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OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR WILKEN

TO: CSSB 32 (FIN)
AGENCY: Department of Administration

Page 7, line 11
AMEND the following appropriation to read as follows:

General Funds

Pioneers' Home Health and [144,000] 250,000
Safety Repairs (ED 99)

EXPLANATION: The original Pioneers' Home Health and Safety Repairs
request was $500,000. This amendment will fund the request at 50 percent.



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR WILKEN

TO: CSSB 32 (FIN)
AGENCY: Department of Administration

Page 7, following line 12

INSERT
Other Funds
Information Service Fund 3,500,000
Equipment Replacement
(ED 99)

EXPLANATION: This amendmentis funded by the state's Information Services
Fund. Adoption of this amendment will not reduce costs to the Information

Technology Group nor to user agencies in FY2000.
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO: CSSB 32(FTN), Draft Version "D"

Page 5, following line 28:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 11. DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION. The sum of $288,000 is

appropriated from the general fund to the Department of Administration in the following
amounts and for the following programs for increased operating costs for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1999:

PROGRAM APPROPRIATION AMOITMT

Alaska Oil and Gas Conservation $ 188,000
Commission

Longevity bonus grant program 100,000"

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back
pages accordingly.

Page 6, line 5:
Delete "SECTION 14"
Insert "SECTION 15"



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department o fA dm inistration
Division o fAdministrative Sendees

To:  Annalee McConnell pate:  April 30, 1999

Director

Office of Management & Budget
Phone: 465-5655

Subject: FY1999
AOGCC
Budget
Shortfall

The AOGCC’s anticipated budget shortfall forFY 1999 is $188.0.

The anticipated shortfall is the result of the convergence of increased costs, budget
reductions and no vacancy in commission positions. It also includes a new obligation to
pay overtime to the Commission’s four Petroleum Inspectors and pay for emergency roof
repairs currently under way.

Historical budget cuts have reduced commission personnel to an unacceptably low level.
Although we have analyzed our operating practices and reduced our overtime obligation
to the extent possible without jeopardizing the inspection program, we cannot reduce our
funding needs any further. Without supplemental funding we anticipate closing the
Commission on June 4, 1999.

The supplemental request is for the following;

7100  Personal Services 22.5
7300  Contractual 147.9 (Includes approximately 30.0 for roof repair)
7400  Supplies 9.4
7500  Equipment 8.2

If you have any questions, please call me.

Cc:  Boh Poe
Alison Elgee
David Koivuniemi
Mike Abbott
Joan Brown
Eric Swanson



MEMORANDUM S tate o f A la s k a

Department of Administration

Division of Administrative Services

To:  Annalee McConnell Date: April 30,1999

Director
Office of Management & Budget
Phone: 465-2277

Subject: Longevity
Bonus
Supplemental
Request

The Department of Administration is requesting a FY1999 supplemental appropriation
0f $100.0 GF for the Longevity Bonus Program.

The bonus payment with an May 1,1999 issue date recently processed. The total of that
payment was $5,176.6. One monthly bonus payment remains in this fiscal year. We
have updated our projections to include this latest payment and now estimate that our
shortfall will be $100.0.

Ifyou have any questions, please call me.

C: Bob Poe
Alison Elgee
David Koivuniemi
Jim Kohn
Eric Swanson



Amendment

CSSB32(HN) BY: Senator Torgerson

Department; Commerce

Page 7 Line 19 INSERT:
EDA Annual Planning Grant -~ 200000GF



épaﬁ Finance Committee f\)/lgfe %{ Senator John Torgerson
X ra?P for SB32 (FIN) Y

Page7 me]ﬁ iak [aunch Com péex ED 6
o <l e
Explanation:

Technical adjustment to correspond to Front Section 9 (page 5, lines 13-23)
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR WILKEN

T0: CSSB32 (FIN)
AGENCY: Department of Education

Page 8/ following line 18

DELETE

Librarﬁ diRe air Archive

General Funds
90,000
Building Founciation ?ED 34)

INSERT
General Funds

Library - Statewide Library 90,000
Electronic Doorway (SLED)
(EDY)

EXPLANATION: Through a cogperative venture between the University of

Alaska Fairbanks and, the Stﬁte L ra[gy, FLED (CJrowdes Internet access to more
than 50 communities In Alaska. SLED al owsacesg,to the Stalte a,w Le%slatlve
home ages, t0 hasic government, education, m? ical and gﬁa Information.
SLﬁD 06S not Prowde g-man or oéher commercial Internet fe ces. The major
goal of SLED s to provide Increased information access for Alaskans.

The rean of the Archives Bwldmg foundau_?n_ IS not g safety-related project. A
safety study by DOT determined thiat the building, staff and contents are secure.
Tpe project as progosed will not. xthe,ﬁroble S\I\ﬁth fhe Archives Buﬂdmg
The Department of Ed ?atmn Ji] contl ge to work with the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities to identify the scope and cost for the

foundation work.



enate Fingnce Committee ered by Senator John Torgerson
&f“” 705 for SB32 (AN o

Eagegi e
Q@ﬂ% |Iﬁ|eer%| O[ed Maintenance (ED %)
i

b >@5%rearg| Ma|n&enance (EDD)

%gen 08 ﬁfﬁ ete1n7é\a1c;teer elﬁeev%al Replacement of Facilities, Equipment,
eretdl nds
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AMENDMENT

8&@%@@%&%&t T BY SENATOR DONLEY

Page 16, line 26
R ChOa oo e e
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épat Finance Committee eregl Dy Senator John Torgerson

ﬁp a?P for B3 (AN) y

Page 18 after Line 21 (Department of Natural Resources)

Insert:

(&%atggn%?g Hm Information Systems (ED %)

Explanation: This project completes the automation of the state’s land status
plats.
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BC
Amendment
Offered in the Senate by: Phillips
To: SB 32
Department of Natural Resources
Appropriation General

Items Fund
1 Page 19, after line 20.
2 Insert "Copper River Basin Best Interest Finding” 100,000 100,000

Description:

This contract will provide the baseline information to allow the completion
of a "best interest finding." This finding is required by statute before the issuance

of an exploration license.

The companies will bid the amount of exploration expenditures. Successful
exploration will bring in 12.5% in royalties, rental of $3/acre/year, severance

taxes, jobs and other benefits.

The capital funds allows the Division of Oil and Gas to contract with a private
company to compile baseline data to complete a "Best Interest Finding" for
exploration of oil and gas in the Copper River basin. It does not increase

personnel in DNR.

Any exploration license fees and royalties will go into the general fund.



C opper R iver B asin

oration Licensing

& Cjpper River Basin Gas Exploration

J Previous Gas Shows in Older W ells

J Analogous Basin to Cook Inlet where 5.4 TCP Produced to D ate

J Jump-Start Stranded Gas Development
<+ Competitive Bid Filed 7/15/98 .

Best Interest PindingJi2-00~X 10

I0D.006

y

y $400,000 License Pee, 12.5% Royalty
y BidaDollar Value Work Commitment
y

M ulti-Year Capital Expenditure
<+ Positive Impacts
| Cooperative Work With ADGGS Summer 99 Field Season

Identify Gas Resources for Interior Communities

—

y Additional Resources for Anchorage - ENSTAR & LNG Export

[ Incremental Pipeline Development Towards North Slope Reserves



TITLE: Maintain staffing levels for workload demands and exploration licensing

DESCRIPTION: EXPENDITURES
Personal Services

Travel

Contractual

Supplies

Equipment

Lands & Buildings

Grants & Claims

Miscelianeous

Total

The division will utilize $100.0 of this increment to contract a third parly to compile the baseline information needed for
best interest findings for exploration licenses. The division has received competing proposals for a license in the
Copper River area, which may not he issued until the finding process has been completed. Th' re have been no oil
and gas lease sales in this area in over 16 years. When the last sale was conducted, the contents of the best Interest
finding were much less inclusive than is now required by law, and division staff would virtually be starting from scratch
to gather all of the necessary information. By law, a finding must discuss the petroleum potential of an area; fish and
wildlife species and their habitat; current and projected uses in the area; cumulative effects of oil and gas exploration,
development, production and transportation, including effects on subsistence uses, and historic and cultural
resources; advantages, disadvantages and risks of various oil and gas transportation methods; and the effects of oil
and gas exploration and development on communities in the area.

Concurrent with this exploration license, the division will be preparing for its first areawide oil and gas lease sale in the FUNDING SOURCES
North Slope foothills. This sale area is outside of all previous North Slope sales, so, as with the Copper River area, 1002 Federal Receipts

the division has no baseline Information that could form the groundwork for the best interest finding. Division staff will
be concentrating on gathering information for this sale, at the expense of the Copper River finding.

Without this increment, the division will have to postpone the finding process for the Copper River Basin until
FYO01,and not be able to Issue a license until FY02, three years from now. By that lime it is very likely the companies
interested in this area will no longer have in their exploration budgets funding to proceed with exploration in this area.
Thus, no license would be issued, and the stale will have lost an opportunity for new discoveiies of oil and gas.

In addition to the Copper River area, and In anticipation of industry's increased interest in the slate's exploration
licensing program, the division would utilize the remainder of this increment to allow us to begin developing "spec"
best Interest findings over other oil and gas basins in remote areas of the state. By having a third party compile the
baseline information, the process of writing a finding will be considerably shortened, and the exploration licensing

program would be allowed to pick up momentum.

1003 General Fund Match
1004 GeneraiFund

1005 GF Program Receipts
1007 IA Receipts

1061 CIP Receipts

1066 School Fund

1108 Slat Des Prg Rcpts

Total 2e<ro

STAFFING
Permanent Full-Time
Permanent Part-time

Historically the division has very low, if any, turnover of positions. This $100.0 Increment in personal services will
allow (he division the opportunity to start the fiscal year with a more manageable vacancy factor.

Temporary
DECREMENT Page 1of 1
AGENCY NATURAL RESOURCES
or INCREMENT oy . FYO00
evised Date;

Form C5 BRU OIL and GAS DEVELOPMENT

COMPONENT OIL & GAS DEVELOPMENT #439



INTENT LANGUAGE

Offered in the Senate

To; CSSB 32(FIN)

Line Item; Department of Natural Resources, Snowmobile Trails Development

Page 19, line 17:

It is the intent of the Legislature that the Department of Natural Resources
contract with appropriate entities to develop trails, safety and education

programs. The legislature does not intend for these funds to be spent on

additional staff in the department.



te Fingnce Committee e {Senator John Torgerson
é’g for8832(HN) %%

Bublicjgafety

Iete

%%Bd X%%%?& lﬁ)r? Sand Maintenance (ED %)

Eﬁ%}%@ %nFérr%} Hr(]) A — Statewide Equipment (ED 99)

%SWE@%F%&? R/Ercra a%@fessels Fish &Wildlife

enera un S




enate Finance Committee er YSenator John Torgerson
&W ra for B32 (AN) Bgyﬁ%

Insert on Page A after Line 4 (Department of Public Safety)
Village Police Officer Training and Equipment  6500000ther Funds

Explanation: This amendment appropriates $650,00 in one-time federal receipts
for advanced training, uniforms and equipment for village and tribal police

officers.
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BWC
5/6/99
Amendment
Offered in Senate Finance Committee
To: CSSB 32(FIN) By: Senator Phillips
Department of Pubic Safety
Page 20, after line 4.
Appropriation General
[tem Funds
Add: Birchwood Squadron, Alaska Civil Air Patrol $8,000 $8,000

Description:
This funding is necessary to remove two 12,000 underground fuel storage tanks

at the Civil Air Patrol hangar at the Birchwood Airport. The Alaska Civil Air patrol
has applied for, and received approval for, matching funds from the DEC Storage
Tank Assistance Program for $12,000. This funding provides the required

match.



UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION:

The Alaska Civil Air Patrol has 3 sites which had or have under ground storage
tanks (UST’s). The State of Alaska has been enjoying the availability of the fuel tanks for
Search and Rescue, Disaster Reliefand Emergency Services for years. Now it has come
rime to help remove these tanks so compliance can be met which is mandated by the State
of Alaska. As it stands now, all of the tanks owned by the Alaska Civil Air Patrol, are
mandated to be r-moved no later than December 22, 1S08.

1) The Maintenance hanger, at Lake Hood, had a 2,000 gallon underground
storage tank which was purchased in 1932 along with the hanger. This tank was removed
under a ADEC grant which did not cover the total cost of removal. There is testing
needed which has been estimated at S4,800.00. This is to say nothing about the cost of
clean up of contaminated soil that has been found there.

2) The Birchwood Squadron at the Birchwood Airport has (2) UST’s each are
1,200 gallons in size. These tanks were purchased along with the hanger in 1989. One
tank is now out of service and the other is expected to be out of service and free of
product by December 1, 1998. Tne CAP has also applied for a grant under the ADEC
grant program for these tanks. As of this date we have not received a grant for removal of
these tanks. The estimated cost to remove these tanks axe S10,000.00 each. This is also
not including any clean up costs of contaminated soil or any hidden costs.

3) The Juneau Squadron at the Juneau Airport has (2) UST's each are 1,000
gallons insize. It is not clear ifthe UST’s were in place when CAP purchased the property
in 1959 or installed at a later date. These tanks have been out of service with no product
in them since 1991. The CAP has also applied for a grant under the ADEC grant proeram
for these tanks. As of this date we have not received a grant for removal cf these tanks
but the ADEC has indicated that a grant for removal may be possible. The estimated cos:
to remove these tanks are S10,000.00 each. This is also not including any clean up costs

of contaminated soil or any hidden costs.

ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED COSTS:

The 5 tanks that need funds for removal or testing are estimated to run well over
S60,000.00. This is not mentioning anything about any clean up costs of contaminated
soil or any hidden costs or replacements of the tanks that are or will be removed in time.



Alaska State Legislature
SENATE

Official Business State CaBitoI
Juneau, AK 99801-11S

MEMORANDUM

T0: Senator John Torgerson, Co-Chair
Senator Dave Donley, Vice-Chair

Senate Finance Comimittee A

FROM: Senator Rick Halford. <J
Senator Randy Philiips*E

DATE: April 28,1999
SUBJECT:  Capital Budget priority funding request

We request that you include the following project in the capital budget.
Birchwood Squadron, Alaska Civil Air Patrol - $8,000
This fvndin 15 nﬁcessa t0 remove two 1200-%Ilon undergr?und fuel.ftorage

tanks locate ?tt e CAP Hangar aé B|rchV\’/o?(? rport. The k% Civil Alr
Patrol has aﬁp led for, and receive agwrova or, Matching funds from the DEC
Storage Tank Assistance Program totaling $12,000.

The total cost of thf tﬁnk removal roJect 1S $&0, . In the event the matching
grants are not available the amount réquested is $20,000.



D e rr* |
épate Finance Committee ered oy Senator John Torgerson

%?Bra%goforSBBZ FN) %y, B

Insert on Page 24 after line 16 (Anchorage International Airport)

R T 2

EXpIanation: This amendment appropriates $11.5 mm from the International
Airport Revenue Fund to upgrade the AIA baggage system.



Capital Budget Amendment:

Anchorage International Airport
Terminal Baggage System Upgrade/Replacement $11.5 Million IARF

Supporting Explanation:

This CIP request provides funding necessary for the upgrade and replacement of the
entire baggage handling system at Anchorage International Airport’s domestic passenger
terminal (South Terminal). This project includes the replacement ofexisting out-bound
baggage make-up conveyor systems, replacement ofticket counter conveyors, additional
check-in conveyors, new interline baggage conveyors, new curbside conveyors,
additional tour bag processing conveyors, and a security scanning system conveyor.

This project will allow tor the entire baggage system at the South Terminal to be
replaced/upgraded in conjunction with the Terminal Redevelopment Project that was
approved by the legislature in 1998. This CIP project provides funding for new systems
and replacement systems that were not part ofthe original Terminal Redevelopment
Project. Included are replacement conveyors for existing out-bound baggage handling
systems that contain components that are obsolete (up to 40 years old) and for which
parts are no longer manufactured. Also included are new out-bound and interline
conveyor systems which will significantly reduce baggage processing time. These
additional systems will reduce maintenance costs and will greatly enhance passenger

convenience and service.

Approval of Has CIP project this fiscal year will allow for the installation of these
additional improvements concurrent with the construction ofthe new terminal facility.
This will minimize construction cost, provide the optimum level of service to passengers
upon opening ofthe new terminal and minimize disruption to the travel public that would
otherwise be caused by installation at a later date.

This project is completely funded with International Airport Revenue Funds.



Amendment
oSc vVAre>r

Offered in Senate Finance By: cre\'<r A
To: Work Draft CS for SB32 (FIN) J

Delete:

Page 24, line 17-19

Add:

Page 31, line 14
APPROPRIATION GENERAL OTHER

ALLOCATIONS  ITEMS FUND FUNDS
National Highway System Program 402,424,159 24,422,059 378 002 IQE
(NHS) Construction [377,924,159] [353,502,100]

Anchorage International Airport 24,500,000
Terminal Expansion Landside
Access Improvements

This amendment moves a NHS project from the Airport Improvement Program
appropriation to the National Highway System Construction appropriation.



... DC5T"™S

OFFERED IN THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE BY @<b0O. O>o00\z.<*
TO: WORK DRAFT CSSB 32(FIN) cJ

DELETE: o
On page 37, lines 16-21. Appropriation General Other
Allocations ltems Funds Funds

Trails and Recreational Access 12,528,663 1,131,313 11,397,350

for Alaska (TRAAK) Category A (ED 99)

Trails and Recreational Access 1,005,826 90,826 915,000
for Alaska (TRAAK) Category B (ED 99)
Trails and Recreational Access 8,392,877 757,877 7,635,000

for Alaska (TRAAK) Category C (ED 99)

INSERT: -

On page 37, after line 15. Appropriation General Other
Allocations; ltems Funds Funds

Trails and Recreational Access 22,175,799 2,002,449 20,173,350

for Alaska (TRAAK) (ED 99)

TRAAK State Match (ED 99) 2,002,449

Anchorage: US Forest Service: 3,000,000

Portage Valley Trail System
Construction (ED 18)

Bethel: Boardwalk Construction (ED 39) 730,000

Central Region: Americans with 190,000
Disabilities Act Pedestrian
Facilities (ED 99)

Central Region: Winter Trail 165,000
Marking (ED 99)

Church Road Bike Path Design and 77,350
Construction (ED 25)

Copper River Highway: MP 5.5 - 1,000,000
Bridge/Pedestrian Walkway (ED 35)

Edgerton Highway: Kenny Lake 125,000
Multi-use Trail (ED 35)

(TRAAK) 1



Fairbanks: 100 Mile Loop Multi-
Use Trail (ED 29-34)

Fairbanks: Chena Hot Springs
Road: Chena River State
Recreation Area (ED 33)

Fairbanks: Chena River Bicycle
Trail (ED 32)

Fairbanks: Creamer's Refuge
Phase | (ED 30)

Fairbanks: McGrath Road Bike/
Pedestrian Trail (ED 33)

Juneau: Channel Drive Wayside
Construction Transportation
Enhancement (ED 4)

Juneau: Glacier Highway: Eagle
Beach State Recreation Area
Trailnead and Wayside (ED 4)

Kenai Spur Road Unity Trail
Pedestrian/Bike Path (ED 9)

Ketchikan: Lighting for Married
Man's Trail (ED 1)

Ketchikan: Totem Bight State
Historical Park Scenic Wayside
(ED 1)

Kodiak: East Elementary School
to Main Elementary School
Separated Pathway (ED 6)

Lower Yukon Trail Staking (ED 99)

Naknek/King Salmon: Pathway
Construction (ED 40)

North Pole: Bike Trail
Rehabilitation and Connections
(ED 34)

Northern Region: Americans with
Disabilities Act Pedestrian

145.000

550.000

135.000

380.000

65.000

1.970.000

1.655.000

1.640.000

35.000

10.000

295.000

300.000
1.760.000

675.000

750.000

(TRAAK) 2



Facilities (ED 99)

Parks Highway Pedestrian Bridges
Construction (ED 26)

Petersburg: MitkofHighway Coastal
Path (ED 2)

Richardson Highway: MP 127 -
Gulkana River Wayside (ED 36)

Richardson Highway: MP 337
Eielson Air Force Base Wayside

(ED 34)
Scenic Byways Grants (ED 99)

Seward Highway: Bird Flats to
Bird Point Pathway Construction

(ED 18)

Southeast Region: Scenic
Viewshed (ED 99)

Valdez Gold Rush Trail (ED 35)

Wasilla-Bogard Road and Crusey
Pathways (ED 26)

Wasilla: Knik Goose Bay Road
Pedestrian Path Construction

(ED 28)

Wrangell: Airport Loop Phase #1
(ED 2)

2385000
135.000
95,000
160.000
350000
285.000

285.000

130.000
460.000

145.000

91,000

(TRAAK) 3



DCST*?

AAM ENTDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

TO: WORK DRAFT CSSB 32(FIN) &
DELETE: o
On page 28, lines 27-32. Appropriation General Other
S ltems Funds Funds
Community Transportation Program 69,207,533 7,952,533 61,255,000
(CTP) Category A (ED 99)
Community Transportation Program 23,845,880 3,767,930 20,077,950
(CTP) Category B (ED 99)
Community Transportation Program 2,717,694 235,694 2,482,000

(CTP) Category C (ED 99)

INSERT:

On page 28, after line 26. Abppropriation General Other
; ltems Funds Funds

Community Transportation Program 95,723,564 11,951,864 83,771,700

(CTP) (ED 99)
CTP State Match (ED 99) 11,951,864
Abandoned Vehicle Program (ED 99) 95,000

Annual Internal Review Audit 230,000
Program (ED 99)

Annual Planning Work Program 7,125,000
(ED 99)

Anvik: Bridge Replacement (ED 36) 800,000

Bridge Inventory, Inspection, 3,000,000
Monitoring, Rehabilitation, and
Replacement Program (ED 99)

Central Region Non-National 3,050,000
Highway System Pavement and
Bridge Refurbishment (ED 99)
Civil Rights Program (ED 99) 175,000

Commercial Vehicle Safety 350,000
Enforcement (ED 99)

(CTP) 1



1.140.000

Homer: East End Road MP 0.0 to 6.650.000
3.6 Rehabilitation (ED 7)

Intelligent Transportation 675,000
System (ED 99)

(CTP) 2



Juneau: Glacier Highway:
McNugget to Loop Road Safety
Improvements and Paving (ED 4)

Kasigluk: Sanitation Road
Reconstruction (ED 39)

Kenai: Forest Drive/Redoubt
Avenue Rehabilitation (ED 9)

Kodiak: Rezanof Drive 'Y"
Intersection Improvement (ED 6)

Kongiganak: Sanitation Boardwalk
Construction (ED 39)

Matanuska-Susitna Borough:
Hs cher Pass Road MP 7 0 to 14
Rehabilitation (ED 26-28)

Matanuska-Susitna Borough: Knik-
Goose Bay Road Rehabilitation
(ED 28)

Matanuska-Susitna Borough:
Palmer-Wasilla Highway Extension
(ED 26)

Matanuska-Susitna Borough: Trunk
Road Reconstruction (ED 27)

National Highway Institute
Training (ED 99)

Northern Region Non-National
Highway System Pavement and
Bridge Refurbishment (ED 99)

Program Review and Evaluation
(ED 99)

Public Transportation Social
Service Van Replacement (ED 99)

Seismic Retrofit - Bridges
(ED 99)

Sitka: Harbor Way
Reconstruction/O'Connell Bridge -
Harbor Drive (ED 2)

1.300.000

282,000
2.500.000
920.000
425.000

3.650.000

95.000

5,000,000

2.100.000
165.000

2.755.000

190.000
240.000
1.745.000

1.395.000

CP3



Soldotna: Kalifomsky Beach Road
MP 16.4 to 22.4 Rehabilitation
and Safety Improvements (ED 8)

Southeast Region Non-National
Highway System Pavement and
Bridge Refurbishment (ED 99)

Statewide Road Surfacing and
Transfer (ED 99)

Statewide Western Alliance for
Quality Transportation
Construction Training (ED 99)

Unalaska South Channel Bridge
Construction (ED 40)

Urban Planning Program (ED 99)

Safety: Non-National Highway
System Highway Safety
Improvement Program (ED 99)

Safety: Non-National Highway
System Pavement Markings and
Signalization (ED 99)

Shaktoolik: Landfill Road (ED 38)

Statewide Research Program
(ED 99)

St. Mary's: Airport Road
Rehabilitation (ED 38)

Stevens Village: Sanitation Road
(ED 36)

Unalaska: East Point/Ballyhoo
Road Rehabilitation Phase |
(ED 40)

Unalaska: East Point/Ballyhoo
Road Rehabilitation, Phase Il
(ED 40)

Venetie: Sanitation Road
Construction (ED )

1.775.000

3.550.000

4.200.000

50.000

2.300.000

1.755.000

3.600.000

450.000

55.000
1.600.000

445.000

265.000

909,700

305.000

275.000

P4
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OFFERED IN THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
T0: WORK DRAFT CSSB 32(FIN)
on pags Appro rlatlon
0 22, lines 24-26:
n page 22, lines pprop A
49,912,059

Anchorage Metropolitan Area
Transportation Study (AMATYS)
Projects (ED 10-25)

INSERT:
On page 22, after line 23; Appropnagr%rg
Anchorage Area Contingency for 655,800

Planning/C onstruction Shortfalls and
Road/Intersection Improvements
(ED 10-25)

Anchorage Air Quality/Non-

Attainment Area Projects (ED 10-25),

Anchorage: Arctic Blvd.
Reconstruction: Dimond Blvd. to
Raspberry Rd./68th Ave. and
Raspberry Rd from Arctic to C
St. (ED 11)

Anchorage: Dowling Road - Raspberry
To Lake Otis Parkway(ED 10-25)

Anchorage: Elementary School
Pedestrian Overpass; New Design,
Replacement, Construction,
Improvements and ADA Upgrades
(ED 10-25)

Anchorage: Northern Lights Blvd. -
Noise Barriers (ED 10-25)

Anchorage: Victor Road - 100t
Avenue to Dimond Drive (ED 10-25)

6,787,952

329,779

1,364,700

862,922

240,739

500,055

(AMATS) 1

General
Funds

4,507,059

General
Funds

612,952

29,779

17,922

21,739

451%

Other
Funas

45,405,000

Other
Funas

655,800

6,175,000

300,000

1,364,700

785,000

219,000

464900
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Anchorage: 15th Avenue 2,748,159
Reconstruction: L St. to Juneau
Street (ED 15)

AMATS National Highway System 11,948,994

Anchorage: Port Access: Ocean 1,099,263
Dock Road/Rail Rack (ED 13)

Anchorage: Minnesota Drive and 4,699,351
International Airport Road
Interchange (ED 11)

Anchorage: Minnesota Drive: Old 1,055,293
Seward Highway: International
Airport Road Surface
Rehabilitation (ED 10)

Anchorage: New Seward Highway at 5,095,086
Dimond Interchange Capacity
Improvement (ED 17)

AMATS Roadway Improvement Program 23,183,497

Anchorage: DeArmoun Rd 549,632
Reconstruction (ED 18)

Anchorage: Dowling Rd. 3,572,606
Reconstruction: Lake Otis Pkwy.
to Old Seward Hwy. (ED 20)

Anchorage: Highway Safety 1,648,895
Projects (ED 10-25)

Anchorage: LED Signal 2,682,203
Installation (ED 10-25)

Eagle River: Business Blvd. 2,088,601
Roadway Rehabilitation. Old Glen
Highway to Old Glenn Highway
(ED 25)

Anchorage: Old Seward Hwy. 12,641,530
Reconstruction (ED 17)

(AMATS) 2

248,159

1,078,994

2,093,467

2900000

10,870,000

21,090,000



1 AMATS Transportation Enhancement 4,913,708 443708 4470000

=  Programs

=

-Z—) Anchorage: Ship Creek Trail 1,923,711
= (ED 14)

o

C§> Eagle River: Business Blvd. Area 2,989,997
S Pedestrian Safety Improvements

< (ED 25)

10

11

(AMATS) 3
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OFFERED IN THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE BY Senator John Torgerson

TO: WORK DRAFT CSSB 32(FIN)

DELETE:

On page 21, lines 18-19.
Appropriation General Other

Allocations [tems Funds Funds
Facilities Deferred Maintenance 1,028,000 1,028,000
and Critical Repairs (ED 99)
INSERT:
On page 21, after line 26.
Appropriation General Other
Allocations [tems Funds Funds
Facilities Deferred M aintenance 1,178,000 1,178,000
and Critical Repairs (ED 99)
Closure of State-Maintained 150,000
Portion of Harborview Facility
(ED 35)

Other Facilities Deferred Maintenance 1,028,000
and Critical Repairs (ED 99)

This amendment provides funding for the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities to close the State’s portion of the Harborview facility in Valdez.



D e rr * |z

Amendmentto an Amendment

Offered in Senate Finance By: UJij/Cry
To: Work Draft CS for SB32 (FIN)

Add:
APPROPRIATION GENERAL OTHER
ALLOCATIONS  ITEMS FUND FUNDS
Community Transportation Program 99.223.564 11,951,864  87.271.700
(NHS) Construction [95,723,564] [83,771,700]

Kenai: Kenal Peninsula Roads 3,500,000

This amendment adds a Public Lands Discretionary project (100% federal funding)
recently approved by Federal Highway Administration.
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AMENDMENT

BY SENATOR DONLEY

OFFERED INTHE SENATE

TO: CSSB 32( ), Draft Version "D"

Page 6, lines 4-5:
Delete all material and insert:

"* Sec 13. If sec. 17 of this Act has not taken effect under sec. 14 of this Act before
July 1, 2000, sec. 17 of this Act is repealed on July 1, 2000. '

* Sec. 14. Section 17 of this Act takes effect on the day after the! com
transportation and public facilities:f\t%ublish" public notice of a proposal to amend the
Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan to incorporate all the projects included in sec.
17 of this Act. The commissioner of transportation and public facilities shall immediately
notify the lieutenant governor and the revisor of statutes when the notice is published.

*Sec. 15, Except as provided in sec. 14 of this Act, this Act takes effect July 1, 1999.

(SECTION 16 OF THIS ACT BEGINS ON PAGE _J

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back

pages accordingly.

Page 7, line 2:
Delete "section 15
Insert "section 18

Page 22, lines 24 - 26:
Delete all material.

Page 53, following line 17:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 17. The following appropriation items are made from the general fund or other
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funds as set out in sec. 18 of this Act, which lists fundingsources, to theDepartment of
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10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
2
2
25
26
2
28
29
30
3l
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Transportation and Public Facilities for the purposesexpressed.  The appropriationsare for

capital projects and lapse under AS 37.25.020,
APPROPRIATION

ALLOCATIONS ITEMS

Anchorage Area 655,800
Contingency for
Planning/Constmction
Shortfalls and Road/
Intersection Improvements
(ED 10-25)
Anchorage Air Quality/ 6,787,952
Non-Attainment Area
Projects (ED 10-25)
Anchorage: Arctic Blvd. 329,779
Reconstruction: Dimond
Blvd. to Raspberry Rd./
68th Ave. and Raspberry
Rd. from Arctic to C St.
(ED 11)
Anchorage: Dowling Road - 1,364,700
Raspberry to Lake Otis
Parkway (ED 10-25)
Anchorage: Elementary School 862,922
Pedestrian Overpass; New
Design, Replacement,
Construction, Improvements
and ADA Upgrades (ED 10-25)
Anchorage: Northern Lights 240,739
Blvd. - Noise Barriers
(ED 10-25)

GENERAL
FUND

612,952

29,779

11,922

21,739

OTHER
FUNDS

655,800

6,175,000

300,000

1,364,700

785,000

219,000
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Anchorage: Victor Road - 500,055
100th Avenue to Dimond
Drive (ED 10-25)
Anchorage: 15th Avenue 2,748,159
Reconstruction: L St. to
Juneau Street (ED 15)
AMATS National Highway 11.948,994
System
Anchorage: Port Access: 1,099,263
Ocean Dock Road/Rail
Rack (ED 13)
Anchorage: Minnesota 4,699,351
Drive and International
Airport Road Interchange
(ED 11)
Anchorage: Minnesota 1,095,297
Drive: Old Seward
Highway: International
Airport Road Surface
Rehabilitation (ED 10)
Anchorage: New Seward 5,095,086
Highway at Dimond
Interchange Capacity
Improvement (ED 17)
AMATS Roadway 23,183,497
Improvement Program
Anchorage: DeArmoun Rd. 549,632
Reconstruction (ED 18)
Anchorage: Dowling Rd. 3,572,606
Reconstruction: Lake
Otis Pkwy. to Old Seward
Hwy. (ED 20)

45,155

248,159

1,078,994

2,093,467

1-GMC21/.D.1¢&

454.900

2,500,000

10,870,000

21,090,000
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Anchorage: Highway
Safety Projects
(ED 10-25)

Anchorage: LED Signal
Installation (ED 10-25)

Eagle River: Business
Blvd. Roadway
Rehabilitation: Old Glenn
Highway to Old Glenn
Highway (ED 25)

Anchorage: Old Seward
Hwy. Reconstruction
(ED 17)

AMATS Transportation
Enhancement Programs

Anchorage: Ship Creek
Trail (ED 14)

Eagle River: Business
Blvd. Area Pedestrian
Safety Improvements
(ED 25)"

1,648,895

2,682,203

2,088,601

12,641,530

1,923,711

2,989,997

4,913,708

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.

443,708

i-651(J271D.18

4,170,000
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OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR DONLEY
TO: CSSB 32. Draft Version "D"

Page 6, lines 4 - 5:
Delete all material and insert:
"* Sec. 13. If see. 17 of this Act has not taken effect under sec. 14 of this Act by July 1,
2000, sec. 17 of this Act is repealed on July 2, 2000.

* Sec. 14. Section 17 of this Act takes effect on the day after the commissioner of
transportation and public facilities publishes public notice of a proposal to amend the
Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan to incorporate the projects included in sec. 17
of this Acl The commissioner of transportation and public facilities shall immediately notify

the lieutenant governor and the revisor of statutes when the notice is published.

*Sec. IS. Except as provided in sec. 14 of this Act, this Act takes effect July I, 1999.

(SECTION 16 OF THIS ACT BEGINS ON PAGE )"

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back
pages accordingly.

Page 7, line 2:
Delete "section 15"
Insert "section 18"

Page 28, lines 27 - 32:
Delete all material.

Page 53, following line 17:
Insert a new hill section to read:
"*Sec. 17. The following appropriation items are made from the general fund or other

-1-
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funds as set out in see. 18 of this Act, which lists the funding sources, to the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities for the purposes expressed. The appropriations are for
capital projects and lapse under AS 37.25.020.

APPROPRIATION  GENERAL OTHER
ALLOCATIONS ITEMS FUND FUNDS
Community Transportation 95,723,564 11,951,864 83,771,700

(CTP) (ED 99)
CTP State Match (ED 99) 11,951,864

Abandoned Vehicle 95,000
Program (ED 99)
Annual Internal Review 230,000

Audit Program (ED 99)

Annual Planning Work 7,125,000
Program (ED 99)

Anvik: Bridge 800,000
Replacement (ED 36)

Bridge Inventory, Inspection, 3,000,000
Monitoring, Rehabilitation,
and Replacement program

(ED 99)
Central Region Non-National 3,050,000

Highway System Pavement
and Bridge Refurbishment
(ED 99)
Civil Rights Program (ED 99) 175,000

Commercial Vehicle Safety 350,000
Enforcement (ED 99)

Cordova: Lake Avenue 940,000
Upgrade (ED 35)

Fairbanks: 2nd/Wilbur 675,000
(ED 31)

Fairbanks: Airport Way/ 270,000
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1 Sportsman Way

2 Signalization (ED 30)

3 Fairbanks: BAR-97 865,000
4 Emissions Test

5 Equipment Grant

6 Program (ED 31)

7 Fairbanks: Courthouse 525,000
8 Traffic Revisions (ED 31)

9  Fairbanks: Electrical 1,855,000
10 Plug-In and Operation

n Program (ED 31)

12 Fairbanks: Old Stccsc 50,000
13 Highway Reconstruction

14 (ED 31)

15  Fairbanks: Trainor Gate 485,000
16 Road Upgrade (ED 31)

17 Fairbanks: University 3,370,000
18 Avenue Widening

19 (ED 30)

20  Fairbanks: University of 5,920,000
2 Alaska New Geist

22 Access (ED 29)

23 Fairbanks: Vehicle 185,000
24 Inspection Program

25 Improvements (ED 29-34)

26 Highway Data Equipment 1,045,000
21 Acquisition and

28 Installation (ED 99)

29  Homer: Bartlelt/Hohe 1,140,000
30 Street Rehab (ED 7)

31 Homer: East End Road 6,650,000
32 MP 0.0 to 3.6
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32

Rehabilitation (ED 7)
Intelligent Transportation 675,000
System (ED 99)
Juneau: Glacier Highway: 1,300,000
McNugget to Loop Road
Safety Improvements
and Paving (ED 4)
Kasigluk: Sanitation Road 282,000
Reconstruction (ED 39)
Kenai: Forest Drive/Redoubt 2,500,000
Avenue Rehabilitation
(ED 9)
Kodiak: Rezanof Drive 'Y1 920,000
Intersection Improvement
(ED 6)
Kongiganak: Sanitation 425,000
Boardwalk Construction
(ED 39)
Matanuska-Susitna Borough: 3,650,000
Hatcher Pass Road MP 7.0
to 14 Rehabilitation
(ED 26-25)
Matanuska-Susitna Borough: 95,000
Knik-Goosc Bay Road
Rehabilitation (ED 28)
Matanuska-Susitna Borough: 5,000,000
Palmer-Wasilla Highway
Extension (ED 26)
Matanuska-Susitna Borough: 2,100,000
Trunk Road Reconstruction

(ED 27)
National Highway Institute 165,000

—4-
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Training (ED 99)
Northern Region Non- 2,755,000
National Highway

System Pavement and

Bridge Refurbishment

(ED 99)

Program Review and 190,000
Evaluation (ED 99)

Public Transportation 240,000

Social Service Van
Replacement (ED 99)

Seismic Retrofit - Bridges 1,745,000
(ED 99)

Sitka: Harbor Way 1,395,000
Reconstruct! on/OConnell
Bridge - Harbor Drive (ED 2)

Soldotna: Kalifomsky Beach 1,775,000
Road MP 16.4 to 22.4
Rehabilitation and Safety
Improvements (ED 8)

Southeast Region Non* 3,550,000
National Highway System
Pavement and Bridge
Refurbishment (ED 99)

Statewide Road Surfacing 4,200,000
and Transfer (ED 99)

Statewide Western Alliance 50,000
for Quality Transportation
Construction Training (ED 99)

Unalaska South Channel 2,300,000
Bridge Construction (ED 40)

Urban Planning Program 1,755,000

*5*
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1 (ED 99)

2 Safety: Non-National 3,600,000
3 Highway System

4 Highway Safety

5 Improvement

6  Program (ED 99)

7 Safety: Non-National 450,000
8 Highway System

9 Pavement Markings and

10 Signalization (ED 99)

11 Shaktoolik: Landfill 55,000
12 Road (ED 38)
13  Statewide Research 1,600,000

14 Program (ED 99)

15 St Mary's: Airport Road 445,000
16 Rehabilitation (ED 38)

17 Stevens Village: Sanitation 265,000
18 Road (ED 36)

19 Unalaska: East Point/ 909,700
20  Ballyhoo Road

21 Rehabilitation, Phase |

22 (ED 40)

23 Unalaska: East Point/ 305,000
24 Ballyhoo Road

25 Rehabilitation, Phase Il

26 (ED 40)

27  Venetie: Sanitation Road 275,000
28 Construction (ED 36)"

29 Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.

30 Adjust funding source information accordingly.

L ©
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AMENDMENT

TO: CSSB 32, Draft Version "D"

Page 6, lines 4-5:
Delete all material and insert:

"* Sec. 13. If sec. 17 of this Act has not taken effect under sec.14 of this Act before
July 1, 2000. sec. 17 of this Act is repealed on July 1, 2000.

* Sec. 14, Section 17 of this Act takes effect on the day afterthe commissioner of
transportation and public facilities publishes public notice of a proposal to amend the
Statevride Transportation Improvement Plan to incorporate the projects included in see. 17
of this Act. The commissioner of transportation and public facilities shall immediately notify
the lieutenant governor and the revisor of statutes when the notice is published.

* See. 15. Except as provided in sec. 14 of this Act, this Act takes effect July 1, 1999.
(SECTION 16 OF THIS ACT BEGINS ON PAGE )"

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal hill section references in 'he back
pages accordingly.

Page 7, line 2
Delete "section 15"
Insert "section 18"

Page 37, lines 16 - 21
Delete all material.

Page 53, following line 17:
Insert a new hill rection to read:
"* Sec. 17. The following appropriation items arc made from the general fund or other

-1
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funds as set out in sec. 18 of this Act, which lists funding sources, to the Department of

Transportation and Public Facilities for the purposes expressed. The appropriations are for
capital projects and lapse under AS 37.25.020.

APPROPRIATION  GENERAL OTHER
ALLOCATIONS ITEMS FUND FUNDS
Trails and Recreational 22,175,799 2,002,449 20,173,350
Access for Alaska (TRAAK)
(ED 99)
TRAAK State Match (ED 99) 2,002,449
Anchorage: US Forest 3,000,000
Service: Portage Valley
Trail System Construction
(ED 18)
Bethel: Boardwalk 730,000

Construction (ED 39)

Central Region: Americans 190,000
with Disabilities Act
Pedestrian Facilities (ED 99)

Central Region: Winter Trail 165,000
Marking (ED 99)

Church Road Bike Path 77,350
Design and Construction
(ED 25)

Copper River Highway: 1,000,000
MP 5.5 - Bridge/Pedestrian
Walkway (ED 35)

Edgcrton Highway: Kenny 125,000
Lake Multi-Use Trail (ED 35)

Fairbanks: 100 Mile Loop 145,000
Multi-Use Trail (ED 29-34)

Fairbanks: Chena Hot Springs 550,000
Road: Chena River State
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Recreation Area (ED 33)

Fairbanks: Chena River 135,000
Bicycle Trail (ED 32)

Fairbanks: Creamer's Refuge 380,000
Phase | (ED 30)

Fairbanks: McGrath Road 65,000
Bike/Pedestrian Trail (ED 33)
Juneau: Channel Drive 1,970,000

Wayside Construction
Transportation Enhancement
(ED 4)
Juneau: Glacier Highway: 1,655,000
Eagle Beach State Recreation
Area Trailhead and Wayside

(ED 4)

Kenai Spur Road Unity 1,640,000
Trail Pcdcstrian/Bike
Path (ED 9)

Ketchikan: Lighting for 35,000

Married Man's Trail (ED 1)

Ketchikan: Totem Bight State 10,000
Historical Park Scenic
Wayside (ED 1)

Kodiak: East Elementary 295,000
School to Main Elementary
School Separated Pathway
(ED 6)

Lower Yukon Trail Staking 300.000
(ED 99)

Naknek/King Salmon: 1,760,000
Pathway Construction
(ED 40)

7 Z)Vf

[-G51022\D.20
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North Pole: Bike Trail 675.000
Rehabilitation and
Connections (ED 34)

Northern Region: 750.000
Americans with Disabilities
Act Pedestrian Facilities
(ED 99)

Parks Highway Pedestrian 2,385,000
Bridges Construction
(ED 26)

Petersburg: Mitkof Highway  135.000
Coastal Path (ED 2)

R’chardson Highway: MP 95.000
127 - Gulkana River
Wayside (ED 36)

Richardson Highway: MP 160,000
337 Eielson Air Force
Base Wayside (ED 34)

Scenic Byways Grants 350.000
(ED 99)
Seward Highway: Bird 285.000

Flats to Bird Point
Pathway Construction
(ED 18)

Southeast Region: Scenic 285.000
Viewshed (ED 99)

Valdez Gold Rush Trail 130.000
(ED 35)

Wasilla-Bogard Road and 460.000
Crusey Pathways (ED 26)

Wasilla: Knik Goose Bay 145.000
Road Pedestrian Path

)-6S1022\D.20
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Construction (ED 28)
Wrangell: Airport Loop 9LO00

Phase #1 (ED 2)"

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.

Adjust funding source information accordingly.

-GSI02/AD.2U



amendment

Senate Bill 32, Diaft ‘D’
Section 14

Page 37, after Line 21

Appropriation General
Funds
Insert: UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
Alaska Small Business 450,000

Development Center (ED 99)

Federal
Funds

By Senator Green

Other
Funds



Background Information:

The Alaska Small Business Development Center was inadvertently omitted when the Governor submitted
his budget request. This $450.000 appropriation leverages S1.547.800 in federal funds, private sector funds
and funds from local communities. Without these general funds the Center will be unable to continue
services past September 1999.

The Small Business Development Center is a cooperative program of the U.S. Small Business
Administration, and the University of Alaska. It was designed to provide small businesses with the
practical assistance they need to survive, grow and prosper. The SBDC works with both established
businesses and individuals who are planning to go into business and is committed to strengthening the
Alaskan economy through growth and stability in small business.

The Small Business Development Center in 1998:

+ Provided assistance to a total of 3284 small business owners or prospective small business owners

* Provided over 8901 hours of business workshop trainingto Alaska small businesses or prospective
business owners

+ Created 196 actual new jobs and insured retention of an additional 49 jobs

+ Created 81 new businesses in the State of Alaska Responsible for businesses receiving a total of
52,780,375 in capital through loans

And thusfar in 1999:

+ Pro’'ided assistance to 1632 small business owners

* Provided over 3970 hours of business workshop training

+ Created 91 new jobs and insured retention of 64

+ Created 39 new businesses in the Slate of Alaska Responsible for businesses receiving a totalof
54,966,715 in capital through loans and equity investment

«  Provided assistance to 89 business owners or prospective business owners who had received AFDC or
TANF payments within the last two years.

The Procurement Technical Assistance Center:

+ Sponsored 64 outreach conferences with a total attendance of 1143 and participated in additional 21
non-sponsored conferences with a total attendance of 475

+ Conducted 704 counseling sessions with businesses interested in government contracting

+ Responsible for Alaska businesses receiving 466 prime contract awards and 127 subcontract awards

+ Directly responsible, as reported by clients, for Alaskan businesses receiving 5183,407,614 in
government contracts for the first nine months of the year

The Buy Alaska Program:

+ Researched 255 buying needs of Alaskan businesses

+ Completed 93 successful Buyer/Seller matches with Alaskan companies

+ Retained $15.24 million in purchases from Alaska businesses that would have been made out of State
of Alaska Created 331 direct and indirectjobs through matches made

+ Enrolled 311 new clients
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Explanation: This extends the lapse date of the current year appropriation.
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OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR LEMAN
TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version 'D"

Page 5, following line 28:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 11. GRANT TO ARCTIC POWER. The sum of $250,000 is appropriated from

the general fund to the Department of Community and Regional Affairs for payment as a
giant under AS 37.05.316 to Arctic Power for education efforts to open the coastal plain of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge for oil and gas exploration and development.”

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back

pages accordingly.

Page 6, line 2.
Delete "secs. 8 and 9"
Insert "secs. 8, 9, and 11"

Page 6, line 5:
Delete "SECTION 14"
Insert "SECTION 15"



ANWR:

JOBS AND ENERGY
FOR AMERICA

ARCTIC POWER
1049 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907) 274-2697

Fax (907) 274-2706
hitp:/Awwv.anwr.org
203 Maryland Avenue, N.H.
Washington, D.C. 20002

202) 544-6355
202) 544-6655

e org

M EM ORANDUM

DATE: April 27, 199

1 Uiouse Fivance Commitee Member
FROM: Cam Toohey, Arctic Power

RE: FY2000 ANWR Education State Funding

Arctic Power is requesting $250,000 in the FY2000 Capital Budget for
on-gom? education efforts to open the Coastal Plain of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge for oil and gas exploration and development.

As in years past, the state funds will be used to conduct ANWR tours,
continue DC education, produce communication materials, maintain
union outreach, and respond to media campaigns. At this time we are
witnessing a very organized effort from several national environmental
organizations including the Sierra Club and AK Wilderness League,
promoting wilderness designation for the Coastal Plain through both
congressional and administrative channels. Mamtalnln% a constant pro-
development education presence is crucial if Alaska’s efforts to open the
region are to be successful.

State funds will be matched by Arctic Power through Brivate _
memberships and contributions. State funds will not be used for Arctic

Power staff or general operating activities.

The Legislature has supported Arctic Power activities since 1995. A
funding history follows:

FY97 $250.0
FY93 $550.0
FY99 $225.0
FY2000 proposed $250.0

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions
or require additional information, please contact Cam Toohey at 907-

274-2697.


http://www.anwr.org
http://www.anwr.org

ANWR:

JOBS AND ENERGY
FOR AMERICA

ARCTIC POWER
1049 Wesi Sih Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907) 274-2697

Fax (907)274-2706
http://HTvw.anwr.org

203 Maryland Avenue. N.E.
Washingion. D.C. 20002
(202)544-6355

(202) 544-6655
Fax(202)544-5763
http:/lwww.anwr.org

FY2000 State Budget Request

draft 4119/99

DC Education effort

Target States

ANWR Tours

Union Outreach

Media response
Communication Material
Stnrp Official Outreach
FY2000 State funding budget

FY99 State funding carry-forward
FY2000 State funding appropriation (new-request)
Total FY2000 State funds

$115,000
$110,000
$45,000
$50,000
$50,000
$50,000
$55,000
$475,000

$225,000
$250,000
$475,000

If you have any questions or require additional information, contact

Cam Toohey at 907-274-2697.


http://HTvw.anwr.org
http://www.anwr.org
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amendment

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version "D (w*

Page 5, following line 28:

Insert a new hill section to read:
"* Sec. 11. ICETCHIKAN TREATMENT FACILITY. The sum of $200,000 is

appropriated from statutory designated program receipts to the Department of Health and
Social Services for construction of a regional youth/residential diagnostic treatment facility

in Ketchikan."

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back

pages accordingly.

Page 6, line 2:
Delete "secs. 8 and 9"
Insert "secs. 8, 9, and 11"

Page 6, line 5:
Delete "SECTION 14"
Insert "SECTION 15"



Alaska State Legislature

Chairman,
Judiciary Committee

Slate Capitol

Juneau. alaska 99501-1182 Ketdttkar..oA
9n'l h65-38'3 L, Or
ax (907) 465-3922 FitX iH.

Senator Robin L. Taylor

MEMORANDUM

TO: SENATCRJOHN TCRGERION CO-CHAIR SENATE HNANCE COVMMITTEE
FROM:  SENATCRROBINL TAYLCR
SUBJECT. - REQUEST TOSPONSCR AVENDIVENT TOSB32

DATE  5/5/99
CC
Senator Torgerson:

Following is a request to amend Senate Bill No. 32 . The City of Ketchikan has received
the funds and would like them to be transferred to the Department of Health and Social
Services. This amendment would allow an authorization appropriation needed for
DHSS to accept the funds. No appropriation of state general funds would be involved.

District A:

llvder « Ketchikan ¢ Kupreanof n Moyers Chuck ¢ Petersburg ¢« Saxman e« Sitka ¢ Wrangell
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Sec. ; dtDEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION, (a) Sec. 6 (), ch. 2, SLA1999 is
amended to read
s f) The une gended and unoblrcFrated corporate rece s baIances ofthe
ppropriations madg In sec. 10, ch lines 30 xederal

fom%etr rv(e nts/u I¢ ousrn 7,076 000 an sec 10c 7
efal compefitive ran 953,000 are reappropriat ed to the De ar t of
e P f

Admrnrgtratron or bor ers sem replacement a eFar anks Pioneers' H o
The unexpenced and unob rItatedc rgorate recerpts aance not to exceed 5
Léhercont 0f the appropriation mage In sec. 1 SSLA 194 pae Irne 34

etitiye grants - $1,300,000) are reapp rrat dt the Department of
mrnrstra%on for%r%lers stem re(mement ttheIO arr% sProne%rs Homef and the

femainin unexgen dan unoblr% ated corporate recerpsbalance In excess of
15 reappropriated to the Department of Communitv and Regional Affairs for state matc

of federal funds from the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED TN THE SENATE BY SENATOR LEMAN
TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version 1D" ofrfcv-r'l

Page 5, following line 28: | -firlk7/c3l Oort' pCWO i
Insert a new bill section to read: XXX/OL pC*rOftO/I 'R.Wd/'\p

" "% Sec. 11. The sum of $566,000 is appropriated from interagency receipts’to the
following departments for operating costs for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2000, in the
amounts and for the purposes stated:

DEPARTMENT AND PURPOSE APPROPRIATION AMOUNT
Department of Natural Resources, $121,000
division of forestry, for monitoring
the Forest Practices Act
Department of Fish and Game, hnbital 284,000
division, for monitoring Best Management
Practices in cooperation with the division
of forestry in the Department of Natural

Resources
Department of Natural Resources, division of 66,000
forestry, for Tanana River dynamics
Department of Fish and Game, habitat division, 40,000

for identification of fish utilization areas of the
Tanana River in cooperation with the division
of forestry in the Department of Natural Resources
Department of Fish and Game, habitat division, 55.000
Best Management Practices for road and
stream crossings in the Tongass National

Forest."
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1 Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the hack

2

~  w

pages accordingly.

Page 3, line 12
Delete "SECTION 14"
Insert "SECTION IS"



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY SENATOR DONLEY
To:  CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version “D”

Page 5, following line 28:
Insert a new bill section to read:
“*Sec. 11. The sum of $25,000 is appropriated from the general fund to the
Department of Health and Social Services for payment as a grant under AS 37.05.316 to

Hope Community Resources for a fire suppression sprinkler system.”

Insert a new bill section to read:
“*Sec. 12. The sum of $34,500 is appropriated from the general fund to the Department

of Health and Social Services for payment as a grant under AS 37.05.316 to the Alaska
Center for the Blind for a fire suppression sprinkler system.”

Page 21, line 5,
Appropriation General Other
Allocations ltems Funds Funds
Delete “2,250,000 2,250,000;
Insert “2,190,500 2,190,500’

Renumber bill sections accordingly
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Page 14 Line 6&27 (Sanitation Municipal Matching Grants Program)
lefe:
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Insert on Page 5 after line 28
@Wf’ SeC. DEZ OIL SPILL RESTORATION FUNC.
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version "D"

Page 1, line 1, following
Insert "making and amending appropriations under art IX, sec. 17(c),

Constitution of the State of Alaska, from the constitutional budget reserve fund;"

Page 5, following line 28:

Insert a new bill section to read:

"* Sec. 11. CONSTITUTIONAL BUDGET RESERVE FUND, (a) Section 42(b),
ch. 139, SLA 1998, as amended by sec. 22, ch. 2, SLA 1999, is amended to read:
(b) If the unrestricted state revenue available for appropriation in Fiscal year

1999 is insufficient to cover the general fund appropriations made for fiscal year

1999, the amount necessary to balance revenue and general fund appropriations, not

to excecdc-@I%t)lé)(f%O'gf(t:OOB%?f%OO,000,001}. Is appropriated to the general fund from the

budget reserve fund (art. 1X, jec. 17, Constitution of the State of Alaska).

(b) If the unrestricted state revenue available for appropriation in fiscal year 2000 is
insufficient to cover the general fund appropriations made for fiscal year 2000, the amount
necessary to balance revenue and genera] fund appropriations, not to exceed $1,007,000,000,
Is appropriated to the general fund from the budget reserve fund (art. IX, sec. 17, Constitution

of the State of Alaska)."

Renumber the following biil sections and conform internal bill section references in the back

pages accordingly.

Page 6, line 4:
Delete all material and insert:
"* Sec. 14. The appropriations made and amended by sec. 11 of this Act are made under
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art. IX, sec. 17(c), Constitution of the State of Alaska.
* Sec. 15. (a) Section 11(a) of this Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
(b) Except as provided in (a) of this section, this Act takes effect July 1, 1999."

Page 6, line 5:
Delete "SECTION 14"
Insert "SECTION 16"



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department of Revenue
Office of the Commissioner

TO! é?r%%lt%e (I\)/Il\c/l%onnell DATE May 7, 1999
reLeprone no: 465-4880
rax numser: 405-2389
from: ross KiNNGY sussect: CBRF Draw
Deputy Commissioner

Based on the s %r|ng2199? Revenue Sources Book, we showa tot Idraw
from the CBRF of million for FY 99. We have aIreadz/ rawn %
million from the C RF his [eaves us with a $148.2 millio hoI['\tfaII ort
current year. However, there are subsequent events that affect the amount we

need to have available for the remainder of this year.

These a ustments reflectth otential for ol rlce and production volatlh
the nee th% ust foraccrua |Oang éﬁ fference ween%ctuafand é/

revenues o ource These adjus men a Ximate |on
added to the%148 resutmanee raw EZSrR [I rpoer

This draw of $225 milljop should meet our cash flow needs and balance
bdsge or tﬁm year. hl HIS amount exceeds wnat We need, %e EXCess wﬁﬁe

swept back into the CBR



taic6  Constitutional Budget Reserve Fund and Alaska Permanent Fund

$ million

The spring 1999 revenue forecast for the Constitutional Budget Reserve Fund and the Alaska
Permanent Fund are summarized below.

actual
fy 1998 fy 1999 fy 2000 fy 2001

CONSTITUTIONAL BUDGET RESERVE FUND

Beginning Balance (1) 3171.7 3559.1 2784.2 2029.6
Earning* (2) 368.4 218.1 132.4 89.2
Petroleum Tax, Royalty Settlements
and Miscellaneous Fund Transfers (3) 344.0 55.2 120.0 120.0
General Fund SurpkJi/C8R Draw (4) 35.0 11048 2)  L1flo70j  (1-0238)
Ending Balance 3559.1 2784.2 2029 6 1215.0
ALASYKA PERMANENT FUND (S)
Pnn’;ieq|
Beginning Balance (Cost Baois) 17,828.0 18,516.2 18,980.2 19,716.2
Dedicaled Petroleum Revenue 230.5 138.0 135.0 146.0
Inflation Proofing 422.7 288.0 574.0 597.0
Deposits to Principal (6) 35J1 3ftJJ 27.0 290
End-of-Year Balance (Cost Basis) 18,616.2 18.980.2 19,716.2  20.488.2

Eaminas and Earnings Reserve Account

ERA Beginning Balance 107.0 1388.5 2206.5 23145
Statutory Net Income (7) 2634.0 21430 1787.0 1657.0
Dividend Payout (893.0) (999.0) (1078.0)  (1084.0)
Inflation Proofing (423.0) (28L 0) (574.0) (597.0)
Deposits to Principal (6) (350) (38.0) (27.0) (29.0)
Other Appropriations HL5] LLQ) Ofl (05]
ERA End-of-Year Balance (Cost Basis) 1389.5 2206.5 2314.5 2461.0
Market Value
Principal End-of-Year (Cost Basis) 18,516.2 16,9802 19,716.2  20,483.2
ERA End-of-Year Balance (Cost Basis) 1389.5 2206 5 2314.5 2461 0
End-of-Year Unrealized Earnings 39715 3689.0 3794.0 3902.0
Dividends Payable asas m o 1078.0 1084.Q
End-of-Year Balance (Market value) 24,770.2 26,674.7 26,902.7 27,935.2
Raconciiation
Dividends Payable (883,0) (999.0) 'df (1084.0)
End-of-Year Balance (Market Value) 23,877.2 24.875.7  25,824.7° 26.851 2

1) The FY 1998 activity reflects actual activity lor the CBRF. Subsequent activity is estimated.

8 1ne projected earnings rate for FT 1999 is 6.08 percent and for FY 2000 and 2001, 5.5 percent These projections
are based on Callan Associates. Inc's, capital market assumptions and Department of Revenue, Treasury
Division’s asset allocation.

) Settlement estimates are provided by the Department of Revenue and Department of Law net of annual Fedt :al
Minerals and Management Service payments and Department of Revenue and Department of Law appropriations

@ The FY 1999, 2000 and 2001 CBRF draw projections are provided by the Office of Management and Budget.

5) Source: Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation's February 28. 1999 financial projections.

t 5 Deposits to principal include royalty litigation settlement payments that cannot legally be used to pay Permanent

Fund dividends.

1) Realized rate of return assumed for FY 1999 was 10.13 percent. The estimated total return for subsequent years is
7.75 percent and the realized rale of return is estimated to be 7.33 percent given the 1999 Callan Associates. Inc™*
capital market assumptions.

d
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version "D

Page 5, following line 28:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 11. (a) Section 53, ch. 100, SLA 1997, as amended by sec. 7, ch. 139, SLA 1998,
Is amended to read:
Sec. 53. AMERICAN RED CROSS GRANT LAPSE EXTENSION. That
portion of the appropriation made in sec. 30, ch. 117, SLA 1996, page 39, line 8
(Department of Military and Veterans’ Affairs for disaster planning and control -
$3,161,000) that was awarded by the department as a grant to the American Red
Cross lapses into the funds from which appropriated on June 30, 2000 [1999].

(b) Section 8, ch. 139, SLA 1998, is amended to read:
Sec. 8. LAPSE EXTENSION OF FY 1998 AMERICAN RED CROSS

GRANT. That portion of the appropriation made in sec. 39, ch. 98, SLA 1997, page
41, line 17 (Department of Military and Veterans’ Affairs for disaster planning and
control  $3,341,600) that was awarded by the department as a grant to the American
Red Cross lapses into the funds from which appropriated on June 30, 2000 [1999]."

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back

pages accordingly.

Page 6, line 5:
Delete "SECTION 14"
Insert "SECTION 15



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department of Military and Veterans Affairs

To: Annalee McConnell, Director Date: May 3, 1999
Office of Management & Budget
Office of the Governor FILE NO: REDCROSS

TELEPHONE NO: 465-4730

FROM: Carol B. Carroll, Director SUBJECT: Grant Extension
Administrative Services
DMVA/DNR

Prior to FY 99, the American Red Cross, Alaska Chapter received state
funds to assist victims of disasters in the "Gap"™ area. This area 1is
outside of organized areas In the State. The services are directed
toward individuals and replace i1tems lost by the family in a fire or
provide food and shelter for a temporarily homeless family.

The FY 97 (AR34495-99) and FY 98 (AR34057-99)grants have funds
remaining of $15,217.79 and $50,000 respectively. In order to
continue this service to the "Gap™ area, i1twould be necessary to

extend the lapse date of these grants.

The department believes this i1s a valuable service for individual
families who are victims of a disaster.

The grants are iIn the Disaster Planning and Control Appropriation,
grant line-item In both the FY 97 and FY 98 operating budget. The
grant is not separately identified except iIn the detail budget book.
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE (?°f
TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version "D"

1 Page 5, following line 28:

2 Insert a new bill section to read'

3 "* Sec. 11. MISCELLANEOQOUS CLAIMS. The following amounts are appropriated from
4 the general fund to the following departments to pay miscellaneous claims and stale-dated
5 warrants for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1999:

6 DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION

7 Administration $2,423.29

8 Fish and Game 1,952.90

9 Law 1,189.20"

10 Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back

11 pages accordingly.

12 Page 6, line 5;
13 Delete "SECTION 14"
14 Insert "SECTION 15"
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AMEND MENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version "D"

Page 5, following line 28:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 11. EXPENSES RELATED TO THE BP AMOCO-ARCO MERGER, (a) The

sum of $100,000 is appropriated from the general fund to the Department of Law for costs
associated with the proposed BP Amoco - ARCO merger for the fiscal years ending June 30,

1999, and June 30, 2000.
(b) The sum of $100,000 is appropriated from the general fund to the Alaska

Legislative Council for costs associated with the proposed BP Amoco - ARCO merger for
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1999, and June 30, 2000."

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back

pages accordingly.

Page 6, line 5:
Delete "SECTION 14"
Insert "SECTION 15"
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AMENDMENT
ctyrnell
OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO:

1 *Sec. A DEPARTMENT OF LAW SUBMERGED LANDS LmGATION. Thesum of
2 $30,000 is appropriated from the general fund to the Department of I,aw for the costs of the
3 Glacier Bay/Tongass submerged lands quiet title litigation for the fiscal year ending June 30,

4 1999.
5 * Sec. B. Section A of this Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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AMENDMENT

TO: CSSB 32(FIN), Draft Version "D" J

Page 5, following line 28:
Insert a new bill section to read:

"* Sec-11. FEDERAL AND OTHER PROGRAM RLCEIPTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999
CAPITAL BUDGET. Federal or other program receipts as defined in AS 37.05.146 that
exceed the amounts appropriated by ch. 139, SLA 1998, are appropriated conditioned upon
compliance with the program review provisions of AS 37.07.080(h)."

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back
pages accordingly.

Page 6, following line 3:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 14. Section 11 of this Act is retroactive to July 1, 1998."

Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in die back
pages accordingly.

Page 6, line 4.
Delete "This"
Insert "Except as provided in see. 16, this"

Page 6, following line 4:
Insert a new hill section to read:
"* Sec. 16. Section 11 of this Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c)."
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1 Renumber the following bill sections and conform internal bill section references in the back
2 pages accordingly.

3 Page 6, line 5:

4 Delete "SECTION 14"

5 Insert "SECTION 17"
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Explanation: This amendment appropriates the municipal grant funds in the
Mountain Village account to a specific project.

Also, this provides for requested project changes to three grantees.



AMENDMENT

To: CS SB 32 (FIN) BY: Sen. Adams

On page 48, lines 20/21:
Reduce the capital matching grant for Shungnak to 25,000 [50,000]
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SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FY99 SELECTED DOT CAPITAL BUDGETPROJECTS

Agency/Project Title
AMATS Projects

Anchorage: Abbott Loop Road: Abbott Loop Road to Tudor and Dowling
Road: Lake Otis to Abbott Loop Road Connections Preengineering

Anchorage: Dowling Road - Raspberry to Lake Otis Parkway

Preengineering
Anchorage: Arctic - Dimond to Raspberry Construction

Anchorage: Traffic Signal/lntersection Improvements - Abbott Loop
Road/Abbott Road Construction

Transportation/Public Facilities ~Anchorage Municipal Area
Transportation System (AMATS) Preconstruction

Anchorage: Victor Road - 100th Ave to Dimond Dr

Anchorage: Abbott Road Reconstruction: Lake Otis to Birch Road

Transportation/Public Facilities ~Anchorage Municipal Area

Transportation.System (AVALSX-CChtingn(y

Anchorage Area Contingency for Planning/Construction Shortfalls and

Road/Intersection Improvements

Transportation/Public Facilities - Anchoraae Municipal Area
Transportation System (AMATS) Construction

Anchorage: Ship Creek Trail

Transportation/Public Facilities -Fairbanks Municipal Area
Transportation System (FMATS)JSonstruction

Fairbanks Municipal Area Transportation System

Sen Fin Cmte Project List UPDATE xls

Total

400,000

1,500,300
600,000

140,000

500,100
500,100

721,000

3,000,000

4,000,000

Page 10f6

As of July 22, 1998

Status

Project scored by AMATS, added to TIP. $400 programmed for Facility

Concept Report in '99.
Dowling Rd - Old Seward to Lake Otis is in TIP for right-of-way in '98
and construction in '00. AMATS will re-evaluate the section from Old

Seward to Raspberry.
In TIP for construction in '99.

Municipality of Anchorage taking lead, plans to complete as soon as
possible. Early summer '99 completion expected.

Not in TIP as result of low evaluation score. AMATS will re-evaluate
project.

In TIP for preliminary engineering in '99.

Will be used as needed.

Design underway in '98; in TIP for construction in '99 and '01.

Aill be used as needed.

214199 8:25 AM



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FY 99 SELECTED DOT CAPITALBUDGETPROJECTS
As of July 22, 1998

Agency/Project Tills Total
Transportation/Public Facilities -National Highway System (NHS)
Preconstruction
Sitka: Cross Baronoff Island Corridor Study 750.000
I
Marine Highways: Blind Slough facility 675.000
Glenn Highway: MP 31.5 to 34.5 Safety Lighting 145,900
Inter Island Highway: Ketchikan to Petersburg, incuding EIS 2,000,000
Marine Highways: Wrangell Ferry Dock 175,000
1
J
Seward Highway: MP 100 to 115 Bird Point to Anchorage - Passing Lanes | 3,500,100
i
Transportation/Public Facilities -National Hiahway System (NHS)
Construction
Page 2 of 6

Sen Fin Cmte Project List UPDATE xls

Status

This study is included in the Southeast Transportation Plan. NHS in
amended STIP 1999.

This project is included in the Southeast Plan and in Transit Ferryboat
Discretionary Program in amended STIP; design in 99, right-of-
wayl/utilities in 00, construction in 01. An Environmental Assessment or
Impact Statement is an expected requirement for development of the
project. Development of the Blind Slough facility is one of the top

priorities of the Inside Passage Highway.
This project covers part of the'NHS‘project'6040, Safety Lighting - Knik'

River Br. to Parks Hwy, which is in the long term NHS program for
construction in 2008. Due to the legislative interest in this project, its
location in the program was reevaluated, but was not advanced due to
unfunded operating budget impacts.

This project is included in the Southeast Plan. An Environmental

As .essment or Impact Statement is programmed in the STIP for 1999.
Will start with finalization of Southeast Plan. Preferred route subject of
reassessment for Final Plan.

This project is included in the Southeast Plan. This terminal facility will
be upgraded as part of the Inside Passage Highway. NHS in amended
STIP for design 1999 and construction in 2000.

Federal funding for Preliminary Engineering was requested on July 20.
Scoping and environmental currently underway. Construction is
scheduled for 2002, but will commence sooner if possible.

214199 8:25 AM



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FY99 SELECTED DOT CAPITAL BUDGETPROJECTS
As of July 22, 1998

Status

This project is included in the Southeast Plan; cooperative project with
Interisland Ferry Authority. An Environmental Assessment or Impact
Statement is an expected requirement-for development of the project.
Development of the Blind Slough facility is one of the top priorities of
the Inside Passage Highway. Programmed in Transit Ferryboat
Discretionary Program in amended STIP; design in 1999, right-of-

Aaency/Project Title Total |

3,825,000 wayl/utilities in 2000, construction in 2001
This project covers part ofthe NHS project 6C40, Safety Lighting - Kmk

4 River Br. to Parks Hwy, which is in the long term NHS program for
construction in 2008. Due to the legislative interest in this project, its
location in the program was reevaluated, but was not advanced due to

Marine Highways: Blind Slough Facility

849,800 unfunded operating budget impacts.
Project submitted to and funded by Public Lands Discretionary Program

4,300,000 for 1999. Work should commence summer 1999.
Design included in amended STIP for 1999. Project submitted to Public

4,000,000 Lands Discretionary Program for construction in 2000.

Glenn Highway: MP 31.5 to 34.5 Safety Lighting
Steese Highway: Mile 22-35 Rehabilitation

Steese Highway: Mile 35-44 Rehabilitation

Transportation/Public Facilities - Community Transportation Program ,
(CTP) Preconstruction

A priority project included in the Southeast Plan; cooperative project
with Interlsland Ferry Authority. An Environmental Assessment or
mpact Statement is an expected requirement for development of the
project. Programmed in Transit Ferryboat Discretionary Program for
Coffman Cove Facility 420.000 design and utilities/right-of-way in 1999 and construction in 2000.
This project is not included in the current STIP or the Needs List.

Project added to Needs List and evaluated by the Project Evaluation

Crooked Creek: Crooked Creek to Donliri Creek Road 284.000 Board for inclusion in 2001-2003 STIP.

650,000 Right of Way is scheduled in the current STIP for FFY1999.
i This is a new project which was evaluated by the Project Evaluation
Board. It received a score of 100.0, which was not high enough to
500,000 lolace it in the 99-00 STIP amendment.

Homer: East End Road MP 0.0 to 3.6 Rehabiliation Right of Way

Kodiak: Otmeloi Way Rehabilitation

Sen Fin Cmte Project List UPDATE xls Page 3 of6 2/4199 8:25 AM



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FY 99 SELECTED DOT CAPITAL BUDGETPROJECTS
As of July 22, 1998

Agency/Project Title lolal

Kodiak: Selief Lane Reconstruction 450.000

Soldotna: Funny River Road: MP 2.7-17.0 Rehabiliation 650.000
Transportation/Public Facilities - CTP Projects with Community
Match
Hollis: Inter Island Ferry Authority Vessel Construction Engineering Grant 250,000
Hollis: Inter Island Ferry Authority Vessel 2,385,000
Coffman Cove: Inter Island Ferry Authority Vessel Construction
Engineering Grant 50,000
Coffman Cove: Inter Island Ferry Authority Vessel 2,554,000
Hyder Marine Facility 1,800,000
Transportation/Public Facilities - Community Transportation Program
CTP) Construction

Page 4 of 6
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Status

Scheduled for design in FFY1999 in the amended STIP. Given the
legislative interest, it was re-scored by the Project Evaluation Board,
and advanced two years.

Scheduled for FFY1999 in the current STIP. Given the legislative and
community interest, it was re-examined by the Project Evaluation Board

and advanced two years.

This project has been added to the STIP on 1999 as an amendment to

the existing UFA vessel project.

This project is in the amended STIP in the 1999 Transit Program and
provides supplementary funding for the Interlsland Ferry Authority
vessel project as per the IIFA-DOT Memorandum of Understanding.

This project is in the amended STIP in the 1999 Transit Ferryboat
piscretionary Program and provides design funding for the Interlsland

Ferry Authority vessel project.
This project is irnthe amended STIP in the 1999'Transit'Ferryboat

Discretionary Program. Also slated for High Priority Project funding.
Provides construction funding for the Interlsland Ferry Authority vessel
project. Match provided by UFA.

This is a new project which has been evaluated by the Project
Evaluation Board and will be included in the 2001-2003 STIP.

214199 8:25 AM



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FY 99 SELECTED DOT CAPITAL BUDGET PROJECTS
As of July 22, 1998

Aaencv/Proiect Title

Coffman Cove Facility
Fairbanks: Repave Minnie Street, lllinois to Old Steese

Soldotna: Funny River Road: MP 2.7-17.0 Rehabiliation

Soldotna: Sport Lake Road Rehabiliation

Transportation/Public Facilities - Trails and Recreational Access for
Alaska (TRAAK) Preconstruction

Kodiak: East Elementary School to Main Elementary Separated Pathway

Transportation/Public Facilities - Trails and Recreational Access for
Alaska (TRAAK) Construction

Kenai Borough:Ninilchick Fairgrounds Paving and ADA Acess

Improvement
Kodiak: East Elementary School to Main Elementary Separated Pathway

Ninilchick Pedestrian Street Lights

Sen Fin Cmte Project List UPDATE xls

loial

2,380,000
425, OPO

3,550,000

200,000

60,000

50,000

300.000

150.000

Page 5 0f6

Status

A priority project included in the Southeast Plan; cooperative project
with Interlsland Ferry Authority. An Environmental Assessment or
Impact Statement is an expected requirement for development of the
project. Programmed in Transit Ferryboat Discretionary Program for
design and utilities/right-of-way in 1999 and construction in 2000.

This is a new project which was evaluated by the Project Evaluation
Board. It received a score of 87.3, which was not high enough to place

it in the 99-00 STIP amendment.
Scheduled for design in FFY1999 in the current STIP. Given the
legislative and community interest, it was re-examined by the Project

Evaluation Board and advanced two years.
Environmental document is nearly complete. Construction scheduled in
99.

Scheduled for design in FFY1999 in the amended STIP. Given the
legislative interest, it was re-scored by the Project Evaluation Board,

and advanced two years.

This is a new project to be evaluated by the Project Evaluation Board if
eligible for federal highway funding.

Scheduled for construction in 2000 in the amended STIP. Given the
legislative interest, it was re-scored by the Project Evaluation Board,
and advanced two years.

This is a new project which was evaluated by the Project Evaluation
Board. It received a score of 69 which was not high enough to place it

n the 99-00 STIP amendment.

214199 8:25 AM



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
FY 99 SELECTED DOT CAPITAL BUDGETPROJECTS
As of July 22, 1998

Aoencv/Proiect Title i loM Status

Transportation/Public Facili.ies- Demonstration Projects

Project received High Priority Project Program funding and is also
programmed for funding from the Bridge Discretionary Program.

Ketchikan: Ketchikan to Gravina Island Bridge 20,200,000 Project preconstruction work currently underway.

Ketchikan: Shipyard and Drydock Construction and Improvement 3,000,000 This is a new project to be evaluated by the Project Evaluation Board.

! This authority will be used to implement projects developed through the

Marine: Feeder Ferry Acquisition 9,000,000 Southeast Plan.

Sen Fin Cmte Project List UPDATE xls Page 6 0f6 24199 8:25 AM



Federal Funds Appropriated to DOT&PF
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Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
FHWA Project Funding Sequence
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The Project Evaluation Process

Presentation to the Senate Finance Committee

February 4199

Alaska .
Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities

Introduction

* Project ranking part of STIP process

» Development of criteria-based process
* Project Evaluation Board

 Aviation Project Evaluation Board

» Federal Requirements: 23 CFR 450

» State Requirements: 44.42.050 (d)



STIP Process: 2001-2003 STIP
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Developmentof Criteria-based

System

* Federal requirements for public process
* Need for “level playing field”

* Community complaints about old system;
frequency of change and renominations

* Need to include four kinds of projects in CTP

* Funding needs within each group change

* |ssue is proper balance among differing
needs

Project Selection Criteria

* Criteria have had 3 rounds of public review
and comment

* Criteria establish benchmarks for scoring

* Scores from criteria establish project
rankings

* Criteria now in use for all modes

* FAA has endorsed Alaska’s criteria - apply
nationally



Project Selection

For CTP and TRAAK

* Project Evaluation Board - Replaces historic
practice of “Commissioner’s prerogative.”

* Board comprised of 6 senior members of
department.

* Each member scores projects after
presentation.

* Average of scores used to rank projects.

Feedback

« Communities prefer method to the “old way”

« Complaints about incentive for local capital
contribution and ownership and
maintenance

» Open system preferred - scores can be
questioned, rescores requested



Ranking Criteria C ategories
Rural/Urban Projects -(max score)

Economic Benefits (10)
Health & Quality of Life (5)
Safety (25)

Intermodal Transportation
(10)

Local Contribution to
Capital Cost (20)

Local Ownership/M&0
Contribution (25)
Departmental M&0O Cost &
Priority (25)

Scoring R esults

Public Support (15)
Environmental Approval
Readiness (10)

Surface Rehabilitation (20)

Cost, Length & Traffic
Volume (20)

Deficient Bridges (15)

Deficient Width/grade/
alignment (15)

Functional Class (10)
Other (10)

by Category



CTP Scoring Results bv Score

Project Selection for NHS

* Because of important role of NS, limited number
and stability of potential projects, NHS projects
arenot scored |

» Emphasis on deficient sections of NES. Current
goal Isto fully upgrade NHS systemin T24years

o Despite their statewice significance, NHS routes
have limited constituency.

» Safety, Briclge and Pavement Management Systems
Used o help scheglule projects.




PEB ~ M embership

* Deputy Commissioner, Operations (Chair)
» Director, Statewide Planning

» Regional Director, Northern Region

* Regional Director, Central Region

9 Regional Director, Southeast Region

 Director,, Design & Engineering Services

Acronym Primer

o SWTP -a A)year, multi-modal plan for
transportation (Statewice Transportation Plan)

» STIP -a program for spending federal highway and
transit mong F(State\/wde Transportation
Improvement Program) |

* PIP -rules governing how the public process used
to prepare the SWTP and STIP EPubhc Involvement
Proceclures). | N

° AP [ roqram for spending feceral aviation money
(Aviation'Improvement Program)

These acronyms come from the federal regulations.



AMHS Project Evaluation Criteria

Standards
1 Economic
benefits following

construction.

Weighting: 3
2. Healthand
quality of life

Weighting: 3

3 Safety.

4 Weilghting: 5
A mproves
julcrmodal
transportatlon or
lessens redundant
facilities.

Weighting: 3
5. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund

capital costs.

Weighting: 2

(5)
Significant economic
benefits; endorsed as an
economic development
project by local,
borough or state
government.

Project’s primary
objective is passenger
public health.
Project’s primary
objective is passenger
safety.

Greatly improves the
connection between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and services
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

Contribution of stale
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials
totals 25% or more of
jrojcct cost.

(3)
Expanded capacity or
new access specifically
built to support regional
or local industrial,
commercial or resource
development

Project’s secondary
objective is passenger
public health.

Project’s secondary
objective is passenger
safety.

Moderately improves
the connection between
modes and enhances
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

Contribution of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials: |
joint per each s % of
project cost.

Alaska Deparlment of Transportation and Public Facilities

Scoring Criteria
0)
Provides minimal,

speculative or
temporary economic

opportunities or benefits

or provides non-crucial
benefit to existing
economic activity.

Project’s objective is
not public ihealth.

Project’s objective is
not safety.

Minimal or no affect on
transportation system
connectivity, or
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systcpis and
services and docs not
change the requirement
for investment in other
modes.

No contribution.

‘n/a

$mm

p 0t

Moderately decreases
the connection between
inodes or decreases
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
require the need for
moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

e
IJ/AJv-: . TV
.|
IW ife

g f# -V -

Greatly decreases the
connection between
modes or decreases
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
require the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

P fotl

or-e

'é.—n-
L
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Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

AMHS Criteria (continued)

Standards
6. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund
maintenance and
operations (M&0)
Costs.

Weighting: 4
. Public
support.

Weighting: 3
8 Environ-
mental approval

readiness

Weighting: 2
9 System
continuity ana
maintenance: facilities
or vessels.

Weighting: 4
10. Does this
project make significant
improvements in 1EVE
of service or capacity?

Weighting: 3

(5)
Contributions = 100%
and assumption of
ownership.
(Assumption of
ownership of like
facility OK.)

Preponderance of public
record shows support
for project and fully
supported in official
state/local plans.

Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

Project replaces
currently operating
facilities or vessels that
arc or beyond useful
life.

Yes, major reason for
project. Existing
facilities or services
currently at capacity.

®3)
Contributions cover
% of M&O costs.
One point for each
25%.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally supported in
official state/local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
documents circulated.
Project provides
facilities or vessels to
expand service.

Yes, major reason for
project. Existing
facilities or services
rapidly approaching
capacity.

Scoring Criteria

0
Contributions cover <
25% to>10% of M&O

costs.

Public record is divided
or undocumented
toward project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

Project will neither
replace currently
operating facilities or
vessels nor expand
service.

Not a major reason for
project.

(-3)
Contributions cover
<10% to> 1% of M&O

cost.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

g jjjif H it

No, existing facilities or
services arc adequate
for current and

projected use.

(-5)
Contributions cover
<1% of M&O cost.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project and
contravenes official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
unlikely.

N/A -
fev jfo-

w.a:Si& fc

No, existing facilities or
services arc currently
significantly
underutilized.



AMHS Criteria (continued)

Standards

11 Would
improvements reduce
M &O costs; address
M&O priority?

Weighting: 5
12, What is
current utilization
factor of the terminal
or service?

Weighting: 3
13 Is the project
required to comply with
regulatory
requirements?

Weighting: 5
14. Other factors
not specified.
Weighting: 2

Total Weight = 47

o)

Yes, M&O priority a
major reason for
project; significant
M&O cost reduction; or
local organization will
assume full
maintenance.
Volume/capacity ratio
or traffic volume in top
third of eligible
projects.

Yes.

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

e
Yes, M&O priority a
partial reason for
project; moderate M&O
cost reduction; or local
organization will
assume partial
maintenance.
Volume/capacil) ratio
or traffic volume in
middle third of eligible
projects.

N/A

Project exhibits
moderate innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Scorin 0Criteria

Not an M&O priority
negligible positive or
negative affect on
M&O costs.

Volume/capacity n'io
or traffic volume in
bottom third of eligible
projects.

No.

Project exhibits no
innovation, creativity or
unique benefits not
otherwise rated. ,

New facility or vessel;
would increase M&O
costs moderately; no
assumption of
maintenance by local
organization.

New facility or service.
No established traffic
volume. Traffic
projections support
project.

NAT sl

()
New facility or vessel;
would increase M&O
costs significantly; no
assumption of
maintenance by local
organization.

New facility or service.
No established traffic
volume. Traffic
projections do not
support project.

N/A:

JUNE 1998



Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Remote Roads and Trails Project Evaluation Criteria

Standards
1 Economic benefits
following construction.

Weighting: 4
2. Health and quality
of life
(Air and water quality,
neighborhood
continuity, access to
basic necessities)
Weighting: 5

®)
Supports economic
benefit; endorsed as an
economic development
project by regional
governmental agency or
representative group.

This project provides a
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life, or
reduces or removes a
significant existing
negative factor.

(©)
Supports capacity or
new access specifically
b lilt to support regional
or local industrial,
commercial or resource
development

This project provides a
moderate contribution
to improved health or
quality of life, or -«
reduces or removes an
existing negative factor.

Scoring Criteria
©)

Supports minimal,
speculative or
temporary economic
opportunities or benefits
or provides non-crucial
benefit to existing
economic activity.
Project will have no
affect either positive or
negative on quality of
life issues.

Examples: Access to basic sanitation = 5; dust control = 4; access to medical facility = 3.

3. Safety.

Weighting: 5
4. Improves
intermodai
transportation or
lessens redundant
facilities.

Weighting: 2

Addresses demonstrated
safety problem of
significance.

Greatly improves the
connectivity between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and services
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

Addresses demonstrated
safety problem of
moderate nature or
there is a record of
public concern.
Moderately improves
the connectivity
between modes and
enhances coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and/or would
clearly reduce the need,
for moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

Less than 5% of project
addresses safety.

Minimal or no affect on
transportation system
connectivity, or
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems and
services and does not
change the requirement
for investment in other
inodes.

(-3)

N/A
Je
'-JV'A(O' it oy
Jv.Ser ocm
. - Vo4

£
This project provides a
moderate degradation to
health or quality oflife.

N/A

Moderately decreases
the connectivity
between modes or
decreases coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and/or would
clearly require the need
for moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

.
s
|

This project provides a
significant degradation
to health or quality of
life.

N/A

A Mg
Greatly decreases the
connectivity between
modes or decreases
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
require the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.



Remote Roads and Trails Criteria (continued)

Standards

5. Local, other agency
or user contribution to
fund capital costs.

Weighting: 2
6. Local, other agency
or user contribution to
fund M&O costs. (For
non-DOTor DOT
unsuitcd to long-term
ownership).
Commitment must be in
writing before points
will be assigned.

Weighting: 5

7. Departmental M&O

priority (Use for

DOT&PF facilities.)
Weighting: 5

8 Public support.

Weighting: 3
o. Environmental
approval readiness

Weighting: 2

®)
Contribution of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials
totals 25% or more of
project cost.
Sponsor will assume
ownership if currently a
DOT&PF facility; or
sponsor will assume
ownership of another
DOT&PF facility of
similar M&O cost.

Very high M&O
priority.

Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in official
statc/local plans.
Environmental approval
ikcly with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

(3)
Contribution of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials: 1
point per each 5% of
project cost.

Sponsor will assume
full M&O
responsibility; or
sponsor will assume full
M&O of another
DOT&PF facility of
similar M&O cost.

Moderate M&O
priority.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally supported in
official stale/local
plans.

Environmental approval
ikcly with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
documents circulated.

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Scoring Criteria
(0)
Contribution covers no
capital costs;
contributes nothing.

Sponsor contributes
nothing.

Continued sponsor
ownership & operation
of locaily-bwncd
facility = 1pt.; And
results in significant
local maintenance
savings =

2 pis.

Not an M&O priority.

Public record is,divided
or undocumented
toward project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

« al

(-3)

im fi8§

ife il! m

Not an M&O priority;
would increase M&O
costs moderately.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
stale/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

iw w iiw ii:#
m m m § m
] AAm
>

r,;:
S

Not and M&O priority;
would increase M&O
costs significantly.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project including a
resolution from the
local elected body and
contravenes official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
unlikely.

JUNE 1998



Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Remote Roads and Trails Criteria (continued)

Standards
10. Will project
provide new and/or
improved access to the
noted uses: water
sources, landfills,
sewage lagoons/honcy
bucket sites, health
care, airports,
subsistence sites, or
rivcr/occan access?

Weighting: 5

11. System
preservation.

Weighting: 3
12. Is this ajoint
project with ADEC,
BIA or PHS?
Weighting: 4
13. Other factors not
specified.

Weighting: 2
Total Weight = 47

(5)
New access to two or
more uses = 5.

Major purpose of
project is to extend the
life of existing facility
by 10 or more years.
Yes.

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

(3)
New access to one = 3;
Improved access to two
or more = 2;
Improved access to one
of listed uscs= 1

Secondary purpose of
project is to extend life
of existing facility by
10 or more years.

VIA -'
N/A.

> e \/ *
Project exhibits
moderate innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

Scoring Criteria

©)

None of uses listed.

Preservation is not
significant purpose of
the project.

No.

Project exhibits no
innovation, creativity or
uniquc-benefils not
otherwise rated.

(-3)
N/AV-T N/A
. 5 < m
oo ] " e W - oom hd ] u
V
M i |
m/l et
N/A N/A.
- '$ J
|¢, i
N/A N /A )
1. .: 3
[ ]
N/Ar:-\: . N/A
] S?e m .
-S.



Rural and Urban Streets and Roads Project Evaluation Criteria

(on the Contiguous or AMHS System but Not on the NHS)

Standards
1 Economic
benefits following
construction.

Weighting: 2
2. Health and
quality of life
(Air and water quality,
neighborhood
continuity, access to
basic necessities)

Weighting: |
3. Safety.

Weighting: 5
4. Improves
intcrmodal

transportation or
lessens redundant
facilities.

Weighting: 2
5. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund
capital costs.
Weighting: 4

(6)
Supports significant
new, identifiable,
permanent economic
opportunities or benefits
of statewide oi
interstate scope.

This project provides a
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life, or
reduces or removes a
significant existing
negative factor.

HSIP priority = 5

60% - 80% = 4

80% - 100% = 5
Would clearly reduce
the need for capital
investment in another
mode and result in a
reduction in operating
costs by reducing
redundancy in our
system or greatly
improves the
connection between
modes for travelers or
rcight.

Contribution of stale
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials:
no point limit - 1 pt per
each 5% of project cost.

(©)
Supports moderate new,
identifiable, permanent
economic opportunities
or benefits of regional
or local scope.

This project provides a
moderate contribution
to improved health or
quality of life, or
reduces or removes an
existing negative factor.

5% -20% =1

20% - 40% = 2

40% - 60% = 3

May reduce the need
for capital investment in
another mode and result
in a reduction in
operating costs by
reducing redundancy in
our system or would
moderately improve the
connection between
modes for travelers or
freight.

Contribution of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials: 1
point per each 5% of
project cost.

Scoring Criteria
©)

Supports minimal,
speculative or
temporary economic
opportunities or benefits
or provides non-crucial
bene It to existing
economic activity.

Project will have no
affect cither positive or
ncga ive on quality of
life issues.

Less than 5% of project
addresses safety.

Docs not impact other
mode requirements.

Contribution covers no
capital costs;
contributes nothing.

(-3)

This project provides a
moderate degradation to
health or quality of life.

1 \%

- V. M

May increase demand
on another mode
possibly requiring
additional capital
expenditure.

N/A1

A m:nm

* This category may also be used to score roads of a similar character not on the contiguous system such as Nomc-Couicil.

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

(-5)

1 | ilfes]|
This project provides a
significant degradation
to health or quality of
life.

Will increase demand
on another mode
requiring additional
capital expenditure.

e Kr/ ANV . jS», We
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Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Rural and Urban Streets and Roads Criteria (continued)

Standards
6. Local, other
agency or user
contrfbutlon tofund

M&O COStS (For non-
DOT or DOT unsuited
to long-term ownership)
For 1998-2000 STIP:
committment must be in
writing before points
will be assigned.
Weighting: 5
7. Departmental
M&Q costs and
priority (Use for DOT
facilities.)
Weighting: 5
8 Public
support?

Weighting: 3
9 Environ-
mental approval

readiness.

Weighting: 2

()

Sponsor will assume
ownership if currently a
DOT&PF facility; or
sponsor will assume
ownership of another
DOT&PF facility of
similar M&O cost.

Very high M&O
priority.

Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in official
state or local plans.
Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

3
Sponsor wi(ll )assume
full M&O
responsibility; or
sponsor will assume ful
M&O of another
DOT&PF facility of
similar M&O cost.

Moderate M&O
priority.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally supported in
official state or local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
document circulated.

Scoring Criteria
0
Sponsor contributes
nothing.

Continued sponsor
ownership & operation
of locally-owned
facility = | pi.; And
results in significant
local maintenance
savings =

2 pts.

Not an M&O priority;
little affect on M&O
costs.

Public record is divided
or undocumented
toward project; and not
supported in official
state or local plans.

Environmental approval
ikcly with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

oo M e )

*

o\ 'V iy
Not an M&O priority,
would increase M&O

costs moderately.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

Not an M&O priority;
would increase M&O
costs significantly.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project including a
resolution from the
local elected body
and/or contravenes
official state/local

plans.

Environmental

approval unlikely.



Rural and Urban Streets and Roads Criteria (continued)

Scoring Criteria

Standards 5)
10. Surface Primarily 3-R and a Primarily 3-R; a portion  Primarily major
rehabilitation. PMS recommendation of the project addresses  reconstruction;
for rehab within 2 serious foundation addresses longcr-range
years, or a gravel problems. rehabilitation.

surface badly
deteriorated or serious
Weighting: 4 surface deformation.

11 Cost, length, Between: Between: Between: Between: Belwecn:
AADT evaluation. 0-55"=5 80" -$1.10=3 $2.50-$3.00=0 $3.00 - $4.00 = $10.00-$54.00 = -4
Divide project cost (in 55(Z- 80(4=4 $1.10-$1.50=2 $4.00-$6.00=. $54.00 - e = -5
thousands) by length (in $1.50-$2.50= | $600'$1000
miles) and further
divide result by Avg.
Annual Daily Traffic.

Weighting: 4
12 Deficient Deficient bridge Deficient bridge eligible No bridge deficiencies
bridges. needing replacement. for repair/replacement.

Weighting: 3
13 Deficient Significantly deficient Moderately deficient No w/g/a deficiencies
width/grade/ w/g/a relative to w/g/a relative to
alignment standards. standards.

Weighting: 3
14. Functional Major Arterial =5 Major Collector or Minor Collector Local Roads/Streeis
class. Minor Arterial = 4 Urban Collector

Weighting: 2
15. Other factors  Project exhibits Project exhibits Project exhibits no
not specified. significant innovation, moderate innovation, innovation, creativity or

Weighting: 2 creativity or unique creativity or unique unigque benefits not 1

scncfits not otherwise benefits not otherwise otherwise rated.
rated. rated.
Total Weight = 47
9
t
9 JUNE 1998
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Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

TRAAK Project Evaluation Critieria

Standards

1. Health and quality
of life
(Air and water quality,
neighborhood
continuity, enhanced
recreational
opportunities, enhanced
understanding of natural
and manmade
environment)

Weighting: 3
2. Safety.

Weighting: 5
3. Local, other agency
or user contribution to
fund capital costs.

Weighting: 4
4. Local, other agency
or user contribution to
fund operations and
maintenance (O &M)
costs. (Use for non-
DOT facilities or
facilities DOT is
unsuited to long-term
ownership).

Weighting: 5

®)
This project provides a
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life through
reduction or removal of
existing negative factor
or provision of a new
facility which improves
quality of life.

Addresses demonstrated
safely problem of
significance.

Contributions covers
25% or more of project
COsts.

Note: award 1 point for
each 5% contribution.
Sponsor will assume
ownership if currently a
DOT&PF facility: or
sponsor will assume
ownership of another
DOT&PF facility of
similar M&O cost.

©)
This project provides a
moderate contribution
to improved health or
quality of life through
reduction or removal of
existing negative factor
or provision of a new
facility which improves
quality of life.

Addresses demonstrated
safety problem of
moderate nature or
there is a record of
public concern.

Note: award 1 point for
each 5% contribution.

Sponsor will assume
full M&O
responsibility; or
sponsor will assume full
M&O of another
DOT&PF facility of
similar M&O cost.

Scoring Criteria
©)
Project will have no
affect cither positive or
negative on quality of
life issues.

Project docs not have a
safely component.

No contribution.

Spo isor contributes
nothing. Continued
sponsor ownership &
operation of locally-
owned facility = 1pt.,
and results in
significant local
maintenance savings =

2 pts.

For 2000-2000 STIP: commitment must be in writing before points will be assigned.
Criteria relates to TRAAK Projects not involving a related improvement to a highway, road, ferry or transit project.

10

(*3)
This project provides a
moderate degradation to
health or quality of life.

Project will have a
minor adverse affect on
safety.

N/A

-4.% i

o Traes'e 1 *

N/A

(-5
This project provides a
significant degradation
to health or quality of
life.

Project will have a
major adverse effect on
safety.

N/A

N/A

r* *x

-*e
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TRAAK Criteria (continued)

Standards
5. Departmental M & O
costs ANd priority wse
for DOT facilities).
Weighting: 5

6. Public support.

Weighting: 3
7. Environmental
approval readiness

Weighting: 2
8 Project bridges gap
Or removes barrier
between existing trail
systems or provides
interpretive center or
rest area continuity.

Weighting: 3
9. Project is tied to a
recreational,
educational or tourism
event or activity? This
project would strongly
support/sustain this
event/ !

Weighting: 2

>

©

Very high M&O
priority.

Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in official
stale or local plans.
Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

Project provides an
important connection.

Event or activity is of
statewide or regional
significance and well
known/long standing.
Yes to both (5), yes to
one (4).

)

Moderate M&O
priority.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; or
nominally supported in
official stale or local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
document circulated.
Project provides a
modest connection.

Event or activity is local
and well known/long
standing. Yes to both
(3) oryes to one (2).
Event is new but
growing in importance

D)

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Scor ng Criteria
0

Not an M&O priority;
little affect on M&O
costs

Public record is divided
or ur Jocumcntcd
towa d project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

No g ips bridged or
barriers removed but
does connect to existing
networks. ,

Evei tis local and not
grow ing.

11

n/a

Not an M&O priority;
would increase M&O

costs significantly.

Not an M&O priority;
would increase M&O

costs moderately.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project including a
resolution from the
local elected body and
contravenes official
state OI local plans.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
state Ol local plans.

Environmental
approval unlikely.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

Project is isolated from
w b

existing networks. p M |

mm mmim
[ | lit;

gpglf
m m m
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Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

TRAAK Criteria (continued)

Standards

10. Any of the six
intrinsic qualities:
scenic, historic,
cultural, natural,
archaeological,
recreational.

Weighting: 3
11. Capital cost

Weighting: 3
12. Other factors not
specified.

Weighting: 2
Total Weight = 41

®)

One point for each one;

maximum 5.

Total project cost (all
phases):
$250,000 or less= 5

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

©)
(See to left.)

Total project cost (all
phases):
$250,000-S500,000 = 3

Project exhibits
moderate innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

Scoring Criteria

©

None.

Total project cost (all
phases):

$500,000-5750,000 = 1

$750,000 or more = 0
Project exhibits no

innovation, creativity or

unique benefits not
otherwise rated.

12
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Transit Project Evaluation Criteria

Standards

1 Health and
quality of life
(Neighborhood
continuity, access to
basic necessities)

Weighting: 3
2. Safety.

Weighting: 4
3. Improves
intcrmodal

transportation or
reduces redundant
facilities.

Weighting: 2
4. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund

capital costs.
Weighting: 5
5. Local

contribution to fund
operations and
maintenance (O&M)
costs.

Weighing: 5

)

Project provides
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life.

Addresses demonstrated
safety problem of
significance.

Greatly improves
connectivity between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger systems
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

Local or user
contributions fund

__ % of local match for

capital costs. (One point
for each 20% of local
match.)

Local or user
contributions cover
100% of O&M costs,
and include ownership
of facility.

Project provides
moderate contribution

to improved health or
quality of life.

Addresses deinonslratcc
safety problem of
moderate nature or
there is a record of
public concern.
Moderately improves
connectivity between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger systems
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
capital investment in
another mode.

(see to left)

One point for each 20%
of local support of
O&M costs.

Alaska Department ol *Transportation and Public Facilities

Scorin 0Criteria

Project will have no
effect, either positive or
negative, on quality of
life issues.

Project has no effect on
safety.

Minimal to no effect on
transportation system
connectivity, or
coordination and
integration of passenger
systems and services,
and does not change the
requirement for
investment in o(her
inodes.

Local or user
contributions fund none
of the capital costs.

~ocal or user
contributions cover
none of O&M costs.

13

Project provides a

moderate degradation to
health or quality of life.

N/A c

| V-0

Moderately decreases
the connectivity
between modes, or
decreases coordination
and integration of
passenger systems and
services and/or results
in redundant
investments.

%)
Project provides a
significant degradation
to health or quality of
life.

w b h k
fa A o

Greatly decreases the
connectivity between
modes or coordination
and integration of
passenger systems,
and/or results in
redundant investments.

fSjS A

i1 e

-, d rav
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Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Transit Criteria (continued)

Standards
6. Public
support.

Weighting: 3

7. Environ-
mental approval
readiness.

Weighting: 1
8. System continuity
and maintenance
(vehicles).

Weighting: 4
9. Is the project listed
in State Air Quality
Implementation Plan?
Weighting: 2
10. Has local agency
exhausted FTA/ other
funding sources?
Weighting: 3
11. Docs project
support private-non-
profit providers?

Weighting: 4

(%)
Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in official
state/local plans.
Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

Project replaces
currently operating
vehicles that arc at or
beyond FTA
replacement standards.
Yes, a required element.

Yes, including filing of
FTA Section 3
application.

Yes, will replace
existing PNP agency
vehicle which scored
above__on Sec. 16
ranking.

(3)
Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally supported in
official state/local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft’
document circulated.
Project provides
vehicles to expand
service.

Yes, a contingency
element = 4.

No, but qualifies for
CMAQ funds = 2-3.
Yes, excluding Section
3.

Yes, new vehicle for

PNP provider which

scored above___on Sec.
6 ranking.

Scoring Criteria
0)
Public record is divided
or undocumented
toward project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Tmpact
Statement.

Vehicles will neither
replace currently
operating vehicles nor
expand service.

Not listed in plan; does
not qualify for CMAQ
funds; no significant air
quality impacts.

40, but FTA funding
unlikely.

No.

14

(-3)
Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
state/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

N/A
. V IIIII7 -
e .

No, and project will
have moderate negative
air quality impacts.

No, and FTA funding a
possibility.

N/A

|
\BItXhV:

N/A

(-5)
Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project including a
resolution from tl.c
local elected body and
contravenes official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
unlikely.

No, and project will
have significant
negative air quality
impacts.

No, and FTA funding a
strong possibility.

N/A
n: fs'.ii

K Ij 1 :'.f?)‘ <
= uMf



Transit Criteria (continued)

Standards

12. Will project

support coordinated

service or brokerage?
Weighting: 4

13. Increased
mobility for the
disadvantaged.?

Weighting: 5
14. Other factors
not specified.
Weighting: 2

Total Weight = 47

o)

Yes, with 5 or more
agencies participating.

increased mobility for
elderly, persons with
disabilities, or
economically
disadvantaged is major
benefit of project;
and/or necessary for
existing facility or
system to comply with
ADA.

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

Yes, with 3 agencies
participating.

Increased mobility for
elderly, persons with
disabilities, or
economically
disadvantaged is
moderate benefit of
project.

Project exhibits
moderate innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

Scorin 0Criteria

No.

Meets ADA
requirements but has
limited benefits for
mobility disadvantaged.

Project exhibits no
innovation, creativity or
unique benefits not
otherwise rated.

15

(3
No, even though
coordinated
system/brokerage is in
operation in
community.
Wi ill require substantial
cost to meet ADA
requirements.

Project includes
liabilities not otherwise
rated.

No intention/
impossible to meet
ADA requirements.

JUNE 1998



Standards
Safety

Weighting: 5
Health & Quality
of Life (Access to Basic
Necessities)

Weighting: 4
Economic
Benefits

Weighting: 3
Community
Support

Weighting: 2
Community
M&O Contribution

Weighting: 4

(5)
Substantially increases
safety

Provides a significant
contribution to
improved health or
quality of life

Provides significant
permanent economic
opportunities or
benefits statewide or
interstate. A formal
economic evaluation is
required.

Community Public record
and state/local plans
fully support project. A
supporting resolution
from local government

is required for Community

class airports. Local

Sponsors receive 5 points,
if a supporting resolution

has been submitted
confirming sponsorship.

Local government
assumes ownership of
facility, including M&O

responsibilities and

federal grant
obligations

h:\épebrank\Criterial.xIs\GeneraI

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRFIELD PROJECTS

©)
Moderately increases
safety

Provides a moderate
contribution to
improved health or
quality of life

Provides moderate
identifiable, permanent
economic opportunities
or benefits regionally or

locally

Majority of public
record supports the
project. Nominally
supported in official

state/local plans.

Local government
assumes full M&O
responsibility of
facility

Page

(0)
Maintains Status Quo

Has no effect either
positive or negative on
health/quality of life
issues

Maintains Status Quo

t

Public record is divided
or undocumented
towards the project

Local government
assumes no new
responsibilities or cost

1of 3

(-3)
NIA

N/A

NIA

Majority of public
record opposes the
project. Not supported
in official state/local
plans.

NIA

(-5)
N/A

N/A

N/A

Abundance of public record
opposes the project.
Opposing resolution from
local elected body.
Contradicts official
state/local plans.

N/A

2/24/98



PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRFIELD PROJECTS

Standards (5) 3) 0) (-3) (-5)
Safety Substantially increases Moderately increases Maintains Status Quo NIA N/A

safety safety

Weighting: 5
Health & Quality
of Life (Access to Basic
Necessities)

Has no effect either N/A N/A
positive, or negative on
health/quality of life

Provides a moderate
contribution to
improved health or

Provides a significant
contribution to
improved health or

quality of life quality of life issues
Weighting: 4
Economic Provides significant Provides moderate Maintains Status Quo NIA N/A
Benefits permanent economic identifiable, permanent 4
opportunities or economic opportunities t
benefits statewide or or benefits regionally or
interstate. A formal locally
economic evaluation is
required.
Weighting: 3
Community Community Public record Majority of public Public record is divided Majority of public Abundance of public record
Support and state/local plans record supports the or undocumented record opposes the opposes the project.
fully support project. A project. Nominally toward? the project project. Not supported Opposing resolution from
supporting resolution supported in official ) in official state/local local elected body.
from local government state/local plans. ' plans. Contradicts official
is required for Community state/local plans.
class airports. i.ocal
Sponsors receive 5 points,
if a supporting resolution
has been submitted
Weighting: 2 confirming sponsorship.
Community Local government Local government Local government NIA N/A

M&O Contribution

Weighting: 4

E

assumes ownership of
facility, including M&O
responsibilities and
federal grant
obligations

h:\apebrank\Criterial .xIs\General

assumes full M&O
responsibility of
facility

assumes no new
responsibilities or cost

Page 10of 3

2/24/98



10.

Standards
Local Capital
Contribution

Weighting: 3
Maintenance &
Operations

Weighting: 4
Security/
Certification
(Certified Airports
Only)

Weighting: 2
Aviation
Alternatives

Weighting: 3
Community
Transportation
Alternatives

Weighting: 4

(5)
Contribution of state
match, design, ROW,
and/or materials
totals 25% or more of
project cost.

Very High M&O
priority

Corrects deficiencies
to meet minimum
requirements

N/A

No other transportation
alternatives available

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRFIELD PROJECTS

(3)
Contribution of state
match, design, ROW,
and/or materials:

1 point per each 5%
of project cost. All Local
Sponsors receive at
least 1 point.

Moderate M&O
priority

NIA

Transportation
alternatives available.
See Note #1.

O
Provides no capital
costs; contributes

nothing.

Not an M&O priority

A

1

No affect on
security/certification

No access to other
public aviation
facilities

Transportation

alternatives available.

See Note #1.

(-3)
NIA

N/A

N/A

Moderate facility
redundancy with access
to another public airport

Other alternatives may
provide comparable
transportation benefits

(-5)
N/A

N/A

N/A

Substantial facility
redundancy with access
to another public airport

Other alternatives will
provide superior
transportation benefits

Note #1: Under Criteria 10, all season road access available to the contiguous highway system or to an alternative airport = 0. Seasonal road access available to the
contiguous highway system or to an alternative airport = 2. All season ferry/barge service available =1. Seasonal ferry/barge service frequency:
Weekly or more frequent service = 2; Less frequent than weekly but more frequently than monthly service = 3; Less frequently than monthly service = 4.

h:\apebrank\Criterial .xIs\General

Page 2 of 3
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m Standards
11. Runway Length

Weighting: 5

®)
Existing runway less
than 2,000 feet

See Note #2

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRFIELD PROJECTS

(©)

Existing runway is less

than 3,000 feet

See Note #2

©)

Existing runway is
3,000 feet or greater

See Note # 2

Note # 2: For airports with existing runways less than 3000’ that do NOT otherwise receive any points Criteria 11,

projects which install runway edge lighting receive 1 po’n* and projects which resurface the runway receive 1 point.

12. Runway Surface
Condition
Weighting: 4
13. Aviation Hazards:

Trees in approach;
Aircraft in Safety
Area; Severe
Xwinds/Turbulence

Weighting: 2
14. Erosion/
Flooding
Weighting: 4
15. Other Factors Not

Previously Evaluated

Weighting: 4

>

Improves poor/f&i:.,ig
surface to all-weather
capability

Corrects significant
hazards

Alleviates immediate
threat to airport

Project shows
significant innovation
or unique benefits not
previously evaluated

h:\apebrank\Criterial xIs\General

Runway surface

condition is acceptable
but needs improvement

Corrects minor
hazards

Addresses problem
needing attention

Project shows
moderate innovation or
unique benefits not
previously evaluated

Runway surface
condition is good

Maintains Status
¢ Quo

Maintains Status

Quo

All project ranking
factors previously
evaluated

Page 30f 3

(-3)
NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

(-5)
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

2/24/98



Standards
Age of Equipment
in years

-Vehicles (smaller)*
-Heavy Equipment#

Weighting: 3
Hours or Miles

-Vehicles (smaller)*
-Heavy Equipment

Weighting: 3

Mechanical or
Operating
Condition

Weighting: 4
Changes in
Airfield Conditions/
Needs

Weighting: 4

[
‘\apebrank\APEB Airport Criterial .xIsS\Equipment

®)
*Small vehicles -
pickups, vans, sedans

>7
>15

«Small Vehicles -
pickups, vans, sedans,
etc.
>65,000 miles
>6,500 hours

Poor condition.
Frequent breakdowns
resulting in
substantial down time.

Substantial increase in
surface area requiring
service and/or change
in type of equipment
needed.

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRPORT EQUIPMENT

3
*Motorgraders, loaders,
dump trucks, tractors
dozers, snow blowers,
ARFF trucks, etc,

7
15,14,13

<65,000>45,000 miles
<6,500>5,500 hours

Fair condition.
Problems reported
frequently and repairs
completed which
require above average
down time.

some expansion of
surface area requiring
service and/or change
in type of
equipment needed.

(0)

N/A
12,11,10,9

<45,000>35,000 miles
<5,500>4,500 hours

Good condition.

Requires routine

maintenance and
minor repairs.

No changes made to
area service
or equipment needs.

Page 1of3

(-3)

6,5
8,7,6

<35,000>15,000 miles
<4,500>2,500 hours

Very good condition
and dependable.

Some reductions of
surface area
requiring service or
equipment needs.

4 or less
5 or less

<15,000 miles
<2,500 hours

Excellent condition -
Equipment is like new
and very dependable.

Substantial reduction of
surface area requiring
service or equipment

needs.

1/27/99



PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRPORT EQUIPMENT
Standards ®) ® (©) (-3) (-5)
5. Safety of On Site On site equipment Reports of hazardous No safety issues exist N/A N/A
Equipment Operation: operation creates equipment conditions at this time.
ongoing hazardous are dealt with routinely
conditions for and are not considered
operators and/or to be major.
passengers.
Weighting: 3
6. Existing On site equipment Higher capacity or Equipment meets N/A Equipment exceeds
Equipment size/capacity/type is different type equipment all requirements all requirements at
Inventory not adequate for needs would improve at this time. this time.
of airport productivity; however *J
existing equipment is
adequate.
Weighting: 3
7. Equipment options No alternative Alternative equipment Alternative equipment N/A N/A
for continued equipment available available which could available which could
operation which could fulfill marginally fulfill the adequately fulfill the
the function in the function in the event function in the event
event of primary of primary equipment of primary equipment
equipment failure. failure. failure.
Weighting: 2
8. Disposition of Equipment is dependable Equipment will suffice Equipment is to be N/A N/A
to-be-replaced and will be reassigned to for emergency back-up used for parts to
equipment another airport in need and is worth keeping repair like units, sold
of equipment. as such. or disposed of with
no additional use.
Weighting: 1
Property ownership N/A Property ownership N/A Property ownership not
adequate to acquire adequate to acquire
equipment, but no equipment.

Land ownership

is adequate to acquire

9.
status
equipment and title
opinion is on file
with the FAA.
Weighting: 5

t

h:\apebrank\APEB Airport Criterial .xIs\Equipment

title opinion on file.

Page 2 of 3



PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRPORT EQUIPMENT

Standards (5) ©) (O) (-3) (-5)
10. Other factors Equipment acquisition Equipment acquisition N/A N/A N/A
not evaluated has significant benefits has moderate benefits
not previously not previously
evaluated. evaluated.
Weighting: 2

i h:\apebrank\VAPEB Airport Criterial xIS\Equipment Page 30f3 1/27/99



[H!

Standards
Safety of
Existing Structure

Weighting: 3
Needs

Weighting: 5
Project
Conditions

Weighting: 3
Appearance

Weighting: 1
Weather
Conditions

Weighting: 1
Airfield Safety

Weighting: 2
Land
9 ownership

®)

Roof, foundation or
structural defects
are hazardous to

personnel.

Airport requirements

or existing building
condition creates

need for new building or |

major rehabilitation
of existing building.

Probable project
contractor
mobilization cost
sharing with another
project.

Extensive damage
resulting from
extended use &
weather conditions.

Special conditions
exist continuously
which result in
increased problems
due to exposure.

Significant airfield
safety improvement
through use of dry
sand and/or
protected equipment.

N/A

h:\apebrank\APE3AirportCriterial .xIs\Buildings

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA
AIRPORT BUILDINGS

i (©)]
Roof, foundation or
structural defects have
been reported and
i repairs undertaken.

Space or building
condition inadequate
but servicable for
airport needs.

| Possible project
contractor mobilization
cost saving (in concert

I with another project).

Exterior appearance
poor - Internal
deficiencies exist.

Special conditions exist
at times which result
in increased damage.

I Some airfield safety
improvement through
use of dry sand
and/or protected
equipment.

' N/A

Page 1 of

0)

No roof, foundation or
structural defects noted

at this time.

Existing facilities are
adequate.

;. No projects
'scheduled for this
area at this time.

Appearance is
satisfactory at
this time.

Weather conditions
have no impact at
this time.

No change

Property ownership
adequate to

2

(:3)

N/A

Present facilities are
under-utilized

Project timing would
interfere with
another project
underway.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

(-5
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Property ownership not
adequate to construct

1/27/99



Standards
status

Weighting: 4

8. Other factors not
previously evaluated

Weighting: 2

®)

Project has
significant benefits
not previously
evaluated

h:\apebrank\APEB Airport Criteria! .xIs\Buildings

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA
AIRPORT BUILDINGS

3) (0) (-3)
construct the
project
Project has All factors have been N/A
moderate benefits evaluated.
not previously
evaluated
Page 2 of 2

(-5

the project

N/A

1/27/99



The Problems with Line Item Appropriation of
Match & Legislative Authority

9 Delay of projects - insufficient match or authority available
Extremely difficult to estimate design costs in advance
- Construction cost estimate not accurate until design complete

*More match is appropriated than Is necessary
Delayed projects take match with them
Need for project by project contingency
- Over-authorization
Match ratios can change following design

9 Additional operating costs
More revised program actions require more staff
Necessary to monitor many small project pots rather than one large pot
- WIll likely exhaust accounting system structures within 5 years



UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 02/02/1999
APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85 DEPARTMENTS ( ) FN:

COA 1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION AUTHORI1Z EXPENDED OBLIGT®"D BALANCE

**  00075-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF 5629.18 3940.74 924 .51 763.94
> 57222-15 CHAPTER 138 SLA 1998 -30 .00 .00 .30
> 57224-15 CHAPTER 139 SLA 1998 628.89 23.52 288.91 316.47
> 57227-15 CHAPTER 7, SLA 1998 9.10 6.70 2.32 -09
> 57228-15 CHAPTER 99 SLA 1997 .15 00 00 .15
> 57230-15 CHAPTER 100 SLA 1997 311.80 98.54 133.88 79.37
> 57232-15 CHAPTER 50, SLA 1997 .44 .32 12 .00
> 57234-15 CHAPTER 5 FSSLA 1996 1.62 1.62 .00 .00
> 57235-15 CHAPTER 123 SLA 1996 376.81 184.19 106.98 85.63
> 57237-15 CHAPTER 103 SLA 1995 339.57 202.29 72.46 64.82
= 57239-15 CHAPTER 8 FSSLA 1994 1.28 1.28 .00 01
= 57240-15 CHAPTER 4 FSSLA 1994 502.59 361.45 77.37 63.77
= 57244-15 CHAPTER 79 SLA 1993 498.73 365.15 68.88 64.70
= 57246-15 CHAPTER 41, SLA 1993 24.50 19.90 4.60 .00
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT

Enter-PFI PF2 PF3 PF4 PF5 PF6 PF7 PF8 PF9 PF10— PF11- PF12—

CONT QUIT PGDN RR PFKYS HELP

UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 02/02/1999
APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85 DEPARTMENTS ( ) KN

COA:-1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT"D BALANCE
**  B57246-15 CHAPTER 41/ SLA 1993 24.50 19.90 4.60 00
**  57248-15 CHAPTER 5 FSSLA 1992 420.93  336.66 36.19 48.09
**  57250-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1991 320.72  286.02 27.05 7.66
**  57251-15 CHAPTER 73 SLA 1991 .50 10 .40 00
**  57252-15 CHAPTER 208 SLA 1990 198.29  181.16 9.78 7.35
**  57256-15 CHAPTER 117 SLA 1989 176.05  162.01 13.61 .43
**  57260-15 CHAPTER 172 SLA 1988 165.59  137.95 12.92 14.72
**  57266-15 CHAPTER 3 FSSLA 1987 203.17  197.09 5.02 1.06
**  57270-15 CHAPTER 128 SLA 1986 269.08  259.03 9.49 .56
**  57278-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1985 197.72  194.86 1.79 1.07
**  57282-15 CHAPTER 22 SLA 1984 .29 .13 .15 .00
**  57284-15 CHAPTER 24 SLA 1984 68.26 65.93 1.79 54
**  57392-15 CHAPTER 171 SLA 1984 17.84 17.71 11 01
**  57394-15 CHAPTER 10 SLA 1983 10.80 10.80 00 00
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT
Enter-PFI- PF2— PF3- PF4— PF5- PF6- PF7—PF8 PF9——— PF10— PF11— PF12-—
CONT QUIT PGUP PGDN RR PFKYS HELP



UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL
75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85

DEPARTMENTS

RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 02/02/1999

) FN:

COA:-1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT"D BALANCE
:: 57394-15 CHAPTER 10 SLA 1983 10.80 10.80 00 00
.~ 57400-15 CHAPTER 94 SLA 1983 7.00 7.00 00 00
.~ 57402-15 CHAPTER 106 SLA 1983 12 11 01 00
©*  57404-15 CHAPTER 107 SLA 1983 172.39  171.04 1.00 .34
~*  57406-15 CHAPTER 25 SLA 1982 125.86  124.94 .48 44
~*  57408-15 CHAPTER 101 SLA 1982 41 .40 00 00
*  57410-15 CHAPTER 139 SLA 1982 3.50 3.35 .15 00
oe D57418-15 CHAPTER 82 SLA 1981 60.14 58.94 81 .39
¥ 57422-15 CHAPTER 50 SLA 1980 5.70 5.70 00 00
©*  57426-15 CHAPTER 118 SLA 1980 2.15 2.15 00 00
-© 57428-15 CHAPTER 120 SLA 1980 78.74 77.88 .36 51
*  57444-15 CHAPTER 113 SLA 1978 63.04 62.86 00 .18
. 57464-15 CHAPTER 247 CLA 1976 123.91  123.61 .07 .23
B 66997-15 OTHER APPROPRIATIONS 34.75 34.20 22 34

FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT _

Enter-PFl-——PF2 PF3 PF4 PF5 PF6-* "PF7 PF8 PF9 PF10— PFll- PF12--

CONT QUIT PGUP PGDN RR PFKYS HELP

UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL
75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85

DEPARTMENTS

RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 02/02/1999

) FN:

COA:1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT"D BALANCE
**  66997-15 OTHER APPROPRIATIONS 34.75 34.20 22 34
66998-15 SPECIAL ITEMS 51.73 47.92 22 3.59
66999-15 RSA”S 154.73  106.21 47 .40 1.13
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT
Enter-PF |- PF2— PF3— PF4— PF5— PF6— PF7— PF8-—-- PF9------ PF10— PF11—PF12-----
CONT QUIT PGUP RR PFKYS HELP
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APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85
IN MILLIONS

ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION

138 SLA 1998
139 SLA 1998
7, SLA 1998

99 SLA 1997

100 SLA 1997
50, SLA 1997
5 FSSLA 1996
123 SLA 1996
103 SLA 1995
8 FSSLA 1994
4 FSSLA 1994
79 SLA 1993

41, SLA 1993

PF4  PF5

COA:1999
:: 00075-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF
.. 57222-15 CHAPTER
. 57224-15 CHAPTER

57227-15 CHAPTER
I 57228-15 CHAPTER
**  57230-15 CHAPTER
K*  57232-15 CHAPTER
**  57234-15 CHAPTER
**  57235-15 CHAPTER
**  57237-15 CHAPTEL.
**  57239--15 CHAPTER
**  57240-15 CHAPTER
:: 57244-15 CHAPTER
57246-15 CHAPTER

FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER
Enter-PFI PF2 PF3
CONT QUIT PGDN

UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

PF6

RR

DEPARTMENTS

5629.18
.30
628.89
9.10
.15
311.80
.44
1.62
376.81
339.57
1.28
502.59
498.73
24.50
YEAR
PF7

PF8

(

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT*D BALANCE

KiW:u”ooo U<Elull

) FN:

763.94
.30
316.47
.09
.15
79.37
.00
.00
85.63
64.82
01
63.77
64.70
.00

PF10— PF11- PF12—

3940.74 924.51
.00 00
23.52 288.91
6.70 2.32
.00 .00
98.54 133.88
.32 12
1.62 .00
184.19 106.98
202.29 72.46
1.28 .00
361.45 77.37
365.15 68.88
19.90 4.60
LEVEL LIMIT
PF9
PFKYS

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL
75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85

DEPARTMENTS

(

HELP

RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 02/02/1999

) FN:

COA:1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION AUTHORIZ EXrENDED OBLIGT"D BALANCE
ii 57246-15 CHAPTER 41, SLA 1993 24.50  19.90 4.60 00
¥ 57248-15 CHAPTER 5 FSSLA 1992 420.93 336.66  36.19  48.09
*  57250-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1991 320.72 286.02  27.05 7.66
¥ 57251-15 CHAPTER 73 SLA 1991 .50 10 .40 .00
¥ 57252-15 CHAPTER 208 SLA 1990 198.29  181.16 9.78 7.35
" 57256-15 CHAPTER 117 SLA 1989 176.05 162.01  13.61 .43
¥ 57260-15 CHAPTER 172 SLA 1988 165.59  137.95  12.92 14.72
¥ 57266-15 CHAPTER 3 FSSLA 1987 203.17  197.09 5.02 1.06
¥ 57270-15 CHAPTER 128 SLA 1986 269.08  259.03 9.49 .56
" 57278-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1985 197.72  194.86 1.79 1.07
¥ 57282-15 CHAPTER 22 SLA 1984 .29 .13 .15 00
" 57284-15 CHAPTER 24 SLA 1984 68.26  65.93 1.79 54
57392-15 CHAPTER 171 SLA 1984 17.84 17.71 11 01
t*  57394-15 CHAPTER 10 SLA 1983 10.80 10.80 00 00
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT
Enter-PFI  PF2 PF3 PF4 PF5 PF6 PF7 PF8 PF9 PF10— PFll— PF12-
CONT QUIT PGUP  PGDN RR PFKYS HELP



" UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL
DEPARTMENTS (

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF OR.1G:85

CONT QUIT

PGUP PGDN

UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL
DEPARTMENTS (

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85
COA:1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION

el 66997-15 OTHER APPROPRIATIONS
el 66998-15 SPECIAL ITEMS
*x 66999-15 RSA’S

FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER
Enter-PF|-—-PF2-—PF3  PF4  PF5

CONT QUIT PGUP

PF6
RR

RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 02/02/1999

) FN:

COA:1999 IN MILLIONS

ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT®*D BALANCE
- 57394-15 CHAPTER 10 SLA 1983 10.80 10.80 .00 00
’ 57400-15 CHAPTER 94 SLA 1983 7.00 7.00 00 .00
57402-15 CHAPTER 106 SLA 1983 12 11 01 .00
K 57404-15 CHAPTER 107 SLA 1983 172.39 171.04 1.00 .34
kk 57406-15 CHAPTER 25 SLA 1982 125.86 124.94 .48 .44
kk 57408-15 CHAPTER 101 SLA 1982 .41 .40 .00 .00
*k 57410-15 CHAPTER 139 SLA 1982 3.50 3.35 .15 .00
k 57418-15 CHAPTER 82 SLA 1981 60.14 58.94 .81 .39
kk 57422-15 CHAPTER 50 SLA 1980 5.70 5.70 00 00
kk 57426-15 CHAPTER 118 SLA 1980 2.15 2.15 .00 .00
kk 57428-15 CHAPTER 120 SLA 1980 78.74 77.88 .36 .01
k'k 57444-15 CHAPTER 113 SLA 1978 63.04 62.86 .00 .18
kk 57464-15 CHAPTER 247 SLA 1976 123.91 123.61 .07 .23
kk 66997-15 OTHER APPROPRIATIONS 34.75 34.20 22 A

FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER--- NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT
Enter-PFl —— PF2--PF3——— PF4 PF5 PF6— PF7 PF8 PF9Q——— PF10—- PF11- PF12
RR PFKYS HELP

RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 02/02/1999
) N:

AUTHORI1Z EXPENDED OBLIGT®"D BALANCE

34.75 34.20 .22 34
51.73 47.92 .22 3.59
154.73 106.21 47.40 1.13

YEAR LEVEL LIMIT __
PF7  PF8 PF9 PF10—PF11—PF12
PFKYS HELP



Federal Funds Appropriated to DOT&PF

$ Millions

SLA Year

R Committed OUncommited



AMHS Project Evaluation Criteria

Standards
1 Economic
benefits following

construction.

Weighting: 3
2 Healtﬁ and
quality of life

Weighting: 3
3 Safety.

Weighting: 5
4 Improves
jutcrmodiai
transportatlon or

lessens redundant
facilities.

Weighting: 3
5. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund

capital costs.

Weighting: 2

>

(5)
Significant economic
benefits; endorsed as an
economic development
project by local,
borough or state
government.

Project’s primary
objective is passenger
public health.
Project's primary
objective is passenger
safely.

Greatly improves the
connection between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and services
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

Contribution of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials
totals 25% or more of
project cost.

(3)
Expanded capacity or
new access specifically
built to support region-!
or local industrial,
commercial or resource
development

Project’s secondary
objective is passenger
public health.

Project’s secondary
objective is passenger
safely.

Moderately improves
the connection between
modes and enhances
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

Contribution of stale
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials: 1
point per each 5% of
project cost.

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facil. lies

Scoring Criteria
0)
Provides minimal,

speculative or
temporary economic

opportunities or benefits

or provides non-crucial
benefit to existing
economic activity.

Project’s objective is
not public health.

Project’s objective is
not safety.

Minimal or no affect on
transportation system
connectivity, or
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systcpis and
services and docs not
change the requirement
for investment in other
modes.

No contribution.

8 1 8
fi: Wm
nla /.. :

NA- « o

Moderately decreases
the connection between
modes or decreases
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
require the need for
moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

m . mmmd N
i*  \MV-SS
Ye m<m

f c i |1 f e
<ury
m s A

lias

m m WSmm

Greatly decreases the
connection between
modes or decreases
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
require the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

"N/AMS

JUNE 1998



AasaDartent of Trargooriation ardl Rudlic Faallities
AMHS Criteria (continued)

Standards

6. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund
maintenance and
operations (M&O)
costs.

Weighting: 4
1. Public
support.

Weighting: 3
8. Environ-
mental approval
readiness

Weighting: 2
9. System
continuity and
maintenance: facilities
or vessels.

Weighting: 4
10. Does this
project make significant
inprovements in level
of service or capacity?

Weighting: 3

()
Contributions = 100%
and assumption of
ownership.
(Assumption of
ownership of like
facility OK.)

Preponderance of public
record shows support
for project and fully
supported in official
state/local plans.

Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

Project replaces
currently operating
facilities or vessels that
arc or beyond useful
life.

Yes, major reason for
project. Existing
fecilities or services
currently at capacity.

©)
Contributions cover
_ % ofM & O costs.
One point for each
25%.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally support,dI in
official state/local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
documents circulated.
Project provides
facilities or vessels to
expand service.

Yes, major reason for
p-"jcct. Existing
facilities or services
rapidly approaching
capacity.

Scoring Criteria
©)
Contributions cover <
25% t0>10% trM & O
costs.

Public record isdivided
or undocumented
toward project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

Project will neither
replace currently
operating fecilities or
vessels nor expand
service.

Not a major reason for
project.

(-3)
Contributions cover

<10% t0~> 1% ofM &0
cost.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project: and not
supported in official
state/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 cnancc.

Nn/A

No, existing fecilities or
services a:e adequate
for curre.ltand
projected use.

Contributions cover
<1% ofM & O cost.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project and
contravenes official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
unlikely.

N/A

v.. Al v, v,

Ib}!

No, existing facilities or
services arc currently
significantly
underutilized.



AMHS Criteria (continued)

Standards (5) (3)
1. Would Yes, M & O priority a Yes, M & O priority a
improvements reduce major reason for partial reason for
M & O costs; address project; significant project; moderate M & O
M & O priority? M & O cost reduction; or cost reduction; or local
local organization will organization will

assume full assume partial
Weighting: 5 maintenance. maintenance.
2. What is Volume/capacity ratio Volume/capacity ratio

current utilization or traffic volume intop  or traffic volume in

factor of the terminal third of eligible middle third of eligible
or service? projects. projects.
Weighting: 3
13. Is the project Yes. N/A
required to comply with
regulatory
requirements?
Weighting: 5
14. Other factors Project exhibits Project exhibits
not specified. significant innovation, moderate innovation,

creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
Weighting: 2 rated.

Total Weight = 47

Aasa Departrent of Trangoortation ard Rudlic Feallities

Scoring; Criteria
Notan M & O priority New facility or vessel;
negligible positive or would increaseM & O
negative affect on costs moderately; no

M & O costs. assumption of
maintenance by local

organization.

(*9)
New facility or vessel;
would increaseM & O
costs significantly; no
assumption of
maintenance by local
organization.

New facility or service.
No established traffic
volume. Traffic

New facility or service.
No established traffic
volume. Traffic

Volume/capacity ratio
or traffic volume in
bottom third of eligible

projects. 1 projections support projections do not
project. support project
No. N/AN AN/A
1
-t &,
’ C.p-Avr-gs&
ut
%v.;- ® 1
Project exhibits no N/A™-: ammar W R M
innovation, creativity or | guni I fS 1 g

unique benefits not S |
otherwise rated.



AasaDyartnent of Trargoortationand Rudic Feallities
Remote Roads and Trails Project Evaluation Criteria

Standards
1 Economic benefits
following construction.

Weighting: 4
2. Health and quality
of life
(Air and water quality,
neighborhood
continuity, access to
basic necessities)
Weighting: 5

(%)
Supports economic
benefit; endorsed as an
economic development
project by regional
governmental agency or
representative group.

This project provides a
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life, or
reduces or removes a
significant existing
negative factor.

(3)
Supports capacity oi
new access specifically
built to support regional
or local industrial,
commercial or resource
development

This project provides a
moderate contribution
to improved health or
quality of life, or
reduces or removes pn
existing negative factor.

Scoring Criteria
0)
Supports minimal,
speculative or
temporary economic

opportunities or benefits

or provides non-crucial
benefit to existing
economic activity.
Project will have no
affect cither positive or
negative on quality of
life issues.

Examples: Access to basic sanitation = 5; dust control = 4; access to medical facility = 3.

3. Safety.

Weighting: 5
4. Improves
intermodal
transportation or
lessens redundant
fecilities,

t/cighting: 2

Addresses demonstrated
safely problem of
significance.

Greatly improves the
connectivity between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and services
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

Addresses demonstrated
safety problem of
moderate nature or
there isa record of
public concern.
Moderately improves
the connectivity
between modes and
enhances coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and/or would
clearly reduce the need
for moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

Less than 5% of project
addresses safety.

Minimal or no affect on
transportation system
connectivity, or
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems and
services and docs not
change the requirement
for investment in other
modes.

(-3)

LY

N/A

'ﬂ,l. -"%A..;. * om

N/A

mj *f

1i oommEnEt )\ -

< IIVII
This project provides a
moderate degradation to
health or quality of life.

N/A

‘'mV .

Moderately decreases
the connectivity
between modes or
decreases coordination
and integration of
passenger and freight
systems and/or would
clearly require the need
for moderate capital
investment in another
mode.

This project provides a
significant degradation
to health or quality of
life.

N/A

<mm;,
Greatly decreases the
connectivity between
modes or decreases
coordination and
integration of passenger
and freight systems
and/or would clearly
require the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.



Remote Roads and Trails Criteria (continued)

Standards
5. Local, other agency
or user contribution to
fund capital costs.

Weighting: 2
6.Local, other agency
or user contribution to
fund M&O costs. (For
non-DOTorDOT
unsuitcd to long-term
ownership).
Commitment must be in
writing before points
will be assigned.

Weighting: 5

7. Departmental M&O

priority (Use for

DOT&PF fuilities.)
Weighting: 5

8. Public support.

Weighting: 3
9. Environmental
approval readiness

Weighting: 2

t

(%)
Contribution of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials
totals 25% or more of
project cost.

Sponsor will assume
ownership ifcurrently a
DOT&PF facility; or
sponsor will assume
ownership of another
DOT&PF facility of
similarM & O cost.

Very highM & 0
priority.

Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in oflicial
state/local plans.
Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

(3)
Contribution of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials: 1
point per each 5% of
project cost.

Sponsor will assume
fullM & 0

responsibility; or
sponsor will assume full
M & 0 of another
DOT&PF facility of
similarM & O cost.

Moderate M & O
priority.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally supported in
official statcdocal
plans.

Environmental approval
ikcly with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
documents circulated.

Aaska Departrrent of Trargoortation ard Rudlic Fealities

Scoring Criteria
0)
Contribution covers no
capital costs;
contributes nothing.

Sponsor contributes
nothing.

Continued sponsor
ownership & operation
of local ly-owned
facility = ipt; And
results in significant
local maintenance
savings =

2 pts.

Not an M & O priority.

Public record i.divided
or undocumented
toward project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

Af
W

| f 11S |

* WM-

v SsPSIS

Not ar.M & O priority;
would increase M & O
costs moderately.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
state/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

. "
B
|0 m. = .Y

m.a O

Not and M & O priority;
would increaseM & O
costs significantly.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project including a
resolution from the
local elected body and
contravenes official
state/local plans.

Pnvironmenlal approval
unlikely.

JNE 198



Aasa Dpartivert of Trangortation and Rudlic Fedllities

Remote Roads and Trails Criteria (continued)

Standards ®)
10. Will project New access to two or
provide new and/or more uses = 5.
improved access to the
noted uses: water
sources, ladfills,
sewage lagoons/honey
bucket sites, health
care, airports,
subsistence sites, or
river/oce::n access?

Weighting: 5
11. System Major purpose of
preservation. project is to extend the

life of existing facility
Weighting: 3 by 10 or more years.
12. Is thisa joint Yes.
projeelwith ADEC,
BIA or PHS?
Weighting: 4
13. Other factors not

specified.

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
Weighting: 2 rated.

Total Weight = 47

Scoring Criteria
® ©) () (-5)

New access toone = 3; None of uses listed.

Improved access to two

or more = 2;
Improved access to one
of listed uses = 1.
_*.'M‘),u*:“ 1* *o-jc “f m
- VA
" m
Secondary purpose of Preservation is not N/A. N/A
project is to extend life  significant purpose of e | p Y, -
of existing facility by the project.
10 or more years. ' e H.vi
No. N/A N/A
[ I asse” - .. e
s yg .o . v /= \I
- -
Project exhibits Project exhibits no /L N/A
moderate innovation, innovation, creativity or ‘mav ; YO0 .
4

uniquc bencfils not
otherwise rated. R

creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.



Rural and Urban Streets and Roads Project Evaluation Criteria

(on the Contiguous or AMH S System but Not on the NHS)

Standards
L Economic
benefits following
construction.

Weighting: 2
2. Health and
quality of life
(Air and water quality,
neighborhood
continuity, access to
basic necessities}
Weighting: 1
3. Safety.

Weighting: 5
4. Improves
intcrmodal
transportation or
lessens redundant
fecilities.

Weighting: 2
5. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund
capital costs.
Weighting: 4

®

Supports significant
new, identifiable,
permanent economic
opportunities or benefits
of statewide or
interstate scope.

This project provides a
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life, or
reduces or removes a
significant existing
negative factor.

HSIP priority= 5

60% -80% = 4

80% - 100% =5
Would clearly reduce
the need for capital
investment in another
mode and result in a
reduction in operating
costs by reducing
redundancy inour
system or greatly
improves the
connection between
modes for travelers or
Height.

Centribulion of state
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials:
no point limit- 1 ptpcr
each 5% of project cost.

(©)
Supports moderate new,
identifiable, permanent
economic opportunities
or benefits of regional
or local scope.

This project provides a
moderate contribution
to improved health oi
quality of life, or
reduces or removes an
existing negative factor.

5% -20% =1
20% -40% = 2
40% -60% = 3

May reduce the need
for capital investment in
another mode and result
in a reduction in
operating costs by
reducing redundancy in
our system or would
moderately improve the
connection between
modes for travelers or
freight.

Contribution of slate
match, design, right-of-
way, and/or materials: 1
loint per each 5% of
project cost.

S :oring Criteria
©

Supports minimal,
speculative or
temporary economic
opportunities or benefits
or provides non-crucial
bene T€to existing
economic activity.

Projrcl will have no
affect either positive or
nega ive on quality of
life issues.

Less than 5% of project
addn. sscs safety.

Does not impact other
mode requirements.

Contribution covers no
capital costs;
contributes nothing.

m m
mm

1 M .
ySiil
This project provides a
moderate degradation to
health or quality of life.

» WAH-VV,
N/A. ;

% -.sS¢l1fFt!
May increase demand
on another mode
possibly requiring
additional capital
expenditure.

* This category may also be used to score roads of a similar character not on the contiguous system such as Nome-Council.

Aas@ Dartent of Trarsportation and Rudic Feallities

7
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» /a -:B.o

I— Vs

This project provides a
significant degradation
to health or quality of
life.

Will increase demand
on another mode
requiring additional
capital expenditure.

0 M.y t.8 SeSm
1gsé&tsfts?
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AasaDyartvert of Trangoortation and Rudlic Fedilities
Rural and Urban Streets and Roads Criteria (continued)

Standards

6. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund
M & O costs. (For non-
DOT orDOT unsuitcd
to long-term ownership)
For 1998-2000 STIP:
committment must be in
writing before points
will be assignrf

Weighting: 5
7. Departmental
M & O costs and
priority (Use forDOT
fecilities.)

Weighting: 5
8. Public
support?

Weighting: 3
9. Environ—
mental approval
readiness.

Weighting: 2

G;
Sponsor will assume
ownership ifcurrently a
DOT&PF facility; or
sponsor will assume
ownership of another
DOT&PF facility of
similarM & O cost.

Very high M & O
priority.

Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in official
state or local plans.
Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

®
Sponsor will assume
fullM & 0
responsibility; or
sponsor will assume full
M & O of another
DOT&PF fecility of
similar M & O cost.

Moderate M & O
priority.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally supported in
official state or local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
document circulated.

Scoring Criteria
®
Sponsor contributes
nothing.

Continued sponsor
ownership & operation
of local ly-owned
facility= 1pi.; And
results in significant
local maintenance
savings =

2 pts.

Not an M & O priority;
Iittle affect on M & O
costs.

Public record isdivided
or undocumented
toward project; and not
supported in official
state or local plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

b A

Not an M & O priority,
would increase M & O
costs moderately.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
1o project; and not
supported in official
state/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

&)
N/A - e
wk ,
\ myv
[} =
M f
m e

Not an M & O priority;
would increase M & O
costs significantly.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project including a
resolution from the

local elected body
and/or contravenes
official statc/local

plans.

Environmental

approval unlikely.



Rural and Urban Streets and Roads Criteria (continued)

Standards
10. Surface
rehabilitation.

Weighting: 4
n. Cost, length,
AADT evaluation.
Divide project cost (in
thousands) by length (in
miles) and further
divide result by Avg.
-Annual Dai ly Traffic.

Weighting: 4
12. Deficient
bridges.

Weighting: 3
13. Deficient
width/grade/
alignment

Weighting: 3
14. Functional
class.

Weighting: 2
15, Other factors
not specified.

Weighting: 2

Total Weight = 47

»

®
Primarily 3-R and a
PMS recommendation
for rehab within 2
years, or a gravel
surface badly
deteriorated or serious
surface deformation.
Between:
0-550=5
550 -800 = 4

Deficient bridge
needing replacement.

Significantly deficient
w/g/a relative to
standards.

Major Arterial = 5
Minor Arterial = 4

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
Jenefils not otherwise
rated.

®
Primarily 3-R; a portion
of the project addresses
serious foundation
problems.

Between:

800 -$1.10=3
$1.10-$1.50= 2
$1.50-$2.50=1

Deficient bridge eligible
for repair/replacement.

Moderately deficient
w/g/a relative to
standards.

Major Collector or
Urban Collector

Project exhibits
moderate innovation,
creativity or unique
jencfits not otherwise
rated.

Aaska Deartrent of Trargoortztion ard Rudic Fealities

Scoring Criteria
©
Primarily major
reconstruction;
addresses longer-rangc
rehabi litation.

Between:
$2.50-$3.00=0

t

No bridge deficiencies

No w/g/a deficiencies

Minor Collector

Project exhibits no
innovation, creativity or
unique benefits not
otherwise rated.

-3 -5
N/a :.;
tM WA 11
ik ™ i - y V-
‘v-ia
-
Between: Between:
$3.00-%$4.00=-1 $10.00-$54.00= 4
$4.00-$6.00=-2 $54.00 - = -5
$6.00-$10.00= -3
I y 1 Mzm mm
. . » f
.n/a. r& m m ®
||
G- k- ok
Local Roads/Streets n/a?;; o0 g
H [ I
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Aasia Dpartnvert of Trargoortation and Rudlic Fedllities
TRAAK Project Evaluation Critieria

Standards

I. Health and quality
of life
(Air and water quality,
neighborhood
continuity, enhanced
recreational
opportunities, enhanced
understanding of natural
and manmade
environment)

Weighting: 3
2. Safety.

Weighting: 5
3. Local, other agency
or user contribution to
fund capital costs.

Weighting: 4
4. Local, other agen"y
or user contribution to
fund operations and
maintenance (0&M)
costs. (Use for non-
30T fecilities or
xilitiesDOT is
unsuited to long-term
ownership).

Weighting: 5

®
This project provides a
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life through
reduction or removal of
existing negative factor
or provision of a new
facility which improves
quality of life.

Addresses demonstrated
safety problem of
significance.

Contributions covers
25% or more of project
costs.

Note: award 1point for
each 5% contribution.
Sponsor will assume
ownership ifcurrently a
DOT&PF faility; or
sponsor will assume
ownership of another
DOT&PF facility of
similarM & O cost.

t

®
This project provides a
moderate contribution
to improved health or
quality of life through
reduction or removal of
existing negative factor
or provision of a new
facility which improves
quality of life.

Addresses demonstrated
safety problem of
moderate nature or
there isa record of
public concern.

Note: award I point lor
each 5% contribution.

Sponsor vill assume
fullM & O

responsibility; or
sponsor will assume full
M & O ofanother
DOT&PF fecility of
similarM & O cost.

Scoring Criteria
)
Project will have no
affect either positive or
negative on quality of
life issues.

Project does not have a
safety component.

No contribution.

Spo isor contributes
nothing. Continued
sponsor ownership &
operation of locally-
owned fecility = 1 pi.,
and results in
significant local
maintenance savings =
2 pis.

For 2000-2000 STIP: Commitment must be in writing before points will be assigned.
Criteriarelates to TR AAK Projects not involving a related improvement to a highway, road, ferry or transit project.

10

-3
This project provides a
moderate degradation to
health or quality of life.

Project will have a
minor adverse affect on

safely.

N/A
o |
- S,.
N/A
]
I\ 11 )
] ® i eeaa-
|
*-mm [

G))
This project provides a
significant degradation
to health or quality of
life.

Project will have a
major adverse effect on

safety.

N/A
1)
| |
N/A
.('p:> " = , L
R S
L_f’_ TAT e
ve. L nl



TRAAK Ciriteria (continued)

Standards
5. Depailmental M & O
costs and priority (Use
forDOT fecilities).
Weighting: 5
6. Public support.

Weighting: 3
7. Environmental
approval readiness

Weighting: 2
8. Project bridges gap
or removes barrier
between existing trail
systems or provides
interpretive center or
rest area continuity.

Weighting: 3
9. Project istied toa
recreational,
educational or tourism
event or activity? This
project would strongly
support/sustain this
event/ ?

Weighting: 2

*

®
Very highM &0

priority.

Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in official
state or local plans.
Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

Project provides an
important connection.

Event or activity isof
statewide or regional
significance and well
cnown/long standing.
Yes to both (5), yes to
one (4.

©)
Moderate M & O

priority.

Majority of public
record shows support
for project; or

nominal ly supported in
official state or local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft
document circulated.
Project provides a
modest connection.

Event or activity is local
and well known/long
standing. Yes to both
(3) oryes toone (2).
Event isnew but
growing in importance

-

>
AasaDypartvent of Trargoortation ard Rubdic Feallities

Scor; ng Criteria

©
Not ::nM & O priority;
Iitde affecton M & O
costs

Public record isdivided
or urdocumented
towa d project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

No g ips bridged or
barriers removed but
docs conned to existing
networks.

Evci Iis local and not
grow ing.

-3
Not an M & O priority;
would increaseM & 0
costs moderately.

Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
state or local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

Project is isolated from
existing networks.

« 'm m S -

-5
Not anM & O priority;
would increaseM & O
costs significantly.

Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
to project including a
resolution from the
local elected body and
contravenes official
state or local plans.

Environmental
approval unlikely.

mN\/A " .

/v T
SR Y ¢ gy
.

/ rfc omv-
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Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

TRAAK Criteria (continued)

Standards

10. Any of the six
intrinsic qualities:
scenic, historic,
cultural, natural,
archaeological,
recreational .

Weighting: 3
11. Capital cost

Weighting: 3
12. Other factors not
specified.

Weighting: 2
Total Weight = 41

®

One point foreach one;
maximum 5.

Total project cost (@l
phases):
$250,000 or less= 5

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

®
(Sec to left)

Total project cost (all
phases):
$250,000-5500,000 = 3

Project exhibits
moderate innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

Scoring Criteria

)

None.

Total project cost (@l
phases):
$500,000-$750,000 = 1
$750,000 or more = 0
Project exhibits no
innovation, creativity or
unique benefits not
otherwise rated.

12

-3
N/A;

N/A



Transit Project Evaluation Criteria

Standards
1L Health and
quality of life
(Neighborhood
continuity, access to
basic necessities)

Weighting: 3
2. Safety.

Weighting: 4
3. Improves
intermodal
transportation or
reduces redundant
fecilities.

Weighting: 2
4. Local, other
agency or user
contribution to fund

capital costs.
Weighting: 5
5. Local

contribution to fund
operations and
maintenance (0&M)
costs.

Weighing: 5

®
Project provides
significant contribution
to improved health or
quality of life.

Addresses demonslratec
safety problem of
significance.

Greatly improves
connectivity between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger systems
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
significant capital
investment in another
mode.

Local or user
contributions fund
__ % of local match for
capital costs. (One point
for each 20% of local
match.)

"ocal or user
contributions cover
100% of O & M costs,
and include ownership
of fecility.

®
Project provides
moderate contribution
to improved health or
quality of life.

Addresses demonslratec
safety problem of
moderate nature or
there isa record of
public concern.
Moderately improves
connectivity between
modes and coordination
and integration of
passenger systems
and/or would clearly
reduce the need for
capital investment in
another mode.

(see to left)

One point foreach 20%
of local support of
0&M costs.

Aaska Dyartert of Trargortationand Rudlic Fealities

Scoring Criteria

©)
Project will have no
effect, cither positive or
negative, on quality of
life issues.

Project has no effect on

safety.

Minimal to no effect on
transportation system
connectivity, or
coordination and
integration of passenger
systems and services,
and docs not change the
requirement for
investment in ojher
modes.

Local or user
contributions fund none
of the capital costs.

"ocal or user
contributions cover
none of0 & M costs.

13

(-3) (-5)
Project provides a Project provides a
moderate degradation to  significant degradation
health or quality of life.  to health or quality of

life.

SBMHSNMB!

m H MpMs i

A2 i
Greatly decreases the
connectivity between
modes or coordination
and integration of
passenger systems,
and/or results in
redundant investments.

Moderately decreases
the connectivity
between modes, or
decreases coordination
and integration of
passenger systems and
services and/or results
in redundant

investments.
SIsts]
Vg
11 1Stri1 I mnsm *
h m?:c
m m oo
mfem 0 n

JNE 198



Aas@ Deartrent of Trargortationand Rudic Feallities

Transit Criteria (continued)

Standards
6. Public
support.

Weighting: 3

7. Environ—
mental approval
readiness.

Weighting: 1
8. System continuity
and maintenance
(vehicles).

Weighting: 4
9. s the project listed
in State Air Quality
Implementation Plan?
Weighting: 2
10. Has local agency
exhausted FTA/ other
funding sources?
Weighting: 3
11. Does project
support private-non—
profit providers?

Weighting: 4

()
Preponderance of public
record including a
resolution from the
local elected body
shows support for
project and fully
supported in official
state/local plans.
Environmental approval
likely with Categorical
Exclusion or already
complete.

Project replaces
currently operating
vehicles that are at or
beyond FTA
replacement standards.

Yes, a required element.

Yes, including filing of
FTA Section 3
application.

Yes, will replace
existing PNP agency
vehicle which scored
above__on Sec. 16
ranking.

3)
Majority of public
record shows support
for project; and
nominally supported in
official state/local
plans.

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental
Assessment or draft”
document circulated.
Project provides
vehicles to expand
service.

Yes, a contingency
element —4.

No, but qualifies for
CMAQ funds =2-3.
Yes, excluding Section
3.

Yes, new vehicle for
PNP provider which
scored above__on Sec.
16 ranking.

Scoring Criteria
0)
Public record isdivided

or undocumented
toward project

Environmental approval
likely with
Environmental Impact
Statement.

Vehicles will neither
replace currently
operating vehicles nor
expand service.

Not listed in plan; does
not qualify forCM A Q
funds; no significant air
quality impacts.

No, but FTA funding
unlikely.

No.

14

(3)
Majority of public
record shows opposition
to project; and not
supported in official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
extremely difficult
50/50 chance.

N/A

[fowkVive i,

kvl v o
V Voo

No, and project will
have moderate negative
air quality impacts.

No, and FTA funding a
possibility.

N/A

(-5)
Preponderance of public
record shows opposition
19 project including a
resolution from the
local elected body and
contravenes official
statc/local plans.

Environmental approval
unlikely.

N/A

l o
No, and project will
have significant
negative air quality
impacts.
No, and FTA funding a
strong possibility.

N/A



Transit Criteria (continued)

Standards

12. Will project

support coordinated

service or brokerage?
Weighting: 4

13. Increased

mobility for the
disadvantaged.?

Weighting: 5

14. Other factors
not specified.
Weighting: 2

Tolal Weight = 47

f

Yes, with 5 or more
agencies participating.

Increased mobility for
elderly, persons with
disabilities, or
economically
disadvantaged is major
benefit of project;
and/or necessary for
existing facility or
system tocomply with
ADA.

Project exhibits
significant innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

)
Yes, with 3 agencies
participating.

Increased mobility for
elderly, persons with
disabilities, or
economically
disadvantaged is
moderate benefit of
project.

Project exhibits
moderate innovation,
creativity or unique
benefits not otherwise
rated.

AasaDoparinont of Trarsportation ad Rudic Feallities

Scoring Criteria

0)

No.

Meets ADA
requirements but h:s
limited benefits for
mobi lity disadvantaged.

Project exhibits no
innovation, creativity or
unique benefits not
otherwise rated.

15

(3
No, even though
coordinated
system/brokerage is in
operation in
community.
Will require substantial
cost tomeet AD A
requirements.

Project includes
licbilities not otherwise
rated.

No intention/

impossible tomeet
ADA requirements.

. K

m
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Standards
Safety

Weighting: 5
Health & Quality
of Life (Access to Basic
Necessities)

Weighting: 4
Economic
Benefits

Weighting: 3
Community
Support

Weighting: 2
Community
M&O Contribution

Weighting: 4

(5)
Substantially increases
safety

Provides a significant
contribution to
improved health or
quality of life

Provides significant
permanent economic
opportunities or
benefits statewide or
interstate. A formal
economic evaluation is
required.

Community Public record
and state/local plans
fully support project. A
supporting resolution
from local government
is required for Community
class airports. Local
Sponsors receive 5 points,
ifa supporting resolution
has been submitted
confirming sponsorship.
Local government
assumes ownership of
facility, including M&O
responsibilities and
federal grant
obligations

h:\apebrank\Criterial ,xIs\General

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRFIELD PROJECTS

(3)
Moderately increases
safety

Provides a moderate
contribution to
improved health or
quality of life

Provides moderate
identifiable, permanent
gconomic opportunities
or benefits regionally or

locally

Majority of public
record supports the
project. Nominally
supported in official
state/local plans.

Local government
assumes full M&0O
responsibility of
facility

(0)
Maintains Status Quo

Has no effect either
positive or negative on
health/quality of life
issues

Mainkains Status Quo

Public record is divided
orundocumented
towards the project

Local government
assumes no new
responsibilities or cost

Page 1 of 3

N/A.

NIA

Majority of public
record opposes the
project. Not supported
in official state/local
plans.

NIA

N/A

N/A

Abundance of public record
opposes the project.
Opposing resolution from
local elected body.
Contradicts official
state/local plans.

N/A

2/24/98



PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRFIELD PROJECTS

Standards (5) (3) (0) 43) (-5)
6.’ Local Capital Contribution of state Contribution of state Provides no capital NIA N/A
Contribution match, design, ROW, match, design, ROW, costs; contributes
and/or materials and/or materials: nothing.
totals 25% or more of 1 point per each 5%
project cosL of project cost. All Local
Sponsors receive at
least 1 point.
Weighting: 3
7. Maintenance & Very High M&O Moderate M&O Not an M&O priority N/A N/A
Operations priority priority
Weighting: 4 i
8 Security/ Corrects deficiencies No affect on N/A N/A
Certification to meet minimum security/certification
(Certified Airports requirements
Only)
Weighting: 2
9. Aviation N/A NIA No access to other Moderate facility Substantial facility
Alternatives public aviation redundancy with access redundancy with access
facilities to another public airport to another public airport
Weighting: 3
10. Community No other transportation Transportation Transportation Other alternatives may Other alternatives will
Transportation alternatives available alternatives available. alternatives available. provide comparable provide superior
See Note #1. See Note #1. transportation henefits transportation benefits

Alternatives

Weighting: 4
Note#'l: Under Criteria 10, all season road access available to the contiguous highway system orto an alternative airport = 0. Seasonal road access available to the

contiguous highway system or to an alternative airport = 2. All season ferry/barge service available =1. Seasonal ferry/barge service frequency:
Weekly or more frequent service = 2; Less frequent than weekly but more frequently than monthly service = 3; Less frequently than monthly service = 4.

t
“h:\apebrank\Criterial .xIs\General Page 2 of 3 2/24/98



11.

Standards
Runway Length

Weighting: 5

(%)
Existing runway less
than 2,000 feet

See Note # 2

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

ARFIELD PROJECTS

@
Existing runway is less
than 3,000 feet

See Note # 2

(0)
Existing runway is
3,000 feet or greater

See Note # 2

Note #2: For airports with existing runways less than 3000' that do NOT otherwise receive any points Criteria 11,
projects which install runway edge lighting receive 1 point and projects which resurface the runway receive 1 point.

12.

13.

14,

15.

Runway Surface
Condition

Weighting: 4
Aviation Hazards:
Trees in approach;
Aircraft in Safety

Area; Severe
Xwinds/Turbulence

Weighting: 2
Erosion/
Flooding

Weighting: 4

Other Factors Not
Previously Evaluated

Weighting: 4

t

Improves poor/failing
surface to all-weather
capability

Corrects significant
hazards

Alleviates immediate
threat to airport

Project shows
significant innovation
or unique benefits not
previously evaluated

h:\apebrank\Criterial.xls\General

Runway surface
condition is acceptable
but needs improvement

Corrects minor
hazards

Addresses problem
needing attention

Project shows
moderate innovation or
unique benefits not
previously evaluated

Runway surface
condition is good

Maintains Status

*+ Quo

Maintains Status

Quo

All project ranking
factors previously
evaluated

Page 3 of 3

=z
>

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

2/24/98



Standards
Ago of Equipment
in years

-Vehicles (smaller)*
-Heavy Equipment#

Weighting: 3
Hours or Miles

-Vehicles (smaller)*
-Heavy Equipment

Weighting: 3
Mechanical or
Operating
Condition

Weighting: 4
Changes in
Airfield Conditions/
Needs

Weighting: 4

(5)
*Small vehicles -
pickups, vans, sedans

>7
>15

*Smali Vehicles -
pickups, vans, sedans,
etc.
>65,000 miles
>6,500 hours

Poor condition.
Frequent breakdowns
resulting in
substantial down time.

Substantial increase in
surface area requiring
service and/or change
intype of equipment
needed.

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRPO

(3)
*Motorgraders, loaders,
dump trucks, tractors
dozers, snow blowers,
ARFF trucks, etc.

7
15,14,13

<65,000>45,000 miles
<6,500>5,500 hours

Fair condition.
Problems reported
frequently and repairs
completed which
require above average
down time.

some expansion of
surface area requiring
service and/or change
in type of
equipment needed.

i
- h:\apebrank\APEB Airport Criterial .xIS\Equipment

RT EQUIPMENT

©)

N/A
12,11,10,9

<45,000>35,000 miles
<5,500>4,500 hours

Good condition.
Requires routine

maintenance and
minor repairs.

»

No changes made to
area service
or equipment needs.

Page 1 0f3

6,5
8,76

<35,000>15,000 miles
<4,500>2,500 hours

Very good condition
and dependable.

Some reductions of
surface area
requiring service or
equipment needs.

4 or less
5 or less

<15,000 miles
<2,500 hours

Excellent condition -
Equipment is like new
and very dependable.

Substantial reduction of
surface area requiring
service or equipment

needs.

1/27/99



Standards
Safety of On Site

Equipment Operations

Weighting: 3
Existing
Equipment
Inventory

Weighting: 3
Equipment options
for continued
operation

Weighting: 2

Disposition of

to-be-replaced
equipment

Weighting: 1
Land ownership
status

Weighting: 5

()
On site equipment
operation creates
ongoing hazardous
conditions for
operators and/or
passengers.

On site equipment
size/capacity/type is
not adequate for needs
of airport

No alternative
equipment available
which could fulfill
the function in the
event of primary
equipment failure.

Equipment is dependable

and will be reassigned to

another airport in need
of equipment.

Property ownership
is adequate to acquire
equipment and title
opinion is on file
with the FAA.

h:\apebrank\APEB Airport Criterial .xIS\Equipment

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRPORT EQUIPMENT

(3)

Reports of hazardous

equipment conditions

are dealt with routinely

and are not considered
to be major.

Higher capacity or
different type equipment
would improve
productivity; however
existing equipment is
adequate.

Alternative equipment

available which could

marginally fulfill the

function in the event

of primary equipment
failure.

Equipment will suffice

for emergency back-up

and is worth keeping
as such.

N/A

() _
No safety issues exist
at this time.

Equipment meets
all requirements
at this time.

%

Alternative equipment

available which could

adequately fulfill the

function in the event

of primary equipment
failure.

Equipment is to be
used for parts to
repair like units, sold
or disposed of with
no additional use.

Property ownership
adequate to acquire
equipment, but no
title opinion on file.

Page 2 of 3

(-3)
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

(-5)
N/A

Equipment exceeds
all requirements it
this time.

N/A

N/A

Property ownership not
adequate to acquire
equipment.

1/27/99



Standards (5)
10. Other factors Equipment acquisition
not evaluated has significant benefits
not previously
evaluated.
Weighting: 2

h:\apebrank\Ai-. J Airport Criterial .xIS\Equipment

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

AIRPORT EQUIPMENT

(3) (0)
Equipment acquisition N/A
has moderate benefits

not previously
evaluated.

Page 3 of 3
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Standards

Safety of
Existing Structure

Weighting: 3
Needs

Weighting: 5
Project
Conditions

Weighting: 3
Appearance

Weighting: 1
W eather
Conditions

Weighting: 1
Airfield Safety

Weighting: 2
Land
ownership

I (5)

Roof, foundation or
structural defects
are hazardous to

I personnel.

| Airport requirements
or existing building
condition creates
need for new building or
major rehabilitation
of existing building.

| Probable project
I contractor
mobilization cost
sharing with another
project.

Extensive damage
resulting from
extended use &

weather conditions.

Special conditions

i exist continuously
which result in

increased problems
due to exposure.

Significant airfield
safety improvement
through use of dry
sand and/or
protected equipment.

!
j N/A
)

h:\apebrank\APEBAirportCriterial.xIs\Buildings

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA
AIRPORT BUILfSNGS

(3)

Roof, foundation or
structural defects have
been reported and
repairs undertaken.

Space or building
condition inadequate
but servicable for
airport needs.

Possible project
contractor mobilization
cost saving (in concert
with another project).

Exterior appearance
poor - Internal
deficiencies exist.

Special conditions exist
at times which result
in increased damage.

Some airfield safety
improvement through
use of dry sand
and/or protected
equipment.

N/A

©)

No roof, foundation or
structural defects noted

at this time.

Existing facilities are
adequate.

] No projects
'scheduled for this
area at this time.

Appearance is
satisfactory at
this time.

W eather conditions
have no impact at
this time.

No change

Property ownership
adequate to

Page 1 of 2

(-3)
N/A

Present facilities are
under-utilized

Project timing would
interfere with
another project
underway.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

(-5)
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Property ownership not
adequate to construct

1/27/99



PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA
AIRPORT BUILDINGS

Standards (5) 3) (0) (-3) (5) ...
status construct the the project

project

Weighting: 4
8. Other factors not Project has Project has All factors have been N/A N/A
previously evaluated significant benefits moderate benefits evaluated.
not previously not previously
evaluated evaluated

Weighting: 2

- h:\apefcirank\APEB Airport Cn* ’'«1 .xIs\Buildings Page 2 of 2 1/27/99



The Project Evaluation Process

Presentation to the Senate Finance Com mittee

February 4,1999

Alaska
Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities

Introduction

Project ranking part of STIP process

Development of criteria-based process

* Project Evaluation Board

Aviation Project Evaluation Board

* Federal Requirements: 23 CFR 450

* State Requirements: 44.42.050 (d)



STIP Process:

2001-2003 STIP

Regional N
Solicit N Rﬂ/&w y' Scoring
Projects 0B
jtotorxc
Review Seek Federal
Selection Approval
@®
Criteria b
Prepare
Final STIP N7
Stpc-Octft Approved
Stpioo
PEB
Review
Aug9?
"Public A f *rePai :
Review
JukAujj 99 Hay-jun 99

Assemble

Needs List
Jan-Mar 99

Public

Review
Apr- Hiy 99

fy

PEB
Review

MiyWw

Needs List Statistics
Number
1013
502
340

Current annual funding =7%
of identified needs



Development of Criteria-based

System

Federal requirements for public process
Need for “level playing field”

Community complaints about old system;

frequency of change and renominations
9 Need to include four kinds of projects in CTP
9 Funding needs within each group change

9 Issue is proper balance among differing

needs

Project Selection C riteria

9 Criteria have had 3 rounds of public review

and comment
Criteria establish benchmarks for scoring

Scores from criteria establish project
rankings
Criteria now in use for all modes

FAA has endorsed Alaska's criteria - apply

nationally



Project Selection

For CTP and TRAAK

* Project Evaluation Board - Replaces historic

practice of “Commissioner’s prerogative.”
« Board comprised of 6 senior members of
department.

* Each member scores projects after

presentation.

e Average of scores used to rank projects.

Feedback

* Communities prefer method to the “old way

* Complaints about incentive for local capital
contribution and ownership and
maintenance

* Open system preferred - scores can be

guestioned, rescores requested



R anking C riteria C ategories

Rural/Urban Projects -(max score)

e Economic Benefits (10)

e Health & Quality of Life (5)
o Safety (25)

* Intermodal Transportation

(10)

« Local Contribution to

Capital Cost (20)

e Local Ownership/M&O

Contribution (25)

Departmental MO Cost &
Priority (25)

Scoring

R esults

Public Support (15)

Environmental Approval
Readiness (10)

Surface Rehabilitation (20)

Cost, Length &Traffic
Volume (20)

Deficient Bridges (15)
Deficient Width/grade/
alignment (15)
Functional Class (10)
Other (10)

by C ategory



CTP Scoring Results by Score

il Rhi ' 1999

Projects

[IMean Scores
0 Median Scores

I
fo !

Remotc Rural/Urban Transi

Project Selection for NHS

Because of important role of NHS, limited number
and stability of potential projects, NHS projects
are not scored

Emphasis on deficient sections of NHS. Current
goal is to fully upgrade NHS system in 12-14 years
Despite their statewide significance, NHS routes
have limited constituency.

Safety, Bridge and Pavement Management Systems
used to help schedule projects.



PEB - M embership

Deputy Commissioner, Operations (Chair)
Director, Statewide Planning

Regional Director, Northern Region
Regional Director, Central Region
Regional Director, Southeast Region

Director, Design & Engineering Services

Acronym P rim er

SWTP - a 20 year, multi-modal plan for
transportation (Statewide Transportation Plan)
STIP - a program for spending federal highway and
transit money (Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program)

PIP - rules governing how the public process used
to prepare the SWTP and STIP (Public Involvement
Procedures).

AIP - program for spending federal aviation money
(Aviation Improvement Program)

These acronyms come from the federal regulations.



Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

FHWA Project Funding Sequence

2/3/99



UWnc.0OiKICin.U MUinUKIiHi. zUIN BiUiANLfc. Ktit'UK'I KKN : ULOZ UHZ :U4JDD UZIUZIiyyr
APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL
75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85 DEPARTMENTS ( )

«+ COA:1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION

FN:

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D BALANCE

kk 00075-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF 5629.18 3940.74 924.51 763.94
kk 57222-15 CHAPTER 138 SLA 1998 .30 .00 00 .30
kk 57224-15 CHAPTER 139 SLA 1998 628.89 23.52 288.91 316.47
kk 57227-15 CHAPTER 7, SLA 1998 9.10 6.70 2.32 09
kk 57228-15 CHAPTER 99 SLA 1997 .15 00 00 15
k k 57230-15 CHAPTER 100 SLA 1997 311.80 98.54 133.88 79.37
kk 57232-15 CHAPTER 50, SLA 1997 44 .32 12 .00
kk 57234-15 CHAPTER 5 FSSLA 1996 1.62 1.62 .00 .00
kk 57235-15 CHAPTER 123 SLA 1996 376.81 184.19 106.98 85.63
kk 57237-15 CHAPTER 103 SLA 1995 339.57 202.29 72.46 64.82
kk 5723-9-15 CHAPTER 8 FSSLA 1994 1.28 1.28 00 01
kk 57240-15 CHAPTER 4 FSSLA 1994 502.59 361.45 77.37 63.77
kk 57244-15 CHAPTER 79 SLA 1993 498.73 365.15 68.88 64.70
kk 57246-15 CHAPTER 41, SLA 1993 24.50 19.90 4.60 00
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT

Enter-P F [ PF2 PF 3o PF4 Pr's PF6- PF7-mme PF8 - PF9— -PF10— PF11— PF12-

CONT QUIT PGDN RR PFKYS HELP
UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT RRN:0162042 RSN:04355 0-2/02/1999

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85 DEPARTMENTS ( ) FN

COA:1999 IN MILLIONS

ENTITY NUMBER - DESCRIPTION AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D BALANCE

kk 57246-15 CHAPTER 41, SLA 1993 24.50 19.90 4.60 .00
kk 57248-15 CHAPTER 5 FSSLA 1992 420.93 336.66 36.19 48.09
kk 57250-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1991 320.72 286.02 27.05 7.66
kk 57251-15 CHAPTER 73 SLA 1991 .50 10 40 00
kk 57252-15 CHAPTER 208 SLA 1990 198.29 181.16 9.78 7.35
kk 57256-15 CHAPTER 117 SLA 1989 176.05 162.01 13.61 43
kk 57260-15 CHAPTER 172 SLA 1988 165.59 137.95 12.92 14.72
kk 57266-15 CHAPTER 3 FSSLA 1987 203.17 197.09 5.02 1.06
kk 57270-15 CHAPTER 128 SLA 1986 269.08 259.03 9.49 .56
kk 57278-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1985 197.72 194.86 1.79 1.07
kk 57282-15 CHAPTER 22 SLA 1984 29 13 15 00
k k 57284-15 CHAPTER 24 SLA 1984 68.26 65.93 1.79 .54
kk 57392-15 CHAPTER 171 SLA 1984 17.84 17.71 11 01
kk 57394-15 CHAPTER 10 SLA 1983 10.80 10.80 00 00
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER YEAR LEVEL LIMIT

Enter-PFl — PF2-mm PF3 PF4 PF5 PF6 PF7 PF8 PFQ-mmme PF10— PF11— PF12

CONT QUIT PGUP PGDN RR PFKYS HELP



UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

RRN:0162042

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

3
3
83
83
2
82
82
1
0
80
80
78
76

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85
COA:1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER DESCRIPTION

kk 57394-15 CHAPTER 10 SLA 198

kk 57400-15 CHAPTER 94 SLA 198

kk 57402-15 CHAPTER 106 SLA 19

kk 57404-15 CHAPTER 107 SLA 19

kk 57406-15 CHAPTER 25 SLA 198

kk 57408-15 CHAPTER 101 SLA 19

kk 57410-15 CHAPTER 139 SLA 19

kk 57418-15 CHAPTER 82 SLA 198

kk 57422-15 CHAPTER 50 SLA 198

kk 57426-15 CHAPTER 118 SLA 19

kk 57428-15 CHAPTER 120 SLA 19

kk 57444-15 CHAPTER 113 SLA 19

kk 57464-15 CHAPTER 247 SLA 19

kk 66997-15 OTHER APPROPRIATIONS
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER
Inter-PFl— PF2 -~ PF3— -PF 4 PF5
ont QUIT PGUP PGDN

UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

DEPARTMENTS

RSN:04355

02/02/1999

) FEN:

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D BALANCE

10.80 10.80 .00
7.00 7.00 .00
12 11 01
172.39 171.04 1.00
125.86 124.94 .48
41 40 .00
3.50 3.35 15
60.14 58.94 .81
5.70 5.70 00
2.15 2.15 .00
78.74 77.88 .36
63.04 62.86 00
123.91 123.61 07
34.75 34.20 22
YEAR LEVEL LIMIT
PF6- — PF7 PF8 PF9
PFKYS

RR

RRN:0162042

APPROPRIATION EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

75-15
COA:1999

ENTITY NUMBER

* *

66997
66998
66999

* *

* %

Enter-PFI

-15
-15
-15

IN MILLIONS

TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85

DESCRIPTION

OTHER APPROPRIATIONS

SPECIAL
RSA'S

FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==>
P F2-PF3 PF4
PGUP

CONT QUIT

ITEMS

NUMBER
PF5

DEPARTMENTS

RSN:04355

.00
.00
00
.34
44
00
00
.39
.00
00
.51
.18
.23
.34

PF10— PF11— PF12-

HELP

02/02/1999

) FN:

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D BALANCE

PF10 — PF11 — PF12

34.75 34.20 .22
51.73 47.92 .22
154.73 106.21 47 .40
YEAR LEVEL LIMIT
PF6 - PF7 PF8 PF9
RR PFKYS

.34
3.59
1.13

HELP



ttuinUKj-ihiiuw DH.bHWLY
EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

APPROPRIATION

KttuK i

PF6

RR

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85
COA:1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER DESCRIPTION
kk  00075-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF
kk 57222-15 CHAPTER 138 SLA 1998
ick 57224-15 CHAPTER 139 SLA 1998
kk 57227-15 CHAPTER 7, SLA 1998
kk 57228-15 CHAPTER 99 SLA 1997
kk 57230-15 CHAPTER 100 SLA 1997
kk 57232-15 CHAPTER 50, SLA 1997
k k 57234-15 CHAPTER 5 FSSLA 1996
k k 57235-15 CHAPTER 123 SLA 1996
kk 57237-15 CHAPTER 103 SLA 1995
kk 5723-9-15 CHAPTER 8 FSSLA 1994
kk 57240-15 CHAPTER 4 FSSLA 1994
kk 57244-15 CHAPTER 79 SLA 1993
kk 57246-15 CHAPTER 41, SLA 1993
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER
Enter-PFI PF2 PF3 PF4 PF5
CONT QUIT PGDN

UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

APPROPRIATION

ont

75-15 TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85
COA:1999 IN MILLIONS
ENTITY NUMBER DESCRIPTION

kk 57246-15 CHAPTER 41, SLA 1993
kk 57248-15 CHAPTER 5 FSSLA 1992
kk 57250-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1991
kk 57251-15 CHAPTER 73 SLA 1991
kk 57252-15 CHAPTER 208 SLA 1990
kk 57256-15 CHAPTER 117 SLA 1989
kk 57260-15 CHAPTER 172 SLA 1988
kk 57266-15 CHAPTER 3 FSSLA 1987
kk 57270-15 CHAPTER 128 SLA 1986
kk 57278-15 CHAPTER 96 SLA 1985
kk 57282-15 CHAPTER 22 SLA 1984

k k 57284-15 CHAPTER 24 SLA 1984
kk 57392-15 CHAPTER 171 SLA 1984
kk 57394-15 CHAPTER 10 SLA 1983
FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==> NUMBER
Inter -PF 1 - = J— PF3— -PF 4 PF5 -

QUIT PGUP PGDN

DEPARTMENTS

kkw:Ut0zu(Qz

KtN:U“JOO UM ullxya:

) FN:

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D BALANCE

5629.18
.30
628.89
9.10
.15
.80
44
1.62
376.81
339.57
1.28
502.59
498.73
24.50
YEAR
PF7

PF38

RRN:0162042

3940.74 924
.00
23.52 288
6.70 2
.00
98.54 133
.32
1.62
184.19 106
202.29 72
1.28
361.45 117
365.15 68
19.90 4
LEVEL LIMIT
PF9
PFKYS

EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

DEPARTMENTS

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D

24.50
420.93
320.72
.50
29
05
59
17
08
72
.29
.26
.84
.80

198.
176.
165.
203.
269.
197.

PF7-mPF8

51
.00
91
.32
.00
.88
12
.00
.98
.46
.00
37
.88
.60

RSN:04355

19.90 4.60
336.66 36.19
286.02 27.05

10 40
181.16 9.78
162.01 13. 61
137.95 2.92
197.09 5.02
259.03 9.49
194.86 1.79

.13 .15

65.93 1.79

17.71 11

10.80 00

LEVEL LIMIT

PFKYS

763.94
.30
316.47
.09
.15
.37
.00
.00
85.63
64.82
01
63.77
64.70
.00

79

PF10 — PF11— PF12—

HELP

0-2/02/1999

) FN:
BALANCE

.00
.09
7.66
.00
7.35
43
.12
1.06
.56
1.07
.00
.54
01
.00

SN § 3 JUSS PF10— PF11— PF12-

HELP



* UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION

APPROPRIATION
TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:ES

} 75-15

COA:1999

BALANCE REPORT

RRN:0162042

EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

IN MILL

ENTITY NUMBER

57394
57400
57402
57404
57406
57408
57410
57418
57422
57426
57428
57444
57464
66997

FOR NEXT SECTION
PF2

Enter-PFI

-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15
-15

CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER
CHAPTER

[ONS

DESCRIPTION

SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA
SLA

10
94
106
107
25
101
139
82
50
118
120
113
247

1983
1983
1983
1983
1982
1982
1982
1981
1980
1980
1980
1978
1976

OTHER APPROPRIATIONS

DEPARTMENTS

RSN:04355

02/02/1999

) FN:

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D BALANCE

10.80
7.00
12
172.39
125.86
41
3.50
60.14
5.70
2.15
78.74
63.04
123.91
34.75

YEAR

ENTER==>

NUMBER

PF3

CONT

QUIT

PGUP

PGDN

UNRESTRICTED AUTHORIZATION BALANCE REPORT

APPROPRIATION
TRANSPORTATION & PF ORIG:85

75-15

COA:1999

PF4

PF5

PF6
RR

PF7

PF8

10.80 .00
7.00 .00
11 01
171.04 1.00
124.94 48
40 00
3.35 .15
58.94 .81
5.70 .00
2.15 .00
77.88 .36
62.86 00
123.61 07
34.20 22
LEVEL LIMIT _
PF9—
PFKYS

.00
.00
.00
.34
44
00
00
.39
.00
.00
51
18
.23
.34

PF10 —PF11—PF12—

RRN:0162042

EXPENDITURES BY EXTENDED NEXT LOWER LEVEL

IN MILL

ENTITY NUMBER

IONS

DESCRIPTION

66997-15 OTHER APPROPRIATIONS
66998-15 SPECIAL
66999-15 RSA'S

FOR NEXT SECTION ENTER==>

ITEMS

DEPARTMENTS

AUTHORIZ EXPENDED OBLIGT'D

RSN:04355

34.20 22
47.92 22
106.21 47.40

NUMBER

Enter-PFl—

CONT

QUIT

PF2—
PGUP

PF3—

PF4—

PF5—

34.75
51.73
154.73
YEAR
PF6— PF7-—-—-PF8
RR

LEVEL LIMIT

PF9
PFKYS

HELP

02/02/1999
) FN:
BALANCE

.34

3.59
1.13

PF10 —PF11 —PF12---

HELP



(Jrfirial Business

To:

From:

Date:

Subiject:

Alaska State

S enate

Senate Finance Committee

Senator Sean Parnell
Co-chair

Senator Dave Donley
Senator Randy Phillips
Senator Loren Leman
Senator Gary Wilken
Senator Lyda Green
Senator Pete Kelly
Senator Al Adams

Office of Management &

Senator John Torgerson
Co-chair

January 25, 1999

Capital Budget
Full Finance and Capital Subcommittee

Duties and Responsibilities

Mail Slop 3ioo
Slate Capiiol
Juneau, Alaska 9980i-ii82

This session, a new process will be used to write the Senate Finance Committee
Substitute for the Capital Budget. After initial overviews, the budget process will be
managed by a special subcommittee made up of the following members: Senator Dave
Donley, Chair; Senators Torgerson, Wilken and Adams. As Senate Finance Co-chair for
the Capital Budget, |will receive all requests and amendments for Capital Budget
consideration throughout the session. My office will then distribute to the subcommittee
those requests and amendments.

1. Overviews will be heard by the full Senate Finance Committee, beginning Tuesday,
January 26. Initially, we will hear overviews from OMB, AHFC, DOT and the
statewide sanitation project managers.

2. After the full committee overviews, the Capital Budget will be referred to the special
subcommittee for detailed review and development. This subcommittee will hold
regularly scheduled meetings separate from the Senate Finance Committee
meetings.

3. The subcommittee will present its recommended budget to the full committee on or
before April 20, 1999.

Both the subcommittee chair and 1 will be involved in all negotiations necessary to
finalize the Capital Budget.



Capital Budget Duties and Responsibilities
Page 2

All responsibilities for writing the Reappropriations portion of the Capital Budget will be
handled by my office.

I look forward to working with each of you during the next two years.

cC: Senate President Drue Pearce
Speaker Brian Porter
Representative Eldon Mulder
Representative Gene Therriault
Senate Secretary
Senate Finance Secretary



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

SIGN-IN

SB 28-INCREASE IN PROGRAM RECEIPTS

NAME:. Tfe k
Co./Dept/Title:. (@ vv\ 3
Address:

Do you wish to testify?

NAME:
Co./Dept.[Title:.

Address:

Do you wish to testify?

NAME:
Co./Dept.[Title:.

Address:

Do you wish to testify?

NAME..
Co./Dept.[Title:.

Address:

Do you wish to testify?

SFC-99

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

N

o

No

No

No

(Respond to Questions

Respond to Questions

Respond to Questions

Respond to Questions

-1-

_Sub./Bill No:_
Phone:.

Zip..

_Sub./Bill No..
Phone:.

Zip:

Sub./Bill No:
.Phone:.

Zip:

Sub./Bill No:
.Phone:.

Zip:

26 Jan 1999
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TCN:90704

LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK SYSTEM

PARTICIPANT LIST

(TESTIFIERS ONLY)

SCHEDULED FOR:05/05/99 18:00 TO 23:00

PUBLIC HEARING

MR.
MS .
MR.
MR.
MR.
MS.
MS.
MR.
MR.

IRON
K MARY
TOM

EARL

"PAMELA

I MARY JANE

FRANK
IROYCE
tISTEWART

[ (V] P — _

KROGER
| SARA
IPAUL
JJAKE
V BART
VIJERRY
'RON
IMIKE
[JUDY

“BEBBTE--rr

SENATE FINANCE

RICKETTS
NORDALE
BUDTZEN
BEISTLINE
HUGHES-
HELD

FATE
WILLIAMS
CHAPMAN
WEINBERG
BURNETTE-
BURGGRAF
ALDEN
WOODMAN
POOLE
LEBON
WALKER
DIXON
YOUNG
WARWICK
TTLSWORTH

VIJM-LEEN~LA/b-eUMM INGS

FIDC-AMA
AMA
AMA
AMA

DFYS

WEATHERIZATION
SCHOOL BOARD

TVC

LTN1150
BY:INU
FOR:FBX

TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TES'i EFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY



TON:90704

LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK SYSTEM

PARTICIPANT LIST

(TESTIFIERS ONLY)

SCHEDULED FOR:05/05/99 18:00 TO 23:00

PUBLIC HEARING

LOCATION:ANCHORAGE

ALL ITEMS

ALL ITEMS

ALL ITEMS
LOCATION:FAIRBANKS
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MS.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 mr .irfr
SB 32 MS .
SB 32 MS.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MS.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MS.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MR.
SB 32 MR.
LOCATION:HOMER

SB 32
LOCATION:MATSU

ALL ITEMS MS
ALL ITEMS MR
ALL ITEMS MR

/

| carol
m/SEAN
'I'PATRICK

/

IRON
IMARY
vATOM
VIEARL
—KRTGH—
Wpamela
IMARY JANE
-'FRANK

| royce
i/’S TEWART
IRUT-H— —
IROGER
WSARA
I'PAUL
i-tfAKE
IBART
t/JJERRY

-FRED—

\IPAULINE
ITIM
ITIM

SENATE FINANCE

HEYMAN
BROSNAHAN
SHIFLEA

RICKETTS
NORDALE
BUDTZEN
BEISTLINE
—HUGHES-
HELD
FATE
WILLIAMS
CHAPMAN
WEINBERG
- -BURNETTE-
BURGGRAF
ALDEN
WOODMAN
POOLE
LEBON
WALKER

— LAS'—

HOOTEN
ANDERSON
FOX

SBA
DOG WASH
AK COM DEV COR

FIDC-AMA
AMA
AMA
AMA

DFYS
WEATHERIZATION

SCHOOL BOARD

LTN1150
BY:JNU
FOR:ALL

TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY

TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY

HOMER SR CITIZENTESTIFY

TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY





