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REPRESENTATIVE PEGGY WILSON
HOUSE DISTRICT 33

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 amendment before voters to amend the Alaska constitution to
reinstate a dedicated fund for transportation rc]JJects. Ifthis change is passed by the voters, the
Alaska TransFortatlon Infrastructure Fund FA IF) will dedicate transportation user fees and
taxes, (motor fuel tax, vehicle rental tax, studded tire tax, driver's license and identification card
fees, vehicle registration fees) to transportation projects.

The crafters of the constitution allowed for two dedicated transportation funds at the time of
statehood, one for land transportation and one for sea transportation. Ther 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 budget will come from the federal government. The
Federal Government passed a new, two year highway prp%ram, MAP-21. The good news is
that the overall federal-aid fundlnP remains consistentwith SAFETEA-LU, the previous
program. However, the amount o funde for roads not on the National Highway System
(rN S) has been cut by about 50%. We will see a lot less funding for our borough and city roads,
he categories offundln% have been reduced and they are much more restrictive. Our own 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. Toinsure Alaska has the infrastructure necessary to develop our
resources as well as providing a quality of life for our citizens we must commit to funding
transportation. Having a dependable revenue stream from year to rea_r will allow Alaska to
tackle today's congestion and maintenance projects as well as developing the needed access to
resources and energy.

The latest version of HJR 10 updated the dates that the revenue would be directed into the ATIF
and italso added tire taxes as another source of revenue.
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The new CS for HIR10 FIN has changed the date that the revenue will be deposited into the fund and also
adds the studded tire tax for clarity.

The CS gor HJR 10 (JUD) attempted to add both the retail tire tax and the studded tire tax. The term "tire tax"
was used.



Fiscal Note

Bill Version: CSHJR 10(FIN)

State of Alaska

2014 Legislative Session
Fiscal Note Number:

(H) Publish Date: 3/3/14
Identifier: HJR010CS(JUD)-OOG-DOE-1-21-14 Department: Office of the Governor
Title: CONST. AM: TRANSPORTATION FUND Appropriation: Elections
Sponsor: P.WILSON Allocation: Elections
Requester: House Finance Committee OMB Component Number: 21
Expenditures/Revenues
Included in
FY2015 Governor's
Appropriation FY2015 Out-Year Cost Estimates
Requested Request
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2015 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020
Personal Services
Travel
Services 1.5
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants & Benefits
Miscellaneous
Total Operating 15 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fund Source (Operating Only
1004 Gen Fund 1.5
Total 15 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Positions
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary
Change in Revenues I | | | |
Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2014) cost: 0.0
Estimated CAPITAL (FY2015) cost: 0.0
ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS
Does the bill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency? No
If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed?
Why this fiscal note differs from previous version:
Updated for second session to accurately refelct FY2015 and out year costs.
Prepared By: Gail Fenumiai, Director Phore: (%7)465—2644
Division: Division of Elections 'Date: 09/26/2013 03:07 PM
Approved By: Guy Bell, Administrative Director 'Date: 09/26/13

Agency: Division of Administrative Services, Office of the Governor

Printed 1/20/2014 Page 10f2



FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS #2

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHIR 10HN
2014 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

Passage of this resolution would require the constitutional amendmentto appear on the 2014 general election ballot. The
cost of providing information aboutthe 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.

(Revised 8/16/2013 OMB) Page 20f2



ATIF Constitutional Amendment (HJR 10) Elements

Constitutional amendment before the voters in 2014

1. If passed will re-instate a dedicated fund for transportation projects
2. Allow transportation user fees to be directed to the fund.
3. Fund Revenues:
a. Vehicle Registration fees (less specialty license plates funds)
b. Tire Taxes, retail sales and studs
c. Driver's License fees, Identification card Fees
d. Vehicle rental taxes
e. Othertransportation related fees and funds
4. Fund Appropriations:
a. For any transportation related project as defined by enabling statutes
b. Upto 50% of the fees received in the previous year
c. Upto 6% POMV averaged over the past 5 years. (High cap is to allow future
expenditures if the market warrants it. Would expect it to be in the neighborhood of
4% in today's market climate)
d. Administration costs for the fund.
e. All appropriations approved by the Governor and the Legislature.
5. Allows the legislature to define how the fund is managed. All interest earned from the fund

shall be deposited into the fund.

1 HR 4



Supporters of Alaska Transportation Infrastructure Fund HJR 10

Associated General Contractors of Alaska
Alaska Municipal League

Alaska AFL-CIO

Alaska State Chamber

Alaska Teamsters Local # 959

Alaska Laborers Local 942 & 341
Alaska Transportation Priorities Project
Alaska Trucking Association

Alaska Harbormasters Association
American Society of Civil Engineers
Alaska Mobility Coalition

Alaska Airports

Alaska Owners and Pilots Association
Alaska Marine Pilots

Marine Transportation Advisory Board
Southeast Conference

SW Alaska Conference of Mayors
Calista Corporation

COALASKA, inc.

Klewit

International Union of Operating Engineers Local #302

Alaska Federation of Natives



ACM

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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February 26,2013

Honorable Representative Peggy WHson
Alaska State Capitol Building
Juneau. Alaska 99601

Deer Representative Wilson,

On behalf ofthe Alaska Municipal Leegue, | would Hketo offer our support for HJIR10
and HB 123.

The Alaska Municipal League has been conoemed about how state and local
governments fund the needs related to our transportation infrastructure over the coming
years. The funding for roads that are not on the National Highway System (most of
Alaska's roads) has seen funding drop by 50%. More and more of the federal dollars
seem to be going to mass transit In heaviy populated areas of our nation. This certainly
seems to be an on-going trend. W snw st be ready to maintain whatwe have and to
oonstnict necessary infrastructure, as needed.

We fsei R is Importantfor the State ofAlaska to find ways to fund our Infrastructure in
ways thatdo not always Include the federal govemment.

We thank you for your persistence In submitting this bill and we support your efforts
toward these goals. This bintruly Is one that plane for our future.

Sinoeralv.

Kathle Wasserman
Executive Director

Mamtwwr of the National League of OSes and the Nation* Association of Counts
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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 oil 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;

4. An actual time certain process that selects and prioritizes projects;

5. Full funding of the PCE (Power Cost Equalization) Endowment

PERS fund through joint congressional and state appropriations.
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.

REVENUE SHARING

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

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.

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.

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 of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties
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Alaska Conference of Mayors

ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
FEDERAL PRIORITIES
FY2013

PAYMENT INUEU OF TAXES (IPILT)

The League supports lull funding of the PILT program, to the authorized levels of P L.
103-379 (over $300 million, nationwide).

E%ElRPErgsURAL SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITY SELF-DETERMINATION ACT (SRS/TIMBER

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
|n|c|)ut. (Tjhle Iaeague 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 M anagerand GeneralVice President
Corey Baxter, pistrict8 Representative

February 25.2013

The Honorable Peggy Wilson
Alaska State House

State Capitol, Room 406
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Wilson;

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

We have over4,000 members In Alaska that help buBd roads, airports, and harbor fadBtles.
This bfl would help to fund new projects In the event ofthe potential loss of federal funding in
the near future. Itwll create jobs for Alaskans and It wHI 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 aN of your continuing efforts to ensure that Alaska has a productive and self-
sustaining future.

District 8 Representative

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

Juneau, AK 99801

(907)588-3850

(907)463-5464 (facsimile)
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April 2, 2013

The Honorable Peggy Wilson

Chairman, House Transportation Committee
State Capitol Room 408

Juneau, AK 99801

Re: HB 123 and HJR 10
Dear Representative Wilson,

The Alaska State Chamber of Commerce (Alaska Chamber)
is an organization dedicated to improving the business
climate in Alaska. The Alaska Chamber represents
hundreds of statewide businesses from Ketchikan to
Barrow that share a common goal: to make Alaska a viable
and competitive place to do business. The Alaska Chamber
supports House Bill 123 which defines an Alaska
Transportation Fund and House Joint Resolution 10 which
allows Alaskans to vote to re-instate a dedicated fund for
transportation infrastructure.

The Alaska Chamber has, for the past several years,
supported creation ofa funding mechanism for
maintenance of and capital improvements to Alaska’s
transportation systems. Alaska’s transportation
infrastructure is pivotal to the state’s economy and
facilitates access to markets, supplies and resources.
Improving and investing in its transportation system will
enhance the global competitiveness of Alaska businesses
and economic opportunities for its people.

Currently Alaska’s multi-modal transportation
infrastructure is not only dilapidated, but lacks a
consistent funding mechanism to address the billions of
dollars of multi-modal needs. Alaska needs new
transportation infrastructure development to provide access
to resources, reduce barriers for many communities to
participate in the economy, allow for safe and efficient
transportation all Alaskans.

The State’s highway and airport infrastructure is largely
funded by Federal dollars, which are under severe threat of
significant reductions in today’s economy. Additionally,
there are no consistent federal programs for harbors and
ports.
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The State needs to be proactive and address today’s needs while planning for a

major future fiscal shortfall. Thank you foryour continued leadership on this
issue.

Sincerely.

Rachael A. Petro



4000 Old Seward Hwy., Suite 101
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Tel: (907)273-1000

Fax: (907)273-1099
www.colaska.com

March 5, 2013

Representative Peggy Wilson
State Capitol Room 406
Juneau, AK 99801

REFERENCE: Establishment of a State Transportation Fund
Dear Representative Wilson-
I would like to register strong support for the establishment of a State Transportation Fund.

The safety of Alaskan highways has long been a concern; the condition of pavement and road structures,
including bridges, has deteriorated significantly over time, and they are always subject to harsh
environmental conditions The low density of the population and the long distances between
population centers in Alaska means there are proportionally many more miles of roadway to maintain,
and a State Transportation Fund is necessary to supplement Federal Funding to ensure that current
roads can be maintained and new roads developed to appropriate standards.

The establishment of a dedicated State Transportation Fund could also underpin alternate project
funding methods that could leverage the fund value by providing the necessary credit rating to
underwrite any form of Public Private Partnership, through which private Investments could be used for
further development of Alaskan transportation infrastructure. The fund could also benefit as the single

repository of fuel taxes and tolls, and would be self-sustaining if properly established at the outset.

While Federal Funding and bonds presently make up a significant portion of Alaskan transportation
spending, these sources are subject to severe reductions in the future, due to either reduced Federal
spending or potentially unfavorable interest rates- The establishment of a State Transportation Fund
will provide stability and predictability to the development of the State, and is entirely compatible with
National and Internationa! approaches to paying for transportation infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Ben Northey, CPC
President
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March 4,2013

Representative Peggy Wilson
State Capitol Room 406
Juneau, AK 99801

Via E-mail: rep.peggv.wilsontPakleg.gov
RE: Support of HJR10 & HB123
Dear Representative Wilson,

Most of the current spending on Alaska's transportation program comes from federal sources. Alaska
receives significantly more from the Federal Highway Trust Fund than it contributes and the Alaska
motor fuel tax of $.08 per gallon Isthe lowest In the nation with the average state tax over 0.20.

The outlook for the federal program causes us concern. Many people believe that Alaska's share of the
federal "highway trust fund pie" will decrease in the future. Like many, we believe we have got to, as
a state, step up and start paying more of the share. There are many strings, rules and regulations
attached to a federal dollar that decrease its purchasing power - we can get more accomplished fester

with state dollars.

There is strong agreement that the economic benefits derived from the investment in Alaska's
transportation Infrastructure far exceed the cost of the investment. Considering the vastness of the
state, the current transportation Infrastructure of Alaska Is inadequate and requires continued
planning, upgrades, and expenditures to assure the citizens of Alaska are provided with essential
services. To realize its potential, Alaska needs a state funded transportation program that Is
adequately and predictably funded, provides continuity between succeeding administrations, and

considers ail modes of transportation.
I urge the legislature to pass HIR10 & HB123 to establish a Transportation Infrastructure Fund.

Sincerely,

Pat Harrison
Pacific Northwest Area Manager

KIBAITINFRASTRUCTLREVEST QO

2000 W International Airport Rd . #C6 Anchorage AK 69502
(607) 222-6350 (607) 222-9360



ALASKA AFL-CIO

3333 Denali Street, Suite 125 « Anchorage, Alaska 99503 +907-258-6284 « Fax 777-7276
VINCE BELTRAM I BRUCE LUDWG

Executive President Secretary | Treasurer

March 26,2013

Honorable Peggy Wilson
State Capitol Room 406
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Wilson,

We support the passage of House Bills 122, 123 and House Joint Resolution 10 that
create the Alaska Transportation infrastructure Fund Program. This Funding Program is
needed to continue supporting transportation projects with decreasing Federal Funding
looming ahead of us. Govermment has a duty to provide transportation and
transportation infrastructure to the public to support our economy and the needs of our
population. The State of Alaska must have the ability to fund much needed maintenance
on roads, highways, harbors, and airports aiong with the possibRity of building new
infrastructure.

The Alaska AFL-CIO believes this is a responsible approach to add funding to our
transportation needs and to create jobs for Alaskans. There is strong agreement that the
economic benefits derived from investment in Alaska’s transportation infrastructure far
exceed the cost of the investment. Alaska needs a state funded transportation program
that is adequately and predictably funded, provides continuity between succeeding
administrations, and considers ail modes of transportation.

Vince Beltrami
President
Alaska AFL-CIO



Rebecca Rooney

From: Jeff Robinson <JRobinson@klebsheating.com>
Sent Wednesday, March 20,2013 3:23 PM

To: Rep. Peggy Wilson

Subject HB 123

Hello Representative Wilson,

Being in the construction industry and working at a company that employs 65 workers, I’m writing to say |
support HB 123.

Thank you,

Jeff Robinson
Service & Installation
Division Manager

(907) 365-2514 direct

Performance  Training Innovation

1107 E. 7 Avanuo. Anchorega. Alaska 09318
www ktabehoating com
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From: Sam Robert Brice <SamRobert@briceinc.com>
Sent Wednesday, March 06,2013 9:17 AM

To: Rep. Peggy Wilson

Subject Support for HIR 10 &HB 123

Attachments: Our Responsibility.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

My name is Sam Robert Brice and | have lived in Fairbanks my entire life, working in the construction industry
statewide since 1978.1am the President of our construction and service related firms, Brice Companies, that
have been doing construction related work in Alaska since 1962.1am a past president of the Alaska Associated
General Contractors and have been a vocal supporter of a dedicated fund for state funding of our transportation
requirements. | wrote an article for the “Alaskan Contractor’” magazine a couple of years back regarding why
we need to support a state funded transportation program. 1’m attaching that article to this email as I believe it
to still be very relevant today.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if | can provide any further information or assistance with this issue. Thank
you for all your hard work and dedication in Juneau to improve our State!

Sam Robert Brice
Brice Companies
Fairbanks, AK
(907) 452-2512

samrobert@briceinc.com

ce

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THISCOMMUNICATION MAYBE CONFIDENTIAL, IS INTENDED
ONLY FOR THE USE OF RECIPIENTS) NAMED ABOVE, AND MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. IFTHE
READER OF THIS MESSAGE ISNOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOUARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT
ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION, OR ANY OF ITS
CONTENTS, ISSTRICTLY PROHIBITED.
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Ourresponsibility

BY SAMROBERTBRICE

Investment in construction projects is a major driver of the Alaska economy. According to the 2008
Construction Spending Forecast compiled by the Institute of Social and Economic Research at the
University o fAlaska Anchorage, “Construction is the third largest industry in the state, pays the state’s
second highest wages, employs nearly 22,000 workers with a payroll over $1 billion, accounts for 20
percent of Alaska’s economy and currently contributes more than $7 billion to the state’s economy.”
These investments boost the economy while the construction is going on and provide economic
benefits for years after.

But the majority of our highway, airport, harbor and rural infrastructure projects in Alaska rely
solely on year-to-year budgets of federal funding programs and/ or earmarks. e all know the black
eye Alaska has received over the past few years for “the bridge to nowhere” and other infamous
earmarks that led Congress to earmark reform. Alaska has one of the lowest state gas taxes in the nation
and in the recent past has received more than $6 for every $1 paid into the highway trust fund from
federal gas tax. We are one of a handful of states that does not have our own state funded transportation
program. Combine this with our permanent fund savings account and the fact that residents are paid to
live here, you can start to feel the ill-will headed our direction, spelling out reduced federal
transportation funding for our state. e have a backlog of nearly $400 million worth of infrastructure
projects that have been designed and are sitting on the “shelf’ awaiting funding.

Additionally, there are more than $ 1 billion worth of projects along the Alaska, Richardson and
Dalton Highway corridors alone in order to be prepared for the gas pipeline construction traffic loads.
A recent article in the Anchorage Daily News titled “Infrastructure delays threaten pipeline, coordinator
says...one thing that could kill the project is under the state’s control - needed infrastructure upgrades,
said Drue Pearce, who heads the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Projects.”

Itis precisely because of these facts that the top legislative priority for the AGC of Alaska is a State-
Funded Transportation Program. Gov. Sarah Palin proposed a $1 billion appropriation for a sustained
transportation funding program that did not move forward last year, but she is still strongly in support
ofa State Transportation Program as per the Fall 2008 article in this magazine in which she wrote:

“My administration’s proposal for a sustained transportation fund is the right idea at the right time. It
would add a new, certain source of funding for needs we know will continue long into the future.”

This fall, voters showed their support for Alaska transportation projects by overwhelmingly passing
the $315 million statewide general obligation bond issue. This is a step in the right direction.

Outside of Alaska, people don’t understand the commitment the federal government made 50 years
ago when Alaska was granted statehood. Alaska came into the Union without a transportation
infrastructure system, but with great promise of natural resources and a strategic location. It was
understood at that time the magnitude of investment that would be required to connect our great state.
What better way for Alaska to show how important these continuing needs are than by paying a defined
yearly portion of our way forward.

If indeed our infrastructure needs might be “the straw that breaks the camel’s back’ for the proposed
gas pipeline, wouldn’t a dedicated state-funded transportation program that could spur additional
matching funds be worth the cost? The Obama administration’s planned infrastructure investment



package could be part o f this opportunity and is an example of why time is of the essence for a state
funding initiative.

Alaska is at a critical juncture in its history. Ve have the opportunity in front of us to by-pass the
economic hardship much of our nation is feeling today and possibly help to lead our nation’s recovery
with the continued environmentally sound development of our vast resources. Our state slogan “"North
to the Future” has never been more appropriate than it is today after 50 years of statehood. It is up to us
to ensure it remains so. A state funded transportation plan is a small initiative in the right direction for
our future.



CALISTA CORPORATION

March 5,2013

Representative Peggy Wilson
State Capital Room 406
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Re: State Transportation Program - House Bill 123

Dear Representative Wilson,

Calista Corporation Is writing to support the Alaska Transportation infrastructure Fund Program ¢ House
Bill 123. There have been public hearings on It across the state the last two years; It was vetted in
subcommittees; and overall it has been widely supported. We view this as a positive step and solution
towards addressing basic core transportation infrastructure needs throughout all regions of Alaska.

The bill re-establishes the multimodal Transportation infrastructure program and authority put into our
constitution by the state founding members. They recognized development of Alaska would be
dependent on a transportation network, and the essential role transportation plays for a healthy
economy and any business development. Those basic core needs still exist in Alaska, they have yet to
have been fulfilled In providing access to markets, supplies and resources which businesses must have
to be competitive and provide economic opportunities for people. Our own Calista region is perhaps a
model of how a lack of a basic transportation and energy infrastructure network has had far reaching
negative social and economic Impacts since statehood. Today the YK region has some of the highest
costs of living In the nation, highest levels of suicide, fewest resource businesses, and sadly a district
with lowest per capita incomes In the country. One of our highest priorities Is regional infrastructure

- It is necessary for community sustainability and any business development or survival

Alaska once had strong road and airport programs without the federal funding which we rely on today.
Currently, there is an $8 billion backlog of Important transportation reconstruction projects that were
paid for with mostly federal funds. This does not Include roads, ports, or airports yet to be built to
access whole regions. The state transportation department has become highly dependent on federal
funds for transportation Infrastructure planning, permitting, building, and even maintenance. This Is
unacceptable to many of the funding agencies and other states' which continually point to Alaska as:
1. sitting on huge unspent savings, 2. having the iowest fuel tax nationally and contributing little to
nothing to our National Transportation trust which Alaska takes funds from, and 3. having no state tax
to support its own Infrastructure. Furthermore, Aiaska has NO state funded program of any kind to
count on for basic Its ongoing infrastructure construction and maintenance. These issues put Alaska
into the untenable situation of being one of the only states' lacking a state funded transportation
program. However, It continues to rely on federal transportation trust fund dollars paid into and
supported by all the other states' which each have some form of their own funding program. Being In
non-compliance with federal grant assurances that are signed onto and required to maintain that
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Page Two

Infrastructure places Alaska at great risk, it can result In receiving less regular program funding and
discretionary money from shrinking federal programs which Alaska relies on. The State has been
notified of these facts, as have most organizations, groups, and citizens going to Washington D.C. to
request funding.

Aside from the obvious needs already mentioned, other positive economic benefits of an Alaska
Transportation Infrastructure fund program in our state include:

« Transportation Infrastructure investment which provides stable, predictable, good paying Jobs for
both the short and long term (47,000 jobs in Alaska today and one of the strongest industry
sectors).

* Operational improvements to business and Industry costs, efficiencies, and competitiveness.

» Accessto resources and development in a largely resource dependent state.

« Strengthening local, regional, and state economies.

* Proper maintenance which results in fewer expenses and losses associated with safety, accidents,
and vehicle wear to businesses.

» Boosts to both business and leisure travel.

* Lower prices for commodities, shipping, and travei.

» Reduced losses associated with time, travei, congestion, and lack of ready access forbusinesses.

» State funded projects that can be built appropriate to Alaska which are significantly cheaper, fester,
and with fewer Federally mandated high population density design requirements

House Bill 123 may not solve each and every transportation issue in Alaska; however, it is a forward
step required to establish a basic program and begin solving our complex transportation infrastructure
needs in a fair, consistent, and thoughtful manner that is standard in every other state in the United
States.

Cailsta supports reestablishment of a state transportation infrastructure program which can be
consistently counted on in all regions and communities of Alaska. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on this important piece of legislation.

Andrew Guy
President and Chief Executive Officer

cc Commissioner Pat Kemp
Governor Seon PormeH
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A ] B | C D E F G
1 Ca pitalization 2,000.0
2 POMV 5.00%
3 IR 8.50% 6% Real Rate assuming 2.5% Inflation Rate
4 Other Variables el 2 0.5% 0.5% 0.25%
Legislative DMV

Session FY Begin Investment Motor Registration Tire
5 Year# Year Balance Earnings Fuel Tax Fees Fees
6 0 2014 Legislature appropriates $2 billion to the ATIF -
7 1 2015 2,000.0 170.0 40.6 70.4 1.4
8 2 2016 2,190.4 186.2 40.8 70.8 1.4
g 3 2017 2,332.0 198.2 41.0 71.1 1.4
10 4 2018 2,482.0 211.0 41.2 715 1.4
1 s 2019 2,641.1 2245 41.4 71.8 1.4
12 6 2020 2,810.0 238.9 41.6 72.2 1.4
13 7 2021 2,985.4 253.8 41.8 725 1.4
14 8 2022 3,168.0 269.3 42.0 72.9 14
15 9 2023 3,358.0 285.4 42.3 73.3 14
16 10 2024 3,555.6 302.2 42.5 73.6 1.4
17 11 2025 3,761.0 319.7 42.7 74.0 1.4
18 12 2026 3,974.6 337.8 42.9 74.4 1.4
19 13 2027 4,196.7 356.7 43.1 74.7 1.4
20 14 2028 4,427.5 376.3 43.3 75.1 1.4
21 15 2029 4,667.5 396.7 43.5 75.5 1.4
22 16 2030 4,917.0 417.9 43.8 75.9 15
23 17 2031 5,176.3 440.0 44.0 76.2 1.5
24 18 2032 5,445.9 462.9 44.2 76.6 1.5
25 19 2033 5,726.0 486.7 44.4 77.0 15
26 20 2034 6,017.2 511.5 44.6 77.4 1.5
37
38  Notes:

39 1) Assumes endowment appropriation during the 2014 legislative session - contingent upon voter

40 ratification of constitutional amendment in the Fall of 2014.
41 2) Taxes and fees per DOR 2012 Fall Forecast and growing per associated input variable.
42  3) In order to attain 6% real rate of return, the model is set at 8.5% earning growth and assumes 2.5%

43 inflation.

ATIF_2-25-13 payout spreadsheet
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Alaska Transportation Infrastructure Fund (ATIF)

(millions)
H

0.25% 0.046%

Fund

Vehicle Mgmt

Rental Tax Fees
8.9 (0.92)
8.9 (1.01)
8.9 (1.07)
9.0 (1.14)
9.0 (1.21)
9.0 (1.29)
9.0 (1.37)
9.1 (1.46)
9.1 (1.54)
9.1 (1.64)
9.1 (1.73)
9.1 (1.83)
9.2 (1.93)
9.2 (2.04)
9.2 (2.15)
9.2 (2.26)
9.3 (2.38)
9.3 (2.51)
9.3 (2.63)
9.3 (2.77)

Jeftitative ttare

POMV
Calculation

100.0
104.8
108.7
112.6
116.5
124.6
1325
140.9
149.6
158.8
168.3
178.2
188.5
199.2
210.3
221.8
233.9
246.3
259.3
272.8

50% of Prior
Year
Taxes/Fees

60.7
60.9
61.2
61.5
61.8
62.1
62.4
62.7
63.0
63.3
63.6
63.9
64.2
64.5
64.8
65.2
65.5
65.8
66.1

Total
Available for
Appropriation

100.0
165.4
169.6
173.8
178.0
186.4
194.6
203.3
212.3
221.8
231.6
241.8
252.4
263.4
274.8
286.7
299.0
311.8
325.1
338.9

1.0%

Less
DMV
Opex

(31.9)
(32.2)
(32.5)
(32.9)
(33.2)
(33.5)
(33.9)
(34.2)
(34.5)
(34.9)
(35.2)
(35.6)
(35.9)
(36.3)
(36.7)
(37.0)
(37.4)
(37.8)
(38.2)
(38.5)

Total Available
for Capital

Appropriations
68.1

133.2

137.1

140.9

144.8

152.9

160.8

169.1

177.8

186.9

196.4

206.2

216.4

227.1

238.1

249.7

261.6

274.0

287.0

300.4

Cumulative
Infrastructure
Investment

68.1

201.3

338.4

479.3

624.1

777.0

937.7
1,106.8
1,284.6
1,471.5
1,667.9
1,874.1
2,090.5
2,317.6
2,555.8
2,805.4
3,067.0
3,341.1
3,628.0
3,928.4
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Alaska's Transportation Challenges

* Aging transportation system
* 40.50 Yyearold highways
* Population growth =congestion
* Aging AMHS ferry vessels
* Airport upgrades and major maintenance
* Deteriorating harbors in disrepair
* Limited access to natural resources
* 520 Bbacklogged projects & deferred maintenance

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 2 Z3/2014
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Alaska's Transportation Challenges

Declining transportation funds
* Federal funding not keeping up with

the demand

* Rural highway traffic * 23%*

* Vehicle miles traveled  35%*
$65 Billion/year lost to traffic congestion* N
Fuel tax revenues can't keep up with inflation f

State GF consumed by growing healthcare,
corrections and education costs- little left for
transportation

Transportation Infrastructure Fund
*NCSL statistics

3 2032014
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Federal Funding Challenges

* Map..: reduces flexibility for use of funds

* Emphasis on main highways and safety
* Alaska has 4 on the National Highway System
* Safety $ must be spent on highways with high crash
Incidence
* National Highway System funds now driven by
performance

* Community road funding is by population
* Federal Highway Trust fund will be at zero 2015
232014

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 4
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I«
All non-NHS roads

must now rely on only

Pre MAP-21 28%of total funding. MAP-21
National Hwy Sys
All Other Areas
Anchorage >200k Pop.
Urban Areas > 5k Pop.
ﬁ’atipo)na_FHwy Sys Req'd & Flexible

m Communitv&Alaska Hwy

Sys r -a fl,

MAP-21 reduces funding from 52%to 28%to non-National Highway System
and creates several sub-categories based on population.
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Transportation Infrastructure needs a

Boost

>(.

Re-direction of how federal funds may be used with
Map- 2 1

*

Aging Infrastructure

*

Open new access to resources

*

Plans for the future

Transportation Infrastructure Fund
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House Transportation Comm. Actions

* 5 years of Committee hearings
* Viewed, first hand, rural and urban problems
* Examined funding options

* National experts
* State experts

* Infrastructure bank experts
* Rejected options which committed future GF

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 7 Z3/20].4
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ATIF Solution

* Re-instate dedicated Alaska Transportation Infrastructure
Fund

* Qur constitution contained 2 transportation funds
* Requires a vote of the people

* Maintain existing funding
* Qperational and capital budgets remain the same
* Key element to improving Alaska infrastructure

* More 10 0 %state funded projects
* Reduced costs
* Reduced schedule

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 8 2/3/2014
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Funding ATIF

* $ Bendowment from legislature and

* Annual revenue
* Motor fuel tax
* Tire taxes
* Vehicle rental tax
* Vehicle registrations and drivers license fees
* New transportation related fees or taxes

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 9 Z3/2014



* DOR will manage the fund
* Profits will be reinvested
* Figuring the appropriation amount
* s %market value averaged over previous s years plus
* 50 Ytax and fee revenue from previous year
* Follows regular budgetary process
* Legislative approval vV /inA
* Gubernatorial approval %

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 10 ﬂ3/2014
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2Panel - 2 Step Process

* 7 Member Alaska Transportation Panel (ATP)
* 5 Public members appointed by Governor

* 1from Anchorage, 1 From Fairbanks, 1rural interior, 1 rural coastal

* Commissioner, DOT/PF

* DOTs STIP Board Member
* Alaska Infrastructure Commission member

* Evaluates the projects submitted to DOT/PF using DOT/PF

developed guidelines.
* Submits projects to either the Federalized STIP process or to

the ATIF process for prioritization
* Takes politics out of decision process

2032014

Transportation Infrastructure Fund
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2Panel - » Step Process

* o member Alaska Infrastructure Commission (AIC)
* 6 public members, 1from each judicial district and 2

members at large
* 2non-voting legislative members

* Commissioner of DOT/PF
* Prioritizes ATIF projects using weighted point system
developed by DOT

2032014

Transportation Infrastructure Fund
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ATIF Projects

~ Limited to capital transportation and major maintenance projects

* Highways and roads

*

Aviation

*

M arine highway system
* Harbors and harbor matching grant fund
Community transportation and transit

* Trails and bike paths

~ Federalized projects not more than 20%

Incentive to do more
state funded projects
* State funded projects

are cheaperand faster

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 13 2/3/2014
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ATIF Projections

Amount nh millions

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 14 2/3/2014



* Plans for the future

*

*

*

Decrease transportation backlog

Decrease deferred maintenance

Decrease dependence on federal funding
Increase number of new jobs

Increase safety

Increase Alaska’s economy

Increase access to Alaska's resources
Ensure stable annual transportation budget

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 15

2/3/2014



Alaska Transportation issues:
* Declining funds
* Aging transportation system

* Move HJR:. , Put the constitutional amendment on
the ballot iIn November.o:.

* Let the people decide

Pass HB ..: and HB ... out of committee to
Implement ATIF.

Transportation Infrastructure Fund 16 ﬂ3/2014



4000 Old Seward Hwy., Suite 101
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Tel: (907)273-1000

Fax: (907)273-1099
wwwecolaska.com

March 5, 2013

Representative Peggy Wilson
State Capitol Room 406
Juneau, AK 99801

REFERENCE: Establishment of a State Transportation Fund
Dear Representative Wilson:
Iwould like to register strong support forthe establishment of a State Transportation Fund.

The safety of Alaskan highways has long been a concern; the condition of pavement and road structures,
Including bridges, has deteriorated significantly over time, and they are always subject to harsh
environmental conditions. The low density of the population and the long distances between
population centers In Alaska means there are proportionally many more miles of roadway to maintain,
and a State Transportation Fund is necessary to supplement Federal Funding to ensure that current
roads can be maintained and new roads developed to appropriate standards.

The establishment of a dedicated State Transportation Fund could also underpin alternate project
funding methods that could leverage the fund value by providing the necessary credit rating to
underwrite any form of Public Private Partnership, through which private investments could be used for
further development of Alaskan transportation infrastructure. The fund could also benefit as the single
repository of fuel taxes and tolls, and would be self-sustaining if properly established at the outset.

While Federal Funding and bonds presently make up a significant portion of Alaskan transportation
spending, these sources are subject to severe reductions in the future, due to either reduced Federal
spending or potentially unfavorable interest rates. The establishment of a State Transportation Fund
will provide stability and predictability to the development of the State, and is entirely compatible with
National and International approaches to paying for transportation infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Rob Dun
Business Development Manager



Transportation Governance and Finance

. The main source of Information for these state-by-state profiles isthe

State Profile Example responses from the states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico
" kto NCSL-AASHTO surveys 1,2 and 4. NCSL-AASHTO survey data was
_supplemented by many other resources, listed In endnote 69 and

Organizational Facts Inthe Selected Bibliography, and detailed below. All data is cur-
T.rent(20t0- 2011) unless otherwise noted,
Nare ror iname T
Cramers This section outlines basic organizational facts for the state's legislature and Its DOT, mcludmgi the
S sizeand structure of each. The size ofthe DOT is expressed by the number offull-time equivalents

- ... (FTES) It empllo?/s.. Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data, original research using Westlaw, various NCSL
Estinetedno. ofbills and state legislative Web pages, Fazzalaro (2007), StateNet (2010) and Washington State Depart-
mentofTransportation (n.d.?.

Statewide Transportation System Statistics

This section provides statistics aboutthe state's entire transportation system, notJustthose elements

Transit managed by the DOT. Sources: Roads and bridges data Isdrawn from Federal Highway Administra-
Rl . tion Highway Statistics tables HM-60 (2009 data), BR-5 (2010 data) and HM-25 (2009 data) and Federal
Fa Highway Administration (2009). Transittrips Include unlinked passengertrips made by all modes—
Avidtion Altp including rail, bus, vanpools, ferries and others—as re_f)orted to the National Transit Database
By &Federal ransit Administration, 2008 data). Freight rail route-miles are provided by the Association of
. \merican Railroads (2008 data) and exdude trackage rights. Aviation data Isfrom the Federal Avia-
Mirine Pat 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.

Mainlyformrl. TrelegitUurcani the DOT - This section describes the collaboration and communication between the state legislature
and the DOT, asdescribed In the NCSL-AASHTO survey data. It Includes Information about
whether the DOT employs a legislative liaison or an office of%overnmental relations or af-
fairs. Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data and various state DOTWeb pages.

DOT Leadership Appointments and Requirements

The Director o(Transportation it 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

Other Legislative Oversightofthe 00T survey data. See Appendix D formore Information.
Legislative Oversight Mechanisms This section describes other mechanisms for legislative oversightofthe DOT. It In-
T cludes a listofall mechanisms Identified by the state In Its survey data. It also Identifies

Legislative Program Evaluation Office  Program evati the legislative program evaluation office and whetherthe state DOT is subjectto a
. sunsetreview process (see pages 17 and 18). Sources: Data Is primarily from the NCSL-
Sunset Review The state con - AASHTO survey data, supplemented by information from the National Le8|slat|ve

Program Evaluation Society (NLPES), the Council o f State Governments (2 10?,'Counci|
on Licensure; Enforcementand Regulation (n.d.), and NCSLand the Florida Office of
Legislation and Regulation Program Policy Analysis and Governmental Accountability (2008).
Transportation Governance Sutures This section provides citations for the state'stransportation ?overnance statutes
and describes the procedure for rewewmg administrative rules (see pages 15 and
Administrative Rules Review Legislative rev  16).Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data, the Council o State Governments (2010),

| Rhyme (1990) and original research using Westlaw.

40 National Conference o f Sate Legislatures
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State Profile Example

Transportation Planning and Capital Program Management
Transportation Planning This section describes the state's approach to transportation planning and capital program

management, Including a specific description ofthe Ie%ivslative role in the process. Sources:
NCSL-AASHTO survey data and original research using Westlaw, supplemented by various

k%i?%ﬁmein-rmim state DOT Web sites and planning documents.

Funding and Finance

Buogetingand Appropriations Annual budget! fiscal year begirs,

This Item describes the state's general approach to budgetin? and appropriations, Including
whetherthe budgetis annual orbiennialand when the fiscalyear begins. Source: Various
) NCSLWeb pages. .

Bordingor Pay-es- Yo me date MeInvUusel... I
Thislists the amount of state-level funding provided for DOT budgets, including for
operating and capital expensesin all modes aswell asfor debt service and adminis-
trative costs. Itincludes funding from state sources only and excludes federal funding

Sae-Level Funding Provided for DOT ofall kinds. This describes funding for the state DOT only and notfor othertranspor-
Budgets tation entities or projects In the state. Source; NCSL-AASHTO survey data.

2008:$##million
Allocation of Federal Transportation The legidlature gppropriates federal funds.
Fundstothe DOT ?

These sections describe state-level funding and finance for highways, transit, pas-
senger and freightrail, aviation, ports, bridges and other modes oftransportation.

; ransportati Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data, supplemented by AASHTO (20t0), Dierkers
%g&g%-r o aRn;{ hél&;tgingly (2009), Farber (2010), Federal Highway Administration 22011) and
- 3 ai . . .
fTof'??-ni'm State Fundingand FHnance reuiu(e Iegu)tnmuiu, mrals, tmiviwugni iiu, uuiluct autenung

StN?]teBthlrgardHra‘mforGher This section describes Innovative funding and financing mechanisms used by the state, in-
cluding public-private partnerships (PPPs or P3s); design-bulki, federal debttinancing tods
) . ) such asgrantanticipation revenue vehicles (GARVEEs); federal credit assistance tools such
Innovative Transportation Fundingand s state infrastructure banks; federal-aid fund managementtools such as advance con-
Hrence struction; and other options such as welght-distance taxes and traffic camera fees. Sources:
NCSL-AASHTO survey data, suprplemented by American Association of State H|ghway and
Tr%n'\sﬂpor_tatTné)ofgg)eilé (é\AS:-IH O)hC entiréo r E.xcellence(&rh\ljvr%eocflf_l:|nar}c|e (2010), D||Derkers
. and Mattingly , Federal Highway Administration ice of Innovative Program
DovicatedfRestricted Sate Funds and Delivery (2010), Rail, Reed and Farber (2010) and "US. & Canadian Transportation Projects
RavenLes 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 die state constitution or In statute (with citations).
Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data, original research using StateNetand Westlaw, and
Puentes and Prince (2003).

DOT Authorized to Retain Surpitu
Funds
jslative | RecuiredtoMbve  Nb legidlative ired
F«Leg B Am%glg;cu St goprovel rec
Transportation Funding Allocations This section details how the state allocates transportation funds to counties, townships or
through Locdl Ald municigalities through local aid programs (with citations). The focus is on allocation ofstate
funds, butinformation IsIncluded about federal funds ifthat data was provided on asurvey

response. Sources: NCSL-AASHTO survey data and original research using Westlaw.
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A la s k a

Organizational Facts

jslature Aaa Legidaire Departrentof  Alada ransportation and Rublic
<9 gnm,fg Bicaneral, partisan Trangportation  Fedllities 8PF)O(I-
Cranters: Serete (20 nenters) FIE3X0
House (40 menbers) Leeckrship: Commissiorer
Sessia Annual, approxinretely January - Al Organizetiondl structure: Mainly by
Estimreted no. ofbills in 2011, = =
Statewide Transportation System Statistics
Roeds and bridoes Total hg%rmdamstreetlammles 31,945 (2009); brickes: 1,134 (2010); adll bridges and
Transit Tnpsperyaar( | transit mmocks): Appraxinately 5.0 million (2008)
K]/llacb'\ Zrelgt rall route-miies: 506(2(1)%4 o
aﬂ%)m%“%m Ay, e 207 X
Marine 2(&ryear( foa%aiert mzzp465845 (2009); waterbome tomege per yean 46.2
mlllon(

Legtslative-DOT Collaboration and Communication

Proactive. The DOT&PFprovi (bsmeﬁrppto%egdaosbefaewmmmammfaeﬂe legdativesession The
DOT&PF a0 t0 legislativerequests ionand provides eduicational sessians to Houseand Serete trangportation

committees. The 8PFeerstaded|cated legidlativeliaison.

DOT Leadership Appointments and Requirements

Departrrent heecs—inclucing die Commrissioner of Transportation andl Public leltles—ae[ﬁqrted die goverrar,
to corffirmetion by the ngjorty ofﬂenBTbaﬂsoftfchI%%slaue injoint session, andseneat pleaweofthegwerm
constitutionally récuited to be'a US. ditizen (Aladal %

Other Legislative Oversightofthe DOT

Legislative Oversight MedhenisiTs %man programreviens or performrance aLcits; reporting recuiirenrents; legidlative requests for
Legslative ProgamBlaluetion Office. - Division of Legislative Aucit

st Raview The state conducts surset reviews, but not ofthe DOT&PF.

Legislation and Regulation

mem Alasls?srat K190?to75anda%442 " . i ite
nistrative Rules Review dive reieno existing rules byajoint isan committee
LL%sla]\eAﬂarsAgawmmnttee rgsmal%J part k

Transportation Planning and Capital Program Management
Transportation Planning Rrocess 'I'heDOTSPFda,qu)sregdalardl rargatrar%tr)m ars, using the Setenice,
[orocess fedadg/

T g jects. Al enitiesare
ellg etoabmtpqedsard SﬂRForstaIeﬁmbdprc the DOT&PF
sofﬁcetoprqmreifecaptd Eﬁ govemor trensubmits tothe
slaue:the jlature goermerisfaeasmﬁcm\uoe

Legislative Rick in Transportati 'Ihermﬂ o m%%%?ml inciviclel legidl the Legslatureal
: in Ion eareqqoomntues i i legislator participetion; the Legidlaturealsocan
Plaming cherce the capital budet submitted by the govet.

44 National Conference of State Legislatures



Transportation Governance and Finance

A la s k a

Funding and Finance

ingand Appropriations nsty 1

ngor Paves-YourGo Gm‘anatlonof I yJJ-gJﬁrm:l
Sute-Level FundingProvided for DOT - FY 2011 ng A
Buoets FY2010: mil !on
FY2000: million
Al fFeckral T FYZCDB m"mfunb alocatedto gl legl
location 0 ion on ae to die DOT&PF State legidative iations
Fundstodie DOT g athe P, and proect-spaatficlevds troughstteleg o

Allocation of State Trangportation Funds ,Iésw feckrd statetrasportaﬂmﬁmbareallaztedtotkeDOT&PFﬂmgwstae

tothe DOT egdlative iations at the program caagg -gpecific levels

Treditional State Fundingand Frence Riel txes; motor vehidlefrental car es ide regslralm’] icerseftitle fees; truckweight
forH fess; fund: interest incorre; gererdl

State Fuindingand Arencefor Other Trarsit (Aledka Mirine Hghnay, mestate prog”om) Gereral fundk. Ral: The Alaska Railroed
Mooks ion is asepardte, self-&stalrl State 20Ay.

EmfativeTrarsportatim Fundingand GAR\/EEbcmls amvltybmds é%%éxaaeu) Build Averica Bods, Sate
nence

infrastruciure E zedlnstatLteformeKnkAnnlawge
only); designHtiild aﬂmzedlnstauxe wsed Ancerson Turdl).

Dedicated/Restricted State Fndsand - The state constitution prohibits cerication ofstaterwarws jal purpose, unless feckrally
ReverLes requited orobdmtedpnortoaatemod é dgé , dll State revenLes
ateaald:iefor |at|0n auehastrled to mtestatera/erwsorflmlsfor

thlrnatelydld notpess I—buseJomt Fﬁdu]m423nd I—buse%ll 329%b|lls
cefineanewy dedicated T |0n Infrastructure Fund been fed
%is:;efwl taesand slranmfas'l*re Aureis corsickyi amlarhlls—l—bweallm
DOT Authorized to Retain Surpl l\bﬁrl?zlblglaﬂvzedgam ik | wml?er?ed
o RetainSurplus ae i tureuntil aproject is
Funds ) funding upon proy wma?&‘ﬁ;dmnm\dymaMortwqa%d@W
Legslal\eAma@I Requitedto Move Legslal\ea:tlmlsremredtonweﬁmlsbemwprqea iations; movenert
project allocations recuires DOT&PF commissioner anly.
L’%mm'm s i A A S R L s
ingto C isnogpeafic
flmledprogamforlocal%mnat POEsp A
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Executive Summary

! nrecenty?_ars tes havetaced chaIIenc in providin asafe reIrabIe effective and efficient transportation
network. S are charact ed an ag rovvrng trans rtatronneed Upled

vvrth declinin abr |t| forneededmatnten ceand jon. How each staterreetst
esrsnecegsar ﬁarerﬁ)%? Its dlistinct |ve aroac rgly P/m gy for |ts transportatron

vvrthrn unicye bal ng Itsh eso overnment et until now, litle nationwice, co [aiara
tive Information hes been avarlab about how state government entities work together in practioe to acoiress

tf&ﬂSpOI’t&thﬂ governance and finance.

From 2010 to 2011, the National Conference of State Leqrslatures NCSL) and the Aerican Assocratron of
vrewolpr ra/o% K‘)rnransportatron Offigials AASI-FFO) Artnered oducean U xﬁecedent state ©

rmance and | g
usedont vernment nt| |es

K]

L

besed | on In-clepth, orig|
R Lt
Partmentso franspo rtatron DOTs). The resultr nrtlbrea%ﬂg rtrsrntended%%e fit DOTS an I
aturesb Oﬁen&% diversity o consr erast agoress their states’ trans rtat

halle Ively sene the ublrc oodvvrthrn what often Iexrnte
he rESSSn rovi an%ven/rewo state?rans rtation gove "ﬁe”t‘aﬂe%t profiles

other Information for each state, the District ofOqumbraand Puerto co

Participants in Transportation Governance and Finance

Acom Iex netv\nrkof ublrcandpnvate organizations finances pIans burldsand -
I‘aI t e trans rtatIOn E‘E'}\/jﬁn S Ur|Sd|Ct|0n aneected eﬁ Every U.S. jurisdiction has an

lected legislative bod d
aggtbb" b el cnfo o L
ctions uncer the authonty of | hat s responsiblefor

|s res nsrtrrfe for igrway fun

mor or oth er lead ex The oganizational Structures and fUnCtions of "= e ot e overnor o
entities, however, varywi eyaeross Jurisaictions. other lead executive.

%glatures \a%fmm those with year-round sessions, full-time legislators and large
(Such & ose In Cahfo{rrnda Michigan, New York and Pen \ania) to those with limited or: biennjal
sessiors, part-time legislators and smaller gsuchasthose n gral , Indiana, Kansas, Maine, Mis-
sissippi, Nevada, New Mexico, Rhodk Istand, Vermont, and Viest Virginia), A legislatures overall charat;tenstrcs
and capacity will affect, buit not ily clictate, the extent ofrts |nv0Ive
Most state DOTs are ment | trans rtation governance. Vermont, for example—a state
organized by divisions or a legislature with limted statfand compensation—hes hrgh Iegrs
organizational units based I\e |nV0 \E nt In transmrtauon SSUES.

on functional activities such

as administration, finance, State DOTS or anlzat nal ot It, rmdes % bal
planning, engineering, \ﬁq(%l a an(? r&m mrr\éleglllltlesamﬁe aISO
operations or construction. vary the practical division of roIes and responsrbr ities between the gov
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Transportation Governance and Finance

ermor and the DOT. In some sates—lnclud OtﬁeMlchlgan and Oklaho Mors have chosen to delegate
much of the res nsibili Cgltot rs—stich & Nevatla, North Caroling, Qregon and Pennsyiva:
nia—the gover rs offic is more actlvelymvolved |ntransporta1|on policy and buageting:

Other. orstakeholders mtransportahon g/emanceandfmance incluce feckral entities; state transportation

COMMISSIONS s, State-level non-h ah/ agencies; tolling and tumpike agencies; airport and
Bortlauthontles tnba, regional, metropolitan and local entities; and voters, interest grotips and the generdl

Legislature-DOT Communication and Collaboration

V\rmn ussu mﬁo |s rsand OT executives over-
eimingly tnat talnln onest transparent Most states have a

communlcat nis one of the mo eerrents of effective transportalt combination of formal and
tlon mance and that |nte vernmental relat|| rebpsshould ] informal communications

n raCtlce g nt tV\Een Slatu [ between their legislatures
3| nlflcantl urlsd ns mcludmgqstat vv|th I|m|ted adhoc |n and DOTs that are more

teractlons orn structurede ments focused on re active at certain times of
Ulrel‘r‘ents an t % %a Wlt eXtemNe year,tﬁspl;ac(ljallytln relation to
aborative commumcatl nt textends ond the iSlative: |onand @ budget process.
Pe all levels of both organ |za|orrs acompinationof o
|ﬁg - Cflnd informal mechan Ss that are more actlve at Certain times ofyear, particularty in relation to bucget-

appropriations.
One ecommendahon from U I promoting effective infe |ons
Most state DOTs have a |S tO f;ave aS'[I’OI%% Vem nt [Xf IOﬂS Oﬁcgtﬂat IﬂCﬁJng aS'[a'[e aIIVG
government relations office ||a|50n Stat?ls Odégﬁtglc’?t%c}[ Ofég:lgg]g}]a Satve ICGS Oro\)lmsorrg
or legislative liaison that | I ISiall
acts asthe primary point of quest mg narg to the legislature, and Sometimes flob on behaIfoPthe DOT
contact with the legislature. - \ost other: states |nc0|£)orate some of the functions ofaI |sIat|ve I|alson u
otherd|V|3|on or 10n, such asacommunications of legal services |scon
sna eﬁl slative comm|ttee within the DOT that meets uarlyto QISCUSS
pending legislation. New I\/Iexu:o 15 oneo ree states that have no sich entity; the state reportS direct, frequent
communication hetween multiple levels of each organization instead

Transportation Governance

The seaarahon of rs between legislatures and DOTS necessarily results in mantyareesof overl
therefore | le ens ons and opportunities for collaboration—in state transporta

ISlatures and DOTS sharre the complex task of governin natlons trang rtatlon
ta areoutlhne ﬁ P vy P sye
Legislation
In about half the states
s can draft, introduce |slatures must authonze the act|V| |es of the executive branch through legislation,
()Dﬁlquest‘:ra:spéniion- also enact many aws hat affect state DOTs and the nations t%am ration

related legislation. 1S neraI 15 halanced on the executive sice rnors veto aur
i %tnty In mgﬁm sta?e Qal parhmpateactwelymt% Islative process.
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Transportation Governance and Finance

For exanp S can draft, introduce or rc nduonrelat legislation in at least 2 tatesand
the D|stnc PC%I nﬁed om?d ’” transpo Lgﬂoﬁgre ated Jegislation |s% f c?
orative, In orice, a, Ionaan M| n DO o formally present DOT positions on legislative

Measures, put in someo states—mcu ing Louisiana and Texas—tre DOT cloes not lobby the Ieg|sature
In Texas, however, although state agency enplo may not influence legislation, the Texas Transportation
Cornmission has Statutory authority Yo provic récommendations to the govemor and the Legislatureon DOT
operations and efficiencies.

In aadition, some state DO s ovlde orma on licatio
gtransportanon reIated atlon ?bﬂrestﬂgveng)

H

Some state DOTs lobby

ome or al Pro |sareacco softhe|rﬁscal| I|cat|ons aI  the legislature or provide
hough the ue of r0\/|d| |nf to?f vanes Inalmost all tafes, thes ~ information about the policy
Scal notes are pre |s |ve 18, Sometimes—s In Missouri or fiscal implications of

Oregon and Texas—|n oY by cata.or | oactstat solicited f maffected Proposed fransporiation-
CIes such & DOTS, InAI Minnesota ota, V\est r|n|a gisiation
sconsin, however, DOTSs ang her execunved

DOTS In Vir IglnlaandV\nseonsm 0 hg of I| |cat|ons These agtivities can add to an

a%encys workload, but also offer anot ropportun for Ieg|s |veexecut|ve communication and collabora-

DOTSs also track and monitor transporfation-refated hills, testify.at legislative hearings, provice requested infor-
mation to Ieg?&%eors and Ieglslat?vneSps(t)aff or make recommendations conoerning prr(])%ogd Ieglsltaet(ﬂon

Legislative Oversight

Le&nslatlve overn%ht refers to the review and evaluatlon of selected executive b r%rgma and activities.
Irr]t(he esfast decaAes aIures assume more act|ve OVersight of execut %ranons
r%dabouth Ifof OT executlves aswellasstaie satorsnho res nc toanN

sune slature has a fundarme to oversee DOT operations. More
ors, mﬁgver thou%ht tne DOT shoul?& subj to aoditional mdeHendent O\el\r/skl)ghtand

O roent
a ntanlhty eno DOT offic

Over3| ht takes place through many mechanisms described below; most
Most state legislatures use a blenCP frmst Or%” thée Ca?y the b[#:gnt and ap-

a blend of most or all of
E’éé’ﬁ&h‘r%”%%%hh&?h‘é%hve ovgrs.é‘htof“tha“d'” ey
oversight descrtlbed inthis re narpﬁ r-er- haI ed% V%Satn‘ent Q% OéFn W
report TS and legislagures are necessary to ensure that oversight tools are effec
tive and meaningful in practice

Committee Oversight
Almost all states and the

Fo L statesandthe Dlstnct of Columbia reported onggln% over3|ght ofthelr e aomg overoen ot
Qne or more legislative committees or commissio .

0 mittees share o@g g ors Iities for a DOT. Tennesseeé DOT, 5t r e intive ot o

exarrple IS Overseen by seven legislative committees, commissions.
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Transportation Governance and Finance

D OTLeadership Appointments

In most states, legislatures participate in appointing DOT executrves or
other transpo rtat ?éadersp\?nrtthrﬁathe exggl?t?ve br%nch that |nf Uence a

TSactrvrtres nmostc&es these leack aﬁ[?grnte the rnor
rovaJ of the Senate, Atleastsome arﬁ)go nts In 9
n%éthe executive branch vvrt saIrve r red

Incontr S(i eaders In Californi dt oIrna
are wectgrl]sseected by legislators. In Pen vanra e&fsatrve eaoers Sene
on the Transportation Commission by virtLe of their arfice creatrnganun
usually alirect interaction between the lequslature and the DOT Int
tatron goverrer(atnce Mrssrssrppr unigue t reenerrberTransportatron
MISSIon s el

b

Review ofAdministrative Rules and Regulations

Most states have a process cres o pronulgate admrnrsfratrve fation

for legislative review of tongto revrewsuc rUles fo ensure t |rcornplran

administrative rulesand  gqygigfive |ntent In'more than half of these stat
regulations. committee hes the pdrvertosuspead Or SUp

mitteed role Is main ISSISS]
B?%'&Nh PIOGESS, \Al/{)rle California, Delaware, I\/%sac use% New

Performance Goals

State DOTS nationwide now have goals and objectives against which their
rformance is measured. In most states, the executive branch cevelops per-

Ormance qoals and meas res OT rooress toward them, in accordance
vvrth exrstr law, In M |nn,so Ne ad and\/\/ashrn on aeg
Islative clireCtive has encou

c? management. The | a%ed Ures In at Ieaster htstatesandt [r))estmt
gOéﬁtoumbra more actrvel op or goprove specific DOT performance

matron OF EXECULIVe ncres sorne porn n f process. In

|s ureasseeses st eﬁ e fore determrnrng
eves In Montang, a legis anve commrttee 15 0 elorncne% \N&ZS
Torrrance goals in the budgeting process for all agencies, incluck

In addr%ron & 0f 2008, 22I ISlatures re?orteﬁeLg ?gerfomance infor-

fr(r)g he

X National Conference o f State Legislatures

rsede arue in
|, Rhode Island and Puerto Rico have no
xrco and North Carolina have executrve

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
selected by legislators or by
avote of the people.

e and jsthe on mcKselectron process of DOT Ieadershrp in the nation that involves
Islatuires also may set statutory quicelines for appointments

Although legislatures have general %Igsd% ted the resoonsrbrlr to executrve agen

Swr?h atuto aﬁhon and
C?re |ature radesr%at
ne et the revrarvcom

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 Governance and Finance

Program Evaluation and SunsetReviews

(urrentl 48 states Je(erahzed Iegrslatrve rocram evaluation offices
vvrt car nr%; N0l OversignE stuclies of exectitive ncres only Ohio Almost all states have
Dea?on ot Texas s thyee such offices, V\/ashrn on aegrs atrve crea;ed, specialized legislative
rahs%art lon audrt un|t from 2003 fo 2 6t Tr rtatr n Pa or- program evaluation offices.
These %nerel review the e |vene%see Iciency
Ieg I1hglofstate executve aqencres well & the extent to which ncres arefollovvt g legislative intent.
r ot egislatuires reviewnon- Ie%rs ative gdr%ﬁ; uatrorrs orrt)e rformance audits—such as those
perforrred anexeCJtrve hranch state auditor—in addition to performing their own

Some states also conduct sunset reviews, which evaluate the functrons of a
Five states perform regular St entity t0 assess whether it should contrnue to exist. Ariz

sunset reviews of the DOT. ISI Tennessee I arsumet f e DOT
!ﬁouexggaf OT qume??Bﬁe Sent l%ull Unless & rrratrve‘ycontrn

Reporting Requirements

Fo frve staB and. the District of Columbia identified usmgh aﬁ’%

tuII I |sIature ora Iegnslatrve committee & a meg sIa Almost all states have
t|ve overs Igerstt on re reﬂ‘terrrerrents Include rev| reporting requirements by
nd|tu atlonS rO eCtS activities. Some re- the DOT to the legislature.

urrements may |nst|t ed duet ackotrnformatron about Or past concern with
a )& Iram Others may ke required only for a I|m|ted trme to facilitate oversight of r%anrcular ativity. For

ne Messachusetts D T—neva created in 20 eurrent reporting requirements 1o the
legislature, some of\r\hrchvvrll end when the transition to the new organization is complete

Other Toolsthat SupportLegislative Oversight

Other tooIs that su e([vslatrve oversrght incluge legislative requests for information from the DOT aswell
useo fother In Lrgr]t en ar%s |0h latedl data Such as legislative research statf, universities,
verse Interest grodps, NCSL Iegrs ofhces

Resources to SupportD O T Compliance with Legislative Oversight Requirements

State DOTS devote significant resourees to complying with | |sIat|ve over
In general, few or no % UIt‘erTEntS gt rﬁj eW orno %J?(ES e§
resources are provided to cr call to he them meet regerrements Exceptions in ude
DOTs specfically to help |nn ss |re New New I\/Iextrco tO on, Vermorr]tttS
mete egislative oversig r‘CgS Orn‘Ee In UIren‘e
requirements, but most have havebegh In Iuded |nthe DOT budget orl eSogorng 0|9 req gna
access to other resources
ot oo aid comotance tions. In ad |t|on most DO ?tt Ir ql
' compl |ance Inc udlng DOT o??ls atrve |arsonsand Islatures’

fiscal andl leqislative and—in some States such Texa—
transportat N rams at State Universities,

National Conference of State Legislatures Xi



Puerto Rico, executive

In most states, the legislature

DOT without legislative

Transportation Governance and Finance

Transportation Funding and Finance

Trapsportation funding cecisions are becomrng Incregsing Pl critical & System needs continue to overwhelm

avallable resources, Govemr fabet e insolvency of the feceral Highway Trust Fund, the declining value of
t“née{tf'e%a“@?s g iy %“a“"“ 3%%*.‘““'Za%%”v.ﬁ‘a{§c T e L
ters, State Ieﬂ at Veagnag EXeC |\5ej%ram?es da?eppgpomrﬁrtrees andgrnteractrggs |Sn transporgat?on fund)?rg
and finance |ng In the planning process

State Budget and Appropriations Processes

Few ifany, bills onwhrch the Iegrslatureactsare vital asth0§ thatauthorrzethee nditure ofﬁublief_unds

I t "
espegeaﬂyr sthesubereUtibeqegrs 21]'{6}%1abprg\/eéJ progran or &8,2&”55&% ;Xpegprrar\r/g QIS ety

The executive and | Iatrve brandres r% chwﬁ in different stages of the
In all but eight states and uget hmg/rgcess jcally, the ove |at ur tp oposal;” I seven

B arure ert r procluces aco[r)rbo altemative budget
agencies such as DOTs orcontr n|| u to the budget ﬂO Tsando rexecutrveag
submit budget requests both cres 0¥f lcipate nthe submrttrn bu IeqUeSts to"the
to the governor's office and gufvenor ice for consrderatron n aII but e| rto 100, a0ENCles

toalegistative commitiee or Smeltre%m directly 0 a eusatrveco mrttee or ffice. I some Ceges—
| Coloraclo, for example—a rans1po rtation commission or other body must approve
the DOT bucet proposal also participate byappearrngatbudgetrea %S,

ot o ort[ rlgv(e)rrule% {ﬂgtu gﬂowol\r/tede room for bud etin ﬂexrbrlr
gﬁgtomayhavespecr IC mtsor??naﬁlatrvepd/rer geting v

Itegractree aJthou%h Some I?slaturescansrdesﬂcantlyrnﬂuence DOT ndrn? e(%%f others havIeO% fa/alrm

Federal, State and Local Transportation Funding

Responsihilities for funding and delivering services on the nations transportation network are shared by feceral
stat and?ocal governmentg : & g

Federal Transportation Funding

exponciton s o eerat FeCErAl fundin %ded%/l the feckral-aid highway and transit p rogtrans, (rai

transportation funds. Fifteen DI ranB cond et"me tUI‘ES—aCCOUﬂtS OXI-
states, however, allowar  [Yafely 20 percent of igma srt fundrng natronwr e t east have
least some of these funds MM I Ve 1NV v? ntvvrth trans lon fu at least

to flow directly to the state O[T to low airectly to the state DOT wrt out egrslafuve approprr |on In
le Inois, Minnesota and South Dakota, fece lected In
appropriation. budget ocuments but d? not requrre Iegrslatrve actron |n order {0 bes nt In most

States, hoveye Slat re substant 1 1
funds nr%gettrnge ndrture |m|ts |sat resgﬁso rgﬂwrre”g Itional pr cg% perf

urresa of legislative 4p ore t DOT or other
entrty can spend caprtz? funds—rncl ><anJ)r‘ede eg rd%v%ﬁ)prrent

X” National Conference of State Legislatures
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State Tran

N

Ies prowde nearly half of all surface transtgg

sportation Funding

rtation fundm%

The main source of highway funds in about

halfth ates i estatgrrgr%?re\(ehmée fuel \é\guch In e state5|sr£nt>é tﬁg ft 3 ns]%w a%l%:e s;lstn%en)%
Ince, undl |
natrarfv\nde efr?gl heﬁ und avlatlon ports and otﬂe ements thet ansportailon mMnrkg

State | |slatures eXercise si

Hmﬁcant DOWEI Over state revenue sources and appropria-

t|ons vestatesan t eDlstr|ct of Columpiare rtedthalan satefundstow ~ in about haifthe states,
revenue source to the OT without | Iaﬂmpna%%n The state fuel tax revenues
rFX%\E |S atures_or DOTS_tO a] ocate s[ate are restricted exclusively
estnctlons on the use of trarrtsg) jon revences. For. example, 23 states have ta highway and road
nstlt lonal rg/eovlsmns— haye statmor){oadovlsmns—thai [BSHCE s Of  PurPoses: Most other states
State eXC USIVe to hlg ¥ NbSt Ot rStafe? teralr?sa zrt;jjna-?elzfteder
cealcate these and of rtrans rtatl? Hrelated revenues to gerﬁral or multimoda revenues o general or
trans rtatl?]a\/e mSQS, Wlt a eW mlted € Ceﬁ}ncgs tlon ﬁtes multimodal transportation
rted the?/ rov|5|onst USe0 t Or acooUnts to which trans- purposes.
rtation Fevenues are 0epos At east six states also explicitly prohibit diversion

or trarsfer of transportaﬂon revenu&s to other purposes.

Dedications,

t|
cen an
Legsatu

the
Ie hes

Islative d|ver3|ons oft

restrictions and %% hibitions are not al
h&ortatmn funds to otrer uses
[eCRCENCE OVer staturtanrg/
ropnate statLitory trangpo

riation act
en not to fully

apﬂro

Local Transportation Funding

?overnnﬁnts—mcludln
approx tey30percentot
ce(rjﬂ of the nations foachay

DIOgras

for trarisportation projects
formulas based on equal d|str|but|on
Nineteen othe
and Islative

state leg

untjes, townshi

SUrface trans r}t)gﬂon fundin
e O
CEL2] S (et

[ation, roacl

that al

rstates report distrio uting fu

opriations; of t

at the L Scre

SR 0

lon ofa O or fransportation comm on Dlscre
nhined vvlth oprlailons can fecilitate substant

N Con
ature in local

legisl

Innovative Finance

effective, however, At least sgven states reported re-
ies |te exi

and rmmupahﬂes—g

bute funds primari

mil
azfselrjlds us|ng ablend statutory fonyulas
als0 provice rants or other funds

for

In New
"the

constitutior,

restrictions.
not over t

b

|ca 10nS

rtation revenues eight times since 1985,

rovice
an%%\é\tpe n I%

prats
or gther cnteng./

Almost all states allocate
transportation funds to local
governments either primarily

by statutory formulas or

by a blend of statutory
formulas and state legislative
appropriations.

{10
narYaP involvement of hoth the executive

Avarle Ot{mﬁs have m|9eatlve|¥ra\aﬁfﬁe%ﬁd the eiﬂlt@/oefnt\gﬁcgﬁ% trans rtatlor}nrlevenues 0 r8¥|%e mnsgg%g
?gmeﬁgatl&ssrrs—su elagbmdmg andargfe?btI mstmmentsl e{;eec&raf dSte%ttIJlonanu Eegtu%mm )
map mlere State na? orijzhtg?g atlgart befo gs— carﬁ) this gIves tm Psfgtureanongof)nghe?e

additional oversignto ransportatlon fmance
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Some transportation
finance mechanisms require
state legislatures to enact
authorizing legislation
before a DOT can use them,
and some states require
further legislative approvals
for the use of certain
innovative financing tools.

Some states also re(#
financin toos

statutes for public- nvate

a form of Iegrslatrve anpro

Puerto Ricg r%t(rred legislative approval o conve exrstrn facrlrtres fop nvato\e/gr
operated toll | ikeinise atleastfourstatee requrre 15 trve

ropriation pefore qrant antio

Clegates this authority to the exeCLtrve branch but

1o a specified levé] and. requires adaitignal me%

&PYOVBJ for the DO to exceed the cap; California also statutonily li

0
1SS

?slljatt]r(\)/gzaes GAR\/
GARVEE

orado law

Transportation Planning

determrne their trans rtatron |nvestment

anni

N
\I\ﬁ etensro% tweenl |
eng lative invo vement I'OVQI’SI In trans rtatron
annl aCt|V|t|esam process varies greatly across
and state, urre s, |Ie egrs atrve states.

nSuf
|nvo \E
endlare Ne ras an

n|33|0n

g%an fltrp]gtb gl%r%toesgstates the |

In at least 14 states,
legislatures are actively
involved in managing and
overseeing surplus DOT
funds.

ng;take the lead I conductrng transpo

t erne In the
DOTs

n%uthon n pavnlﬂr vaneee%
Pr%sectsAtt Other en grrérrn r
portatron E% 3 |ects intheir |stncts Pen

nstrtutrona rop
ato |%ach Ceterm

Yample, of

roval for at

ICIt}/

reat acrosss

Transportation Governance and Finance

Ire further Ieﬂwlatrve rovals of the use of certarn mnovatrve

srrasandPuerto Rico that r28

artrers %&mas of Apnl 2011, nrnestates Ui

PPP projects; in agiltion,

nation revence vehicle

State DOTs generally take

Enont'es thr the lead in transportation
dat? planning activities; the
ut the a%mf)ﬂ | extent of legislative authority

and involvement in the

it the Iregslaturef ?m pnontrz Specific

the use ofan annual rzation for

|a Where ,%%Slat've leackrs sen/e on the state Transportation

sconsin, where the Le?at ISlature 1S requ

law to review and approve mejor higha

ure actively revrews or approves DOT plans or programs, often

Retention of Surplus or Excess Funds

In most

resareactr

ly |
befonE)e X)mi;ns na the mongy.

Controlling DOT Costs

tory procurement quIGe

Qhilo, te |sIat|ve Contro |

tIVG % ectron or

ropnatror?uncreases

for
%OBTan drrect e 0

|tures Nevada

L{de low brdr Uirene

adaitional leg

Intendoerdo%her stafr  Pudget and appropriations

revert to a DOT-administered trans-

&, Unspent t ion coll
rtation fund at enJans tﬁgr%atscalyearor |enn|um In at least 14 states, legisla-
nvolved In manag

erment and oversight of these strpls funds, for
Iolative appropn jon or expenditure authority

Common provisions by

Across jurisdictions, state legislatures have enacted provisions—heyond ex- ~ which legislatures control
nnrtdre limits In budgetegand aP propriations actg— 0y
OT costs; the most golmmon InC

Control DOT costs— besides those in

RS I D 5 e o
e%s%r n“st or(lle V\B'Ivers? Com% statutory procurement
OVEI'CG namun %V\B guidelines.
Virginias 2009 ro riation Act d
rfnvatecont east70 percent of annu
statut rtst euseofhrgOst eZt nd reven [%a,dmrnrst atjve ¢osts, In\/eﬁnnnt the
|nr%; 1SS Imal for Ltion toa |sIat|ve Oversight commit-
doitiorial legisiative controls oversr

t%e These agtre ties ﬁromrt
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Alaska Transportation Finance 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
almost any 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.

* Inits 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.
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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 next year for the following reasons:

» 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 current negotiations 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.

» 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 lowest rate in the country.

Options for Closing the G ap

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) or comparable fund.

Cambridge Systenetics, Inc.
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Option One would generate roughly $151 million annually, or about 28 percent
of the $535 million annual gap. It has 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
a 8 percent return should earn about $50 million annually.

Option Two would generate roughly $291 million annually, or about 55 percent
of the $535 million annual gap. It has 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 percent return should earn about $50 million annually.

Option Three also would generate $291 million annually (55 percent of the $535
million annual gap), but it would reduce the two sales taxes and instead reinsti-
tutes the Local Service Roads and Trails (LSR&T) fund:

Same increase in fuel taxes (8 cpg to 28 cpg and index the rate to inflation),
generating about $76 million annually.

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 eam about $50 million annually.

Assume the State reinstitutes the LSR&T program at about $20 million
annually.



Alaska State Legislature

Representative Peggy Wilson
House District 33

MEMORANDUM

Date: Mar 13, 2014

To: Senator Dennis Egan Chair,
Senate Transportation Committee

From: Representative Peggy Wilson
Re: HIR 10 - Constitutional Amendment: Transportation Fund

I would like to request the Senate Transportation Committee schedule HIJR10 for a hearing
in the Senate Transportation Committee pending referral.

HJR 10 will put a constitutional amendment before voters to change the Alaska constitution
to re-instate a dedicated fund for Transportation Projects.

Alaska is geographically the largest state in the country, and the future of the economic and
social well-being of its citizens is critically dependent on a reliable transportation system.
This change to the State Constitution, allowing a dedicated transportation fund, is needed
to create and maintain a modern, reliable transportation system for Alaska.

Thank you for your consideration. Please contact my office, or Becky Rooney, my staff, at
465-4858 with questions.



