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SPONSOR STATEMENT
House Joint Resolution 10

“Proposing amendments to the constitution of the State of Alaska creating a transportation
infrastructure fund”

HJR 10 will put a constitutional amendmentbefore voters to amend the Alaska constitution to
reinstate a dedicated fund for transportation projects. If this change is passed by the voters, the
Alaska Transportation Infrastructure Fund (ATIF) will dedicate transportation user fees and

taxes to transportation projects.

The crafters of the constitution allowed fortwo dedicated transportation funds at the time of
statehood, one for land transportation and one for sea transportation. They realized that some
funds would be needed no matter the economic or political climate. They lasted for several
years until they were eliminated. HJR 10 will reinstate a transportation fund.

In FY14,79% of our capital transportation budgetwill come from the federal government. The
Federal Governmentpassed a new, two year highway program, MAP-21. The good news is
that the overall federal-aid funding remains consistentw ith SAFETEA-LU, the previous
program. However, the amountoffunding forroads noton the National Highway System
(NHS) has been cutby about 50%. We will see alotless funding for our borough and city roads.
The categories of funding have been reduced and they are much more restrictive. Ourown DC
delegation have told the legislature that Alaska needs to rely less on the federal government
and start shouldering some of the burden of improving our transportation infrastructure.

The roads, bridges, airports, ferries and transit systems that make up our state's transportation
system are essential to mobility, commerce and economic development. This system enhances
economic competitiveness, increases safety and enhances quality of life. There is a growing
imbalance between system use and capacity as well as the need for new infrastructure to access
our valuable resources. To insure Alaska has the infrastructure necessary to develop our
resources as well as providing a quality of life for our citizens we mustcommitto funding
transportation. Having a dependable revenue stream from year to year will allow Alaska to
tackle today's congestion and maintenance projects as well as developing the needed access to

resources and energy.
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State of Alaska
2013 Legislative Session

ldentifier:  HIR010-OOG-DOE-2-22-13

Title: CONST. AVt TRANSPORTATION FUND

Sponsor:  P.WILSON Allocation:
Requester: House Transportation Committee

Expenditures/Revenues

FY2014
Appropriation
Requested
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2014
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants & Benefits
Miscellaneous
Total Operating 0.0

Fund Source (Operating Only
1004 Gen Fund
Total 0.0

Positions
Full-ime
Part-time
Temporary

|Change in Revenues |

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2013) cost:
Estimated CAPITAL (FY2014) cost:

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS

Fiscal Note

Bill Version:

HJR 10

Fiscal Note Number:

() Publish Date:

Department:  Office of the Governor

Appropriation: Elections

Elections

OMB Component Number: 21

Included in
Govermor's
FY2014
Request
FY 2014 FY 2015
15
0.0 1.5
15
0.0 1.5
|
0.0
00

Out-Year Cost Estimates
FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Does the hill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency?

If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed?

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version:

| Initial version.
Prepared By: Gail Fenumiai, Director
Division Division of Elections
Approved By: Guy Bell, Administrative Director
Division of Administrative Services
Rinted 2/24/2013
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FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HJR 10

2013 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

Passage of this resolution would require the constitutional amendment to appear on the 2014 general election
ballot. The cost of providing information about the constitutional amendment in the Official Election Pamphlet, as
required by AS 15,58, is $1.5. Should the addition of this resolution require printing an 8-1/2 by 18 inch ballot, the

cost will increase to $22.0.
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Alaska Transportation Fnance Study

Executive Summary

The Alaska Municipal League (AML) commissioned Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
to conduct an objective assessment of the current finance trends, challenges, and
possible options to meet Alaska’s transportation funding needs. This work
involved a significant amount of analysis and produced multiple layers of
findings that have been documented in this report, the Transportation Finance
Study. Nevertheless, the work may be summarized into the following three

categories of findings.

Under investment in the State’s
Transportation infrastructure

Almost every state and the Federal Government have been chronically under
investing in their transportation infrastructure and Alaska is not an exception.
Over the last several years, studies at the national and state levels have painted a
dire picture of transportation funding over the long term: the average funding
gap for the Federal shortfall is almost $60 billion annually through 2017 (10-year
average) to maintain the current condition and performance of the nation’s sur-

face transportation system.

. Underinvestment in Alaska may have more severe consequences than for
almostany other state because the Alaska’s economy is highly dependent on
resource extraction industries. These industries are highly transportation-
intensive; their growth is the most likely offset to declining oil production
and may be the State’s best opportunity to diversity, but will require invest-
ment. In addition, the State’s far-flung communities, harsher environment
and less mature roadway network amplify the effects of under investment.

. In its 2030 Transportation Plan, the Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities (ADOT&PF) estimated its annual highway and bridge needs
at approximately $1.1 billion per year of which about $530 million is
unfunded on state-owned facilities alone (excluding local roads and street
needs), with Federal and state funding covering about half of the needs.

. In Alaska, routine highway maintenance remains underfunded and the back-
log in life-cycle needs is over three times the level of spending in annual
highway maintenance activities at the state level. Adding the AMHS

unfunded needs, and Alaska’s transportation funding gap increases to $720
million. These figures still do not include needs of transit, and locally funded
roads, both in urban and rural areas of the State, or aviation. Furthermore, it
does not include any transportation capacity needs to meet travel demand

growth in the future.

Cambridge Systerretict, Inc
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. Alaska’s transportation capital spending (from state and local revenue
sources) as a percentage of the Gross State Product (GSP) for 2006 is the
fourth lowest compared to other states. If Federal funding is included, the
transportation spending as a percentage of GSP increases placing Alaska in
the top 10 states, clearly indicating the State’s reliance on Federal funding to

meet its transportation needs.

Current Federal Funding at risk

Alaska has historically received on average roughly 75 percent of its total trans-
portation funding needs from Federal sources. This dependence is quite likely to
put Alaska in a very vulnerable position when the Federal transportation

funding is reauthorized nextyear for the following reasons:

e Federal Highway Trust Fund went broke this past year and Congress pro-
vided only one year of stop-gap funding. Longer-term fixes, however, may
include lower levels of funding, which would increase state competition for

Federal allocations.

« The currentnegotiations over reauthorization are further reducing the differ-
ence between donor states (which have increased in the previous
reauthorization from 90 percent of their contribution to 92 percent) and

donee states, of which Alaska is one of the highest.

¢« Reauthorization funding policies appear to place far more emphasis on
tolling or other user fees and metropolitan transit/transportation networks,
rather than highway funding or legislative earmarking. Some proposals
would push greater responsibility to states or cities for financing their trans-

portation improvements.

e Federal support for Alaska’s transportation needs is being challenged by
other states because of the perception that Alaska’s financial capacity is sub-
stantially better off than other states. The lower 48 and the Federal govern-
ment see the Alaska Permanent Fund currently has almost $28 billion and
Alaska is the only State that collects neither income taxes nor state sales taxes,
and its 8 cents-per-gallon (cpg) gas tax is the lowestrate in the country.

Options for Closing the Gap

In order for Alaska to close some of the gap in underinvestment and improve its
competitive position for the next reauthorization of Federal transportation legis-
lation, we propose some options for increasing state revenues with a mix of six
sources that include increases to user fees such as the fuel tax and vehicle regis-
trations fees, new sales tax on vehicles and the wider use of local sales taxes,
reinstitution of the Local Service Roads and Trails (LSR&T) fund, and
establishment of an Alaska Transportation Fund (ATF) orcomparable fund.

Canbridge Systentics, Inc.
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O ption One would generate roughly $151 million annually, or about 28 percent
of the $535 million annual gap. Ithas the following six components:

. Increase fuel taxes from 8 cents per gallon (cpg) to 18 cpg (national average)
and index the rate to inflation, generating about $38 million annually.

. Increase vehicle registration fees by 50 percent from $100 to $50 biannual fee,
generating slightly less than $23 million annually.

. Impose a vehicle sales tax of 0.5 percent, yielding about $10 million annually

. Encourage local jurisdictions to impose a 0.5 percent sales tax, which if
enacted throughout the State would earn about $30 million annually

. Capitalize the Alaska Transportation Fund (ATF) with $1 billion, which with
a8 percentreturn should earn about $50 million annually.

O ption Two would generate roughly $291 million annually, or about 55 percent
of the $535 million annual gap. Ithas the following six components:

. Increase fuel taxes from 8 to 28 cpg and index the rate to inflation, generating
about $76 million annually.

. Double vehicle registration fees from $100 to $200 biannual fee, generating
over $45 million annually.

. Impose a vehicle sales tax of 1.5 percent, yielding over $31 million annually

. Encourage local jurisdictions to impose a 1.5 percent sales tax, which would

earn about $89 million annually

. Capitalize the Alaska Transportation Fund (ATF) with $1 billion, which with
a 8 percentreturn should earn about $50 million annually.

O ption Three also would generate $291 million annually (55 percent of the $535
million annual gap), butit would reduce the two sales taxes and instead reinsti-

tutes the Local Service Roads and Trails (LSR&T) fund:

e« Same increase in fuel taxes (8 cpg to 28 cpg and index the rate to inflation),

generating about $76 million annually.

e Same doubling of vehicle registration fees from $100 to $200 biannual fee,

generating over $45 million annually.

. Impose a state vehicle sales tax of 1.25 percent and a 1.25 percent local sales
tax, which would earn over $26 million and $74 million annually, respec-

tively

. Capitalize the Alaska Transportation Fund (ATF) with $1 billion, which with
a 8 percent return should earn about $50 million annually.

e« Assume the State reinstitutes the LSR&T program at about $20 million

annually.

Cantyidge Susteinathy, Inc. FS-3



Executive Summary

N recent years, states have faced challenges in providing a safe, reliable, effective and efficient transportation

I network. These challenges are characterized by an aging system and growing transportation needs, coupled

with declining abilities to pay for needed maintenance and capacity expansion. How each state meets these

challenges is necessarily shaped by its distinctive approach to governing and paying for its transportation system,

within aunique balance of power among its branches ofgovernment. Yet, until now, little nationwide, compara-

tive information has been available about how state government entities work together in practice to address
transportation governance and finance.

From 2010 to 2011, the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) and the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) partnered to produce an unprecedented, 50-state re-
view of transportation governance and finance, based largely on in-depth, original survey research. The project
focused on transportation finance and on the roles of, and relationships between, those state government entities
that are most active in transportation issues: state legislatures and, under the authority of governors, state de-
partments of transportation (DOTS). The resulting groundbreaking report is intended to benefit DOTs and leg-
islatures by offering a rich diversity of approaches to consider as they seek to address their states’ transportation
challenges and effectively serve the public good within what often are complex intergovernmental arrangements.
The report provides an overview of state transportation governance and finance as well as detailed profiles and
other information for each state, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.

Participants in Transportation Governance and Finance

A complex network of public and private organizations finances, plans, builds and
operates the U.S. transportation system. Every U.S. jurisdiction has an elected leg-
islative body that is broadly responsible for policies, programs and, to some extent, an executive devartment
appropriations and program oversight, and an agency or department within the that is respongible for
executive branch that is responsible for highway functions under the authority of highway functions under the
agovernor or other lead executive. The organizational structures and functions of authority of agovernor or
these entities, however, vary widely across jurisdictions. other lead executive.

Every US. jurisdiction has an
elected legislative body and

Legislatures vary from those with year-round sessions, full-time legislators and large

staffs (such as those in California, Michigan, New York and Pennsylvania) to those with limited or biennial

sessions, part-time legislators and smaller staffs (such as those in Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Maine, Mis-

sissippi, Nevada, New Mexico, Rhode Island, Vermont and West Virginia). A legislature’s overall characteristics
and capacity will affect, but not necessarily dictate, the extent ofits involve-

Most state DOTs are ment in transportation governance. Vermont, for example—a state that has
organized by divisions or a part-time legislature with limited staffand compensation—has high legis-
organizational units based lative involvement in transportation issues.
on functional activities such
asadministration, finance,  State DOTSs vary by organizational structure, modes served, balance be-
planning, engineering, tween state and local roles, and general roles and responsibilities. They also

Operations or construction. 5y v the practical division of roles and responsibilities between the gov-

National Conference of State Legislatures vii



Transportation Governance and Finance

ernor and the DOT. In some states— including Michigan and Oklahoma—governors have chosen to delegate
much of the responsibility to the DOTSs. In others—such as Nevada, North Carolina, Oregon and Pennsylva-
nia—the governor’s office is more actively involved in transportation policy and budgeting.

Other major stakeholders in transportation governance and finance include federal entities; state transportation
commissions and boards; state-level non-highway modal agencies; tolling and turnpike agencies; airport and

port authorities; tribal, regional, metropolitan and local entities; and voters, interest groups and the general
public.

Legislature-DOT Communication and Collaboration

In anonymous survey responses, legislators and DOT executives over-

whelmingly agreed that maintaining regular, open, honest and transparent Most states have a
communication is one of the most vital elements of effective transporta- combination of formal and
tion governance, and that intergovernmental relationships should be made informal communications

a priority. In practice, engagement between legislatures and DOTSs differ ~ Detween their legislatures
significantly across jurisdictions, including states with limited, ad hoc in- and DOTs that are more

teractions; those with formal, structured engagements focused on reporting active at ‘?ﬁ'[ta\'” tlrlne_s of
requirements and the budget process; and those with extensive, proactive year, especially In reiation to
' : ' the budget process.

collaborative communication that extends beyond the legislative session and
pervades all levels of both organizations. Most states have a combination of
formal and informal mechanisms that are more active at certain times ofyear, particularly in relation to budget-
ing and appropriations.

One recommendation from survey respondents for promoting effective interactions

Most state DOTs have a is to have astrong DO T government relations office that includes a state legislative
government relations office liaison. At least 38 states and the District of Columbia have such offices or liaisons
or legislative liaison that that act as primary points of contact for legislators and legislative staff, provide re-

acts as the primary pointof  quested information to the legislature, and sometimes lobby on behalfof the DOT.

contact with the legislature.  nyost other states incorporate some ofthe functions of a legislative liaison under an-

other division or position, such as acommunications or legal services office. Wiscon-

sin also has a legislative committee within the DO T that meets regularly to discuss

pending legislation. New Mexico is one of three states that have no such entity; the state reports direct, frequent
communication between multiple levels of each organization instead.

Transportation Governance

The separation of powers between legislatures and DOTs necessarily results in many areas of overlap—and
therefore possible tensions and opportunities for collaboration—in state transportation governance. Several
ways in which state legislatures and DOTs share the complex task of governing the nations transportation sys-
tem are outlined below.

Legislation

In about half the states,
DOTs can draft, introduce Legislatures must authorize the activities of the executive branch through legislation,
or request transportation- and they also enact many laws that affect state DOTs and the nations transportation
related legislation. system. This power generally is balanced on the executive side by governors’ veto au-

thority. In many states, DOTSs also can participate actively in the legislative process.

viii National Conference of State Legislatures
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For example, DOTs can draft, introduce or request transportation-related legislation in at least 22 states and
the District of Columbia; in Wyoming, the process of drafting transportation-related legislation is fully collab-
orative. In Florida, Georgia, lowa and Missouri, DO T lobbyists formally present DO T positions on legislative
measures, but in some other states—including Louisiana and Texas—the DO T does not lobby the legislature.
In Texas, however, although state agency employees may not influence legislation, the Texas Transportation
Commission has statutory authority to provide recommendations to the governor and the Legislature on DOT
operations and efficiencies.

In addition, some state DOTs provide information about the implications of pro-

posed transportation-related legislation. All state legislatures have a process by which Some state DOTs lobby
some or all proposed bills are accompanied by details of their fiscal implications, al- the legislature or provide
though the frequency of providing this information varies. In almost all states, these ~ Information about the policy
fiscal notes are prepared by a legislative fiscal office, sometimes—as in Missouri, orflsggljlmphcatlons_of
Oregon and Texas—informed by data or impact statements solicited from affected proEé)IatEdtlrggisé?atiir(tJ?]tlon-
agencies such as DOTSs. In Alaska, Minnesota, North Dakota, West Virginia and '
Wisconsin, however, DOTs and other executive departments prepare fiscal notes.

DOTs in Virginia and Wisconsin also provide analyses of policy implications. These activities can add to an
agency’s workload, but also offer another opportunity for legislative-executive communication and collabora-
tion.

DOTs also track and monitor transportation-related bills, testify at legislative hearings, provide requested infor-
mation to legislators and legislative staff, or make recommendations concerning proposed legislation.

Legislative Oversight

Legislative oversight refers to the review and evaluation of selected executive branch programs and activities.
During the past three decades, legislatures have assumed more active oversight of executive branch operations.
Nevertheless, only about halfof DO T executives as well as state legislators who responded to an NCSL-AAS-
HTO survey agreed that a legislature has a fundamental responsibility to oversee DO T operations. More than
40 percent of legislators, however, thought the DO T should be subject to additional independent oversight and
accountability, while no DOT officials did.

_ Oversight takes place through many mechanisms described below; most
Most state legislatures use  states use a blend of most or all of these tools. Typically, the budget and ap-
tﬁg'ﬁ%‘iﬁ;ﬂ%ﬁ ‘f)g ra|"38]; propriations process also includes oversight activities, and in many cases is
oversight described in this seen as the main forum for legislative overS|ght ofthe DOT. Several survey
report. respondents rgmarked that knowledge and investment on the part of both
DOTs and legislatures are necessary to ensure that oversight tools are effec-

tive and meaningful in practice.

C ittee O ight
ommittee Lversig Almost all states and the

District of Columbia report

Forty-seven states and the District of Columbia reported ongoing oversight of their ongoing oversight of

DOTs by one or more legislative committees or commissions. In many states, sev- their DOTs by one or more
eral committees share oversight responsibilities for a DOT. Tennessee’s DOT, for legislative committees or
example, is overseen by seven legislative committees. commissions.

National Conference of State Legislatures ix
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D O T Leadership Appointments

In most states, legislatures participate in appointing DOT executives or
other transportation leaders within the executive branch that influence a
DOTs activities. In most cases, these leaders are appointed by the governor
with approval of the Senate. At least some appointments in 19 states, how-
ever, are made by the executive branch with no legislative approval required.
In contrast, some DOT leaders in California, Georgia and South Carolina

Most state DOT leaders are
appointed by the governor
with approval of the
Senate. Many, however, are
appointed by the executive
branch alone, and a few are

are directly selected by legislators. In Pennsylvania, legislative leaders serve
on the Transportation Commission by virtue of their office, creating an un-
usually direct interaction between the legislature and the DOT in transpor-
tation governance. Mississippi’s unique three-member Transportation Com-
mission is elected by the people and is the only selection process of DO T leadership in the nation that involves
neither the legislature nor the executive branch. Legislatures also may set statutory guidelines for appointments
or share the authority to remove DOT leaders.

selected by legislators or by
avote ofthe people.

Review o fAdministrative Rules and Regulations

Although legislatures have generally delegated the responsibility to executive agen-
cies to promulgate administrative rules and regulations, in 43 states they retain au-
thority to review such rules to ensure their compliance with statutory authority and
legislative intent. In more than half of these states, the legislature or a designated
committee has the power to suspend or supersede a rule; in the rest, the review com-
mittee’s role is mainly advisory. Mississippi, Rhode Island and Puerto Rico have no
review process, while California, Delaware, Massachusetts, New Mexico and North Carolina have executive

Most states have a process
for legislative review of
administrative rules and
regulations.

branch review only.

Performance Goals

State DOTs nationwide now have goals and objectives against which their
performance is measured. In most states, the executive branch develops per-
formance goals and measures DO T progress toward them, in accordance
with existing law. In Maryland, Minnesota, Nevada and Washington, a leg-
islative directive has encouraged or required a move toward DO T perfor-
mance management. The legislatures in at least eight states and the District
of Columbia more actively develop or approve specific DOT performance
goals.

In addition, as of 2008, 22 legislatures reported using performance infor-
mation for executive agencies at some point in the budget process. In Utah,
the legislature assesses first whether goals have been met before determining
funding levels; in Montana, a legislative committee is developing ways to
consider performance goals in the budgeting process for all agencies, includ-
ing the DOT.

X National Conference of State Legislatures

In most states, the
executive branch develops
performance goals and
measures DOT progress
toward them, in accordance
with existing law.

About half of state
legislatures use performance
information for executive
agencies at some point in
the budget process.



Transportation Govemance and Finance
Program. Evaluation and Sunset Reviews

Currently, 48 stares have specialized legislative program evaluation offices charged

with carrying out research and oversight studies of executive agencies; only Ohio and Almost all states have
Oregon do not. Texas has three such offices. Washington had a legislatively created, specialized legislative
separate transportation audit unit from 2003 to 2006, the Transportation Perfor- program evaluation offices.
mance Audit Board. These offices generally review the effectiveness, efficiency and

legality of state executive agencies, as well as the extent to which those agencies are following legislative intent.
Further, at least 26 legislatures review non-legislative program evaluations or performance audits—such as those
performed by an executive branch state auditor—in addition to performing their own.

] Some states also conduct sunset reviews, which evaluate the functions of a
Five states perform regular state entity to assess whether it should continue to exist. Arizona, Florida,
sunset reviews of the DOT. Louisiana, Tennessee and Texas perform regular sunset reviews of the DOT;

in Texas, the DO T will expire on Sept. 1,2011, unless affirmatively contin-
ued by the Legislature.

Reporting Requirements

Forty-five states and the District of Columbia identified using reporting require-

ments to the full legislature or a legislative committee as a mechanism for legisla- Almost all states have
tive oversight of their DOTs. Common reporting requirements include reviews of ~ reporting requirements by
expenditures, obligations, projects, performance or other agency activities. Some re-  the DOTto the legislature.
quirements may be instituted due to lack ofinformation about or past concern with

a program. Others may be required only for a limited time to facilitate oversight of a particular activity. For
example, the Massachusetts DO T— newly created in 2009—has many current reporting requirements to the
legislature, some ofwhich will end when the transition to the new organization is complete.

Other Tools that SupportLegislative Oversight
Other tools that support legislative oversight include legislative requests for information from the DOT as well

as use of other independent sources of transportation-related data such as legislative research staff, universities,
diverse interest groups, NCSL and legislative fiscal offices.

Resources to SupportD O T Compliance with Legislative Oversight Requirements

State DOTSs devote significant resources to complying with legislative over-

In general, few or no sight requirements but, in general, few or no resources are provided spe-
resources are provided to cifically to help them meet these requirements. Exceptions include Hawaii,
DOTs specifically to help Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oregon, Vermont,

rergﬁi?érlﬁgﬁgut\)ﬁtor\égrsst%gf/e Washington and Wisconsin, where resources for meeting these requirements
2cCess to Other resources have been inc!u_ded inthe DOT budget or in ongoing or separa_te approprig—
that can aid compliance. tions. 'In add_ltlon, most DOTs have'oth(_ar_resources at their dlspos_al to aid
compliance, including DOT legislative liaisons and legal staff, legislatures’
fiscal and legislative analysis offices, and—in some states such as Texas—

transportation research programs at state universities.

National Conference of State Legislatures Xi
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Transportation Funding and Finance

Transportation funding decisions are becoming increasingly critical as system needs continue to overwhelm
available resources. Governments face the insolvency of the federal Highway Trust Fund, the declining value of
the fuel tax and delayed federal surface transportation authorization, making current resources insufficient to
meet the demands of aging infrastructure, growing populations, evolving technologies and changing travel pat-
terns. State legislative and executive branches share responsibilities and interactions in transportation funding
and finance, including in the planning process.

State Budget and Appropriations Processes
Few, if any, bills on which the legislature acts are as vital as those that authorize the expenditure of public funds

for specific purposes of state government. The budget process also serves as akey legislative oversight activity—
especially in states where the legislature approves program- or project-specific appropriations.

“ ——  The executive and legislative branches generally participate in different stages of the

In all but eight states and budgeting process. Typically, the governor formulates a budget proposal; in seven
Puerto Rico, executive states, however, the legislature either produces a comprehensive alternative budget
agencies such as DOTs or contributes significantly to the budget proposal. DOTs and other executive agen-

submit budget requests both  cjes ,ypjcally participate in the process first by submitting budget requests to the
to the guarmor s officeand  governors office for consideration; in all but eight states and Puerto Rico, agencies
to alegis at|v§ committee or , B . o . B
office submit reguests directly to a legislative committee or office. In some cases—
Colorado, for example—a transportation commission or other body must approve
the DOT budget proposal. DOTs also participate by appearing at budget hearings.

In practice, although some legislatures can significantly influence DO T spending levels, others have only alim-
ited ability to do so. In many states, legislatures have little or no influence over federal transportation funding;
many states also have dedicated transportation funds or revenues that allow little room for budgeting flexibility.
States also may have specific limits on legislative power.

Federal, State and Local Transportation Funding

Responsibilities for funding and delivering services on the nations transportation network are shared by federal,
state and local governments.

in most states, the legislature ~ Federal Transportation Funding

appropriates or sets
expenditure limits on federal ~ Federal funding—provided by the federal-aid highway and transit programs, grant

transportation funds. Fifteen ~ programs, congressional earmarks and one-time expenditures—accounts for approxi-
states, however, allow at mately 20 percent of highway and transit funding nationwide. At least 15 states have

least some of these funds minimal legislative involvement with federal transportation funds, allowing at least
to flow directly to the state some funds to flow directly to the state DO T without legislative appropriation. In
DOT without legislative lllinois, Minnesota and South Dakota, federal funds are reviewed and reflected in
aPPr°P natlOn’ budget documents but do not require legislative action in order to be spent. In most

states, however, the legislature has a more substantial role by appropriating federal
funds or setting expenditure limits. Legislatures also may require additional approvals beforeaD O T can spend
certain federal funds. Ohio law, for example, requires a form of legislative approval before the DOT or other
entity can spend capital funds—including federal grant funds—for passenger rail development.

Xl National Conference of State Legislatures
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State Transportation Funding

States provide nearly half of all surface transportation funding. The main source of highway funds in about
half the states is the state motor vehicle fuel tax, which in seven states is indexed to the consumer price index,
average wholesale price or another index. States also provide about 20 percent of the funding for transit systems
nationwide and help fund aviation, ports and other elements of the transportation network.

State legislatures exercise significant power over state revenue sources and appropria-

tions. Only five states and the District of Columbia reported that any state funds flow Inabout half the states,

directly from a revenue source to the DO T without legislative appropriation. The state fuel tax revenues

real power of legislatures—or DOTs—to allocate state funds, however, is bounded are restricted exclusively
to highway and road

by restrictions on the use of transportation revenues. For example, 23 states have

constitutional provisions—and three have statutory provisions—that restrict use of purposes; most ather states

dedicate these and other

state fuel tax revenues exclusively to highway and road purposes. Most other states transportation-related
dedicate these and other transportation-related revenues to general or multimodal revenues to general or
transportation purposes, with a few limited exceptions. In addition, 35 states re- multimodal transportation
ported they have provisions that direct use of the funds or accounts to which trans- PUIPOSES.

portation revenues are deposited. At least six states also explicitly prohibit diversion
or transfer of transportation revenues to other purposes.

Dedications, restrictions and prohibitions are not always effective, however. At least seven states reported re-
cent legislative diversions of transportation funds to other uses, despite existing restrictions. In New Jersey, for
example, the appropriation act has precedence over statutory dedications, but not over the constitution; the
Legislature has chosen not to fully appropriate statutory transportation revenues eight times since 1985.

Local Transportation Funding

Local governments—including counties, townships and municipalities— provide
approximately 30 percent of total surface transportation funding and own 77 per-
cent of the nations roadway miles. Both legislatures and DOTSs participate in local
aid programs that allocate a portion of state transportation revenues to local entities

Almost all states allocate
transportation funds to local
governments either primarily

for transportation projects. At least 27 states distribute funds primarily by statutory %S;a ;tgﬁéygf ;t?tﬂ?gr?/r
formulas based on equal distribution, population, road mileage or other criteria.  formulas and state legislative
Nineteen other states report distributing funds using a blend of statutory formulas appropriations.

and state legislative appropriations; of these, 11 also provide grants or other funds

at the discretion ofaDOT or transportation commission. Discretionary programs,

especially when combined with appropriations, can facilitate substantial involvement of both the executive
branch and the legislature in local aid.

Innovative Finance

A variety of factors have negatively affected the ability of traditional transportation revenues to provide needed
transportation infrastructure and maintenance. In this environment, states are turning to a host of innovative
finance mechanisms—such as bonding and debt instruments; federal debt financing, credit assistance and fund
management tools; and public-private partnerships—to help leverage traditional funding sources. Some ofthese
tools require state authorizing legislation beforea DO T can use them; this gives the legislature an ongoing role
in—and additional oversight of—transportation finance.
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) Some states also require further legislative approvals of the use of certain innovative
~ Some transportation financing tools. For example, of the 31 states and Puerto Rico that had enabling
finance mechanisms require  gat tres for public-private partnerships (PPPs) as of April 2011, nine states required
state legislatures to enact T S >

> T a form of legislative approval for at least some PPP projects; in addition, Utah and

authorizing legislation P . . o - Iy .
before a DOT can use them, uerto Rico requwed_ Ieg|§lat|ve approval to convert_eX|st|ng faC|I|'_[|es .to privately
and some states require operated toll roads. Likewise, at least four states require further legislative approval
further legislative approvals or appropriation before grant anticipation revenue vehicle (GARVEE) debt can be
for the use of certain issued. Colorado law explicitly delegates this authority to the executive branch, but
innovative financing tools. authorizes GARVEE debt only up to a specified level and requires additional leg-
islative approval for the DOT to exceed the cap; California also statutorily limits

GARVEE issuance.

Transportation Planning

State DOTs generally take
States determine their transportation investment priorities through struc- the lead in transportation
tured planning processes. A key theme in the NCSL-AASHTO survey data planning activities; the
was the tension between legislatures and DOTs about the appropriate level  extent of legislative authority
of legislative involvement or oversight in transportation planning. DOTs and involvement in the

generally take the lead in conducting transportation planning activities and ~ Process varies greatly across
ensuring compliance with federal and state requirements, while legislative states.

involvement and authority in planning varies greatly across states. At one

end are Nebraska and Wyoming, which constitutionally prohibit the legislature from prioritizing specific road
projects. At the other end are: Delaware, where legislators each determine the use of an annual authorization for
transportation projects in their districts; Pennsylvania, where legislative leaders serve on the state Transportation
Commission; and Wisconsin, where the Legislature is required by law to review and approve major highway
projects. In at least 15 other states, the legislature actively reviews or approves DO T plans or programs, often
as part of the budget process.

Retention of Surplus or Excess Funds
In at least 14 states,

legislatures are actively In most states, unspent transportation dollars revert to a DOT-administered trans-

involved in managing and portation fund at the end of the fiscal year or biennium. In at least 14 states, legisla-
overseeing surplus DOT tures are actively involved in management and oversight of these surplus funds, for

funds. example by requiring additional legislative appropriation or expenditure authority

beforeaDOT can spend the money.

Controlling DO T Costs N
Common provisions by
which legislatures control

Across jurisdictions, state legislatures have enacted provisions—beyond ex- . .
J co P y DOT costs—Dbesides those in

penditure limits in budget and appropriations acts—intended to control

DOT costs; the most common include low bid requirements or other statu- bugggﬁﬂ%ﬁ%g%%ﬁgm
tory procurement guidelines. Some legislatures have taken further action. In requirements or other
Ohio, the legislative Controlling Board must approve waivers of competi- statutory procurement
tive selection for purchases or leases over certain amounts, aswell as requests guidelines.

for appropriation increases. Virginias 2009 Appropriation Act downsized

the DOT and directed use of private contracts for at least 70 percent ofannual

expenditures. Nevada statute limits the use of highway fund revenues for administrative costs. In Vermont, the
DOT must prepare reports detailing bids versus cost estimates for distribution to a legislative oversight commit-
tee. These activities permit additional legislative controls and oversight over DO T costs.
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Stat P fI E>( 1The main source of information for these state-by-state profiles isthe
e ro I e e responses from the states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico
1Lto NCSL-AASHTO surveys 1,2 and 4. NCSL-AASHTO survey data was
Lsupplemented by many other resources, listed in endnote 69 and

Organizational Facts 1 Inthe Selected Bibliography, and detailed below. All data Iscur-
_rent (2010 - 2011) unless otherwise noted.
Name DepirUKUM [ 7llUig -miai -
Structure . . . . o . ) . )
Chambers This section outlines basic organizational facts for the state's legislature and its DOT, including the

R sizeand structure of each. The size of the DOT isexpressed by the number of full-time equivalents
Session (FTEs) it employs. Sources; NCSL-AASHTO survey data, original research using Westlaw, various NCSL
Estimated no. ofbills and state legislative Web pages, Fazzalaro (2007), StateNet (2010) and Washington State Depart-

ment of Transportation (n.d.).

Statewide Transportation System Statistics

Roads and bridges This section provides statistics about the state's entire transportation system, not Just those elements
Transit managed by the DOT. Sources: Roads and bridges data Is drawn from Federal Highway Administra-
i .. tion Highway Statistics tables HM-60 (2009 data), BR-5 (2010 data) and HM-25 (2009 data) and Federal
Rail Fraj Highway Administration (2009). Transit trips Include unlinked passenger trips made by all modes—
Aviation Aitp Including rail, bus, vanpools, ferries and others—as reported to the National Transit Database
(Federal Transit Administration, 2008 data). Freight rail route-miles are provided by the Association of
American Railroads (2008 data) and exclude trackage rights. Aviation data Isfrom the Federal Avia-

Marine Port tion Administration (2009 data), the National Association of State Aviation Officials (years as noted)
and various state Web sites. Marine data is from the Federal Highway Administration (2009) and U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (2009 data). In certain Identified cases, information Isfrom NCSL-AASHTO
survey data or state DOT communications.

Legislative-DOT Collaboration and Communication.

Meinly famrd. Thelagjilaturcandtire DOT— This section describes the collaboration and communication between the state legislature
and the DQOT, as described In the NCSL-AASHTO survey data. It Includes information about
whether the DOT employs a legislative liaison or an office of governmental relations or af-
fairs. Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data and various state DOT Web pages.

DOT Leadership Appointments and Requirements

The Director of Traimportation is appointed by... This section describes the appointment process, authority
and statutory requirements for DOT leadership, with citations.
Sources: Original research using Westlaw and NCSL-AASHTO

. . . survey data. See Appendix D for more Information.
Other Legislative Oversightofthe POT Y P

Legislative Oversight Mechanisms ' This section describes other mechanisms for legislative oversight of the DOT. It In-
cludes a listofall mechanisms Identified by the state In Its survey data. It also Identifies
the legislative program evaluation office and whether the state DOT issubjectto a
sunset review process (see pages 17 and 18). Sources: Data Is primarily from the NCSL-
Sunset Review The stateami  AASHTO survey data, supplemented by Information from the National Legislative
Program Evaluation Society (NLPES), the Council of State Governments (2010), Council
on Licensure, Enforcement and Regulation (n.d.), and NCSL and the Florida Office of
Program Policy Analysis and Governmental Accountability (2008).

Legislative Program Evaluation Office Program evatl

Legislation and Regulation

Transportation Governance Statutes This section provides citations forthe state's transportation governance statutes
and describes the procedure for reviewing administrative rules (see pages IS and
Administrative Rules Review 16). Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data, the Council of State Governments (2010),

Rhyme (1990) and original research using Westlaw.
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State Profile Exanple

Transportation Planning and Capital Program Management

Transportation Planning

Legislative Role in Transportation
Manning

Funding and Finance

Budgeting and Appropriations

Bonding or Pay-as-You-Go

State-Level Funding Provided for DOT
Budgets

Allocation of Federal Transportation
Fundsto the DOT

Allocation of State Transportation
Fundsto the DOT

Traditional State Funding and Finance
for Highways

State Funding and Finance for Other
Modes

Innovative Transportation Funding and
Finance

Dedicated(Restricted State Funds and
Revenues

DOT Authorised to Retain Surplus
Funds

Legislative Approval Required to Move
Funds Between Projects

Transportation Funding Allocations
through Local Aid

This section describes the state's approach to transportation planning and capital program
management, including a specific description of the legislative role In the process. Sources:
NCSL-AASHTO survey data and original research using Westtaw, supplemented by various
state DOT Web sites and planning documents.

Annual budget; fiscal year begins..

This Item describes the state's general approach to budgeting and appropriations, including
whether the budget is annual or biennial and when the fiscal year begins. Source: Various
NCSL Web pages.

me Setetfobiv uses...

This lists the amount of state-level funding provided for DOT budgets, including for
operating and capital expenses in all modes as well as for debt service and adminis-
trative costs. It includes funding from state sources only and excludes federal funding
of all kinds.This describes funding for the state DOT only and not for other transpor-
tation entities or projects in the state. Source: NCSL-AASHTO survey data.

2008: J## million
The legislature appropriates federal funds.

These sections describe state-level funding and finance for highways, transit, pas-
senger and freight rail, aviation, ports, bridges and other modes of transportation.
jy Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data, supplemented by AASHTO (20t0), Dlerkers
and Mattingly (2009), Farber (2010), Federal Highway Administration (2011) and
Rail (2009).
veuiuv legBtnmuitiiivviiau mm nNxs, unuvwHgm ms, uuiuum auvmmug

This section describes innovative funding and financing mechanisms used by the state. In-
cluding public-private partnerships (PPPs or P3s); deslgn-bulld; federal debt financing toots
such as grant anticipation revenue vehicles (GARVEESs); federal credit assistance tools such
as state infrastructure banks; federal-ald fund managementtools such as advance con-
struction; and other options such as weight-distance taxes and traffic camera fees. Sources:
NCSL-AASHTO survey data, supplemented by American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Center for Excellence In Project Finance (2010), Dlerkers
and Mattingly (2009), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Office of Innovative Program
Delivery (2010), Rail, Reed and Farber (2010) and*U5. & Canadian Transportation Projects
Scorecard'(May 2010).

This section details the state funds, accounts and revenues that are dedicated or restricted
to certain purposes in state law, Including whether fuel tax revenues are dedicated exclu-
sively to highway and road purposes by the state constitution or in statute (with citations).
Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data, original research using StateNet and Westlaw, and
Puentes and Prince (2003).

No legislative approval required.

This section details how the state allocates transportation funds to counties, townships or
municipalities through local aid programs (with citations).The focus ison allocation of state
funds, but Information Is Included about federal funds ifthat data was provided on a survey
response. Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data and original research using Westlaw.
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Alaska

Organizational Facts

Transportation Governance and Finance

Legislature Alaska Legislature Departmentof  Alaska Department of Transportation and Public
Structure: Bicameral, partisan Transportation Facilities (DOT&PF)
Chambers: Senate (20 members) FTE: 3,500
House (40 members) Leadership: Commissioner
Session: Annual, approximately January - April Organizational structure: Mainly by
Estimated no. o fbills in 2011:630 transportation mode

Statewide Transportation System Statistics

Roads and bridges
Transit
Rail

Aviarion

Marine

Total highway, toad and street lane miles: 31,945 (2009); bridges: 1,134 (2010); toll bridges and
tunnels: 1(2009)

Trips per year (all transit inodes): Approximately 5.0 million (2008)

Freight rail route-miles: 506(2008)

Airports (total): 292; public-use: 264; state-owned: 267 (2003)

Enplanemems peryear: 4,413,919 (2009)

Port traffic per year (20-foot equivalent units): 465,845 (2009); waterborne tonnage per yean 46.2
million (2009); state-operated ferries: 11 (2009)

Legislative<DOT Collaboration and Communication

Proactive. The DOT&PF provides briefings to groups o f legislators before construction season and before the legislative session. The
DOT&PF also responds to legislative requests for information and provides educational sessions to House and Senate transportation

committees. The DOT&PF employs a dedicated legislative liaison.

DOT Leadership Appointments and Requirements

Department heads—including the Commissioner of Transportation and Public Facilities—are appointed by the governor, subject
to confirmation by the majority of the members ofthe Legislature in joint session, and serve at the pleasure of the governor. Each is

constitutionally requited to be a U.S. dtiicn (Alaska Const, art. I1I, §25).

Other Legislative Oversightofthe DOT

Legislative Oversight Mechanisms

Legislative Program Evaluation Office
Sunset Review
Legislation and Regulation

Transportation Governance Statutes
Administrative Rules Review

Legislative program renews or performance audits; reporting requirements; legislative requests for
information.

g_”-— -
The state conducts sunset reviews, but not ofthe DOT&PF.

Alaska Stat. 8§$19.05 to 75 and §44.42

Legislative review of proposed and existing rules by ajoint bipartisan standing committee and the
Legislative Affairs Agency, committee role is mainly advisory.

Transportation Planning and Capital Program Management

Transportation Hanning Process

Legislative Role in Transportation
Planning

44

The DOT&PF develops regional and long-range transportation plans, using the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) process for federally funded projects. All entities are
eligible to submit projectsand comment on the STIR For state-funded projects, the DOT&PF
works with the governor's office to prepare the capital budget that the governor then submits to the
Legislature; the Legislature makes numerous changes. Local governments have a significant voice
and influence legislative priorities.

There are opportunities for informal, individual legislator participation; the Legislature also can
change the capital budget submitted by the governor.
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Funding and Finance

Budgeting and AoDropriations
Bonding or Pav-as-You-Go

State-Level Funding Provided lor DOT
Budgets

Allocation of Federal Transportation
Fundstothe DOT

Allocation o f State Transportation Funds
tothe DOT

Traditional State Funding and Finance
for Highways

State Funding and Finance lot Other
Modes

Innovative Transportation Funding and
Finance

Dedicated/Restricted State Funds and
Revenues

DOT Authorized to Retain Surplus
Funds

Legislative Approval Required to Move
Funds Between Projects
Transportation Funding Allocations
through Local Aid

Alaska

Annual budget; fiscal year begins luly 1.

Combination ofbonding and oav-as-vou-eo financing

FY 2011 (approved): $554 million

FY2010: $619 million

FY 2009: $893 million

FY 2008: $634 million

Federal transportation funds are allocated to the DO T&PF through state legislative appropriations
at the program/category and proieer-specific levels.

As with federal funds, state transportation funds ace allocated to the DOT&PF through state
legislative appropriations at the program/category and project-specific levels.

Fuel taws; motor vehicle/rental cat sales taxes; vehicle registration/license/title fees; truck weight
fees; general funds; interest income; general obligation bonds.

Transit (Alaska Marine Highway, the state ferry program): General funds. Rail: The Alaska Railroad
Corporation is a separate, self-sustaining state agency.

GARVEE bonds; private activity bonds (PABs) (allocated); Build America Bonds; state
infrastructure bank (federally capitalized); PPPs (authorized in statute for the Knik Arm Bridge
only); design-buikt (authorized in statute, used for die Anton Anderson Tunnel).

The state constitution prohibits dedication of state revenues to any special purpose, unless federally
requited or dedicared prior to statehood (Alaska Const, art. DC, §7). Thus, all state revenues

ate available for appropriation. The Legislature has tried to dedicate state revenues ot funds for
transportation, but has been unsuccessful In 2010, for example, the Legislature considered but
ultimately did not pass House Joint Resolution 42 and House Bill 329. These bills sought to
establish and define a new, dedicated Transportation Infrastructure Fund that would have been fed
by state fuel taxes and registration fees. The Legislature is considering similar bills—House Bid 30,
House Bill 31. Senate BUI 37 and House loint Resolution 4—in 2011.

No. Funds are authorized for expenditure until a project is deemed complete; any unexpended
funding upon project completion is administratively lapsed or teappropriated by the Legislature.
Legislative action is requited to move funds between project appropriations; movement between
project allocations requires DO T&PF commissioner approval only.

Federal funds for MPOs Sow through the DOT&PF and must be appropriated. The Legislature
appropriates stare funding to local governments as project-specific grants; there is no specific state-
funded program for local transportation.
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217 Second Street, Suite 200 ¢ Juneau, Alaska 99801

Tel (907) 586-1325 ¢ Fax (907) 463-5480 ¢ www.akml.org
Alaska Conference ofMayors

ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
STATEWIDE PRIORITIES
FY2013
ENERGY
We believe the Legislature must aggressively facilitate energy efficiency and
affordable energy for all Alaskans through:

1. The support of adil and gas, as it remains the primary source of
energy for most of Alaska;

2. Support for research on and development of alternative and
renewable energy sources, including, but not limited to, wind and
hydro;

3. The encouragement of connectivity between communities, as well
as incentives for energy project funding and energy efficiency for
all consumers;

An actual time certain process that selects and prioritizes projects;
5. Full funding of the PCE (Power Cost Equalization) Endowment
fund through joint congressional and state appropriations.

>

PERS
The League supports a sustainable salary base to pay off the PERS unfunded
obligations. AS 39.35.625, and any other similar statutes or regulations that
require termination studies should be repealed. Simply following AS
39.35.255(a)(2) will provide a more efficient, cost effective and equitable method
of ensuring that the required PERS salary base is maintained.

e« REVENUE SHARING
The League supports a continuation of the current Revenue Sharing Program
currently in place (AS 29.60.850-879).

e UNFUNDED MANDATES
The League opposes state unfunded mandates in any form. This includes
“optional” exemptions handed down to local governments that will diminish the
local tax base.

e TRANSPORTATION
The League supports:

1. The dedication of funds for the Alaska Transportation
Infrastructure Fund, along with a local government seat at the
table during allocation considerations of that fund.

2. A matching grant component for acquiring federal funds and to
help local governments to develop otherwise financially difficult
projects;

3. The completion of the Alaska State Rail Plan.

e COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
The League supports maximum control and involvement in the development of
the reinstatement, implementation and expedited appeals process of coastal
planning policies.

Member ofthe National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties
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217 Second Street, Suite 200 ¢ Juneau, Alaska 99801
Tei (907) 586-1325 ¢ Fax (907) 463-5480 ¢ www.akml.org

ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
FEDERAL PRIORITIES
FY2013

PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES (PILT)
The League supports full funding of the PILT program, to the authorized levels of P.L.
103-379 (over $300 million, nationwide).

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITY SELF-DETERMINATION ACT (SRS/TIMBER
RECEIPTS)
The League supports the reauthorization and enhancement of the Secure Rural Schools
Program (P.L. 112-141). Reauthorization should maintain coupling between payments to
boroughs and active natural resource management; and the connection between
sustainable natural resource management and the stability and well-being of forest
municipalities.

CLEAN WATER ACT
While supporting clean water act provisions that protect wetland habitats and rivers and
streams of Alaska, the League opposes federal efforts to change the definition of the
Clean Water Act from “navigable” waters to ‘waters of the United States,” and also
opposes federal efforts to further expand the authority and responsibilities of the federal
agencies in regard to these waters.

ARCTIC ISSUES
The League asks Congress to be aware of the importance of the arctic region as it
relates to national security, environmental concerns relating to the use of the seas, and to
economic development for Alaska’s coastal communities.

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
The League opposes decisions on land use designations that are not completely
reviewed through the proper Congressional system, with appropriate state and local
input. The League urges Congress to immediately convey all remaining state and Native
selected land.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY GRANTS

The League supports full funding of the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant
(EECBG) Program to state and local governments.

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties
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International Union of Operating Engineers
LOCAL 302 » Washington and Alaska « AFL-CIO

Daren Konopaski, Business Managerand General Vice President

Corey Baxter, District 8 Representative

February 25,2013

The Honorable Peggy Wilson
Alaska State House

State Capitol, Room 406
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Wlson:

The International Union of Operating Engineers Local 302 would like to extend our support for
the Alaska Transportation Infrastructure Fund.

We have over 4,000 members in Alaska that help build roads, airports, and harbor facilities.
This bill would help to fund new projects in the event of the potential loss of federal funding in
the near future. Itwill create jobs for Alaskans and it will keep our economy strong for many
years to come.

Alaska needs a dependable revenue stream to fund the infrastructure that is necessary to
develop access to the resources and energy projects that are critical for the future of Alaska.

Thank you for all of your continuing efforts to ensure that Alaska has a productive and self-
sustaining future.

Sincerely,

Corey Baxter

District 8 Representative

International Union of Operating Engineers Local 302
9309 Glacier Hwy. Suite A-105

Juneau, AK 99801

(907)586-3850

(907)463-5464 (facsimile)

Kyle Brees, Financial Secretary Sean Jeffries, Presidents Robert Peterson, Vice President
MAIN OFFICE: 18701 120th Avenue N.E. ¢ Bothell, Washington 98011-9514
Telephone: (425) 806-0302 « Toll-free: 1-800-521-8882 « Fax: (425) 806-0030
JUNEAU OFFICE: 9309 Glacier Hwy., Bldg. A-Suite 105 ¢ Juneau, Alaska 99801
Telephone: (907) 586-3850 « Toll-free: 1-800-478-9551 « Fax: (907) 463-5464
Washington Branches: Bellingham * SBverdale « Eltensburg  Alaska Branches: Anchorage ¢ Fairbanks ¢ Juneau



AOHV

Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association

February 25, 2013

Representative Peggy Wilson, Chair
House Transportation Committee
State Capitol, Room 406

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Wilson:

The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) is a membership organization
consisting of over 400,000 pilots and aircraft owners. Over 4,400 of our members reside
in Alaska. AOPA is committed to the health and viability of aviation and airports in
Alaska, and across the nation. Thank you for taking up the issue of creating a state
funded transportation program for Alaska.

AOPA supports the concept embodied in HIR 10, HB 122 and HB 123, to establish a
transportation infrastructure endowment fund for Alaska. The endowment is to be
dedicated to funding projects that maintain and improve our public infrastructure,
including airports, roads and marine facilities. We can speak to the tremendous need
for improvements within the airport system that benefit all the citizens of the state. Our
aviation system is absolutely essential for the 82% of Alaskan communities that are not
on the road system, many of which rely solely on aviation for year-around access. In
addition, the road-system airports provide the ability for aircraft to connect with rural
communities, creating literally a lifeline for the movement of goods, services and people
within the state.

Thank you again for undertaking this legislation. | look forward to working with you and
your committee on this initiative to address the needs of the state’s transportation
system.

Sincerely,

Tom George
Alaska Regional Manager

Tom George
Alaska Regional Manager
Personal Address: P.O. Box 83750 Fairbanks, AK 99708
301-695-2092 e-mail:tom.george@aopa.org
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