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D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

A N D  P U B L I C  F A C I L I T I E S
O F F IC E  O F  T H E  C O M M IS S IO N E R

March 16, 2005

3132 CHANNEL DRIVE  
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99601-7896

FR A N K H. M URKOW SK l, GOVERNOR

TEXT:
FAX:
PHONE:

(907)4653652
(907)586-8365
(907) 465-3900

The H onorable C harlie  H uggins 
C hair, Senate T ransportation  
State Capitol. Room  417 
Juneau, AK 99801

D ear Senator H uggins:

I respectfully request that you schedule Senate Bill 133 for a hearing  before the Senate 
T ransportation C om m ittee. T his bill w ould establish an ongo ing  statu to ry  advisory  board 
w ithin the D epartm ent o f  T ransportation and Public Facilities to m ake recom m endations to 
the com m issioner o f  D O T& PF w ith respect to  aviation functions o f  state  governm ent.

G overnor M urkow ski originally created the board in January 2003 under A S 44.19.028 
by A dm inistrative O rder N o. 204. To avoid dissolution, the board  w as renew ed in June 
o f  2004 through A dm inistrative O rder No. 215. This bill w ould continue the ex istence o f  
the board w ithout need for annual adm inistrative renew als.

The statutory A viation A dvisory  B oard w ould have the sam e com position  as the current 
10-m em ber interim  board, w ith representatives o f  various stakeholders in aviation m atters. 
H ow ever, one additional board m em ber is added to  provide for an uneven num ber o f  
votes on the board. The governor w ould appoint board m em bers to staggered  th ree-year 
term s. L ike the ex isting  interim  board, m em bers w ould serve w ithout com pensation, other 
than coverage o f  travel and per diem  expenses. All m em bers w ould serve at the pleasure 
o f  the governor.

The D O T& PF m anages and operates the l  ed S tevens A nchorage In ternational A irport, 
Fairbanks In ternational A irport and m ore than 260 rural a irports across the state.
Steady d ialogue and ongo ing  coord ination  betw een the state and the av iation  industry 
are critical to  the s ta te 's  aviation policy as well as airport m anagem ent and operations.
By the sam e token, board  m em bers w ould have a continual opportun ity  to share their 
industry perspectives and m ake recom m endations to  the com m issioner o f  D O T& PF.

I urge your prom pt and favorable action on this m easure.

Sincerely.

M ike Barton 
C om m issioner

a w  t u i h P ro v id in g  fo r  th e  m o v e m en t o f  p e o p le  a n il g o o d s a n d  the  d e liv e rs  o f  s ta te  serv ices .
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M arc h  4 , 2 0 0 5

T h e H o n o ra b le  B e n  S te v e n s  
P re s id e n t o f  th e  S e n a te  
A la sk a  S ta te  L e g is la tu re  
S ta te  C ap ito l, R oom  111 
J u n e a u ,  AK 9 9 8 0 1 -1 1 8 2

D e a r P re s id e n t  S te v e n s :

U n d e r  th e  a u th o r i ty  o f a r t  III, sec. 18 , o f th e  A la s k a  C o n s t i tu t io n , I a m  tr a n s m it t in g  
a  bill e s ta b lis h in g  a  p e r m a n e n t  A viation  A dv iso ry  B o a rd  in  s ta tu te .

T h is  b ill w o u ld  e s ta b l i s h  a  p e rm a n e n t  a d v iso ry  b o a rd  w ith in  th e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f 
T ra n s p o r ta t io n  a n d  P u b lic  F a c ilit ie s  (DOTPF) to  m a k e  re c o n  m e n d a tio n s  to  che 
c o m m is s io n e r  o f D O TPF w ith  r e s p e c t  to  h a t  d e p a r tm e n t 's  a \  .a t io n  fu n c tio n s . O n  J a n u a r y  
15, 2 0 0 3 . I c r e a te d  a  te m p o ra ry  in te r im  A v ia tio n  A d v iso ry  B o a rd  b y  A d m in is tra tiv e  O rd e r  
No. 2 0 4 . I r e e s ta b l is h e d  th e  te m p o ra ry  b o a rd  th ro u g h  A d m in is tra tiv e  O rd e r  No. 2 1 5 , 
d a te d  J u n e  2 5 , 2 0 0 4 . T h is  b ill w o u ld  m a k e  th e  b o a rd  p e r m a n e n t .

T h e  p e r m a n e n t  b o a rd  w ou ld  h a v e  th e  s a m e  c o m p o s it io n  a s  th e  c u r r e n t  1 0 -m e m b e r 
in te r im  b o a rd , w ith  re p re s c r  .s tiv e s  o f v a r io u s  s ta k e h o ld e r s  in  a v ia tio n  m a t te r s .  H ow ever, 
o n e  a d d itio n a l  b o a rd  m e m b e i y o u ld  be a d d e d , to  p ro v id e  fo r  a n  u n e v e n  n u m b e r  of 
m e m b e rs  a n d  t h u s  av o id  tie  tozea. T he g o v e rn o r  w o u ld  a p p o in t  b o a rd  m e m b e r s  to  
s ta g g e re d  th r e e -y e a r  te rm s , a s  is  th e  c a s e  fo r m e m b e r s  o f  th e  e x is tin g  in te r im  b o a rd , 
m e m b e rs  w o u ld  se rv e  w i th o u t  c o m p e n s a tio n , o th e r  t h a n  co v e ra g e  o f tra v e l  a n d  p e r  d iem  
e x p e n se s  fo r m e m b e r s  w h o  a r e  n o t s ta te  o fficers o r  e m p lo y e e s . All m e m b e rs  w o u ld  se rv e  
a t  th e  p le a s u re  o f th e  g o v e rn o r.

T h is  b ill w o u ld  a ffo rd  th e  c o m m iss io n e r  o f th e  D O T P F  v a lu a b le  in p u t  fro m  th e  
p e rsp ec tiv e  o f th e  a v ia tio n  in d u s t r y  a n d  th e  tw o  la rg e s t  a i rp o r t  h u b  c o m m u n it ie s  re g a rd in g  
s ta te  a v ia tio n  p o licy  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t. I t  w o u ld  e n s u r e  t h a t  th o s e  s a m e  s ta k e h o ld e rs  
w ould  h a v e  a n  o n g o in g  o p p o r tu n i ty  to  a d v ise  a n d  m a k e  r e c o m m e n d a tio n s  to th e  
c o m m iss io n e r  o f  D O TPF.

I u rg e  y o u r  p ro m p t a n d  fav o rab le  a c t io n  o n  th i s  m e a s u re .

S in ce re ly  y o u rs ,

( 7  F ra n k  H. M u rk o w sk i 
G o v em r •

E n c lo s u re



td P K
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association

M a r c h  1 5 ,  2 0 0 5

N o n a  W i l s o n  
L e g i s l a t i v e  L ia i s o n
A l a s k a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a n d  P l d lic  F a c i l i t i e s  
3 1 3 2  C h a n n e l  D r iv e ,  S u i t e  3 0 0  
J u n e a u ,  A K  9 9 8 0 1 - 7 8 9 8

D e a r  M s .  W il s o n :

T h e  A irc ra f t  O w n e r s  a n d  P i lo t s  A s s o c i a t i o n  ( A O P A )  is  a  m e m b e r s h i p  a s s o c i a t i o n  
c o n s i s t i n g  o f  o v e r  4 0 0 , 0 0 0  p i lo t s  a n d  a i r c r a f t  o w n e r s  n a t i o n w i d e ,  4 , 6 0 0  o f  w h o m  r e s i d e  
in t h e  s t a t e  o f  A l a s k a .  A O P A  is  c o m m i t t e d  to  e n s u r i n g  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  v iab ili ty ,  g r o w t h ,  
a n d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a v i a t i o n  a n d  a i r p o r t s  in A l a s k a  a n d  t h e  U n i te d  S t a t e s .

T h e  A irc ra f t  O w n e r s  a n d  P i lo t s  A s s o c i a t i o n  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t s  S e n a t e  Bill 1 3 3 ,  r e q a r d i n g  
t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  a n  a v i a t io n  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d  fo r  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
a n d  P u b l i c  F a c i l i t i e s .  G i v e n  t h e  h u g e  ro le  t h a t  a v i a t i o n  p l a y s  in t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
s y s t e m  o f  A l a s k a ,  it is  v i ta l  to  h a v e  a  fo r u m  fo r  t h e  a v i a t i o n  c o m m u n i t y  to  p r o v i d e  in p u t  
o n  p o l i c y  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  i s s u e s  to  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t .

O n  b e h a l f  o f  t h e  4 , 6 0 0  A O P A  m e m b e r s  in A l a s k a ,  w e  t h a n k  G o v e r n o r  M u r k o w s k i  fo r  
s p o n s o r i n g  th i s  bill.

S i n c e r e l y ,

T o m  G e o r g e
Alaska Regional Representative.

T o m  G e o r g e  
A l a s k a  R e g io n a l  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

P e r s o n a l  A d d r e s s : P . O .  B o x  8 3 7 5 0  F a i r b a n k s , A K  9 9 7 0 8  
9 0 7 - 3 8 8 - 9 9 5 5  (p h o n e ) 9 0 7 - 4 5 5 - 9 0 0 1  ( f a x ) 

e - m a il : t o m . g e o r g e @ a o p a . o r g

mailto:tom.george@aopa.org
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D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

A N D  P U B L I C  F A C I L I T I E S
O F F IC E  O F  T H E  C O M M IS S IO N E R

FRANK H. M URKOW SK I, GOVERNOR

3132 CHANNEL DRIVE  
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-7898

TEXT
FAX:
PHONE.

(907)465-3652
(907)586-8365
(907)465-3900

M arch 17 ,2005

T h e  H o n o ra b le  G a ry  S te v e n s  
A la sk a  S ta te  L e g is la tu re  
S tate  C apito l, R o o m  103 
Ju n eau , A la sk a  9 9 8 0 1 -1 1 8 2

D e a r  S en a to r S tev en s :

T h an k  y ou  fo r  ta k in g  th e  tim e  to  m ee t w ith  m y s ta f f  on th is  im p o rtan t leg is la tio n . A s 
y o u  k n o w , th e  s ta te  s ta tu te s  g o v e rn in g  tra n sp o r ta tio n  p la n n in g  h av e  re c e n tly  b e e n  u sed  
in litig a tio n  to  h a lt o r  a t lea s t s lo w  d o w n  th e  a c c o m p lish m e n t o f  s tro n g ly  su p p o rte d  
tra n sp o r ta tio n  im p ro v e m e n ts .

T rag ica lly , th e  litig a tio n  in d u ce d  d e lay  o f  th e  p ro je c t to  b u ild  a  ro ad  an d  b r id g e  b e tw e e n  
ilia m n a  an d  N o n d a lto n  m ay  h a v e  led to  th e  d ro w n in g  d e a th s  o f  tw o  y o u n g  m en  w h o  
recen tly  a tte m p te d  to  c ro ss  th e  N e w h a le n  R iv e r an d  b ro k e  th ro u g h  th e  ice. A  th ird  
p e rso n  o n ly  n a rro w ly  a v e rte d  h is d ea th  by  s tru g g lin g  b ack  to  sh o re .

T h e  s ta te  h as sp en t m o re  th an  $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0  in legal co sts , an d  at least an o th e r  $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  in 
p la n n in g  co s ts  to  co m p ly  w ith  th e  c o u rt in te rp re ta tio n  o f  th e  tra n sp o rta tio n  p la n n in g  
d uty  found  in A S  4 4 .4 2 .0 5 0 (a ). T h e cu rren t d raft o f  C S S S S B  16 w o u ld  m od ify  th is  
tra n sp o rta tio n  p la n n in g  d u ty  to  a m o re  re a so n a b le  s ta n d a rd , an d  o n e  th a t is n o t as 
read ily  u sed  to  h a lt im p o rta n t tra n sp o r ta tio n  p ro je c ts . O f  co u rse , th e se  s ta te  c o s ts  a re  
triv ia l in co m p a riso n  to  th e  loss o f  life  an d  p h y sica l d an g e rs  fo rced  on  A la sk a  c it iz e n s  
w h o  m u st tra v e l a c ro s s  th in  ice in th e  d ark  o f  w in te r  to  se ek  b asic  c o n su m e r  g o o d s  and  
se rv ic e s .

A s id e  from  th e  o b v io u s  g ra v ity  o f  w h a t m ig h t h av e  been av o id a b le  lo ss o f  life , th e  
c u rre n t s ta tu te  la n g u a g e  re m a in s  a to o l a v a ila b le  to  any p e rso n  o r g ro u p  se e k in g  to  h a lt 
o r  d e lay  o th e r n e e d e d  tra n sp o r ta tio n  p ro je c ts . T h is  le g is la tio n  is n e e d e d  to  e n su re  th a t 
th e  ro ad s , b u se s , tra ils , a irp o r ts , fe rrie s  and  o th e r basic  tra n sp o rta tio n  n eed s  a re  n o t 
n e e d le ss ly  h a lte d  fo r re a so n s  o f  p ro c e ss  ra th e r th a n  su b s ta n c e .

2&A T34LH " P ro v id in g  J b r  the m ove m e n t o f  p e o p le  a n d  g o o d s  a n d  the d e liv e ry  n j s ta te  se rv ice s .
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M y  s ta f f  s ta n d s  rea d y  to d isc u ss  th e  sp e c if ic s  o f  th is  le g is la tio n  an d  w h y  w e  e n d o rse  
its p assag e . I w o u ld  a lso  n o te  th a t w e h a v e  re c e n tly  b e g u n  th e  a d m in is tra tiv e  p ro c e ss  
to ch an g e  th e  reg u la tio n s  (17  A A C  0 5 .1 2 0 -9 9 0 ) th a t g o v e rn  th e  tra n sp o rta tio n  p ro je c t 
se lec tio n . T h is  ch an g e , w h ich  is d riv e n  b y  the c o u r t R ilin g  in q u e s tio n , has in c re a se d  
th e  co sts  o f  n o m in a tin g  p ro je c ts  fo r  ev e ry  c o m m u n ity  in th e  s ta te . S h o u ld  C S  S S S B  16 
b eco m e law , w e w ill im m ed ia te ly  tak e  s te p s  to  re m o v e  th is  n ew  an d  e x p e n s iv e  reg u la to ry  
b u rd en  on  o u r  co m m u n itie s .

I ap p lau d  y o u r  a tten tio n  to th is m a tte r , an d  by c o p y  o f  th is  le tte r  to  S en a te  le a d e rsh ip  
and  c o m m itte e  ch a irs  ass ig n e d  to c o n s id e r  th is  le g is la tio n  I h o p e  to  e n c o u ra g e  its 
passag e . 1 u n d e rs tan d  the R e p re se n ta tiv e  E lk in s  is c o n s id e r in g  in tro d u c in g  a 
co m p an io n  b ill, an d  h ave co p ied  h im  on th is  le tte r  to  i l lu s tra te  o u r  su p p o rt an d  th e  
s ta te w id e  u rg e n c y  fo r th is  leg is la tio n .

cc: S e n a to r  B en S tev en s , S en a te  P re s id e n t
S en a to r C h a rlie  H u g g in s, C h a ir, S en a te  T ra n sp o rta tio n  
R e p re sen ta tiv e  J im  E lk in s, C h a ir , H o u se  T ra n sp o rta tio n  
K evin  Ja rd e ll, L eg isla tiv e  D irec to r, O ffice  o f  the  G o v e rn o r  
L inda H ay. D epu ty  L eg isla tiv e  D irec to r, O ffic e  o f  th e  G o v e rn o r  
N ona W ilson , L eg is la tiv e  L ia iso n , D O T & P F

S in ce re ly ,

M ike  B arton  
C o m m iss io n e r

"Pi >\t<ling fo r  d ie  m o v e m en t o f  p e o p le  a n d  g o o d s  a n d  th e  d e l iv e r y  o f  s la te  serv ices . "



Alaska State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

(907) 465-4925 
Fax: (907) 465-3517 

Toll Free: 1-800-821-4925

SESSION ADDRESS:
S e n a t o r  Q a r y  S t e v e n s

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

INTERIM ADDRESS: 
112 Mill Bay Road 

Kudiak, Alaska 99615 
(907) 486-4925 

Fax: (907) 486-5264

Memorandum

DT: M arch 14, 2005
TO: Senator C harlie  H uggins

Senate T ransportation  C om m ittee 
FR: Senator G ary  Stevens 
RE: SB 16

I w ould like to request a T ransportation C om m ittee hearing at your earliest convenience 
on Senate Bill 16, "An Act relating to the pow ers and duties o f  the D epartm ent o f  
T ransportation  and Public Facilities; repealing the requirem ent for a long-range program  
for h ighw ay construction  and m aintenance; and repealing a requirem ent that public 
facilities com ply  w ith energy standards adopted by the D epartm ent o f  T ransportation  and 
Public Facilities." At the suggestion o f  the bill drafter, and w ith the consent o f  the 
departm ent, a proposed com m ittee substitute is enclosed for your consideration.

T hank you for your consideration o f  this request.

Senator G arv S tevens

Senate District R 
Senator_Gary_Srevtns@lcgis.state.ak.us

mailto:Senator_Gary_Srevtns@lcgis.state.ak.us


SESSION ADDRESS:
Alaska State Capitol S e n a t o r  Q a r y  S t e v e n s

INTERIM ADDRESS:
112 Mill Bay Road 

Kodiak, Alaska 99615 
(907) 486-4925 

Fax: (907) 486-5264

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182
A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e(907) 465-4925 

Fax: (907) 465-3517
Toll Free: 1-800-821-4925

Sponsor Statement for CS for SSSB 16

C S for SSSB 16: “A n Act relating to the pow ers anu duties o f  the D epartm ent o f  
T ransportation  and Public Facilities; repealing  the requirem ent for a long-range program  
o f  h ighw ay construction  and m aintenance; and repealing  a requirem ent that public 
facilities com ply with energy standards adopted by the D epartm ent o f  T ransportation  and 
Public Facilities.”

W hile  CS for SSSB 16 is essentially  a housekeeping bill, this im portant m easure will 
update several statutes related to the D epartm ent o f  T ransportation  and Public Facilities 
(D O T& PF).

Passage o f  this bill will rem ove the requirem ent that the departm ent conduct a cost- 
benefits analysis for all projects at the planning stage, 10, 20 o r even m ore years in 
advance. O pponents o f  certain D O T& PF projects have utilized th is obsolete statu te to 
halt construction  through litigation. W ithout this change the departm ent believes they will 
have to divert a large fraction o f  transportation funding to conducting  cost-benefit studies 
in order to prevent additional lawsuits.

T he sponsor substitute also rem oves language restricting  the d epartm en t’s ab ility  to pass 
through o ther grant funding it receives. It further clarifies that only  grants authorized 
through Legislative appropriation m ay be aw arded, and requires the departm ent to retain 
its elig ibility  to receive federal funding.

A dditionally , CS for SSSB 16 rem oves the departm ent from participation in setting  
“ therm al and lighting energy standards." As o ther national and local organizations are 
now responsib le for perform ing these tasks. D O T& PF no longer has a role in estab lishing  
these standards.

CS for SSSB will change the pow ers and duties for D O T& PF to reflect the world in 
w hich it now  operates as changes in o ther law s, technology, budgetary  changes and 
governm ental reorganization  have intervened in such a w ay to m ake portions o f  the 
ex isting  pow ers and duties language obsolete. I urge your support o f  this im portant 
m easure.

Senate District R 
Scnator_Gury_Stcvcns@leKis.state.ak us

mailto:Scnator_Gury_Stcvcns@leKis.state.ak
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Senator Gary Stevens

CS SS SB 16 Section Analysis

Section 1:
This section contains two housekeeping m easures concerning the d epartm en t’s pow ers.
In AS 19.05.040(3) the word “ it” is clarified by substituting the phrase “ real property .”
In AS 19.05.040(13) the word “departm ent” replaces the phrase “H ighw ay Safety 
Planning Agency.” The substitution o f  “departm ent” for the phrase “ H ighw ay Safety 
Planning Agency” will broaden the departm ent’s ability to distribute grant funds. The 
current language acts to restrict the departm ent’s ability to law fully pass along o ther grant 
funding it receives, such as for the transit and scenic byways program s. It also clarifies 
that only grants authorized by appropriation by the Legislature m ay be aw arded.

Section  2.
This section am ends AS 44.42.020(a) and is largely  a house keeping m easure. The 
changes clean up sections o f  the pow ers and duties for DOT&PF to reflect the w orld in 
w hich it now operates. C hanges ir. o ther laws, technology, budgetary changes and 
governm ental reorganization have intervened in such a w ay to m ake portions o f  the 
existing powers and duties language obsolete. In addition it adds a duty to periodically  
study alternatives available to finance transportation systems in order to sustain  and 
im prove the sta te’s transportation system.

Section  3.
AS 44.42.050(a) is am ended to clarify the p lanning process and require tne departm ent to 
retain it’s eligibility to receive federal funding. T he changes ensure tha'. the S tate’s 
transportation planning process will rem ain efficient and in line with current practice.
The requirem ent for annual plan updates has been changed to periodic u; line with current 
funding and staffing levels available. U pdating all transportation plans within the state 
on an annual basis w ould be wasteful o f  state and federal funds. Im portantly, in response 
to a state court ruling, the section is am ended to eliminate a m andatory consideration o f  
costs and benefits that has been interpreted to require a formal process, significantly  
increasing planning and project costs.

Section  4.
T his section am ends AS 44.42.050(d) to bring the statute in line w ith current practice o f  
the capital budget approval process and federal requirements. The requirem ent for a one- 
year capital budget instead o f  two years is consistent with current budget practice.



Section 5.
This section changes AS 46.11 .900(8) by rem oving the departm ent from participation in 
setting  “ thermal and lighting energy  standards.” DO T no longer has a role in establishing 
these standards; other national and local organizations are now  responsib le for such 
standards.

Section 6.
T his section repeals duplicative language in AS 19.10.140, titled “ Long-range program  
for highw ay construction and m aintenance” and AS 46.11.010, titled “Therm al and 
lighting energy standards for public buildings. Repeal o f  AS 19.10.140 is consistent with 
the clarification o f  the p lanning process proposed in Section 3 o f  the bill. Repeal o f  AS 
46.11 .010  is consistent w ith the proposed language in Section 5 o f  the bill.



17 AAC 05.175. PROJECT NEEDS LIST AND EVALUATION

(a) Projects nom inated  fo r a project needs list under 17 AA C 05 .160  m ay, after 
public review  and com m ent, be incorporated in the STIP. E xcept for projects classified  in 
the N ational H ighw ay System , classified under 17 A A C 05.170(c) in the A laska H ighw ay 
System , o r exem pt under 17 A A C  05.200, the departm ent will evaluate and score projects 
regionally  and statew ide according to  criteria applicable to  each transportation  program .

(b) F or rural and urban streets projects classified  under 17 A A C  05.170(d) 
(C om m unity  T ransportation  Program ), the evaluation criteria are

(1) econom ic benefits resulting from the project;
(2) the project's effect upon health and quality  o f  life;
(3) w hether the project enhances the safety o f the traveling public;
(4) w hether the project im proves interm odal transportation o r lessens redundant 

facilities;
(5) w hether a m unicipality, another state agency, o r a federal agency has m ade a 

contribution to finance capital costs;
(6) w hether a m unicipality, another state agency, o r a federal agency has m ade a 

com m itm ent to assum e ow nership  o r to finance m aintenance and operations costs;
(7) w hether the project v ill low er stale m aintenance and operation  costs;
(8) environm ental approval readiness;
(9) w hether the project .nvolves only surface rehabilitation;
(10) evaluation o f cost, length, and the existing roadw ay's average annual daily  

traffic count;
(11) w hether the pioject replaces deficient bridges;
(12) w hether the project corrects deficient roadw ay width, grade, o r alignm ent;
(13) the functional classification o f the project;
(14) the degree to  which the project exhibits innovation in the m anner in which 

it addresses the project's challenges; and
(15) the degree o f  public support.

(c) For rem ote roads and trails projects classified under 17 A A C 05.170(d) 
(C om m unity  T ransportation  Program ), in com m unities not connected to the continental 
road netw ork by road or ferry, the evaluation cr^eria  are

(1) econom ic benefits resulting  from the project;
(2) the project's effect upon health and quality  o f life;
(3) w hether the project enhances the safety o f  the traveling  public;
(4) w hether the project im proves interm odal transportation o r lessens redundant 

facilities;
(5) w hether a m unicipality, ano ther stale agency, o r  a federal agency has m ade a 

contribution  to finance capital costs;
(6) w hether a m unicipality, another state agency, o r  a federal agency has m ade a 

com m itm ent to assum e ow nership o r to finance m aintenance and operations costs;
(7) w hether the project lowers state m aintenance and operations costs;
(8) environm ental approval readiness;



(9) w hether the project im proves access to w ater sources, landfills, sew age 
lagoons, sanitary  w aste disposal sites, health care, airports, subsistence harvest sites, 
o r a  river o r ocean;

(10) w hether the project preserves an existing  facility;
(11) w hether the project is a jo in t project with

(A ) the D epartm ent o f Environm ental C onservation;
(B) the U nited States D epartm ent o f  Interior, B ureau o f Indian A ffairs;
(C ) the U nited States D epartm ent o f H ealth and H um an Services, Indian 

Health Service;
(D ) a tribal entity;
(E) a federal o r state agency other than one identified in (A ) - (C) o f this 

paragraph;
(12) the degree to which the project exhibits innovation in the m anner in which 

it addresses the project's challenges; and
(13) the degree o f public support.



Table 15
Recommended Priority Order for Road Construction 

Alaska Peninsula Corridor
Segment Estimated Capital Cost

Chignik Intervill ige Road $28,146,000
Chignik to Port .Heiden $84,630,000
Chignik to Perryville $56,166,500
Perryville to Ivanof Bay $13,650,000
Port Heiden to Ugashik $119,847,000
Ugashik to Pilot Point $53,067,000
Pilot Point to Egegik $74,802,000
Egegik to South Naknek $129,205,000

Air Transportation System
A number of aviation improvement projects are currently programmed for airports in the Alaska 
Peninsula Corridor:17

Programmed Projects (FY 2004-2006)
Location Description Estimated Capital Cost

Perryville Airport Improvements $2,500,000
Future Projects (FY>2006)

Chignik Airport Lighting and Resurfacing $1,400,000
Chignik Lagoon Interim Improvements1 $1,000,000
Chignik Lake Airport Improvements $2,800,000
False Pass Airport Lighting $420,000
Pilot- Point Runway Extension $3,000,0001 Need documented on Aviation Needs Ust but project should be reevaluated pending completion of Chignik Area Airport Master Plan

*' The projects included in this table are based upon the DOT&PF FFY 02-07 AIP Spending Plan, March 2004. In an effort to report only projects of regional significance, equipment purchases and other "operational" expenditures are not included.
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Table 16
Cost and Effectiveness Pleasures of Proposed Roadway Segments

Alaska Peninsula Corridor
Alaska Peninsula 
Roadway System 

Only
Full System

Segment Annual 
O&M Cost

Annualized Annualized 
Capital CostCapital Cost 

@ 7% plus O&M 
Interest Cost

Estimated
Annual
Freight

Cost
Savings1

Net
Annualized

Cost

Estimated
Annual
2020

Person
Trips

Net 
Annualized 

Cost per 
Person 

Trip

Estimated
Annual
2020

Person
Trips

Net 
Annualized 

Cost per 
Person 

Trip
South 
Naknek to 
Egegik

$877,500 $12,196,040 $13,073,500 $o $13,073,500 - NA 149,500 $87.45

Egegik to 
Pilot Point $739,800 $7,060,780 $7,800,600 $367,300 $7,433,300 21,300 $348.98 120,100 $61.89

Pilot Point to 
Ugashik $159,300 $5,009,150 $5,168,500 $469,000 $4,699,500 31,800 $147.78 95,200 $49.36

Ugashik to 
Port Heiden $1,185,300 $11,312,710 $12,498,000 $35,700 $12,462,300 32,400 $384.64 93,300 $133.57

Port Heiden 
to Chignik $837,000 $7,988,470 $8,825,500 $639,500 $8,186,000 42,700 $191.71 71,100 $115.13

Chignik
Intervillage
Road

$305,100 $2,911,930 $3,217,000 $1,094,800 $2,122,200 109,600 $19.36 110,800 $19.15

Chignik to 
Perryville $541,350 $5,301,720 $5,843,100 $445,800 $5,397,300 26,800 $201.39 27,500 $196.27

Perryville to 
Ivanof Bay $135,000 $1,288,460 $1,423,500 $73,000 $1,350,500 12,500 $108.04 12,800 $105.51

. .T h e  ca lcu la tion  o f  fre igh t c o s t  sa v in g s is d esc rib e d  in A ppend ix  B: F reigh t C ost S av in g s. T h e  fre ig h t c o s t  sa v in g s a r e  b a se d  o n  1999 fre ig h t c o s ts . S ince fre ig h t c o s ts  
h av e  in c reased  co n sid e rab ly  s ince 1 9 99  it is likely th a t h ig h e r  fre ig h t c o s t sa v in g s  w o u ld  b e  rea lized  w ith  im p le m en ta tio n  o f th e  ro ad w ay  se g m e n ts .
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Table 11 -f- ' J c J o l ' Z  ^  ^

Recommended Priority Order for Road Construction f l

Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay Corridor '
Segment Estimated Capital CostWilliamsport to Pile Bay $22,285,000Iliamna to Nondalton $12,520,000Naknek to South Naknek $30,602,000Pile Bay to Pedro Bay to Iliamna $51,870,000Iliamna to Igiugig $87,880,000Igiugig to Naknek $127,675,000

' p X j r f l A ^ /7 ^

Table 12 describes cost and effectiveness measures for each of the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay 
Corridor roadway segments. The first recommended segment, W illiamsport to Pile Bay, has the 
lowest net annualized cost of the group. The second segment, Iliamna to Nondalton, has the 
second lowest net annualized cost of the group and the second lowest net annualized cost per 
person trip accommodated, assuming implementation of the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay Roadway 
System .13 The third segment, Naknek to South Naknek, has the second lowest net annualized 
cost per person trip accommodated assuming implementation of the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay 
Roadway System and the Alaska Peninsula Roadway System. The Naknek to South Naknek 
connection, by providing access for South Naknek residents to the communities on the north 
side of the Naknek River and to the regional airport at King Salmon, would shift the purpose of 
the South Naknek airport away from its current role as primary community access. With a 
bridge connection to South Naknek, the appropriate roles and ownership of all the airports in 
the Bristol Bay Borough, South Naknek, Naknek and King Salmon, should be re-examined.

Some roadway projects for this area are currently in the Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program.14 These include:

Programmed Projects (FY 2004-2006)
Location Description Estimated Capital CostIliamna/ Iliamna-Nondalton Road Completion and Newhalen River Bridge $9,700,000Nondalton Construction1King Salm on Naknek Lake Access Road Improvements (Earmark) $3,379,000

1 All w ork on the Iliamna-Nondalton project has been stopped. The Alaska Superior Court ordered the State o f Alaska Oepartment o f 
Transportation and Public Facilities on January 5, 2004  to "cease any action to construct, contract to construct, o r produce final 
design o f the Iliamna-Nondalton road and bridge project until the economic costs o f the project are considered in the next revision 
to the Southwest Regional Transportation Plan as required by AS 4 4 .4 2 .0 5 0 , or until fu rther order o f this court." (Case No. 3AN-02- 
09363C1)______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Future Projects (FY>2006)N aknek/King Pathway Construction $3,000,000SalmonPedro Bay Rushing Creek Bridge replacement $1,448,000
11 The Iliamna to Nondalton segment was also examined as a stand-alone project, i.e. assuming its completion without 

implementation o f the Cook In let to Bristol Bay Roadway System. Under this assumption the segment would have a Net 
Annualized Cost o f $ 9 7 1 ,8 60 ; 75 ,300  estimated annual 2020 person trips; and a Net Annualized Cost per Person Trip o f $12 .91 .

H The projects included in this table a re taken from  the 2004 -2006  Statewide Transportation Im provement Program  dated November 
2003 .
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Completion o f the Newhalen River Road to Nondalton will provide Nondalton residents with 
land access to the regional airport at Iliamna. Construction o f a bridge arid road connection 
from South Naknek to Naknek would similarly provide South Naknek residents with land access 
to the regional airport at King Salmon. Thus the airports at Nondalton and South Naknek 
would see altered aviation use patterns as a result. The roles o f these airports and the 
question of their continued ownership and operation by DOT&PF warrants further study as the 
road projects are developed.

Intermodal Connections
With development o f the Cook Jnlet to Bristol Bay roadway system, the primary modes for 
travel in the corridor will be by land and by air. The most significant intermodal connection 
needed will include dock and harbor facilities at Williamsport and Pile Bay to connect marine 
traffic in Cook Inlet to the roadway system:16

Proposed Projects
Location Description Estimated Capital CostWilliamsport Navigation Im provem ents $3,822,000Pile Bay Public Dock and Boat Launch $1,200,000

Additional marine facilities may also be needed at communities on Iliamna Lake, particularly in 
the time period after construction o f the Williamsport to Pile Bay Road but before construction 
of remaining segments of the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay roadway system. During this interim 
period freight carried over the road from Williamsport to Pile Bay would be transported over the 
lake to the other communities.

16 The information in this table was provided by Victor Winters, State Harbors Engineer.
Alaska Department of Transportation Revised Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan
and Public Facilities a Component of the Alaska

41 S ta te w id e T ranspo rta tio n Plan



Alaska Peninsula C orridor

P ilo t P o in t
Land Transportation System
The Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan proposes the development, over time, of a roadway 
system along and across the Alaska Peninsula. Ultimately this system could connect to the 
Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay roadway system at South Naknek and extend on the south to Ivanof 
Bay. The roadway system would provide many o f the same sorts of benefits to Alaska 
Peninsula communities as the benefits of the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay roadway system 
described in the previous section. As with the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay roadway system, a key 
component of the Alaska Peninsula roadway system is providing inland communities and 
communities on Bristol Bay with a road connection to an all-season port. In the case of the 
Alaska Peninsula roadway, this intermodal connection would occur at Chignik. This would 
afford Alaska Peninsula residents not only access to ship and barge freight services at Chignik 
but also access to AMHS service to the Aleutians, Kodiak and the Kenai Peninsula.

The roadway segments in the corridor will need to be developed over time. Table 15 presents 
a recommended priority order for construction of the segments. The first priority segment 
would be the Chignik Intervillage Road, followed by a trans-Peninsula connection between 
Chignik and Port Heiden.
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Table 12 
Cost and Effectiveness Measures of Proposed Roadway Segments 

Cook In le t to Bristol Bay Corridor
Cook Inlet to Bristol 

Bay Roadway System Full System 
Only

. „ . . . . .  Estimated Estimated Net Estimated Net
a i r  n"lia| r  «+/■* ""fr3! r  Annual Net Annual Annualized Annual Annualized

Segment' Z  ^  Frei9ht Annualized 2020 Cost per 2020 Cost perO&M Cost ® 7%  plus O&M Cos( Cos( pere<)n pers<)n person petson
Interest Cost Savlngs Trips Trjp Trips Trip

toPifenS » rt *209'250 *2.577.550’ *2,786,800 *3,848,400 *0 1,900 *0.00 5,000 *0.00

Pile Bay to
Pedro Bay to $513,000 $4,896,160 $5,409,200 $2,247,800 $3,161,400 22,900 $138.05 33,300 $94.94
Iliamna
Iliamna to 
Nondalton
Iliamna to 
Igiugig
Igiugig to 
Naknek

$225,450 $1,181,810 $1,407,260 $115,800 $1,291,460 99,300 $13.01 114,900 $11.24

$756,000 $8,295,250 $9,051,300 $1,974,700 $7,076,600 115,800 $61.11 126,300 $56.03

$1,012,500 $12,051,620 $13,064,100 $599,100 $12,465,000 127,500 $97.76 214,450 $58.13

Naknek to
South $61,290 $2,888,830 $2,950,120 $83,900 $2,866,220 115,400 $24.84 278,300 $10.30
Naknek1 For each roadway link, capital and O&M costs were estimated for both paved an unpaved options. This table reports the figures for the paved option only.3 The calculation of freight cost savings is descnbed in Appendix C: Technical f Memorandum on Revised Cost and Effectiveness Measures. The freight cost savings arc based on 1999 freight costs. Since freight costs have increased considerably nice 1999 it is likely that higher freight cost savings would be realized with implementation of the roadway segments.3 The capital cost used in this calculation includes the Williamsport to Pile Bay roadway improvements as well as navigation improvements at Williamsport andconstruction of a public dock and boat launch at Pile Bay.
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Air Transportation System
A number of aviation improvement projects are currently programmed for airports in the Cook 
Inlet to Bristol Bay Corridor:15

Programmed Projects (FY 2004-2006)
Location Description Estimated Capital CostKokhanok Airport Im provem ents $5,600,000

Future Projects (FY>2006)Igiugig Runway Extension and Resurfacing $3,700,000King Salmon Airport Im provem ents Stages 1 & 2 $29,800,000Kokhanok Runway Extension $3,800,000Naknek Airport Im provem ents1 $12,400,000South Naknek Runway and Crosswind Runway Rehabilitation $2,200,0001 Need generated from Naknek Airport Master Plan, but not recommended by Southwest Transportation Plan (pending completion of Naknek crossing road link and area aviation needs study)

K o k h a n o k  A irstrip
Runway length improvements needed at Community airports in the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay 
Corridor are shown in Tables 13 and 14.

15 The projects included in this table are based upon the DOT&PF FFY 02-07 AIP Spending Plan, March 2004. In an effort to report only projects of regional significance, equipment purchases and other "operational" expenditures are not included.
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Table 13 
Cost and Effectiveness Measures of Proposed Airport Runway Extensions 

Community Airports Associated with Iliamna HubP r o je c te d  P r o je c te d  P. r.0^ e d  A s s u m e d  L x is t in 9 R u n w a *  A d e q u a t e  M e e t  N e e d e d  R u n w a V2 0 2 0  2 0 2 0  _  . . ' r D e s ig n  fo r  D e s ig n  D e s ir e d  E s tim a te dP o p u la tio n  Enplanem ents ^  y  A irc r a ft  L e n g th  W id th  A ir c r a ft?  S t a n d a r d ?  A R C  L e n g th  W id th  ^ a p ^ i ^ o s tK o k h a n o k  250 2,050 506,000 Cessna 208 2,900 60 Yes No A -II 3 ,300 75 $3,800,000P e d ro  B a y  60 590 122,000 Cessna 208 3,000 65 Yes No A -II 3 ,300 75 $2,500,000P o rt A ls w o rth _____________ 150 850 1,013,000_______________________________________________________________Note_3______________________________________________________________1 Assumes implementation of Williamsport to Pile Bay road and harbor improvements.
1 Due to terrain limitations it may not be possible to construct a full 3,300-foot length.3 This airport is not owned and operated by Alaska DOT&PF.

Table 14
Cost and Effectiveness Measures of Proposed Airport Runway Extensions 

Community Airports Associated with King Salmon Hub1P r o je c te d2 0 2 0P o p u la tio n P r o je c te d2 0 2 0  pE nplanem ents ^  "2

A s s u m e dD e s ig nA irc ra ft
E x is tin g
L e n g th

R u n w a y
W id th A d e q u a t e  fo r  D e s ig n  A ir c r a ft? M e e tD e s ir e dS t a n d a r d ? A R C

N e e d e d  R u n w a y
1 uis#i4>ti E s tim a te d  L e n g th  W .d th  C o s t

Ig iu g ig 90 580 182,000 Piper PA-32 3,000 75 Yes No A-I 3,300 75 $1,000,000L e v e lo c k 170 1,160 574,000 Piper PA-32 3,280 75 Yes Yes A-I ok ok NAN a k n e k 060 Note 3 Piper PA-32 1,950 60 Yes No A -l 3,300 75 $23,538,000S o u th  N a k n e k 170 Note 3 Piper PA-32 3,310 60 Yes Yes A -l 3,300 75 $2,200,0001 Community airports in Egegik, Pilot Point, and Ugashik that are served through the King Salmon hub are discussed in the following section, Alaska Peninsula Corridor.
1 Assumes implementation of Williamsport to Pile Bay road and harbor improvements.3 Naknek and South Naknek airport use patterns would undoubtedly be affected by a road crossing of the Naknek River. This question warrants a road link and area aviation needs study of the King Salmon/Naknek/South Naknek communities.
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The w ord “periodically” w as used in:

AS 44 .42 .020(a)(l 1) to describe how  often the departm ent shall evaluate the cost, 
efficiency and com m ercial availability o f  alternative fuels; and

AS 44.42.020(a)(15) to describe how often the departm ent w ould study alternative 
available to finance transportation systems.

The departm ent believes that the w ord “periodically” is the best w ord to be used in both 
o f  these instances. Both o f  these sections o f  the statu te address situations that change 
infrequently, but w hen change occurs the changes should  be addressed. Putting them  on a 
hard schedule ignores the reality o f  the situation. Setting a concrete tim e frame m ay well 
result in s ta ff inefficiencies. The effect on s ta ff is m agnified by  the fact that both o f  these 
duties are unfunded.

If  the w ord “periodically” is not acceptable, the departm ent presents the following 
alternatives in order o f  preference:

1. T he phrase “as needed” or “as the com m issioner deem s appropriate” could be 
substituted  for the w ord “periodically.”

2. T he w ord “periodically” could be defined in regulation.

3. T he phrase “as directed by the legislature” could be substituted  for the word 
“periodically .”

4. Lacking the alternatives above, the departm ent suggests inserting “not less than 
every  5 years."
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Anchorage, Alaska 995 01

M arch 25 ,2005

Senator C harles H u g g in s F ax : 907-465-3265
Chair, Senate Transportation Committee 
State Capitol, Rm. 417 
State Juneau, A laska 99801

Attention: Ms, D ebby Grundm ann

Re; W ork Draft, o f  3/4/05, Committeo Substitute for Sponsor Substitute for SB 16 (CSSSSB 16). 

Dear Senator Huggins;

Thank y o u  fo r inviting suggestions regarding Sections 3 and 4  o f  the work draft o f 
CSSSSB 16, dated 3/4/05.

Section 3 w ould am end AS 44.42.050(a), which concerns long range transportation plans. 
The amendment would repeal a  requirem ent that DOT&PF consider costs o f Improvements to 
existing facilities and costs and benefits o f  pew facilities in  the long range plans.

Section 4 w ould am end AS 44.42.050(d), which concerns the capital budget The 
amendment w ould require that DOT&PF prepare a  list o f  projects for at lease the following two 
years and estimate funds anticipated, total costs o f  all projects, and the coat, location and 
description o f  each projeot, but no t die benefits o f  new facilities such as new roads and 
highways.

Two things are w orth  noting about the current statute, attached. First, it does not require 
consideration o f costs and benefits for improvements to existing facilities, such as existing roads 
or airports, as DOT&PF m isspoke at the hearing on M arch 22 .2005 . Benefits m ust be 
considered for new  facilities, not improvements to existing ones. That distinction makes sense. 
W hen a facility already exists, people have some idea o f  its benefits. Second, the statute does 
nor prohibit a new  facility, such as a new road, that has a  poor benefit-cost ratio. It ju st requires 
that inform ation be obtained, considered and available to the Legislature, the public and the 
governor to assist deciding which projects to fhnd. Good inform ation about costs and benefits is 
fundamental to  good, decisions about which new roads to build.

Because these amendments involve the capital budget, they involve the role o f  the 
Legislature in  funding transportation projects. Because m ost transportation funds are federal, 
federal planning requirem ents apply. Their effect b  to lim it the Legislature's rolo as follows.
The Legislature m ay delete any project from the capital budgot. However, the Legislature cannot 
add a  project that w ould use federal funds i f  the project is not the product o f the federally-
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Senator Huggins, Attn: M s. Orundmann 
Sen. Transportation Comm.
Re: SB 16 
March 23,200$
Pago 2
required planning process and included in the federally-approved 3-year Statewide 
Transportation Im provem ent Program required by  23 U SC 135.

I f  enacted, sections 3.an<j 4  will mean that DDT&PF w ill gontm uejo provide th s 
Legislature, the public and the governor with information go. gOPta. frV tPpT& PP m  IflBUg  
provide information on the benefits o f  new  roads and  new  facilities. W ith information o  ̂
compare costs to  benefits, the Legislature will have no ability to delete poorly justified  projects 
and demand better ones in the next capital budget that have gone through the federally required 
planning process. The Legislature’s role will be then essentially that o f  a  rubber stamp. Tnat is 
why information on  cost-versus-benefit is critical to making inform ed decisions.

For example, the long range Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan contains more than a 
billion dollars in  proposed roads. Some o f  these, such as the $12.5 m illion Iliamna-Nondalton 
road and bridge project, and $22.3 m illion WUliamsport-Pile Bay road project, the legis me .as 
already fir ded, o r started to fund. When DOT&PF told the Senate Transportation Committee 
that these two pioiects pencil out as the m ost economically justified and cost-effective in ft 
Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan, DOT&PF did not tell the committee tha t the cost-beactot 
justifications for these projects in the plan depend on, and are in  terras of, two scenarios ( ) 
completing the C ook Inlet to Bristol Bay Corridor costing $332,832,000, and (2) completing e 
Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay Corridor ($332,832,000), the A laska Peninsula Corridor 
($559,513,500), and the Dillingham-Bristol Bay Area Corridor ($228 ,475,000), yreldmg a tota* 
cost o f  $1,120,820,500. In other words, you will have to spend between $332,832,000 ana 
$1,120,820,500 to m ake the Williamspora-Pilc Bay and Iliamna-Hondalton pi ejects pencil out as 
economically justified  in  term s o f the quantified costs and benefits.

The question Is whether you think that die public, the governor, and the Legislature 
deserve to know  that information? I do. M y clients do. The court did. DOT&PF does not. 
Sections 3 and 4  w ould  m ean that DOT&PF would no t have to produce such inform ation on 
cost-efifectiveness.

Nevertheless, there m ay be reasons to otherwise amend AS 44.42.050(a) and (d).

First, D O T& PF testified on M arch 22,2005 that fee requirements (that it consider costs 
o f  improvements to  existing facilities and costs and benefits o f  new  facilities) apply to projects 
as minor as installing a stop sign. Senator Cowdery, I believe, suggested that som e dollar 
amount below w hich fee requirements would not apply and above w hich they would, might
make sense. That idea has m erit. The Legislature can come up  w ife a  reasonable dollar amount.
1 would suggest on  fee order o f  five hundred thousand to a  m illion dollars.

Second, D O T& PF testified with respect to new  roads, that its ability to consider and 
document coats and benefits increases as the specifics o f a  project evolve — from a concept in a 
long range, 20-year, transportation plan which addresses projects collectively, to actual project- 
specific implem entation in a  3-year statewide transportation improvement program  which drives
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D O T & PF's portions o f  the capital budgets. It m akes that as a  project evolves from a concept to 
evontual final design, the ability to  estimate costs increases as location, design, mitigation and 
other requirem ents becom e specific. The sam e is probably no t true o f  benefits. They are as 
identifiable a t the outset as they are at the final design stage.

The question then is: W hat quality o f  consideration o f  costs and benefits makes sense as a 
project for new  road progresses from a  concept to  eventual final design? A concept in  a long 
range plan is cheap, and constructing a final design can cost hundreds o f  millions o f  dollars.
That implies a  solution,

I suggest that you tailor the requirement for considering costs and benefits for new 
facilities to the stage o f planning at issue. W hen long range, 20-year planning is at issue, then a 
m odest level o f  exam ination o f costs and benefits makes sense for a  conceptual level o f  
planning. However, when the Legislature is being asked to approve actual project-specific 
funding and construction costs o f  many m illions o f  dollars in a  capital budget (and usually 
com mitting the state to fUturc maintenance), a  m ore thorough exam ination o f  costs and benefits 
serves the Legislature, the governor and the public.

A ttached is a  revision o f sections 3 and 4 o f  the bill. The revisions would create a  dollar 
am ount below w hich the requirements o f AS 44.42.050(a) would not apply and above which 
they would. The revision would require a  m odest level o f  cost-benefit scrutiny when a  new 
facility is in a  long range plan and a more thorough level o f  scrutiny as it evolves to project- 
specific implementation.

Sincerely yours,
X ?  a /  (

Geoffrey Y . Parker

Attachments
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Pfionei (9071 222-6&S9 
F u i  (907) 251-7304

T H B  L A W  O F F IC H  O F
G e O F P K E Y Y . PARKER.

7301 S tm t, Su itt 226 
A n c h o r a g e ,  A l a s k a  9 9 5 0 1

E-mail: fparkirfggeLmt

TO: Senator Charles Huggins Fax: 907-465-3265

F R O M ; G eo ffrey  Y . P a rk er 

Re: Sections 3 and  4 o f  CSSSSB 16 

Date: M arch 24, 2005

Here is language I suggest.

* Sec. 3, AS 44.42.CJ0(a) is amended to read:
(a) The com missioner shall develop [ANNUALLY] a  comprehensive, intermodal, long- 

range transportation plan for the state. T h e  p lan  m nv be  developed in m ultip le reg ional long 
ran g e  p lana covering d ifferen t a reas o f the  sta te . T h e  p la n ,o r  reg ional p lans, shall addr<?M 
lo g ica l cost-cffectfvo com ponents o f  in te rm o d a l tra n sp o rta tio n , including m odes o f 
tra n sp o r ta tion , tra n sp o rta tio n  co rridors , system s, an d  o th e r  d istinc t sub jects re levan t to 
tra n sp o rta tio n  p la n n in g, T he com m issioner rauv reviso th e  p lan  o r re g io n a lp la im as 
ap p ro p ria te , an d  ah. Il do so a t lea s t every seven y ears . In  developing and revising the state 
plan, the com m issioner shall consider means and costs o f  Improving existing m odes and 
facilities, [STATE AND FEDERAL SUBSIDIES J  and the costs and benefits o f  new 
transportation m odes and facilities, except th a t  th e  com m issioner need n o t consider in a  long 
range p lan  th e  costs o r benefits o f a  p ro je c t estim ated  to cost less th a n  five h u n d red  
th o u san d  d o llars . In  th e  long ran g e  p lan  o r  p lans, th e  consideration  o f costs, o r  costs and 
benefits, need  n o t be as th o ro u gh  o r detailed  as in  section  (d). [THE COMM ISSIONER 
SHALL ALSO CONSIDER THE RECOM M ENDATION OF THE ALASKA 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COUNCIL.] The long range plan or plans shall be submitted 
to the governor for review and approval and subm itted by the governor to the legislature.

* Sec. 4. AS 44.42.050(d) Is amended to read;

(d) The com m issioner shall develop an n u a lly  a descrip tive list [P L aN  MUST 
INCLUDE A  DESCRIPTION] o f  projects recom m ended  by th e  d ep a rtm en t to be scheduled 
[PLANNED] for design, [AND] construction, o r  o th e r  necessary activities for a period  n o t 
less th a n  [THE FOLLOW ING] two years. The descrip tive Hgt [DESCRIPTION] shall be 
consistent  w ith  an d  is in  addition to the long-range plan required by (a) o f  this section [AND 
BY AS 19,10.140], The descriptive list [DESCRIPTION] m ust include £1} an estim ate o f the 
fe d e ra l .f la ts  a n d  o the r funds necessary  to  fu n d  th e  p rolocts on th e  list. (21 a  descrip tion , 
location a n d  itemization o f  the estimated cost for each project, fo r  each p ro jec t th a t is a  
B.gft!fecllity_«limat£d to cost In excess.of five h u n d re d  th ou sand  dollars, a descrip tion  of 
thc-nnnntlfied  a n d  un q u an tified  costa and benefits reaso nab ly  an tic ip a ted  over the life of
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|h e  p ro je c t tiiflt fa m o re d e ta iled  th a n  th a t  m  Idcdrra the lo p ?  ran g e  p lan  n n d e r subtcction  
foj, and C4j the total cost o f  all projects in  th e  lisf. The commissioner shall propose and forward 
the descrip tive l»jt to the governor for review and approval an d  inclusion, as approved, in the 
capital budget [A CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM] that includes the projects to be undertaken 
during the following two years, including recommended project priorities. T he governo r shall 
fQ im rd  the_dc*criptive l i s t  aa approved , to th e  legislature. Funds for transportation 
construction projects and necessary contingencies shall be itemized as allocations within the bill 
for the General Appropriations A nt F o rnn rao fles  o f  th is  subsection , coats include b u t are not 
lim ited  to Cflpitai costs b o rn e  bv  the sta te  <mt? economically q uan tifiab le  co m  borne by.the 
public.
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M ade available by Touch N 1 Qp Systems. Inc.. and the 
Law Offices o f  James B- Gottstein.

You can search the A laska Statutes, go to  The Alaska Legal Resource CcptsriOr the To.udkLC.Qo. homy
m s -

T o u c h  N ' G o ® , th e  D e sk T o p  In -an d -O u t B o a rd  m a k e s  y o u r  
o f f ic e  r u n  sm o o th e r . V is it  T o u ch  H _G ojs..W obsitfi to  se e  h o w .

A h  s k i S ta t u t e s .
Tltle_44, S ta te  G o v c m m c n t

Chapter 42. Departm ent o f Transportation and Public Facilities 
Section 50. State Transportation Plan.

previous: Departm ental Organization.
next: »SectionJi5. State Public Facilities Plan. [Repealed, Sec. 19 Ch 6 SLA 1998].

AS 44.42.050. State Transportation Plan.
(a) The commissioner shall develop annually a comprehensive, intermodal, long-nmge transportation 
plan for the state. In  developing and revising die stale plan, the commissioner shall consider means and 
costs o f  improving existing m odes and facilities, state and federal subsidies, and the costs and benefits 
o f  new  transportation m odes and facilities. The commissioner shall also consider the recommendation o f 
the A laska Transportation Planning Council. The plan ahal) be submitted to the governor for review and 
approval and submitted by the governor to the legislature.

(b) In  developing and revising the plan, die commissioner shall seek publio review and evaluation by 
any reasonable m eans and may

(1) consult and cooperate with officials and representatives o f  the federal government, other 
governments, interstate commissions and authorities, local and authorities, interested 
corporations and other organizations concerning problems affecting transportation in the state; and

(2) request from  an  agency or other unit o f  the state government or o f a political subdivision o f it, 
or from a  public authority, the assistance and data may be necessary to enable the 
commissioner to cany  out responsibilities under this section; every such entity shall provide the 
assistance and data requested.

(c) Copies o f  the plan, as revised, shall bo kept on file &s a public document in the office o f the 
commissioner and at each regional office o f  die departm ent

S O F T W A R E  •  '
1̂11 * f i f i'i f j/ic l i f j i f i r o r  iff ^
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(d) The plan m ust include a  description o f  projects planned for design and construction for the following 
two years. The description Is in  addition to the long-range plan required by (a) o f  this soction and by AS 
LfU QJ.4 0 . The description m ust include an itemization o f the estimated cost for each project and the 
total cost o f  all projects. The commissioner shall propose and forward to the governor for review and 
approval and inclusion, as approved, in the capital budget a construction program that includes the 
projects to  be undertaken during the following two years, including recommended project priorities, 
Funds for transportation construction projects and necessary contingencies shall be itemized as 
allocations within the bill fb r the General Appropriations A c t

Touch. N ' Go® , the  D e skT o p  In land -O u t B o a rd  m akes y o u r 
o f f ic e  ru n  sm oother. V is it  To^phJ^'jG.o’lJ V e b s fc e  to  see how .

S O F T W A R E
It-fr I Tin: b E a k r f jp m  > \u o  o u t  i-oa f.d

N ote to  H T M L  V ersion:

The Alaska Statutes were automatically converted to HTML from a  plain text format. Every effort has 
been made to ensure their accuracy, but neither Touch N* Go Systems nor the Law Offices o f  James B. 
Gottrtain can be held  responsible fo r any possible errors. This version o f the A laska Statutes is current 
through December, 2002.

I f  it 13 critical that the precise term s o f  the Alaska Statutes be known, it is recommended thel more 
formal sources be consulted. For statutes adopted after the effective data o f these statutes, see, Alaska 
Stete-Lpgisl&Qhe I f  any errors ^rc found, please e-mail Touch N' Go systems at E-mgil. W c hope you 
find this information useful.

Last modified 3/12/2004
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Subject: C&B rewrite SB 16
From: Jeff Ottesen <jeff_ottesen@dot.state.ak.us>
Date: Tue, 29 Mar 2005 16:35:50 -0900
To: Deborah Grundmann <Deborah_Grundmann@legis.state.ak.us>, Nona Wilson <nona_wilson(e[dot.state.ak.us>
CC: Doug Letch <doug_letch@legis.state.ak.us>, Pete Christensen <peter_christensen@dot.state.ak.us>

Deborah,

Geoff Parker's suggestion is somewhat helpful, and also adding to the problem. It helps in that it sets a threshold (which is too 
small as I will show) and it hurts in that it requires cost and benefit consideration two times instead of one time! (Once when you 
prepare the long range plan, and again when a project that flows from the plan is placed into the STIP or funding document.)

The suggestion of a dollar threshold is well intentioned, but impractical. Here's why:
1) Many small projects are grouped into programs, to make their delivery more efficient. (Example is safety projects, ITS
projects, transit projects, etc.) Do we apply the dollar threshold to the program amount, or the individual projects that flow from
the program? To avoid hitting the threshold, projects will be artifically divided or segregated.
2) A dollar theshold quickly grows out of date. This statute was last modified in the lav. 1970's. It is very hard to come back on a 
10-15 year basis and adjust dollar thresholds to a new relevant level. 3) The department conducts numerous "non-project 
projects": we inspect bridges, count traffic, audit gas tax receipts, and more, using federal transportation dollars and showing this 
non-project projects in the STIP. Applying cost-benefit consideration to such may yield non-sensica! results and much of this work 
is federally required, so there is really no discretion in performing the work. 4) Local project sponsors are still required to perform 
their C-B studies BEFORE THEY APPLY FOR FUNDING, since the state cannot even evaluate their projects without this 
information at hand.
My suggestion avoids all the above problems and focuses the requirement for C-B consideration by focusing on only new projects, 
that are transportation in nature and are not local in purpose:

See 5. AS 44.42.050(e) is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) In evaluating new highways, airports, terminals, ferries and other major components for inclusion in the plan, the 
commissioner shall prepare a cost-effectiveness analysis using a consistent methodology to the greatest extent possible. 
Cost-effective analysis is not icquired for projects that involve the rehabilitation and maintenance of the existing transportation 
system, or which primarily serve local transportation needs.

Jeff Ottesen <ieff ottesen(u'dot.state.ak.us> 
DirectorAlaska Dept, o f Transportation Division of Program Development

I 3/30/2005 4:19 PM

mailto:jeff_ottesen@dot.state.ak.us
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WORK DRAFT

C S F O R  SP O N S O R  S U B S T IT U T E  F O R  S E N A T E  B IL L  N O . 16( )

IN THE LE G ISLA T U R E OF TH E  STA TE OF ALASKA 

TW EN TY -FO U RTH  L E G ISL A T U R E  - FIRST SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATOR GARY STEVENS

A B IL L  

F O R  AN  A C T  E N T IT L E D  

"A n  A ct re la tin g  to the p o w ers  an d  d u ties  o f th e  D e p a r tm e n t of T ra n sp o r ta tio n  and 

P u b lic  F ac ilities ; rep ea ling  th e  re q u ire m e n t fo r  a lo n g -ran g e  p rog r: n fo r highway 

co n s tru c tio n  a n d  m ain tenance; an d  re p e a lin g  a re q u ire m e n t th a t  public facilities comply 

w ith  en e rg y  s ta n d a rd s  ad o p ted  by th e  D e p a r tm e n t o f T ra n sp o r ta tio n  and  Public 

F ac ilitie s ."

6 B E IT  E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F  r H E  ST A T E  O F  A LA SK A :

* Section  1. AS 19.05.040 is am ended to read:

Sec. 19.05.040. Pow ers o f  d e p a r tm e n t. The departm ent m ay

(1) acquire property;

(2) exercise the pow er o f  em inent dom ain;

(3) take im m ediate possession  o f  real property, or any interest in real 

p ro p e r ty  [IT] under a declaration o f  tak ing or by other lawful means;

(4) acquire rights-of-w ay for p resent or future use;

-1 - CSSSSB 16( )
New T e x t U n d e r l in e d  (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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(5) control access to highways;

(6) regulate roadside developm ent;

(7) p reserve and m aintain the scenic beauty  along state highw ays;

(8) d ispose o f  property acquired for highw ay purposes;

(9) accept and dispose o f federal funds or property available for 

highway construction, m aintenance, or equipm ent;

(10) enter in’o contracts or agreem ents relating to highways with the 

federal governm ent, m unicipalities, a political subdivision, or with a foreign 

governm ent, i f  the contract is approved by the federal governm ent;

(11) establish, levy, and collect to lls, fees, charges, and rentals for the 

use o f  state roads, h ighw ays, bridges, tunnels, crossings, and causeways;

(12) exercise any o ther pow er necessary  to carry out the purpose o f  

AS 19.05 - AS 19.25; and

(13) aw ard a .d adm inister grants authorized bv appropriation by 

the legislature [N EC ESSA R Y  OR IN C ID EN TA L TO THE PERFORM ANCE OF 

TH E DUTIES AND EX ECU TIO N  OF TH E PO W ERS OF THE ITIGHW AY 

SA FETY  PLA N N IN G  A G EN CY ].

* Sec. 2. AS 44.42.020(a) is am ended to read:

(a) The departm ent shall

(1) plan, design, construct, and maintain all state m odes o f  

transportation and transportation facilities and all docks, floats, breakwaters, buildings, 

and sim ilar facilities;

(2) study existing transportation m odes and facilities in the state to 

determ ine how  they m ight be im proved or w hether they should continue to be 

m aintained;

(3) study alternative m eans o f  im proving  transportation in the state 

w ith regard to the econom ic costs o f  each alternative and its environmental and social 

effects;

(4) develop a com prehensi.e , long-range* intermodal transportation 

plan for the state;

(5) study alternatives to existing m odes o f  transportation in urban areas

CSSSSB 16( ) -2-
New T e x t U n d e r l in e d  [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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and develop p lans to im prove urban transportation;

(6) cooperate and coordinate with and enter into agreem ents with 

federal, state, and local governm ent agencies and private organizations and  persons in 

exercising its pow ers and duties;

(7) m anage, operate, and m aintain state transportation facilities and all 

docks, floats, breakw aters, and buildings, including all state h ighw ays, vessels, 

railroads, pipelines, airports, and aviation facilities;

(8) study alternative m eans o f  transportation in the state, considering 

the econom ic, social, and environm ental effects o f  each alternative;

(9) coordinate and develop state and regional transportation systems, 

considering deletions, additions, and the absence o f  alterations;

(10) develop facility program  plans for transportation and state 

buildings, docks, and breakw aters required to im plem ent the duties set out in this 

section, including but not lim ited to functional perform ance criteria and schedules for 

com pletion;

(11) supervise and m aintain all state automotive and mechanical 

equipm ent, aircraft, and vessels, except vessels and aircraft used by the D epartm ent o f  

F ish and G am e or the D epartm ent o f  Public Safety; for state vehicles m aintained by 

the departm ent, the departm ent shall p eriod ically  [ANNUALLY] evaluate the cost, 

efficiency, and com m ercial availability o f a lte rn a tiv e  fuels [NATURAL GAS] for 

autom otive purposes, and the purpose for which the vehicles are intended to be used, 

and convert or purchase vehicles to use a lte rn a tiv e  fuels [UTILIZE NA TU RA L 

GAS] w henever practicable; the departm ent m ay participate in jo in t ventures with 

public o r p rivate partners that w ill foster the availability o f a lte rn a tiv e  fuels 

[N A TU R A L GA S] for all autom otive fuel consumers;

(12) supervise aeronautics inside the state, under AS 02.10;

(13) [CO M PLETE AND M AIN TAIN A CURRENT IN V EN TO RY  

OF PU BLIC FA C ILITIES, INCLU DIN G A PROJECTION OF THE 

SE R V IC E A B IL IT Y  OF THE FA CILITIES AND PROJECTIONS OF 

R E PL A C E M E N T S A N D  A D D ITIO N S TO FACILITIES NEEDED TO PRO VIDE 

TH E  LEV EL O F SERV IC ES PRO G RA M M ED  BY THE V A RIO U S USER

WORK D R AFT WORK D R AFT 24-LS0161U
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AG ENCIES, FO R M U N IC IPA L IT IES WITH POPU LATION S OF LESS THAN 

12,000 AND FO R  U N IN C O R PO R A TED  CO M M U NITIES, AND PERFORM  

THOSE DUTIES ON A CO O PERA TIV E BASIS W ITH LARGER 

M UN ICIPALITIES;

(14) A D O PT E N ER G Y  PERFORM A NCE STAN DARD S FOR 

PUBLIC FA C ILITIES OF TH E STA TE, THE CO N STRU C TIO N  OF W HICH 

BEGINS A FTER JU LY  1, 1980; TH E STANDARDS SHALL BE BASED ON 

THERM A L AND LIG H TIN G  EN E R G Y  STANDARDS ESTA BLISH ED  BY THE 

AM ERICAN SO C IETY  OF H EA TING, REFRIG ERA TIO N  AND AIR 

CO NDITIO NING EN G IN EE R S AS ADAPTED FOR A PPLICA TIO N  IN HIGH 

LATITUDE, COLD C LIM A TE EN V IRO N S;

(15) PR O V ID E  PLA N N IN G  ASSISTANCE, INCLU D IN G  BUT NO T 

LIM ITED TO EN ER G Y  A U D ITS AND RELATED TECH N ICA L SERVICES, TO 

SCHOOL D ISTRICTS A N D  REG IO N A L ED U CA TIO N A L A TTEN D A N CE 

AREAS TO D EV ELO P AND IM PLEM EN T

(A) STA N D A R D S FOR TH E DESIGN, CONSTRUCTIO N, 

AND O PERA TIO N  O F R U R A L EDUCATIONAL FA CILITIES; AND

(B) E N E R G Y  CO NSERVA TION M EASURES FOR RURAL 

ED U C A TIO N A L FA C ILITIES;

(16)] im plem ent the safety and financial responsibility requirem ents 

for air carriers under A S 02.40;

(14) [(17 ,j inspect w eights and measures^

(15) p erio d ica lly  s tu d y  a lte rna tiv es av ailab le  to finance 

tra n sp o rta tio n  system s in o rd e r  to p ro v id e  an ad eq u a te  level o f fu nd in g  to susta in  

a nd  im prove the s ta te 's  t ra n s p o r ta t io n  system .

* Sec. 3. AS 44.42.050(a) is am ended to read:

(a) The com m issioner shall develop [ANNUALLY] a com prehensive, 

intermodal, long-range transportation plan for the state. T h e  p lan  m ay be developed 

in m u ltip le  d ocum en ts  th a t  a d d re ss  logical com po n en ts, in c lud in g  geograph ic  

areas, m odes o f tra n s p o r ta t io n , tra n sp o rta tio n  c o rrid o rs , system s, and  o th e r 

d istinc t sub jects re le v a n t to t ra n s p o r ta t io n  p lanning. T h e  com ponen ts o f th e  p lan

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 24-LS0161U
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shall be revised as the commissioner determ ines appropria te . In developing and 

revising the state plan, the com m issioner shall conform to the requirem ents for the

WORK DRAFT WORK D R A FT 24-LS016IVI (

eligibility and use of federal and other funds, as applicable. Upon approval of

each component of the plan bvthe
-Mi---—-1—.-fr-i" ■—•

commissioner, the comm issioner shall

transm it notice of the approval of th a t com ponent to the governor and

[CONSIDER M EANS AND COSTS OF IM PRO V IN G  EXISTIN G M O D ES AND 

FACILITIES, STATE AND FEDERAL SUBSIDIES, A N D  THE CO STS AND 

BENEFITS OF N EW  TRA N SPO RTA TIO N  M ODES AND FACILITIES. THE 

COM M ISSIONER SHALL ALC'^ CONSIDER TH E RECO M M EN D A TIO N  OF 

THE ALA SKA TRA N SPO RTA TIO N  PLANNING CO U N C IL. THE PLA N  SHALL 

BE SUBM ITTED TO THE GOVERNOR FOR REV IEW  A N D  A PPRO V A L AND 

SUBMITTED BY TH E GOVERNOR] to the legislature.

* Sec. 4. AS 44.42.050(d) is am ended to read:

(d) The commissioner shall develop a list [PLAN M UST IN C LU D E A 

DESCRIPTION] o f projects scheduled [PLANNED] for design* [.AND] construction* 

or other necessary activities for a period of not less than [THE FOLLOW IN G] two 

years that is consistent with the plan developed under (a) of this section. The list 

of projects [DESCRIPTION] is in addition to the long-range plan required by (a) o f  

this section [AND BY AS 19.10.140], The list of projects [DESCRIPTION] must 

include an estimate of federal, state, and o ther funds anticipated to be received to 

fund the projects and a description, location, and item ization o f the estim ated cost 

for each project and the total cost o f all projects. [THE CO M M ISSIO N ER SHALL 

PROPOSE AND FORW ARD TO THE G O V ERN O R FOR REVIEW  AND 

APPROVAL AND INCLUSION, AS APPROVED, IN TH E CAPITAL B U D G E T  A 

CONSTRUCTION PRO GRAM  T H ^T  INCLUDES T H E  PROJECTS TO BE 

UNDERTAKEN DURING T H E FOLLOW ING TW O  YEARS INCLU DIN G 

RECOM M ENDED PRO JECT PRIORITIES. FUNDS FO R  TRA N SPO RTA TIO N  

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS AND NECESSA RY  CO N TIN G EN CIES SH A LL BE 

ITEM IZED AS A LLO CA TIO N S W ITHIN THE BILL FOR THE G EN ERA L 

APPROPRIATIONS ACT.]

* Sec. 5. AS 46.11.900(8) is am ended to read:

-5-
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(8) "thermal and lighting energy standards" means the therm al and 

lighting energy standards

(A) established by the A m erican  Society o f  H eating, 

R efrigeration , and Air Conditioning E ngineers as revised

[(i) BY  T H E  CO M M ISSIO N ER OF

T R A N SPO R TA TIO N  AND PU B L IC  FACILITIES U N D ER  

A S 44.42.020(a) FO R  PUBLIC FA C ILIT IE S; OR

(ii)] by the A laska H ousing  Finance C orporation for 

build ings and s‘ructures that are not pub lic  facilities; or

(B) developed in regulations adopted

[(i) BY T H E  CO M M ISSIO N ER OF

TR A N SPO R TA TIO N  A N D  PU B LIC  FACILITIES U N D ER  

AS 44.42.020(a) FO R  PU B LIC FA C IL IT IE S; OR

(ii)] by the A laska H ousing  Finance Corporation for 

build ings and structures that are  not p ub lic  facilities.

* Sec. 6. AS 19.10.140 and AS 46.11.010 are repealed.

-6-
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(e) In evaluating new highw ays, airports, term inals, ferries and o ther m ajor 
com ponents for inclusion in the plan, the com m issioner shall prepare a cost-effectiveness 
analysis using a consistent m ethodologvfti ih c  greate s t C ost-effective
analysis is not required for p rojects that involve the rehabilitation  and m aintenance o f  the 
existing  transportation system , or which prim arily  serve local transportation  needs.

Sec 5. AS 44.42.050 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

C om m ent: This language leaves m any details unspecified. W hat is “m ajor”? W hat is 
the nature o f  the m ethodology o f  perform ing a “cost-effectiveness analysis”? W nat 
categories o f  projects p rim arily  serve “ local” transportation  needs. D efining such arcane 
details is best left to the regulation process, w hich is an involved public process, subject 
to legislative oversight. The authority  to fulfill this requirem ent for detail is currently 
found in th is area o f  the statutes at:

Sec. 44.42.030. Regulations.

The departm ent m ay adopt regulations under AS 44.62 (A dm inistrative 
Procedure Act) to im plem ent, interpret, o r m ake m ore specific its pow ers 
and duties.



Issues o f  C o n c e rn s  w ith  M a n d a to ry  C o n s id e ra tio n  o f  C osts an d  B enefits 
S ta te m e n t by A lask a  D O T & P F  

M arc h  3 1 ,2 0 0 5

S ta tu te  is n o t c le a r  as to  w h a t co n stitu te s  “consideration of costs and benefits”
• C B R  (cost-benefit ratio) is but one m ethod o f  engineering econom ics
•  O ther leg itim ate m ethods include N PW  (net present worth), CEM  (cost 

effectiveness m easures) and EUAC (equivalent uniform  annual co st)1.
• O ther societal m andates often left out o f  strict econom ic considerations including 

LEC (least environm ental cost), (EJ) environm ental justice and SCP (safety 
conscious planning).

S ta tu te  has little  if  no  flex ibility  re g a rd in g  co n s id e ra tio n  o f  c o s t . a n d  benefits
• Requires such consideration  on every new  project regardless o f  usefulness
• Puts at risk all projects currently in progress (even under construction) that were 

selected for capital budget w ithout consideration the Superior Court believes is 
necessary.

•  E ffectively requires cost-benefit consideration for all projects since cost is 
required to be considered in all cases and m ust be put into som e context.

S ta tu e  w o u ld  d iv e r t p u b lic  m oney  to co st-b en efit co n sid e ra tio n  even w hen  not
m ean in g fu l

•  M any project categories are not well suited to C-B  consideration:
•  Rural A laska projects provided as a basic public service but serve a small 

population  base such as airports or sanitation roads
• Urban A laska projects that serve non-traditional transportation needs such 

as buses, trails or beautification
•  “ Projects’' required to fulfill one or more federal or state m andates such as 

traffic data collection, or environm ental m itigation

S ta tu te  ap p lie s  to s ta te w id e  tra n sp o r ta tio n  p lan , p r io r  to p ro je c t se lection  fo r ca p ita l
budget

•  Strict in terpretation may prevent the follow ing m ethods o f  project selection unless 
added to the statew ide transportation plan:

o Projects nom inated by local governm ents
o  Projects selected by m em bers o f  Legislature or C ongress (earm arks)
o Projects that arise unexpectedly due to natural d isasters or other external 

causes (exam ple: new retail store needing access).

S tatu te does not apply to alternative selection during  project developm ent

1 Fricker and Whitford, Fundamentals of Transportation Enuineerine. Pearson Prentice Hall, 2004



•  C-B (or o ther engineering econom ic m ethods) are often used during project 
design to evaluate alternatives

•  Such tools are often used to select am ong com peting choices, even on projects 
w ith  low  overall econom ic benefits (exam ple: airport layout for sm all village)

•  Proposed change in statute does not affect this use o f  C-B consideration

S tatu te is being used to argue against projects w ith C-B ratio less than 1.0
•  In T rout U nlim ited  law suit, the p la in tif fs  attorney argues state should not build 

projects w ith ratio less than 1.0
•  M ost rural and urban projects w ould be at risk o f  this interpretation

o  Ferry projects 
o  T ransit and bus 
o  T rails and beautification 
o  Environm ental rem ediation 
o  Low  volum e roads and bridges 
o A irport im provem ents and relocations

•  W hile current statute does not m andate only projects w ith positive C-B ratio be 
selected, this appears part o f  the m otive behind the law suit in question

S tatu te  is not in touch with the reality o f transp orta tio n  needs in Alaska
•  A laska is inherently  a place w here low population  and vast land area m ake 

transportation  critical, but often requiring a subsidy.
• Ironically, the recent C ongressional justification  for Denali C om m ission funding 

for transportation  argued that transportation in rural areas is vital to our future:

"... T h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  A l a s k a n  c o m m u n i t i e s  r e m a i n  u n c o n n e c t e d .  A i a s k a  h a s  b e e n  

l e f t  f a r  b e h i n d  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  N a t i o n ,  w i t h  a  r o a d  s y s t e m  t h a t  i s  n o  s y s t e m  a t  a ll . 

I f  t h e  h i g h w a y  s y s t e m  i s  t h e  N a t i o n 's  s k e l e t o n ,  A l a s k a  i s  s t ’U  m i s s i n g  i t s  a r m s  a n d  

l e g s .

A s  a  r e s u l t ,  m a n y  A l a s k a n  c o m m u n i t i e s  a r e  p u n i s h e d  w i t h  t h i r d - w o r l d  

c o n d i t i o n s  a n d  a n  e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  h i g h  c o s t  o f  l i v i n g ,  a n d  t h e  N a t i o n  a s  a  w h o l e  i s

t h a t  m u c h  p o o r e r  b e c a u s e  A l a s k a 's  t r e m e n d o u s  n a t u r a l  w e a l t h  c a n n o t  b e  s h a r e d .
» 2

Alaska has long-suffered the m easu-^ of costs versus benefits
A laska has long suffered the punultry o f  being a place w ith high costs but low  
benefits. A t the tim e o f  the A laska purchase in 1867, Secretary o f  State, W illiam  
H. Sew ard overcam e national ridicule (the tag o f  “ Sew ard’s Folly was applied) 
and strenuous objections to persuade C ongress to proceed w ith the purchase o f

2 Senator Lisa Murkowski, US Senate Floor speech on amendment to S I072, February 12, 2004



A laska for $7.2 m illion. Sim ilarly, for nearly 40  years after the federal-aid 
highw ay program  was started in the early 1900 's, C ongress denied A laska access 
to this funding, because it felt the transportation  needs in A laska w ere so great the 
federal program  could not be exposed to such costs. Now, as then, im portant 
transportation needs in A laska often m ust be built as a public good, even w here 
indicators such as cost-benefit analysis are used to oppose such projects. In 1867, 
those who sought to deny the purchase o f  A laska spoke o f ‘fo lly ’ as to the value 
o f  the A laska purchase. For A laskans today, the age old ‘fo lly ’ argum ent seem s 
to never really  die!
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Senator Charles H ugg in s  Fax: 907-465-3265
Cha ir, Senate Transportation Com m ittee 
State Cap ito l, R m . 417 
State Juneau, A la s k a  99801 

Attention: M s . D ebby  Grundm ann

Re: Work Draft, o f 3/4/05, Committee Substitute for Sponsor Substitute for SB 16 (CSSSSB 16). 

Dear Senator Huggins:

Thank you for inviting suggestions re a d in g  Sections 3 and 4 o f the work draft of 
CSSSSB 16, dated 3/4/05.

Section 3 would amend AS 44.42.050(a), which concerns long range transportation plans. 
The amendment would repeal a requirement that DOT&PF consider costs o f itppm v^Bpnw tr> 
existing facilities and costs and benefits of new facilities in the long range plans.

Section 4 would amend AS 44.42.050(d), which concerns the capital budget The 
amendment would require that DOT&PF prepare a list o f projects for at least the following two 
years and estimate funds anticipated, total costs of all projects, and the cost, location and 
description o f each project, but not rhe benefits of new facilities such as new roads and 
highways.

Two filings are worth noting about the current statute, attached. First, it does not require 
consideration o f costs and benefits for improvements to existing facilities, such as existing roads 
or airports, as DOT&PF misspoke at the hearing on March 22,2005. Benefits must be 
considered for new facilities, not improvements to existing ones. That distinction makes sense. 
When a facility already e rs ts , people have some idea o f its benefits. Second, the statute does 
not prohibit a new facility, such as a new road, that has a poor benefit-cost ratio. It just requires 
that information be obtained, considered and available to the Legislature, the public and the 
governor to assist deciding which projects to fUnd. Good information about costs and benefits is 
fundamental to good decisions about which new roads to build.

Because these amendments involve the capital budget, they involve the role o f the 
Legislature in funding transportation projects. Because most transportation fi nds are federal, 
federal planning requirements apply. Their effect is to limit the Legislature’s role as follows.
The Legislature may delete any project from the capital budget. However, the Legislature cannot 
add a project that would use federal funds if the project is not the product o f the fedcrally-

G e o f f r e y  Y . P a r k e r

JESSES?* ---------
7301 Street, Suite 226 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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Senator Huggins, Attn: Ms. Grundmann 
Sen. Transportation Comm.
Re: SB 16 
March 23,2005  
Pago 2
required planning process and included in the federally-approved 3-year Statewide 
Transportation Im provem ent Program required by 23 USC 135.

If  enacted, sections 3 and 4_will m et hat DOT&PF w ill continue to provide the 
Legislature, the public and the governor win. inform ation on  costs, b u t DOT&PF no longer 
provide information on the benefits o f  new  roads and new  facilities. W ith inform ation to 
compare costs to benefits, the Legislature will have no ability to delete poorly justified  projects 
and demand better ones In the next capital budget that have gone through the federally required 
planning process. The Legislature's role will be then essentially that o f  a  rubber stamp. That is 
why information on cost-versus-benefit is critical to making informed decisions.

For example, the long range Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan contains m ore than a 
billion dollars in proposed roads. Some o f  these, such as the $12.5 m illion Iliamna-Nondalton 
road and bridge project, and $22.3 m illion W illiamsport-Pile Bay road project, the legislature has 
already funded, o r started to fund. W hen DOT&PF told the Senate Transportation Committee 
that these two projects pencil out as the most economically justified and cost-effective in the 
Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan, DOT&PF did not tell the committee that the cost-benefit 
justifications for these projects in the plan depend on, and are in terras of, two scenarios -  (1) 
completing the Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay Corridor costing $332,832,000, and (2) completing the 
Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay Corridor ($332,832,000), the A laska Peninsula Corridor 
($559,513,500), and th& DiJ1 >nsham-BristoI Bay Area Corridor ($228,475,000), yielding a  total 
cost o f  $1,120,820,500. In other words, you will have to spend between $332,832,000 and 

, $1,120,820,500 to make the Willi imsport-Pilc Bay and Iliamna-Nondalton projects pencil out as
economically justified in terms of the quantified costs and benefits.

1 The question is whether you think that the public, the governor, and the Legislature
deserve to know that information? I do. My clients do. The court did. DOT&PF does not. 
Sections 3 and 4 would mean that DOT&PF would not have to produce such information on 
cost-effectiveness.

Nevertheless, there m ay be reasons to otherwise amend AS 44.42.050(a) and (d).

First, DOT&PF testified on M arch 22,2005 that the requirements (that it consider costs 
o f  improvements to existing facilities and costs and benefits o f  new  facilities) apply to projects 
as minor as installing a stop sign. Senator Cowdery, I believe, suggested that some dollar 
amount below which the requirements would not apply and above which they would, might 
make sense, That idea has merit. The Legislature ran  come up with a  reasonable dollar amount.
1 would suggest on the order o f  five hundred thousand to a m illion dollars.

Second, DOT&PF testified with respect to new roads, that its ability to consider and 
document costs and benefits increases as the specifics o f  a  project evolve — from a concept in a 
long range, 20-year, transportation plan which addresses projects collectively, to actual project- 
specific implementation in a 3-year statewide transportation improvement program which drives

\
►
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DOT&PF’s portions o f the capital budgets. It makes that as a project evolves from a concept to 
eventual final design, the ability to estimate costs increases as location, design, mitigation and 
other requirements become specific, The same is probably not true o f benefits. They are as 
identifiable at the outset as they are at the final design stage.

The question then is: What quality o f consideration of costs and benefits makes sense as ? 
project for new ropd progresses from a  concept to eventual final design? A concept in a long 
range plan is cheap, and constructing a final design can cost hundreds o f millions o f dollars.
That implies a solution.

I suggest that you tailor the requirement for considering costs and benefits for new 
facilities to the stage o f planning at issue. When long range, 20-year planning is at issue, then a 
modest level of examination of costs and benefits makes sense for a conceptual level of 
planning. However, when the Legislature is being asked to approve actual project-specific 
funding and construction costs o f many millions of dollars in a capital budget (and usually 
committing the state to future maintenance), a more thorough examination of costs and benefits 
serves the Legislature, the governor and the public.

Attached is a revision of sections 3 and 4 of the bill. The revisions would create a dollar 
amourt below which the requirements o f AS 44.42.050(a) would not apply and above which 
they would. The revision would require a modest level of cost-benefit scrutiny when a new 
facility is in a long range plan and a more thorough level of scrutiny as it evolves to projee 
specific implementation.

Attachments
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TO : Senator Charles Huggins Fax : 9 0 7 -4 65 -3 2 6 5

F R O M ; G e o f f r e y  Y .  P a rk e r  

Re: Sections 3 and 4  o f  C SSS SB  16 

Date: M arch 2 4 ,2 0 0 5

Here is language I  suggest,

* Sec. 3, A S  4 4 .4 2 .0 5 0 (a ) is amended to read:
(a ) The com m issioner sha ll develop [A N N U A L L Y ] a  comprehensive, interm odal, long- 

range transportation p lan fo r  the state. T h e  p la n  m ay be d e v e lo p ^  ip  m u lt ip le  re g ion a l lo frg  
range  p lan s co ve rin g  d if fe re n t a reas of  th e  state . T h e p la n , o r  re g io n a l n la n s . s h a ll address 
lo g ic a l cost-e ffec tive com ponen ts o f  in te rm od a l t ra n sp o rta t io n , in c lu d in g  m odes o f  
t ra n sp o r ta t io n , t ra n sp o r ta t io n  c o r r id o rs , system s, an d  o th e r d istinc t sub jects re le v a n t tc 
t n n s p p r tu t io r  P la n n in g . T h e  com m issio n e r ro a v  re y jso tllC  p lfln  re g ion a l p lang as 
a p p ro p r ia te, an d  s h a ll do so at le a s t eve ry  seven y e a rs . In  deve lop ing and revising the state 
p lan, the com m issioner sha ll consider means and costs o f  im proving existing modes and 
facilities, [S TA TE  A N D  F E D E R A L  S U B S ID IE S ,] and the costs and benefits o f  new 
transportation m odes and facilities, except th a t th e  com m iss ione r need n o t con s id e r in  a  lon g  
range p la n  th e  costs o r  benefits o f  a p ro je c t estim ated to cost less th an  fiv e  h u n d red  
th ou sand  d o lla rs . I n  the lo n g  ran g e  p la n  o r  p lan s , the con s id e ra tion  o f  costs, o r  costs and 
bene fits , need n o t be as th o ro u g h  o r  de ta iled  as in  section (d ) . [TH E  C O M M ISS IO N E R  
SH A L L  A LSO  C O N S ID E R  TH E  R E C O M M E N D A T IO N  OF T H E  A L A S K A  
T R A N SPO R T A T IO N  P L A N N IN G  C O U N C IL .] The long range plan o r  plans sh a ll be submitted 
to the gove rno r fo r  rev iew  and approva l and submitted by the governo r to  the legislature.

* Sec. 4 . A S  4 4 .4 2 .0 5 0 (d ) is amended to read:

(d ) The com m iss ione r «ha ll d eve lop  an n u a lly  a  desc rip tive  lis t [P LA N  M U S T  
IN C L U D E  A  D E S C R IP T IO N ] o f  projects recom m ended by th e  d ep a rtm en t to  be schedu led 
[P LA N N E D ] fo r  design, [A N D ] construction , o r  o th e r necessary activ ities fo r a p e rio d  no t 
le&  th a n  ITH E  F O L L O W IN G ] two years. The descrip tive lis t [D E S C R IP T IO N ! sh a ll be 
consisten t w ith  and  is in  addition to the long-range plan required by (a ) o f  this section [A N D  
B Y  A S 19 .1 0 .1 4 0 ]. The descrip tive  lis t [D E S C R IP T IO N ] must include (1) an estim ate o f  the 
fe d e r a l i fa tg -a n d  O ther fn n d s  necessary to  ftrad  th e  p ro je c ts  o n  the l i s t  (2 ) a  desc rip tion , 
lo ca tion  an d  item ization o f  the estimated cost fo r  each project  f o r  each p ro je c t th a t is a 
Pgff-fecllity estim a ted  to cost in  excess o f  f iv e hu nd red  th om an d  d o lla rs , a desc rip tion  o f  
the qu an tified  an d  un q  a un titled  costs and benefits re a son ab ly  an tic ip a ted  o v e r  the life  o f
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f t *  fa m o re  de ta iled  th a n  th a t p ro v i ded in  th e  lo n g  range  p la n  u n d e r m b ie c t io n
£gh_and £4) the to ta l cost o f  a l l p ro jec ts in  th e  lis t . The comm issioner sh a ll p ropose and forw ard 
th e  desc rip tive  lis t to  the governor f o r  review  and approva l and inclusion, as approved, in  the 
capital budget [A  C O N S T R U C T IO N  PR O G R A M ] that includes the pro jects to be undertaken 
during the fo llow in g  tw o j^ a rs , including recommended pro ject priorities. T h e  g o v e rn o r sh a ll 
fo rw a rd  th e  d e sc rip tiv e  l i s t  a j  ap p roved , to  the le g ji la tn re , Funds fo r  transportation 
construction p ro jec ts and necessary contingencies sha ll be item ized as a llocations w ithin d ie b ill 
f o r  the G enera l A ppropriations A c t P o rn n rp o s e s  o f  th is su b je c tio n , costs in c lu d e  b n t a re  n o t 
lim ited  to  c ap ita l costs b o n ie  b v  th e state an d  econom ica lly  q u an tifia b le  costs b o rn e  bv the
jeafelfc
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Alaska Statutes.
T itle  44 . State Government

Chapter 4 2 . Department o f  Transportation and Pub lic  Facilities 
Section 5 0 . State Transportation P lan .

previous: Section 40 . Departm enta l O rganization.
next: f?ectiqn_£5. State Pub lic  Facilities P lan . [Repealed, Sec. 19 Ch 6  S L A  1998 ].

A S  4 4 . 4 2 . 0 5 0 .  S t a t e  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  P l a n .

(a )  The com m issioner sha ll develop annually a comprehensive, in term odal, long range transportation 
p lan  fo r  the state. In  develop ing and revising the state p lan, the comm issioner sha ll consider means and 
costs o f  im pn r. ing existing modes and facilities, state and federa l subsidies, and the costs and benefits 
o f  new  transportation modes and facilities. The comm issioner sha ll a lso consider the recommendation o f  
the A laska  T ransportation P lanning Council. The p lan  shall be submitted to the governor fo r  review  and 
approva l and submitted by  the governo r to the legislature.

(b ) In  developing and revising the p lan , the comm issioner shall seek pub lic  rev iew  and evaluation by 
any reasonable means and may

(1 )  consu lt and cooperate with o ffic ia ls  and representatives o f  the federa l government, other 
governments, interstate c om rr' ."ions and authorities, loca l agencies and authorities, interested 
corporations and other organizations concerning prob lem s affecting transportation in  the state; and

(2 )  request from  an agency o r other unit o f  the state government o r o f  a po litica l subdivision o f  it, 
o r from  a pub lic  authority, the assistance and data that may be necessary to enable the 
comm issioner to carry out responsibilities under this section; every such entity shall provide the 
assistance and data requested.

(c ) Copies o f  the p lan , as revised, sha ll be kept on file  as a public document in  the o ffice  o f  the 
comm issioner and at each regiona l o ffic e  o f  the department
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(d ) The p lan  m ust include a  description o f  projects p lanned fo r  design and construction fo r  the fo llow ing  
two years. The descrip tion is in  addition to the long-range p lan  required by (a ) o f  this section and by  AS 
L9J 0 J .4Q . The descrip tion must include an item ization o f  the estimated cost f o r  each p ro jec t and the 
tota l cost o f  a l l p ro jects. The com m issioner shall p ropose and fo rw a rd  to the governo r fo r  rev iew  and 
approva l and ino lus ion , as approved, in foe  capital budget a  construction program  that includes the 
projects to be undertaken during the fo llow in g  tw o years, including recommended p ro jec t p rio rities . 
Funds fo r  transportation construction projects and necessary contingencies sha ll be item ized as 
a llocations w ith in fo e  b i l l f o r  the Genera l Appropriations A c t

T o u c h  N '  G o ® ,  foe  D e s k T o p  Ir v an d -O u t  B o a r d  m ak e s  you r 
o f f ic e  run  sm oother . V is i t  T o j j .c h jy jS o V W fcb s f te  to se e  h o w .

SOFTWARE •
•I "• -N r> ~j:F _■£ a ".‘•iF' IN *.NC> iM 7 I* -i » — ' ■*'.1
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The A laska Statutes w ere autom atica lly converted to H T M L  from  a  p la in  text form at. E very  e ffo rt has 
been made to ensure the ir accuracy, but neither Touch N* G o  Systems no r the L aw  O ffice s o f  James B . 
Gottstein can be h e ld  responsib le fo r  any possib le errors. This ve rsion  o f  the A laska  Statutes is current 
through December, 2 0 0 2 .

I f  it  is critica l that foe  prec ,e term s o f  fo e  A laska Statutes be known, it is recommended that m ore 
fo rm a l sources be consulted. F o r  statutes adopted afte r the e ffective date o f  these statutes, see, A laska 
S tetcLpg is lS fltr? I f  any erro rs are found, please e-m ail Touch N' G o  systems at E -m a jl. W c  hope you  
find  this in fo rm ation  usefu l.

Last modified 3/12/2004



Deborah Grundmann

From: Jeff Ottesen [jeff_ottesen@dot.state.ak.us]
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2005 4:36 PM
To: Deborah Grundmann; Nona Wilson
Cc: Douglas Letch; Pete Christensen
Subject: C&B rewrite SB 16

Attachments: jeff_ottesen.vcf

jeff_ottesen.vcf 
(566 B)

D e b o r a h ,

G e o f f  P a r k e r ' s  s u g g e s t i o n  i s  s o m e w h a t  h e l p f u l ,  a n d  a l s o  a d d i n g  t o  t h e  p r o b l e m .  I t  h e l p s  
i n  t h a t  i t  s e t s  a  t h r e s h o l d  ( w h i c h  i s  t o o  s m a l l  a s  I  w i l l  s h o w )  a n d  i t  h u r t s  i n  t h a t  i t  
r e q u i r e s  c o s t  a n a  b e n e f i t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t w o  t i m e s  i n s t e a d  o f  o n e  t i m e !  ( O n c e  w h e n  y o u  
p r e p a r e  t h e  l o n g  r a n g e  p l a n ,  a n d  a g a i n  w h e n  a  p r o j e c t  t h a t  f l o w s  f r o m  t h e  p l a n  i s  p l a c e d  
i n t o  t h e  S T I P  o r  f u n d i n g  d o c u m e n t . )

T h e  s u g g e s t i o n  o f  a  d o l l a r  t h r e s h o l d  i s  w e l l  i n t e n t i o n e d ,  b u t  i m p r a c t i c a l .  H e r e ' s  w h y :
1 )  M a n y  s m a l l  p r o j e c t s  a r e  g r o u p e d  i n t o  p r o g r a m s ,  t o  m a k e  t h e i r  d e l i v e r y  m o r e  e f f i c i e n t .  
( E x a m p l e  i s  s a f e t y  p r o j e c t s ,  I T S  p r o j e c t s ,  t r a n s i t  p r o j e c t s ,  e t c . )  D o  w e  a p p l y  t h e  d o l l a r  
t h r e s h o l d  t o  t h e  p r o g r a m  a m o u n t ,  o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  f l o w  f r o m  t h e  p r o g r a m ?
T o  a v o i d  h i t t i n g  t h e  t h r e s h o l d ,  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  b e  a r t i f i c a l l y  d i v i d e d  o r  s e g r e g a t e d .
2 )  A d o l l a r  t h e s h o l d  q u i c k l y  g r o w s  o u t  o f  d a t e .  T h i s  s t a t u t e  w a s  l a s t  m o d i f i e d  i n  t h e  
l a t e  1 9 7 0 ' s .  I t  i s  v e r y  h a r d  t o  c o m e  b a c k  o n  a  1 0 - 1 5  y e a r  b a s i s  a n d  a d j u s t  d o l l a r  
t h r e s h o l d s  t o  a  n e w  r e l e v a n t  l e v e l .
3 )  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  c o n d u c t s  n u m e r o u s  " n o n - p r o j e c t  p r o j e c t s " :  w e  i n s p e c t  b r i d g e s ,  c o u n t
t r a f f i c ,  a u d i t  g a s  t a x  r e c e i p t s ,  a n d  m o r e ,  u s i n g  f e d e r a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  d o l l a r s  a n d  
s h o w i n g  t h i s  n o n - p r o j e c t  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  S T I P .  A p p l y i n g  c o s t - b e n e f i t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  
s u c h  m a y  y i e l d  n o n - s e n s i c a l  r e s u l t s  a n -  m u c h  o f  t h i s  w o r k  i s  f e d e r a l l y  r e q u i r e d ,  s o  t h e r e  
i s  r e a l l y  n o  d i s c r e t i o n  i n  p e r f o r m i n g  t h e  w o r k .
4 )  L o c a l  p r o j e c t  s p o n s o r s  a r e  s t i l l  r e q u i r e d  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e i r  C - B  s t u d i e s  B E F O R E  T H E Y
A P P L Y  F O R  F U N D I N G ,  s i n c e  t h e  s t a t e  c a n n o t  e v e n  e v a l u a t e  t h e i r  p r o j e c t s  w i t h o u t  t h i s  
i n f o r m a t i o n  a t  h a n d .

My  s u g g e s t i o n  a v o i d s  a l l  t h e  a b o v e  p r o b l e m s  a n d  f o c u s e s  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  C - B
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  b y  f o c u s i n g  o n  o n l y  n e w  p r o j e c t s ,  t h a t  a r e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  i n  n a t u r e  a n d  a r e
n o t  l o c a l  i n  p u r p o s e :

S e c  5 .  A S  4 4 . 4 2 . 0 5 0 ( e )  i s  a m e n d e d  b y  a d d i n g  a  n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  t o  r e a d :

( e )  I n  e v a l u a t i n g  n e w  h i g h w a y s ,  a i r p o r t s ,  t e r m i n a l s ,  f e r r i e s  a n d  o t h e r  m a j o r  
c o m p o n e n t s  f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  p l a n ,  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n e r  s h a l l  p r e p a r e  a  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
a n a l y s i s  u s i n g  a  c o n s i s t e n t  m e t h o d o l o g y  t o  t h e  g r e a t e s t  e x t e n t  p o s s i b l e .  C o s t - e f f e c t i v e  
a n a l y s i s  i s  n o t  r e q u i r e d  f o r  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  i n v o l v e  t h e  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a n d  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  
t h e  e x i s t i n g  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s y s t e m ,  o r  w h i c h  p r i m a r i l y  s e r v e  l o c a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  n e e d s .

I
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S e n a t o r  H u g g i n s - -
T h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  y o u  r e q u e s t e d  c o n c e r n i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  i n  t h i s  a f t e r n o o n ' s  
m e e t i n g .
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17 A A C  0 5 .1 7 5 . P R O J E C T  N E E D S  L I S T  A N D  E V A L U A T I O N
(a) Prc cts nom inated for a project needs list under 17 A A C  05.160 may, after 

public review and com m ent, be incorporated in the STIP. Except for projects classified in 
the National Highway System, classified under 17 A A C 05.170(c) in the A laska H ighway 
System, o r  exem pt under 17 A A C  05.200, the department will evaluate and score projects 
regionally and statewide according to criteria applicable to each transportation program.

(b) For rural and urban streets projects classified under 17 A A C  05.170(d) 
(Comm unity  Transportation Program), the evaluation criteria are

(1) economic benefits resulting from the project;
(2) the project's effect upon health and quality  o f  life;
(3) whether the project enhances the safety o f  the traveling public;
(4) whether the project improves intermodal transportation or lessens redundant 

facilities;
(5) whether a municipality, another state agency, or a federal agency has m ade a 

contribution to finance capital costs;
(6) whether a municipality, another state agency, o r  a federal agency has made a 

com mitment to assume ownership o r  to finance maintenance and operations costs;
(7) whether the project will lower state maintenance and operation costs;
(8) environmental approval readiness;
(9) whether the project involves only surface rehabilitation;
(10) evaluation o f  cost, length, and the existing roadway's average annual daily 

traffic count;
(11) whether the project replaces deficient bridges;
(12) whether the project corrects deficient roadway w<dth, grade, or alignment;
(13) the functional classification o f  the project;
(14) the degree to which the project exhibits innovation in the m anner in which 

it addresses the project's challenges; and
(15) the degree o f  public support.

(c) For remote roads and trails projects classified under 17 AA C 05.170(d) 
(Community Transportation Program), in com m unities not connected to the continental 
road network by road or ferry, the evaluation criteria are

(1) economic benefits resulting from the project;
(2) the project's effect upon health and quality o f  life;
(3) whether the project enhances the safety o f the traveling public;
(4) whether the project improves intermodal transportation or lessens redundant 

facilities;
(5) whether a municipality, another state agency, o r  a federal agency has made a 

contribution to finance capital costs;
(6) whether a municipality, another state agency, o r  a federal agency has made a 

com m itm ent to assume ownership or to finance m u;ntcnancc and operations costs;
(7) whether the project lowers state m aintenance and operations costs;
(8) environmental approval readiness;



(9) w h^ 'her the project improves access to water sources, landfills, sewage 
lagoons, sanitary waste disposal sites, health care, airports, subsistence harvest sites, 
o r  a river o r  ocean;

(10) whether the project preserves an existing facility;
(11) whether the project is a jo in t project with

(A) the Department of Environmental Conservation;
(B) the United States Department of Interior, Bureau o f  Indian Affairs;
(C) the United States Department of Health and Hum an Services, Indian 

Health Service;
(D) a tribal entity;
(E) a federal or state agency o ther than one identified in (A) - (C) o f  this 

paragraph;
(12) the degree to which the project exhibits innovation in the m anner in which 

it addresses the project's challenges; and
(13) the degree o f  public support.



Information to Consider 
On Questions Raised Concerning CS SSSB 16 

April 18, 2005

Section 2, page 3, lines 27-31 & page 4 lines 1-2 delete (13):
Public Facilities Inventory for Small Local Government
D O T & P F ’s role in overseeing the building program s for sm aller local governm ents has 
been inactive and unbudgeted for nearly 20 years. Retaining this language perpetuates a 
statutory duty  that the departm ent is not staffed or budgeted to perform.

Section 2, page 4, lines 5-11 delete (14):
Adopt Energy Performance Standards
D O T & P F ’s role in adopting energy  performance standards has changed over time. This 
duty was first established after the energy crisis of the 1970’s when no such standards 
existed. Overtim e, national standards bodies have established such standards and  they 
continue to update them based on the latest research and technology. D O T & P F  is not 
staffed or budgeted to duplicate these efforts. Retaining this language perpetuates a 
statutory duty  that the departm ent is not staffed or budgeted to perform.

Section 2, page 4, lines 12-15 delete (15):
Planning Assistance to REAAs
D O T & PF’s role in overseeing the building program s for R E A A ’s has been inactive and 
unbudgcted for nearly 20 years. Retaining this language perpetuates a statutory (' 'y  that 
the department is not staffed or budgeted to perform.

Section 2, page 4, lines 23-25 New (15):
Study Finance of Transportation Systems:

Going back to statehood, the department has been proactive in the area o f  studying 
transportation finance. Statewide transportation plans written in the early 1960’s had 
significant analysis o f  the trends and adequacy in revenue. More recently, just a few 
years ago, it was D O T & P F  which studied the new financing concept known as Garvee 
Bonds which was eventually  approved for the bonding o f  several projects.

Additionally, the departm ent already studies and takes action in several key areas o f  
transportation revenues:

•  ferry passenger and vehicle revenues
•  airport 'anding, fuel, and concession fees
• oversize and weight fees on highways
•  toll revenue on bridges and tunnels
• traffic impact fees from local agencies and developers

Looking to the near future, there is a revolution occurring in how transportation projects 
are financed elsewhere. Tried and true revenue approaches, such as gas taxes and bonds, 
are being supplanted by new and innovative techniques such as time o f day tolls, and tolls



based on the weight o f  vehicles. These new revenue approaches require an integration of 
technology in the roadway and with user vehicles. For exam ple , the Oregon D O T is now 
experim enting  with chips in vehicles that report on total mileage driven and a mileage fee 
to the state is deducted automatically when the vehicle is fueled.

T h e  new duty being added does not bestow any further implem entation power. D O T& PF 
is simply being told to "study alternatives available to finance the transportation 
system. ” Asking D O T & PF to identify new concepts and opportunities for transportation 
Finance does not usuip or overlap the powers of the Departm ent o f  Revenue, for 
D O T & P F  is not em pow ered to act upon these recom m endations. As the agency charged 
with a responsibility for the statewide transportation system, authorizing them to at least 
every four years study the adequacy o f  the revenue needed to sustain and improve the 
system is reasonable. Should these recomm endations m ove to implementation, the need 
for outreach and cooperation with Revenue, the G overnor’s office and Legislature is still 
essential.



Transportation CS SS SB 16 
Before Senate Transportation Committee 

Prepared by:
Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

March 22, 2005

Thank you Mr. Chairman:

I believe the legislation before you is some o f  the most important you will consider this 
year. While the bill is long and tedious, it addresses something we can all agree with. 
Transportation is vital to the state, and many important projects must continue to be built 
to serve the state. As m y testimony will show, without this legislation, many such 
projects m ay be in jeopardy  or costs o f  “process rather than pavement” will be higher.

This latest version o f  Transportation Comm ittee Substitute for SB 16 contains both 
housekeeping and substantive measures.

Housekeeping:
To preserve time I will not address the house keeping measures other than to say they 
clean up sections o f  the powers and duties for D O T& PF to reflect the world we now 
operate within. Changes in other laws, technology, budgetary changes and governmental 
reorganization have intervened in such a  way to make a part o f  our powers and duties 
language obsolete.

Specifically, I am referring to Sections 2,4, 5 and 6 shown in grey as house keeping 
measures.

Substantive:
The remaining sections o f  the bill (Sections 1 and 3) are more substantive. They are 
directed at two specific goals:

•  Ensuring that federal funds we receive for grant programs can lawfully be 
administered and awarded.

•  Ensuring that the s ta te 's  transportation planning process is efficient, in line with 
current practice and federal influence, and most importantly not subject to 
additional litigation using the same arguments used on the Iliamna to Nondalton 
project.

Section 1
The change to paragraph (13) is very important. Currently the department is operating 
without legal authority to issue grants other than from the Highway Safety Office. Yet 
we routinely receive federal funds for o ther purposes and award them in a grant process. 
The two most com mon examples o f  this occur in the area o f  Federal Transit funds for 
rural com m unities and transit vans for the elderly and disabled persons, and grants in the 
area o f  Scenic Byways.



Section 2
All but the last change in this section relates to natural evolution in the d epartm ent’s 
duties and technology. The department no longer has a  building program  that involves 
local governments. The department no longer sets energy standards; this is done by 
national standard groups and generally adopted by local government in their building 
codes. The addition o f  a new  duty concerning the study o f  alternative financing 
mechanisms is important. There is a rapid change occurring in transportation finance 
nationally, and we believe it will become an increasingly important area o f  examination.

Section 3
From the departm ent’s perspective, this is the most important section in the bill. The 
language in this section has been the subject o f  litigation in state court. As now 
constructed it is both nearly impossible to fully com ply with, and results r  very 
expensive costs for project proponents.

The section now literally requires that the entire iong-range transportation plan for the 
state, for all m odes o f  transportation be updated annually. The department currently 
expends more than $8 million annually on transportation planning but does not have the 
resources to meet even a five-year cycle o f  plan updating. The very lengthy process o f  
plan preparation and the associated public process can take several years. W e would not 
recommend enlarging the funding directed at planning nor adding the staff  required to 
meet an annual cycle, thus we recommend the flexibility contained in this bill.

The removal o f  the requirement for "consider means and costs o f improving existing 
modes and facilities, slate and federal subsidies, and the costs and benefits o f  new 
transportation modes and facilities. " is also vital. This requirement has been at the heart 
o f  the litigation. A ju d g e 's  ruling has now confirmed that a project selected for funding 
by the state m ust fulfill this requirement. Taken literally, this means:

• Every senior van, every bus, every repair to siate ferries, every maintenance 
project to roads and every trail project must undergo a consideration o f  benefits 
and/or costs;

• No exceptions in current law apply to emergencies such as flood damage, or 
earthquake repairs;

• No exception can be applied to federally funded “ projects” that are not easily 
measured, such as training, research, planning and bridge inspection;

• No exception in the current law permits projects that meet basic needs to be 
exempted, such as runway lights for small villages or a “ make it black” project 
on rural subdivision roads; and,

• No exception exists for projects authorized by direct legislative appropriation, 
Congressional earmark or even by the voters through bond issues.

Due to the court ruling and the current language o f  the statute, the departm ent recently 
adopted regulations that require a cost-effectiveness study for tv e ry  project in the STIP 
scoring process. This requirement falls heavily on local governments, which must now 
undertake these studies before they request federal funds. But the legal advice o f  the



Department o f  Law was that we had no choice in this action. Should SB 16 pass as 
written we will immediately move to strike this provision from the iegulations.

Section 4
The changes in this section are recommended. They update the process o f  submitting a 
capital budget including the STIP process to more closely follow both the practice o f  the 
Legislature and the federal agencies that fund the STIP.

Section 5
This change is needed to reflect the changes in time that have caused the departm ent to 
no longer have a role in the setting o f  thermal and lighting energy standards.

Section 6
This section assists the cleanup o f  statutes by dropping sections that are duplicative and 
thus confusing to the public and the department.



D i s c u s s i o n  o n  W h y  a  M a n d a t o r y  ‘ C o s t s  a n d  B e n e f i t s ’ 

C o n s id e r a t io n  is  N o t  A lw a y s  M e a n in g f u l  

A l a s k a  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t io n  a n d  P u b l ic  F a c i l i t ie s  

March 22, 2004

A S 44.42.050 (a) requires the department to: “ ...consider m eans and costs o f  improving 
existing modes and facilities, state and federal subsidies, and the costs and benefits o f  new  
transportation m odes and facilities.”

On the surface, this requirement seem s both reasonable and vali ’ble. However, there are 
many times the departm ent undertakes new  projects but does not spend the time or m oney to 
conduct such formal costs and benefits analyses. The most com m on examples are projects for 
rural areas where long distances and a small population base would make such efforts 
nonsensical— basic transportation elements are routinely needed regardless o f  their costs.

A  recent court decision on a request for a preliminary injunction found the department at fault 
for not using a benefit-cost (B-C) analysis* on a project linking two rural villages (summary 
o f  lawsuit attached). It is typical o f  many other rural projects w e  have undertaken, in that it 
provides a basic transportation system, but would not benefit from a detailed benefit-cost 
analysis.

Categories of transportation projects not suited to selection using B-C analysis 
Rural Alaska abounds in transportation needs that are provided as a basic public service. 
Virtually none o f  these would rise to a positive benefit-cost ratio because the small population 
base. Examples include:

• Ferries and ferry terminals
• Airports that meet m inim um  standards for length, width, adequate approaches, 

lighting and aprons/taxiways.
•  Village roads to basic com munity  services (e.g., sewage lagoons, water 

sources, airports, sanitary landfills, barge landing sites).
•  Trail marking.

Even in the more populated regions o f  Alaska many categories o f  transportation projects 
would not be expected to present a positive benefit-cost ratio. Examples o f  such projects 
include:

•  Rail-highwav grade separation projects

* Techni''ally, the statute requires consideration of only “means and costs” for projects improving existing 
transportation modes and facilities, and consideration of “costs and benefits" for new transportation modes and 
facilities. In practice it is very difficult to just consider “costs" unless there is some measure o f what costs are 
achieving, thus the department has essentially been forced to use the same type of cost and benefit consideration 
for all projects.



•  Paving o f  local (residential) roads
• Landscaping and beautification projects
•  Trails and amenities
•  Pollution and environmental mitigation features needed to meet legal and 

permit requirements
•  Transit investments (buses, bus stops, transit centers)

M any other transportation “projects” are undertaken to fulfill one or more mandates, none o f  
which can be readily quantified as to their “ benefits.”

•  Projects undertaken to meet regulatory requirem ents (e.g., ferry modernization, 
data collection o f  truck weights and classes, bridge scour monitoring).

•  Transportation “non-project” projects such as training, EEO compliance, 
bridge inspection, managem ent systems and similar.

•  Programs aimed at serving disadvantaged groups such as transit vans for 
elderly, disabled and other groups.

Finally, the department often undertakes projects because a m em ber o f  Congress or the 
Legislature placed them in the capital budget. Such projects do not receive the normal prior 
planning or detailed evaluation. The state has very little choice but to accept the project funds 
for the stated purpose, or to not use the funding.

Why B-C analysis would continue to be used where it makes sense 
Formal benefit and cost (B-C) analysis is a tool that is most often used to evaluate am ong and 
between different alternatives for a given project or range o f  options. In such cases, the tool 
helps to com pare and contrast different choices in solving a transportation requirement. For 
example, in the developm ent o f  the Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan, a num ber o f  
different B-C analyses were prepared to better understand vastly different types o f  system 
options. Even in rural Alaska, the tool is used to help identify the most “cost-effective” 
solution, even i f  the costs still outweigh the benefits.

For the project at issue in the litigation, benefit cost analysis was prepared for the bridge 
crossing, considering different structural systems, pier options and span length. However, we 
did not perform an overall benefit-cost analysis, primarily because the project in question 
scored very highly on other consiuerations.

The department and two M POs (AM ATS and FM ATS) maintain several different types o f  
managem ent systems, such as: Bridge, Pavement, Congestion, Safety and Maintenance.
Each m anagem ent system is a complex “ B-C tool” aiding decision makers.

Summation
B-C analysis is a good technique and is routinely used in some circumstances even where not 
required by statute. However, under the current construction o f  the transportation planning 
statute, and the court’s recent interpretation, every new project undertaken must receive this 
type o f  analysis, including projects already in the development stage. For the reasons stated it



is not meaningful nor a prudent use o f  project funds to routinely require these B-C analyses 
on every type and scale o f  project.

The real issue is whether we should perform B-C analysis where it is not practicable, nor a 
p rudent use o f  public funds. With the current one-size fits all statute we have no discretion, 
confirmed by the court. W ithout some relaxation o f  this requirement, delayed projects and 
h igher project costs are unavoidable.



Case Status:
In the Superior Court for the State o f  Alaska 

Third Judicial District at Anchorage

A laska State Council o f  )
Trout Unlimited, Robert B. )
Gillam, )

)
Plaintiffs, )

)
vs ) Filed: July 2 5 .2 0 0 2

)
State o f  Alaska, Alaska )
Department o f  Transportation )
and Public Facilities, )

)
Defendants. )

____________________________________ ) Case: 3AN-02-0763CI

July 25, 2002 - Plaintiffs filed suit seeking “injunctive and declaratory re lie f against the Alaska 
Department o f  Transportation and Public Facilities (DO T cPF) for having violated AS 44.42.020 
and AS 44.42.050 by scheduling for construction in 2003 a proposed, approximately 19-mile 
rural ro ad 1 and bridge project from Iliamna, Alaska to Nondalton, A laska in Southwest 
A la sk a . . . .”

May 1. 2003 - P la in t if f s  filed for a preliminary injunction that defendants be restrained from 
constructing or contracting to construct the Iliamna -  Nondalton project.

January■ 5. 2004 -  Preliminary injunction granted to Plaintiffs. D O T& PF was ordered to cease 
any action to construct, contract to construct, or produce final design o f  the Iliam na-Nondalton 
road and bridge project until the economic costs of the project are considered in the next 
revision to the “ Southwest Regional Transportation Plan’’ as required by AS 44.42.050, or until 
further order o f  this court. (Emphasis added.)

September 30, 2004 -  “ Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan” was revised. The revision 
consisted o f  extracting the Iliam na-Nondalton Road/Bridge project and th .  A leknagik/W ood 
River Bridge project from the Plan baseline and subjecting them to the cost effectiveness 
methodology used to evaluate the other capital projects in the Plan The two projects were 
subjected to an economic analysis that was incorporated into the Plan,

January 14. 2005 -  The preliminary injunction was lifted. It is unclear at this time whether the 
remaining causes o f  action filed in the lawsuit will be litigated.

1 The road already exists, in different forms and (absent the bridge), from Iliamna to Nondalton. Going north from 
Iliamna, roughly the first 11.5 miles is paved, the next 4.5 miles to the site of the proposed bridge is a gravel road 
and the remaining 2.5 miles from the other side of the river to Nondalton is in the form o f a pioneer road.

Prepared by DOT&PF -  3/22/2005
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June; u, Alaska 99801-1182
(907) 465-4925 

Fax: (907) 465-3517 
Toll Free: 1-800-821-4925

SESSION ADDRESS:
Alaska State Capitol S e n a t o r  Q a r y  S t e v e n s

Alaska State Legislature

INTERIM ADDRESS: 
112 Mill Bay Road 

Kodiak, Alaska 99615
(907) 486-4925 

Fax: (907) 486-5264

S p o n s o r  S ta tem en t f o r  C S  f o r  S S S B  16

C S for SSSB 16: “An Act relating to the powers and duties o f  the Department o f  
Transportation and Public Facilities; repealing the requirement for a long-range program 
o f  highway construction and maintenance; and repealing a requirement that public 
facilities comply with energy standards adopted by the Department o f  Transportation and 
Public Facilities.”

W hile  CS for SSSB 16 is essentially a housekeeping bill, this important measure will 
update several statutes related to the Department o f  Transportation and Public Facilities 
(DO T& PF).

Passage o f  this bill will remove the requirement that the department conduct a cost- 
benefits analysis for all projects at the planning stage, 10, 20 or even more years in 
advance. Opponents o f  certain D O T& PF projects have utilized this obsolete statute to 
halt construction through litigation. Without this change the department believes they will 
have to divert a large fraction o f  transportation funding to conducting cost-bcnefit studies 
in order to prevent additional lawsuits.

T h e  sponsor substitute also removes language restricting the departm ent’s ability to pass 
through other grant funding it receives. It further clarifies that only grants authorized 
through Legislative appropriation may be awarded, and requires the department to retain 
its eligibility to receive federal funding.

Additionally, CS for SSSB 16 removes the department from participation in setting 
“ thermal and lighting energy standards.” As other national and local organizations are 
now  responsible for performing these tasks, DOT&PF no longer has a role in establishing 
these standards.

CS for SSSB will change the powers and duties for DOT&PF to reflect the world in 
which it now operates as changes in other laws, technology, budgetary changes and 
governmental reorganization have intervened in such a way to m ake portions o f  the 
existing powers and duties language obsolete. I urge your support o f  this important 
measure.

Senate District R 
Smator_Gary_Stevens@legis.statc.ak.us

mailto:Smator_Gary_Stevens@legis.statc.ak.us


Figure 4: Alaska Peninsula Corridor

Table 16 describes cost and effectiveness measures for each o f the Alaska Peninsula roadway 
segments. The first recommended segment, the Chignik Intervillage Road, is the only segm ent 
listed tha t is likely to  be built w ith in the next 20 years. However changing circumstances, such 
as those listed on page S-10, could trigger consideration o f an earlier im plem entation for some 
o f the segments. The Chignik Interviilage Road has the lowest net annualized cost per person 
trip  accommodated and the second lowest net annualized cost. I t  also serves an interm odal 
purpose. Connecting the three villages in the Chignik Bay area would reduce the need for a 
separate a irp c .i a i eacn »;!!?ne and m ight allow for a single airport to  serve all three villages. 
For this 'eason an airport m a s ttr plan should be initiated concurrent w ith the road project to 
determ  ne aviation needs w ith the road in place and to  plan suitable solutions for the residents 
connected by the road. In addition, the Chignik Intervillage Road would provide Chignik Lake 
and Chignik Lagoon w ith access to  the seaport facilities a t Chignik. The next logical link would 
be an extension o f the road network to  Port Heiden, linking the Chigniks w ith the very capable 
and comparatively more reliable air facility a t Port Heiden. The developm ent o f this next link 
depends upon population grow th, economic growth and the adequacy (o r inadequacy) o f 
airport improvements in the Chigniks for meeting com m unity needs.

Alaska Department of Transportation 
and Public Facilities

R e v i s e d  S o u t h w e s t  A la s k a  T r a n s p o r ta t io n  P la n
A C o m p o n e n t o f  th e  A la ska

43 S ta te w id e  Transpc r ta tlo n  P lan



SB 16 C H ANG ES

The Senate Transportation Com m ittee adopted CS For Sponsor Substitute For Senate 
Bill 16 (TRA)

Changes are;

Page 1, line 5: After “Facilities;” added “and providing for an effective date.” This was 
done because the previous version o f the bill did not have an effective date.

Page 1, lines 7 through 11: deleted Section 1 from Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill 16 
and renumbered Section 2 as Section 1.

Page 2, Line 14. Am ended previous Section 2, subsection 13 to read “aw ard  and 
administer grants authorized by appropriation o f  the legislature.” This change clarifies 
that only grants authorized by appropriation by the Legislature may be awarded.

Page 3, Line 19, in sub-section 3 relating to the cost, efficiency and commercial 
availability o f  alternative fuels, “periodically” was replaced with “every five years” This 
change eliminates the am biguous nature o f  the word “periodically” .

Page 4. New subsection 15 related to study of alternatives available to finance 
transportation systems replaces “periodically” with “at least every four years” . This 
change ensures that each administration has a role in the process.

Page 5, lines 13-19. This section am ends AS i4 42.050(d) to bring the statute in line 
with current practice o f  the capital budget approval process and federal requirements. The 
requirement for a one-year capital budget instead of ’wo years is consistent with current 
budget practice.

Page 5 line 31. and Page 6, lines 1-5. This section adds a new subsection (c) to AS 
44.42.050 requires a cost-effectiveness analysis when evaluating new highways, airports, 
terminals, ferries, and other m ajor com ponents for inclusion in the plan. It excludes a 
cost-effectiveness analysis for projects that involves rehabilitation and m aintenance o f an 
existing system or that primarily serve local transportation needs. This language replaces 
the cost benefit language to be deleted from AS 44.42.050(a) with a more practicable 
standard.

Page 6, line 13. This change delays the effective date o f  Section 5 o f  the bill until July I, 
2006. The intent o f  the delay is to allow the department time to implement the 
requirement for cost-cffectivcness analysis.



S p o n s o r  S ta tem en t f o r  C S  f o r  S S S B  16
(Updated April 5, 2005)

CS for SSSB 16: “An Act relating to the powers and duties of the Department o f  
Transportation and Public Facilities; repealing the requirement for a long-range program 
of highway construction and m aintenance; and repealing a requirement that public 
facilities com ply  with energy standards adopted by the Department o f  Transportation and 
Public Facilities.”

While CS for SSSB 16 is essentially a housekeeping bill, this important m easure will 
update several statutes related to the Department o f  Transportation and Public Facilities 
(DOT&PF).

Passage of this bill will remove the requirement that the departm ent consider cost & 
benefits lor aj] projects, but will add language requiring a cost-effcctiveness analysis 
whc evaluating new highways, airports, terminals, ferries, and other m ajor com ponents 
except those that only serve local needs. In the recent past, opponents o f  D O T & PF 
projects vital to the health and wellbeing o f A laska’s citizens have utilized some o f these 
obsolete statutes to halt construction, costing the state valuable time and m oney in 
litigation, while significantly increasing project costs.

This bill also rem oves language restricting the departm ent's  ability to pass along other 
grant funding it receives, such as m oney  for the transit and scenic byways programs. It 
further clarifies that only grants authorized through Legislative appropriation may be 
awarded, and requires the departm ent to retain its eligibility to receive federal funding.

Additionally, CS for SSSB 16 changes statute by rem oving tl ,  departm ent from 
participation in setting “thermal and lighting energy standards.” With o ther national and 
local organizations now responsible for such standards, D O T & PF no longer has a role in 
establishing these standards.

Changes in o ther laws, technology, budgetary changes and governmental reorganization 
have intervened in such a way to m ake portions o f  the existing powers and duties 
language obsolete. This bill will change the pow ers and duties for D O T & PF to reflect 
the world in which it now operates. I urge your support o f  this important measure.
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