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Exhibit 5-2

ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
TRANSIT OPERATORS WORKSHOP
May 13-14, 1980
Anchorage, Alaska

Tuesday, May 15, 1980 - Holiday Inn, Ketchikan Room

9:00 am - 9:15 am

9:15 am - 10:45 am
10:45 am - 11:00 am

11:00 am - 12:15 pm

12:15 pm - 1:30 pm

1:30 pm -3:00 pra

3:00 pm - 3:15 pm

3:15 pm - 3:30 pm

3:30 pm - 4:30 pm

6:30 pm

Wednesday, May 14, 1980
8:30 am -9:30 am
9:30 am -12:00 pm

Introductory Remarks

Ginny Chitwood, AML Executive Director

Ron Garzini, Chief Administrative Officer/Operations
Municipality of Anchorage

Peter Eakland, Transit Consultant to AML

Description of Existing Systems _
Operators from Anchorage, Barrow, Fairbanks, Juneau

Coffee Break
Marketing, Custom'r Relations, Organizational Structure

Raymond She , Marketing Director
METRO Transit, Seattle

Lunch (open)
Bus Scheduling, Driver Scheduling, Route Selection
H.B. Picht, Manager

METRO Transit Service Control

Summary of Project
Peter Eakland

Coffee Break

Where Do We Go From Here?

Formation of Alaska iublic Transit Operators Association?
Format 8 Agenda cf Next Meeting

No Host Dinner, Holiday Inn

Tour of Anchorage Transit Facilities

Discussions with Guest Speakers
Holiday Inn, Ketchikan Room
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Public Transitin the 1980°'s

TRANSIT CONFERENCE
b 12- 80
alr aequs Hasa

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1980 - TRAVELERS INN, WEST GOLD ROOM
1:00 pm - 2:15 pm GENERAL SESSION - James O'Sullivan, Moderator

Robert Ward - Commissioner |ask De artment of Trans-
portation & Pub acl |t|es

DOT/PF)
Frank Francois - Execut*v% Dlrec or Amerlcan Associa-
tron tat ransporta-

tion ffICIa I%AA%XI&
Ronald Hartman - Director, Lnnln & PollcQ/SAnalysw

American’ Pu Transit Association (APTA)
Ginny Chitwood - é(aegcuuetlve Director, Alaska Municipal

2:15 pm - 2:30 pm COFFEE BREAK

2:30 pm - 4:30 pm PANEL DIS |ON
d d FUNDING A(ELIJEQNAT?VES & INSTITUTIONAL ROLES
Frank Francois and Ronald Hartman

Dennis Dooley - g[:;)rlarrﬁr(?‘]tl% E)%%BI?M Planning and Pro-

George Smith - Manager, Public Ir]an rtatlo_ Washing-
ton Department o porta on
Dennis Moore - Adm|n| trator, Publ{c ransit Di/ | sion,
Oregon Department of Transportatio
Kenneth Walker - Alaska Representative, Urban Mass
Transportdtion Administration (UMTA)
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 1980 - EW%RIFERE\% S%VIBOROUGH

9:00 am - 5:00 pm TECHNICAL WORKSHOPS: Paratransi
UIdpment, rocurement
0) % nization & Manpowe
avid Ewing, Planning &.Coardinatic
derator rant A[gmlnlstratlon
elations

I |I(i |

choo] Bus U

rvate Inv lvement

Regulatory Issues
Ray Sh< e - Supervisor, Market Planning, METRO Seattle
Gordon Kirkemo - Washington Department of Transportation

Dave Rostedt - Transit Mapa Grays Harbor Transpor-
tatalon Autﬂ %y y P

George Smith, Dennis Moore, Ronald Hartman

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 1980 - EW%R‘FQSE\%ES%BOROUGH

9:00 am - noon CONFERENCE WRAP-U*
Organization of Transit Association
Discussion of AVL Transit Project
MODERATORS  James F. O'Sullivan, Transit D|
a?r anks N R Star Borough

David Ewin ublic Transportation Specialist
J JF or atlopn esearc ﬁ Board

The Alaska Municipal League, with funding from the AIasIBa De-
artment of Trans ortat on.and Public FaC|I|t %s and l}Jr an Mass
ranlsportatlon nH IStr aton 1S .sponsoring this conterence for

governmentg clals, transit Personn |, and other persons
who ar¢ interested In transit operatfons and management.

There hree main purposes for the conference: royidin
generaii m#ormatmn oﬁ P%%llc transit, mcFudlng furg)l E aYtern%-
ives and roles o eqov nment .and private genmes, 2 Provldlng
technical assig anc to. transit oger.ators [ improving their

s stems, an 83 rowdlnﬁ o;ganl ation Information to-transit
0 Se(g%tlgtlsoﬁ t"the optiofis t0r estanlishing a transit operators
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[ -
AGKFEMENT OF ASSOClAT |ON

As adopted upon the formation of the association on November 14,
1980, during the Alaska Municipal League's 30th Annual Local
Government Conference conducted in Fairbanks, Alaska.
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Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

%

0Section 3

» Qe
ARTICLE | - ASSOCIATION NAVE

. ¢
The Association of the State of Alaska shall be known as "Alaska
Transit Operators’ Association”.

ARTICLE [l - ASSOCIATION PURPOSE STATEMENT

The purpose of this statewide association is to form an organi-
zation for the purposes of mutually exchanging information and
resources for solving mutual probléms in the operation and manage-
ment of surface passenger transit systems, to promote more effective
and economical operation of transit” systems, and to further promote
the welfare of the public.

ARTICLE 111 - NEVEE SHIP C e

Eligibility voting membership. Any individual, firm, corporation.
Mummﬂal corporation or public entity, lawfully engaged in _the
ownership and/or operation of a public transit system, public or
private, regardless of size, within the State of” Alaska, is eligible
for voting membership. .

Eligibility Associate Membership. Provisions shall be made for
Associate “ion-voting memberships.

Suspension or expulsion. _ The membership by a majority vote at an?;
regular meeting, or the Executive Board by a thrée-firths vote, shall
have the power to suspend or expel for cause any member of this
‘Association, provided that any member exReIIed % the Executive Board
may appeal such expulsion to the members |plo." the Association.

ARTICLE Y - MEMBERSI;IIP DUES 0

The members of this Association shall bay such dues for membership as
may be fixed annuaIIK by the Executive Board at the annual meetmgi of

the membership, which dues shall be approved by a madority vote of the
members in attendance at such annual meeting. “Such dues So fixed shall

be payable on or before January 1, of the year following such annual
meeting.
ARTICLE V - VCTE OF MEMBERSHIP

One representative of each transit system who is amember hereof, shall
be entitled to one vote for all purposes herein.

Votes may be cast absentia or in person,

At any meetin?_ of the Association, a majority of themembershippresent
hall” constitite a quorum.
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Section 1.

lection 2.

Section 3.

Section 1.

Section 2.

Section 3

Section 4

ARTICLE W |- MEETINGS

Annual meeting. The annual meeting of the membership shall
be held, unless otherwise demgnated,_ in conjunction with

the annual meeting of the Alaska Municipal League for the
purpose of electing officers and committees for the ensuing
%ear and for the transaction of any other business brought e
efore the4Assomat|on by the President or members..

i *
I

: " Voo Vg
Special meetings. Special meetings of tﬁe membership maY be
called by the President. The President is required to call a
special meeting on receipt of a written request from any three
voting mem4bers of the Association )

P * ® ) ’ *
Notice of meetings.- Notice of the annual meetm’? df the member-
ship or of all special meetings called, stating the time, place
and purpose of such meetings, shall be given to each member by
letter not less than ten days prior to Said meeting. Provided,
however, that urgent matterS may be attended to by means of ex-
pedient verbal communication.

ARTICLE VIl - EXECUTIVE BOARO ’

The aff s of the Association shall be managed and controlled
by an Executive Board. > *

V e °
Membership tenure. 'the membership of this Board shall be com-
posed of the President of the Association, who shall be the?
chairman thereof, the Vice-President, and the Secretary-Trcasurer
of thd Association™ and two_ other members elected by the member-
ship of the'Association at its.annual meeting from the members at
large. Each member thereof shall hold office for one year or until
the election of his successor. Vacancies shall be filled at
annual or special {neleyngs of the memberimp.

° *

I\_/Ieetm?s of Lxecutiv -oard. Immediately after each annual elec-
tion, the newly ele» d Executive Board shall forthwith meet at
the principal office * ' the Association, or a place otherwise desig-
nated for the purpose of organization and the transaction of busj-
ness :f a quorw of said members of the Board is present, no prior
notice of such meeting shall be necessary. Other regular'meetings
of the Board may be held at such times and places' as the chairman
thereof may order.: Special meetings mag be called by the chairman,
and It is mandatory that said meetings De called upon the written
request of two other members. Notice of any special meeting shall
be g!ven to each member thereof at least five days Rr;or to~ the
olding of said meetings, and may be given by the chairman personally,
b%_tele hone, or by written communicdtion. A majority of the member-
ship of said Board shall constitute a quorum at all meetings for the
purpose of transacting husiness.

Executive Board Powers. The Executive Board shall have the full
Bower to transact any and all business of the Association, and may
y resolution adopted by a majority of said Board, designate any one
or more of its members to carry on or perform any act or busingss
of said Association.
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ARTICIE ym - EXECUTIVE OFFICERS of * y .
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Section 1. Executive Officers of this Association:shall be President, Vice-
President, and a Secretary-Treasurer. ‘m r

Section 2. Executive Officers shall be elected by.the voting members at the
annual meeting of the Association, ard Executive Officers shall
hold office until the next annual meeting or until their successors
have been elected and qualified.

Section 3. Any Executive Officer may be removed at any time by a two-thirds
voce of the voting members.

Section 4. Vacancies shall be filled by the Executive Board hereinafter
provided for.

Section 5. Subordinate officers. The membership may elect or appoint such
other offices and agents of the Association and delegate such
poa/vers an(ri duties thereto as the membership shall deem necessary
and proper.

ARTICLE IX - DUTIES OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS.

Section 1. President: The President shall ?re5|de at all _meetm%s of the
membership and shall be the chief executive officer of the Associ-
ation. He shall have the general management and control of the e
affairs of the Association and shall have the authority, on behalf
and in the name of the Association, to execute with the Secretary-
Treasurer all contracts and other instruments and obligations
authorized to be(executed by the*Executlve Board.

Section 2. Vice-President: JThe Vice-President, in the absence or disability
of the President, shall have and exercise all powers and Perform _
the duties as granted to the President, and shall assist the President
and exercise such other powers _and performsuch other duties as may
be prescribed by the Executive Board. ] .

Section 3. Secretary-Treasurer: The Secretary-Treasurer, as. treasurer, shall
have’ the” custody of all funds, securities, evidence of mdebtedness,
and other properties of the Association, and shall deposit all funds
of the Association in such bank or banks as shall be designated by
the Executive Board. He shall receive andgive receipts and acquit-
tances for all funds paid in or on account of the Association, and
shall pay out of the Association funds on hand, a*. ..Ms and other
Just debts of the Association of whatever nature upon the maturity
of the same, and shall enter regularly in the books of the Association
to be kept by him for that purpose full and accurate accounts of all
receipts and” disbursements, and shall perform all other duties not
specifically herein set forth incident to the offi e of treasurer.

» 1%« o 4 \ /o _

section 3.  The Secretary-Treasurer as secretary, shall keep the minutes of all
proceedings ‘of the Executive Board and of the membership, and shall
serve all "notices required by law or by this Agreement_of Association.
He shall perform all ‘other duties incident to “the office of secretary
not specifically enumerated herein.

«
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ection

ection

Section

jection

Section
Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

ARTICLE X - STANDING COMMITTEES
o + ©® [ ] 2

: o .1 : : -4 :
Audn_Cqmnuﬁea The mémbemhuJ anheénnualmeeUn of the
Asr ciation shall elect an Audit Committee, the membership of
wh.'-h shall be composed of three members elected at large frcm

the, membership of the Association. L

° *_o'*-_**' [ ] . - | o_‘o
Paratransit Committee.  TheExecutive Board shallappoint a
Paratransit Committee. it F b

"o e & /4 ‘* . * % & !
Other_éon1m|ﬂees4 The ExecutiveBoard may app0|ntsuch'3ther
committees as deemed necessary. c

¢ ’
ARTICLE XI - COMFt’ENSATION .7 of N ;

PRI T & . . o
No elected officer or member of any board or.committee may
receive any compensation or remunération for services as such
officer or” member, but shall be entitled to be reimbursed for
any expenditures authorized by the Executive Board and incurred
or” expended for*and on behalf of the AssQC|anon.

»
-

o N V.o
ARTICLE XB. ; OFFICERS-BONOS i i 1 o
* | )

Officers or members of hoards and conrnittees-shal 1 be honded as
may be required by the Executive Board. t

The amounts of such bonds shall be fixed by %he Exgcuti%p Board.
All premiums "payable for such bonds shall be paid by the Association

ARTICLE XIIT - SIGNATURE ON DISBURSEMENTS

The funds of the Association shall be deposited in a hank or banks
as may be designated by the Executive Board

Checks drawn on Association funds shall be signed by two (2) of the
three (3) Executive Officers of the Association.

ARTICLE XIV - RULES OF PROCEDURE

The membership nm¥ adopt rules and regulauons of procedure for
the transacting of the Associations' Dusiness. Where such rules
of procedure are not adopted or are silent on anY matter, Roberts'
Rule of Order shall be the pariiamcntary authority

ARTICLE XV - NOTICE

An* not|ce_reSU|red to be given b% this agreement and not specifi-
cally provided for, may be given by nwaﬂlnq or telegraphing the
samg to the person(s) entitled thereto at their addresses as shown
on the Association's” books.

Notice shall be deemed to be given at the time of such mailing or
telegraphing.

Any notice required by this agreement may be waived in writing by



%

Section 1.

section 2.

Section 1.

ARTICLE XV - ¥ . .
o((o.o:o*/MWNr% \ K

This agreement may be amended only b;{ vote of a majority of
the membership'of” this Association at any regular meeting, or
at any special meetjng called for that purpose.

This Agreement of Association is a consolidation and incor-
Boratlon of all oral wrwritten understanding or agreements
etween the parties and is binding on the successors in interest
and assigns of all parties; ; "

ARTICLE XVII - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

The Executive Board may aEpomt_an Executive Director and set a
salary for the office of Executive Director. The Executive
Director may retain-such staff as is required to fulfill tie
powers and duties.of the office and to carry on the day-to-day

a‘g:yvmgl;.,of.lldg.l)f%?_o‘c'latlpn,l N .:.l oy
roe o[ e e
R !
President

Vice-President
Secretary-treasurer
1 e v oV

Executive Board Officer * ¥

Executive Board Officer



CHAPTER 6. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRANSIT ASSISTANCE PROGP.AM
6.1 Purpose

The purpose of this _chapter is to document and describe the recommenda-
tions for |mplement|ngr a State of Alaska comprehensive public transit
assistance program. The recommendations refect comments received to
date by commupity officials and transit operators. A recommendation for
an operating assistance program to be one-third cf gross costs was ap-
Droved unanimously by the transit managers of the four largest publicly-
operated bus transit systems at the initial meeting of the  Alaska Transit
Operators' meeting, fhe attempt has been to develop a balanced approach
to transit funding which will ?rowde assista"™ in all phases of system
development to a Droad range of municipalities and services.

This chapter contains a description of short—ran(t;e capital and operating
costs for public trangit, and they are compared To available funding
sour.es. Next, justification is provided for a comprehensive, categor-
ical public transit program. Alternative strateqles for capital, téch-
nical, and oEeratlng assistance p[o?rams are analyzed and recommendations
described. Finally, proposed legisfation is presented to implement the
recommendations.

6.2 Public Transit Assistance Needs

The fiscal needs for public transit in Alaska are forecast for operations
and capital improvements.

The four existing publicly operated transit systems are treated separ-
ately from other” transportation services considered public transit _
principally because of differences in the availability of data. Transit
Improvement pro%ra_ms were approved by local elected officials during 1980
for Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau.” They provide five-year f'recasts
for both ogeratln and capital expenses. ~Estimates were (‘]enerated for
the North Slope Borough's transit system on the hasis of telephone dis-
cussions with its transit staff.

6.2.1 CAPITAL ASSISTANCE

Table 6-1 sunmarizes forecast costs of rolling stock and facilities by
transit system for_ the Penod FY 80-36. Average figures have heen
computed Tor the first WOﬁQears and the last five years to compensate
for yearly fluctuations, e two-year average represents Immediate needs
and 1s consistently higher than thé five-year average for three reasons.
First, it reflects progects that are 1n progress as well as those. being
?_rogranmed In current _udgets. Second, 80-81 projects will signi-
icantly upgrade facnitl? and rolling stock, and thé need for similar



levels of capital funding will diminish for at least the following fivi
years. Finally, the communities nave examined future needs in leSs

detail than present needs. Figures for the later years may have to be
Increased. In summary, the twd-year average figurés repreSent an OP_'[I-
mistic scenario and the five-year figures are probably-too conservative.

Juneau and Fairbanks are in need of new maintenance facilities, and for
these communities shcrt-term ,‘acilitv needs are greatly in excess of
needs for roII|n% stock.,  For Anchorage, rolling “stock” needs for FY 80-
8L are greater than facility needs, b~ the reverse is true for the FY
'82-86 period.

Anchorage's capital improvement program for transit is 662 r the total
for the four systems in FY 80 and 81, and the percentage increases to
86%for the following five year period. For FY ~80-81, Fairbanks and
Juneau follow, resRectlveIZX, with 21% and 13% of the total. These per-
centages fall to 11% and 2% respectively, for the FY '82-86 period.

Table 6-2 shows estimated FY 8L funding requirements for public transit
operations other than the four systems already discussed. Included are
the Ketchikan airport ferry, the” Mat-Su Borough commuter service, the
dial-a-ride service operated for the elderly and handlca?ped by the
Municipality of AnchoraPhe, four new systems, private systems and trans-
portation services for the eldrrly and handlcaﬁped offered by non-profit
corporations. Total FY 81 ca.:1tal needs for these miscellanéous oper-
ations are forecast to be $3.6 million, or approximately 40% of the total
figure for the other systems.

A figure for Improvements to the Ketchikan airport ferry has not been
included. A final location decision on which alternative proposals
should be implemented has not been made. Federal Aviation Administration
and Federal Highway Administration funds are potential funding sources.

Private systems can he expected to participate in any statewide capital

|mProvement program for_ public transit, but the extent of participation
will, depend upon selection of fundmg criteria and conditions that might
be imposed on the equipmen. purchased. Given a broad interpretation of
what constitytes Pubhc transit, even some taxi cab operators might. be

able to participate. Totc.| forecast needs for FY 8L are $12.8 million,

which would be split evenlv between rolling stock and facilities.

Table 6-3 contains a listini of maximum and minimum scenarios for non-
local funding sources, The two largest sources of funds are the 1980
statewide transportation bond Issue and UMIA Section 3 funds. The min-
imum scenario assumes that the bond funds will be equally divided between
Fy 81 and FY 82, and the maximum assumes chat all funds will be utilized
during FY 81. Section 3 forecasts are somewhat si)ecula_tlve, since UMTA
has discretionary power over regmn_a_l and local .allocations, The funding
levels shown for the maximum and minimum scenarios, respectively, assume
that 10% of the Northwest, funds will come to Alaska. It should” be remem
bered that for Section 3, allocations are not made to the states but to
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individual conmunities. The state has primary administration responsi-
bility for three of the five funding sources.” They are transportation
bonds, Section 16(b)(2) funds, and Section 18. Additional potential
funding sources are state general revenues, local taxes, and FHAA Federal-
Aid Urban System (FAUS) funds.

The available funds for FY 81 closely approximate the forecast needs,
although recent re-evaluations, of transit improvement programs indicate
original projections may be low. Even for the low scenario, a shortfall
of only $2.9 million is forecast. Local funds required would he 23% of
total costs, which is slightly more than the 20% match required by UMIA
Maximum scenario funding ‘exceeds forecast needs by $3.6 million and would
allow ong-half of the bond funds to be distributed the following year.
Given a hlsto_m(_ in Alaska of delays in |mPIement|ng transit improvement
proaects, existing funds may be adequate for the next two years, unless
needs are substantially increased by revised transit improvement programs
and by inclusion of Kétchikan airport ferry improvements.

62.2 OPERATING COSTS

Table b-4 shows for the _four major transit systems in Alaska actual

0 eratm(t;_costs for FY 79 and current forecasts for the period FY 81-84.
81 estimates for the remalnlng services are shown on Table 6-2.

shown in Table 6-4, fares covere onIBy 13-18% of costs incurred by the

four transit systems in FY 79. The arrowz?/stem had the highest level

of federal supPort, which 1s estimated at 22%

figure will fa

period is over.

o of operating costs. This
| substantially to 10%after the two-year ‘demonstration

Cost_and revenue forecasts indicate a steady rise in local subsidy
reciuwements for all the systems. The Percenta e of costs that must be
met by local subsidy will ‘ncrease by at least 10% in Anchorage, Barrow
and Juneau. The transit Improvement pro%ram for Fairbanks has assumed
that fare increases will be high enough to keep the local subsidy at

a constant percentage of costs.

The major Increases In operating costs for all systems are due to a .
combination of Inflation and plans for %rowdlngI higher 'jvels of service.
For Anchorage, forecast FY 81 costs of $15.1 million are over 3-1/2 times
those that “ccurred In FY 79. Costs 1In Juneau for the same period are
forecast to Increase by a factor of almost three and those In Fairbanks
by a factor above 2-1/2, The factor for the North Slope Borough should
rémain less than two, since the low population limits the systém's growth
potential. The overall costs for the four systems In FY 84" will he”3.3
(]gve{ tho?eglg FY 79, and the total local subsidy will Increase by a

actor of 3.7.

For the other public transit services, a wide variation exists In the
relationship between costs and fares, as shown In Table 6 1. Fares for
the Ketchikan airport ferry cover 8% of operating costs while for the

-8S-

«



Anchorage elderly and handicapped system no fares are collected. The
Mat-Su orou?(h has signed a fixed-price contract which allows the private
operator to keep all Tares collected. Fare revenue has been forecast
which, when added to the local subsidy, gives an estimate of total
operatln% costs, Similar operating costS and fare revenues have been
assumed Tor each of the new systems. Galena, which recieved a Une-item
appropriation of $110,000 from the last legislative session for fransit
purposes, is listed as one of the new systems. Based on exPress!ons of
interest by local elected officials, new systems could start during the
next year 1n Bethel, Nome and Kodiak. Finally, $100,000 has been in-
cluded for both private systems and Section I16(h)(2) operators. The
total local subsidy requited, for all systems Is estimated at $6.25
mlltl|on, 85X of which is derived from the four existing public transit
systems.

6.3 Reconwended Genera! Structure of a State Public Transit Program

Justification for the State to develop categorical funding programs for
capital, op_eratmggJ and technical assistancé to public transit” 1s pro-
vided In this section through the use of three arguments that build on
each other. First, general arguments are presented Just|fy|nq state
involvements In public transit. Second, arguments are présented for the
State to develop a _comprehensive program. Finally, there are arguments
for the comprehensive program to consist o categorical program elements.

6.3.1 JUSTIFICATION FOR STATE INVOLVEMENT IN PUBLIC TRANSIT

Public transit addresses the goals of local, state, and federal govern-
ments and Is supported by the general public throughout the State. The
Governor's policy themes” for FY 82, which are us«d by departments as
guidelines in preparing their budgets, are as follows:

1.  To achieve a stable level of government expenditures which in
the long term can be supported by Alaska's citizens.

To enhance and protect the Alaska quality .of life. o

To establish and maintain a tax system which equitably distri-

butes .the responsibility for funding government services.

To saitct those public ‘services which are genuinely needed b

Alaskan: and which cannot be provided by the private sector,

and provide them in an efficient and effective manner. .

To provide a secure environment for Alaskans through fair,

efficient and effective administration of %usnce.

To encourage economic devr-lopment which offers long-term net

benefits to Alaskans. . _ _

To foster the growth of a self sustaining private economic base

Inrural conmunitles, ..herever practical. _

To improve the ability cf the private market systum to provide

needed goods and service*.. _

To perpetuate and to dlstr*pute equitably to all Alaskans the

benefits from Alaska's publicly owned resource wealth.



10. To promote the rational development and maintenance of fish and
wildlife for the long-term economic and social benefits of all
citizens of Alaska. o

11, To achieve long-term ener_g% self sufficiency. _

12, To develop and” support viable local government units.

The development of a comprehensive transit assistance Rrogram 1s suP-
ported by * several of these goals, Experience to date has shown tha
public transit Is a service genuinely needed by Alaskans In manY com-
munities that for the most part cannot be provided by the private sector
goal élg although there Is opportunity for private Sector Involvement
goal 8).

The four publicly owned transit systems In the state during the 1970's
have not only survived, but each has developed plans for eXpansion.

Public transit enhances the quality of life for Alaskans (Poal 2), par-
ticularly those who for reasons of age, health, economic status and even
choice, would otherwise lack adequaté mobhility. Transit programs can be
designed to Improve the abjlity of the private sector to provide needed
0oods and services (goal 8). "Local governments In Juneau and the Mat-Su
orough contract with the private sector to meet peak hour demand for
transit services, and the state, with funds from a federal transit pro-
gram, has assisted a private carrier _In obtalnlngra vehicle for operating
passenjer service between Minto and Fairbanks. Transit programs, however,
do usually require tax support, but Alaska residents, through local
elections” and numerous public opinion surveys, have shown a willingness

to financially support public transit services (goal 1). Significantly,
those In favor have always outnumbered those who re?ularly use the system.
Eubllfc_ttransn, thus, Is”perceived as a service that provides communltywlde
enefits.

In December, 1979, the Future Frontiers Conference was sponsored by the
Legislative Council. Delegates were asked to develop short-term prior-
ities and Ionq_—range goals "in the fields of resources and economic devel-
opment, education, health *nd social services, government and law, and
transportation and communications. Five separate study groups prepared.
policy statements and resolutions. Four of the groups submitted specific
resolutions dealing with public transit, as follows:

Beta Group e The State of Alaska shall assist In the 1lnmedlate
Improvement and development of mass transit systems
In"urban Alaska (Transportation Reconmendatlon).

Ganma Group - When feasible, the ";tate should shift transportation
fundmgi from projects which promote automobile deoen-
dence to mass transportation (Coomunlty Development
Reconmendatlon).

Delta Group - The State shall develop Incentives for Industry and
consumers for enerqy conservation, especially “In the
areas of waste heat utilization, mass transit,
Insulation, and car pooling (Energy Reconmendatlon).
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Epsilon Group The State should researc'. and encourage alternative
transportation systems, including mass transportation
in the urban areas.

Significantly, sup{)or_t of public transit occurred in three separate
topics — transportation, community development and energy. The confer-
ence summary included five concensus statements for transportation, one
of which stated "alternative forms of transportation should be considered,
Including a shift to mass transit systems where feasible."

Public transit received stron supPort during the_town_meetlngs held by
the Public Forum in early 1980, both in the Questionnaires and television
segments of the project.” Public transit received the hgghest rating in a
recent survey by the Municipality of Anchorage to help it establish
budget prioritiés. A similar survey In Juneau has also Indicated strong
support for transit. Interest In public transit does not now and will
never exist in all Alaskan communities, but the _h|%h level of local
support of existing systems and the unexpected high Interest by local
officials In most Communities visited Indicates widespread support for
state Involvement In public transit.

Public transit has long bjen considered suitable only for larger cities,

but the benefits of public transit are now occurrmq In every region of

Alaska and In municipalities of all sizes. Public transit systems exist
from Ketchikan to Barrow and from Unalaska to Fairbanks and In municipal-
ities 500 to 185,000 residents.

The numerous benefits of ?ub_hc transit to users, non-users, and the
%eneral public clearly outweighs . the costs for all systems Initiated In
laska to date, altholgh no detailed cost-henefit stidies tave been per-
formed. In Juneau the cost savings to users alone are adequate to just-
ify the system. Benefits hesides user savmgis Include additional sales
volume at” stores, the creation of_i)e_rmanent ocal _{obs, the increased
val » of aP_artments and office buildings on transit routes, and emergency
transtp_orta ion for persons whose cars are r.ot working. Many of [ts
benefits are nonquantlflable but still Important to a municipality's
residents. Avalue cannot eastly be placed on enabling an elderly person
to have convenient, low-priced transportation  a Joctor's officé or on
reduced congestion and air pollution.

An argument occasionally raised against Involvement of the State in

public transit Is that ‘It Is primarily a local rather than a state

concern. Acorollary argunent Is that the State should not create pro-
grams to try to. Influence local decision-making. Ownership of a trans-
portation facility or service does not Indicaté to what extent Its operation
is of state Importance. Public transit, for example, carries a signif-
icant Bortmn of Its passen(];ers on federal-aid highway roytes adminis-

tered %/the State. Also, Tts existence In Anchorage, Fairbanks, and
Juneau has saved the State considerable money by reoujng parking re-
quirements for Its employees.



The fact that public transit requires local decis_io_n—makin% on transit
matters does not create conflicts with state policies but 1n virtually
all cases addresses them.

6.3.2 SUMARY OF TRANSIT PROGRAVE IN OTHER STATES

A listing of capital and operatln% programs that have heen jnitiated by
other states is shown in Table 6-5. At the time that the listing was
prepared several years ago, 28 states made available capital and/or
operating assistance to public transit systems. Currently, 22 states
offer operating assistance to public transit.

For capital assistance, the mo t prevalent program 1s to provide a per-
centage of the non-federal (Veal match) funds re(luwed to obtain federal
public transit grants. Percentagies range from 50* to 100* Some states
also provide a percenta?e of costs where no federal funds are involved.
A smaller number of states purchase vehicles and then either operate them
or provide them to public transit systems at a nominal cost. Two states
have set up separate programs for providing capital assistance to demon-
stration projects.

The most common method of distributing operating assistance is for states
to pay( a percentage of the deficit. Percentages vary from 50* to 100*
One state, Montana, allocates funds on the basis of two levels of service
measures, passenger and bus miles. Michigan in its allocation formula
uses bus miles but aIso_P_opuIatm_n. Another approach 1s to target opera-
ting assistance .10 s?em ied projects and user groups. Delaware pays
100* of the deficit for specialized elderly and hand|ca*ped serviceS and
only 80* for Une-haul services. Connecticyt funds 100* of the deficit
for basic services, but only 50* of the deficit for additional services.
Florida and M|_ch|?an give priority to providing operating cost for dem-
onstration projects.

Several states. Instead of developing programs for capital and oPeratlng
assistance, distribute tax funds in a lump sum that can be used for
transit related purposes or permit the collection of dediated taxes for
transit within a transit service district. Such approaches are unlikely
in Alaska where taxes cannot be placed in dedicated accounts.

6.3.3 JUSTIFICATION FOR A COMPREHENSIVE STATE PROGRAM

Possible levels of involvement by DOT/PF 1n public_transit ran_?e from no
state programs to a comprehensive statewide operating and capital program.
Including” technical assistance. The lowest level of transit involvement
assumes only continuation of the department's administration of the
ongoing federal transit ?rogr_ams and .the current level of technical
asSistance. If federal funding remains constant, the creation of any new
systems and continued Inflation will diminish the percenta?e of support
to existing systems that will be available from the federal government.
This stratégy would lead to the creation of few new transit Systems and
would hinder the timely implementation of the capital improvement programs
of existing operators.” The practice of legislators using Hne-item
apptr_opr|at|ons to promote financial assistance could be expected to
continue.
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Astate transit program would provide a more rational distribution of
funds than the line” item appropriation approach, insure that state funds
complement other sources of funding, give communities some assurance that
ongoing sup ort may be available, a.id enable the State to target funds
for specified goalS or user groups.

A comprehensive program would consist of three separate components —
capital assistance, operating assistance, and technical assistance.

The most far-reaching altesnative would be state operation of local
transit systems. This strategly, sug?ested at the Kodiak meetings, has
some national examples, notubly New Jersey and Connecticut, whih took
over ailing private systems and now operate them. Numerous factors weigh
against this aﬁproach, including the potential loss of local decision-
rtnaktl_ng and no known support eithe** in the legislature or the adminis-
ration.

State financial assistance for capital projects will enable both public
and private systems to update and expand vehicle fleets and to acquire
adequate maintenance facilities. Public transit appears to have become
an integral part of the department's capital improvements planning and
programing process.

The transporation bond lIssue gassed by the voters 1n 1980 contained $8.8
million for public transit. Regulations are being developed describing
hew the funding Is to be distribUted and for what™ It can be used.

An expanded technical assistance program 1S needed for public transl*
that covers all as?_ects of pIanmn?, operations, and management. Al-
though there is a limited amount 0 A money_avajilable for operational
planning, most federal and state pro%rams provide funding that emphasizes
planning for capital acquisitions and do not adequately address critical
needs in operational planning and management assistance. An expanded
technical assistance program not only would make needed expertise avail-
able to operitors but would promote exchanges of Information hetween
operators. Transit operators responded positively to the twg technical
workshops that were held as part of the Municipal” League project.

Only the system In Anchorage has anyone besides a transit manager whose
Job” 1s not” concerned primarily with day—to—daY operat.ons. Evén in
Anchora?e, staffing is Inadequate to address the full-range of tasks
needed for effective short and long-range planning. Hiring full-time
persons for transit plannln(t;, route scheduling, marketing and other tasks
Is a luxury only the largest systems in the nation can justify.

Dennis Moore and Georqe Smith, who manage transit pro%ra_ms for the states
of Oregon and Washington, respectively, “have called their technical

assistance activities the "guts" of their programs. . This activity could
also provide general Information about publictransit to local officials.
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Staff members of the Florida and lowa Departments of Transportation have
persu,aswelg advanced the importance of technical assistance ‘orograr_ns:
Florida DOT's role in the development of transit service will continue
to be meaningful only through direct }Farumpauon in the areas of manage-
ment, operations and” maintenance." "The state of lowa's transit a(f}enmes
and departments of transportation have a vital role in the areas of .
management ard technical assistance ... Most important is that individual
tranSit properties and managers can be spared from reinventing the wheel
when it comes to targeted subject areas of the management and” technical
assistance program.”

DOT/PF recognizes that federal capital assistance, federal ?Iannlng asSis-
tance and feéderal oPeratmg assistance are all inadequate at the present
time. During 1980 the Department focused its efforts in Washington, D.C.
on attempting to increase the state's share of Section 3, 5and 18 For
the Section 3 program the Department lobbied for increased authorizations
and for increased allocations to rural states. In the Section 5 program
the Department lobbied for a service-based formula (revenue mlles)p which
would have increased the Anchorage apportionment from the current” $800,000
to about $1.5 million, almost doubles the amount of federal operatln%
assistance available to that community. Tn the Section 18 program the.
Department lobbied for a minimum X apPornonment per state. This minimum
would have Increased the size of the state's chare from about $180,000
annually to about $1 million, with these funds available for ogeratlng as-
sistance. Since no transit bill passed the Congress in 1980, however,
these amendments were not adopted. Efforts in these same areas are ex-
pected to continue in 1981

The State has taken a major step in Initiating significant caPJtaI assis-
tance for transit but should also consider the need for operating assistance.
Since public transit is a labor-intensive jctivity, public transit can only
be placed on an equal footing with other modes by the state participating

In operating assistance. Local governments are now ex?ected to provide

most of the operating expenses through a combination of fares, taxes, and
unrestricted revenue sharln_% funds. ~ Federal transi)ortatlon funds for

FY 82 are expected to provide only 13X of the total cqsts of gperating
tfgjed_{‘_lve lexi%éng public transit Systems, and fares will provide only™an
additiona .

State revenue sharing funds distributed to municipalities is another
source of non-local Tunds. Additional flexibility In the use of these
funds is permitted because of legislative cham};es In 1980, but the level
of funqu directly related to the existence of a transit system has been
dramatically reduced.

Throu?h FY 80, a municipality was entitled to receive $5 per capita if It
operated one or more of the Tollowing transportation facilities or ser-
vices: an airport, port, harbor, or public transit system. The program had
two major Inequities related to the support of public transjt. Tt based.
funding solely on population which Is not a_measure of the level of service
being offered. A community would have received the same amount of money
whether it had a system of one or 100 buses. Also, funding was the same



no matter how many transportation facilities and services a municipality
offered. Of the “first four mummpallg-operated public transit systems,
Fairbanks, Anchorage, and North Slope Borough received additional Tevenue
sharing funds once "they began to operate a System. Anchorage benefitted
by a law that enabled governments after unification to receive at least
as much revenue sharing funds as before. The City and Borough of Juneau
did not receive any additional funds since it alréady operatéd an airport,
small boat harbor, and port.

The actual FY 79 revenue sharing funds for the transportation category
received by the four municipalities are listed in Table 6-6. Assuming
that these” funds were used exclusively to supPort public transit, the
represent the following percentages of the net deficit (local submd}:
Anchorage 28%, Fairbanks 26%, North Slope Borough 25%, and Juneau 22%.
If the Frogram were to have continued, these percentages. would have
become lower in coming years. Given stable population figures, the
income would be fixed but costs of operating transit systéms would have
increased significantly.

The revenue sharing program passed by the 1980 Iegmlature provides funds
based on the relationship between local effort and the municipality'<
Rroperty valuation, Cate?orl_cal entitlements exist only for roads, .
nealth,” and some fire profection services. As the local effort, which
includes transit fares and the lical subsidy required to support transit,
Increases so does its entitlement for revenle sharing purposes. Based on
the new legislation, the amount of revenue sharing money received hy the
four communities that is transit related has been reduced substantially.
The decrease has been most pronounced for Barrow (2% of the earlier
figure) and least pronounced for Juneau (47% of the earlier figure).

Two caveats concerning the use of these figures should not only be men-
tioned but emphasized. First, 1t is not Implied that the earlier Program
was superior from the go_mt of view of transit funding, In fact, the new
program at least will Dbring in addjtional revenue sharing money with
Increases In fare revenue and the local subsidy required” The earlier
program did not refle t the level of service being offered. Second, |t
1S Tecognized that the new é)rogram does not require that revenue sharin
funds be used in a sP_ecme manner. In fact, flexibility in the use o
the funds 1s one of tli® program's goa s, The fact remains, however, that
the level of transit-re.ated funds received by local governments has been
reduced S"bstantially.

To summarize the current status of operatmq_asswtance to_public transit
In the State, the federal government has a Timited categorical lorogram,
the State "as no categorical program and has reduced transit-relatéd
funding_in it. revenug sharm? program with the burden of funding public
increasingly falling to locally-generated funds.

Without an){ additional state supPort for operatlnq costs, three scenarios
are possible, One, the _caPltaI unds might not all be used since ade-
quate operating funds might not exist in“communities. This scenario

occured at the federal lével from 1973 to 1978, Congress in 1973 passed
an appropriation of $500 million for non-urbanized public transportation.
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but only a small percentage of the funds were obligated since they. could
only be used for capital Costs and no separate programs for operating
assistance existed.

Two, the capital funds might all be used but line-item, apProPrlatlons by
legislators to obtain operating expenses would dramatically *k.wase. A
trend towards this, scenario already has developed. Galena received
funding from line-item app opriations in the state's FY 8L operating
budget. Anchorage was to receive fundm_% for a separate elderly and
handicapped_ tranSportation system. but it was vetoed hy the Governor.
Matanuska-Susitna Borough officials have indicated a desire to use this
method 1n the future to help support its new commuter service. Bethel
likely will follow this route in converting an existing private system to
public oBerauon. The line-item process has several major disadvantages.
It must pe repeated year-after-year and, thus, creates uncertainties at
the local level. ~Also, it lackS equity, since the funding is not based
on any formula related to needs butf only on what amount a” legislator
feels”he can justify.

Third, existence of a program for capital but not operating expenses
mlghtbgeducg the incentive for properly maintaining vehicles once they
are obtained.

6.3.4 JUSTIFICATION FOR A CATEGORICAL STATE TRANSIT PROGRAM

Arguments have been presented for state involvement in public transit and
for this involvement to inclyde comprehensive assistance in capital,
operating, and technical assistance. The r_emalr_nn? question is whether
assistance should be categorical or implicitly included in unrestricted
funds distributed to municipalities. There may be Increases in_ unre-
stricted funds to municipalities due to IncreaSed revenues received b
the State from the oil Industry. _Lt. Governor Terry Miller announced” at
the 1980 Municipal League convention chat the administration would rec-
ommend full funding of "the Municipal Assistance program. If passed b
the leglslatu*e, funding would Increase to over $90 million. ~The funds
could Be used by communities at their option for either capital improve-
ments, operating expenses, tax reduction, or a combination of all three.

Should such _a,pro%rnam preclude development of a categorical program_ for
public transit” examination of the Issues of local decision-making,
equity, and the promotion of federal and state transportation goals
supports the development of a categorical progran.

One of the consensus recommendations from the Fiture Frontiers Conference
called, for, "IncreasmP local governments' autonomy, flexibility and =
gar_tmpanon In dec Tslon-making and revenue sharing processes."  Distri-
ution of unrestricted funds through the revenue sh_arln(i and Municipal
Assistance E_rograms certainly 1Is one way of addressm% he Issue of local
decision-making. However, local (I]overnments askl.ig the State to establish
a categorlcal_pro?ram that not only reflects local reeds and dtslres but
local. and regional differences 1s an equally valid exercise of local
decision-making. A categorical program,_dependln% upon how it is struct-
ured, can have the added advantage of being able to iddress the other two
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issues equity and promotion of goals. An equitable program reflects
differences ‘in local conditions and desires, is able to address different
phases of transit implementation and the level of service provided, and

| <ble to reach all “intercity, regional, and local public transit sys-
tems. Only a categorical program Can meet these criteria.

Acat_e(l;oncal transit program can enable the State to target funds to
sPema users, such as the elderly ard the handicanoed, and to provide
start-up costs in ccnr..nities withouc public transit. ~Demonstration
Programs have been shown to be important, if not vital, to the implemen-
ation of Pubhc transit concepts in Alaska. ~Significantly, no unre-
stricted state funds have been used to fund demonstration of the first
four public transit systems in Alaska. The existence of federal programs
for operating assistance perhaps ironically reinforces the need for a
categorical State program to fill ?aps created by existing criteria which
favor certain systems. Forecasts for FY 82 indicate that allocations of
Section 18 funds will fund % of the total costs for the North Slope
Borough and Matanuska-Susitna Borough systems, but only 4% of the total
costs for the Fairbanks system.  Anticipated Section 5 1jndIng will
provide 14% of the total costs of operating Anchorage's System.

A comprehensive categorical program for funding public trapsit should be
considered by the legislature on Its own meritS.  The administration has
not suggested that enactment of the Increased funding of the Municipal
Assistance P_rogra_m would require a cMback in existing categorical pro-
blems and, likéwise, it should not prevent the emergence of worthy new
P_rograms. A comprehensive categorical orogram would also more effec-
Ively reduce llne-1tem approPnatlon than“unrestricted fundlng. Finally,
1t would reinforce the concept that public transit has statewide signifi-
cance although it depends upon local decision-making.

6.4 Transit Program Recommendations

6.4.1 PLANNING
6.4.1.1 Activities

Table 6-7 lists the potential activities that fall into the planning

category. Included are not only those activities that are traditionally
In transit Improvement programs” but also a varlet)f of operational plan-
ning tasks, e.g., management assistance, data collection and marketing.

6.4.1.2 Available Funding Sources

The UMTA Section § Program provides funds to the State and Anchorage for
the development of local transit Improvement programs. A small percen-
tage of funds distributed go to the State for Section 18 (non-urbanized
area public transit) and Section 16(b?(2) pro%rar_ns and can be used for

planning purposes. ~ A portion of the transportation hond issue will also
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be used for_planning pro?ra_ms that are related d|rectIP/ to development or
implementation of capital imorovement Pro;ects. Together, these funding
sources may be adequate for short and onP range planning, but not for
operational planning and management assisfance activities.

6.4.1.3 Recommendations

It is recommended that $150,000 from general state revenues he_budgeted
annually fcr technical and management assistance activities. This fund-
ing would be in addition to thoSe funds now available for planning.
portion of the funds could be distributed to the various transit pro-
perties for specified tasks, but most of, the fun_dln?_ should fund state-
wide projects which would promote effective utilizafion of funds and
eliminate duplication of effgit.  Typical projects might be development
of a data mapagement system for ridérship, fares and Operating costs;
research projeCts having application to several systems, such™as the
drafting of model bus and shelter specifications,” development of guide-
lines for the selection of park-and-ride lots, and preparation ofa
manual for writing driver and bus schedules; the funding of seminars,
training sessions and workshops on topics useful to transit operators;
and the use of "circuit riders" with sPemahze_d skills who would provide
%\t/etr—the—shoulder, on-site assistance to transit systems throughout the
ate.

Priorities for the use of these funds could be developed In large _Part by
the transit operators themselves. The newly created Alaska Transi
Operators Association provides an ideal forum for soliciting this Input.

Communities would be asked to provide 20% of state and federal planning
and technical assistance funds. The breakdown between state, federal and
local funds 1s shown 1n Table 6-8. The federal figure Includes planning
funds made available to both the State and Anchorage.

6.4.2 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
6.4.2.1 Activities

Table 6-9 contains a listing of the most likely caPnaI improvement
?_rogects to be programmed by Alaskan public transit systems and also

ists potential funding sources. Projects for system$ not using wheeled
motor vehicles, such aS ferries and air cushion vehicles, have not been
Included, Capital Improvements for transit break down into facilities
and rolling stock. Facilities further break down Into three types: (1)
maintenance and garage facilities; (2) streetside passenger aids, such as
bus signs, sheltérs, and accomnodatlon centers, and (3) toad-related
projects, such as bus turnouts and park-and-rlde lots.” Federal-aid funds
cun“be used to fund the road-related grOJects and even many of the pas-
s_<ta_nger aids, but only UMIA funds can be used to fund mainténance facil-
ities.



Rolling stocl*categories are buses, vanpools, and vehicles for the el-
derly and the handicapped. = For the latter two categories, specific
funding Rro rams exist, which are respectively Federal Highway and UMIA
Section 6(‘%) 2) funds. Buses can be purchased with eithgr UMTA Section
3 or Federal-Aid to Urban, System (FAUS?_ _ _

provided fo*" properly maintaining existing  equipmentand makl_nﬁ them
accessible to as many persons as possible; sx_stemmqht wish to
retrofit exrstlngI buses with wheelchair lifts, which would provide access
ibility to the elderly and the handicapped without purchasing new buses.
The purchase of spare” parts and used buses should beencourdged when it
Is cost-effective to local systems. In some instances, systems have made
purchases entirely with their own_money but_now they meet” tne current
criteria for federal or state assistance. The potential use of retro-
active funding should be explored.

funds. Opportunities_should be

Optional uses exist for rolling stock to be purchased, and given a lim-
ited amount of funding perhaps the use of vehicles should be considered
in establishing priorities. Buses cai be used by existing systems. to
replace old equipment or to Initiate new Service and where no_service,
currently exists to demonstrate the feasibility of transit. The avail-
ability of adequate back-up equipment enables public transit systems to
?rowde reliable service. "It ‘has been suggested that back-up vehicles
or the use of Section 16(0)(2) ogerators e purchased by the state and
located in strategic locations. Such a program would eliminate the need
for each of the numerous services that require only one vehicle to also
have back-up vehicles on site. Should an ‘accident” or equipment failure
disable a vehicle, the state would then loan one of the back-up vehicles
until the original vehicle could be fixed or anrcher vehicle procured.

6.4.2.2 Funding sources

The list of potential non-local fundm% sources, as shown in Table 6-9
contains four federal programs, each of which requires a local match. It
is uniformly 20% for UMIA programs and aEproxnjna ely S for federal
highway pro?rams. Use of Department of Education funds depends coon the
operating strategy to be used, and programs using state bonds or general
revenues require action by the State legislature.

6.4.2.3, Distribution St*-tegies

The basic choice 1s between a formula distribution of available funds or
a discretionary_ program that considers needs on a regional or statewide
basis. Population s _used for the distribution of Section 18 funds to
the various states. The State of Alaska Local Service Roads and Trails
program weights population and area equally In Its distribution formula.
A discretionary program could establish a smgl_e 11st of statewid* prior-
ities, separate reqional lists, or lists for different categories of |
transit service. Priorities could be based on loyally-approved transit
development programs.



6.4.2.4 Recommendations

It is suggested that the distribution of capital assistance funds reflect
the fo_I.owm% goals, which reflect administration priorities, legislative
directives, tederal requirements, and local objectives:

1. promote the maximum use of UMIA funds.

2. promote coordination with other state and federal transporta-
tion programs.

(S}

facilitate development of new public transit systems.
4. allow for participation by private tiansportation carriers.

5. recognize regional and local differences in transit character-
istics due fo population size, geography, economic resources,
climate, demographics, and cost of "living.

6. promote the development of transportation services for those
without adequate mobility, especially the poor, the elde"y,
and the handicapped.

7. reduce the number of separate acquisitions that must be made by
a transit system or the State.

A discussion of each of the goals is provided below:
#1. promote the maximum use of UMIA funds

Three of the four existing public transit systems have relied on federal
funding for a large part of their capital improvements. _OnI% Fairbanks
has used non-federal money solely to date in gurchasm Its bus fleet:
but it, too, intends to rély hedvily on UMTA Section 3 funds in future
years. _If a state program does not” promote maximum use of UMIA funds,
communities will favor the use of state funds. _For a given level of
capital investment, state costs would be signigicantly h|qher than would
otherwise be necessary. Certainly, em_phasumq the use of federal funds
adds a paperwork burden to local officials, but the burden 1s not so
great that federal funds should no longe*™* be pursued.

UMTA currently provides 80% of capital costs. The goal ofpromoting use

of these funds could be achieved if the State were toprovide 100%of the
local match, l.e. 20%of total costs, and, for example, 80% of the cost
of non-federal purchases. Providing the local match for UMIA grants has
an additional advantage to the State. Urban governments in Alaska cur-
rently have an incentive to use tederal-aid highway rather than UMTA funds
because the local match is S rather than 20%. This strategy however, re-
duces %he amount of Federal highway funds available to the state for road
projects.
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#. promote coordination with other state and federal transportation
programs

Funds should be made available to assist in the funding of capital pro-
{ects that Increase the mob|I|t¥ of citizens but are alministered by non-
ransportation agencies. A state program should be flexible enough” that
local  latching funds could provide the Office of Aging with matchln%
funds when capital expenses are necessary and to assist in the purchase
of school buses where they are being used for public transit purposes.
For the latter example, a possible stratetg){) would be for the state tran-
sit program to pay for 20%of the cost of buses and the Department of
Education the remaining 80%.

#3. facilitate development of new public transit systems

The transit systems in Anchora?e, June?u, Fairbanks, and Barrow all began
with "seed" money to demonstrate the concept of public transit. In,
addition, a demanstration of air cushion vehicle technology for re%mnal
transit services is now underway in the Bethel area. The source of
demonstration funds for the four conventional systems was different in
each case. Juneau started its system using Model City funds. An_cholrzlezg\eA
benefited from a two-year Section 6 UMTA demonstration grant, v/hile
Section 147 funds weré made available to Barrow for its "two-year demon-
Btrdatlton. Fairbanks received its funding from a line-item in the state
udget.

Demonstrations enable local elected officials and the gieneral public to
find out first-hand whether or not the benefits of public transit are
worth the costs. Demonstration periods of at least one year and in many
cases two years enable transit ridership to grow and stabilize. |f de-
cisions about the feasibility of transit systems are made too early after
a system begins, their worth” cannot be accurately measured. Even those
systemi which ultimately could be successful can” fall to meet expecta-
tions overnight,

#  Sllow for participation by private transportation carriers

Local governments can initiate transit services by contracting with the
privaté .ector rather than undertaking _oEJeratmns themselves.” Given the
reluctance of local novernments, especially In small communities, to in-
crease the number of direct employees, this strateqy may be preferred b
many of the new transit systems initiated 1n the State.” Capital assis-
tanCe can be Prowded to the local ([Jovernments, who would then lease the
equipment to the private operator at a nominal rate. Capital assistance.
1s possible to private carriers whether or not they are receiving financial
support from the local government. UMIA requires that title to vehicles
Burchased with Its fundS reside with a public agency for their_useful life,
ut a state program would not have to have this restriction. The state,
however, should™insure that vehicles during their useful lives are used
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for transit purposes. Slghtseemgi, limousine, or taxi services would not
be eligible unless they operate at least for part of the time in a_tran-
sit mode, i.e. provide reqular transportation on a shared-ride basis for
trips . needed by local residents. _I\/Ian}/ existing services_could become
transit-type services with only slight changes in operations.

#5. recognize differences in transit characteristics

Local development patterns, rhe cost of obtaining and operating a private
automobile, and population_ are among the factors that influence the level
of transit service for a %wen community. The importance of regional and
local differences should Dbe considered in the development of a strategK
to equitably distribute funds. Should a project compete for funds wit
other projects within a region or with projects in communities of a
similar size statewide? The allocation process to the extent possible
should be able to consider differences from both a statewide and regional
context. As important as local and regional differences are in Alaska,
the other considerations should not be ignored. For example, a formula
that distributes capital assistance funds solely on the basis of regional
or local population would not likely have a relationship to actual needs
In a given year.

#. promote transit services for the transportation disadvantaged

As already mentioned, the state pro_%ram perhaps should provide the re-
quired local match for federal capital assistance pro?rams (DOT and
that are oriented towards transportation of the elderly and handicapped.
Eunds cowd also be used to provide transDortation for" those living in
loneer Homes.

#7. reduce the number of capital assistance actions

Capital improvements prozects are "Ium%y" in nature, i.e., they vary dra-
matically from one year fo the next. One cannot buy one-half a bus or a
third of a bus garage, .'unds distributed to a system should not only. be
sufficient to purchase a bus, but in many cases they should be suffiCient
to Purchase_ several buses. Systems requiring three” buses, for example,
will benefit substantially_if all buses are of the same make and pur-
chased at the same time. " The required inventory of spare parts is re-
duced by a conrnonality of equipment, and the productivity of the main-
tenance”staff is improved. The smaller number of purchases reduces
paperwork at all levels of government. A system needing a major Influx
of funds one year might not require any additional capita’ assistance for
the following” five ygars or more.
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Based on the discussions of the seven proposed goals for a c_aPLtaI as-
sistance program, a discretionary program is favored over cistribution by
formula. It is recommended that the state solicit projects from local
governments, governmental agencies, and private providers and then prior-
itize them statewide in thrée categories, as follows: eX|_st|ngr public
transit, systems, new system demonstrations, and paratransit. The burden
of justifying projects”is placed on those ?roposmg them. State funds
should bé used first to match funds from other sources and to fund minor
improvements that would not be cost-effective to procure using federal
funds. Included in this latter category are mador si)_are parts, wheel-
chair retrofits, bus signs and bus shefters, and rolling stock for small
systems (one to three buses). Several vans should be purchased with
state funds_to provide back-up vehicles for elderly and handicapped
programs.  They should be located in strategic locations and loaned to
programs on an” as-needed basis.

In the purchase of rolling stock, priority should be %wen to acquisition
of replacement vehicles and demonstration” projects. Secondary emphasis
should be given to service improvement for existing sYStems. Maintenance
and_garage facilities are the sm?Ie most costly capital improvement,
projéct*-for transit systems. Al hougih adequate maintenance facilities
are a prerequisite to establishment ot a transit system, the State should
be cautious of using funds for these projects, particularly before a
system has been able to firmly establish ltself. Rolling stock can
always be moved to another location but not a building. = Coemunities .
s?_oud be encouraged to use UMTA Section 3 fur'® for maintenance facil-
ities.

The state should provide up to 100% of the non-fede,*L share for federal
?rants. For non-federal prolects, the state should provide 80% of the
otal costs, with a_local match requirement of 20% Demonstrations
should be an exception, funded with up to 100% of state funds. Funding,
whether 1n the form of an annual appropriation by the legislature or a
biennial bond Issue, should be a lump sum and not Includé a specified
list of projects. UMIA Section 3 funds most likely will continue to be a
maJor_lt)( of the transit capital funds spent in Alaska. Since these funds
are distributed on a discretionary basis, it Is difficult to dete*-nine
two years. in advance the amount of funds that will be made availab. to
communities. So_that coordination of all available ]‘undm(I; Sources. can
be Improved, 1t is recommended that the state investigate the possibility
of Preparlng a statewide Section 3 application, which”will show how both
state and federal funds will be utilized.

Whatever pro dures are adopted, they should be described In written
form, and copies of the Information Sent to all potential applicants.

Table 6-10 lists the state, federal, and local funds for each P_rogram _
element. It 1s assumed that all federal funds will go to existing public
systems.  State funds are assumed to Pay all costs for vehicles needed 1n
demonstrations and for a reserve fleet of six vans for paratransit systems.
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State funds would pay the entire local match for vehicles acquired through
Section. 3, Section 5, and Section 16(b)(2). . Bond funds are assumed tobe
.3 million, or one-half of the funds remaining after funds for planning
are subtwrted. The combination of bond funds and anticipated federal
funds is large enough that local costs will amount to only 5% of the
total costs.” No general fund requirements in FY 1982 ere” needed to
supplement hond funds. Providing 42% of the total $10.2 million program,
the State will have become almost an equal partner with the federal
government in promoting public transit 'in the State of Alaska.

6.4.3 OPERATING ASSISTANCE
6.4.3.1 Activities

Table 6-11 contains a listing of the likely activities to_be Inclyded as
operatln_q costs. These activities differ from those previqusly listed
for capital improvements principally in_that they are ongom%. Capital
expenses generally are either for one-time acquisitions, “such as o garage,
or for vehicles with useful lives ranging from three to 15 years or more.

6.4.3.2 Non-local Funding Sources

Also shown on Table 6-11 are seven Poten_tlal non-local funding sources
for operating assistance to public transit systems. Section S and 18
funds ¢ be used for Doth operating and capital assistance, but local
comrun .us and the state tend to program these funds for operating
assi:t e only to the extent necessary and rely on Section 3 funds for
capit.. assistance. These tendencies are expected to continue. State
general revenues would be the source of an oPeratmg_asswtance program
Separate from revenue sharing. Department of Education funds arg not
currently available for support of public transit but the potential
exists. S(g)emahzed health and social service programs especially those
for the elderly are used to operate many vehicles purchased under the
Section 16(h)(2) program, and vehicle récipients are encouraged to In-
vestigate coordination opportunities with other programs.

6.4.3.3 Distribution Strategies

Distribution strategies for_operatmq a.slsta.ice fall Into three categories
1) costs of providing service; f2) evel of service and, performance
measures; and (3) miscellaneous Items, including population and area.
Numerous combindtions of the three categories or of ltems within a cate-
?ory can be generated. . Table 6-12 shows for_each of the four public
ransit systems the estimated FY 8L dollar figures and associated per-
centages of the total _submdx for a variety ot strategies., For the net
and gross cost strategies, the figures are derived directly from esti-
mated costs, and then™ the percenta%e breakdowns are calculated. For the
other options, however, the percentage breakdowns are first comPu_ted and
then multiplied by available funds. ~A constant amount of S3 million Is
assumed which facilitates comparisons between the strategies. Except for
the options based on area, the percentages are surprisingly similar.
Anchorage would receive the largest percentage (81%) using operating



hours and the lowest percentage d(65*) usmlg operating miles.  Fairbanks'
largest percentage (24*) is based on popufation and ‘1ts lowest (10%) on
operating hours.” Ridership gives Juneau its highest percentage (14*) and
operating hours its lowest (7*). For Barrow, an operating hours formula
lelds only 2* of the total funds, and several strategies’ give 4*,

igures for Fairbanks and Barrow, except for those involving costs,
should most likely be multiplied by cost of living factors as in the
revenue sharing program.

The distribution formula for Section 18 funds developed by the State
employs a mix of the three alternative strategies, but emphasues_Fer-
formance measures. Three-fourths of the fundS currently. made available
to .1e State each year ($150,000) are allocated to existing systems.
Three other program categories have also heen established and” Include
special services ($20,000), elderly and handicapped services ($20,000),
and discretionary capital (t]rants 28,000). Existing public transit
operators compete for a tofal of 100 rating points, which are divided
among four criteria, as follows:

Costs - 20 points
| Ridership - 40 points _ _
ly and Handicapped Ridership - 15 points

et
ota
Iderly ar

oordination - 25 points

N
T
E
C

The points for each of the first three criteria are allocated on the,

basis of data submitted by each system. The 25 points for coordination
are allocated by a qualitative judgment of a system's efforts to co- .
ordinate servicés with existing” private operators and paratransit services.

Systems In five communities were awarded ogeratlng assistance with FY 80
funds:  Fairbanks, Juneau, Barrow, Mat-Su Borough (,oroposed comnuter
service to Anchorage), and Ketchikan (airport shuttle ferry). As with
virtually all performance measures, each of the ones used ‘in this rating
scheme favors certain systems because of circumstances beyond the control
of communities or transit management. The Mat-Su Borough, for example,
o?erates_ a commuter service on which passengers travel & one-way distance
of 40 miles, and It cannot compete on ridershlps with systems having
average passenger trips of five miles or less. However, It would sCore
well 1f certain productivity measures, such as passenger-mlles per bus-
mlle were used, since the system operates only In the peak hours and has
a high load factor.

Land use patterns favor Juneau over Fairbanks. Juneau has a linear
development which enables transit to easily serve a high percentage of
the population, Ketchikan has a decided advantage In elderly and” handi-
capped ridership, since many tourists to Alaska are elderly,” and all of
them traveling by plane will use the ferry at least twice.” The Matanuska-
Susitna Borough's system |s once again at” a large disadvantage since many
elderly no longer are working.
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Although coordination certainly 1s worth encouraging, the 25 point
weighting factor appears too h|(1h In relation to ItS Impact on the
performance of a system or Its level of service.

Coordination 1s also a factor over which an individual does not always
have, because 1t cannot he achieved without the cooperation of others.

Formulas based on such factors as population and area are rejected since
they do not relate even Indirectly to the level of service or th. perfor-
marice of transit systems. The choice then 1s between cost and performance
measures. The natural inclination 1s to favor performance measures since
they create accountability for those who receive funds. They provide a
Incentive for efficient and effective operations. However, as the review e
of the criteria used b%/ the State In distributing Section 18 funds for
operating assistance showed, major difficulties exist In developing a
rating system that 1s based on meaningful measures over which all Systems
have control. Equitable rating systems are difficult enougih_to establish
for communities of similar size and layout and the difficulties are,
compounded when dealing with systems having vastly different operatlng
characteristics and serving areas of vastly different layouts and lan

use densities. Alaska's regional differenCes In cost-of-living, cli-
mate, and population characteristics further compound the difficulties of
developm? a simple yet equitable distribution formula based on perfor-
mance criteria.

James Miller, Assistant Professor of Business Logistics and Director of
the Public Transportation Program of the Pennsylvania Transportation
Institute of Penn Statv Univérsity in a recent review of performance-
based allocation methodologies, describes the problems that have been
encountered In putting them into practice.

"In addition to a lack of agreement on approp 4»te measures,
there has been a failure to successfully Tmplt. t a Perfor-
mance-based allocation methodology. It" Is concluded that
previous efforts have prescribed measures for which reliable
data Is not available or that have questionable meanm?s.
Furthermore, most efforts have prescribed measures thal are
more appropriately monitored at the local level. Lack of
a?reement on the %oals_of transit and of funding programs Is
also an imoedlment to implementation.”

Distribution formulas based on net or gross costs overcome man% of the
problems associated with performance-based allocation systems but still
relate to the level of service provided. First, they are simple to
.understand and to apply, which 1Is an asset In exFIammg the program and
In preparing budgets at the state and local levels, Noclearcut guide-
lines exist for establishing the level of a statewide ope_ratlngi assis-
tance program when performance based measures are used, since the ratings
and funding are unrelated. The ratings only establish for each system a
percentage of available funds. The State's’ commitment to operating
assistance would remain an open-ended question.
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Second, cost formulas are more equitable. Communities are not penalized
for conditions, such as geography and cost-of-11ving, over which they
have little control. The cost-of-livling 1n Fairbanks and Barrow 1s 16%
and 39%, respectively, above those for Juneau and Anchorage. Cost for—
mulas take these dlffererces *.,u> account while performance-based for—
mulas could penalize system in Isolated areas of theState.

Third, cost formulasrespect local declslon-maklng regarding th» level of
service being provided at different times of the day and to different
areas o* a municipality. Since all existing publicly-operated transit
systems are funded as area-wide services, it can be argued that all
residents should have access to at least f minimal level of service. The
issue of local service equity 1s taken seriously by municipalities and
may cause certain routes to be established which are considerably less
productive than others. Performance based formulas might provide dis—
incentives for addressing this lIssue. Fairbanks has made the political
decision to provide transit service to the outlying areas, North Foie and
Chena Hot Springs.

Fourth, cost formulas do not make funds received contingent on the nature
of transit services 1n other cowmunitles. Many but not all performance
rating systems, Including the one used by the State f~r Section 18 fund—
ing, are based on the allocation of a given number of points between
systems. Expansion of service by one system or the start-up of new
systems will cause other systems to lose points, and the result will be
less funding for a given system unless the overall funding level Is
Increased.

Gross cost and net cost formulas have slightly different Implications. A
net cost formula tends to favor a low fare structure and discourages
systems from aggressively pursuing additional sources of income. Net
costs generally would be defined as total operating costs less all re—
venue raised by the system (fares, advertising revenue, charter opera—
tions) and federal categorical funds.

The gross cost formula does not extinguish between sources of funding.
It permits local governments to make a trade-off between fares and tax
support and provides an Incentive to pursue other sources of Income.
Municipalities are not penalized If they decide to have system users bear
a major share of operating costs. A gross cost formula encourages co—
ordination with other transportation services where a pooling of funds
would result.

Cost formulas are not without their critics. The two most frequently
heard concerns are that a cost-based program will soon grow out of con—
trol and that systems will lack the Incentive to operate efficiently or
effectively. The concern about the recommended program mushrooming 1n
cost Is not borne out by forecasts. As shown In Table 6-4, forecasted
gross costs for the major systems are $20.2 million for FY 84, which
Includes Inflation and substantial service Improvements. Total gross
public transit operating costs, assuming that 80% come from these four



systems, are forecast at $25.3 mllHo. and the state operating assis—
tance program would be $8.4 million. Vhe desire and the need for public
transit systems statewide will cause increases 1n costs, but the benefits
to Alaska®s residents also will increase.

Local officials who have strongly supported the enactment of a state pro—
gram for operating assistance also havr insisted that local governments
should continue to play a major role in providing financial support for
public transit. No options, with a continuing level of state support
greater than the local effort, have been examined in this report. The
continuing requirement for the ongoing major financial commitments by
local governments and users will provide an adequate "brake" to prevent
unwarranted service expansions.

The concern about efficiency and effectiveness essentially 1s the ques—
tion, "How can the State be sure tha a system 1s providing a dollar"s
worth of transit for e ery dollar spent?” Initially, It should be em—
phasized that a gross cost formula does respond to the level of service
being provided. As the level of service Increases, so will the gross
costs.

The question 1s still legitimate and can be addressed through a combi—
nation of state reviews of transit budgets and operational data, tech—
nical assistance to operators, and the local accountability of transit
managers. All applications for operating assistance should be subject to
review by the State. Costs that are clearly out of line can be discussed
with local officials. Comparing a proposed budget to that of the pre—
vious year will provide a good check on reasonableness.

The Implementation of a comprehensive technical assistance program by the
State would be of considerable help to conmunltles In Improving perfor—
mance measures within the limitations of local conditions and local
mobility decisions. In this way, a system can concentrate on problem
areas over which It has some control.

Because of the considerable local funds that most likely will be required
to operate public transit, residents and local officials have a strong
vested Interest in Insuring "hat public transit services are well managed.
Noticeable improvements in transit management within Alaska have occurred
within recent years as systems have grown and come under closer public
scrutiny.

The State of Pennsylvania Is considered to be a leader In the use of per—
formance measures to evaluate transit systems, yet lts present operating
assistance system does not differ markedly from what 1s being recommended
for Alaska. Pennsylvania provides transit systems with up to 67% of net
operating costs. In past years, the emphasis has been on review of
transit budgets and providing technical assistance to Improve low per—
formance measures. Now, approximately 10% of the funds are allocated on
the basis of performance measures. Such a system provides fiscal incen—
tive for Improving system performance but recognizes that changes cannot



occur suddenly and that many of the system®s operating characteristics
are beyond the control of system managers. Coincidentally, Section 18
allocations to Alaska now provide approximately 10% of the operating
costs for non-urbanized trans T systems.

Since the gross cost formula does ..ot consider federal funds, Section 18
funds could be used to reward systems with high performance measures.
The existing allocation process should be refined to include more mean—
ingful performance measures. Net costs should pit)bably be eliminated if
a true performance based allocation process is the goal.

6.4.3.4 Recommendations

0f the goals suggested for the analysis of distribution strategies for
capital assistance, the fi»»t six apply equally to operating assistance.
The seventh goal 1s replaced by two additional goals for operating assis—
tance as follows:

7. Promote local financial support for pjbllc transit.

8. Provide different levels of support for different
levels of service.

The eight goals are discussed below:

#1. promote ..Almum use of UMTA and FHWA funds

The amount of federal operating assistance crmlng Into the State will not
be Influenced one way or the other by the existence of a state operating
assistance program because the ongoing U.S. Department of Transportation
funds basically are distributed on a formula basis, not a discretionary
one. The only discretionary funding is for demonstration projects, of
which Alaska has had three - Anchorage, Bethel, and the North Slope
Borough system In Barrow. Because of the limited number of demonstration
projects funded each year by the federal government, the impact on the
availability of demonstration funding should not be a factor when con—
sidering state distribution strategies.

#2 . promote coordination with other state and federal transportation
programs

One strategy to promote this goal Is to consider all funds used to sup—
port operating costs other than those from the federal 00T as local
subsidy.

This strategy would encourage communities to seek out other sources of
Income and to coordinate services. For example, funds received from the
Office on Aging would not reduce the amount of state operating assistance
received 1f either the net cost or gross cost options were used.
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#3. Tfacilitate development of new public transit systems

Special consideration should be given to demonstration projects, which
require considerable start-up and a minimum of several months for rider—
ship to reach projected levels. A higher percentage of operating costs
should be available for at least the first ys»»* of operation for a new
system than for an established operation.

#4_ allow for participation b" private transportation carriers

Local governments, at their option, can initiate or expand transit sys—
tems by contracting out operations to the private sector. This situa—
tion, from the point of view of distributing operating assistance, does
not differ from a system that is operated directly by a local government.
In both cases, the local government has financial responsibilities for
the system®s operation. Providing operating assistance to services that
currently exist without any such assistance must be handled differently.
For necessary local or intercity services that are 1ln danger of being
discontinued, assistance could meet unavoidable losses and a reasonable
profit. User subsidies are a second strategy. They can be used for the
general public but usually are used on a limited bails for specific user
groups, such as the elderly, or for specific trips, such as going to and
from a medical clinic. User subsidies have the disadvantage of not
promoting efficient services. Generally, the use of contracts between
local governments and private carriers 1s preferred, but flexibility
should exist In the possible dealings of the State and local governments
with these carriers.

#5. recognize regional and local differences in transit characteristics

A distribution strategy should recognize differences In transit demands
between communities and in operating costs. The latter tends to be
regional in nature while the former relates to a variety of factors.

#6 . promote transit services for the transportation disadvantaged

Operating assistance could help expand or develop separate services for
the elderly and the handicapped if regular transit services do not exist
or are Inadequate. Support could be used to expand the hours of opera—
tion or the service area for services operated by 16(b)(2) organizations.
The supplenentary system in Anchorage could be considered as part of the
transit system for purposes of prov ding operating assistance. Besides
the elderly and the handicapped, otfier groups who might require special
consideration 1n the distribution of operating assistance are the young
and the poor.



&/. promote local financial support of public transit

A few states operate local transit systems and, thus, pay 10G% of oper—
ating deficits. This level of involvement in transit is not considered
wise for Alaska. Local governments should contribute substantially to

the support of public transit and in so doing should have primary respon—
sibility for estauHshing levels of service. The requirement for major
financial comnitments by a community"s residents will act as a brake on
system expansion.

Many small communities lack the tax base to raise adequate funds to
provide new services such as public transit. In such situations, the
community should not be denied the opportunity to improve local mobility.
The State can recognize a trade-off between fares and tax support. Fares
would provide a greater percentage of local support and, in some cases,
perhaps all of it.

#8. provide different levels of support for different levels of service

Any distribution strategy, it is argued, should reflect the level of
service being provided. Strategies based wholly on area or population
would not lead to changes in funding with changes in the level of ser—
vice. Strategies based on net or gross operating costs Indirectly are
affected by the level of service since any Increases 1n service will
cause gross costs to rise and most likely net costs.

After reviewing the preliminary draft of this report and local policies,
the transit managers of the four major publicly-operated transit systems
1n Alaska voted unanimously in November, 1980 to support enactment of a
State operating assistance program that would provide communities with
one-thlrd of gross operating costs. Figure 6-13 shows how a proposed
total operating assistance funding of approximately $4.8 million would be
distributed among five separate programs. Funding to existing systems
would represent 87% of the total funds. To place the level of funding
for the proposed operating assistance program in perspective, total
funding would be only one-fourth of the state subsidy of the Marine
Highway System and less than one-fourth of state costs to provide pupil
transportation services.

A net cost formula is recommended for demonstrations. Participation by
the State would be significantly higher than for existing systems so that
the concept of public transit 1n a community would be adequately tested.
The demonstration period would last up to two years, and afterwards the
system would receive operating assistance on the basis of the regular
gross costs formula.

A trial program to fund student fares for pupils riding public transit
buses 1is recommended. Funding would be channeled through local school
districts. The outcome of the trial could result in policy changes that
would reduce costs to the State for pupil transportation.

-112-



Funding requirements for providers of elderly and handicapped transporta—
tion services and for private carriers operating without local government
involvement are unknown at this time, but separate funds of $100,000 are
being recommended. Funds for elderly and handicapped services cculd be
used to provide the local match for Office on Aging programs or for
expanding existing services. It should be noted that elderly and handi—
capped services operated by municipalities, such as the one in Anchorage,
are considered to be part of the existing public transit funding program.

Table 6-14 shows the breakdown of various funding sources for the five
existing publicly-operated bus transit systems. State operating assis—
tance is a uniform 33% for each system. The level of funding and al—
location criteria for Section 18 program are assumed to continue un—
changed, and the level of funding for Section 5 funding is the figure
shown in Anchorage®s FY 81 transportation improvement program. The other
non-local funding source shown is transit-related revenue sharing, al—
though it is recognized that state revenue sharing is now non-categorical.
The remaining funds, which must come from local revenue sources or un—
restricted state and federal funds, range from 50 to 60 percent. The
State would become a major partner in funding transit operations; but
even so, local revenues would still remain the major source of funding.
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6.5 Proposed Legislation

A bill to establish a comprehensive statewide public transit assistance
program.

Section 1. PURPOSE AND INTENT. The State of Alaska shall encourage
the development of adequate local and regional mobility throughout the
State, taking into consideration local desires and needs, local geogra—
phic and cost-of-living differences, and the potential for coordination
with or between existing public and private transportati n providers.
Public transportation is and will continue to be an essential service
enabling many Alaskans to gain convenient access to needed health and
social services and to participate in educational, employment, and re—
creational opportunities. Public transportation also can play a signif—
icant role in reducing congestion, conserving energy, reducing air pollution,
and promoting urban development goals. Coimiunities require technical and
financial assistance to choose appropriate strategies, implement them,
and operate them efficiently.

Section 2. CAPITAL EXPENSES. The Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities annually shall develop a statewide public transporta—
tion capital assistance program for existing private and public opera—
tors, demonstrations of new systems, and paratransit. The programs shall
consider the availability of federal, state, and local funding resources.
Applicants for funds shall present a budget for the use of funds, des—
cribe how the facilities or vehicles to be acquired will be utilized, and
demonstrate that adequate funds to operate and maintain the capital
acquisitions exist.

(a) The State shall provide up to 100% of the match for federal
capital assistance programs related to public transit, vanpools, and
transportation of the elderly and handicapped.

(b) The State shall provide up to 80% of the total cost of public
transportation capital projects that are not funded by U.S. Department of
Transportation programs. The match may come from one or more of the
following sources: non-Department of Transportation federal funds,
locally generated funds; funds from departments other than DOT/PF, and
unrestricted State of Alaska assistance programs. Including state aid to
governments and municipal assistance.

(c) The State shall provide up to 100% of the capital assistance
costs to demonstrate new public transportation systems. No single pro—
ject shall be greater than $250,000 in any one year.

(d) The State shall have the authority to procure reserve fleets of
transit and paratransit vehicles with up to 100% of state funds. The
vehicles may be used by operators through the provisions of paragraphs
(@), (b), or (c), or loaned on a temporary basis.
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(e) Provisions of paragraphs (a) through (d) may be used to pur—
chase buses operating on school bus routes if the following conditions
are met:

(1) An application is submitted to the Department of Education
by either a municipality or a school district.

(2) The general public shall have access to the bus either
while it is operating on a school route and/or during routes operated
during other parts of the day. Operating hours during which the operator
is engaged in public transportation must at least equal those for which
pupil transportation is provided.

(3) The application must be approved by the Commissioners of
Education, Public Safety, and Transportation and Public Facilities or
tneir designees.

(4) Title of the vehicle must remain with a public entity un—
til the end of its useful life. Should public transportation services no
longer be offered once the vehicle is procured, the State may transfer
the vehicle to a coirmunity where it would be used to prov.oe public
transportation.

(5) Approval of the application cannot reduce net revenue to
a private school bus operator during the life of an existing service
contract.

() Should school buses operating pupil transportation routes be
used for public transportation, the State shall pay up to 1001 of the
incremental cost of providing larger buses. Provisions (1), (3), and (5)
of the previous paragraph shall apply.

Section 3. OPERATING EXPENSES. The Department snail annually submit
to the legislate a request for operating assistance to local, regional,
and Intercity public transportation systems, taking into consideration
the availability of local, state, and federal resources. The program
shall be divided Into six program elements: existing public transporta—
tion systems, new system demonstrations, pupil fares, private operators,
user subsidies, and elderly and handicapped transportation.

@) Existing Public Transportation Systems Operated By Municipalities.
The State shall pay up to one-tnird of gross costs based on a budget
approved by the appropriate local government and subject to review by the
Department. Payments by the State shall not exceed 90* of a system"s net
operation of cost which is defined as total operating costs iplnus system
revenue and categorical state and federal .unds.
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(b) New System Demonstrations. The state shall provide municipal —
ities undertaking new system demonstrations up to 90% of net operating
costs for the first year and up to 80% of net operating costs for the
second year. Provisions of paragraph (a) shall apply to the following
years of operation. Net operating costs are defined as total direct
operating costs minus fares and receipts from state and federal categor—
ical programs. The total annual cost under this program for any single
project shall be limited to $150,000.

(c) Pupil Fares. For the period September, 1981 to June, 1982, the
Department of Education shall make payments to school districts for the
purchase of fates on public transportation systems for the purpose of
traveling to and from school. The Departments of Education and Transpor—
tation and Public Facilities shall submit an interim report to the Legis—
lature by February 1, 1982 and a final report by October 1, 1982. This
program shall not reduce the net revenue of any private pupil transpor—
tation operator during the life of an existing service contract.

(d) Private Operators. Municipalities are encouraged to contract
services to private operators using provisions of paragraphs (a) and (b).
In addition, the department may pay private operators for unavoidable
losses and a reasonable profit to continue services that would otherwise
be curtailed or eliminated. Payments shall be based on an audit of the
private operator®s financial statu

(e) User Subsidies. The department may pay to municipalities fare
discounts up to one-third for travel on existing private transportation
services by target groups such as the elderly and for target trips such
as those to a clinic or Y *pltal. Applicants must submit a document
describing the need, persons who will benefit, and the transportation
services that will be used. Municipalities shall be responsible fo*
administrative costs.

() Elderly and Handicapped Transportation. The department may pay
to municipalities, public agencies, or non-profit corporations up to one-
third of the gross cost of supplemental transportation services available
to all elderly and/cr handicapped citizens. Public transportation
systems receiving funds through paragraphs (a), (b), or (d) must estab-—
lish off-peak fares for the elderly and handicapped that are no more than
one-half of the fare for other passengers. Applications for assistance
to supplemental transportation services shall be approved by the Cornnis-
sioners of Transportation and Public Facilities and Health and Social
Services, or their designees.

(g) The Department Shall Provide Funding Through Municipalities
Where Practical. Where a need for public transportation services exlsts
and there is no local government, the department shall have the option of
providing funds through public or private non-profit entitles or accepting
responsibility for operations itself.
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Section 4. TECHNICAL AND PLANNING ASSISTANCE. The department shall
use the combined resources of in-house personnel, staff of public trans—
portation operators both within and outside Alaska, and consultants to
guarantee the availability or adequate planning and technical assistance,
as needed by municipalities, to effectively plan to operate and manage
public transit systenms.

Section 5. DEFINITIONS.

(a) "Public transportation systems"™ include local, regional, and
intercity surface passenger systems available to the general public with
the exception of intercity rail and water services. Taxicabs must be
operated on a shared-ride basis.

(b) "Department” refers to the Alaska Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities.
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Forecast Capital

TRANSIT OPERATOR
ANCHORAGE

Rolling Stock
Facilities
Total
FAITRBANKS
Rolling Stock
Facilities
Total
JUNEAU
Rolling Stock
Facilities
Total

NORTH StOPE BOROUGH

Rolling Stock
Total

FOUR-SYSTEH TOTAL
Rolling Stock

Facilities
Total

Expenditures for

FY 80-FY 81

6,422-81*.
5,734-54%
12,156-66%

1,009-13%
2,796-27%
3,805-21%

372-5%
1,983-19%
2,J55-17V

100- 1%
100-0.5%

7,903-100%
10,513-100%
18,416-100%

Existing Public Transit Systems

2-YEAR AVERAGE

3,211-81%
2,867-54%
6,078-66%

505-13%
1,398-27%
1,904-21%

186-5%
992-19%
1,178-13%

50-1%
50

3,952-100%
5,257-100%
9,209-100%

FY 82-FY 86

10,964-79%
12,666-94%
23,630-86%

2,128-15%
838- 6%
2,966-11%

450-3%
0-0%
450-2S

390-3%
390-1%

13,932-100%
13,504-100%
27,436-100%

(in thousands of dollars)

5-YEAR AVERAGE

2,193-79%
2,533-94%
4,726-86"

426-15%
168-6%
594-11%

90-3%
0-0%
90 -3*

78-3%
78-1%

2,787-100%
2,701-100%
5,488-103%

ob

Notes: (1) Rolling stock includes all fixed route buses owned by public transit systems nnd vehicles for
Municipality of Anchorngc®s public elderly nnd handicapped program. Vehicles for UMIA 16(b)(2)
recipients not included.

(2) Figures obtained for Anchorage from FY 81 Transportation Improvement Program, for
Juneau from 1980 Transit Development Programs, for North Slope Borough replacement of ex
vehicles assumed except for recently purchased 30-passenger vehicle.



t Revenues, .inJlCapital Program

COSTS FARC VEDERAL. RUMDS I.QCAL SHIHSIDV. ROLL.INC STOCK FACILITIES TOTAL
Ketch linn Airport (a)
Ferry t*/ S31- 1005 438-825 30-65 63-125 cost uncertain
Mat-Su Borough @]
Conuuotcr Service 165-100". 45-275 15-95 105-645 230 son 730
Anchorage Elderly
6 Handicopped Service 330-100T 110-335 220-675 54 A
4 NEW SYSTEMSCT;
Catena 120-1005 36-305 84-705 230 500 730
System 2 120-1005 36-305 84-705 230 230
System 3 120-1005 36-305 84—>05 230 SO0 730
System 4 120-1005 36-305 84-705 230 230
Private Systems O na na 100 500
16(b)(2) O]>erators na 100 400
New | Misc. Subtotal 924-155 2.104-3S5 1.500-225 3,604-285
Existing System
Sibtotal 5,330-855 3.952-6S5 5.257-785 9,209-725
Total 6,254-1005 6,056-1005 6,757-1005 12,813-1005

Notes: (1) The airport ferry carries buses and walk-on passengers and Is considcd a public transit system.

(@ Alternatives have heen developing for improving shuttle ferry service, hut a decision has not ns yet
been made concernl »g which ones should he implemented.

(3 Existing net cost to Mnt-5u Borough is fixed at $90,000 for nine months as a result of contract
terms with private operator providing service.

(@) Federal funds for this service come from Title 3 Elderly Transportation Program, administered by Office on Aging.

() It Is estimated that four new systems will start next year. Costs nro forecasted as follows: 300 days per )tar,
16 man hours per dav, $25 per hour e 1120,000 por year. Fares: 16 hours per day, 75| per fare,
10 rides per hour, 300 days per year mm$36,000 per year. |

(6) Existing private systems are in Ketchikan, Unalasta 5 Kelliel. Subsidy would bo based on an audit that Identifies
Bsscs. No such subsidy program exists at present but is llkoly in the future.

(7) Operating figures ore based on $5,000 per operator for 20 operators. Capital costs assume that 1/3 of ststo-wldo
fleet of 60 vehicles will be replaced each year. 20 vehicles X $26,000 = $400,000.



TABLE 6-3

Maximum and Minimum Scenarios for the availability of Non-Local Capital

Funds for FY *61
Millions of Dollars
MINIMUM MAXTMUM

State Transportation Bond Issue” 4.3 8.6
UMTA Section 32 5.0 7.0
UMTA Section 16(b)(2)3 0.2 0.2
UMTA Section 5 (Title 1V)4 0.4 0.4
FiJA/UMTA Section 185 0.0 0.2
Available Non-Local Funds 9.9 16.4
Fcrecf it Capital Needs 12.8 12.8
Net Availability of Nc»-Local Funds -2.9 +3.6
Notes: (1) The 2-year bond figure is $8.8 million, but approximately

&)

®

Q)

®)

$200,000 will be used for planning. The minimum scenarios
assumes the money will be availablp equally over the 2-
year period. The maximum scenario assumes all funds will
be distributed during the first year. General fund re—
venues would have to supply funds for the second year.

Section 3 funds are discretionary and fixed amounts do not
exist either for regions of the country or for invididual
states. In recent years, the Northwest region has re—
ceived approximately 10S of the annual funds available
nation-wide. The minimum scenario assumes a 101 distri—
bution to Region X and that Alaska would receive 91 of
these funds. The maximum scenario assumes a 101 regional
distribution but a 121 Alaska share of these funds.

Section 16(b)(2) allocations are distributed to states an—
nually an* can be used only for capital purchases.

Title IV fum.s must be used for capital purchases. Al—
though additional Section S funds can be used for capital
purchases. It is assumed that they will be used instead
for operating asslstai.Cu.

As with Section 5 funds, Section 18 funds can be used
either for operating or capital assistance, however, no
minimum allocation for capital exposes exists. The
minimum scenario assumes the funds will be used solely for
operating assistance, and the maximum scenario assumes
that they will be used for capital assistance.
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TARIF 6-4
Forernsl* <« tlusts i« Revenue Sources for Public transit Systcns (In thousand* of dollar*)
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<;..mtnary of Srate Programs for Capital.and Operating Assistance

California: Operating costs, simgle allocation to counties based on population
A minimum of 15% of funds must be used ror capital expenditures.

Connecticut: Operating costs, 100% of deficit to maintain basic service. 50% of
local dificit above basic service. Capital costs, 300% of local
match for IMTA grants.

Delaware: Operating costs, 80S of deficit for line-hnul service. 100% of deficit
for specialized elderly and handicapped.

Florida: Capital costs, 50% of local match for UMTA grants. Service develop—
ment fund provides 50% of capital and operating costs for demonstrations.

Georgia: 50% of local match for federal grants and non-federal projects.
Illinois: 67% of local match for federal grants and non-federal projects.
Indiana: 50% of local share of federal grants.

Maryland: Operating costs, up to 70% of deficit. Capital costs, 7S% of local

match for UMTA grants.

Mass: Operating costs, 50% of non-federal funds. Capital costs, SO* of
non-federal funds.

Michigan: Operating costs, for existing systems formula based eoually on transit
miles and population. 10C% of demonstration costs. Capital costs, 100%

for local m: tch of UMTA grants.

Minnesota: Operating costs, 67% of deficit. Capital costs, 75% for local match
of UMTA grants. Separate funding for new bus systems in small cities.

Missouri: Local option of 4# sales tax for transportation.

Montana: Operating costs, formula based on passenger and bus miles provides
up to 50% of deficit.

Nebraska: Operating costs, 50% of deficit or of local match for UHTA grant.

Sew Jersey: Operating costs, subsidy previously to private operators. Now, many
systems operated directly by state. Capital costs, state purchases
vehicles and leases to private operators at Si per year.

Sew York: Operating costs, allocation based on unit monetary figures established

for passenger* and vohicle and vehicle miles on different type* of
systems. Capital costs, 50% of local natch for UMTA grants.
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X Carolina: Capital costs, local TJtch of UMTA grants.
Ohio: Capital costs, 50% of local match for UMTA grants.

Oregon: Capital costs, up to 100% of local match for UMTA grants. Separate
non-urbanized area fund for capital and operating assistance.

Pennsylvania: Operating costs, 67% of non-federal funds. Capital costs, 50% of
non-federal share.

Rhode Island: State operated state-wide transit system.
Tennesee: Capital costs, 50% of lof*al share for UMTA grants.
Texas: Capital costs, 65% of local match for UMTA grants, 50% of non-

federal projects.

Utah: Local option of 1/4* sales tax dedicated to transit, can be used for
cap”"tal and operating assistance.

Virginia: Capital costs, 85% of local share for UMTA grants. Aid available
also for non-federal projects.

Washington: Share of auto excise tax, also local options for household,
employoes, business, sales tax options.

West Virginia: Capital costs, 100% of non-federal funds. State purchases all buses.
Wisconsin: Operating costs, 67% of deficit. Capital costs, 100% of capital

costs for demonstrations.

Source of nun-federal support for p~olic transportation programs in non-urbanized
areas by Alice Kidder, Transportation Institute, North Carolina A/T State University,
June, 19S0.



TABLE 6-6
Effects of Change in Revenue Sliarllie Legislation on Support to Tublic Transit

LOCAL effort
L r Capit 19 1979 Stat Transit t Transit
Municipality Prop. VaIuaP on Populatllgon Revenue ghar?ng Fg?e]ss' g%mdy Entlter%nesr{t F{J%Hlsr:g
Anchorage $31,946 184,775 $819,588 $547,000  $2,937,000 $109,059 $239,930
A 3,80 6047 $322505  $190000 851000 $20011  $65.804
Negih, e S35 7971 SB5T0  $59000  $19500 3400 5540
C1t e Bgroun 86470 22,109 $98049 95000 449000 $20787 45731
ot () A B SR SR 4 B B 1 proatr
aTshee(qum&é)aE“nYe 0 %'ﬁ?é% o Rty ePetv'éhe%‘ aring ? $? PRl AR %HP”
e carre orwarg e. pop ulat|on within tfe boundaries 0 e old city of Anc orage wes dou Ie c0 ted
Only the figure for $5 per caplta IS shown,

(3)Local sugmdy is defined as total operating costs minus fares and receipts from federal transportation agencies
applied to' operations.

(4) Transit entitiement « population Xmillage rate equivalent for transit

(popula ) Q.ottl Xg{egrmeS 'tp[ r%‘c’rop‘elr%ga\llafuf 'dX—ﬁ—pnpm'rthn

NS08 e o6 R lor——
Transit relat harj legisatio
) r?[g]r%lratrfo% ef%c%%vr? l( S g tn n??tiggngrﬁtf9802 5(9 ?t?ansn entitlement)

« FORLE ST

Now/0)d
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TABLE 6-7

Planning Activities & Potential Funding Sources

PLANNING ACTIVITIES
Development and Evaluation of Short-Range Alternatives
Development and Evaluation of Long-Range Alternatives
Preparation of Annual Budgets and Transit Improvements Program
Grant Writing
Preparation of Bus Specifications

Planning for Elderly and Handicapped: [Including Preparation of
Transition Plan, Where Applicable

Energy Contingency Planning
Coordination and "Brokerage"

Data Collection and service Monitoring
Service Evaluation

Marketing

Technical Assistance

Management Assistance

Research Projects

Ridership Program

AVAILABLE FUNDING SOURCES
UMTA Section 8
Section 18 (jointly administered by FHWA & UMTA)
UMTA Section 16(b)(2)
State Bond Issue
State General Revenue
Local Funding

FHWA Carpooling/Vanpooling Program
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TABLE 6-8

Recommended Planning and Technical Assistance Program

STATE FEDERAL LOCAL
Planning $200,000 (59%) $ 70,000 (21%) $ 67,500 (20%)
Technical and Management
Assistance 150,000 (80%) 37,500 (20%)

$350,000 (67%) $ 70,000 (13*) $105,000 (20%)
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Capital

Improvement Projects

FACILITIES DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
Maintenance and bus storage facilities
Park-ind ride lots
Bus shelters and bus signs
Bus turnouts on heavily traveled roadways
Passenger accomodation centers

ROLLING STOCK
Buses
Vanpools

Vans for specialized services, especially elderly and handi—
capped

FUNDING OPTIONS
Retroactive purchases

Demonstration/service development projects: public & private
services

Bus replacement: public & private systems
New service for existing services
Spare parts and retrofits for wheelchair lifts
Centralized backup fleet
NON-LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES
Section 3, UMTA
Section 5, UMTA
Section 18, FHWA & UMTA
Section 16(b)(2), UMTA
State Bonds
State General Revenues
Federal-Aid Urban Systems (FAUS) Highway Funds

Department of Education
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TABLE 6-10
Proposed State Public Transit Capital Assistance - FY 82

Estimated Cost (Thousands of Dollars)
Program Program Element Federal State Local
1. Existing Public UMTA Section 3 5,000 (80%) 1,250 (20%) 0

Transit Systems
Section 5 (Anchorage

cnly) 200 (80%) 50 (20%) 0
State uond Funds 1,860 (80%) 465 (20%)
General Funds 0
2. New System 4 communities 1,000 (100%)
Demonstrations
3. Paratransit New Vehicles (Section
16(b) (2) 200 (80%) 50(20%) 0

Reserve fleet
(6 vehicles) 90 (100%) 0
5,400 (53%) 4,300 (42%) 465 (5%)

TOTAL CAPITAL FUNDS = $10,165,000.00

SOURCE: Peter Eakland and Associates, 1980.
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TABLE 6-11
TRANSIT OPERATIONS

Activities

Bus maintenance

Driver cos:s

Administration

Fuel and oil
Potential Funding Sources

Section 5, UMTA

Section 18, FHWA/UMTA

State Revenue Sharing

Title 11l and Title VII, Office of Aging

Department of Education

Miscellaneous State and Federal Social Services

State General Rwenues
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TABLE 6-12

Alternative funding Distribution Forecasts For FY 81 (In

DISTRIBUTION

FORMULA

NET COSTS1

One-Thlrd

One-Ha If

Total

GROSS COSTS

One-Thilrd

POPULATION2 ~:

LEVEL OF SERVICE3

Rldershlp

Operating Hours
Operating Miles

1/2 Operating MI.

thousands of dollars)

1/2 Operating Hours

1/3 Rldershlp

ANCHORAGE FAIRBANKS JUNEAU BARROW TOTAL

1,777-70* 418-16* 257-10* 104-4~* 2,556-100*
2,665-70* 627-16* 386-10* 156-4~* 3.834-100%*
5,330-70/ 1,254-16* 772-10%* 312-4~* 7,668-100*
2,230-70% 524-16* 225-10%* 139-4* 3,218-100*
1.980-66* 720-24* 240-8* 90-3* 3,000-100*
2,130-71* 330-11* 420-14* 120-4* 3,000-100*
2,430-81* 300-10* 210-7* 60-2* 3,000-100%*
1,950-65* 630-21* 330-11%* 90-3* 3.000-100%*
2,190-73* 465-15,5* 270-9* 75-2,5* 3,000-100*
2,169-72,3* 420-14* 321-10,7* 90-3* 3.000-100*

1/3 Operating M<.
1/3 Operating Hour*

Notes: )

)

®)

Net costs are defined as ooeratlng costs minus fares and
estimated revenues from federal Department of Transportation
Sources.

Percentages based on population figures for municipality
operating the transit system were submitted to CoMinlty
and Regional Affairs for FY 79.

Assumes total available funds of S™ million.
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TABLE 6-13

Proposed State Public Transit Operating Assistance Program FY 1982

Estimated Cost

Program Community/Program Element (Thousands of Dollars)
1. Existing Public Anchoragel 2,923
Transit Systems
(33X of gross Fairbanks 569
costs)
Juneau 373
Barrow 153
Mat-Su Borough 46
Ketchikan airport ferry* 84
2. New Demonstration Galena'3 50
Systems (90S of net
C sts first year, 3 other new systems 228

80S of net cost
second year)

3. Student Fares 150
4. Private Operators 100
5. Elderly Transportation 100
TOTAL 4,776
Notes: (1) The Anchorage figure includes the regular People Hover
system and the supplementary system for elderly and
handicapped.

(2) Using 33S of gross cost*, the state subsidy would be
greater than net costs. The estimated cost shown s 90S
of the total forecast net cost.

(3) Galena received $110 000 from the 1980 legislature to
initiate a transit s/stem. The FY 82 needs are assuned
to be 501 of this figure.

Source: Peter Eakland and Associates, 1980






Breakdown of FY 82 Operational Funding Sources Based on State Funding of 1/3 Gross Costs (In thousands of dollars)

ANCHORAGE FAIRBANKS JUNEAU BARROW MAT-SU

Fares 949 (11X) 330 (19*" 139 (13%) 71 (16%) 45 (27.5%)
Federal DOT

Section 18 (FHWA) mm 60 (4%) 70 (6%) 40 (9%) 15 (9%)

Section 5 (UMTA) 1,200 (14%)
State Transit Assistance

(1/3 Gross Costs) 2,923 (33%) 569 (33%) 373 (33%) 153 (33%) 55 (33%)
State Revenue Sharingl 255 (3%) 47 (3%) 45  (4%) 1 (0%) 3 (2%)

2

Local Taxes 3,443 (39%) 702  (41%) 493 (44%) 193 (42%) 47 (28.5%)
Total Costs 8,770 (100%) 1,708 (100%) 1,120 (100%) 458 (100%) 165 (100%)
Notes: (1) State Revenue Sharing mestimated proportionate amount of current non-categorlcal program

(2) Local Taxes mmtotal costs minus all other categories.
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7.0 Sketch Transit Plan

7.1 Purpose

The purpose of this chapter is to present a general forecast of the
statewide public transit requirements for the next six years. Each of
the various elements of the transit project has provided insights into
the transit needs o. Alaska®"s comr"oities. Perhaps th* most important
lesson learned was that the institutional ai;d politic? issues are at
least as important as planning issues. Institutional factors include the
perception of transit needs by local decision-makers, the extent of the
desire of local governments to become directly involved in transit
funding and operations, the impact of local and state regulation of
taxicabs and bus common carriers, and the availability of an acceptaole
mix of local, state and federal funding sources for both capital and
operating costs.

Detailed five-year development plans exist for the three largest public
transportation systems 1n the State. Site-specific capital and operating
needs for systems in other cities must await deliberations of the above
Issues. Nevertheless, candidate areas and communities can be identified,
providing a realistic scenario of public transit development In Alaska.
The result of this sketch-planning effort can be used to help establish
long-range policies and priorities for more detailed planning.

Sketch plans will be developed for Intercity, regional, and local public
transportation systems, although the emphasis will be on local systems.
Sketch planning at the Intercity and regional level will only be done
qualitatively, but It Is Important that public transportation planning at
these levels begin to be developed. In the same way that the State
considers the relationships between local, regional, and statewide road
systems, it can examine the relationships between these levels of public
transportation services.

7.2 Intercity Public Transportation

Intercity public transportation, it is proposed, includes all land trans—
portation services with routes longer than 100 m.les, all air passenger
services, and the Marine Highway System.

Alaska has four inodes of intercity public transportation - air, bus,
rail and ferry. The State of Alaska operates the Marine Highway System,
which 1is Alaska"s only intercity ferry operation. It also subsidizes

operation " the Portage-to-Whittier railroad shuttle operated by the
Alaska Rai«road, but it is being considered a regional service. State
funds are not currently provided for the operating costs of any other
intercity services.
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The Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB), the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA), and tie Alaska Transportation Commission (ATC) jointly regulate
the air carrer industry in Alaska. Subsidies a”e provided by the CAB
and the U.S. ~tal Service to insure adequate air service to isolated
Alaskan conriu nties.

Intercity bus routes operate between the major road-connected cities 1n
southcentral Alaska (Anchorage, Valdez, & Seward) and provide a trans—
portation connection from them to the southeastern communities of Skagway
and Haines. The Alaska Transportation Commission requires that bus
carriers have adequate insurance, but otherwise they have been dereg—
ulated. Railroad passenger service in addition to that provided, between
Anchorage and Whittier 1: offered by the Alaskan Railroad between Anch—
orage and Fairbanks and by the Yukon and White Pass Railroad between
Skagway and Whitehorse.

An Increasing number of states are providing financial support to certain
intercity bus and rail routes so that services losing money can be re—
tained. The long-range status of rail passenger service*, in Alaska
particularly is in doubt. A special problem for Alaska 1s Insuring
adequate off-peak (winter) service. The State should monitor the activ—
ities of Intercity common carriers to be able to anticipate and resjlve
problems as they develop. Future funding of Intercity operations most
likely would come from State rather than local sources.

7.3 Regional Public Transportation

Regional public transportation services are assumed to be land services
that operate on routes from 10 to 100 miles In length. This definition
suggests three regional service areas as follows: the Kenai Peninsula,
Anchorage/Matanuska-Susitna Borough/Whittier, and the Fairbanks North
Star Borough.

Regional systems have operating characteristics different from both local
and Intercity services. Their service Is less frequent than local ser—
vice, but schedules should always permit passengers to r"Je both directions
on the same day. The emphasis Is on providing service to rural residents
for trip-making to and f-om urban areas.

Public transportation services of t regional nature Include “he Portage-
Whittler railroad shuttle, the Anchorage-Eagle River route operated by
the Municipality of Anchorage, routes to Fairbanks from North Pole and
Chena Hot Springs operated by the Fairbanks North Star Borough, a MInto
to Fairbanks route soon to be started by a private operator, and poten—
tial routes to Fairbanks from Anderson and Jelta Junction.

Regional services can occur withl a single municipality but also can cross
municipal boundaries. Coordination between municipalities might be required
for Joint funding or Insuring coordination of services. No services have
emerged which nave required operating agreements between municipalities

or between the State and municipalities, but the need for such agreements

is likely to develop within the next few years.
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7.4 Local Public Transportation Services

Local public transportation systems, which have been the emphasis of this
report, generally provide trips less than 10-15 miles long. The basis
for sketch-planning of local systems is how many of six transit factors a
community possesses. The six factors are as follows: (1) an existin
trair.1t system; (2) an existing Section 16(b)(2) elderly and handicap ed
operator; (3) an existing taxicab operator; (4) an existing school bus
operator; (5) an existing major employment center, and (6) designation as
a major or minor regional hub by the Federal Aviation Administration.

There are eight public transit systems currently operating 1n Alaska and
two more with f"nding assured. As shown on Table 7-1, they are 1ln com—
munities of all sizes. In order of decreasing population, communities
with public transit systems are Anchorage, Fairbanks, Mat-Su Borough,
Juneau, Ketchikan (private), Bethel (private), Barrow, and Unalaska
(private). Galena ard Point Hope have funding assured.

The elderly and handicapped face severe trar.roortatlon mobility problems
throughout the country but particularly In Alaska due to the severe

climate and the abserce of adequate pedestrian amenities. The percentage

of elderly In the total population Is less In Alaska than In other states,
but the construction of elderly housing units and th® availability of
financial assistance programs enable many to remain 1n the State. Develop—
ment of an elderly transportation program 1n a cormunity oftentimes

suggests the existence of other mobility problems. Some states have seen
regular transit systems grow out of 16(b)(2) operations.

Taxicabs provide a surprising percentage of local transportation trips In
Alaskan communities. The high cost of obtaining and operating private
vehicles, relatively short trip distances, harsh weather conditions, and
a large number of seasonal workers ard tourists contribute to the feasi—
bility of taxicab services In conmunltles throughout the State, partic—
ularly those that are Isolated. Public transit in many Instances could
evolve from existing taxicab systems.

The existence of » pupil transportation system Indicates a development
pattern conducive to some form or public transportation. The State pays
for the transportation of puills who live at least 1-1/2 miles from a
school. The expertise of pupil transportation operators In operating and
maintaining a bus system oftentimes can be utilized In Implementing
public transit 1n a coomunlty.

The feasibility of public transit increases If a comunity has large
concentrations of trip generators, such as military bases, groupings of
high-rise office or residential buildings, cannery complexes, and pulp
mills. Finally comunltles, serving as aviation hubs, collect passengers
from and distribute them to smaller neighboring coemunltles. Hub com—
munities also contain concentrations of health and social services in—
tended for use by residents throughout a region.



Communities were first divided into six population ranges so that it
could be determined whether the feasibility of public transit 1s related
sole.y to population Then the nu.iber of existing transit factors was
totaled for each community. Table 7-1 shows for each population range
the total number of communities by total transit factors. Finally,
percentages were assigned to each number of total transit factors to
forecast the number of public transit systems that might be in existence
b*™" 1986. These percentages are as follows: 100* of communities with 5
or 6 factors, 50* of conrnunities with 3 or 4 factors, 10* of conrnunities
with 1 or 2 factors, and 0* of communities with 0 factors. Based on
these assumptions, 1n 1986 there will be 23 systems statewide.

A total of 187 vehicles will be required, assuming one vehicle for every
2,000 persons in a cormunity and a minimum of two vehicles for any system.
Operating expenses, estimated at $100,000 per vehicle per year, will be
$18.7 million 1n 1986. Average capital costs are estimated at $6.3
million per year based on an average vehicle cost of $100,000, vehicle
costs being one-half of total capital requirements, and costs distributed
evenly over six years.

The following is a listing of all communities by population ange which
have at least three transit factors:

20.000 to 200,000: Anchorage (6), Fairbanks (6), Juneau (6)

10.000 to 20,000: Ketchikan (6)

3.000 to 10,000: Bethel (5), Kodiak (5), Sitka (4), Petersburg (4),
Wrangell (4), Kenal-Soldotna (4), Valdez (3)

1.000 to 5,000: Barrow (5), Dillingham (4), Homer (4), Kotzebue (4),
Palmer (3), Cordova (3), Homer (3)

500 to 1,000: Unalaska (4> Galena (4), Fort Yukon (3)

less than 500: St. Mary"s (3), Point Hope (3), Aniak (3),McGrath (3),

Yakutat (3)
Exhibit 7-1 is a collection of questionnaires on local mobility returned tj

the Municipal League by municipalities. It represents the beginning of
a data base for more detailed planning.
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Number of Municipalities
Transit Factors

1. Number with Existing
Transit Systems

2. Number with 16(b)(2)
Operators

3. Number with Taxicabs
Operators

4. Number with School Bus
Operators

5. Number with Major ,
Employment Centers

6. Federal
Regional

Aviation Admin.
Hub

Number of Communities by
Total Transit Factors

0
1
2
3
4
5

6
Number of Transit Forecast
Systems by 1986
(Est. total - £3 systems)

% of comnunltles
to have systems

Vehicle Requirementsl
(Est. total - 187 vehicles)

20,000 to
r.

* 0,000 to
3 1 7
3 1 1
3 1 6
3 1
3 1
3 1 3
3 1 3
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1
0 0 4
0 0 2
3 1 0
3 1 5
1001 100X 71%
132 7 20

3,000 to

6(est.)

7(est.)

1,000 to

—_—

12

12(est.)

11(est.)

O b W w u1 O O

47%

10

500 to

21

18(est.)

15(est.)

12

O O N

14%

less than unincorporated
500 communities
98 -

(@224

15(est.)

25(est.) oo

0 mm

58
15
20

O O O u

6%

12



Notes: Major employment centers Include military bases; major resource processing facilities
such as canneries and pulp mills; and government employment centers.

It is assumed that by 1986 100% of communities having 5 or 6 transit factors will
have a public transit system, 50% of communities with 3 or 4 factors, and 10% of
communities 1 or 2 factors.

Vehicie requirements are based on an estimate of 1 vehicle for every *.,000 people with
a minimum of two vehicles for any syste.

Source: Peter Eakland and Associates, 1980



EXHIBIT 7-1

COLLECTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES Oy LOCAL MOBILITY



Name of Municipality Municipality of Anchorage Population 204>328

NaA of Person Filling Out Questionnaire Stanley A Green

Title Associate Planner Office Phone 264-4251

A. AVAILABILITY OF TRANSPORTATION SF.RVICFS

1. Taxicabs

146

no

Sane

24

Number of taxicab companies operating in the community.
Estimated number of taxicabs operating ir the community.

Does the cost of a cab depend on the numb ot persons making a trip.
Rates: $1.40 for the first 1/6 mile or 40 aeoonda, Whichever canes first/

If yes, what is the cost of a 1 mile -ip for one person, then $1.20 per mile oi
$18. per hour, which-
JKhat is the cost of the same trip I-r three persons. ever is greatest.

Khat are the hours of operation.

2. Limousine Services

Yea

Is scheduled service available to the airport and ferry terminal.

9 Pssengar If yes, what is the seating capacity of the vehicles used.

J. Schoo!

JS8

Both

Buses

Does a pupil, transportation system exist 1in your cosaaunity.
_If yes, how many buses are required to provide the service.

Is the service operated by the school district or by private contractor.
Contractors: 107 busoa. School District: 89 buses.
If by contractor, give his/her nj

Transportation Service*, Inc.
K a E Bu.n Unas
Par North Transportation



