 4

J o s e p h  L. Perkins J a n  1 9 9 5


