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KABATA is governed by a seven-member 
Board comprised of three private citizens, 
two regional legislators and two state 
commissioners The Alaska State 
Legislature authorized KABATA. the project 
proponent, to undertake the permitting, 
design, financing, and construction and 
then to own. operate, and maintain the 
crossing as a toll road.

This Annual Report is submitted in 
compliance with AS 19 75 to inform the 
Governor and the Legislature on the status 
and prospects of Ihe project This Annual 
Rep will be available to the public on 
the project web site at wwv; knikarmbndge 
com. or through the KABATA office at 907- 
269-6698

Pursuant to AS 44 99 210 this publication 
was released by the Kmk Arm Bridge and 
Toll Authority a! a cost of S2 30 per copy 
to provide information and encourage 
participation, and was printed in Anchorage. 
Alaska

PROFESSIONAL PHOTO CREDITS

Ken Graham AccentAlaska com 
Figg Bndge Engineers. Inc 
Michael Jnnes A'askn Stock com



ll is my pleasure and honor lo present the Alaska Legislature w ith  the 2005 Annual 

Report on the progress o f  the Knik Arm  Crossing Project. This marks the second 

lull year o f  activity lor the Knik A rm  B rd g c  and Toll Authority (K A B A T A )  

established by the legislature in 2003 to oversee the project. Ii has been a busy 

and fruitful year in moving the project closer to reality.

In January 2005 ihe federal H ighw ay Adm inistration (I IIW 'A ) published ihe 

Notice o f Intent on the project and proceeded to develop an I nvironmentnl Impact 

Statement (H IS ) IIIW 'A  moved promptly to assemble 10 cooperating agencies 

and 13 participating agencies lo form the core group for compliance w ith the 

National l-nvironmenial Policy Act (N I-P A ). as applied lo the Knik Arm  Crossing 

Project.

I hroughout the spring and summer I I iW A an d  K A B A T A  organized and conducted 

a public involvement program with many presentations lo and discussions 

with the public and comm unity groups. W orking w ith the cooperating and 

participating agencies they organized an interdisciplinary team to closely examine 

cm  ironmcntal, scientific, and geophysical aspects i i f  the project including potential 

short-term and long-term impacts on Anchorage ami M at-Su communities and 

the natural environment. A nnicvvorihy cflori was thegovem m cnt-tn-goveni icnt 

negotiations w ith Alaska Native l ubes in the I Ippcr Cook Inlet region.

Providing the structure and mandate lor an effective process w ith dedication to 

information sharing. I I IW A  is to be commended loi its capable leadership o f  the 

p io ic t  i he "Scoping Summai,. Report: Comments. Issms and Alternatives'* 

was published in November 2<H>5 and a draft I IS. submitted in December 20(15. 

is currently undergoing I I IW A  review.

As ihe year ends. K \H A I  A is focused on dev eloping a realistic and comprehensive 

financing plan that tetlecls accurate cost estimates specific to the chosen ciossing 

alternative Legislative approval ol protect financing w ill he necessary in this 

session to keep ihe piojcel on schedule.

\s  ( liaiiinan. I am piom l ol (lie w oik done tins year and look forward lo 2000  

We aie moving closet lo (lie icalily o f  a bridge ili.it both tills a current need and 

creates a budge to the future.

< icorge \ \  nete li 

( lia im ia n
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Meeting the Need

Alaska is growing. Living in a stale with 

vast space and few roads, Alaskans are 

gifted and cursed with breathtaking 

beauty and few roads to explore and 

set roots in the far-reaching lands. 

Population is growing, and the link 

between Anchorage, Ihe Mat-Su Valley 

and beyond is rapidly being outpaced by 

increasing traffic and a grow ing concern 

for safety.

Anchorage is approximately two miles 

from Port M acK en/ie and its adjacent 

industrial Port District in the Matanuska- 

Susitna (M at-Su) Borough across the 

Knik Arm . Although this physical 

separation consists o f a short span of 

waterway, the only current surface 

transportation access between the 

Municipality o f Anchorage (Anchorage) 
and the Port M ackenzie area is In SO 

miles o f existing roadway around the 

head o f the 30 mile-long Knik Arm

More than SO years o f documented 

transportation, land use. and economic

Inlet region .' Alaska have addressed 

the need to connect Anchorage with 

the Mat-Su by providing an efficient 

and convenient means to cross the Knik  

Arm . A lter years o f discussion by those 

who know Alaska best— its residents 

the project is again under consideration.

Access to both the undeveloped areas, 

and more intensively developed centers 

o f economic and cultural activity in 

Southcentral Alaska may soon be a 

reality as the proposed Knik Arm  

Crossing Project is designed, permitted, 

financed and constructed.

I his report outlines current and future 

development steps leading to a new 

access route between Anchorage and 

the Mat-Su. I ngineers and planners 

have b e n  busy studying Knik Arm  

and its surrounding physical, human 

and natural environment. What they are 

liudtng is that a safe, cost-affordable and 

environmentally sound bridge can be



The Right Track

Area-Wide Survey The Knik Arm Crossing Project would...

Al;iskan> \\an i In be sure dial projects 
iclleel (heir needs. Residents want to be 
assured and have confidence that funds 
ate used appropriately, that projects are 
done safely, and dial the design w ill be 
environmentally sound, and built to last.
KABATA commissioned resident and 
commuter surveys lo evaluate public 
opinions about the proposed project.

Kcsiills o f the March and August 2005 
surveys show overwhelm ing concern 
about current Halite congestion, potential 
emergence access and future population 
growth. Over eighty percent o f people 
interviewed supported the pio jcct lo 
encourage economic growth and provide 
jobs. Additionally, tn terms o f safely.

ug lily percent ol residents xuivcycd . Ques(l0n asked as ' be a wise investment to prepare for future Population grow*h'in March 2005
believe that an alternative access •> Question was asked only in August 2005
route is necessary for evacuation and

webs to Iwwwknkarm&risgoconii under the 'LiDMfy* then 'Project

While ihe Municipa lity o f Anchoiagc 
|M () \ I  has glown at a compound rale 
o l 2 -I"., pei year, the Mat-Su Borough 
I MSB t has grown nearly three limes as 

last at a rate o f 2 per year In 2000, 
die c unbilled M< > \  and MSB population 
was approximately 520.000 In 111 years, 
the regional population is expected to 
increase by aiiadd ition .il I'M.tHNt people.
I iirlherinore. economists (relieve dial 
the primary employment center w ill 
remain hi die M t> \ while die MSB 
w ill he home lo i mote and mote o l om 
giowmg population I lie result equals 
more iia llie o il an alicady crowded ( ilcnu 
Highway ami increasing housing prices 
as cotnpeiiiion tor good accessible land 
glows

ha lite pi.inticrs p io |e it tin t (ile im  
Highway tra llic ninth n i Muldoon w ill be 
ii5.*> tn vehicles |v t dav w il l the p io icd . 
and 04,100 vehicles pci dav without the 
pioiect in 2<* h i
C»3u<co I J w i s V ’' no tho tcoronuc 
OcmogfAphe lTt*Ktv c2 a K-.s Arm 0 Syr I'vtt.to 
t iSotaianjltaoom*; fljvwvtn I*-. .VA.ii»j 
'■rpfrt*f JO V f/rta’fd I • liVWn £. i t rtrtf i ,n
mpd topy-KAflArAHS
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em e rg e n c ie s Find these surveys on the KAB< 
Documents’ Inks

Q)
CDTTV
trv
o

</)CT}
<_>
<X>

c zo
ro
=3
C LoQ_

2000 2010 2020 20)0

■  M O A  (3  M S B

o>CD
- a

cx5

i/»
mcj
<u

rp
rsr jo

CL

000

2000 2010 2020 2f)0

■  M O A  □  M S B

benoM the pcwomy and provide jc tis

provdo an alternate rcuto be-towi 
Anchorage and ire Mat-Su Valley I v 
o .acuatons and emergencies'

vim Imo and to a shoder ctm/nute 
between tno Mat-Su Va'oy and 

AocrorajO'
bowisi) lo prepare lor Ifm esbmalod 200 000 addtcnai pccpfe **« kve o 
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T h e  c o n g e s t io n  

- is s u e s  a r e  n o t 

g o in g  aw a y - In 

fa c t , w ith  p ro je c te d  

p o p u la t io n  g ro w th , 

t r a f f ic  is s u e s  

w il l o n ly  w o r s e n  

u n le s s  w e  c re a te  

a l te r n a t iv e s  th a t 

s a fe ly  p ro v id e  re lie f.

Debbie Ossiander 
Anchorage Assembly 

AMATS Committee 
Regional Transportation Planning 

Organization

Purpose and Need

The proposal project would further the development o f  transportation 
systems in the Upper C’ook Inlet legion by providing improved vehicular 
access and surface transportation connectivity between Anchorage and 

the M at-Su, through the Port M acKcnzic District. A financially feasible 
and efficient crossing would meet the needs for:

Improved regional transportation infrastructure to meet existing 
and projected population growth and locally adopted economic 

developm ent,. nd use, and transportation plans, and as directed by 

the Alaska State Legislature in Alaska Statutes chapter 19.75;

Regional transportation connectivity for the movement of people, 
freight and goods to, from, and distribution between Anchorage, 
the Mat-Su, and Interior Alaska; and,

$afcty and transportation system redundancy for alternative travel 
routing and access between regional airports, ports, hospitals, and 
Mti police, and disaster relief services for emergency response and
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Hus year bit'tiy>lil shape ami hreatllh 

to a protect intended to solve many 
transportation challenges l.icmp 
Alaskans Ine investieaiion completed 
in 2(105 established a turn Found.Hum 
ot project information !lu> work was 
done th io iijjh the ob cm e and rejtulated 
National I iiM ionmen'al Policy Act 
iN I |*Ai process winch re tim ed an 
I im ion ine iita l linpaci Sr.iiement i l 1st

I he I Is Scoping Process dcteritnncd 
the taupe ol aslions, alternatives, and 
resiiltinp impacts to be considered in 
the I IS Input was solicited liom the 
public. a.eencies. lotal poverninenl and 
ti ihe's More than I .turn comments were 
received, pioniptcd l>v a wide satiety o| 
ontie.Kh tools I his estcitded scopmp 
process was established to allow the 
projest lo respond and evolve based on 
public inpui

I lie "Siiinmaiv Scopmp Itcpoii 
( otiiiuenls, Issues and Mlcinalivcs 

was published in Nosemlvr 2005. and 

is availatile at wvvvv knik.iimhiidpcvoui 

I lie 'b a ll I Is, completed in December 
21h is is ciiircnilv inideipoinp 111V\ \  

review II is expected to Iv  available lo 

die publn in Jaimais 2iMM> with anoiher 
settes ol public ineeliiifs I opies ol the 

I trail I IS w ill tv  available* clecltoilicallv 

as a l l )  ol online, and (It haul copv at 

aic’.i hbr.ino

The following list of events and tools 
highlights the intensity of the scoping 
process.

Agency mterdisoptma/y team meetings (6)
Agency one-on-one meetings (13)

Comment database (1,000)
Community Council presentations/ 

attendance (8)
Govemment'o-Govenimenl (tnbal) 

corsmtaboo (1)
House votd surveys (2)

Marfnglist (3.104)
Mi d«a outreach

Moolmg ad rortisomonts and other 
votrficauonx 

Nafivo C< rporation moetsvgi (1)
I lowskr tiers (4)

Newspe icr newts (2 statewdo)
Public Scof rg meebngt (2 location* 2 

timet) 
bets retoases (4)

Pnnapah Wort rig Group meetings (S) 
>tudy mob tours (24)

Smai grcjp (agency and other onii'aes) 
meetings (41)

Spent ers Bureau and presentations 
(20 organuatent)

Tnbai toopng meetngs/eort .hops (6) 
PfOfer i  wobsdo nsn krakarmtindgo com

I a m  c p n f id e n t 

th a t th e  N a t io n a l 

E n v ir o n m e n ta l 

P o l ic y  A c t 

p r o c e s s  h a s  b e e n  

. o p e n ,  in c lu s iv e , 

c o m p r e h e n s iv e  a n d , 

• )  re s p o n s iv e . ,

Edno Vinson 
ital Project Manager 

forFHWA

KNIK ARM BRIPGE AND TOLl AUTHORITY
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I rum wildlife biology lo seismic design 

criteria. ilic LIS is a comprehensive and 

thorough analysis o f issues related to 

development o f the Knik Arm Crossing 

Project. Directed by 11 IW'A. information 

is carefully eolleeteil. eompiletl, and

made available to the public, as well as P h y s ic a l S tu d ie s

local, slate and federal agencies.

(iulls. ducks, and shorcbirds shared 

the area with eagles nesting along the 

tidal llals Local bird experts provided 

spotting and identification skills as well 

key insights into habitat requirements

As an outcome ol tile project, many 

studies initiated through this project w ill 

sorv e future generations vv ith obscrv at ions 

and information added to knowledge o f  

the Kink Arm area leehnieal Reports 

on shorcbirds. belugas, fisheries and 

h'drology w ill be released in early ’ (Mb

B ird s  to  W h a le s

I ive species o f  salmon were collected 

(( Innook. pink. chum. socki. and 

coho)as well as the invertebialeslh.il they 

cat I >111 mg ice-liee conditions between 

summer ol 2INI4 and ’ tnt5. marine Itlc  

was sampled at eleven dtllcrcnt sites in 

the Kink Arm

(ieoteehnieal borings from previous 

work on the dock at Port M acKen/ic. and 

a detailed site-speeilie seismic analysis, 

prov tded insights into the probability and 

magnitude o f earthquakes m the project 

corridor.

(travel!) soils ate mote than satisfactory 

for eousinielion. and not liootlcggci's 

( lay found lo the south. No earth faults 

were identified in tins area I lie bridge 

would be designed lo meet seismic 

standards, and to resist the loiccs ol tee. 

currents, titles and vv iml. while ptotcciing 

eurient port facilities

H u m a n  S tu d ie s

\gcney. tnh.il ami other local evpeits 
dc lined the presence ol s ultural and 
historical icsourcc*.considered designs it* 
mitigate potential impact'. and piopo'Ctl 
adtliiion.il special ‘ Indies lor the I hall 
I is With military stall, the pwicvi 
team analyzed secunly icqmiemeuts 
and protection ol military mission and 
facilities m die Poll ol \<ivhor ige and 
I Imendiril \u I orce Mase areas

S o c io e c o n o m ic  S tu d ie s

profiled laud use changes over time, 

noting that population growth would 

continue to increase with or without a 

Knik Arm Bridge.

Households and commuters were 

surveyed lo measure public support 

and identify potential concerns. Over 

(i<> percent vvctc in favot o f the project, 

citing the need to open more land, shorten 

commutes and stimulate economic 

development.

W e  c re a te d  th e  f i r s t¥

in te g r a te d  t r a f f ic  

m o d e l a s  a  to o t th a t 

a c c u r a te ly  r e f le c ts  

fu tu r e  g r o w th  a n d  

tr a n s p o r ta t io n  -• 

n e e d s  a c ro s s  th e  / 

re g io n . .

observers studied baseline conditions 
to vh.ir.iklcif/c beluga whale movement 
patterns and li.ilnl.it use Whale 
movements were lottnd to iy mtlueined 
by tides and season I lie highest sighting 
rates m Knik \trii weis ill September 
Wli.rtcs ap|VJi to rule the ebbing tide 
down ti e Kink Atm. and the lloodmg tide 
up the Kink Aim

I( iltic plan nets cot|tK'taled With lo al 
government to develop lb; lust regional 
iiativjvMiaiion planning model integrating 
Mat Sir and Niiehoragc area tialhi 
p.itleiiis and inlotm.ition

\ gc'ogi.iphie inioim.iiion sysieuis itilM 
niiHlel was developed bv the pi m'll 
learn \mborage ami Mat-Nu IIii« i.mI

John McPherfcon 
HDR Transportation Planner

If
KNIK ARM BRIDGE AND TOLL AUTHORITY



E n g in e e r in g

I lie engineering team worked with 

the regulatory ageneies to deline the 

proposeil bridge location, length and 

tv pe The location w as determined based 

on considerations ol' m ilitary operations 

and existing facilities, logical landing 

pon on both sides, and the relationship 

to existing ports and roads. Hie bridge 

orientation would he aligned with the 

currents in the Knik Arm  to m in im i/e  

challenges from ice floes and scour.

I he m inim um length ol the bridge 

would he about N.2(Ht feet. Hydraulic 

an ilyses have found that there would he 

no appreciable increase in current tidal 

flow with the S.’ MlMoot bridge option, 

which is key lo protecting against scour.

I he bridge would he coneicte or steel 

with piers and a low piolile to m in im i/e

impacts to surrounding m ilitary and 

civil air and marine operations. The 

C oast Guard and other area-w ide vessel 

operators have helped to determine the 

m inim um bridge deck height to allow at 

least 50 feet o f clearance for vessels.

I'lie bridge is designed to be expandable 

to accommodate four lanes o f traffic. 

It would be two to three lanes on day 

o f opening, expandability and cost are 

key factors in defining the filial bridge 

design.

C o s t E s tim a te s

The past several years have proven a 

challenge tor controlling construction 

costs. Steel, concrete and petroleum- 

based construction commodities and 

activities have been increasing at two to 

three tunes the historic rate. including 

commodity spikes associated with

the 2005 hurricane season. Currently, 

day o f opening project cost estimates 

are around S600 million. This cost 

is based on estimates $ f  engineering 

and quantities from three separate 

engineering firms. I his cost includes 

construction o f the bridge itself; the 

approaches east to Government H ill and 

the A C Couplet, and west lo Hurma 

Road; design; project management; and 

right-of-way acquisition. Options to 

materially reduce total project costs are 

actively and continually being pursued. 

As alternative routes ate evaluated, 

there w ill be a continued evaluation of 

alternative project delivery methods, 

cost-sharing strategies and potential 

sources o f  lower cost construction 

materials

With continued cost-control discipline, 

an affordable Kink Arm  bridge could be 

cotisti uclcd.

‘ " \
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s Review and Development of Alternatives ‘

Flic goal nl' KABATA is In build a sale, 
affordable, and env irniiineiiially sensiiive 

Knik Arm bridge, flie project team lias 

rev ievved and evaluated a large number o f 
alternative routes, crossing concepts, and 

engineering data

I lie project team developed preliminary 

corridors based upon an initial study area 

I lie public and agencies v ere instrumental 
m helping to develop the range ol modes, 
tctmini options and toadvvay alternatives 

analyzed lor the Kmh Arm Crossing 

I'rojccl

I lie interactive scoping ptoccss led to 

mote than 211 new altein.itiv es in response 

to public and agency comments

I  Alternative modes were expanded to 

include assessment ol fetrv am ii.nl.

A future corridor connection lo 
Ingra (iambell Couplet was added to 

respond lo concerns o f community 

cohesion, trnllic and mobility.

A Northern Access Corridor was 

added to the northern side o f Port 

M acKen/ie District, to avoid adverse 

impacts to the port's operations.

A Southern Crossing Corridor was 

added i increase the separation 

from beluga whale activity and from 

eiilica! military operations

Additional toadvvay alternatives 

were added to m uum i/e impacts lo 

the Port ol Anchorage, the 

(iovvminenl ilt ll community, 
downtown businesses, and the 

intetticl.il area ot Kmh Ann

f A bored tunnel was included, in 

addition lo a cut-and-covcr tunnel 

access through ( iov eminent I fill.

> Mridge types and lengths were added 

to respond to concerns o f cost and 

environmental impact.

Alter substantial study and consultation 

with stakeholders, several o f the roadway 

alternatives were screened out because 

they proved unacceptable disruptive to 

military mission and operations, or were 

not technically reasonable to build, 

('.valuation o f alternative routes will 
continue to maintain locus on an 

affordable, buildableand environmentally 

sound crossing project

B u r m a  H o a d  ( t e r r w m j i )

Common 
componmt 
9 5-rmlu ro.KJ.va/

Krv* Arm

Common convxKHrnt 
S o u t h o r n  A l ^ n m o n l  
b n d g o  a rw j G o t o *  
motliurr rio.Kris.iy

Port MacKtnr .1 — •

C . t s i r s | < « v * l  
t / v n * l ify jw c a l)

A - C  C o a ( A o t  (trrrr o n u s  P r u i v r  I )

hwntol A' I cy • Hat*
Ingra GarKx'il 
C o s .p U il
(Uxminu% Pruu* 2)

■ •H T T ;  ' r l r

F ia tlaur 'The Southern Alignment bridge
aitemetrve and BetoeMha-Biuff

f )  r  -1 f t  ■ a .  I * - * * * ■ -  IM  m 11 I  — — — L I - L I  - i - t .  J  aK<XKm5y oro nwHiioniw in OftWxA

■i

to KNIK ARM BRIDGE AND TOLL AU HORITY



Reasonable Alternatives

I IIW A  based it-> choice o f reasonable alternatives on the 

ability lo meet projected trallie demand, provide the greatest 
flexibility and opportunity to travel, pros ide the shortest travel 
times, lowest user costs, and least impacts on the communities 

m the Study Area.

I lteproject team screened a wide range ol possible alternatives 

against criteria lor ( I )  purpose and need and t2 ) technical 
merit. The roadway mode with a pile-supported span bridge 

was found to be the most reasonable mode for the proposed 

project. Roadway alternatives could accommodate mass transit 

and ride-sharing transportation options, which are important to 

regional mobility.

Ilte project team determined that the following corridnis were 

reasonable lor linking Anchorage and the Mat-Su through 

a budge across Knik Arm and through associated apptoach 

roadways.

Port ot Anchorage

A C Couplol 

3'd Avor JO

Dogan Street 

Government Hal

1 Phasu t \
\

' Phase 2 s  
IngraGamboil 
connection and 
Viaduct

Downtown Anchorage

P i n  I i r n  Q  *** &ictaon stfDet Alternative 
r i U U i e  O  alflnmenl m shown in orange Phase 1 conned! lo Die A/C Couptet, while Phase 2 connects to tho Ingro/GambeN Coupler V 'k

Carried Forward for Draft EIS

Port ol An borage

Government Hal

A C Couplet 

3rd Avenue

Elrrendort Air Force Base

Phase t 
A-C Couplet 
connection

Phase 2
Inrjrn-Gamboll
Viaduct

IngraGnm betl
Couplot

Downtown rvnrnornge
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LETTER FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

The Knik Arm Bridge ard Toll Authority (K A B A T A ) w ill produce independently audited financial statements at the 

completion o f the planning, design, and const: action phases when toll operations formally commence, or sooner i f  financing 

arrangements to be entered into require such independent audit o f  K ABATA. For periods prior to such independent audit 

requirement, the Slate o f Alaska Department o f  Transportation &  Public Facilities (D O T & P F ) budget, accounting, and 

reporting procedures arc being used by KABATA.

KABATA entered into a Memorandum o f Agreement (Agreement) with the D O T& P F effective September 30, 2004. The 

Agreement pertains solely to the pre-construction phase o f  the project, including transportation planning, preliminary 

engineering, environmental and permitting, final engineering design and reconnaissance, utilities and right-of-way phases 

o f the project. It also sets forth procedures and responsibilities for interacting with FMVVA.

In addition to other responsibilities under the Agreement. D O T& P F provides technical, professional, udministutivc and 

clerical support to KABATA to meet both the State and Federal financial and other regulatory requirements. An audit 

covering both State and Fedcn.1 requirements is part o f  DO T& PF's yearly internal review und audit procedure performed 

by their internal review function in the Office o f the Commissioner.

Respectfully Submitted.

Heinrich Springer 

H.xccutivc Director

KABATA Contracts with Financial 
Advisor

Wilbur Smith Associates Analyzes 
Toll Revenues

I lie Knik \m i Budge and lo ll Authority <KAB \ l "A I I i.in cntctctl 
into a piolession.il services conduct with Kevin llcincnway to 
seive as Senior financia l Advisor. \  resident ol Anclioiage. 
Alaska. Mr. llcincnway bungs lillcen years o l ptaciicul 
e\peilence as a l liie l I inanci.il O llicer. treasurer, ( ontio lle i. 
and Consultant; and. six yeats ol liands-oii experience as a 
Cc.tilled Public Accountant M i Ilemcnway most iccenilv 
worked at Alaska Communications Systems I’no i to moving 
to Alaska. M i I lemcnw.iy served as d u e l I inancial O tlne i 
I leasiuer. and t ontio lle i at Atlantic lelc-Netvvoik. In c . in M 
I bonus. U S Vngm Islands lie previously held positions as 
a t citilied Public Accounlanl at both Definite >V louche and 
( n.mi I liornlon

As Semoi I in.inei.tl Advisor. Mr llcnienwav w ill provide 
independent financial advisory semccs lo K M IM A  iclated to 

the aulliori/.ilion. sale, issuance, and dchvciy ol eoi unercial 
revenue bonds lie  w ill also aid K A U A I \  with the selection 

ol its bond counsel, audit team, underwriting team and banking 
institution

Wilbur Smith \ssociatcs t WS At  prepared lot K A B .V IA  an 
analy sis o| potential toll revenues, to u 'leimine then c apacuy to 

support debt service on pioposcd bonds ■ u construction ol the 

Inidge and approaches \ \  S \w o ik e il with ilte . • iitucal studies 

pioduccd lor the 1)1 IS. including regional Irallic models, siuvey 
information from houscholus and couuuulcis. and forecasts 

ot population and employment I lie U S  A an.ilvsis included 

development ol iiiaintenanee and operations msis. pielunm.iix 

operating expenses and capital costs loi a loll > •lleelion system, 
and estimation ot potential loll icvcuucs

llie  conclusion o f the Preliiiiui.it> liu llic  and lo ll Revenue 

Study was ili.il the net loll levenuc 'lie .m i would be s.ilisl.ietoiy 
lo siippoii bonding loi appioxunaiely S2tMI million m debt, 
and lo pay loi opcialions and maintenance ovei the hie ol die 
Knik Aim ( in . mg, assuming, a toll ol x t  to ns per passenger 

veliiv le

( omplete icpoii is available on the website 
i ww kmkninibndgc com

KNIK ARM BRIDGE AND TOLL AUTHORITY



Fund Sources

Construction cost for the Knik Ann Crossing Project is 

estimated at approximately $600 million in opening day dollars. 

As discussed, the W SA analysis indicates $200 million o f  that 

cost could be funded by toll revenue bonds, or other toll-backed 

debt financing sources. Congress allocated over $2 I billion  

o f federal Highway funds to Alaska in the SAI I . I I - A - I  IJ 

transportation bill, to be paid out over live federal fiscal years. 

In the administration's I Y2007 budget .tibmission, (inventor 

Murkovv ski has requested o f  the legislature that V M  million o f  

this federal transportation funding be committed to the Kmk 

Arm Crossing Project, representing 4"» o f  Alaska's federal 

transportation allocation. KAHATA has also suggested that a 

separate grant o f approximately S50 million be provided to the 

Mat-Su Horough to upgrade and pav e the Port M acKcn/ic Road 

to provide a modern, sale and convenient connection to the west 

side o f the project. I lus is included in the S600 million estimate. 

An additional $25o million would need to be generated from 

other State or private equity sources in order lo complete project 

ftitnline

PRO FORMA PROJECT FUNDING • $600 MILLION

MAT-SU ROAD 
GRANT 
ISOM

OTHER STATE 
AND70R PRIVATE 
PROJECT EOUfTY 

*226 M W
• - ■ /  TOLL REVENUE BONDS-

$200 mH

FY2007 FEDERAL 
APPROPRIATION 

$94 M

AUTHORIZATIONS MWton.

The Federal H*gh»ar Adrwk.tr Jim  (FMWA) has authorized $ 182
rwnbuoemerl of advareed oonetructon f̂ d» tor the ptormng and 
envronmental phav*. of Vie tmfKX 01 which $10 6 mfcn eat lepad 
through two tpecui earmark appropnarom and $7 6 mflcn * *  tie r»pa<1 
through totore appropriation

SAFE TEA-LU FHWA Earmark tor 200S 20

Total AuthorttaSora $ 202

EtfacmiREs Mution.

20020001 Eapandtres try DOTIPF $ 11

2004Eipendaset PrimarilyCcntracfedProfeteonalSarwcai $8

2006 Forecast EipandAuret. Pnmarty Contracted Protottional Sawice. 121

Total E<p*n<ttm $ 17.0

Evru.rt Prejitl Cttt Px'oujH Ccnii-utfnyi S WO

WGHL*$HT5 of m  EXPSNOfTbRES Thou. and.

Forocmt AduMGoreador 1 Subcontractor 2006 2004

HORAlatfa. Inc $ 4.058 $ 811
URS Corporator 2.150 y i
IGLAtoWa RataardiAuoaaitt Ire 1.278 5C4
PN0 Incorporate) 1.184 715
NprV—m EcohprraCS 587 15
RISE AUOj UC 4«r 2M
Al OVier. (approi/satey 21 r  200S 17 r  20041 1 Mb 600

SacToU Contractor. 11188 1.141

►AHATA Gewral and AdmMtfa'Jto Cast. 750 61«

Trot f itwndftm $ 17.118 $ 1.782

DRAFT STATE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (STIP) 
Anticipated Project Spending by Federal Fiscal Year

I lie d ia l i S.ale I r.inspniialion Improvement Plan ( N I I P i  I'm d ie  
Kmk Aim  < in- me Project lias anlicipateil NMNl million lo he 

spent ovei die n.-xi tour federal lisea! yeats ending September 
hi. 2tni'» I lie s i l l ’ loi the Kmk Ann ( tossing Project is a 

planning document ot the Maska Dcpaitincm ol Ir.uispotlalion 

and Public I utilities Actual funding til the piojccl is stihjccl 
to State and I cdet tl budget appiopnaliotis and the ability ol 
K M l \ l  \  to is mil bonds or oilier debt financing backed by toll 
revenues I lie ch-itt below depicts the anticipated spending by 

lcdct.il fiscal vcu!
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George Wuerch 
Chairman

Darcie Salmon 
Vice Chairman

Senator Lyda Green

Representative 
Bill Stoltze

Mike Barton
Commissioner o! DOT&PF

B.)l Coroes
Commissioner of Revenue

Dave Haugen 
Vtco President 
lynden. Inc

Henry Springer 
Executive Director 
Staff

Darryl Jordan 
Deputy Executive Director/ 
Program Manager 
Staff

Dale Paulson 
Director of Regulatory and 
Environmental Affairs 
Staff

Wilham A Greero 
Project Counsel

Betty Faubcr 
Administrative Mannm. r 
Staff

Amanda Tones 
A.jm mstrative Clerk 
Staff
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A Bridge to Alaska’s Future Moves Forward

Dear Fellow Alaskans:

Sincerely yours.

A  little over two and o ne-h alf ycats ago the A laska Legislature created 
the K n ik A rm  Bridge and Toll Authority to build a bridge to connetct 
the M unicipality o f  Anchorage with the M atanuska-Susitna Borough'. 
The K nik A rm  C rossing Project w ill serve over 50 percent o f  A laska s 
population and create new opportunities for businesses and pro vid e 
access to attractive residential neighborhoods for the expected growth in 
population.

Last summer. C ongress passed the transportation bill, the Satie. 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity A ct: A  Leg a cy ttnr 
Users ( S A F E T E A - L U ) . The A laska Congressional Delegation: Sen ato r 
Stevens. Senator M urkowski, and Congressm an Young, are all to h e  
thanked for their help in obtaining funding for A laska’s transportation 
needs.

The Federal H ighw ay Adm inistration is also to be commended 
for preparing a Draft Environm ental Impact Statement in a timely 
and effective manner. With their help as the federal lead agency, 
this project w ill soon be a reality.

Expanding the states transportation infrastructure is a high 
priority in my administration. A  good road network is essential 
to econom ic prosperity. I am confident that the Legislature’s 
decision to form a toll authority for this project w ill produce a 
bridge to A laska’s future.

Frank II Murkowski
Governor
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KNIK ARM BRIDGE and TOLL AUTHORITY
5 5 0  W e s t  7th  A v e n u e , S u it e  1 8 5 0  
A n c h o r a g e .  A K  $ 9 5 0 1  
P h o n e : ( 9 0 7 ) 2 6 9 - 6 6 9 8  
F a x :  ( 9 0 Z J  2 6 9 - 6 6 9 7
w w w .k n lk a r m b r ld g e .c o m

http://www.knlkarmbrldge.com
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G R A V I N A  I S L A N D  H I G H W A Y  O V E R V I E W

P ro je c t Description  
With the publication of tho linal 
environmental impact statement (EIS) and 
federal approval received in September 
2004, the Alaska Department ol 
Transportation has begun the linal step in 
tho project to construct access from 
Revillagigedo Island to Gravina Island. This 
project is intended to provide a roadway link 
from Kotchikan to Gravina Island across the 
two channels ot Tongass Narrows, an active 
waterway used by vessels that range in size 
from recreational cralt to largo ocean going 
cruise ships. Tho waterway is also an 
active year-round seaplane basin.

The proposed Gravina Island Highway (see 
map on back) negins at the Ketchikan 
International Airport parking lot on Gravina 
Island and extends south around the end ot 
the runway and up tho hill to an intersection 
with tho Soley Lewis Root Road (to bo built In 
2005 by tho Department). From hero, tho 
Gravma Island Highway proceeds 
southeasterly lo tho West Channel bridgo 
crossing ol tongass Narrows. Alter crossing 
tho channot, tho roadway traverses P innock 
Island eastorly and crosses the East Channel 
bndgo lo Rovina Island. Here, tho highway 
turns northwest, side lulling its way down to 
an intersection with the South Tongass 
Highway. The total length ol the now 
roadway is 1 0 miles, incorporating almost 1 2 
miles ol structures

Existing Mounts
Tin* principal modes ol transportation to 
Kotchikan aro airplane, including floatplane, 
and ship, no ’hard link' surface 
transportation is available between Rovilla 
and Gravina islands, or to other locations in 
Alaska or Outsdo Currently the borough*

operated lorry systom provides tho only 
transportation lo Gravina Island. Regularly 
scheduled airline service and lerry 
connections by the Alaska Marine Highway 
System  link Ketchikan to rest ol the State 
and tho Lower 48

Project Purpose ano Meed
For somo lime, there has been Keen interest
in building a bridgo access to Gravina
Island

The purpose ol tho project, as dolmod in 
tho EIS, is to improve surface transportation 
between Revilla and Gravina islands

The need lor improving access is throolold.
• To provide Kotchikan and its residents 

more reliable, ellicient, convenient, and 
cost-elloctivo access lor vehicles, 
bicycles, and pedestrians to borough 
lands and other developable or recreation 
lands on Gravina Island in support of the 
borough's adopted land use plans

• To improve tho convenience and 
reliability ol access to the Airport for 
passengers, airport tenants, omerpency 
porsonnol and equipment and shipment 
ol height.

• To promote envrronmcntally sound 
planned long term economic 
development on Gravina Island.

Poi’Ul ATION ANO TRAf TIC 
The current population ol Ketch,kan is about 
14,800. with future projections lor 2025 ol 
18.300 rosKtents The injures reflect a 
modmm levol economc sconano that best 
rehects a reasonable growth m the Borough 
Thesn forecasts were used as the basis lor 
tho Project traffic analysis. By 2025, tho 
Gravma I*, md Highway is anticipated to

attract more than 8,000 vehicle trips daily 
between Ketchikan and tho Airport and 
adjacent development areas on Gravina 
Island.

Alignment ano T v r ic a l Section  
Tho landscape ot Gravina Island is a gently 
rolling wetland with relief that varies only 
slightly from tho Airport to the East Channel 
bridgo The maximum desirable grado is 7 
percent, but tho majority ol the grades aro 
well below this limit Tho grade on Revilla 
Island is more difficult; it rises steeply Irom 
Tongass Narrows, with elevations 
exceeding several thousand toot. Tho 
approach trom tho East Channel bridge will 
proceed downhill on an 8 percent grade to 
South Tongass Highway.

Tho Gravina Island Highway will bo a paved 
rural facility with two 12-foot driving lanes 
and 8-loot shoulders, for a total width of 40 
teel within a conlrolled access corridor. The 
speed limits will most likely bo 55 MPH on 
Gravina and Pennock Islands, and 40 MPH 
on Revilla Island.

The structures crossing Tongass Narrows will 
he of near record proportions. I ho potential 
bridge typo and hoight arc d elated by the 
larger vessels and tho presenco ol Airport 
and floatplane operations

Schedule
To onsuro a t mcly dokvoty. tho Oop.vtmont 
expects this t ’Ojoct to be advertised tor 
design and construction to progress 
concurrently known as a design bu VJ 
procurement A multi disciplined team will bo 
flw.vded tho contra-:' to develop tho wo k for 
substantial compiolio »by 2009. with final 
Departmental acceptance in 20t()



Project Description  
W ith  th e  p u b lic a t io n  o t th e  tin a l 
e n v iro n m e n ta l im p a c t s ta te m e n t (E IS )  a n d  
te d e ra l a p p ro v a l r e c e d e d  in S e p te m b e r  
2 0 0 4 ,  th e  A la s k a  D e p a r tm e n t  ot 
T ra n s p o r ta t io n  h a s  b e g u n  th e  (m at s te p  in 
th e  p ro je c t  to  c o n s t ru c t  a c c e s s  trom  
R e v i l la g ig e d o  Is la n d  to  G ra v in a  Is la n d . T h is  
p ro je c t  is  in te n d e d  to  p ro v id e  a  ro a d w a y  link 
trom  K e tc h ik a n  to  G ra v in a  Is la n d  a c r o s s  th e  
tw o c h a n n e ls  o l Tongass Narrows, a n  a c tiv e  
w a te rw a y  u s e d  b y  v e s s e ls  th a t ra n g e  in s i / o  
trom  re c re a t io n a l c ra tt  to  la r g o  o c e a n -g o  ng 
c ru is e  s h ip s  T h e  w a te rw a y  is  a ls o  a n  
a c tiv e  y e a r - r o u n d  s e a p la n e  b a s in .
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T h e  p r o p o s e d  G r a v in 3  I s la n d  H ig h w a y  ( s e c  
m a p  o n  b a c k ) b e g in s  a t  th e  Ketchikan 
International Airport p a rk in g  lo t o n  G ra vm a  
Is la n d  a n d  e x te n d s  s o u th  a ro u n d  th e  e n d  o t 
th e  ru n w a y  a n d  u p  th e  h ill to  a n  in te rs e c t io n  
w ith  th e  S e le y -L e w is  R e e l  R o a d  (t o  b e  bu ilt in 
2 0 0 5  b y  th e  D e p a r tm e n t ) . F ro m  h e ro , th e  
G ra v m a  Is la n d  H ig hw ay  p r o c e e d s  
s o u th e a s te r ly  to  th e  W e s t  C h a n n e l b rid g e  
c ro s s in g  o t Tongass Narrows A lte r  c ro s s in g  
th e  c h a n n e l, th o  ro a d w a y  t r a v e r s e s  P e n n o c k  
t^ 'and  e a s t e r ly  a n d  c r o s s e s  th e  E a s t  C h a n n e l 
b r id g e  to  R e v i l la  Is la n d  H e re , th e  h g hw ay  
tu rn s  n o rth w e s t , s id e  h illin g  its  w a y  d ow n  to  
a n  in te rs e c t io n  w ith th e  S o u th  T o n g a s s  
H ig hw ay . T h e  to ta l le n g th  o t th e  n ew  
ro a d w a y  is  7 . 0  m i le s , in c o rp o ra t in g  a lm o s t  1 .2  
m i le s  o l  s t ru c tu re s .

Existing Facilities
T h e  p r in c ip a l m c d e s  o t t ra n sp o r ta t io n  to  
K e tc h ik a n  a r e  a i r p la n e , in c lu d in g  f lo a tp la n e , 
a n d  s h ip , n o  ’ h a rd  hnk* s u r fa c e  
t ra n sp o r ta t io n  is  a v a i la b le  b e tw e e n  R e v i l la  
a n d  G ra v m a  is la n d s , o r  to  o th e r  lo c a t io n s  in 
A la s x a  o r  O u ts id e . C u r re n t ly  n e  b o ro u g h -

UJ
.—T <

% - 1O Sic

CD — Cci y „p  .SU  n 2 C -3 c. c

L A N D  H I G H W A Y O V E R V I E W
o p e ra te d  te r ry  s y s te m  p r o w ie s  th e  o n ly  
t r a n sp o r ta t io n  to  G ra v in a  I s a n d  R e g u la r ly  
s c h e d u le d  a ir lin e  s e rv ic e  a n d  te rry  
c o n n e c t io n s  b y  th e  Alaska Marine gheay 
System lin k  K e tc h & a n  to  r e s t  c l th e  S ta t e  
a n d  t h e  l o w e r  4 a

P roject P urpose amp Need
F o r  s o m e  tim e , th e re  h a s  b e e n  k e e n  in te re s t
in  b u ild in g  a  b r id g e  a c c e s s  t o  G ra v m a
Is la n d

T h e  p u r p o s e  o l th e  p ro je c t , a s  d e f in e d  m  
th e  E IS .  is to  im p ro v e  su te a c c  tr a n sp o r ta t io n  
b e tw e e n  R e v i l la  a n d  G 'a v m a  s ta n d s

T h e  n e e d  to r im p ro v in g  a c c e s s  is  th r e e fo ld
• T o  p rc v .d e  K e tc h ik a n  a n d  its  re s id e n ts  

m o r e  re lia b le , e ff ic ie n t. c o n v e n ie n t , a n d  
c o s t -e lt e c t iv e  a c c e s s  to r v e h ic le s , 
b 'e y e 'e s . a n d  p e d e s t r ia n s  to  b o ro u g h  
la n d s  a n d  o th e r  d e v e tc p a fc  e  o r  re c re a t io n  
la n d s  o n  G ra v in a  is la n d  m  s u p p o r t  o f  th e  
b o ro u g h  s  a d o p te d  la n d  u s e  p la n s

•  T o  m p ro v o  th e  c o n v e n e n c e  a n d  
re lia b ility  o l  a c c e s s  to  th e  A u p o r i te r 
p a s s e n g e r s ,  a irp o r t te n a n ts  e m e rg e n c y  
p e r s o n n e l a n d  e q u p m e n t ,  a n d  s tv p m e n t 
o l  I r e g h t .

•  T o  p ro m o te  e n v ir o n m e n ta l, '  s o u n d  
p la n n e d  lo n g  te rm  e c o r  om.-c 
d e v e t o p r re n t  o n  G ra v m a  Is a rx J

Population ano Traffic 
T h e  c u r re n t p o p u la t io n  o* K e t ' h  k a n  is  a b o u t 
1 4 .6 0 0 .  w ith tu tu re  p ro je c tK jr  v  2 0 2 5  o l 
1 8 .3 0 0  re s id e n ts . T h e  ig u r c s  m f le c t  a  
m e d iu m - le v e l e c o n o m ic  s c e n a n o  tn .it b e s t  
r e f le c ts  a  r e a s o n a b le  g row th  m  th e  B o ro u g h  
T h e s e  fo r e c a s t s  w o *e  u s e d  a s  th e  b a n s  lo r  
th e  P ro je c t  tra ffic  a n a ly s t s . B y  2 0 2 5 .  th e  
G ra v in a  Is la n d  H ig hw ay  is  a n t :  p a te d  to

a tt ra c t m o r e  th a n  8 . 0 0 0  v e h c J e  tr ip s  e a> y  
b e tw e e n  K e tch -A an  a n d  th e  A irp o rt a n d  
ad ,a c e n .t d e v e 'e p m e n t  a t e a s  o n  G ra v m a  
(s la n t !

Alignment ano Ttpicat. Scchon 
T h e  la n d s c a p e  o f  G r a v m a  H ’a n d  r* a  geotey 
r c h n g  w e t a n d  w tn  r e v e l te a : v a n e s  o n ly  
s y jn t V  h o m  t e e  A irp o rt to  the E a s t  C h a n n e l 
b r d g e  T n>  i r a u m v n  d e s i r a b le  g ’ AOe is  7  
p e» cen t. b u t t*y> m ayon ty  o f  t e e  g ra d e s  a re  
w e  p e icw  tens k m :  T h e  g ra d e  o n  P e v d a
Is la n d  -s m o r e  3  I f  c u t ;  <t n s c s  s te e& V  trom  
Tongass Narrows. w ith  e e v a s c nr 
e ic e e d m g  s e v e r a l th o u s a n d  fe e f  T h e  
a p p ro a c h  t:vr. E a s t  C h a ' v v  t y o g e  *  i 
p r o c e e d  d o w n h f l o n  a n  8  p e rc e n t  g ra d e  to  
S o u th  T o n g a s s  H g n w a y .

T h e  G ' a n n a  Is la n d  K g h w a y  w -i t ie  a  p a . e d  
ru r a l la d k t y  w ith  tw o  1 2  lo o t  d riv in g  la n e s  
a n d  8  lo o t  s h o o d e r s .  fo r  a  fe t a  w r r h  o f  4 0  
fe e t  w t f  m  a  c o n te c -e d  a c c e s s  c x d ?  T r «  
s p e e d  km  t j  wdl m o s s  kkety  b e  S 5  o o  
G r a v m a  a n d  P e n n o c k  t s ia n c i .  a n d  4 0  t., p H 
o n  R ev -J Ia  Is la n d

T h e  s t ru c tu re s  c ro s s in g  Teryass ‘ • a r r o w s  w *  
b e  c ' n e  a r r t c c r d  p r o p o r t o n s  T n *  p o te n c a 1 
b n d g e  ty p e  a n d  h e ^ n t  a re  d e la t e d  b y  th e  
la rg e r  v e s s e * s  a n d  th e  p r e s e n c e  e l  A lp o r t  
a n d  h o a 'p ia n e  c p e r a t  or*s

Schedule
T o  e n su 'O  a  f m c ty  d e k ve c y . th e  D e p a r tm e rs  
e » p e c ts  te -s  p ro je c t  to  b e  a o v e r t s e d  * y  
d e s g n  a n d  c o n s t ru c t io n  to  t v p y e s *  
c o n c u r re n t ly  -  k n o w n  a s  a  d e s f l n  bu»3d 
p ro c u re m e n t  A m u H .-tk s o c S r -e d  te a m  w ?  b e  
a w a rd e d  th e  c y . f r a c t  to  d e .e i c p  t e e  w o rk  fo r  
s u b s t a n t ia l c o r r p ' e t o n  b y  2 0 0 9 .  w ite • rval 
D e p a r tm e n ta l a c c e p ta n c e  m  2 0 1 0
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K e t c h i k a n

November 18, 2005

Representative Kevin Meyer 
Co-Chair, House Finance Committee 
716 W. 4th Avenue Stc 310 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2133

Dear Representative Meyer:

Enclosed you will a find a copy o f Resolution No. 05-2160 in support o f funding and 
construction o f the Gravina Island project, which was unanimously adopted by the Ketchikan 
City Council last evening.

First, the City is requesting that the Governor and Legislature use these funds for the Gravina 
Island and Knik Ann projects and include funds for both the projects in the upcoming state 
capital budget.

.Second, we have heard repeated concern that the Alaska Department o f Transportation has 
inappropriately used the STIP process to distort the impact that the two projects would have on 
other state priorities in the next few years. People who are familiar with DOT actions with 
respect to the bridge projects, including inflated cost estimates, inaccurate schedules for funding 
requirements, and misleading public pronouncements (including per capita comparisons, a 
technique which has been rejected even by federal transportation planners), have described the 
Department’s actions in sum as "developing a worst ease scenario and shouting it from the 
rooftops." The result has been unnecessary alarm in other communities about the potential loss 
o f local projects. We expect the final STIP to be a realistic and accurate planning document.

Finally. I would be remiss i f I did not express the opinion o f many people in Ketchikan that we 
are tired o f seeing national media, politicians from other stales, and various groups malign 
Alaskans in general, and residents o f Ketchikan in particular, as nobodies from nowhere. Your 
efforts to prove them wrong w ill he appreciated.

Sincerely,

H ob W ein stein  
M a y o r
• • krt. i*y l  I

334 Front Strool t  Kotchikon, AK 99901 / PH: 907-225-31 I I / FX 907-225-5075



CITY OF KETCHIKAN, ALASKA

RESOLUTION NO. 05-2160

A RESOLUTIO N OF TH E C O UNCIL OF TH E CITY OF K ETCHIK AN,
ALASKA REAFFIRM ING SUPPORT FOR T H E  G RAVINA ISLAND
ACCESS PROJECT, URGING TH E G O VER N O R  TO  BEGIN
C ONSTRUCTIO N; AND ESTABLISH ING AN EFFECTIV E DATE.

W HEREAS, Gravina Island represents the best opportunity for future growth o f our 
community and Southern Southeast Alaska; and

W HEREAS, the Gravina Island Acccs.. project, including the Ralph M. Bartholomew 
Veterans Memorial Bridge, has been a community priority for over 30 years; and

W HEREAS, the Gravina Island Access project was overwhelmingly supported by a 2-1 
vote o f the people o f  Ketchikan, and, in addition, federal funding for both the Gravina Island and 
Knik Arm projects was supported by 65% o f all Alaskans in a recent poll; and

W HEREAS, construction o f the Gravina Island Access project will allow the 
implementation o f the Gravina Island Development Plan which was recently completed by local 
government and which provides access to non-fedcral land for commercial, industrial, 
residential, and recreational purposes, specifically providing for land and infrastructure to 
support fisheries development, the wood products industry, and tourism; and

W H EREA S, the Council has through resolutions adopted in 1997, 2003, and 2004 
previously supported the project in light o f its long-range economic benefits to our community; 
and

W HEREAS, Ketchikan suffered a great economic loss as a result o f federal policy 
changes on the Tongass National Forest which resulted in the decimation o f a vibrant timber 
industry, from which the community is still struggling to recover; and

W IIEREAS. after the significant decline o f  the local timber industry the Gravina Island 
Access project took on a more critical role in Ketchikan's economic recovery; and

W HEREAS, in 1998 over $20 million in federal TEA-21 funds were made available for 
this project and authorized and matched by the Alaska Legislature, to date S9.2 million m federal 
funds and $2.3 million in state funds have been spent on the project scoping and EIS, and a 
record o f  decision has been issued; and

W IIEREA S, the Alaska Congressional Delegation has fought long and hard for funding 
for these projects and has provided funding for the projects in both the TEA-21 and in the 
SAFETKA-LU legislation as passed by the Congress just recently, and

W HEREAS, in his inaugural State o f the State address Governor Murkowski identified 
the Gravina Island Access and Kmk Arm projects as his top statewide priorities, and

W HEREAS, Govemoi Murkowski consistently thereafter identified both the Gravina 
Island Access and Knik Ann projects as priorities for federal funding earmarks in his requests to 
the Alaska Congressional delegation, and

Krtolutlon No US-21(4)



WHEREAS, Governor Murkowski consistently thereafter identified bo*h the Gravina 
Island Access and Knick Arm projects as priorities for federal funding eu narks in his requests to 
the Alaska Congressional delegation; and

WHEREAS, despite the loss o f earmarks the Alaska Congressional delegation has been 
successful in its efforts to keep funding intact for both the Gravina Island Access and Knik Arm 
projects; and

WHEREAS, delays in completing the projects will result in additional economic harm to 
the community as well as increased construction costs for the project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT  RESOLVED by the Council o f the City o f Ketchikan, 
Alaska, as follows:

Section 1. The Council o f the City o f Ketchikan, Alaska urges Governor Murkowski 
to reaffirm his support for the Gravina Island Access and Knik Arm projects as transportation 
priorities and to assure that construction plans are in the final 2006-2008 STIP.

Section 2. The Council o f the City o f Ketchikan, Alaska urges Governor Murkowski 
and the Alaska State Legislature to use federal funds as intended by the Alaska Congressional 
delegation, specifically by including sufficient federal and state funds in the FY 2007 capital 
budget to keep the Gravina Island Access and Knik Arm projects on schedule.

Section 3. The Council o f the City o f Ketchikan, Alaska requests that Governor
Murkowski instruct the Alaska Department o f Transportation to move both the Gravina Island 
Access and Knik Arm projects to construction as soon as possible.

Section 4. The Council o f the City o f Ketchikan, Alaska expresses its sincere thanks
to the Alaska Congressional Delegation for its long efforts to provide funding for these projects 
and urges the Delegation to communicate to the Governor and the Alaska State Legislature its 
clear intention that funding provided in the SAFETEA-LU bill be authorized and spent for both 
projects as originally intended.

Section 5. This resolution is effective immediately upon passage and approval.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 17,h day o f November, 2005.

Bob Weinstein, Mayor

ATTEST:

Cj y(i  \3ui~tZAj
M Suiter 

C it y  C le rk

Kctolillir>n Ni 05-2100 Page 2
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P r i m e r  o n  t h e  F e d e r a l  

H i g h w a y  P r o g r a m  f o r  A l a s k a

House Finance 
January 2005

Na
A b b r e v i a t i o n s

SAFETEA-LU -  Name ol most rocont highway authorization bill.
passed in August 2005 and addressing federal program through 2000.
STIP -  Statowido Transportation Improvement Program
NIIS National Highway System
AHS -  Alaska Highway System
CTP - Community Transportation Program
IRAAK -  Trails and Rocroalional Accoss for Alaska
STP Surfaco Transportation Program, a kind of fodoral funding
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization (2 in Alaska)

AMAFS -  Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transpcrtnlion Solutions 
- FMATS -  Fairbanks Metropolitan Area Transportation System 

H IF  Highway Trust Fund 
PM Preventative Maintenance 
M&O Maintonanco and Operations
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• Explanation of how the bridge funding 
was determined.

• Eligibility of STIP funds in Alaska has 
grown substantially.

• STIP funds to address road needs is 
limited by several factors.

} *r4 Goo<JJ aftO Odtvory c4 St*?o Sofvca*

B r i d g e  M a t h  E x p l a i n e d

• Explain the $91 M and $93.6 M allocations:
-  'Renamed' bridge earmarks are flexible

• No project named, vory flexible eligibility (= to S T P )

-  Funds subject to Alaska ST IP  regulations.
• State formula allocates funds to NHS. local needs, etc

-  48% of funds allocated to NHS, subject to use on 
two bridges.

-  Further reduction to 85% to address expected 
shortfall in appropriations.
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Prftv<>r\j fc/ f*o MOvtffHzrf fog0t<? -l^ 1 strl'i I*'-'! Dc- 1 State SfcTv'/'e*

Distribution of Federal-Aid Transportation < j ) 
Formula Funds Per 17 AAC 05.155-200

STIP $ to communities

Dneivbn WH

FMATS

Bridge funds 
from here

FLEXIBLE

B r i d g e  M a t h  S h o w n

• Knik Arm
-  $229.4 M* in 

earmarks

-  @48% = $110.1 M

-  @85% = $93.6 M in 
capital budget

Gravina Island
-  $223 M‘ in earmarks

-  @48% = $107.0 M

-  @85% = $91 M in 
capital budget

•18% is the regulatory portion of unrestricted STIP Funds allocated lo the NHS program 
85% accounts for less than full appropriations to fund the earmarks, hased on status of 
the Highway Trust Fund and past appropriation history.
• Funds authorized to each bridge over 5 year life of 5AFETEA LU.



M i s s i o n  S t a t e m e n t

Providing for the movement of people 
and goods and the delivery of state 
services.
All roads are not equal in this regard.

pr. *<v Mo•uti'QrtlOf Peor •• • irw n jr-j Delivery of Slate Serv«**N

J
Al ASKAIH'IH IC HOAD Ml I IS 

Vlci 1*1. C >itl(M(V, jiml I *u»J tltnd Milc.i>’C In (h.itct tlnp 
A*. .1 IVinntKt 20O»

Functional Class Tiers:
AKII 1(1 Al l«* Pre-1991 eligible 

Miles in AK

111(1 IA N  M V O I U U I  I K  IO H

misok < ni 11 cum
1991 eligible 

**> in AK

Ownership: state i4*ni A^cm**** 1 j ic«ic*Mi

Impact: Eligibility of funds moro than triplod!



p.. * vj.rvj fry d »r*1 Goods J»x3 De*< /*ry of Sl.Ho Services

Al ASKA 1*11111 l< KOADMII I S 
l > n l i  i l i u l h n  n l  2 (K ) l A w i i l i ' t i l i  h y  I ' m m  u n t i l  I ' l a w

Impact: Fixing major roads can best addross safely.



E l i g i b i l i t y  I s s u e s  ( 1 )

Nationwide, only 20-30% of highways 
eligible for federal STIP funds.
In Alaska. 100% of roads and highways
are eligible (due to Federal law unique to Alaska).

,ct: We are trying to address more 
•ueds than funds can serve.

jirvj for 'ho Movement J P** two . i H  dood.t j  D ^ m r y  pi Si.itu Sptv* e*

E l i g i b i l i t y  I s s u e s  ( 2 )

Alaska distributes more STIP funds to 
local needs than any other state!
-  A M A T S / F M A T S  a n d  o t h e r  c o m m u n i t ie s  g e t  

> 4 0 %  u n d e r  s t a t e - f o r m u la

-  U S  a v e r a g e  i s  < 2 0 %

-  Im p a c t :  H ig h  le v e l  r o a d s  a r e  l e s s  w e l l  

f u n d e d  t h a n  t h e y  w o u ld  b e  if  n a t io n a l  

f o r m u la  a n d  e l ig ib i l i t y  w a s  f o l lo w e d .

6
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E l i g i b i l i t y  I s s u e s  ( 3 )

Some earmarks have further shrunk funding for 
Alaska’s highway program.
Parking garage, loan repayments, rail, port and 
shipyard and other types of projects were earmarked 
from Alaska's highway dollars.
Further, most of the earmarks are not fully funded.

Impact: While worthy projects, these non-highway 
earmarks have subtracted from original purpose of 
federal-aid highway program.
Partial funded earmarks create an "expectation" of 
future ST IP  dollars.

Proving for th<j Movement of Pcoi'lu and Good̂ ,ir*J DC •f State Services

E l i g i b i l i t y  I s s u e s  ( 4 )

O p e r a t io n s  a n d  p r e v e n t a t i v e  m a in t e n a n c e  

h a v e  s h i f t e d  to  f e d e r a l  f u n d s  o v e r  p a s t  tw o  

d e c a d e s .

S i n c e  la t e  8 0 ’s  b u d g e t  p r e s s u r e  to  p r e s e r v e  

G F  h a s  s h i f t e d  c o n s id e r a b le  c o s t s  to  S T I P .

• Im p a c t :  M a n y  f e w e r  r e h a b i l i t a t io n ,  s a f e t y  a n d  

c a p a c i t y  p r o je c t s  a r e  p o s s ib le .



M & O  O p e r a t i n g  B u d g e t  A n d  C P f 0/

Millions

$160
C o m p a r i s o n

$140

$120

FY83 budget adjusted for Anchorage CPI

$100

$60

$ 4 0

M&O actual GF operating budget

$20

$0

Work includes: Striping, null & pave. 
—  make-lt-black, guardrail, crack seal, 

luminaries, bridge mainlonance. etc.
~i— f I r

$60+ Million in 
Federal funds now 

used for Prev. 
Maint.

_ r_  —}------- ,------- r - t---- r— i---1 r i i 1----1----1----r~

<?P j f *  o p  o p  c p  o p  c p  c P  c P.or s°> »°r ,°r

Pruv<j *v> ‘or *»)e Poot^o -ifvj Goods find Dc*f* /Cfy Stdto Sc*v«r-$s

D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 1 )

B.

S A F E T E A - L U  e a r m a r k s  w e r e  m u c h  m o r e  

e x t e n s i v e  t h a n  j u s t  t w o  b r id g e s .

A n o t h e r  $ 2 6 9  M  in  e a r m a r k s  w e r e  d e d u c t i v e  

t o o . In  a d d i t io n ,  > $ 4 4 0  M  in  e a r m a r k s  w e r e  

n o n - d e d u c t i v e .

I m p a c t :  T h e  l o s s  o f  S T I P  f u n d s  to  b r id g e  

e a r m a r k s  i s  o n ly  p a r t  o f  t h e  p ic t u r e .



P r u v J-r g  tor tho J IV-. i r> #- J • lfl'J [)ct.,e/y •* St«l*© S o '

All Earmarks: 
$1,037 M

Authorized levels

5  Y e a r  E a r m a r k s  &  F o r m u l a

All Formula 
~$2,100 M

B r i d g e  E a r m a r k s  b y  T y p e
(in Millions, 5-year Authorization*)

G r a v in a  I s l a n d

-  Subtractive $148

-  Additive $75

K n ik  A r m

-Subtractive $179.4 

-  Additive $50

-  Total $223 M -  Total $229.4

"Authorized" dollars will gonumlly arrive in 5 equal installments, 
belwoon 2005 and 2009. Duo to fodoral budgot process, appropriations 
aro oxpoctod to actually provide only 85% of tho authorized amounts.

............  * • I t *. • *, * V »•.
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D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 2 )

O t h e r  c h a n g e s  in  l a w  h a v e  r e d u c e d  f u n d in g .

S e v e r a l  n e w  f e d e r a l  c a t e g o r y *  o f  f u n d s ,  a n d  

e n la r g e d  e x i s t in g  s e t - a s id e  c a t e g o r ie s  h a v e  

s h r u n k  f u n d in g  to  r e g u la r  p r o g r a m .

Im p a c t :  A p p r o x im a t e ly  $ 2 5  M  o f  a n n u a l  f u n d s  

p r e v io u s l y  f le x ib le  in  n a t u r e  w e r e  m a d e  

r e s t r i c t i v e .

'Eligibility (or federal hwy. lunds are so by the ‘apportionment’ or category.
Each apportionment type has unique c.igibility rules.

f*»uv«dryj '/< •» r M ' 1 1 ; ..1 5  »>•! .ery • > SU I# S c i y e e J

B.

D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 3 )

H ig h w a y  T r u s t  F u n d  ( H T F )  n o t  d e l i v e r in g  a s  

e x p e c t e d .

2 0 0 5  a p p r o p r ia t io n s  d e l i v e r e d  o n ly  8 0 %  o f  

a u t h o r i z a t io n :  lo w e s t  in  d e c a d e s .

S e v e r a l  n a t io n a l  r e p o r t s  s u g g e s t  H T F  is  

f a c in g  c o n t in u e d  d if f ic u lt y .

I m p a c t :  T h e  H T F  i s  t h e  p r in c ip a l  s o u r c e  o f  

A l a s k a  h ig h w a y  f u n d s  t h u s  t h is  a p p a r e n t  

d o w n t u r n  i s  o f  u t m o s t  c o n c e r n !



D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 4 )

C o n s t r u c t io n  in f la t io n  h a s  r a m p e d  u p  s h a r p ly .

A l l  m a jo r  in p u t s  to  c o n s t r u c t io n  s u c h  a s  la b o r ,  

r ig h t - o f - w a y ,  c o m m o d i t i e s  ( e n e r g y ,  s t e e l ,  

c e m e n t ,  a s p h a l t )  a r e  u p  s h a r p l y .  N a t io n a l  

e s t i m a t e  i s  3 0 %  o r  g r e a t e r !

I m p a c t :  A s  p r o je c t  c o s t s  r i s e ,  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  

t r a n s p o r t a t io n  p r o je c t s  t h e  S T I P  c a n  fu n d  

d r o p s .

proY'd 'vj kif *ho of Peoo'e Oois ir>«i (V- .**'v of Slate S»4. re\

a

D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 5 )

Process and new legal requirements for 
federal funds continues to expand. 
This takes more time and money; some 
new requirements add significant costs. 

Impact: More is spent on intangibles, or 
non-transportation work, thus less on 
pavement.

*■* ■ ,»■
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Federal Environmental 
Requirements Affecting 

Transportation

taM i!)0o toto tojo io» two iom 1000 wo 1000 i»» ?ooo ?oio
Per FHWA presentation, 2003 H*,<
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D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 6 )

A l a s k a ’s  S T I P  f u n d s  a r e  r e d u c e d  d u e  to  

s a f e t y  l a w s  t h a t  d o  n o t  m e e t  f e d e r a l  g o a l s .

O p e n  c o n t a in e r  a n d  r e p e a t  o f f e n d e r  l a w s  

c a u s e  d e d u c t io n *  o f  3 %  o f  f le x ib le  f u n d s .

Im p a c t :  O n e  s ig n i f i c a n t  p r o je c t  ( - $ 1 2  M )  is  

lo s t  e a c h  y e a r .

B

'DoductoJ funds «?ro returned lo tho Alaska highway saloly program, but only 
curtain safety work, or education and enforcement typo projects may bo funded.



P r o j e c t  F u n d s  L o w e r  T o d a y

06-08 Draft STIP Program Allocation Comparison

AMS

§  TRAAK

Ctp

NHS

Note: Pro 2003 STIPs 
over-estimated funding 
lo give appearance of 
projects advancing.

m  too 150
Millions of Fadoral S

n  TEA 21 S T IP s 
■ S A FE T E A  LU ST IP

200
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I s  S T I P  F u n d i n g  A d e q u a t e ?  ( 1 )

• Backlog of work is significant
-  N e e d s  L i s t  id e n t i f ie s  m o r e  t h a n  $ 1 0  B i l l io n  

in  p r o je c t s .

- A l a s k a  f le x ib le  S T I P  a d d r e s s e s  1 .5  - 2 %  o f  

id e n t i f ie d  p r o je c t s ;  5 0 +  y e a r s  to  a d d r e s s  

n e e d s  a s  id e n t i f ie d  t o d a y .

Impact: STIP funding is not adequate!
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I s  S T I P  F u n d i n g  A d e q u a t e ?  (2 )

• Years needed to perform work on entire 
mileage of each system:
-  National Highway System: 66 years

-  Community Trans. Program: 125 years

-  Alaska Highway System: 132 years

- Above ratios assume no expansion of system miles.

■ Calculation based on average cost per mile of $1 M 
per mile, eycept NHS at $2 M per mile.

r*’ 'VJ to* Ifrn Me 'J •i-'o I*'*! Cj- » *1% .V̂J cry

B

A l a s k a  v s .  O t h e r  S t a t e s

Alaska
-  ST IP  funds all roads
-  No dedicated state 

funds for 
construction

-  Local gov’mts expect 
ST IP  to pay for local 
roads

-  Tolls used sparingly 
(Whillicr Tunnel, Knik)

Other S tates
-  ST IP  funds top 20%
-  State taxes fund 

other state/local 
needs

-  Local govmts use 
local funds on local 
roads

-  Tolls rapidly 
expanding

• (Many slates now 
using tolls)



S T I P  S h o r t f a l l  t o  R e g u l a r  P r o j e c t s  

S t e m s  F r o m  M a n y  C a u s e s

• Over the 5-year life of the bill, the two bridges 
represent ~$184.6 M or $36.9 M per year.

• Other factors, as explained, have resulted in far more 
lost project funding:

5 Year Totals
-  Other deductive earmarks* $269 M
-  Reduced flexible funds* $125 M
-  Hwy Trust Fund shortfall (est.)* $300 M
-  Preventative maintenance $260 M
-  Noncompliant safety laws $60 M
-  Construction escalation (est.)* $300 M
-  Total 5-yoar lost sponding potential: $1,315 M or $263 M each

yearl

| ‘ These factors Itnvo emerged since tho previous 0-1-06 STIP was prepared. 1
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O n e  Y e a r :  H y p o t h e t i c a l  #  o f  

$ 1 2  M  P r o j e c t s  D e l a y e d

All STIP (Non Bridge)

High Construction Escalation «--:V . 1

Nonrom|>liant Safety la m b
Prev. Maintenance S f lH B
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List of SAFETEA-LU Earmarks by House Election District

See. No. Roq
Houso
District Place Proioct Description

Earm arks 
Authorized 

throucjh F Y  2009

2 L
Federal
Sharo

1702 1760 Sis 1 Coffman Cove CofTman Cove IFA ferry terminal or IEA vessel d̂ bt repayment for 
MV Prince of Wales Perry

$3,200,000 90.97%

1702 3673 SE I Ketchikan Improve marine Intcrmodal facilities in Ketchikan $14,000,000 90.97%

1702 3686 SE 1 Coffman Cove Coffman Cove road paving in Coffman Cove 5375,000 90.97%

1702 3714 SE 1 Ketchikan Ketchikan: Improve marine dry-dock and facilities $2,000,000 90.97%

IW4 13 SE 1 Ketchikan Ketchikan: Improve marine dry-dock and facilities $20,000,000 90.97%

3044 416 SE 1 Ketchikan Improve marine inter-modal facilities in Ketchikan $14,000,000 80.00%

3044 353 SE 1 Ketchikan Ketchikan, Alaska-Transit Needs $250,000 80.00%

1702 1938 SE 2 Dradfield Planning, design, and EIS  ofHradlield Canal Road $2,000,000 90.97%

1702 2260 SE 2 Sitka Make necessary improvements to Indian river Road in City and 

Borough of Sitka

$2,000,000 90.97%

1702 36S! SE 2 I’ctcrsburg Various Road Improvements in Petersburg S2.000.000 90.97%

1702 3712 SB 2 Wrangell Wrangell: Road improvements S4,000.000 90.97%

1702 3713 SE *■ I’ctcrsburg Petersburg: Road improvements, including but not limited to 
design, engineering, permitting, and construction

S I. 500,000 90.97%

Summary includes all S APHTE A-LU earmarks except those originally assigned to the two major bridges. 
High priority (deductive) earmarks arc shaded.

i ..r iu 1/7/2006



List ofSAFETEA-LU Earmarks by House Election District

Soc. No. Rofl
House
District Place Project Description

Earmarks 
Authorized 

throuah FY 2009
Fodcral
Share

1702 3715 SE 2 Bradlicld Southeast: Planning, design, and EIS of Bradficld Canal Road $2,000,000 90.97%

1702 3720 SE 2 Sitka Sitka: Improvements to Indian River Road, including but not 
limited to design, engineering, permitting and construction

$500,000 90.97%

19.14 6 SE 2 Petersburg Petersburg: Road improvements, including but not limited to 
design, engineering, permitting, and construction

$500,000 90.97%

1934 II SE 2 Sitka Sitka: World War II Causeway Trail and Multi-use Pathway 
projects

$1,000,000 90.97%

3044 616 SE 2 Sitka Sitka, Alaska-Transit Needs $250,000 80.00%

3044 664 SE 2 Wrangell Wrangell, AK-Ecrry Infrastructure S I ,000,000 80.00%

1702 3687 SE 5 Craig Port Saint Nicholas road improvements in Craig $3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3691 SE 5 lioonah Intcrmodal ferry dock in lioonah $2,000,000 90.97%

1702 3696 SE 5 Mcllakatla Mcllakatla: Walden Pcint Road S5,000.000 90.97%

1702 3716 SE 5 Gustavus Gustavus: Dock replacement for the Alaska Marine Highway $.1,000,000 90.97%

3044 541 SE 5 lioonah lioonah, AK-Intcrmodal Ferry Dock $2,000,000 80.00%

1702 3707 N 6 McCarthy Upgrades for Road Access to McCariny, A K , for design, 
engineering, permitting and construction

$5,000,000 90.97%

Summary includes all SAI’ETEA-I U camurks except those originally assigned to the two major bridges.
High priority (deductive) earmarks ate shaded.

2 or 10 1/7/2006



List of SAFETEA-LU Earmarks by House Election District

Soc. No. Roq
Houso
District Placo Project Description

Earmarks 
Authorized 

throuoh FY 2009

°A
Foderal
Sharo

1702 3708 N 6 Dalton Highway Upgrades on the Dalton Highway, for design, engineering, 
permitting and construction

$4,500,000 90.97%

1702 3710 C 6 Crooked Creek Crooked Creek: Road to Donlin Mine, for design, engineering, 
permitting and construction

$2,000,000 90.97%

1934 3 N 6 Dalton Highway Upgrades on the Dalton Highway, including but not limited to 
design, engineering, permitting and construction

$500,000 90.97%

1934 7 N 6 Tnnana Tanana: Dust Control Mitigation 5500.000 90.97%

1934 12 C 6 McGrath McGrath: Road erosion control along the Yukon River $500,000 90.97%

1702 3717 N 12 Richardson Highway Upgrades on the Richardson Highway, including but not limited to 
design, engineering, permitting and construction

$4,500,000 90.97%

1934 4 N 12 Richardson Highway Upgrades on the Richardson Highway, including but not limited to 
design, engineering, permitting and construction

$500,000 90.97%

1702 1847 C 35 Seward I'crry Infrastructure at Scwaid Marine Center $3,000,000 90.97%

1934 9 C 35 Homer Homer: Intcrmodal deep-water dock facility improvements $2,000,000 90.97%

1702 446 c 36 Lake lliamna Wcstside development \Villiamsport*Pilc Hay Road $5,000,000 90.97%

1702 2474 a m i i 36 Kodiak Kodiak, AK Construction of AMI1W ferry terminal and approach S7.500.000 90.97%

1702 3705 c 36 Lake lliamna Transportation Improvements in Cook Inlet for the Wcstside 
development/ Williamsport-l’ ile Hay Road

S2.000.000 90.97%

Summary includes all SAIL ITA-I.U earmarks except those originally assigned to the two major bridges
High priority (deductive) earmarks arc shaded.

3 of 10



List of SAFETEA-LU Earmarks by House Election District

See.
1702

No.

161
Roci

C

House
D istrict

37
Place

False Pass

Project Description
False Pass Road construction from small boat harbor dock to 
airport and town.

Earm arks 
Authorized 

throuah F Y  2009
$3,000,000

2 L
Federal
Share

90.97%

1702 400 AMH 37 Unalaska Unalaska, A K  Construction of AMHW ferry terminal including 
approach, staging, and upland improvements

$7,500,000 90.97%

1702 777 C 37 Akutan Constnrcl linking road from airport lo port in Akutan $1,500,000 90.97%

1702 3191 C 37 Naknek Constnict access road and a bridge crossing the Naknek River 
terminus points in South Naknek-King Salmon Highway

53,000,000 90.97%

1702 3679 C 37 King Cove Upgrade city roads and construct a road and acquire a hovercraft to 
transit the bay between King Cove and Cold Bay in King Cove

$3,700,000 90.97%

1702 3084 C 37 Alcknagik Float Plane Road in Alcknagik $1,000,000 90.97%

1702 3693 C 37 Bristol Bay Borough Improvement to Lake Camp Road in Bristol Bay Borough $3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3698 C 37 Bristol Bay Borough Bristol Bay: Transportation improvements to the access road and a 
budge crossing at the Naknek River

S3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3701 C 37 Alcknagik Alcknagik: Wood River Bridge, or design, engineering, permitting 
and construction

$3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3702 C 37 Chignik Chignik: Inter-Village Road, for design, engineering, permitting 
and construction

$5,000,000 90.97%

1702 37 IS c; 38 Bethel Bethel: Dust Control Mitigation for Rural Roads $1,500,000 90.97%

Summary includes nil SAM 11: A-I.U earmarks except those tui^mally assigned to the two major bridges.
High priority (deductive) camurks arc shaded.

4 It) 1/7/2000



List of SAFETEA-LU Earmarks by House Election District

See. No. Roq
House
District Place Project Description

Earm arks 
Authorized 

through F Y  2009

°A.
Foderal
Share

1702 3719 N 39 Nome Nome. Dust Control Mitigation for Rural Roads S I ,500,000 90.97%

1702 1073 N 40 Point Hope Emergency evacuation road at Point Hope in North Slope Borough $3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3G80 N 40 Kotzebue Municipal Road Paving - Kotzebue $2,000,000 90.97%

1702 3690 N 40 Barrow Access Roads for the Barrow Arctic Research Center in Barrow $3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3692 C 40 Shishmarcf Construction of relocation road in Shishmarcf $5,000,000 90.97%

1702 3703 N 40 Kotzebue Kotzebue: Cape Blossom Road, for design, engineering, permitting 
and construction

$5,000,000 90.97%

1702 3709 N 40 Kotzebue Kotzebue: Municipal Road Paving Project $2,000,000 90.97%

3044 596 N 40 North Slope Borough North Slope Borough, AK-Transit Purposes $2,000,000 80.00%

1702 2002 C 50 Anchorage Providence Hospital Public Access Road $3,000,000 90.97%

1702 2283 c 50 Whittier Eor Completion of the Shotgun Cove Road, from Whittier, Alaska 
to the are a of Decision Point, Alaska

$4,000,000 90.97%

1702 3020 c 50 Anchorage Construction of and improvements to roads at Alaska Pacific 
University

$3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3317 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage Traffic Congestion Relief $5,000,000 90.97%

Sunuiury includes all SAMiTKA-I.U earmarks except those originally assigned to the two major bridges.
High priority (deductive) earmarks arc shaded.

5 of 10 1/7/2006



L i s t  o f  S A F E T E A - L U  E a r m a r k s  b y  H o u s e  E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

See. No. Rgq
Houso
District Place Proloct Description

Earmarks 
Authorized 

throuah FY 2009

%_
Federal
Share

1702 3678 C 50 Anchorage Intcrmodal facility improvements at the Port of Anchorage 525,000,000 90.97%

1702 3682 c 50 Anchorage Construction and Improvements at Alaska Pacific University 53,000,000 90.97%

1702 3685 c 50 Girdwood Olympic Circle road paving in Girdwood 5500,000 90.97%

1702 3697 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage: Traffic Congestion Relief 55,000.000 90.97%

1702 3721 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage: handicapped and pedestrian access construction, 
surfacing and other improvements for 2006 National Veterans' 
Wheelchair Games

52,000,000 90.97%

1702 3725 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage: Transportation Itnprov ncnts to tiic Crccksidc 
development

53,000.000 90.97%

1702 3726 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage: Dimond Center Intcrmodal Facility, including but not 
limited to design, engineering, permitting, and construction

52,500,000 90.97%

1702 3727 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage: Transportation needs for GlacicrAVinncr Creek 
Development

SI.000,000 90.97%

1934 5 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage: Intcrmodal facility improvements at the Port of 
Anchorage

57,000.000 90.97%

1934 8 c 50 Anchorage Anchorage: Dimond Center Intcrmodal Facility, including but not 
limited to design, engineering, permitting, and construction

S 500.000 90.97%

S u m m a ry  includes all S A F H T liA -L U  earm arks  excep t  those  or ig inal ly  ass igned  to the tw o  m a jo r  bridges.

H igh  prio ri ty  (d cdu  tivc) e a rm ark s  arc shaded.

(i of 10 1/7/2006



L i s t  o f  S A F E T E A - L U  E a r m a r k s  b y  H o u s e  E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

Sec. No. Req
House
D istric t Place Proiect Description

Earmarks 
Authorized 

throuah FY 2009
Federal
Share

1934 10 C 50 Anchorage Anchorage: Study, design, and engineering of Knik crossing 
approach routes to minimize traffic congestion

$2,000,000 90.97%

3044 422 C 50 Anchorage C Street Expanded bus facility and inter-modal parking garage, 
Anchorage, AK

$5,000,000 80.00%

3044 425 C 50 Anchorage CITE Non-profit Services Center inter-modal parking facility. 
Anchorage, AK

$3,000,000 80.00%

3044 427 C 50 Anchorage Alaska Native Medical Center Intcrmodal parking facility $5,000,000 80.00%

3044 436 C 50 Anchorage Intcrmodal facility improvements at the Port of Anchorage $25,000,000 80.00%

3044 466 C 50 Anchorage Anchorage-Transit Needs $ 1 ,000,000 80.00%

1306 N 60 Fairbanks Freight Demonstration Project $5,000,000 90.97%

1702 494 N 60 North Pole Citywidc pavement rehabilitation in City of North Pole $ 1 ,000,000 90.97%

1702 2746 N 60 Fairbanks Road Improvements in City of Fairbanks S5,000,000 90.97%

1702 2937 N 60 North Star Road Improvements and upgrades to service road areas and 
miscellaneous projects within Nortlistar Borough

$5,000,000 90.97%

1702 3704 N 60 Fairbanks Fairbanks: Tanana River Bridge Replacement, for design, 
engineering, permitting and construction

$5,000,000 90.97%

1702 3706 N 60 Fairbanks Fairbanks/Noith Star Borough: Road improvements to service 
roads and other misc.

$5,000.000 90.97%

S u m m a ry  includes all S A F E T E A - L U  earm arks  excep t  those orig inal ly  ass igned  to the tw o m a jo r  bridges.

H igh prio r ity  (d edu c t iv e )  e a rm ark s  are  shaded.

7 o f  10 1/7/2006



L i s t  o f  S A F E T E A - L U  E a r m a r k s  b y  H o u s e  E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

See. No. Reg
House
D istrict Place Project Description

Earmarks 
Authorized 

th rouah  FY 2009

%.
Federal
Share

1702 3723 N 60 North Pole AK-North Pole: Homestead Road/North Pole High School 
Boulevard Extensiou Proj :ct

$500,000 90.97%

1702 3724 N 60 Fairbanks Fairbanks: O'Connor Road Bridge Replacement $250,000 90.97%

30*44 423 N 60 Fairbanks Morris Thompson Cultural and Visitors Center Intcrmodal parking 
facility, Fairbanks, AK

S2,500,000 80.00%

30*14 597 N 60 North Star North Star Borough, AK-Transit Purposes SI,000,000 80.00%

5401 N 60 Fairbanks National University Transportation Centers, Univ. of AK $16,000,000 50.00%

1702 1047 C 70 Mat-Su Bridge over Fish Creek in Matanuska-Susitna Borough $ 1 ,000,000 90.97%

1702 1661 C 70 Mat-Su Bogard/Sheldon Extension in Matanuska-Susitna Borough $4,000,000 90.97%

1702 1975 c 70 Mi. Point MacKcnzic in Matanuska-Susitna Borougli plan and design 
road access

$ 1 ,000,000 90.97%

1702 3401 c 70 VV' n Wideband multimedia mobile emergency communication pilot 
project Wasilla, Alaska

$5,000,000 90.97%

1702 368S c 70 Construction of a road between Lake Lucille and Big Lake in 
Matanuska-Susitna Borougii

$2,000,000 90.97%

1702 3689 c 70 Mat-Su Hatcher Pass Ski Development in Matanuska-Susitna Borough $ 1 ,000,000 90.97%

1702 3700 c 70 Mat-Su Construction of a ferry between Anc> jragc and Port MacKcnzic $5,000,000 90.97%

S u m m a ry  includes all S A F E T G A -L U  earm arks  e x cep t  those orig inal ly  ass igned  to the two m ajo r  bridges.

H igh prio r ity  (deduc t ive )  ea rm arks  arc  shaded.

8 o f  10 1/7/2000



L i s t  o f  S A F E T E A - L U  E a r m a r k s  b y  H o u s e  E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

Soc. No. Req
House
D istrict P hc •* Proiect Description

Earmarks 
Authorized 

th rouah  FY 2009

%_
Federal
Share

3044 574 C 70 Mat-Su Matsu, Alaska-Transit Needs •■5:500.000 80.00%

1702 547 SE 80 Juneau Planning, design, and constmction of Juneau access roads in 
'uneau, Alaska

SI 5.000.000 90.97%

3044 236 SE 80 Juneau Juneau, Alaska-transit bus acquisition and transit center SI.500,000 80.00%

3044 550 SE 80 Juneau Juneau-Transit Bus Acquisition and Transit Center SI,500,000 80.00%

1702 137 C 90 Kcnai Pen Borough Keystone Drive Road Improvements S 1.000,000 90.97%

1702 36S3 C 90 Kcnai Various Road Improvcmt. the City of Kcnai S 1.000,000 90.97%

1702 3695 C 90 Kcnai Pen Borough Soldotna: Keystone Drive Road Improvement in Soldotna S3,000,000 90.97%

1702 3711 C 90 Kenai Kcnai: Borough road improvements 52,500,000 90.97%

1702 2263 sw 99 Alaska RR Realign rail track to eliminate highway-rail crossings and improve 
highway safety and transit times

S5.000.000 90.97%

1702 3694 sw 99 Gas Pipeline Study on the feasibility of constructing a natural gas pipeline from 
the North Star Borough to South Central Alaska along the existing 
transportation corridors

S2.000.000 90.97%

1702 3699 sw 99 Statewide Statewide. Road culvert replacement and repair to improve fish 
habitat

$5,000,000 90.97%

S u m m a ry  includes all  SA FH T H A -I.U  e a r m t r k s  excep t  those o r ig ina l ly  a ss ign ed  to  the tw o m a jo r  bridges.

High prio r ity  (dedu c t ive )  ea rm ark s  a rc  shaded.

9  o f  10 1/7/2006



L i s t  o f  S A F E T E A - L U  E a r m a r k s  b y  H o u s e  E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

Soc. No. Reg
House
D istrict Place Project Description

Earm arks 
Authorized 

through FY 2009

°A
Federal
Share

1702 3722 SW 99 Statewide Statewide: Mobility coalition—job access transportation 5250,000 90.97%

1801 AMH 99 Statewide berry floats & berry Terminals S.̂ O,000.000 80.00%

1907 SW 99 Statewide Pavement Markings Demonstration Program AK/TN $2,000,000 100.00%

1934 1 SW 99 Denali Commission Denali Commission for docks, waterfront development projects 
and related transportation infrastructure

$20,000,000 90.97%

1945 sw 99 Statewide Production of a documentary about infrastructure that demonstrates 
advances in AK

.$2,950,000 100.00%

1960 sw 99 Denali Commission Village Road Program S60.000.000 90.97%

3011 sw 99 Denali Commission Docks, waterfront development projects & related transportation 
infrastructure.

,$20,000,000 80.00%

3011 AMU 99 Statewide New fixed guidcway systc.’is and extension of projects utilizing 
ferry boats & ferry boat terminal, or approaches to ferry boat 
terminals; split between Alaska and Hawaii

$35,200,000 80.00%

3036 SW 99 Alaska Kit Improvements to AK Railroad Passenger Operations $4.811.150 50-80%

Total: S5S5.736.I50

S u m m ary  includes all S A I T d T A - I . ' t  ea rm arks  exce p t  those  o r ig ina l ly  a ss igned  to the tw o m a jo r  b r i d g o .

H igh prio r ity  (dedu c t ive )  ea rm arks  arc  shaded.

10 o f  10 1/7/7006



S um m a ry o f  S A F E T E A - L U  E a r m a r k s  by H o u s e  E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

Earmark totals 
through FY 2009

Deductive 
Earmarks Totals 
through FY2009 % Deductive

House
Election
Districts Location

S53.825.000 519,575,000 36.37% 1 Ketchikan

SI 6,750,000 SI 4.000.000 83.58% 2 Sitka / Wrangell /Petersburg

SI 5,000,000 513.000,000 86.67% 5 Cordova / Southeast Islands

513,000,000 SI 1,500.000 88.46% 6 Interior Villages

55,000,000 $4,500,000 90.00% 12 Kichardson / Glenn Highways

S5.000.000 53,000,000 60.00% 35 Homer/Seward

SI 4,500.000 SI 4,500.000 100.00% 36 Kodiak

S33.700.000 533,700,000 100.00% 37 iirlstol Hay / Aleutians

SI,500,000 S 1,500.000 100.00% 38 Bethel

SI,500,000 SI,500,000 100.00% 39 Bering Straits

522,000,000 520,000,000 90.91% 40 Arctic

Sunmury includes all SAFIiTMA-LU cannarks except 
those originally assigned to the two major bridges. I o f  2 1/7/2006



S u m m a r y  o f  S A F E T E A - L U  E a r m a r k s  b y  M o u s e  E l e c t i o n  D i s t r i c t

Earm ark totals 
through FY 2009

Deductive 
Earm arks Totals 
through FY 2009 % Deductivo

House
Election
D istricts Location

5105,500.000 557,000.000 54.03% 50 Anchorage-general - 17 Eagle River 18 Anchorage-Military, 19 Anchorogc-Muldoon, 20 
Anchoragc-Mt. VicwAVonder Park, 21 wichorage-Maxter Dog, 22 Anchorage- 
IJnivcrsily/Airporl Heights, 23 Anchoragc-Downtown/Rogcrs Park, 24 Anchoragc- 
Midtown/Taku, 25 Anchorage-East Spcnard, 26 Anchorage-Turnigan /Inlet View, 27 
Anchoragc-Sand Lake, 28 Anchorage-Dayshorc/Klatt, 29 Anchoragc-Canipbcli/Indcpcndcnce 
Park, 30 Anchoragc-Lorc/Abbott, 31 Anchoragc-HufTman/Occan View, 32 Chugach State 
Park

546,250,000 521,750.000 47.03% 60 Kairhatiks-gcncral - 07 Fairbanks-Fanncr’s Loop/Stccsc Highway, 08 Fairbanks-Dcnali / 
University, 09 Fairbanks-City of Fairbanks, 10 Fairbanks / Fort Wamwright, 11 North Pole

519,500,000 519,000,000 97.44% 70 MatSu Areawidc - 13 Greater Palmer, 14 Greater Wasilla, 15 Rural Mat-Su, 16Chugiak/ 
Soudicm Mat-Su

SI 8,000,000 515,000,000 83.33% SO Juneau Areawidc - 03 Juneau Downtown/Lemon Creek/Airport, 04 Juneau Mendenhall 
Valley/Out lire Road

57.500,000 57,500,000 100.00% 90 Kcnai Areawidc - 33 Kcnai / Soldotna, 34 Rural Kcnai

5207,211.150 512,250,000 5.91% 99 Statewide

5585,736,150 S269.275.000 45.97% Total

S u m m a ry  inc ludes all SA M  I F A -I .U  ea rm arks  ex c ep t

those  orig inal ly  ass igned  to  the tw o  m ajor  bridges. 2 ol 2 1/7/2006
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P r i m e r  o n  t h e  F e d e r a l  

H i g h w a y  P r o g r a m  f o r  A l a s k a

House Finance 
January 2005
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A b b r e v i a t i o n s

SAFETEA-LU Namo ol most recent highway authorization bill,
passed in August 2005 and addrossing federal program through 2009.
STIP -- Statowido Transportation Improvomont Program
NHS - National Highway System
AHS Alaska Highway System
CTP - Community Transportation Program
TRAAK I rails and Recreational Accoss for Alaska
STP -  Surface Transportation Program, a kind o( lodoral funding
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization (2 in Alaska)

- AMATS - A nchorage M etropolitan A rea Transportation Solutions 
FMATS - Fairbanks M etropolitan Aron Transportation System  

HTF I flghwny Trust Fund 
PM -  Provenlativo Maintonanco 
M&O - Maintonanco and Operations

•»*•«> I 1 # tf-o (L\# ' * IV* «»*• * - • *t* l»' HH *••



S T I P  I s s u e s

"<®l

Explanation of how the bridge funding 
was determined. 
Eligibility of STIP funds in Alaska has 
grown substantially.
STIP funds to address road needs is 
limited by several factors.

B r i d g e  M a t h  E x p l a i n e d

• Explain the S91 M and $93.6 M allocations:
• Renamed' bridgo earmarks aro flexible

• No project named, very floxiblo eligibility (= to STP)

-  Funds subject to Alaska STIP regulations.
• Slalo formula allocates funds lo NHS. local needs, etc

-  48% of funds allocated to NHS, subject to use on 
two bridges.

-  Further reduction to 85% to address expected 
shortfall in appropriations.



Distribution of Federal-Aid Transportation <(jj/ 
Formula Funds Per 17 AAC 05.155-200

7RAAK

C fP

STIP $ to communities 
notreduced.

AMAT

fMATS

B r i d g e  M a t h  S h o w n

I \ ]
fl

Knik Arm
-  $229.4 M- in 

earmarks
-  @ 48%  = $110.1 M
-  @ 85%  = $93.6 M in 

capital budget

Gravina Island 
$223 M* in earmarks

-  @ 48%  = $107.0 M
-  @ 85%  = $91 M in 

capital budget
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• Providing for the movement of people 
and goods and the delivery of state 
services.

• All roads are not equal in this regard.
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E l i g i b i l i t y  I s s u e s  ( 1 )

Nationwide, only 20-30% of highways 
eligible for federal STIP funds.
In Alaska. 100% of roads and highways
are eligible (due to Federal law unique to Alaska).

Impact: We are trying to address more 
needs than funds can serve.
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E l i g i b i l i t y  I s s u e s  ( 2 )

• Alaska distributes more STIP funds to 
local needs than any other state!
-  AMATS/FMATS and other communities get 
>40% under state-formula

-  US average is < 20%

- Impact: High level roads are less well 
funded than they would be if national 
formula and eligibility was followed.
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a
Eligibility Issues (3)

Some earmarks have further shrunk funding for 
Alaska’s highway program.
Parking garage, loan repayments, rail, port and 
shipyard and other types of projects were earmarked 
from Alaska's highway dollars.
Further, most of the earmarks are not fully funded.

Impact: While worthy projects, these non-highway 
earmarks have subtracted from original purpose of 
federal-aid highway program.
Partial funded earmarks create an "expectation" of 
future STIP dollars.
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E l i g i b i l i t y  I s s u e s  ( 4 )

Operations and preventative maintenance 
have shifted to federal funds over past two 
decades. 
Since late 80's budget pressure to preserve 
GF has shifted considerable costs to STIP. 

Impact: Many fewer rehabilitation, safety and 
capacity projects are possible.
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M & O  O p e r a t i n g  B u d g e t  A n d  C p h j )

Millions

t'uo

$140

C o m p a r i s o n

F Y 8 3  b u d g e t  a d j u s t e d  f o r  A n c h o r a g e  C P I

$60 M H O  a c t u a l  G F  o p e r a t i n g  b u d g e t

Work includes Sloping, mill A pave
 mako-it-bljck. oucfdra'1. crack seal.

lum inaries, bodge maintenance, etc

S60+ Million in 
Federal funds now 

used for Prov. 
Maint.
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Dollars are Limited (1)
SAFETEA-LU earmarks were much more 
extensive than just two bridges.
Another $269 M in earmarks were deductive 
too. In addition, > $440 M in earmarks were 
non-deductive.

Impact: The loss of STIP funds to bridge 
earmarks is only part of the picture.
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5 Year Earmarks & Formula
All Formula 
-$2,100 M

All Earmarks: 
S1.037 M

Authorized levels

B r i d g e  E a r m a r k s  b y  T y p e
(in Millions, 5-year Authorization*)

Gravina Island
-  Subtractive $148
-  Additive $75

Knik Arm
-S u b tra c tive  $179.4 
-  Additive $50

-  Total $223 M -  Total $229.4

‘Authorized’  dollars v\ nerally arrive in 5 equal installments, 
between 2005 and 200‘J. Duo to fodoral budget procoss, appropriations 
aru expected lo actually provido only 85% of tho authorized amounts.



D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 2 )

Other changes in law have reduced funding.
Several new federal category* of funds, and 
enlarged existing set-aside categories have 
shrunk funding to regular program.

Impact: Approximately $25 M of annual funds 
previously flexible in nature were made 
restrictive.
•Eligibility lor federal hwy. funds aro  so t by tho 'apportionm ent' or category.
E ach  apportionm ent type h a s  unique eligibility rules.
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D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 3 )

Highway Trust Fund (HTF) not delivering as 
expected.
2005 appropriations delivered only 80% of 
authorization: lowest in decades.
Several national reports suggest HTF is 
facing continued difficulty.

Impact: The HTF is the principal source of 
Alaska highway funds thus this apparent 
downturn is of utmost concern!
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D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 4 )

Construction inflation has ramped up sharply.
All major inputs to construction such as labor, 
right-of-way, commodities (energy, steel, 
cement, asphalt) are up sharply. National 
estimate is 30% or greater!

Impact: As project costs rise, the number of 
transportation projects the STIP can fund 
drops.

proven/] iof *»\n M u )• •'roc'n » 1 * ICWy tf'v Suto

D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 5 )

Process and new legal requirements for 
federal funds continues to expand. 
This takes more time and money; some 
new requirements add significant costs. 

Impact: More is spent on intangibles, or 
non-transportation work, thus less on 
pavement.
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• Alaska’s STIP funds are reduced due to 
safety laws that do not meet federal goals.

• Open container and repeat offender laws 
cause deduction* of 3% of flexible funds.

• Impact: One significant project (-$12 M) is 
lost each year.

•Deducted funds aro rolurnod lo Ihu Alaska highway safoty program, but only 
curtain safuty work, or education and enforcornonl lypo projects may bo funded.

Per FHWA presentation, 2003

D o l l a r s  a r e  L i m i t e d  ( 6 )
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Note: Pro 2003 STIPs 
ovor-eslimatod funding 
to givo appearanco of 
projects advancing.
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I s  S T I P  F u n d i n g  A d e q u a t e ?  ( 1 )

• Backlog of work is significant
-  Needs List identifies more than $10 Billion 
in projects.

-  Alaska flexible STIP addresses 1.5 - 2% of 
identified projects; 50+ years to address 
needs as identified today.

• Impact: STIP funding is not adequate!
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I s  S T I P  F u n d i n g  A d e q u a t e ?  ( 2 )

• Years needed to perform work on entire 
mileage of each system:
-  National Highway System: 66 years
-  Community Trans. Program: 125 years
-  Alaska Highway System: 132 years

• Above ratios assume no expansion of system miles.
• Calculation based on average cost per mile of $1 M 

per mile, except NHS at S2 M per mile.
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A l a s k a  v s .  O t h e r  S t a t e s

A la sk a
-  STIP funds all roads
-  No dedicated state 

funds for 
construction

-  Local gov'mts expect 
STIP to pay for local 
roads

-  Tolls used sparingly 
(Whittier Tunnel, Kmk)

• Other States
-  STIP funds top 20%
-  State taxes fund 

other state/local 
needs

-  Local gov’mts use 
local funds on local 
roads

-  Tolls rapidly 
expanding

• (Many stalos now 
using tolls)
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STIP Shortfall to Regular Projects 
Stems From Many Causes

Over the 5-year life of the bill, the two bridges 
represent ~$184.6 M or $36.9 M per year. 
Other factors, as explained, have resulted in far more 
lost project funding:

5 Year Totals 
$269 M 
$125 M 
$300 M 
$260 M 
$60 M 
$300 M
$1.315 M o r $263 M each

B.

- Other deductive earmarks*
■ Reduced flexible funds*
■ Hwy Trust Fund shortfall ( e s t . ) ’

Preventative maintenance 
Noncompliant safety laws 
Construction escalation ( o s t . r

Total 5-yoar lo s t  sp e n d in g  p o t e n t i a l : ________________________
year!

T h e s e  fa c to rs  h a v e  e m e r g e d  s in c e  th e  p re v io u s  0 4 -0 6  S T IP  w a s  p r e p a r e d .
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O n e  Y e a r :  H y p o t h e t i c a l  #  o f  

$ 1 2  M  P r o j e c t s  D e l a y e d

All STIP (Non Bridge) 

High Construction Escalation 

Noncompliant Safety Laws 

Prev. M aintenance 

Hwy. T rust Fund Shortfall 

Increased  Indexible Funding 

Other Deductive Earm arks 

Bridges
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0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0
H y p o th e t ic a l # o f  $12 M P ro jo c t s  D e la y e d

Issues In red  em erged  since prior STIP
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• Alaska relies on STIP funds for larger 
universe of projects than any other state!

• Alaska shares more STIP funds as % with 
local governments than any other state.

• STIP funds have effectively shrunk as a result 
of several factors beyond two bridges.

• State has no supplemental fund source for 
highway program which magnifies the current 
downturn in STIP funds.

• Highway Trust Fund is not robust!

P*c» W  "«■ M l * *f -r v  j 1 \ M'i IV-’ * S'.


