




Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and Mem bers of the Committee.

For the Record -  Frank Richards, Deputy Com m iss ioner for the 
D O T& PF

I am here to tell you about the FO R K  in the road we are 
approaching with our Transportation System



Today, I will describe for you the State of A la ska ’s 
Transportation System  and how we are constrained in 
addressing our aging assets.

I will describe for you what other States are doing to meet 
sim ilar issues, particularly on their H ighways, and

Present to you Governor Pa lin ’s approach to meeting our 
Transportation needs in the Future with an A laska  
Transportation Fund.



When we look at the existing infrastructure across A laska,

W e see S A F E T Y  concerns across the modes: from fatal 
accidents on our roads and highways to seasona l c losures of 
airports which significantly impact the flow of goods and people:

W e see C O N G EST IO N  impacting our larger com munities 
affecting everything from Commuters to the movement of freight 
and School buses;

AND  we see  that our assets are deteriorating because we are 
unable to do the necessary preservation and preventative 
activities due to our limited funding
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As these photos illustrate portions of our highways are in very 
poor condition.

W e estimate the backlog of pavement that has reached the end 
of its useful life is ~$300 M for our N HS routes (2,100 miles), 
this includes such highways as the Glen, Parks, R ichardson, 
Sterling, A laska and Dalton Highways. W e estimate the 
pavement deterioration on these routes a lone is growing at a 
rate of about $80 M each year. Other systems, A laska  Highway 
System  and Community Transportation Program  (including local 
owned) are in addition to this need.

W e estimate that every $1 of timely pavement life cycle 
investment can save $4 of more extensive repairs.

This is very hard to put this into practice, with such a large 
backlog of already failed pavements.
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We also have challenges with our bridges although we have made good progress 
towards bridge repairs, but by no means is the job  done yet.
For example we have com pleted or will com plete work on: W ashington Creek Bridge, 
several Parks Hwy bridges, Hicks Creek, Kenai River at Soldotna, and South Channel 
at Unalaska. The Tanana River Bridge on Alaska and bridges at Hyder and Gustavus 
are scheduled for projects this year, if we can obtain the environm ental perm its.

As the slide notes, about 10% of our bridges (86) need seism ic retrofits. This work 
includes:

Lengthening bearing seats 
Cabling girders together 
Anchoring bridges to their supports 
Strengthening columns and footings
Replacing tall rocker bearings with shorter rubber bearing pads or

isolators

I believe that we have spent almost S20M to date and we are no done. So far, we liavo 
perform ed "Phase I" (most bang for the buck -  about 10 bridges per project) retrofit. 
Within the next few years we will need to start “Phase II" (expensive -  m aybe one or 
two bridges per project).

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + -i-+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Other key facts:
About 15 other NHS bridges are in need of replacement or rehabilitation (scoring below 
50 on the rating scale) and their turn for funding must wait. The structural deficiency 
rating scale ranges from 0 to 100, and a bridge must have at least one defic ient scoring 
factor (deck, super structure, sub structure) also.

Another 45 non-NHS bridges also score below 50 on the rating scale, (som e of these 
mav be on verv low volum e roads, such as lociciina roads).



Across the State our Transportation assets are being impacted 
by C H A N G IN G  CLIM ATIC  CONDITIONS -  we are seeing

Heavier Precipitation Events

Greater frequency of Strong Storms

W armer Summ ers and

Extended shoulder seasons both fall and spring with 
more freeze/thaw cycles

W e are also seeing more extensive Permafrost Degradation and 
the associated shifting ground that is impacting our highways 
and airports.

Work is needed to protect the Copper River Highway. We 
estimate -  $50 M to shore up and raise the grade as a direct 
consequence of the river changing course following a major 
2006 storm event.

Additionally, we are seeing the large impacts on coastal 
com munities such as Newtok, Shishm aref and K ivalina from fall



Our A M H S  has identified a list of deferred maintenance, by 
vessel, that amounts to $18M of immediate needs.

This information suggests the real number is much larger, but 
often, without access  to hidden spaces, we sim ply can ’t know 
the degree of need. These problems are often only d iscovered 
when a vesse l goes into the yard, and hidden areas are opened 
as part of planned work, at which time bigger problems are 
discovered.

This does not include major capital projects such as complete 
reconstruction of engine rooms, hull parts and other needs.

Many of these needs are m ission or life safe ly critical, such as 
fire/bilge pump replacement, salt water cooling pumps, sprinkler 
piping renewal, fire control systems, ventilation fans and ducts, 
engine control system s, exhaust stack replacement, boiler 
controls,
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The departm ent has been divesting itsell of Ports and Harbors ownership for two 
decades prim arily due to long standing budget concerns. But the needs of our 
remaining assets and those of the community owned facilities continues to be an issue.

The state has not kept comprehensive records of deferred m aintenance or capital 
needs, but the Alaska Association of H a rborm aste r and Port Adm inistrators have 
estimated they have -  S100M in harbor repair needs. B u t th is  o n ly  co ve rs  49 h a rbo rs  
in 22 co m m u n itie s  (Chenega, Cordova, Craig, Homer, Juneau, Ketchikan, King Cove, 
Kodiak. Old Harbor, Pelican, Petersburg, Sand Point, Seldovia, Seward, Sitka, 
Skagway, Tatitlek, Valdez, Wrangell, Whittier, and Yakutat).

There are approxim ately 476 (public and private) port and harbor facilities in the state 
(as of 2004), with 240 in SE Alaska and 233 in SW and western Alaska.

W o recently partnered with the Denali Commission and the Arm y Corps of Engineer to 
conduct a com prehensive study of the needs of Ports and Harbors in Alaska. W e have 
placed $500 K into 2008 supplemental request for this e ffo r t . Not only aro existing 
facilties aging, but there are examples of new investm ents that are needed also. W e 
intend to look at both marine and inland needs.
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W e are the largest airport operator in the nation with 256 
airports statewide. This includes airports from Barrow to Adak 
to Hollis. Even though we continue to receive a vey healthy 
investment from FAA  for airports, many of our needs are 
unmet.

Our needs include S A F E T Y  items such as rutting on soft 
embankm ents and crowding of the runway/airports by homes 
and businesses.

Additionally, we see  our assets deteriorating. W e have cracked 
asphalt surface surfaces, loss of gravel surfacing materials, and 
aging lighting system s that are very difficult to maintain.
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I p resent this chart to illustrate how challenged we are  to FU N D  m ajor 
priority N H S projects with our current Fed era l Program . O ur current 

annual N H S allocation is ~ $80M . Th is  chart show s how long it would 
take to fund one of our priority projects if we funded just that project with 

our annual allocation of N H S funds. Fo r exam ple if we wanted to upgrade 

the P a rks H ighway we would have to allocate all the N H S funds for 2 

ye a rs  to just that project. Th e  list could include dozens of other equally 

worthy projects, such  a s  H aines H ighway or Sew ard  H ighw ay near Trail 

and Kena i lakes or Cooper Landing.

Th e  Fa irb anks list is the 3 main routes that lead to Fa irb an ks :

•P arks , Houston to Fa irbanks $200 M

•Rich , Upgrade deficient sections and bridges $425 M

•Elliott, M P  4 to Dalton junction $75 M

T h e se  co sts  are  in 2008 dollars and does not include the im pact of future 
construction cost in c reases or in trends in federal program  which m ay 

result in sm alle r funding leve ls , so likely even  a longer timeline is needed 

to add ress this se lected  set of needs.

The  point of this list is to illustrate the degree of need far ou tpaces the 

revenue availab le .



Th e  use of Federa l funds becam e more challenging with the latest 

H ighway Reauthorization bill, nam ed S A F E T E A - L U  due to:

Deductive Ea rm arks

More set aside program s such  a s  sa fe  routes to school, 

recreational trails, and others

More Restrictive Regulations and

L o ss  of flexibility within the various funding categories

G enera l puroose funds in S A F E T E A - L U  availab le for project 

accom plishm ent w ere actually lower than in its p red ecesso r bill T E A -2 1 .



This represents a best estimate on what our FHWA receipts will be over the next 
couple of years based on current information from FHWA, with plenty of 
uncertainty thrown in.

Formula funds, are inclusive of both the flexible and inflexible types of 
apportionment. The Chart does not include earmark funds anticipated in the 
2008 and 2009 years, from SAFETEA-LU earmarks.

The trust Fund shortfall has been updated with the latest information from 
FHWA.

The S50M recission shown in 2009 is as written into SAFETEA-LU legislation. 
Only a act of Congress can change this.

The 2010 Year is very much a guess. What will the program change to, and in 
what year we do not know as the next Reauthorization is due in 2010. I have 
assumed 2010 is a continuation year, and funds will grow very modestly before 
accounting for trust fund difficulties.

Please Note that the shortfall is about equal to the initial funding from the ATF, 
of about $50 M each year.
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Th e  impact of inflation on Construction co sts over the last 6-7 ye a rs  is 

H U G E .

Asphalt Pavem ent costs are up ~ 80%

Earthw ork co sts are up ~ 60%

Th e  va lues show n here are from a review  of all of our bid tabs over last 7 

ye a rs  (2000  to 2006) so  we feel this is a good representation of actually 

inflationary im pacts.

I have no c lea r explanation of why A laska  costs is higher, except 

anecdotal evidence of that there m ay be few er bidders, the high cost of 

freight to rural A la ska , and known high workload in other construction 

secto rs such  a s  military, and other federal program s, etc.

You can se e  how the co sts in c reases trend with the price of oil. H ighway 

and airport construction is energy intensive, due to moving h eavy 

m aterials, using big equipm ent, and item s such  a s  asphalt pavem ent 

which are  big u se rs  of oil and fuel to produce.
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This chart illustrates the myriad of Federal Laws that we must 
comply with when using Federal funding. Every dot results in 
more process, permits, and reviews which can add Y E A R S  and 
BIG C O S T S  to the projects.



After 20 ye a rs  of nearly flat line M&O budgets we H A V E  received  

increased  funding over the last few  ye a rs . W e greatly appreciate that 

support!

However, w e have  a significant loss of buying power over the last 25 

years of ~ $50M . During this interval we have been adding significantly 

more lane m iles, larger airports, lighting system s, and traffic lights to our 

inventory, thus exasperating  the challenge of getting the job done well.

Our current G F  operating budget covers our basic  need s to perform snow 

and ice control and general routine m aintenance but does not provide 

resources to perform preservation activities.
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O u r A la s ka  T ra n s p o rta tio n  S ys tem  is tru ly  u n iq u e  a n d  ve ry  d ive rse :

Largest Airport Operator in the Nation

Ferry  system  that trave rses 3 ,5 00  m iles of routes, and we

have

A huge coastline with need for sa fe  ports and harbors

A s A laskan s we support these system s with a much higher am ount of 

ownership co sts than citizens in S ta tes down below. T h is  is a reflection of 

our large geography, coupled with low population.



W e have been extrem ely fortunate to rece ive  $ 6 .4 4  of FH W A  funds for 

eve ry  $ 1 .0 0  we pay in Fed era l T a x e s  at the fuel pump.

2010  will be the ye a r that the Reauthorization of H ighw ay bill will occur. 

W e expect it to be V E R Y  different than previous bills with em p hasis on 

reduction of G reenh ou se  G A S E S . It is a lready being called  G R E E N  T E A  

by som e.

N ew national Com m ission  Report just re leased  last w eek -  proposes 

com plete m akeo ver of our Federa l transportation program s , and 

rep lacem ent of the form ula approach with a perform ance m easure  

approach, with oversight by a national com m ission .
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Other sta tes have long had a state and/or local funding m ech an ism s in 

addition to the use of federal funds. The  other state D O T ’S a lso  only own 

the largest roads and highw ays, on average representing about 2 0%  of 

their S ta te ’s  road network.

In A laska  w e own and maintain about 40% , and this too subtracts what 

can  do for the really crucial h ighway and ferry links.
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In addition to their existing fund sources, many states also see 
the need for more and different ways to fund construction using 
such things as:

Tolls

Pub lic Private Partnerships, and 

Users fees for vehicle m iles driven

W e see  these alternate types of funding would be very difficult 
to institute in A laska  with our small population base.



There are strategic advantages to having a State Funded program. Namely, we 
can complete the projects much faster which equates to it being less costly also. 
WHY -  because we have relief from the onerous federal oversight and do not 
have to foliow many of the federal laws I showed previously.

Examples -  NEPA and 4(f) and Buy America.
NEPA is avoided if there are no federal actions involved, such as wetlands 
permit. Thus many PM and major maintenance type piojects would enjoy this 
benefit.

4(f) is a law specific to US DOT funds. It applies to all recreational, refuge and 
historic properties. It can be very demanding, and can often thwart common 
sense.



I F e d e r a l  $  T im e l in e i  -  7 +  ' e a r s  t / p i c a l
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  1
_  . __________
D e s i g n  | '
RO W

riC o n s t r u c t i o n
S t a t e  $  T im  ; l l n e  4 5  y e a r s  typlc al 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l ! I

D e s i g n  

ROW

C o n s t r u c t i o n

f u n d e e
f a s t e r

S t a t e
y e a r s
a v e r a

From  the Start of a  Federa lly  funded project to its completion is averaging 

7 years . W H Y  -  b ecause  each  phase of the work m ust be com plete 

before the next one begins.

Th is  is not the sam e  for a State funded projects. W e can comple* our 

work in parallel, starting Design while the Environm ental p ro cess is 

underway. T h is  sa v e s  about 2-3 ye a rs  and the asso cia ted  higher costs of 

construction

O ur state num bers are  pretty accu rate , except for som e outliers, such  a s  

North Pole interchange.
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Over the last few years we have completed several G F  funded 
projects and seen the time savings shown here.

Others exam ples include:

Boniface Parkway Extension 

Dowling Road East

W ashington C reek Bridge on Elliott H ighway

Ketchikan Tongass Avenue

Pile Bay -  W illiamsport (Cook Inlet to Lake lliamna)

W ork on G lenn H ighway at Merril Field



This chart was prepared from all funds appropriated to transportation, including: 
Annual capital budget 
Supplemental capital budgets 
GO bond funds in 2003 
State and local projects and
Deferred maintenance, maintenance station construction included

It does not include
Match funds to aviation, highways, nhtsa, fmcsa 
GARVEE bonds (since they are repaid with federal funds)

Two key points to chart:
Funding has been very erratic This is not ideal to workload, consultants 
or contractors.
And if we had it, the ATF (at the beginning amount of $50 M per year) 
would have been quite meaningful in 5 of the past 9 years!
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A s I have shown you, we cannot realistically continue to so le ly rely on our 

Fed era l program s to m eet A la sk a ’s Transportation needs. W e will 

continue to utilize the federal funds that a re  m ade availab le to us for 

specific m odes but we still have a sse ts , like Ports and Harbors, that do 

not have a dedicated federal program to fund their needs.

Fed era l aviation funding is som ew hat more robust than our h ighway 

funding yet w e still are not getting the job done.

While the 3 ,3 0 0 ’ runw ay standard is still being im plem ented, and m any 

com m unities need this improvem ent, the desire for much larger 4 ,5 0 0 ’ 

runw ays is growing due to costs of moving fuel by air. Th e  loss c i barge 

se rv ice  due to w ater levels in som e river system s is behind this need for 

larger airstrips.

80 airports with RAA/ le ss  than 3 ,300 '

42 airports with RAAI le ss  than 3 ,0 0 0 ’ (Chignik, Stony)

25 airports with RAA/ le ss  than 2 ,5 0 0 ’ (N unap, Kw ig, Chefo rnak) 

14 airports with RAN  le ss  than 2 ,0 0 0 ’ (Kong, Tunt, N anw alek)



Based on our analysis of needs and projected funding we see that the time is 
upon to institute a funding stream that will provide for our existing and future 
Transportation needs. So what will an ALASKA TRANPORTATION FUND allow 
us to do;

We would have a fund stream that could provide resources for all 
modal needs -  both State and Local,

It will also allow us to develop a PROGRAM approach to meet
these needs.

We will follow AS 44.42.050 on our project selection process. We currently have 
individual modal selection processes in place and will need to create a multi­
modal process using Performance Measures to guide project selections.

Examples are condition and performance data that we will use:
MMS, Bridge inspection, traffic volumes, pavement management, 
cost effectiveness data (required by law in most cases) 
economic measures

Our project scoring process has been identified nationally as among the best in 
the nation.
Also, Denali Commission, in their pursuit of a project selection process, looked 
at several approaches in the United States and opted lo follow one nearly 
identical to our PEB scoring process.



Individual project appropriations do not allow us to develop a 
programmatic approach. As my previous chart illustrated in lean years we 
have received relatively small levels of appropriations .

ATF will provide a consistent fund source. We estimate that the initial 
ATF One Billion dollar appropriation would generate ~$50M per year.

ALTERNATIVE to raise this level of funding would be to raise the gas 
tax. To raise $50M would require a 150% increase to our existing 
8cent/gallon.
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State law already defines how transportation projects should be identified 
through a planning process,

and how they should be selected for funding by the Executive branch, with 
approval and appropriation by the Legislative branch.

This core process will continue, with the ATF as a new funding source.







O nce the A L A S K A  T R A N S P O R T A T IO N  FU N D  is estab lished  w e will use 

the funding during the first few  ye a rs  to:

Target know priority sa fety needs

Let contracts for existing bid ready projects

Target preservation activities

and A d d ress econom ic developm ent and congestion needs



It is truly a tragedy that we are losing 75-85 people per ye a r from 

accidents on our highway and road system s.

W e want to ad d ress these problems to save  lives, in juries, and the large 

m onetary im pact that accidents cost society.

Th e  Sa fe ty  num bers shown are  from our Strategic H ighway Sa fe ty  Plan 

just com pleted in Sept. 2007.

W e have set a goal to reduce fatal accidents statew ide by 1/3 over the 

next ten ye a rs . And this will take investm ent and new  funding m echanism  

to accom plish .

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - H - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

Each  A laskan  faces the following risk of tragic death in a veh icle  accident 

over 10 year time period:

1 chan ce  in 1 ,000 or higher: that m eans fc r each  of us with ten family 

m em bers and close  friends, 1 chan ce  in 100!
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Why PRESERVATION -  because it's the SMART thing to do.

Preservation activities generate $4 of saving for every $1 spent, i.e delayed 
costs of reconstruction, prolonged life of the assets.

We are currently using $13M of FHWA funds and $4M of FAA funds for 
preservation activities. This is addressing some of our needs and is certainly 
helping with our operating budget.
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Congestion impacts all of us from the economic costs associated with time 
delays.

We estimate that we actually promote savings by addressing congestion by 
providing additional lanes or alternate routes. Example -  Elmore Road with 
saving of up to S9.5M.

Other examples of projects where we are reducing congestion:
Mat-Su Palmer-Wasilla Highway 
Ketchikan, 3'd Avenue ByPass
Fairbanks: Illinois Barnett downtown project and North Pole Interchange

More time driving means more gas consumed == less SS to spend doing 
something else!
Source of Elmore Road savings:
600.000 hours per year reduced delay @ $10 per hour* = $6 Million 
S3.5 Million in driving costs per year 
$6 + $3.5 = $9.5 Million
•The $10 per hour is an estimato of all users. Those conducting business or 
workers make far more than this. Others out for rocreation, the figure is likely 
too high. As an average it is reasonable, and helps to monolizo tho costs of 
travel delay overall.



Transporta tion  is vital to the v iab ility  of our coun try  and is 
e sp e c ia lly  im portant is A la ska  with our huge la n d m ass  and 

sp read  out population.

I se e  transportation  a s  key to prom oting opportun ities for all 
A la s k a n ’s in line with our Constitu tiona l m andate.



Picking projects will require two levels of decision:
How much to give each type of system (mode)? And
How to select projects within each mode and what criteria will be used?

We will use statewide assessments of needs to answer the first question. For 
example, if highways backlog is 10x greater than ports and harbors backlog, 
then dollars would be apportioned accordingly.

We have in piace a well established and nationally recognized modal scoring 
criteria. We plan to evaluate whether we need to update criteria and include 
new items for such things as PREVENTATIVE maintenance projects.

This will be done in a public process as we develop new regulations.
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We are just completing our 2030 Plan. It provides a detailed 
examination of how much funding is needed to address 
TRANSPORTATION needs across the state. It considered all the 
modes and provides good baseline data.

We recognize that we need to do more on Ports and Harbors and as 
I previously mentioned with conduct a comprehensive study of Ports 
and Harbors statewide.

We will use all of this updated information to allocate funding across 
the modal needs.

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

State scoring systems in place for

harbors

airports

highways (larger communities and rural communities) 

transit

trails and amenities

36



Mr. Chairman, ! appreciate your patience while I have presented our 
needs, challenges and reasoning for creation of the ALASKA  
TRANSPORTATION FUND. We are truly at a FORK in the road;
One way leads to likely economic impacts from congestion, 
deteriorating assets, and continued safety challenges. The other 
way leads to a brighter future with more self reliance and 
determination.

The needs for the future are great when we consider:

The potential for significantly less federal transportation funds

The anticipated decline in the amount of oil revenues and the need to 
live within our means

The urgent need to address our needs now so we do not get farther 
behind the power curve

The growth of our great state and the need to develop our natural 
resources such as the Gas Pipeline.

Mr. Chairman this concludes my presentation. I’d be happy to 
answer any questions.



We currently have programs in place right now where we use Federal funds -  
the STIP and the Airport Improvement Program.

These allow funding to be used more effectively and efficiently as funds are 
allocated to cover various phases of projects (Design, Environmental, ROW, etc) 
and do NOT require total project funds be appropriated and parked until projects 
are completed.

We are able to set priorities and make adjustments within the program to cover 
unanticipated costs like geotechnical or permitting that arise during the design 
phase. With an individual project appropriation we would have to come back to 
the Legislature for additional appropriations -  causing time delays and increased 
costs.

The Best Example of a Programmatic Approach is the US Interstate System.



This chart illustrates the challenges associated with individual project 
appropriations and the impacts of inflation and time delays.

It shows a Typical 5 year project schedule:
Total original cost estimate of $5,000,000 for aii phases - $1 M in pre­
construction costs and $4 M in construction

In years One through Four we have expenses covering design and 
inflation. By yr four funds have eroded so much that we need to get 
additional appropriation to complete the project. This would add a year to 
the process.
We used a Construction Inflation of 15% representing recent trends.

This is unfortunately not an unrealistic example of a state project.

Time lost is one year to get additional Appropriation of about S2 million

Two million dollars of higher costs could have been spent on other needs 
under a program approach!
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I s  i t  t i m e  t o  c o n s i d e r  a  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
p l a n  f o r  A l a s k a ?
W i n k '  A l a s k a n s  h o p e  t h a t  t h e  u p r o a r  o v e r  t h e  

" b r i d g e s  t o  n o w h e r e "  a n d  t h e  o u t c r y  r e g a r d i n g  

e a r m a r k s  l o r  A l a s k a  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  s o o n  r e c e d e ,  it 

i s  p e r h a p s  r e a s o n a b l e  t o  a s k  w h a t  t h e  a f t e r m a t h  o f  a l l  t h i s  

p u b l i c i t y  w i l l  b e  l i k e .

S o m e  w i l l  a r g u e  t h a t  w e  w i l l  s o o n  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  w o r l d  w e  

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

t h a t  A l a s k a  w i l l  f a c e  a  d i s a s t e r  t h a t  w i l l  c h a n g e  t h e  f a c e  o f  

A l a s k a  p e r m a n e n t l y .  W h a t e v e r  t h e  f u t u r e  h o l d s ,  A l a s k a n s  

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

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

f a c t  t o  s u c h  c h a n g e s .

W h i l e  t h e  f u t u r e  i n  m a n y  a r e a s  o f  t h e  s t a t e  w i l l  d i f f e r  

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

e r  c h a l l e n g e s  t h a n  t h o s e  f a c i n g  t h e  A l a s k a  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

s y s t e m .  N o t  o n l y  d o e s  A l a s k a  r e c e i v e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  m o r e  

f r o m  t h e  h i g h w a y  t r u s t  f u n d  t h a n  i t  c o n t r i b u t e s  ( S 7 .1 U  r e ­

t u r n e d  f o r  e a c h  !jil c o n t r i b u t e d  i n  2 0 0 5 ) , t h e  A l a s k a  m o t o r  

t n e l  t a x  o l S . U 8  p e r  n a l l o n  i s  t h e  l o w e s t  i n  t h e  n a t i o n  ( a v e r ­

a g e  s l a t e  i s  S . H > 2 5 ) .  W h e n  c o m b i n e d  w i t h  t h e  b r i d g e s  t o  

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

e a r m a r k s ,  a n d  a  p e r m a n e n t  f u n d  t h a t  t o p p e d  $ 4 0  b i l l i o n  

i n  J u ly ,  t h e s e  f a c t o r s  w i l l  b r i n g  a  m e a t  d e a l  o f  s c r u t i n y  I n  

A l a s k a ' s  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p r o g r a m  a n d  t h e  s t a t e ' s  c o m m i t ­

m e n t  t o  t h a t  p r o g r a m

G i v e n  t h e  m a g n i t u d e  o f  t h e  i s s u e  a n d  t h e  u n c e r t a i n t y  

o f  f u t u r e  a l l o c a t i o n s  f r o m  t h e  h i g h w a y  t r u s t  f u n d ,  t h e  A G C  

o f  A l a s k a  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  u r g e  t h e  s t a t e  o f A l a s k a  I n  e s t a b ­

l i s h  a  b l u e  l i b b o n  c o m m i t t e e  t o  e x a m i n e  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  

o l  o u r  e n t i r e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p r o g r a m .  A i m i n g  o t h e r  t i l i n g s ,  

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

o f  g o a l s  l o r  e x p a n d i n g ,  i m p r o v i n g  a n d  m a i n t a i n i n g  l l u t  

" p r o g r a m .  T h e y  c o u l d  a l s o  e x a m i n e  t h e  c o s t s  o t  a c h i e v i n g  

l l i o s e  g o a l s  a n d  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  m e a n s  o f  s e c u r i n g  t h e  n e e *  

e s s a i y  r e v e n u e ,

S o m e  o f  t h e  s p e c i f i c  i s s u e s  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n  m i g h t  e x ­

a m i n e  a n

1 W h e t l i e i  l h i  ' m o u n t  o f  r e v e n u e  t i n n i n g  l o A l a s k a  t i o m  

I h e  I n g l m u x  t i n >l l u i u l  i s  l i k c h  I n  u u l e a s e ,  d e c r e a s e  

o r  r e m a i n  c o n s t a n t :  r a k i n g  i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  i m ­

p a c t  o f  p o s s i b l e  c h a n g e s  i n  v e h i c l e  c h o i c e ,  f u e l  u s e  o i  

t r a v e l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  T o  p u t  t i n ’s  i s s u e  in  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  i he-

5  H i g h w a y  T m s t  F u n d  m a y  b e c o m e  i n s o l v e n t  b y  t i s c a I  

y e a r  2 0 0 9  n r  f i s c a l  y e a r  2 0 1 0 , a n d  a  d r a s t i c  c u t  i n  f e d e r a I  

h i g h w a y  a n d  t r a n s i t  f u n d i n g  w i l l  h a v e  t o  h e  m a d e  u n ­

l e s s  C o n g r e s s  i n t e r v e n e s .

2 .  T h e  i m p a c t  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  g a s  p i p e l i n e  w i l l  h a v e  

o n  A l a s k a ' s  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s y s t e m ,  c o n s i d e r i n g  A l a s k a ' s  

a b i l i t y  t o  m e e t  t h e  i n i t i a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  a t  t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  

o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e  e x p e c t e d  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  s v s  

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

s y s t e m  w h e n  t h e  p i p e l i n e  i s  c o m p l e t e d

3 .  T h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r o w  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  i n  p r o v i d i n g  t h e  I r a n - ;  

p o r t a t i o n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  n e c e s s a r y  t o  d e v e l o p  r e s o u r c e s  

i n  a r e a s  o f  A l a s k a  n o t  r e a d i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  e x i s t i n g  

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s .

4 .  A n  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a l e ' s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  t r a n s  

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

t o  m e e t  t h e  d e m a n d s  e x p e c t e d  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  T h i s  

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

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

t i v e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  n e a r  t e r m ,  m i d - t e r m  a n d  l o n g  t e r m  

n e e d s  o f  A l a s k a .

4 A  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  h o w  t h e  i n t e r p l a y  o f  a i r ,  w a t e r  a n d  

l a n d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s y s t e m s  c a n  b e  c o m b i n e d  t o  p r o  

v i d e  a  s y s t e m  t o  m a x i m i z e  i h e  b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  

a n d  f u t u r e  g e n e r a t i o n s  o f  A l a s k a n s ,

U n d o u b t e d l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  n u m e r o u s  o t h e r  i s s u e s  t i n  

s h o u l d  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  b v  s u c h  a  c o m m i t t e e .  T h e  c u r s e  i 

A l a s k a  i s  i t s  s i z e  a n d  l i m i t e d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o p t i o n s  S i e v ­

i n g  A l a s k a ' s  n e e d s  f o r  t h e  f u t u r e  w i l l  r e q u i t e  a  s t r j t e u  

w h i c h  g o e s  b e y o n d  | u s t  m o r e  o l  t h e  s a m e  " I t  v u i l  r e q u i t e  

i n u l t i - m o d . i l  a p p r o a c h ,  w h i c h  p r e s e r v e s  v\ h a t  h a s  b e e n  b n  

t o  d a l e ,  i m p r o v e s  s y s t e m  p e r n  a  n u n .  e  a m i  id . l - .  - u  1 »*.f. ■ r > ’ 

c a p . ' i  c i t e  r h o  c h a l l e n g e  w e  f a c e  i s  h o u  t o c l c a l  w i t h  t h e s e  - 

s u e  m i  t h a t  c u r r e n t  a n d  f u t u r e  g e n e r a t i o n s  o f  \ l l s k a p s  . 

l a p  t h e  v . is*  r i c h e s  t h a t  e o s i  i n  o u t  s l a t e  It i s  t h e  b e l i e f  

t h e  \ C k  t h a t  t h e  a p p o i n t m e n t  o t  a  b l u e  r i b b o n  n a n - . p o r t .  

l i o n  c o m m i t t e e  s h o u l d  I e  t h e  I n - . r  s t e p  m  t h e  J e s e l .  p m e i  

• I 1 u c h  a  s t a t e w i d e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p o l i c e

1 0  | the l u s u  CMIMCIO* Verii 'i '.•(
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S t a t e ; F u n d  A d v a n t a g e s

•  P r o j e c t s  c o m p l e t e d
—Avoided .federal oversight, parallel: actions

•  L e s s  c o s t l y  t o  c o n s t r u c t  ;
■ Reduced time avoids cost escalation

1 Federal $ Timeline - 7 +  years typical 
I Environmental 
I Design

ROW vm n a
I Construe ion f
; State J Timeline -1-5 years typical 

Environmental
Design State funded, 2-3
ROW
Construction

years faster on
average.

2



Non-Fcderal Funds* to Transportation
400 000 not)
350000 000
500 000 O'*!
350 000 tOO
>000(0000
ISO cw ooo
lOOWOiww
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• Core.Gontepts: - 
1  7  L oca l a n d  s t a t e  p r o j e c t s  e l ig ib le

h. I ' '* v' It ,• ■ i|
- F u n d s  u s e d  .n  " p r o g r a m "  a p p r o a c  

- A S  4 4 . 4 2 , 0 5 0  ( t r a n s p o r t a « i o | | l  
' ; ’ P l a n n i n g )  g u i d e s  p r o j e c t  s e l e c t i o n

' •  Data:driven heeds assessment:
■ v  • Public process, with goring

• Nationally recognized and respected
n r a n a n

iv.

H I "  •  E p is o d ic  f u n d in g  d ifficu lt,  f o r  b o t h  p r i v a t e  
S I . a n d  p u b l i c  s e c t o r s
■'•''I m o ?  1̂ ,4 k.

-  Raising $50 million would require raising fuel 
I  . tax froftv8$ to 30f(a  1TO% increase) ?6.





t '  v j£ iaan i

•  In i t ia l  p r io r i t i e s  f o r  A J F  f u n d s :

-  Address priority public safety rî eds
Onter*»rtinn<;. thimble strins.'sianade - • ••  Intersections, tomble strips, Jsignac

I  I..

•-Uses prior investment to gppd jpurpose; v 
* Preservation, redacina deferred.

. maintenance backlog .
-  Support to significant economic needs, 

congestion issues

Rely on statewide assessments of $  
modal nbecte to help divide the 
funds '
• C o n s i d e r  s e v e r a l  m o d e s  :. A 

- R e v ie w  lo c a l  a n d  s t a t e  o w n e d  a s s e t s  

Review both deferred maintenance 
and new improvements 4
Apportion $$ to systems based on 
the degree of overall need. "  . % .

6



• 2030-Plan good baseline data for: 
-  -  H ig h w a y s , ,  b r i d g e s ,  a v i a t i o n ; - t r a n s i '

• 2008. AMHS Plan w i 11 u pdate ferr
2008 Port and Harbor study Will update systerir assessment ;
Updated assessments will help allocate $$ between modes

. .

r

Investment!
Stagnation,

7



\

J
F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE O F  ALASKA
2008 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSION

Identifier (Hie name): 
Title

SB23G-FC-TF 02-18-08
Transportation Fund

Dept. Affected:
RDU

Fiscal Note Number:
Bill Version:
() Publish Date:

SB 236

Fund Capitalization
Capital Spending

Sponsor
Requester

Rules for the Governor
Component Transportation Fund

Senate Finance Component Number

E xpend itu re s/ R evenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2009 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplier 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
M iscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

iCAPITAL EXPENDITURES ( 500 000.0 | i

jCHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I I  I l I I I

FUND S O U R C E __________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other Intoraqoncy Recoipls

500,000.0

TOTAL 0.0 500,000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2008) cost: 500.000 0 GF
POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-timo
Temporary
ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparato pogo ihwcossary)
The Governor's proposal for a transportation fund is for an FY01 appropriation of $500,000.0 and on additional 
$500,000.0 in FY09. These two appropriations fund the endowment which is estimated to provide an annual minimum 
of $50,000.0 to the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities via a percent of market value calculation

F u n d in g  o f  the  fu n d  v ia  the  FY08 s u p p le m e n ta l re q u ire s  an  im m e d ia te  e f fe c t iv e  da te .

Propjrod by:
Division 
Approved by. Nancy Single

Mary Siroky - Lnqislalivo Liaison 
Commissioner's O lfico - DOT&PF

Admin Division Director - D O T & P F

Phnno ‘165 -1772
Dalo/Timo 2/16/08 1 Ot) PM

Date ?/1B'2008

It'D-. ‘.a w in Pago 1 of 1



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE OF ALASKA F isca l N o lo  N um b er: 1
2008 LEGISLATIVE SESSION B ill V e rs io n : S B  236

(S ) P ub lish  D a le : 1 /1 8 /08

Id e n tifie r (file  na m e): 0045-DOR-TRE-01-14-08 D gt. A ffec te d : R e ve n u e  04
T itle A la ska  T ransp o rta tion  Fund R D U  T - na tion  and  T re a su ry

C o m p o n e n t T re a su ry
S p o n so r G ove rno r
R e q u e s le r G o ve rn o r C o m p o n e n t N um b er 121

Expenditures/Revenues__________________________________(Thousands of Dollars)
N o lo . A m o u n ts  d o  n o t inc lu d e  in fla tio n  u n le ss  o th e rw ise  n o te d  b e lo w . _______

A p p rop ria tion
R equ ired In fo rm a tion

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2009 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
P e rso n a l S e rv ices
T rave l
C o n tra c tu a l
S upp lie s
E q u ip m e n ;
Land & S tru c tu re s  
G ra n ts  & C la im s  
M isce lla n e o u s

1.000.0 1.000.0 1,000.0 1,000.0 1.000.0 1,000.0

TOTAL OPERATING 1,000.0 1 ,0 00 .0 1 ,000.0 1 .0 00 .0 1 ,0 00 .0 1,000.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES I I

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I I
FUND SOURCE (T h o u sa n d s  o l D o lla rs )
1002 F e dera l R e c e if- i-
1003 G F M a tch
1004 GF
1005 G F /P ro y ra m  R e ce ip ts

1.000.0 1.000.0 1.000.0 1,000.0 1 000.0 1.000.0

1037 G F /M e n ta l H e a lth
O th e r In le ra g e n c y  R e ce ip ts

TOTAL 1.000.0 1 .000.0 1 ,000 .0 1 ,000 .0 1,000 .0 1 ,000.0

Estim ate o f any curren t year (FY2008) cost: 

POSITIONS

00

F u ll-tim e 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

P a rt-tim o
T e m p o ra ry ..

(ANALYSIS: M u c h  a sopornto popo if  nocossarv I
Th is  fisca l no te  re p re se n ts  th e  e s tim a te d  a cco un ting , cu s to d ia l, p e rfo rm a n ce  m e a su re m e n t, f in a n c ia l a d v is o ry  a n d  in te rn a l and  
e x te rn a l p o rtfo lio  in ve s tm e n t m a n a g e m e n t cos ts  a lloca b le  to  the  n e w  T ra n sp o rta tio n  E n d o w m e n t F u nd  (T E F ), A s  a  co m p a riso n , the 
co s t o f  m a n a g in g  the  P u b lic  E m p lo ye e  R e tire m e n t S ys te m s  and  T e a ch e r R e tire m e n t S ys te m s  is  21 b a s is  p o in ts  pe r yea r. G en e ra l 
fund  p ro g ra m s  tha t a re  se p a ra te ly  m a n a g e d  h a ve  an  a vo ra g o  co s t o f 11 b a s is  p o in ts  p e r yea r. T h e  TE F  w o u ld  b e  in ve s te d  w ith  a  
m o d e ra te ly  a g g re ss ive  risk  a sse t a llo ca tio n  p ro file  m e a n in g  tha t it w o u ld  in c lu d e  d o m e s tic  a n d  in te rn a tio n a l oq u itio s , rea l es ta te , and  
a llo rn a tiv o  in ve s tm e n ts  a sse t c la sse s . T h o se  a sse t c lasses  a re  m a n a g e d  w ith  o x to rn a l in ve s tm e n t m a n a g e rs . B o co u so  th o  fidu c ia ry  
is  tho  C o m m is s io n e r o f R e ve n u e  and  no t a bo a rd  o f d ire c to r?  the re  w o u ld  b e  a re d u c tio n  o f cos ts . I b e lie ve  th e m  w o u ld  b o  a 
p re fe re n ce  to  uso  p a s s iv e  as  o p p o se d  to  a c tive  in ve s tm e n t m a n a g e m e n t for a  n u m b e r o t in v e s tm e n t a llo ca tio n s  tha t w o u ld  fu rthe r 
re d u co  in v e s tm e n t m a n a g e m e n t toes. A t a fun d ing  leve l o f S t b illio n  d o lla rs  an  e s tim a te d  co s t o l 10 b a s is  po m t o r 1 m illio n  d o lla rs  
w o u ld  bo ve ry  re a so n a b le  co n s id e rin g  th o  a n tic ip a te  lovo l o f m a n a g e m e n t o v e rs ig h t a n d  in v e s tm e n t m a n a g e m e n t th a t on 
e n d o w m e n t o l tins  s n o  w o u ld  re qu ire .
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F I S C A L  N O T E

Identifier (file name): 0045-DOT-CQ-01-11-08_____________Dept. Affecto_d]________________

STATIC O F  A L A S K A  Fiscal Noto N um ber: 2_________

2 0 0 8  L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSION Bill V ersion : S B  236

(S )  Publish D alo : 1/10/08

Title  Transportation Fund____________________RDU Administration and Support
Component Commissioner's Office

Sponsor R u le , Committee
Requester Governor Component Number 530

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Noto: Amounts do not include Inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation 
Rpqui ed Informalion

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2009 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & C la ims
M iscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I I
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I I I I I I
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Progrnm Receipts
1037 GF/Mont.il Health
Other Intornqoncv Receipts

TOTAL 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

E stim ate o f any current year (FY2008) cost:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a r.ci>.v.itep.i.joi/necessary)

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

Proparod by Mary SiroLy   Phono 465-4772
Division Legislative Liaison____________________________________________________ Dato/Timo 1/11/08 12:00 AM
Approved by: Nancy Single______________________________________________________________ Dato 1/11/2008_______
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S a r a h  P a l in  
Governor 

Covrr>Mop(fGoy.srAV6,AK.us

P.O BOX I lOOOl
Juneau, Alaska 990 1  i cooi 

1907) 408-3500 
FAX (907) 465-3532 

WV/W.COV STATE. AK US
S t a t e  o f  A l a s k a

O FFIC E  OF TH E G O VERNO R 
JU N E A U

January  15, 2008

Tho H onorab le  L.yda G reen  
P residen t of the Senate 
A laska State Legislature 
Stale Capitol, Room  I I 1 
Juneau , AK 99801-1182

Dear President Green:

U nder  the au th o ri ty  of art. Ill, sec. 18, of the Alaska C onstitu tion , I am  
transm itt ing  a  bill es tab lish ing  a s ta te  transporta tion  fund.

An efficient and  functional transporta tion  system  is vital to A laska's  econom y. 
For the first time in A laska 's  h is tory , a reliable source of sta te  financing w ou ld  be in 
place. The bill w ou ld  resu lt in a predic table  yearly  am oun t that w o u ld  be availab le  to 
supp lem en t state transpo rta tion  financing, Willi g row th  over tim e th rough  investm ent 
and  fu ture  con tribu tions, the fund  cou ld  help en su re  Alaska's transpo rta tion  
in fras truc tu re  is ad eq u a te ly  m ain ta ined  an d  im proved.

Declining federal fu nd ing  a n d  the need for transporta tion  in fras truc tu re  to g row  
o u r  econom y m ake es tab lish ing  a transporta tion  fund a smart and  fiscally responsible  
decision. In add ition , h ig h  oil prices resulting in budget surp luses , un ique ly  position 
Alaska to utili/.c o u r  nun-renew ab le  natu ra l resource w ealth  to g en e ra te  renew able  
dollars for years to come. A stable source  of transporta tion  b in d in g  w ou ld  benefit 
cu rren t and  fu tu re  genera tions  o f  A laskans alike, and w ould  reduce  A laska's 
dependence  on  federal aid dollars. Furtherm ore , the use of sta te  fu nds  w o u ld  a l low  
critical projects to be com ple ted  m uch  sooner than th rough the trad itional federal 
h ighw ays program . I his is because the stale funded  projects are  not subject to the time 
consum ing  scru tiny  the federal fu n d in g  process entails.



The need for this new, p erm anen t source of fund ing  for transpo rta tion  could  not 
be m ore  evident. Rutted  pavem ents , delayed  projects, and  u rb an  congestion are 
co m m o n  prob lem s in this slate. Federal transporta tion  dollars, th o u g h  ad equa te  in past 
decades, no longer  m ee t all the basic needs of the state. Like education , transporta tion  
is a basic g o v e rn m e n t  .service and  one that affects the daily  lives of all citizens. O ther 
s ta tes  are  enac ting  their second an d  third tier of non-federal financing m echanism s. It is 
tim e for Alaska to enac t its first.

1 urge y o u r  p ro m p t an d  favorable action on this m easure .

T h o  H o n o r a b le  L y d a  G re e n

J a n u a r y  15, 2008
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Sarah Pa I in 
G overnor

linclosure



S e c t io n a l  A n a l y s i s  o f  S B  2 3 6 .

I1B 322 creates a transportation fund, gives the com m issioner o f  revenue 
m anagem ent authority, and specifies a predictable yearly am ount w hich will be 
available for appropriation for transportation purposes.

A new  section will be added to A laska Statute 37.14 which already 
recognizes other funds such as the A laska Heritage E ndow m ent Fund, the Mine 
Reclamation Trust Fund, and the Investment Loss Trust Fund.

Section  I. C re a t io n  o f  A lask a  H ig h w ay  T r a n s p o r ta t io n  F u n d

Section 1 o f  the bill creates a transportation fund, determines how  the fund value 
will be calculated, and gives authority to m anage the fund to the com m issioner o f  
revenue.

P ro p o se d  Sec. 37.14.900 creates the .ansportalion fund. The fund would 
consist prim arily  o f  appropriations, but will also include other contributions or 
investment income. The com m issioner o f  revenue w ould  m anage the fund so that 
the fund w ould  be self-sustaining.

P ro p o se d  37.14.910 provides that, on a yearly basis, 5%  o f  the five year 
average value o f  the fund will be made available for appropriation to the capital 
projects fund established in AS 44.42.080. The D epartm ent o f  Transportation and 
Public Facilities could use the funds for transportation projects.

P ro p o se d  sections 37.14.920 &  930 provide the com m issioner o f  revenue 
with necessary authority to m anage and invest the funds, and specify that the 
market value o f  the fund must be calculated in accordance with generally  accepted 
accounting principles.

Section  2: T ra n s i t io n  C lause .

Section 2 is a transition clattse which will be in effect during the years 2008-2012. 
This section is necessary because the statute will require that any appropriations be 
based upon a five year average fund value. Until the fund has been in existence 
for a full five years, the fund's average values will be calculated accord ing  to the 
fund's value during  all available years.

S e c t i o n  3 :  F I T e c t i v c  D a t e

Section 3 provides for an im mediate effective date.




