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E x h i b i t  5-2 ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
TRANSIT OPERATORS WORKSHOP 

May 13-14, 1980 
A n c h o r a g e ,  A l a s k a

Tu e s d a y ,  May 15, 1980 - H o l i d a y  I n n ,  K e t c h i k a n  Room

9 :00  am - 9 :15  am I n t r o d u c t o r y  R em a r k s
G i n n y  C h i t w o o d ,  AML E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
Ron G a r z i n i ,  C h i e f  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  O f f i c e r / O p e r a t i o n s  

M u n i c i p a l i t y  o f  A n c h o r a g e  
P e t e r  E a k l a n d ,  T r a n s i t  C o n s u l t a n t  t o  AML

9:15  am - 10:45 am D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  E x i s t i n g  S y s t e m s
O p e r a t o r s  f r o m  A n c h o r a g e ,  B a r r o w ,  F a i r b a n k s ,  J u n e a u

10:45 am - 11:00 am C o f f e e  B r e a k

11:00 am - 12:15 pm M a r k e t i n g ,  C u s t o m ' r  R e l a t i o n s ,  O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  S t r u c t u r e
Raymond  S h e  , M a r k e t i n g  D i r e c t o r

METRO T r a n s i t ,  S e a t t l e

12:15 pm - 1:30 pm L u n c h  ( o p e n )

1:30 pm - 3 :00  pra Bu s  S c h e d u l i n g ,  D r i v e r  S c h e d u l i n g ,  R o u t e  S e l e c t i o n
H .B .  P i c h t ,  M a n a g e r

METRO T r a n s i t  S e r v i c e  C o n t r o l

3:00 pm - 3:15 pm Summa ry  o f  P r o j e c t
P e t e r  E a k l a n d

3:15 pm - 3 :30  pm C o f f e e  B r e a k

3:30 pm - 4 :30  pm W he r e  Do We Go F rom H e r e?
F o r m a t i o n  o f  A l a s k a  i u b l i c  T r a n s i t  O p e r a t o r s  A s s o c i a t i o n ?  
F o r m a t  8 A g e n d a  c f  N e x t  M e e t i n g

6 :30  pm No H o s t  D i n n e r ,  H o l i d a y  I n n

W e d n e s d a y ,  May 14, 1980

8:30  am - 9 :30  am T o u r  o f  A n c h o r a g e  T r a n s i t  F a c i l i t i e s

9 :30  am - 12:00 pm D i s c u s s i o n s  w i t h  G u e s t  S p e a k e r s
H o l i d a y  I n n ,  K e t c h i k a n  Room
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P u b l i c  T r a n s i t  i n  t h e  1 9 8 0 ’s
TRANSIT CONFERENCE

November 12-14,1980 
F a i r b a n k s , A la sk a

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1980 - TRAVELERS INN, WEST GOLD ROOM
1:00 pm - 2:15 pm GENERAL SESSION - James O 'S u l l i v a n ,  M ode ra to r

R o b e r t  Ward - Commiss ione r ,  A la sk a  D epa r tmen t  o f  T r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n  & P u b l i c  F a c i l i t i e s  (DOT/PF)

F rank  F r a n c o i s  - E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r ,  American A s s o c i a ­
t i o n  o f  S t a t e  Highway & T r a n s p o r t a ­
t i o n  O f f i c i a l s  (AATHTO)

Ronald  Hartman - D i r e c t o r ,  P l a n n in g  & P o l i c y  A n a ly s i s ,
American P u b l i c  T r a n s i t  A s s o c i a t i o n  (APTA)

Ginny Ch i twood - E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r ,  A la ska  M un ic ip a l
League

2:15 pm - 2:30 pm COFFEE BREAK

2:30 pm - 4:30 pm PANEL DISCUSSIONS:
FUNDING ALTERNATIVES & INSTITUTIONAL ROLES

Frank  F r a n c o i s  and Rona ld Hartman
Dennis  Dooley - D i r e c t o r ,  S o u t h e a s t  P l a n n in g  and P ro ­

gramming, DOT/PF
George Sm i th  - Manager, P u b l i c  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  Washing­

to n  D epa r tm en t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n
Dennis  Moore - A d m in i s t r a t o r ,  P u b l i c  T r a n s i t  D i/ i s i o n ,

Oregon Depa r tmen t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n
Kenne th  Walke r  - A la sk a  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  Urban Mass

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  A d m in i s t r a t i o n  (UMTA)
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 1980 - FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR. BOROUGH
LOWER CONFERENCE ROOM

9:00 am - 5:00 pm TECHNICAL WORKSHOPS: P a r a t r a n s i t
Equipment P rocu remen t  
O r g a n i z a t i o n  & Manpowe 

Dav id  Ewing, P l a n n in g  & C o o r d i n a t i c
M od e ra to r  G ra n t  A d m in i s t r a t i o n

P u b l i c  R e l a t i o n s  
S choo l  Bus Use 
P r i v a t e  In vo lv em en t  
R e g u l a t o r y  I s s u e s

Ray Sh< • - S u p e r v i s o r ,  M a rke t  P l a n n in g ,  METRO S e a t t l e
Gordon Kirkemo - Wash ing ton  Depa r tmen t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n
Dave R o s t e d t  - T r a n s i t  Manager, Grays Harbo r  T r a n s p o r ­

t a t i o n  A u t h o r i t y
George Sm i th ,  Denn is  Moore, Rona ld  Hartman

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 1980 - FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOROUGH
LOWER CONFERENCE ROOM

9:00 am - noon CONFERENCE WRAP-U*
O r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  T r a n s i t  A s s o c i a t i o n
D i s c u s s i o n  o f  AML T r a n s i t  P r o j e c t

MODERATORS James F .  O 'S u l l i v a n ,  T r a n s i t  D i r e c t o r
F a i r b a n k s  N o r th  S t a r  Borough

David Ewing, P u b l i c  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S p e c i a l i s t  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  R e se a rch  Board

The A la sk a  M un ic ip a l  League, w i t h  f u n d in g  from t h e  A la ska  De­
p a r tm en t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and P u b l i c  F a c i l i t i e s  and Urban Mass 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  A d m in i s t r a t i o n ,  i s  s p o n s o r i n g  t h i s  c o n f e r e n c e  f o r  
l o c a l  governmen t o f f i c i a l s ,  t r a n s i t  p e r s o n n e l ,  and o t h e r  p e r s o n s  
who a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t r a n s i t  o p e r a t i o n s  and management.
The re  a r e  t h r e e  main p u rp o s e s  f o r  t h e  c o n f e r e n c e :  (1) p r o v i d i n g
g e n e r a l  i n f o rm a t i o n  on p u b l i c  t r a n s i t ,  i n c l u d i n g  f u n d in g  a l t e r n a ­
t i v e s  and r o l e s  o f  governmen t and p r i v a t e  a g e n c i e s ,  (2) p r o v i d i n g  
t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t r a n s i t  o p e r a t o r s  f o r  improv ing  t h e i r  
s y s t em s ,  and (3) p r o v i d i n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n f o rm a t i o n  t o  t r a n s i t  
o p e r a t o r s  ab ou t  t h e  o p t i o n s  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a t r a n s i t  o p e r a t o r s  
a s s o c i a t i o n .
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AGKFEMENT OF ASSOCIATIONX ,

As adopted upon the  fo rmat ion o f  the  a s s o c i a t i o n  on November 14, 
1980, du r ing  the  Alaska Municipal  League's 30th Annual Local 
Government Conference conducted in F a i rb ank s ,  Alaska.
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ARTICLE I - ASSOCIATION NAME

• «#
S e c t i o n  1. The A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  the S t a t e  o f  Alaska s h a l l  be known as "Alaska  

Tran s i t  Opera tor s '  A s s o c i a t i o n " .

ARTICLE II - ASSOCIATION PURPOSE STATEMENT

S e c t i o n  1. The purpose o f  t h i s  s t a t ew id e  a s s o c i a t i o n  i s  t o  form an o r g a n i ­
z a t i o n  fo r  the purposes o f  mutua l ly  exchang ing in fo rmat ion  and 
resource s  f o r  s o l v i n g  mutual problems in the op e r a t i o n  and manage­
ment o f  s u r f a c e  pa s s eng e r  t r a n s i t  sy s tems,  t o  promote more e f f e c t i v e  
and economica l o p e r a t i o n  o f  t r a n s i t  sy s tem s,  and to fu r th e r  promote 
the w e l f a r e  o f  the  p u b l i c .

• ,
ARTICLE I I I  - MEMBE SHIP

. * • , .1 * >
S e c t i o n  1. E l i g i b i l i t y  v o t i n g  membership. Any i n d i v i d u a l ,  f i rm, c o r p o ra t i o n .

Municipal c o rp o ra t i on  or p u b l i c  e n t i t y ,  l aw fu l l y  engaged in the
ownership and/or op era t ion  o f  a p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  sys tem, p ub l i c  or
p r i v a t e ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  s i z e ,  w i t h in  the S t a t e  o f  Alaska, i s  e l i g i b l e
fo r  v o t in g  membership. / •

.* •• *  * . •< . m
S e c t i o n  2 E l i g i b i l i t y  A s s o c i a t e  Membership. P r o v i s i o n s  s h a l l  be made for 

A s s o c i a t e  ion-vot ing  memberships.

S e c t i o n  3. Suspens ion  or  e x p u l s i o n .  The membership by a ma jo r i t y  vo te  a t any
r egu la r  mee t in g ,  or the  Execu t iv e  Board by a t h r e e - f i r t h s  vo te ,  s h a l l  
have the power t o  suspend or expe l  f o r  cause any member o f  th i s  

• 'A s s o c ia t i on ,  p rov ided  th a t  any member e x p e l l e d  by the Execu t ive  Board
may appeal  such e xp u l s i o n  t o  the membership o." the A s s o c i a t i o n .

.1
ARTICLE IY - MEMBERSHIP DUES 0• • # .

S e c t i o n  1. The members o f  t h i s  A s s o c i a t i o n  s h a l l  pay such dues fo r  membership as 
may be f i x e d  annua l ly  by the Execu t iv e  Board a t  the annual meet ing o f  
the membership, which dues s h a l l  be approved by a m a jo r i t y  vote  o f  the 
members in a t t endance  at such annual meet ing .  Such dues so f i x e d  s h a l l  
be payable  on o r  b e fo r e  January 1, o f  the y ea r  f o l l ow in g  such annual 
meet ing .

ARTICLE V - VCTE OF MEMBERSHIP

S e c t i o n  1. One r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  each t r a n s i t  sys tem who i s  a member h e r eo f ,  s h a l l
be e n t i t l e d  to  one vo te  fo r  a l l  purposes  h e r e in .

S e c t i o n  2. Votes may be c a s t  a b sen t i a  o r  in person .

S e c t i o n  3. At any meet ing  o f  the A s s o c i a t i o n ,  a ma jo r i t y  o f  the  membership pre sen t
% . h a l l  c o n s t i t i t e  a quorum.
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l e c t i o n  2 . 

Sec t ion  3.

S ec t i o n  1. 

S e c t i o n  2.

S e c t i o n  3.

Section 1.

Section 4

ARTICLE VI - MEETINGS\  * • i . *
Annual meet ing.  The annual meet ing o f  the membership s h a l l  
be h e ld ,  un less  o the rw ise  d e s i g n a t e d ,  in c on ju n c t i o n  w i th  ... 
the  annual meet ing o f  the Alaska Municipal League fo r  the 
purpose o f  e l e c t i n g  o f f i c e r s  and committees f o r  the  ensuing 
y e a r  and fo r  the  t r a n s a c t i o n  o f  any o t h e r  b u s i n e s s  b rough t  ’• 
b e fo re  the  A s so c i a t i o n  by the  P r e s i d e n t  o r  members..4 I > .

'  * J- V • • V  J \  .Spec ia l  mee t ings .  Spec ia l  meet ings o f  the membership may be 
c a l l e d  by the P r e s i d e n t .  The P r e s i d e n t  i s  r e q u i r e d  to  c a l l  a 
s p e c i a l  meet ing on r e c e i p t  o f  a w r i t t e n  r e q u e s t  from any th r e e  
vo t ing  members o f  the A s so c i a t i o n

4 • * i • / ’ .*• * v ' ; ' , .Notice o f  meetings.- Notice o f  the  annual meet ing o f  the member­
sh ip  o r  o f  a l l  s p e c i a l  meet ings c a l l e d ,  s t a t i n g  the  t ime, p lace  
and purpose o f  such mee t ings ,  s h a l l  be g iven to  each member by 
l e t t e r  no t  l e s s  than ten  days p r i o r  to  s a i d  mee t ing .  P rovided, 
however, t h a t  u rgen t  m a t t e r s  may be a t t e n d ed  to  by means o f  ex­
p ed i e n t  verba l  communication.

• • •

ARTICLE VII - EXECUTIVE BOARO ’<
The a f f  s o f  the A s so c i a t i o n  s h a l l  be managed and c o n t r o l l e d
by an Execu t ive  Board. >: *

' v • •
Membership t e n u r e .  ' t h e  membership o f  t h i s  Board s h a l l  be com­
posed o f  the  P r e s i d e n t  o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n ,  who s h a l l  be the? 
chairman t h e r e o f ,  the  V ice-P re s id en t ,  and the  S e c r e t a ry-T rc a su r e r  
o f  thd A s so c i a t i o n^  and two o t h e r  members e l e c t e d  by the member­
sh ip  o f  t h e ‘A s so c i a t i o n  a t  i t s . a n n u a l  meet ing from the members a t  
l a r g e .  Each member t h e r e o f  s h a l l  ho ld  o f f i c e  f o r  one y e a r  o r  u n t i l  
the e l e c t i o n  o f  h i s  su c ce s so r .  Vacancies s h a l l  be f i l l e d  a t
annual o r  s p e c i a l  meet ings o f  the membership.

i  1 * •• 1 ' • . *
• f  • •  ’ • .* • •

Meetings o f  L x e c u t i v  -oard. Immediately a f t e r  each annual e l e c ­
t i o n ,  the newly ele» d Execu t ive  Board s h a l l  f o r t hw i th  meet a t  
the p r i n c i p a l  o f f i c e  * ' the A s so c i a t i o n ,  o r  a p la c e  o th e rw is e  d e s i g ­
n a ted  for the  purpose o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and th e  t r a n s a c t i o n  o f  b u s i ­
ness : f a q u o rw  o f  s a i d  members o f  the  Board i s  p r e s e n t ,  no p r i o r  
n o t i c e  o f  such meeting s h a l l  be n ece s sa ry .  O the r  r e g u l a r 'm e e t in g s  
o f  the  Board may be he ld  a t  such times and p laces '  as the chairman 
t h e r e o f  may o r d e r . : Spec ia l  meet ings may be c a l l e d  by the chai rman, 
and I t  i s  mandatory t h a t  s a i d  meet ings be c a l l e d  upon the  w r i t t e n  
r e q u e s t  o f  two o th e r  members. Not ice o f  any s p e c i a l  meet ing sh a l l  
be g iven to  each member t h e r e o f  a t  l e a s t  f iv e  days p r i o r  to  the 
ho ld ing  o f  s a i d  mee t ings ,  and may be given by th e  chairman p e r s o n a l l y ,  
by te lephone ,  o r  by w r i t t e n  communication. A m a j o r i t y  o f  the member­
sh ip  o f  s a i d  Board sh a l l  c o n s t i t u t e  a quorum a t  a l l  meet ings fo r  the 
purpose o f  t r a n s a c t i n g  bu s in e s s .

Execu t ive Board powers. The Execu t ive  Board s h a l l  have t h e  fu l l  
power to t r a n s a c t  any and a l l  b u s in e s s  o f  the A s so c i a t i o n ,  and may 
by r e s o l u t i o n  adopted by a m a jo r i t y  o f  s a i d  Board, d e s ig n a t e  any one 
o r  more o f  i t s  members to  c a r r y  on o r  perform any a c t  o r  bu s in e s s  
o f  s a i d  A s so c ia t io n .
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ARTJClE y m  - EXECUTIVE OFFICERS •£ * y

. ‘i; i- , . ;  : * . * ‘ 7*. . *  » 1
Execu t ive  O f f i c e r s  o f  t h i s  A s s o c i a t i o n ; s h a l l  be P r e s i d e n t ,  Vice- 
P r e s i d e n t ,  and a S e c r e t a ry-T re a su r e r .  *■• r .

Execu t ive O f f i c e r s  s h a l l  be e l e c t e d  b y . t h e  vo t in g  members a t  the 
annual meet ing o f  the  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  a rd  Execu t ive  O f f i c e r s  s h a l l  
ho ld  o f f i c e  u n t i l  the  n ex t  annual meet ing o r  u n t i l  t h e i r  su c c e s so r s  
have been e l e c t e d  and q u a l i f i e d .

Any Execu t ive  O f f i c e r  may be removed a t  any time by a two-th irds  
voce of  the vo t in g  members.

Vacancies s h a l l  be f i l l e d  by th e  Execu t ive  Board h e r e i n a f t e r  
p rov ided  fo r .

Subo rd ina te  o f f i c e r s .  The membership may e l e c t  o r  appo in t  such 
o t h e r  o f f i c e s  and agen ts  o f  the A s so c i a t i o n  and d e l e g a t e  such 
powers and d u t i e s  t h e r e t o  as the  membership s h a l l  deem nece s sa ry  
and p rope r .

ARTICLE IX - DUTIES OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS.

P r e s i d e n t : The P r e s i d e n t  s h a l l  p r e s i d e  a t  a l l  meet ings o f  the 
membership and s h a l l  be the  c h i e f  e x e cu t iv e  o f f i c e r  o f  the A ssoc i ­
a t i o n .  He s h a l l  have th e  gene ra l  management and con t r o l  o f  the • 
a f f a i r s  o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n  and s h a l l  have the  a u t h o r i t y ,  on b e h a l f  
and in the name o f  the A s s o c i a t i o n ,  to  execu te  w i th  the  Sec re ta ry- 
T r e a su r e r  a l l  c o n t r a c t s  and o t h e r  in s t rumen ts  and o b l i g a t i o n s  
a u th o r i z e d  t o  be execu ted  by the Execu t ive  Board.

- .• ( j  :,••«• • * :•••
V ic e-P re s i d e n t : The V ice-P re s id en t ,  in the  absence o r  d i s a b i l i t y
o f  the P r e s i d e n t ,  s h a l l  have and e x e r c i s e  a l l  powers and perform 
the  d u t i e s  as g r a n t e d  to  the  P r e s i d e n t ,  and s h a l l  a s s i s t  the P r e s i d e n t  
and e x e r c i s e  such o t h e r  powers and perform such o t h e r  d u t i e s  as may
be p r e s c r i b e d  by the Execu t ive  Board., i ' a , ••
S e c r e t a r y - T r e a s u r e r : The S e c r e t a ry-T re a su r e r ,  as. t r e a s u r e r ,  s h a l l
have’ the  cus tody  o f  a l l  funds,  s e c u r i t i e s ,  ev idence  o f  ind eb tedne s s ,  
and o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n ,  and s h a l l  d e p o s i t  a l l  funds 
o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n  in such bank o r  banks as s h a l l  be d e s ign a ted  by 
the Execu t ive  Board. He s h a l l  r e c e iv e  and g ive  r e c e i p t s  and a c q u i t ­
t a n c e s  fo r  a l l  funds p a id  in  o r  on account  o f  the A s so c i a t i o n ,  and
sh a l l  pay ou t o f  the A s so c i a t i o n  funds on hand, a* .  . . M s  and o t h e r  
J u s t  deb ts  o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n  o f  whatever n a tu r e  upon the  m a tu r i t y  
o f  the same, and s h a l l  e n t e r  r e g u l a r l y  in the  books o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n  
to  be kep t  by him fo r  t h a t  purpose f u l l  and a c c u r a t e  accoun ts  o f  a l l  
r e c e i p t s  and d i sbu r semen ts ,  and sh a l l  perfo rm a l l  o t h e r  d u t i e s  no t  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  h e r e i n  s e t  f o r t h  i n c i d e n t  to  the  o f f i  e o f  t r e a s u r e r .

», !%' « • 4 \  / r
The S e c r e t a ry-T re a su r e r  as  s e c r e t a r y ,  s h a l l  keep the minutes o f  a l l  
p roceed ings  o f  the  Execu t ive  Board and o f  the  membership, and s h a l l  
s e rve  a l l  n o t i c e s  r e qu i r e d  by law o r  by t h i s  Agreement o f  A s so c i a t i o n .
He s h a l l  per form a l l  o t h e r  d u t i e s  i n c i d e n t  t o  the  o f f i c e  o f  s e c r e t a r y  
no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  enumerated h e r e i n . • «
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ARTICLE X* - STANDING COMMITTEESt ; • V” ■ i .•• * *• i . 1 f  ‘ V ' . 4
Audit  Committee. The membership a t  the annual meet ing o f  the
Asr c i a t i o n  s h a l l  e l e c t  an Audit  Committee, the membership o f  
wh.'-h s h a l l  be composed o f  t h r e e  members e l e c t e d  a t  l a r g e  frcm
th e  membership o f  th e  A s so c i a t i o n .• * . • *

• * • * ■ * * '  • - .! . • ‘ • P a r a t r a n s i t  Committee. The Execu t ive  Board sh a l l  appo in t  a
P a r a t r a n s i t  Committee. it -* ‘ •'

4 " • •• •* 4. ‘ * .V* * * •* ' \Other Committees. The Execu t ive Board may a ppo in t  s u c h 'o t h e r
committees as deemed n e c e s s a ry .  c

;
'< , I

ARTICLE X! - COMPENSATION . »?, • f. t » i * *
; • . • , y . T • ♦ : •'

No e l e c t e d  o f f i c e r  o r  member o f  any board o r .commit tee  may
r e c e iv e  any compensation o r  remunera t ion  f o r  s e r v i c e s  as such
o f f i c e r  o r  member, bu t  s h a l l  be e n t i t l e d  to  be re imbursed  for
any expend i tu re s  a u th o r i z e d  by the Execu t ive  Board and in cu r r e d
o r  expended f o r  and on b e h a l f  o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n .

* ’ * ». '  . .• v. ' •• *.
ARTICLE XP - OFFICERS-BONOS i* •* " '1* . 1 • •* I
O f f i c e r s  or  members o f  boards and conrni t tees-sha l  1 be bonded as 
may be r equ i r e d  by the  Execu t ive  Board. t
The amounts o f  such bonds s h a l l  be f ix ed  by the Execu t ive  Board.

• * * /• 4
All premiums "payable f o r  such bonds s h a l l  be pa id  by the A ssoc ia t io n  

ARTICLE XIII - SIGNATURE ON DISBURSEMENTS

The funds o f  the A s so c i a t i o n  sh a l l  be d e p o s i t e d  in  a bank o r  banks
as may be d e s igna ted  by the Execu t ive  Board.
•

Checks drawn on A s so c i a t i o n  funds sh a l l  be s igned  by two (2) o f  the 
th r e e  (3) Execu t ive  O f f i c e r s  o f  the  A s so c i a t i o n .

ARTICLE XIV - RULES OF PROCEDURE

The membership may adopt  r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  o f  procedure  fo r  
the t r a n s a c t i n g  o f  the  A s s o c i a t i o n s '  b u s in e s s .  Where such r u l e s  
o f  procedure a re  n o t  adopted o r  a r e  s i l e n t  on any m a t t e r ,  Rober ts '  
Rule of  Order s h a l l  be the p a r i i am cn ta r y  a u t h o r i t y .

ARTICLE XV - NOTICE

Any n o t i c e  r e qu i r e d  to  be g iven by t h i s  agreement and no t  s p e c i f i ­
c a l l y  p rov ided fo r ,  may be g iven by m a i l i n g  o r  t e l e g r a p h in g  the 
same to  the person(s) e n t i t l e d  t h e r e t o  a t  t h e i r  add re s se s  as shown 
on the  A s s o c i a t i o n ' s  books.

• ,
Notice sh a l l  be deemed to be given a t  the  t ime o f  such ma i l ing  or  
t e l eg ra ph ing .

Any no t i c e  r e q u i r e d  by t h i s  agreement may be waived in w r i t i n g  by



Section 1.

s e c t i o n  2 .

S e c t io n  1.

ARTICLE XVI - AMENDMENTS *• • t t * * < *• « ••••* / ,  s • \ *
This agreement may be amended on ly  by vo te  o f  a m a jo r i t y  o f  
th e  membership'of t h i s  A s s o c i a t i o n  a t  any r egu la r  meet ing,  or
a t  any sp e c i a l  meet ing c a l l e d  fo r  t h a t  purpose .

. * . *
This  Agreement o f  A s so c ia t io n  i s  a c o n s o l i d a t i o n  and i n c o r ­
p o r a t i o n  o f  a l l  o r a l  r>r w r i t t e n  unde r s t a nd ing  o r  agreements 
between the  p a r t i e s  and i s  b ind ing  on the s u c c e s so r s  in i n t e r e s t  
and a s s i g n s  o f  a l l  p a r t i e s ;  ; !'

ARTICLE XVII - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
' •

The Execu t ive  Board may appo in t  an Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r  and s e t  a 
s a l a r y  f o r  the  o f f i c e  o f  Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r .  The Execu t ive 
D i r e c t o r  may re ta in- such  s t a f f  as i s  r e q u i r e d  to f u l f i l l  ti.e 
powers and d u t i e s . o f  the  o f f i c e  and to  c a r r y  on the  day-to-day
a c t i v i t i e i s  o f  the . 'A ssoc ia t ion ,  . r ■
•* • ••/■:' .T • *• i ’ t/i - . ' . : V• . » • • * ;  • . At  > I •

, r  • . [ :  ,* ■. ••
. . I h  •• * ‘ • • -.\

• . I ' ' ? *•* . : * *’

P r e s i d e n t

V ice-P res iden t
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. 1 •  ' ; • V
Execu t ive  Board O f f i c e r

Execu t ive  Board O f f i c e r
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CHAPTER 6. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRANSIT ASSISTANCE PROGP.AM

6.1 Purpose

The purpose o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r  i s  to  document and d e s c r ib e  th e  recommenda­
t i o n s  f o r  implementing a S t a t e  o f  Alaska comprehensive pub l i c  t r a n s i t  
a s s i s t a n c e  program. The recommendations r e f e c t  comments r e c e iv ed  to  
d a t e  by community o f f i c i a l s  and t r a n s i t  o p e r a t o r s .  A recommendation f o r  
an o p e ra t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  program to  be one- th i rd  c f  g ro s s  c o s t s  was ap- 
Droved unanimously by th e  t r a n s i t  managers o f  the  fou r  l a r g e s t  pub l ic ly-  
ope ra ted  bus t r a n s i t  sys tems a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  meeting o f  the  Alaska T r a n s i t  
Ope ra to r s '  meet ing, fhe a t t emp t  has been to develop a balanced approach 
t o  t r a n s i t  funding which w i l l  p rov ide  a s s i s t a " ^  in a l l  phases o f  system 
development t o  a broad range o f  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and s e r v i c e s .

This  c h ap te r  c on t a in s  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  shor t- range  c a p i t a l  and o p e r a t in g  
c o s t s  f o r  pub l i c  t r a n s i t ,  and they  a r e  compared to  a v a i l a b l e  funding 
s o u r : e s .  Next, j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  provided f o r  a comprehensive, c a t e g o r ­
i c a l  pub l ic  t r a n s i t  program. A l t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  c a p i t a l ,  t e c h ­
n i c a l ,  and o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  programs a r e  ana lyzed and recommendations 
d e sc r ib ed .  F i n a l l y ,  proposed l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  p re sen ted  to  implement the 
recommendations.

6.2 Pub l i c  T r a n s i t  A s s i s t a n c e  Needs

The f i s c a l  needs f o r  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  in Alaska a r e  f o r e c a s t  f o r  o p e r a t io n s  
and c a p i t a l  improvements.

The four  e x i s t i n g  p u b l i c l y  o p e ra t ed  t r a n s i t  systems a r e  t r e a t e d  s e p a r ­
a t e l y  from o th e r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  cons ide red  pub l i c  t r a n s i t ,  
p r i n c i p a l l y  because o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  d a t a .  T r a n s i t  
Improvement programs were approved by loca l  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  du r ing  1980 
f o r  Anchorage, Fa i rbanks and Juneau.  They p rov ide  f iv e-yea r  f ' r e c a s t s  
f o r  both op e r a t in g  and c a p i t a l  expenses .  Es t imates  were g ene ra ted  fo r  
th e  North Slope Borough's t r a n s i t  system on the  b a s i s  o f  t e lephone  d i s ­
c u s s ion s  wi th  i t s  t r a n s i t  s t a f f .

6.2.1 CAPITAL ASSISTANCE

Table  6-1 sunmarizes f o r e c a s t  c o s t s  o f  r o l l i n g  s tock  and f a c i l i t i e s  by 
t r a n s i t  system f o r  the  pe r iod  FY 80-36. Average f i g u r e s  have been 
computed f o r  the  f i r s t  two y e a r s  and the  l a s t  f i v e  y ea r s  to compensate 
f o r  y e a r l y  f l u c t u a t i o n s .  The two-year average r e p r e s en t s  Immediate needs 
and i s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  h igh e r  than th e  f iv e-yea r  average f o r  t h r e e  rea sons .  
F i r s t ,  i t  r e f l e c t s  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  a r e  1n p rog re ss  as well  as those  being 
progranmed in c u r r e n t  budge ts .  Second, FY 80-81 p r o j e c t s  w i l l  s i g n i ­
f i c a n t l y  upgrade f a c n i t 1?' and r o l l i n g  s to ck ,  and the  need f o r  s im i l a r



l e v e l s  o f  c a p i t a l  funding w i l l  d imin ish  f o r  a t  l e a s t  th e  fo l low ing  f i v i  
y e a r s .  F i n a l l y ,  th e  communities nave examined f u t u r e  needs in l e s s  
d e t a i l  than p r e s e n t  needs.  F igures  f o r  t h e  l a t e r  y e a r s  may have to  be 
in c r ea s ed .  In summary, the  two-year average f i g u r e s  r e p r e s e n t  an o p t i ­
m i s t i c  s c e n a r io  and t h e  f iv e-yea r  f i g u r e s  a r e  probably-too c o n s e r v a t i v e .

Juneau and Fa i rbanks  a r e  in need o f  new main tenance f a c i l i t i e s ,  and f o r  
th e s e  communities sh c r t- te rm  , ' a c i l i t v  needs a r e  g r e a t l y  in excess  o f  
needs f o r  r o l l i n g  s t o c k .  For Anchorage, r o l l i n g  s to ck  needs f o r  FY 80- 
81 a r e  g r e a t e r  than f a c i l i t y  needs,  b th e  r e v e r s e  i s  t r u e  f o r  the  FY 
'82-86 pe r iod .

Anchorage's c a p i t a l  improvement program f o r  t r a n s i t  i s  66? r t he t o t a l  
f o r  th e  fou r  sys tems in FY 80 and 81, and th e  pe r c en tag e  i n c r ea s e s  to  
86% f o r  th e  fo l low ing  f i v e  y e a r  p e r iod .  For FY 80-81, Fa i rbanks and 
Juneau fo l low , r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  wi th  21% and 13% o f  th e  t o t a l .  These p e r ­
cen tages  f a l l  to  11% and 2% r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  f o r  t h e  FY '82-86 pe r iod .

Table 6-2 shows e s t im a ted  FY 81 funding r equ i remen ts  f o r  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  
o p e r a t io n s  o t h e r  than  the  f o u r  systems a l r e a d y  d i s c u s s e d .  Included a r e  
the  Ketchikan a i r p o r t  f e r r y ,  the  Mat-Su Borough commuter s e r v i c e ,  the  
d ia l- a- r id e  s e r v i c e  o p e ra t ed  f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y  and handicapped by the  
Mun ic ip a l i ty  o f  Anchorage, f o u r  new sys tems, p r i v a t e  systems and t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h e  e l d r r l y  and handicapped o f f e r e d  by non-p ro f i t  
c o r p o r a t i o n s .  Tota l  FY 81 ca.:1tal needs f o r  t h e s e  m is c e l l a neou s  o p e r ­
a t i o n s  a r e  f o r e c a s t  to  be $3.6 m i l l i o n ,  o r  app rox ima te ly  40% o f  the  t o t a l  
f i g u r e  f o r  t h e  o t h e r  sys tems.

A f i g u r e  f o r  Improvements to  the  Ketchikan a i r p o r t  f e r r y  has no t  been 
inc luded .  A f i n a l  l o c a t i o n  d e c i s i o n  on which a l t e r n a t i v e  p ropo sa l s  
should be implemented has no t  been made. Federa l  Av ia t ion  Adm in is t r a t ion  
and Federal Highway Adm in i s t r a t io n  funds a r e  p o t e n t i a l  funding sou rce s .

P r i v a t e  sys tems can be expec ted  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in any s t a t ew id e  c a p i t a l  
improvement program f o r  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t ,  bu t  the  e x t e n t  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
w i l l  depend upon s e l e c t i o n  o f  funding c r i t e r i a  and c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  might 
be imposed on the  equipmen. purchased. Given a broad i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  
what c o n s t i t u t e s  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t ,  even some t a x i  cab o p e r a t o r s  might  be 
ab le  to  p a r t i c i p a t e .  Totc.l f o r e c a s t  needs fo r  FY 81 a r e  $12.8 m i l l i o n ,  
which would be s p l i t  even lv  between r o l l i n g  s to ck  and f a c i l i t i e s .

Table 6-3 c o n t a i n s  a l i s t l n i  o f  maximum and minimum s c e n a r i o s  f o r  non­
loca l  funding sou rce s .  The two l a r g e s t  sou rce s  o f  funds a r e  t h e  1980 
s t a t ew id e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  bond I s sue  and UMTA Sec t ion  3 funds.  The min­
imum s c e n a r io  assumes t h a t  th e  bond funds w i l l  be e q u a l l y  d iv id ed  between 
FY 81 and FY 82, and th e  maximum assumes cha t  a l l  funds w i l l  be u t i l i z e d  
dur ing  FY 81. Sec t ion  3 f o r e c a s t s  a r e  somewhat s p e c u l a t i v e ,  s i n c e  UMTA 
has d i s c r e t i o n a r y  power ove r  reg iona l  and lo c a l  a l l o c a t i o n s .  The funding 
l e v e l s  shown f o r  t h e  maximum and minimum s c e n a r i o s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  assume 
t h a t  10% o f  th e  Northwest, funds w i l l  come to  Alaska.  I t  shou ld be remem 
bered t h a t  f o r  Sec t io n  3, a l l o c a t i o n s  a r e  no t  made to  the  s t a t e s  but  to
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i n d iv idu a l  conmuni t ie s .  The s t a t e  has pr imary a dm in i s t r a t i o n  r e s p o n s i ­
b i l i t y  f o r  t h r e e  o f  the  f i v e  funding sou rce s .  They a r e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
bonds, Sec t ion  16(b)(2) funds,  and Sec t ion  18. Add i t iona l  p o t e n t i a l  
fund ing sources  a r e  s t a t e  genera l  revenues ,  lo ca l  t a x e s ,  and FHWA F ed e r a l- 
Aid Urban System (FAUS) funds.

The a v a i l a b l e  funds f o r  FY 81 c l o s e l y  approximate the  f o r e c a s t  needs,  
a l though r e c e n t  r e- ev a lu a t io n s ,  o f  t r a n s i t  improvement programs i n d i c a t e  
o r i g i n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  may be low. Even f o r  the  low s c e n a r i o ,  a s h o r t f a l l  
o f  on ly  $2.9 m i l l i o n  i s  f o r e c a s t .  Local funds r e q u i r e d  would be 23% of 
t o t a l  c o s t s ,  which i s  s l i g h t l y  more than the 20% match r e qu i r e d  by UMTA. 
Maximum s c en a r io  funding exceeds f o r e c a s t  needs by $3.6 m i l l i o n  and would 
a l low one-ha lf  o f  th e  bond funds to  be d i s t r i b u t e d  the  fo l low ing y e a r .  
Given a h i s t o r y  in Alaska o f  de lay s  in implementing t r a n s i t  improvement 
p r o j e c t s ,  e x i s t i n g  funds may be adequa te  f o r  th e  nex t  two y e a r s ,  un le s s  
needs a r e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n c rea sed  by r ev i s e d  t r a n s i t  improvement programs 
and by in c lu s io n  o f  Ketchikan a i r p o r t  f e r r y  improvements.

62.2 OPERATING COSTS

Table b-4 shows f o r  the  f ou r  major  t r a n s i t  sys tems in Alaska ac tu a l  
op e r a t in g  c o s t s  f o r  FY 79 and c u r r e n t  f o r e c a s t s  f o r  the  pe r iod  FY 81-84.
FY 81 e s t im a te s  f o r  th e  remaining s e r v i c e s  a r e  shown on Table 6-2. As 
shown in Tab le 6-4, f a r e s  covered on ly  13-18% o f  c o s t s  i n cu r red  by the  
f ou r  t r a n s i t  sys tems in FY 79. The Barrow system had the  h ig h e s t  leve l  
o f  f ed e ra l  suppo r t ,  which 1s e s t im a ted  a t  22% o f  o p e r a t in g  c o s t s .  This 
f i g u r e  w i l l  f a l l  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  to  10% a f t e r  the  two-year demonstra t ion 
pe r iod  i s  over .

Cost and revenue f o r e c a s t s  i n d i c a t e  a s t e ady  r i s e  in lo ca l  subs idy 
requ i rements  f o r  a l l  the  systems.  The pe rcen tage  o f  c o s t s  t h a t  must be 
met by loca l  subs idy  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  by a t  l e a s t  10% in Anchorage, Barrow 
and Juneau.  The t r a n s i t  Improvement program f o r  Fa i rbanks has assumed 
t h a t  f a r e  in c r e a s e s  w i l l  be h igh enough to keep the lo c a l  subs idy  a t  
a c o n s t a n t  pe rcen tage  o f  c o s t s .

The major Inc re a s e s  In o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s  fo r  a l l  systems a r e  due to  a 
combination o f  I n f l a t i o n  and p lans f o r  p rov id ing  h igh e r  ' j v e l s  o f  s e r v i c e .  
For Anchorage, f o r e c a s t  FY 81 c o s t s  o f  $15.1 m i l l i o n  a r e  ove r  3-1/2 times 
those  t h a t  ccu r red  In FY 79. Costs 1n Juneau f o r  th e  same pe r iod  a re  
f o r e c a s t  t o  In c rea se  by a f a c t o r  o f  a lmost  t h r e e  and tho se  In Fairbanks 
by a f a c t o r  above 2-1/2. The f a c t o r  f o r  the  North Slope Borough should 
remain l e s s  than two, s i n c e  the  low popu la t ion  l im i t s  the sys tem 's  growth 
p o t e n t i a l .  The o v e r a l l  c o s t s  f o r  the fou r  systems In FY 84 w i l l  be 3.3 
over those  1n FY 79, and the  t o t a l  lo ca l  subs idy  w i l l  In c rea se  by a 
f a c t o r  of  3.7.

For the  o t h e r  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e s ,  a wide v a r i a t i o n  e x i s t s  In the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c o s t s  and f a r e s ,  as  shown In Table 6 I. Fares fo r  
the Ketchikan a i r p o r t  f e r r y  cover  82% of  o p e r a t in g  c o s t s  whi le  f o r  the

-8S-

«



Anchorage e l d e r l y  and handicapped system no f a r e s  a r e  c o l l e c t e d .  The 
Mat-Su Borough has s igned a f ix ed-p r l c e  c o n t r a c t  which a l lows th e  p r i v a t e  
o p e r a t o r  t o  keep a l l  f a r e s  c o l l e c t e d .  Fare revenue has been f o r e c a s t  
which, when added to  t h e  lo ca l  sub s idy ,  g iv e s  an e s t im a te  o f  t o t a l  
op e r a t in g  c o s t s .  S im i l a r  o p e r a t in g  c o s t s  and f a r e  revenues have been 
assumed f o r  each o f  t h e  new systems. Galena, which r e c ieved  a Une- i tem  
a p p ro p r i a t i o n  o f  $110,000  from the  l a s t  l e g i s l a t i v e  s e s s io n  f o r  t r a n s i t  
purposes,  i s  l i s t e d  a s  one o f  t h e  new sys tems. Based on exp re s s ion s  o f  
i n t e r e s t  by lo ca l  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s ,  new systems could s t a r t  dur ing  the  
next y e a r  in Be the l ,  Nome and Kodiak. F i n a l l y ,  $100,000 has been i n ­
c luded f o r  both p r i v a t e  systems and Sec t ion  16(b)(2) op e r a to r s .  The 
t o t a l  lo ca l  subs idy  r e q u i r e d  f o r  a l l  systems I s  e s t im a ted  a t  $6.25 
m i l l i o n ,  85X o f  which i s  d e r iv ed  from the  f o u r  e x i s t i n g  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  
sys tems.

6.3 Reconwended Genera! S t r u c t u r e  o f  a S t a t e  Pub l ic  T r a n s i t  Program

J u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  th e  S t a t e  to  deve lop c a t e g o r i c a l  funding programs f o r  
c a p i t a l ,  o p e r a t i n g ,  and t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  to  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t  1s p ro ­
vided 1n t h i s  s e c t i o n  through t h e  use of  t h r e e  arguments t h a t  b u i l d  on 
each o t h e r .  F i r s t ,  gene ra l  arguments a r e  p r e sen ted  j u s t i f y i n g  s t a t e  
involvements In pub l ic  t r a n s i t .  Second, arguments a r e  p r e sen ted  f o r  the  
S t a t e  to  develop a comprehens ive program. F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  arguments 
f o r  th e  comprehensive program t o  c o n s i s t  o»* c a t e g o r i c a l  program e lements .

6.3.1 JUSTIFICATION FOR STATE INVOLVEMENT IN PUBLIC TRANSIT

Pub l ic  t r a n s i t  add re s s e s  th e  g o a l s  o f  l o c a l ,  s t a t e ,  and fede ra l  govern­
ments and Is suppor ted  by the gene ra l  p ub l i c  th roughou t  the  S t a t e .  The 
Governor's p o l i c y  themes f o r  FY 82, which a r e  us«d by depar tments  as 
g u id e l i n e s  in p r ep a r ing  t h e i r  budge ts ,  a r e  a s  fo l lows:

1. To ach ieve  a s t a b l e  l eve l  o f  government expend i tu re s  which in 
the long term can be suppor ted by A la ska ' s  c i t i z e n s .

2. To enhance and p r o t e c t  the  Alaska q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e .
3. To e s t a b l i s h  and ma in ta in  a tax system which e q u i t a b l y  d i s t r i ­

bu tes  the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  funding government s e r v i c e s .
4. To s a i t c t  those  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  which a r e  genu ine ly  needed by 

Alaskan: and which cannot  be prov ided by the  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r ,  
and p rov ide  them in an e f f i c i e n t  and e f f e c t i v e  manner.

5. To provide a secu re  environment f o r  Alaskans through f a i r ,  
e f f i c i e n t  and e f f e c t i v e  a dm in i s t r a t i o n  o f  j u s t i c e .

6 . To encourage economic devr-lopment which o f f e r s  long-term ne t  
b e n e f i t s  t o  Alaskans.

7. To f o s t e r  th e  growth of a s e l f  s u s t a i n i n g  p r i v a t e  economic base
1n r u r a l  conmun i t le s ,  . .herever p r a c t i c a l .

8 . To improve the  a b i l i t y  c f  the  p r i v a t e  market  systum to  provide
needed goods and service*..

9. To p e r p e t u a t e  and to  d1 s t r *bu te  e q u i t a b l y  to a l l  Alaskans the 
b e n e f i t s  from A la sk a ' s  p u b l i c l y  owned re sou rce  wea l th .



10. To promote the  r a t i o n a l  development and maintenance o f  f i s h  and 
w i l d l i f e  f o r  t h e  long-term economic and so c i a l  b e n e f i t s  o f  a l l  
c i t i z e n s  o f  Alaska.

11. To ach ieve long-term energy s e l f  s u f f i c i e n c y .
12. To develop and suppo r t  v i a b l e  lo ca l  government u n i t s .

The development o f  a comprehensive t r a n s i t  a s s i s t a n c e  program 1s sup­
po r ted  by seve ra l  o f  t h e s e  g o a l s .  Experience t o  d a t e  has shown t h a t
pub l i c  t r a n s i t  Is  a s e r v i c e  genu ine ly  needed by Alaskans 1n many com­
mun i t i e s  t h a t  f o r  th e  most p a r t  cannot  be provided by the  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  
goal 4), a l though th e r e  I s  oppo r tu n i t y  f o r  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  Involvement 
goal 8 ).

The four  p u b l i c l y  owned t r a n s i t  systems 1n the  s t a t e  dur ing the  1970's 
have not on ly su rv ived,  bu t  each has developed p lans fo r  expansion .
Pub l ic  t r a n s i t  enhances t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  f o r  Alaskans (goal 2), p a r ­
t i c u l a r l y  those  who f o r  r ea sons  o f  age, h e a l t h ,  economic s t a t u s  and even 
cho ice ,  would o the rw ise  l a ck  adequa te  m ob i l i t y .  T r a n s i t  programs can be 
des igned to  Improve the a b i l i t y  o f  the  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  to p rov ide  needed 
goods and s e r v i c e s  (goal 8 ). Local governments In Juneau and th e  Mat-Su 
Borough c o n t r a c t  w i th  th e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  to meet peak hour demand f o r  
t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e s ,  and th e  s t a t e ,  w i th  funds from a f ed e ra l  t r a n s i t  p ro ­
gram, has a s s i s t e d  a p r i v a t e  c a r r i e r  In o b t a i n i n g  a v eh i c l e  f o r  op e r a t in g  
p a s s e n j e r  s e r v i c e  between M1nto and Fa i rbanks .  T r a n s i t  programs, however, 
do u s u a l l y  r e q u i r e  tax  su p p o r t ,  bu t  Alaska r e s i d e n t s ,  through loca l  
e l e c t i o n s  and numerous p ub l i c  op in ion  su rveys ,  have shown a w i l l i n g n e s s  
to  f i n a n c i a l l y  suppor t  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e s  (goal 1). S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  
tho se  In f avo r  have always outnumbered tho se  who r e g u l a r l y  use the  system. 
Pub l ic  t r a n s i t ,  th u s ,  I s  pe rce ived  as  a s e r v i c e  t h a t  provides communltywlde 
b e n e f i t s .

In December, 1979, the  Fu tu re  F r o n t i e r s  Conference was sponsored  by the 
L e g i s l a t i v e  Counci l .  De lega te s  were asked to deve lop shor t- te rm p r i o r ­
i t i e s  and long-range g o a l s  in the  f i e l d s  o f  r e sou rc e s  and economic d ev e l ­
opment, educa t ion ,  h e a l t h  *nd s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  qovernment and law, and 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and communications. Five s e p a r a t e  s tudy groups prepared 
p o l i c y  s t a temen ts  and r e s o l u t i o n s .  Four o f  th e  groups subm i t ted  s p e c i f i c  
r e s o l u t i o n s  de a l ing  wi th  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t ,  as  fo l low s :

Beta Group • The S t a t e  o f  Alaska s h a l l  a s s i s t  In the  1nmed1ate 
Improvement and development of  mass t r a n s i t  systems 
In urban Alaska (T ran spo r ta t io n  Reconmendatlon).

Ganma Group - When f e a s i b l e ,  the  ";tate shou ld  s h i f t  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
funding from p r o j e c t s  which promote automobile deoen- 
dence to mass t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  (Coomunlty Development 
Reconmendatlon).

Del ta Group - The S t a t e  s h a l l  develop In c en t iv e s  f o r  Indu s t ry  and 
consumers f o r  energy con s e rv a t i o n ,  e s p e c i a l l y  1n the 
a r e a s  o f  was te  h e a t  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  mass t r a n s i t ,  
I n s u l a t i o n ,  and c a r  poo l ing  (Energy Reconmendatlon).
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Epsi lon Group The S t a t e  should r e sea rc '  and encourage a l t e r n a t i v e  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  sys tems, inc lud ing  mass t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
in  the  urban a r e a s .

S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  suppo r t  o f  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  occu r red  in t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  
t o p i c s  —  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  community development and energy. The c o n f e r ­
ence summary inc luded f i v e  concensus s t a t emen ts  f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  one 
o f  which s t a t e d  " a l t e r n a t i v e  forms o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  should be con s id e r ed ,  
Inc lud ing  a s h i f t  to  mass t r a n s i t  systems where f e a s i b l e . "

Pub l ic  t r a n s i t  r e c e iv ed  s t r ong  suppo r t  dur ing  th e  town meet ings he ld by 
the  Pub l ic  Forum in e a r l y  1980, both in th e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  and t e l e v i s i o n  
segments o f  the  p r o j e c t .  Pub l i c  t r a n s i t  r e c e iv ed  the h ig h e s t  r a t i n g  in  a 
r e c e n t  survey by the  M un ic ip a l i ty  o f  Anchorage to  he lp i t  e s t a b l i s h  
budget p r i o r i t i e s .  A s im i l a r  survey 1n Juneau has a l s o  I n d i c a t e d  s t r ong  
suppor t  f o r  t r a n s i t .  I n t e r e s t  1n pub l i c  t r a n s i t  does not  now and w i l l  
never  e x i s t  in a l l  Alaskan communit ies, bu t  the  high leve l  o f  lo ca l  
suppo r t  o f  e x i s t i n g  systems and the  unexpected high I n t e r e s t  by loca l  
o f f i c i a l s  1n most communities v i s i t e d  I n d i c a t e s  widespread suppo r t  f o r  
s t a t e  Involvement 1n pub l i c  t r a n s i t .

Pub l ic  t r a n s i t  has long b jen  con s id e red  s u i t a b l e  only f o r  l a r g e r  c i t i e s ,  
but t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  a r e  now occu r r ing  1n every r eg ion  o f  
Alaska and In m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  o f  a l l  s i z e s .  Pub l ic  t r a n s i t  sys tems e x i s t  
from Ketchikan t o  Barrow and from Unalaska to  Fa i rbanks and in m un i c i p a l ­
i t i e s  500 t o  185,000 r e s i d e n t s .

The numerous b e n e f i t s  o f  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t  to  u s e r s ,  non-users, and the  
genera l  pub l ic  c l e a r l y  outweighs the  c o s t s  f o r  a l l  systems i n i t i a t e d  In 
Alaska to d a t e ,  a l though  no d e t a i l e d  c o s t- b e n e f i t  s t u d i e s  tave been p e r ­
formed. In Juneau th e  c o s t  sav ings  to  u s e r s  a lone  a r e  adequate  to  j u s t ­
i f y  t h e  system. B en e f i t s  b e s id e s  u s e r  sav ings Include a d d i t i o n a l  s a l e s  
volume a t  s t o r e s ,  th e  c r e a t i o n  o f  permanent lo ca l  j o b s ,  the  in c rea s ed  
val »e o f  apar tmen ts  and o f f i c e  b u i l d i n g s  on t r a n s i t  r o u t e s ,  and emergency 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f o r  pe r sons  whose c a r s  a r e  r.ot working. Many o f  I t s  
b e n e f i t s  a r e  n o n q u a n t l f l a b l e  bu t  s t i l l  Impor tan t  to a m u n i c i p a l i t y ' s  
r e s i d e n t s .  A va lue  canno t  e a s i l y  be p laced  on enab l ing  an e l d e r l y  person 
to  have conven ien t ,  low-priced t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a J o c t o r ' s  o f f i c e  o r  on 
reduced conges t ion  and a i r  p o l l u t i o n .

An argument o c c a s i o n a l l y  r a i s e d  a g a i n s t  Involvement o f  the S t a t e  in 
pub l i c  t r a n s i t  I s  t h a t  I t  I s  p r im a r i l y  a lo ca l  r a t h e r  than a s t a t e  
concern.  A c o r o l l a r y  a rgunen t  I s  t h a t  the S t a t e  should no t  c r e a t e  p r o ­
grams to  t r y  t o  I n f lu en ce  lo ca l  decis ion-making. Ownership o f  a t r a n s ­
p o r t a t i o n  f a c i l i t y  o r  s e r v i c e  does no t  I n d i c a t e  to what e x t e n t  I t s  o p e r a t i o n  
i s  o f  s t a t e  Importance. Pub l ic  t r a n s i t ,  f o r  example, c a r r i e s  a s i g n i f ­
i c a n t  p o r t io n  o f  I t s  pa ssenge rs  on f e d e r a l- a id  highway ro u t e s  adm in i s ­
t e r e d  by the  S t a t e .  Also , I t s  e x i s t e n c e  In Anchorage, Fa i rbanks ,  and 
Juneau has saved the  S t a t e  c o n s id e r a b l e  money by r e o u j n g  pa rk ing  r e ­
qui rements  fo r  I t s  employees.



The f a c t  t h a t  pub l ic  t r a n s i t  r e q u i r e s  lo ca l  decis ion-making on t r a n s i t  
m a t t e r s  does no t  c r e a t e  c o n f l i c t s  wi th s t a t e  p o l i c i e s  bu t 1n v i r t u a l l y  
a l l  c a se s  add re sse s  them.

6.3.2 SUMMARY OF TRANSIT PROGRAMS IN OTHER STATES

A l i s t i n g  o f  c a p i t a l  and o p e r a t in g  programs t h a t  have been i n i t i a t e d  by 
o t h e r  s t a t e s  i s  shown in Table 6-5. At t h e  t ime t h a t  the  l i s t i n g  was 
prepared seve ra l  yea r s  ago, 28 s t a t e s  made a v a i l a b l e  c a p i t a l  and/or 
op e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  to  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  systems.  Cu r r e n t l y ,  22 s t a t e s  
o f f e r  o p e ra t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  to pub l i c  t r a n s i t .

For c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  th e  mo t  p r e v a l e n t  program 1s to p rov ide a p e r ­
cen tage  o f  the  non-federa l (V e a l  match) funds r e q u i r e d  to  o b t a in  f ed e ra l  
p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  g r a n t s .  Pe rcen tages  range from 50* to  100*. Some s t a t e s  
a l s o  provide a percen tage o f  c o s t s  where no f e d e r a l  funds a r e  invo lved .
A sm a l l e r  number of  s t a t e s  purchase v e h i c l e s  and then e i t h e r  o p e r a t e  them 
o r  p rov ide  them to pub l i c  t r a n s i t  systems a t  a nominal c o s t .  Two s t a t e s  
have s e t  up s e p a r a t e  programs f o r  p rov id ing  c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  demon­
s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t s .

The most common method o f  d i s t r i b u t i n g  o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  i s  f o r  s t a t e s  
to pay a percen tage  o f  th e  d e f i c i t .  Pe rcen tages  vary  from 50* to  100*.
One s t a t e ,  Montana, a l l o c a t e s  funds on th e  b a s i s  o f  two l e v e l s  o f  s e r v i c e  
measures,  passenger and bus m i le s .  Michigan in i t s  a l l o c a t i o n  formula 
uses bus mi le s  but a l s o  popu la t ion .  Another approach 1s to  t a r g e t  o p e r a ­
t i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  to s p e c i f i e d  p r o j e c t s  and u s e r  groups.  Delaware pays 
100* of  th e  d e f i c i t  f o r  s p e c i a l i z e d  e l d e r l y  and handicapped s e r v i c e s  and 
on ly  80* f o r  Une-haul  s e r v i c e s .  Connec t icu t  funds 100* o f  the  d e f i c i t  
f o r  b a s i c  s e r v i c e s ,  but  on ly  50* of  the  d e f i c i t  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s .  
F lo r id a  and Michigan g ive  p r i o r i t y  to  p rov id ing  op e r a t in g  c o s t  f o r  dem­
o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t s .

Severa l s t a t e s .  In s tead  o f  develop ing programs f o r  c a p i t a l  and op e r a t in g  
a s s i s t a n c e ,  d i s t r i b u t e  t ax  funds in a lump sum t h a t  can be used f o r  
t r a n s i t  r e l a t e d  purposes o r  permit  th e  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  d e d i a t e d  t ax e s  fo r  
t r a n s i t  w i th in  a t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e  d i s t r i c t .  Such approaches a r e  u n l i k e l y  
in Alaska where taxe s  cannot be placed in d ed i c a t ed  accoun ts .

6.3.3 JUSTIFICATION FOR A COMPREHENSIVE STATE PROGRAM

Pos s ib l e  l e v e l s  o f  involvement by DOT/PF 1n pub l i c  t r a n s i t  range from no 
s t a t e  programs to a comprehensive s t a t ew id e  o p e r a t i n g  and c a p i t a l  program. 
Inc lud ing  t e chn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e .  The lowes t  leve l  o f  t r a n s i t  involvement 
assumes on ly c o n t i n u a t i o n  of  th e  d epa r tm en t ' s  a dm in i s t r a t i o n  o f  the  
ongoing f ed e r a l  t r a n s i t  programs and the  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  o f  t e c hn i c a l  
a s s i s t a n c e .  I f  f e d e ra l  funding remains c o n s t a n t ,  the  c r e a t i o n  o f  any new 
systems and con t inued I n f l a t i o n  w i l l  d im in i sh  the  pe rcen tage  o f  suppor t  
to  e x i s t i n g  systems t h a t  w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  from th e  f ed e ra l  government. 
This  s t r a t e g y  would lead  to th e  c r e a t i o n  o f  few new t r a n s i t  systems and 
would h inde r  the  t ime ly  implementat ion o f  the  c a p i t a l  improvement programs 
o f  e x i s t i n g  o p e r a t o r s .  The p r a c t i c e  o f  l e g i s l a t o r s  us lnq  Hne- i tem 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  to promote f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  cou ld  be expec ted to 
c on t inu e .
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A s t a t e  t r a n s i t  program would p rov ide  a more r a t i o n a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
funds than the  l i n e  i tem a p p r o p r i a t i o n  approach, i n su r e  t h a t  s t a t e  funds 
complement o t h e r  sou rce s  o f  fund ing,  g iv e  communities some a ssu rance  t h a t  
ongoing sup o r t  may be a v a i l a b l e ,  a.id enab le  t h e  S t a t e  to  t a r g e t  funds 
f o r  s p e c i f i e d  goa l s  o r  u s e r  groups.

A comprehensive program would c o n s i s t  o f  t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  components —  
c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e ,  and t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e .

The most f a r- reach ing  a l t e » n a t i v e  would be s t a t e  o p e ra t io n  o f  loca l  
t r a n s i t  sys tems. This  s t r a t e g y ,  sugges ted  a t  the  Kodiak mee t ings ,  has 
some n a t i o n a l  examples,  no tub ly  New J e r s e y  and Connec t icu t ,  whi'h took 
over a i l i n g  p r i v a t e  systems and now o p e r a t e  them. Numerous f a c t o r s  weigh 
a g a i n s t  t h i s  approach, i n c lu d in g  th e  p o t e n t i a l  lo s s  o f  l o c a l  d e c i s i o n ­
making and no known suppo r t  eithe** in  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  o r  t h e  adm in is ­
t r a t i o n .

S t a t e  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  c a p i t a l  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  enab le  both pub l i c  
and p r i v a t e  systems to  upda te  and expand v e h i c l e  f l e e t s  and to  a cqu i r e  
adequa te  maintenance f a c i l i t i e s .  Pub l ic  t r a n s i t  appears  to  have become 
an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  the  d epa r tm en t ' s  c a p i t a l  improvements p lanning and 
p rog r am in g  p roce s s .

The t r a n s p o r a t l o n  bond I s su e  passed by th e  v o t e r s  1n 1980 con ta ined  $8 .8  
m i l l i o n  f o r  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t .  R egu la t io n s  a r e  being developed d e s c r i b ing  
hew th e  funding 1s to  be d i s t r i b u t e d  and f o r  what 1t  can be used.

An expanded t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  program 1s needed f o r  p ub l i c  t r a n s l *  
t h a t  covers  a l l  a s p e c t s  o f  p l ann ing ,  o p e r a t i o n s ,  and management. A l­
though t h e r e  i s  a l im i t e d  amount o f  UMTA money a v a i l a b l e  f o r  op e r a t io n a l  
p lann ing ,  most f e d e r a l  and s t a t e  programs p rov ide  funding t h a t  emphasizes 
p lanning fo r  c a p i t a l  a c q u i s i t i o n s  and do not ad equa te ly  add re s s  c r i t i c a l  
needs in o p e r a t io n a l  p lann ing and management a s s i s t a n c e .  An expanded 
t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  program no t  on ly  would make needed e x p e r t i s e  a v a i l ­
a b l e  to  o p e r i t o r s  bu t  would promote exchanges o f  In fo rma t ion  between 
o p e r a t o r s .  T r a n s i t  o p e r a t o r s  responded p o s i t i v e l y  to  the  two te chn ic a l  
workshops t h a t  were he ld  as  p a r t  o f  the  Municipal League p r o j e c t .

Only th e  system In Anchorage has anyone b e s id e s  a t r a n s i t  manager whose 
Job 1s no t  concerned p r im a r i l y  w i th  day-to-day op e r a t . o n s .  Even in 
Anchorage, s t a f f i n g  i s  Inadequa te  t o  add re s s  th e  f u l l- ra ng e  o f  t a sk s  
needed f o r  e f f e c t i v e  s h o r t  and long-range p lann ing .  H ir ing  fu l l- t im e  
persons f o r  t r a n s i t  p l ann ing ,  ro u t e  s ch edu l in g ,  marke t ing and o t h e r  t a sk s  
I s  a luxury on ly  th e  l a r g e s t  systems in the  n a t i o n  can j u s t i f y .

Dennis Moore and George Smith, who manage t r a n s i t  programs f o r  the s t a t e s  
o f  Oregon and Washington, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  have c a l l e d  t h e i r  t e chn ica l  
a s s i s t a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s  t h e  " g u t s "  o f  t h e i r  programs. This a c t i v i t y  could 
a l s o  prov ide gene ra l  In fo rma t ion  about  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  to  lo ca l  o f f i c i a l s .
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S t a f f  members o f  the  F lo r i d a  and Iowa Departments o f  T ran spo r t a t ion  have 
p e r s u a s iv e ly  advanced th e  impor tance of  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  programs:
F lo r id a  DOT's r o l e  in t h e  development o f  t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e  w i l l  con t inue  

to  be meaningful on ly  th rough d i r e c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in th e  a re a s  o f  manage­
ment, o p e r a t i o n s  and ma in tenance . "  "The s t a t e  o f  Iowa's t r a n s i t  agenc ie s  
and depar tments  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  have a v i t a l  r o l e  in t h e  a r e a s  of  
management a rd  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  . . .  Most impor tan t  i s  t h a t  i n d iv idu a l  
t r a n s i t  p r o p e r t i e s  and managers can be spa red  from r e in v e n t in g  t h e  wheel 
when i t  comes to  t a r g e t e d  s u b j e c t  a r e a s  o f  the  management and t e c h n i c a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  program."

DOT/PF recogn ize s  t h a t  f e d e r a l  c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  f e d e r a l  p lann ing  a s s i s ­
t ance  and fed e ra l  o p e r a t i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  a r e  a l l  in adequa te  a t  t h e  p r e s en t  
t ime. During 1980 th e  Department focused  i t s  e f f o r t s  in  Washington, D.C. 
on a t t emp t ing  to  i n c r e a s e  th e  s t a t e ' s  s h a r e  o f  Sec t ion  3, 5 and 18. For 
th e  Sec t ion  3 program th e  Department lobb ied  f o r  i n c r e a s ed  a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  
and f o r  inc rea sed  a l l o c a t i o n s  to  r u r a l  s t a t e s .  In the  Sec t ion  5 program 
th e  Department lobb ied f o r  a se rv ic e-based  formula (revenue miles) which 
would have in c rea s ed  th e  Anchorage appor t ionment from the  c u r r e n t  $800,000 
to  about $1.5 m i l l i o n ,  a lmos t  doub les  t h e  amount o f  f e d e ra l  o p e r a t i n g  
a s s i s t a n c e  a v a i l a b l e  to  t h a t  community. Tn th e  Sec t ion  18 program the  
Department lobb ied  f o r  a minimum IX appor t ionment pe r  s t a t e .  This minimum 
would have Inc rea sed  th e  s i z e  o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  cha re  from about  $180,000 
annua l ly  to about  $1 m i l l i o n ,  wi th th e s e  funds a v a i l a b l e  f o r  o p e r a t i n g  a s ­
s i s t a n c e .  Since no t r a n s i t  b i l l  passed the  Congress in 1980, however, 
th e s e  amendments were no t  adop ted .  E f f o r t s  in  t h e s e  same a r e a s  a r e  ex­
pected to  con t inue  in 1981.

The S t a t e  has taken a major s t e p  in I n i t i a t i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  c a p i t a l  a s s i s ­
tance  f o r  t r a n s i t  bu t should a l s o  c o n s i d e r  the  need fo r  o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e .  
Since pub l ic  t r a n s i t  is a l a b o r- i n t e n s i v e  j c t i v i t y ,  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  can only 
be placed on an equal f o o t i n g  w i th  o t h e r  modes by the  s t a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  
In o p e ra t in g  a s s i s t a n c e .  Local governments a r e  now expec ted to  p rov ide  
most o f  the  o p e r a t in g  expenses through a combinat ion o f  f a r e s ,  t a x e s ,  and 
u n r e s t r i c t e d  revenue sh a r in g  funds .  Federa l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  funds f o r  
FY 82 a r e  expected to  p rov ide  on ly 13X o f  the t o t a l  c o s t s  o f  o p e r a t in g  
th e  f i v e  e x i s t i n g  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  sy s tems,  and f a r e s  w i l l  p rov ide  on ly an 
a d d i t i o n a l  12X.

S t a t e  revenue sha r ing  funds d i s t r i b u t e d  to  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  i s  a no th e r  
source  o f  non-local funds.  Add i t iona l  f l e x i b i l i t y  In th e  use o f  the se  
funds i s  pe rm i t t ed  because o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  changes in 1980, but  the leve l  
o f  funding d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a t r a n s i t  system has been 
d r am a t i c a l l y  reduced.

Through FY 80, a m u n i c i p a l i t y  was e n t i t l e d  to  r e c e iv e  $5 per c a p i t a  i f  I t  
o pe ra ted  one o r  more o f  the  fo l low ing  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  o r  s e r ­
v i c e s :  an a i r p o r t ,  p o r t ,  h a rbo r ,  o r  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  system. The program had 
two major I n e q u i t i e s  r e l a t e d  to  t h e  suppo r t  o f  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t .  I t  based 
funding s o l e l y  on popu la t ion  which 1s no t  a measure o f  the leve l  o f  s e rv i c e  
being o f f e r e d .  A community would have r e c e iv ed  th e  same amount o f  money 
whether i t  had a system o f  one o r  100 buses .  Also, funding was the  same



no m a t t e r  how many t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  and s e r v i c e s  a m un ic ip a l i t y  
o f f e r e d .  Of t h e  f i r s t  f o u r  mun ic ipa l ly-ope ra ted  pub l ic  t r a n s i t  systems, 
Fa i rbanks,  Anchorage, and North Slope Borough r e ce iv ed  a d d i t i o n a l  revenue 
sha r ing  funds once they  began to  op e r a t e  a system. Anchorage b e n e f i t t e d  
by a law t h a t  enab led governments a f t e r  u n i f i c a t i o n  to  r e c e iv e  a t  l e a s t  
as much revenue sha r ing  funds a s  be fo re .  The C i ty  and Borough o f  Juneau 
d id no t r e c e i v e  any a d d i t i o n a l  funds s in c e  i t  a l r e a d y  ope ra t ed  an a i r p o r t ,  
small boa t  h a rbo r ,  and p o r t .

The a c tu a l  FY 79 revenue sh a r ing  funds f o r  the t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  ca tego ry  
rece ived  by t h e  fou r  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  a r e  l i s t e d  in Table 6-6 . Assuming 
t h a t  t h e s e  funds were used e x c l u s i v e l y  to suppo r t  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t ,  they 
r e p r e s e n t  the  fo l low ing  pe rcen tages  o f  th e  ne t  d e f i c i t  (local subs idy): 
Anchorage 28%, Fa i rbanks 26%, North Slope Borough 25%, and Juneau 22%.
I f  th e  program were to  have con t inued ,  th e s e  pe rcen tages  would have 
become lower in coming y e a r s .  Given s t a b l e  popu la t ion  f i g u r e s ,  the 
income would be f ix ed  bu t c o s t s  o f  o p e r a t in g  t r a n s i t  systems would have 
inc rea sed  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .

The revenue sh a r ing  program passed by the  1980 l e g i s l a t u r e  p rov ides funds 
based on the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between loca l  e f f o r t  and the  m u n i c i p a l i t y '< 
p rope r ty  v a l u a t i o n .  C a tego r ic a l  e n t i t l em e n t s  e x i s t  on ly  f o r  roads ,  
h e a l t h ,  and some f i r e  p r o t e c t i o n  s e r v i c e s .  As the  lo ca l  e f f o r t ,  which 
inc ludes  t r a n s i t  f a r e s  and the  l i c a l  subs idy  r e q u i r e d  to suppo r t  t r a n s i t ,  
in c r e a s e s  so does i t s  e n t i t l em e n t  f o r  revenue sh a r ing  purposes .  Based on 
the new l e g i s l a t i o n ,  the  amount o f  revenue sha r ing  money re c e iv ed  by the 
fou r  communities t h a t  i s  t r a n s i t  r e l a t e d  has been reduced s u b s t a n t i a l l y .  
The d ec rea se  has been most pronounced f o r  Barrow (2% o f  the e a r l i e r  
f igu re)  and l e a s t  pronounced f o r  Juneau (47% o f  the  e a r l i e r  f i g u r e ) .

Two c avea t s  conce rn ing  the  use o f  th e s e  f i g u r e s  should no t  on ly be men­
t ioned bu t  emphasized. F i r s t ,  1t i s  not  Implied t h a t  the  e a r l i e r  program 
was s u p e r i o r  from th e  po in t  o f  view o f  t r a n s i t  funding. In f a c t ,  the  new 
program a t  l e a s t  w i l l  b r ing  in a d d i t i o n a l  revenue sha r ing  money with 
i n c r e a s e s  In f a r e  revenue and the  loca l  subs idy  r e qu i r e d .  The e a r l i e r  
program did no t  r e f l e  t  t h e  leve l  o f  s e r v i c e  beinq o f f e r e d .  Second, i t  
i s  recogn ized t h a t  the  new program does no t  r e q u i r e  t h a t  revenue sha r ing  
funds be used in a s p e c i f i e d  manner. In f a c t ,  f l e x i b i l i t y  in the  use of  
the  funds 1s one o f  tli® program's goa s .  The f a c t  remains ,  however, t h a t  
the  l ev e l  o f  t r a n s i t - r e . a t e d  funds r e ce iv ed  by loca l  governments has been 
reduced S " b s t a n t i a l l y .

To summarize the  c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  o f  o p e ra t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  to  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t  
1n the  S t a t e ,  the  f ed e r a l  government has a l im i t e d  c a t e g o r i c a l  program, 
the  S t a t e  ’'as no c a t e g o r i c a l  program and has reduced t r a n s i t - r e l a t e d  
funding in i t .  revenue sha r ing  program wi th  th e  burden o f  funding pub l ic  
i n c r e a s in g ly  f a l l i n g  to l o c a l ly-gene ra ted  funds.

Without any a d d i t i o n a l  s t a t e  suppo r t  f o r  op e r a t in g  c o s t s ,  t h r e e  sc ena r io s  
a r e  p o s s ib l e .  One, the  c a p i t a l  funds might  no t  a l l  be used s in c e  ade­
qua te  o p e r a t in g  funds might no t  e x i s t  in  communities . This s c ena r io  
occured a t  t h e  f e d e r a l  l eve l  from 1973 to  1978. Congress in 1973 passed 
an a p p ro p r i a t i o n  o f  $500 m i l l i o n  f o r  non-urbanized pub l i c  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .
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bu t  only a small pe rcen tage  o f  the  funds were o b l i g a t e d  s in c e  they could 
on ly  be used f o r  c a p i t a l  c o s t s  and no s e p a r a t e  programs f o r  op e r a t in g  
a s s i s t a n c e  e x i s t e d .

Two, the  c a p i t a l  funds might a l l  be used but l in e- i tem  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  by 
l e g i s l a t o r s  t o  o b t a in  o p e r a t in g  expenses would d r am a t i c a l l y  * k . wase. A 
t r e n d  towards t h i s  s c e n a r io  a l r e a d y  has developed.  Galena r ece ived  
funding from l ine- i tem  app o p r i a t i o n s  in  the s t a t e ' s  FY 81 o p e r a t in g  
budget.  Anchorage was t o  r e c e iv e  funding fo r  a s e p a r a t e  e l d e r l y  and 
handicapped t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  sys tem, but i t  was vetoed by the  Governor. 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough o f f i c i a l s  have i n d i c a t ed  a d e s i r e  to  use t h i s  
method 1n the  f u t u r e  to  he lp suppo r t  i t s  new commuter s e r v i c e .  Bethel 
l i k e l y  w i l l  fo l low t h i s  r o u t e  in conve r t ing  an e x i s t i n g  p r i v a t e  system to 
pub l i c  o p e r a t i o n .  The l ine- i tem  process  has seve ra l  major d i s advan tag e s .  
I t  must be r epea ted  y e a r- a f t e r-y e a r  and, thus ,  c r e a t e s  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  a t  
t h e  loca l  l e v e l .  Also, i t  la cks  e q u i ty ,  s i n c e  the funding i s  not  based 
on any formula r e l a t e d  to  needs bu t  on ly  on what amount a l e g i s l a t o r  
f e e l s  he can j u s t i f y .

Th ird ,  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a program f o r  c a p i t a l  bu t  not  o p e r a t in g  expenses 
might reduce the  i n c e n t i v e  f o r  p rope r ly  ma in ta in ing  v e h i c l e s  once they 
a r e  ob ta in ed .

6.3.4 JUSTIFICATION FOR A CATEGORICAL STATE TRANS IT PROGRAM

Arguments have been p re sen ted  f o r  s t a t e  involvement in p ub l i c  t r a n s i t  and 
f o r  t h i s  involvement t o  inc lude  comprehensive a s s i s t a n c e  in c a p i t a l ,  
o p e r a t i n g ,  and t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  The remaining que s t ion  i s  whether 
a s s i s t a n c e  should be c a t e g o r i c a l  o r  im p l i c i t l y  inc luded in u n r e s t r i c t e d  
funds d i s t r i b u t e d  to  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  There may be In c rea se s  in u n r e ­
s t r i c t e d  funds to  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  due to  Increased  revenues r e c e iv ed  by 
th e  S t a t e  from the  o i l  I n du s t r y .  Lt. Governor Terry M i l l e r  announced a t  
the  1980 Municipal League convent ion chat the  a dm in i s t r a t i o n  would r e c ­
ommend f u l l  fund ing o f  the  Municipal A s s i s t a n ce  program. I f  passed by 
th e  1eg1sla tu*e, funding would I n c rea se  to ove r  $90 m i l l i o n .  The funds 
cou ld  be used by communities a t  t h e i r  op t ion  f o r  e i t h e r  c a p i t a l  improve­
ments, op e r a t in g  expenses ,  t ax  r e du c t io n ,  o r  a combina tion o f  a l l  th r e e .

Should such a program p rec lude  development o f  a c a t e g o r i c a l  program fo r  
p ub l i c  t r a n s i t?  An examina t ion o f  the  I s sues  o f  loca l  decision-making, 
e q u i t y ,  and the promotion o f  f e d e ra l  and s t a t e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  goa l s  
suppo r t s  th e  development o f  a c a t e g o r i c a l  progran.

One o f  the  consensus recommendations from th e  F i t u r e  F r o n t i e r s  Conference 
c a l l e d  f o r  " I n c r e a s in g  lo ca l  governments' autonomy, f l e x i b i l i t y  and 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  1n dec 1sIon-making and revenue sha r ing  p r o c e s s e s . "  D i s t r i ­
bu t ion  o f  u n r e s t r i c t e d  funds through the  revenue sha r ing  and Municipal 
A s s i s t an ce  programs c e r t a i n l y  Is one way o f  add re s s ing  the I s sue  o f  loca l  
decision-making. However, lo ca l  governments askl. ig the  S t a t e  to  e s t a b l i s h  
a c a t e g o r i c a l  program t h a t  no t  on ly r e f l e c t s  lo ca l  reeds  and d t s l r e s  but  
lo ca l  and r eg iona l  d i f f e r e n c e s  1s an e qua l ly  v a l i d  e x e r c i s e  o f  loca l  
decision-making.  A c a t e g o r i c a l  program, depending upon how i t  i s  s t r u c t ­
ured,  can have the  added advantage o f  being ab le  to  idd re s s  the  o t h e r  two
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i s s u e s  e q u i t y  and promotion o f  goa l s .  An e q u i t a b l e  program r e f l e c t s  
d i f f e r e n c e s  in l o c a l  c ond i t io n s  and d e s i r e s ,  i s  ab le  to  add re s s  d i f f e r e n t  
phases o f  t r a n s i t  implementation and the  leve l  o f  s e r v i c e  p rov ided,  and 
i <»ble to  reach a l l  i n t e r c i t y ,  r e g io n a l ,  and loca l  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t  s y s ­
tems. Only a c a t e g o r i c a l  program can meet th e s e  c r i t e r i a .

A c a t e g o r i c a l  t r a n s i t  program can enable the  S t a t e  to  t a r g e t  funds to 
s p ec i a l  u s e r s ,  such as  the  e l d e r l y  a rd  the  hand icanoed, and to  provide 
s t a r t- u p  c o s t s  in c c n r . . n i t i e s  withouc pub l ic  t r a n s i t .  Demonstrat ion 
programs have been shown to be impor tan t ,  i f  no t  v i t a l ,  to  the  implemen­
t a t i o n  o f  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t  concepts  in Alaska. S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  no unre ­
s t r i c t e d  s t a t e  funds have been used to  fund demons t ra t ion  o f  th e  f i r s t  
fou r  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  systems in Alaska.  The e x i s t e n c e  o f  f e d e r a l  programs 
fo r  o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  perhaps i r o n i c a l l y  r e i n f o r c e s  the  need f o r  a 
c a t e g o r i c a l  s t a t e  program to f i l l  gaps c r e a t e d  by e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  which 
favo r  c e r t a i n  systems. Fo reca s t s  f o r  FY 82 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a l l o c a t i o n s  o f  
Sec t ion  18 funds w i l l  fund 9% o f  the  t o t a l  c o s t s  f o r  th e  North Slope 
Borough and Matanuska-Susitna Borough sys tems, but  on ly  4% o f  th e  t o t a l  
c o s t s  f o r  the  Fa i rbanks system. An t i c ip a t ed  Sec t ion  5 1jnd1ng w i l l  
p rov ide  14% o f  th e  t o t a l  c o s t s  o f  o p e r a t in g  Anchorage's system.

A comprehensive c a t e g o r i c a l  program fo r  funding pub l i c  t r a n s i t  should be 
cons ide red  by th e  l e g i s l a t u r e  on I t s  own m e r i t s .  The a dm in i s t r a t i o n  has 
not  sugges ted t h a t  enactment o f  the Inc reased  funding o f  th e  Municipal 
A s s i s t a n c e  program would r e q u i r e  a cMtback in e x i s t i n g  c a t e g o r i c a l  p ro ­
blems and, l i k ew i s e ,  i t  should not  p reven t  th e  emergence o f  worthy new 
programs. A comprehensive c a t e g o r i c a l  orogram would a l s o  more e f f e c ­
t i v e l y  reduce I1ne-1tem a p p ro p r i a t i o n  than u n r e s t r i c t e d  fund ing .  F i n a l l y ,  
1t  would r e i n f o r c e  the  concep t  t h a t  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  has s t a t ew id e  s i g n i f i ­
cance a l though  i t  depends upon loca l  decis ion-making.

6.4 T r a n s i t  Program Recommendations

6.4.1 PLANNING

6 .4.1.1 A c t i v i t i e s

Table 6-7 l i s t s  the  p o t e n t i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  f a l l  i n t o  th e  p lann ing 
ca t ego ry .  Inc luded a r e  not  on ly those  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
In t r a n s i t  Improvement programs bu t a l s o  a v a r i e t y  o f  o p e r a t io n a l  p l a n ­
ning t a s k s ,  e . g . ,  management a s s i s t a n c e ,  d a ta  c o l l e c t i o n  and marke t ing.

6 .4.1.2 Ava i l ab l e  Funding Sources

The UMTA Sec t ion  8 program prov ides funds to the  S t a t e  and Anchorage f o r  
th e  development o f  loca l  t r a n s i t  Improvement programs. A small pe rcen ­
tage  o f  funds d i s t r i b u t e d  go to  the S t a t e  f o r  Sec t ion  18 (non-urbanized 
a rea  pub l i c  t r a n s i t )  and Sec t ion  16(b)(2) programs and can be used fo r  
p lann ing purposes .  A po r t i o n  of the  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  bond i s s u e  w i l l  a l s o
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be used f o r  p lanning programs t h a t  a r e  r e l a t e d  d i r e c t l y  to  development o r  
implementa t ion o f  c a p i t a l  imorovement p r o j e c t s .  Toge the r ,  th e s e  funding 
sources  may be adequate  f o r  s h o r t  and long range p lann ing ,  but  not f o r  
op e r a t io n a l  p lann ing and management a s s i s t a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s .

6 .4.1.3 Recommendations

I t  i s  recommended t h a t  $150,000 from genera l  s t a t e  revenues be budgeted 
annua l ly  f c r  t e c h n i c a l  and management a s s i s t a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s .  This fund­
ing would be in a d d i t i o n  to  those  funds now a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p lann ing .  A 
po r t i o n  o f  t h e  funds could be d i s t r i b u t e d  to t h e  v a r iou s  t r a n s i t  p ro ­
p e r t i e s  f o r  s p e c i f i e d  t a s k s ,  but  most o f  the funding shou ld fund s t a t e ­
wide p r o j e c t s  which would promote e f f e c t i v e  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  funds and 
e l im in a t e  d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  e f f o i t .  Typical  p r o j e c t s  might be development 
o f  a da ta  management system f o r  r i d e r s h i p ,  f a r e s  and o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s ;  
r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t s  having a p p l i c a t i o n  to  sev e ra l  sys tems, such as the  
d r a f t i n g  o f  model bus and s h e l t e r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s ,  development o f  gu id e ­
l i n e s  f o r  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  park-and-ride l o t s ,  and p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  a 
manual f o r  w r i t i n g  d r i v e r  and bus schedu le s ;  th e  fund ing o f  seminars ,  
t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s  and workshops on t o p i c s  u se fu l  t o  t r a n s i t  o p e r a t o r s ;  
and th e  use o f  " c i r c u i t  r i d e r s "  w i th  s p e c i a l i z e d  s k i l l s  who would provide 
ove r- the-shou lde r ,  on- s i t e  a s s i s t a n c e  to  t r a n s i t  sys tems throughout the 
S t a t e .

P r i o r i t i e s  f o r  th e  use o f  t h e s e  funds could be developed In l a rg e  p a r t  by 
t h e  t r a n s i t  o p e r a t o r s  themselves.  The newly c r e a t e d  Alaska T r a n s i t  
Opera tors  A sso c ia t io n  p rov ides  an idea l  forum f o r  s o l i c i t i n g  t h i s  Inpu t .

Communities would be asked to  provide 20% o f  s t a t e  and fede ra l  p lanning 
and t e c hn i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  funds.  The breakdown between s t a t e ,  f ede ra l  and 
lo ca l  funds 1s shown 1n Table 6-8 . The f e d e ra l  f i g u r e  Inc ludes planning 
funds made a v a i l a b l e  to  both the  S t a t e  and Anchorage.

6.4.2 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

6.4.2.1 A c t i v i t i e s

Table 6-9 c o n t a i n s  a l i s t i n g  o f  the  most l i k e l y  c a p i t a l  improvement 
p r o j e c t s  t o  be programmed by Alaskan pub l ic  t r a n s i t  systems and a l s o  
l i s t s  p o t e n t i a l  fund ing sou rce s .  P r o j e c t s  f o r  systems not  us ing wheeled 
motor v e h i c l e s ,  such a s  f e r r i e s  and a i r  cushion v e h i c l e s ,  have not  been 
Inc luded.  Cap i ta l  Improvements f o r  t r a n s i t  break down in to  f a c i l i t i e s  
and r o l l i n g  s to ck .  F a c i l i t i e s  f u r t h e r  break down In to  t h r e e  types :  (1)
maintenance and garage f a c i l i t i e s ;  (2 ) s t r e e t s i d e  passenger  a i d s ,  such as 
bus s i g n s ,  s h e l t e r s ,  and accomnodatlon c e n t e r s ,  and (3) road- re la ted  
p r o j e c t s ,  such a s  bus t u rn ou t s  and park-and-rlde l o t s .  Federa l-a id funds 
cun be used to  fund th e  ro ad- re l a ted  p r o j e c t s  and even many o f  the  pas ­
senger  a i d s ,  but  only UMTA funds can be used to  fund maintenance f a c i l ­
i t i e s .



Rol l ing  s t o c l ^ c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  buses ,  vanpools ,  and v e h i c l e s  f o r  the  e l ­
d e r l y  and th e  handicapped. For the  l a t t e r  two c a t e g o r i e s ,  s p e c i f i c  
funding programs e x i s t ,  which a r e  r e s p e c t i v e l y  Federal  Highway and UMTA 
Sec t ion  16(b)(2) funds.  Buses can be purchased wi th e i t h e r  UMTA Sect ion 
3 o r  Federal-Aid to  Urban System (FAUS) funds .  O ppo r tun i t i e s  should be 
provided fo*" p ro p e r ly  ma in ta in ing  e x i s t i n g  equipment and making them
a c c e s s i b l e  to as  many persons as p o s s ib l e .  A system might wish to
r e t r o f i t  e x i s t i n g  buses wi th  whee lcha i r  l i f t s ,  which would p rov ide  access  
i b i l i t y  to  t h e  e l d e r l y  and the  handicapped w i thou t  pu rchas ing  new buses .  
The purchase  of s p a r e  p a r t s  and used buses should be encouraged when i t
i s  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  to  lo ca l  systems. In some i n s t a n c e s ,  systems have made
purchases e n t i r e l y  w i th  t h e i r  own money bu t  now they  meet tne  c u r r e n t  
c r i t e r i a  f o r  f e d e r a l  o r  s t a t e  a s s i s t a n c e .  The p o t e n t i a l  use o f  r e t r o ­
a c t i v e  funding should be exp lo red .

Optional uses e x i s t  f o r  r o l l i n g  s to ck  to be purchased ,  and g iven a l im ­
i t e d  amount o f  funding perhaps th e  use o f  v e h i c l e s  should be cons ide red  
in e s t a b l i s h i n g  p r i o r i t i e s .  Buses c a i  be used by e x i s t i n g  systems to 
r e p l a c e  o ld  equipment o r  to  I n i t i a t e  new s e r v i c e  and where no s e r v i c e  
c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t s  to  demonst ra te  the  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  t r a n s i t .  The a v a i l ­
a b i l i t y  o f  adequa te  back-up equipment enab les  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  systems to  
p rov ide  r e l i a b l e  s e r v i c e .  I t  has been sugges ted  t h a t  back-up v eh i c l e s  
f o r  the  use o f  Sec t ion  16(b)(2) o p e r a t o r s  be purchased by the  s t a t e  and 
lo c a ted  in s t r a t e g i c  l o c a t i o n s .  Such a program would e l im in a t e  the need 
f o r  each o f  th e  numerous s e r v i c e s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  on ly  one v e h i c l e  to  a l s o  
have back-up v e h i c l e s  on s i t e .  Should an a c c i d e n t  o r  equipment f a i l u r e  
d i s a b l e  a v e h i c l e ,  t h e  s t a t e  would then loan one o f  the  back-up veh ic l e s  
u n t i l  t h e  o r i g i n a l  v e h i c l e  could be f ix ed  o r  a n r c h e r  v e h i c l e  procured.

6 .4.2.2 Funding sources

The l i s t  o f  p o t e n t i a l  non-local funding s o u r c e s ,  as shown in Table 6-9 
co n ta in s  fou r  f e d e r a l  programs, each o f  which r e q u i r e s  a loca l  match. I t  
i s  un i fo rmly  20% f o r  UMTA programs and app rox ima te ly  5% fo r  f ede ra l  
highway programs. Use o f  Department o f  Educa t ion funds depends coon the 
o p e r a t in g  s t r a t e g y  to  be used, and programs u s ing  s t a t e  bonds o r  genera l  
revenues r e q u i r e  a c t i o n  by the  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .

6 .4.2.3, D i s t r i b u t i o n  S t^- teg ie s

The b a s i c  cho ic e  i s  between a formula d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  a v a i l a b l e  funds or  
a d i s c r e t i o n a r y  program t h a t  c o n s id e r s  needs on a reg iona l  o r  s ta tew ide  
b a s i s .  Popu la t ion  i s  used f o r  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of Sec t ion  18 funds to 
the v a r iou s  s t a t e s .  The S t a t e  o f  Alaska Local Se rv ic e  Roads and T r a i l s  
program we igh ts  popu la t ion  and a rea  e q u a l l y  1n I t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  formula.
A d i s c r e t i o n a r y  program could e s t a b l i s h  a s i n g l e  11st o f  s t a t ew id*  p r i o r ­
i t i e s ,  s e p a r a t e  reg iona l  l i s t s ,  o r  l i s t s  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  c a t e g o r i e s  of 
t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e .  P r i o r i t i e s  could be based on loyal ly-approved t r a n s i t  
development programs.



6 .4.2.4 Recommendations

I t  i s  sugges ted t h a t  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e  funds r e f l e c t  
the  fo l .ow ing  g o a l s ,  which r e f l e c t  a dm in i s t r a t i o n  p r i o r i t i e s ,  l e g i s l a t i v e  
d i r e c t i v e s ,  f e d e r a l  r equ i r em en t s ,  and lo ca l  o b j e c t i v e s :

1. promote t h e  maximum use o f  UMTA funds.

2 . promote c o o rd in a t io n  wi th  o t h e r  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  t r a n s p o r t a ­
t i o n  programs.

3 . f a c i l i t a t e  development o f  new pub l i c  t r a n s i t  sys tems.

4 . a l low  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by p r i v a t e  t i a n s p o r t a t i o n  c a r r i e r s .

5 . r ecogn ize  r eg iona l  and lo ca l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in t r a n s i t  c h a r a c t e r ­
i s t i c s  due to  popu la t ion  s i z e ,  geography, economic r e sou r c e s ,  
c l im a t e ,  demographics , and c o s t  o f  l i v i n g .

6 . promote th e  development o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  s e r v i c e s  f o r  those
w i thou t  adequa te  m ob i l i t y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  the  poor, the  e l d e ' ' y ,
and th e  handicapped.

7 . reduce th e  number o f  s e p a r a t e  a c q u i s i t i o n s  t h a t  must be made by 
a t r a n s i t  system o r  th e  S t a t e .

A d i s c u s s i o n  o f  each o f  t h e  goa l s  i s  provided below:

#1 . promote th e  maximum use o f  UMTA funds

Three of  th e  fou r  e x i s t i n g  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  systems have r e l i e d  on fede ra l  
funding f o r  a l a r g e  p a r t  o f  t h e i r  c a p i t a l  improvements. Only Fairbanks 
has used non-federa l  money s o l e l y  to  d a t e  in purchas ing  i t s  bus f l e e t ;  
but  i t ,  too ,  i n t e n d s  to r e l y  h e a v i l y  on UMTA Sec t ion  3 funds in f u t u r e  
y e a r s .  I f  a s t a t e  program does no t  promote maximum use o f  UMTA funds, 
communities w i l l  f avo r  th e  use o f  s t a t e  funds. For a g iven l e v e l  o f  
c a p i t a l  inves tmen t ,  s t a t e  c o s t s  would be s i g n i g i c a n t l y  h igh e r  than would 
o th e rw ise  be n ec e s sa ry .  C e r t a i n l y ,  emphasizing the  use o f  f ed e r a l  funds 
adds a paperwork burden to  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s ,  bu t  th e  burden 1s no t  so 
g r e a t  t h a t  f e d e r a l  funds should no longe** be pursued.

UMTA c u r r e n t l y  p rov ides  80% o f  c a p i t a l  c o s t s .  The goal o f  promoting use
o f  th e se  funds could be ach ieved i f  the  S t a t e  were to  p rov ide  100% o f  the
lo ca l  match, I . e .  20% o f  t o t a l  c o s t s ,  and, f o r  example, 80% o f  the c o s t  
o f  non-federal pu rchase s .  P rov id ing the  lo ca l  match f o r  UMTA g r a n t s  has 
an a d d i t i o n a l  advantage t o  the  S t a t e .  Urban governments in Alaska c u r ­
r e n t l y  have an i n c e n t i v e  to  use t e d e r a l- a id  highway r a t h e r  than UMTA funds 
because the  lo ca l  match i s  5% r a t h e r  than 20%. This s t r a t e g y  however, r e ­
duces the  amount o f  Federa l  highway funds a v a i l a b l e  to  th e  s t a t e  f o r  road 
p r o j e c t s .
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#2 . promote co o rd in a t io n  w i th  o t h e r  s t a t e  and f ed e r a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n
programs

Funds should be made a v a i l a b l e  to a s s i s t  in  the  funding o f  c a p i t a l  p ro­
j e c t s  t h a t  in c r e a s e  the  m ob i l i t y  o f  c i t i z e n s  but  a re  adm in i s te red  by non­
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a g enc ie s .  A s t a t e  program should be f l e x i b l e  enough t h a t  
lo ca l  la tch ing  funds could p rov ide  the  O f f i c e  o f  Aging with matching 
funds when c a p i t a l  expenses a r e  n e ce s s a ry  and to a s s i s t  in th e  purchase 
o f  school buses where they  a r e  being used f o r  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  purposes.
For th e  l a t t e r  example, a p o s s ib l e  s t r a t e g y  would be f o r  the  s t a t e  t r a n ­
s i t  program to  pay f o r  20% o f  the  c o s t  o f  buses and th e  Department of  
Education t h e  remaining 80%.

#3. f a c i l i t a t e  development o f  new pub l i c  t r a n s i t  systems

The t r a n s i t  sys tems in Anchorage, June?u, Fa i rbanks ,  and Barrow a l l  began 
w i th  " s eed "  money to  demons t ra te  the  concep t  of  pub l i c  t r a n s i t .  In 
a d d i t i o n ,  a demons t ra t ion  o f  a i r  cush ion v e h i c l e  technology f o r  reg iona l  
t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e s  i s  now underway in the  Bethel a r e a .  The source o f  
d emons t ra t ion  funds f o r  th e  four  conven t iona l  systems was d i f f e r e n t  in 
each ca se .  Juneau s t a r t e d  i t s  system us ing Model C i ty  funds.  Anchorage 
b e n e f i t e d  from a two-year Sec t ion  6 UMTA demons t ra t ion  g r a n t ,  v/hile FHWA 
Sec t ion  147 funds were made a v a i l a b l e  t o  Barrow f o r  i t s  two-year demon­
s t r a t i o n .  Fa i rbanks re c e iv ed  i t s  funding from a l in e- i tem  in the  s t a t e  
budget.

Demonstra t ions enab le  l o c a l  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  and the  genera l  pub l i c  to 
f in d  ou t  f i r s t- h a n d  whether  o r  no t  the  b e n e f i t s  o f  p ub l i c  t r a n s i t  a re  
worth the c o s t s .  Demonstra tion p e r iod s  o f  a t  l e a s t  one y e a r  and in many 
case s  two y ea r s  enab le  t r a n s i t  r i d e r s h i p  to  grow and s t a b i l i z e .  I f  de ­
c i s i o n s  about  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  t r a n s i t  sys tems a r e  made too e a r l y  a f t e r  
a system beg in s ,  t h e i r  worth cannot  be a c c u r a t e l y  measured. Even those 
sys temi which u l t im a t e l y  could be su c c e s s fu l  can f a l l  to  meet expec ta ­
t i o n s  ov e rn ig h t .

#4 >llow f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by p r i v a t e  t r a n s p o r t a t ion c a r r i e r s

Local governments can i n i t i a t e  t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e s  by c o n t r a c t i n g  w i th  the 
p r i v a t e  . e c t o r  r a t h e r  than unde r tak ing  o p e r a t i o n s  themse lves .  Given the 
r e lu c t a n c e  of  l o c a l  novernments, e s p e c i a l l y  1n small communit ies, to  i n ­
c r e a s e  the  number o f  d i r e c t  employees, t h i s  s t r a t e g y  may be p r e f e r r e d  by 
many o f  t h e  new t r a n s i t  systems i n i t i a t e d  1n the  S t a t e .  Cap i ta l  a s s i s ­
t ance  can be provided to  th e  loca l  governments, who would then l e a s e  the  
equipment to  th e  p r i v a t e  o p e r a t o r  a t  a nominal r a t e .  Cap i ta l  a s s i s t a n c e  
1s p o s s i b l e  to p r i v a t e  c a r r i e r s  whether o r  not  they a r e  r e c e iv i n g  f i n a n c i a l  
suppo r t  from the  lo ca l  government. UMTA r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t i t l e  to v eh ic l e s  
purchased w i th  I t s  funds r e s i d e  w i th  a pub l i c  agency f o r  t h e i r  u se fu l  l i f e ,  
bu t a s t a t e  program would no t  have to  have t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n .  The s t a t e ,  
however, should i n su re  t h a t  v e h i c l e s  dur ing  t h e i r  u se fu l  l i v e s  a r e  used
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f o r  t r a n s i t  purposes.  S igh t s e e in g ,  l imous ine ,  o r  t a x i  s e r v i c e s  would not  
be e l i g i b l e  un le s s  they  op e r a t e  a t  l e a s t  f o r  p a r t  o f  the  t ime in a t r a n ­
s i t  mode, i . e .  p rov ide r e g u l a r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  on a sha red- r id e  b a s i s  f o r  
t r i p s  needed by loca l  r e s i d e n t s .  Many e x i s t i n g  s e r v i c e s  could become 
t r a n s i t - t y p e  s e r v i c e s  with only s l i g h t  changes in o p e r a t i o n s .

#5. recogn ize  d i f f e r e n c e s  in t r a n s i t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

Local development p a t t e r n s ,  r.he c o s t  o f  o b t a i n i n g  and o p e r a t in g  a p r i v a t e  
au tomobi le ,  and popu la t ion  a r e  among the  f a c t o r s  t h a t  i n f lu en c e  the  leve l  
o f  t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e  f o r  a given community. The importance o f  reg iona l  and 
loca l  d i f f e r e n c e s  should be cons ide red  in t h e  development o f  a s t r a t e g y  
t o  e q u i t a b l y  d i s t r i b u t e  funds. Should a p r o j e c t  compete f o r  funds with 
o t h e r  p r o j e c t s  w i th in  a r eg ion  o r  wi th  p r o j e c t s  in communities o f  a 
s im i l a r  s i z e  s ta tew ide? The a l l o c a t i o n  p rocess  to t h e  e x t e n t  p o s s ib l e  
should be a b l e  to  c o n s i d e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  from both a s t a t ew id e  and reg iona l  
c on t e x t .  As impor tan t  as lo ca l  and reg ion a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  in Alaska, 
the  o th e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  should not  be ignored .  For example, a formula 
t h a t  d i s t r i b u t e s  c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e  funds s o l e l y  on the  b a s i s  o f  reg iona l  
o r  loca l  popu la t ion  would not  l i k e l y  have a r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  a c tu a l  needs 
1n a given y ea r .

#6 . promote t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e s  f o r  th e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  d i s advantaged

As a l r e a d y  ment ioned,  the  s t a t e  program perhaps should p rov ide  the  r e ­
qu i r ed  lo ca l  match f o r  f e d e r a l  c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e  programs (DOT and HEW) 
t h a t  a r e  o r i e n t e d  towards t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o f  the  e l d e r l y  and handicapped. 
Funds could a l s o  be used t o  provide t r a n sD o r t a t i o n  f o r  tho se  l i v i n g  in 
P ioneer  Homes.

#7. reduce th e  number of  c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a c t i o n s

Cap i ta l  improvements p r o j e c t s  a r e  "lumpy" in n a tu r e ,  i . e . ,  they vary d r a ­
m a t i c a l l y  from one yea r  to  the  nex t .  One cannot  buy one-half  a bus o r  a 
t h i r d  o f  a bus garage, .'unds d i s t r i b u t e d  to  a system should no t  on ly  be 
s u f f i c i e n t  to  purchase a bus, bu t  in many case s  they should be s u f f i c i e n t  
to  purchase seve ra l  buses .  Systems r e q u i r i n g  t h r e e  buses ,  f o r  example, 
w i l l  b e n e f i t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i f  a l l  buses a r e  o f  the  same make and pu r ­
chased a t  the  same t ime. The r equ i r e d  inven to ry  o f  sp a re  p a r t s  i s  r e ­
duced by a conrnonali ty o f  equipment, and th e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  th e  main­
tenance s t a f f  i s  improved. The sm a l l e r  number o f  purchases  reduces 
paperwork a t  a l l  l e v e l s  o f  government. A system needing a major In f lux  
o f  funds one y ea r  might  no t  r e q u i r e  any a d d i t i o n a l  c a p i t a ’ a s s i s t a n c e  for  
the  fo l lowing f i v e  y ea r s  o r  more.
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Based on th e  d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  the  seven proposed goa l s  f o r  a c a p i t a l  a s ­
s i s t a n c e  program, a d i s c r e t i o n a r y  program i s  favored  over c i s t r i b u t i o n  by 
formula . I t  i s  recommended t h a t  the s t a t e  s o l i c i t  p r o j e c t s  from loca l  
governments, governmental ag enc ie s ,  and p r i v a t e  p rov ide r s  and then p r i o r ­
i t i z e  them s ta t ew id e  in t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s ,  a s  fo l low s :  e x i s t i n g  pub l ic
t r a n s i t  sys tems, new system demons t r a t io n s ,  and p a r a t r a n s i t .  The burden 
o f  j u s t i f y i n g  p r o j e c t s  i s  p laced  on those  propos ing them. S t a t e  funds 
should be used f i r s t  to  match funds from o t h e r  sources  and to  fund minor 
improvements t h a t  would no t  be c o s t- e f f e c t i v e  t o  procure us ing fed e ra l  
funds. Inc luded in t h i s  l a t t e r  c a t ego ry  a r e  major spa re  p a r t s ,  wheel ­
c h a i r  r e t r o f i t s ,  bus s ign s  and bus s h e l t e r s ,  and r o l l i n g  s tock  f o r  small 
systems (one to  t h r e e  buses). Severa l  vans should be purchased wi th  
s t a t e  funds to p rov ide  back-up v e h i c l e s  f o r  e l d e r l y  and handicapped 
programs. They should be l o c a t e d  in s t r a t e g i c  l o c a t i o n s  and loaned to 
programs on an as-needed b a s i s .

In t h e  purchase of  r o l l i n g  s to ck ,  p r i o r i t y  should be g iven to a c q u i s i t i o n  
o f  rep lacement v e h i c l e s  and demons t ra t ion  p r o j e c t s .  Secondary emphasis 
should be g iven to s e r v i c e  improvement f o r  e x i s t i n g  systems.  Maintenance 
and ga rage  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  th e  s i n g l e  most c o s t l y  c a p i t a l  improvement 
pro jec t*- f o r  t r a n s i t  systems.  Although adequa te  maintenance f a c i l i t i e s  
a re  a p r e r e q u i s i t e  t o  e s t a b l i s hm en t  o f  a t r a n s i t  system, th e  S t a t e  should 
be c a u t i o u s  o f  us ing funds f o r  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  be fo re  a 
system has been ab le  to  f i rm ly  e s t a b l i s h  I t s e l f .  Ro l l ing  s tock can 
always be moved to ano th e r  l o c a t i o n  bu t  no t  a b u i l d i n g .  Coemunities 
should be encouraged to  use UMTA Sec t ion  3 f u r ' ^  fo r  maintenance f a c i l ­
i t i e s .

The s t a t e  should p rov ide  up to 100% o f  the  non-fede,*1 sha re  fo r  f ed e ra l  
g r a n t s .  For non-federa l p r o j e c t s ,  t h e  s t a t e  should p rov ide  80% o f  the  
t o t a l  c o s t s ,  w i th  a loca l  match requ i remen t  o f  20%. Demonstrat ions 
should be an excep t ion ,  funded wi th  up to 100% o f  s t a t e  funds.  Funding, 
whether 1n the  form o f  an annual a p p r o p r i a t i o n  by the  l e g i s l a t u r e  o r  a 
b i enn ia l  bond I s sue ,  should be a lump sum and no t  Inc lude a s p e c i f i e d  
l i s t  o f  p r o j e c t s .  UMTA Sec t ion  3 funds most l i k e l y  w i l l  con t inue  to be a 
m a jo r i t y  o f  the  t r a n s i t  c a p i t a l  funds spen t  in Alaska.  Since th e se  funds 
a r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  on a d i s c r e t i o n a r y  b a s i s ,  i t  I s  d i f f i c u l t  to  dete*-nine 
two y e a r s  in advance the  amount o f  funds t h a t  w i l l  be made a v a i l a b . ^  to  
communities. So t h a t  c o o rd in a t io n  o f  a l l  a v a i l a b l e  funding sources can 
be Improved, 1t  i s  recommended t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  i n v e s t i g a t e  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  p repa r ing  a s t a t ew id e  Sec t ion  3 a p p l i c a t i o n ,  which w i l l  show how both 
s t a t e  and fede ra l  funds w i l l  be u t i l i z e d .

Whatever pro :dures a r e  adop ted ,  they should be de sc r ib ed  In w r i t t e n  
form, and cop ie s  o f  the  In fo rma t ion  s en t  to  a l l  p o t e n t i a l  a p p l i c a n t s .

Table 6-10 l i s t s  the  s t a t e ,  f e d e r a l ,  and lo ca l  funds fo r  each program 
element. I t  1s assumed t h a t  a l l  f e d e r a l  funds w i l l  go to  e x i s t i n g  pub l i c  
systems. S t a t e  funds a r e  assumed to pay a l l  c o s t s  f o r  v eh ic l e s  needed 1n 
demons t ra t ions  and f o r  a r e s e r v e  f l e e t  o f  s i x  vans fo r  p a r a t r a n s i t  sys tems.
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S t a t e  funds would pay t h e  e n t i r e  l o c a l  match f o r  v e h i c l e s  a cqu i red  through 
Sec t ion  3, Sec t ion  5, and Sec t ion  16(b)(2). Bond funds a r e  assumed to be 
$4 .3  m i l l i o n ,  o r  one-ha lf  o f  the funds remaining a f t e r  funds f o r  planning 
a r e  s u b tw*r t e d .  The combination o f  bond funds and a n t i c i p a t e d  fede ra l  
funds i s  l a r g e  enough t h a t  loca l  c o s t s  w i l l  amount to only 5% o f  the 
t o t a l  c o s t s .  No gene ra l  fund requ i remen ts  in  FY 1982 e r e  needed to 
supplement bond funds.  Provid ing 42% o f  the  t o t a l  $10.2 m i l l i o n  program, 
th e  S t a t e  w i l l  have become almost an equal p a r t n e r  w i th  the  fede ra l  
government in promoting pub l ic  t r a n s i t  in the  S t a t e  o f  Alaska.

6.4.3 OPERATING ASSISTANCE

6.4.3.1 A c t i v i t i e s

Table 6-11 co n t a i n s  a l i s t i n g  o f  the  l i k e l y  a c t i v i t i e s  to be Included as 
o p e r a t in g  c o s t s .  These a c t i v i t i e s  d i f f e r  from those  p r ev iou s ly  l i s t e d  
f o r  c a p i t a l  improvements p r i n c i p a l l y  in t h a t  they a re  ongoing. Capi ta l  
expenses g e n e r a l l y  a r e  e i t h e r  f o r  one-time a c q u i s i t i o n s ,  such as o garage, 
o r  f o r  v e h i c l e s  w i th  u se fu l  l i v e s  ranging from th r e e  to  15 y ea r s  o r  more.

6 .4.3.2 Non-local Funding Sources

Also shown on Tab le  6-11 a r e  seven p o t e n t i a l  non-local funding sources 
f o r  o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  to  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  sys tems. Sec t ion  5 and 18 
funds c be used f o r  Doth o p e ra t in g  and c a p i t a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  bu t local  
comrun .us and the  s t a t e  tend to  program th e se  funds f o r  ope ra t in g  
a s s i : t  :e on ly  to  t h e  e x t e n t  n e c e s s a ry  and r e l y  on Sec t ion  3 funds f o r  
c a p i t . .  a s s i s t a n c e .  These t endenc ie s  a r e  expec ted to  con t inue .  S ta t e  
g ene ra l  revenues would be the  sou rce  o f  an ope ra t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  program 
s e p a r a t e  from revenue sha r ing .  Department o f  Education funds a r e  not 
c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  suppor t  o f  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  bu t  the  p o t e n t i a l  
e x i s t s .  S p e c i a l i z e d  h e a l t h  and s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  programs e s p e c i a l l y  those 
f o r  the  e l d e r l y  a r e  used to  o p e r a t e  many v e h i c l e s  purchased under the 
Sec t ion  16(b)(2) program, and v e h i c l e  r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  encouraged to In ­
v e s t i g a t e  c o o r d in a t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  wi th  o t h e r  programs.

6 .4.3.3 D i s t r i b u t i o n  S t r a t e g i e s

D i s t r i b u t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  o p e r a t in g  a . s l s t a . i c e  f a l l  In to t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  
(1) c o s t s  o f  p rov id ing  s e r v i c e ;  (2 ) leve l  o f  s e r v i c e  and performance 
measures; and (3) m isce l laneous  I tems, in c lud ing  popu la t ion  and a rea .  
Numerous combina t ions o f  the  t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  o r  o f  Items w i th in  a c a t e ­
gory can be g ene ra t ed .  Table 6-12 shows f o r  each of  the fou r  pub l ic  
t r a n s i t  sys tems the e s t im a ted  FY 81 d o l l a r  f i g u r e s  and a s s o c i a t e d  p e r ­
cen tages  o f  the  t o t a l  subs idy f o r  a v a r i e t y  o f  s t r a t e g i e s .  For the n e t  
and g ro s s  c o s t  s t r a t e g i e s ,  the  f i g u r e s  a r e  de r iv ed  d i r e c t l y  from e s t i ­
mated c o s t s ,  and then th e  pe rcen tage  breakdowns a r e  c a l c u l a t e d .  For the  
o t h e r  o p t i o n s ,  however, the  pe rcen tage  breakdowns a r e  f i r s t  computed and 
then m u l t i p l i e d  by a v a i l a b l e  funds. A c on s t a n t  amount o f  S3 m i l l i o n  Is  
assumed which f a c i l i t a t e s  comparisons between th e  s t r a t e g i e s .  Except fo r  
the  o p t io n s  based on a r e a ,  the pe rcen tage s  a r e  s u r p r i s i n g l y  s im i l a r .  
Anchorage would r e c e iv e  th e  l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  (81%) using ope ra t ing



hours and t h e  lowes t  pe rcen tage  (65*) us ing  o p e r a t i n g  m i le s .  Fa i rbanks '  
l a r g e s t  p e r cen tage  (24*) i s  based on popu la t ion  and i t s  lowes t  (10%) on 
o p e r a t in g  hours .  R ide rsh ip  g ives  Juneau i t s  h i g h e s t  pe rcen tage  (14*) and 
o p e r a t i n g  hours i t s  lowes t  (7*). For Barrow, an o p e r a t in g  hours formula 
y i e l d s  on ly  2* o f  t h e  t o t a l  funds, and sev e ra l  s t r a t e g i e s  g ive  4*.
F igures  f o r  Fa i rbanks and Barrow, excep t  f o r  tho se  invo lv ing  c o s t s ,  
should most l i k e l y  be m u l t i p l i e d  by c o s t  o f  l i v i n g  f a c t o r s  as in  the  
revenue sh a r ing  program.

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  formula f o r  Sec t ion  18 funds developed by th e  S t a t e  
employs a mix o f  t h e  t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s ,  but  emphasizes p e r ­
formance measures.  Th ree-four ths  o f  the funds c u r r e n t l y  made a v a i l a b l e  
to  . ie S t a t e  each y e a r  ($150,000) a r e  a l l o c a t e d  to  e x i s t i n g  systems.
Three o t h e r  program c a t e g o r i e s  have a l s o  been e s t a b l i s h e d  and Inc lude 
sp e c i a l  s e r v i c e s  ($2 0 ,000), e l d e r l y  and handicapped s e r v i c e s  ($20 ,000), 
and d i s c r e t i o n a r y  c a p i t a l  g r a n t s  ($28,000). E x i s t i n g  pub l i c  t r a n s i t  
o p e r a t o r s  compete f o r  a t o t a l  o f  100 r a t i n g  p o i n t s ,  which a r e  d iv ided  
among fou r  c r i t e r i a ,  as  fo l lows:

Net Costs - 20 p o in t s
Tota l R ide r sh ip  - 40 po in t s
E ld e r ly  and Handicapped R ide rsh ip  - 15 po in t s
Coord ina t ion  - 25 po in t s

The p o in t s  f o r  each o f  the  f i r s t  t h r e e  c r i t e r i a  a r e  a l l o c a t e d  on th e  
b a s i s  o f  d a t a  submit ted by each system. The 25 po in t s  fo r  c oo rd in a t io n  
a r e  a l l o c a t e d  by a q u a l i t a t i v e  judgment o f  a sys tem 's  e f f o r t s  to c o ­
o r d i n a t e  s e r v i c e s  wi th  e x i s t i n g  p r i v a t e  o p e r a t o r s  and p a r a t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e s .

Systems 1n f i v e  communities were awarded o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  wi th  FY 80 
funds: F a i rbanks ,  Juneau, Barrow, Mat-Su Borough (proposed comnuter
s e r v i c e  to Anchorage), and Ketchikan ( a i r p o r t  s h u t t l e  f e r r y ) .  As with 
v i r t u a l l y  a l l  performance measures,  each o f  th e  ones used in t h i s  r a t i n g  
scheme f avo r s  c e r t a i n  systems because o f  c i rcums tances  beyond the con t ro l  
o f  communities o r  t r a n s i t  management. The Mat-Su Borough, f o r  example, 
o p e r a t e s  a commuter s e r v i c e  on which passenge rs  t r a v e l  a one-way d i s t a n c e  
o f  40 m i l e s ,  and I t  cannot  compete on r l d e r s h l p s  wi th  systems having 
ave rage  passenger  t r i p s  o f  f i v e  m i le s  o r  l e s s .  However, I t  would score 
wel l  i f  c e r t a i n  p r o d u c t i v i t y  measures,  such a s  passenger-mlles  per bus- 
m11e were used ,  s i n c e  th e  system o p e r a t e s  on ly In the  peak hours and has 
a high load f a c t o r .

Land use p a t t e r n s  favo r  Juneau over Fa i rbanks .  Juneau has a l i n e a r  
development which enab le s  t r a n s i t  to  e a s i l y  s e rv e  a h igh pe rcen tage  of  
t h e  p opu la t io n .  Ketchikan has a dec ided advantage 1n e l d e r l y  and hand i ­
capped r i d e r s h i p ,  s i n c e  many t o u r i s t s  to  Alaska a r e  e l d e r l y ,  and a l l  o f  
them t r a v e l i n g  by p lane  w i l l  use the  f e r r y  a t  l e a s t  twice. The Matanuska- 
Su s i tn a  Borough's system Is  once aga in  a t  a l a r g e  d i sadvan tage  s i n c e  many 
e l d e r l y  no longe r  a r e  working.
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Although c oo rd in a t io n  c e r t a i n l y  1s worth encourag ing,  the  25 p o in t  
weigh t ing f a c t o r  appea rs  too  high 1n r e l a t i o n  t o  I t s  Impact on the  
performance o f  a system o r  I t s  l ev e l  o f  s e r v i c e .

Coord ina t ion  1s a l s o  a f a c t o r  over  which an ind iv idu a l  does no t  always 
have, because 1t  c anno t  be achieved w i thou t  the  coope ra t ion  o f  o t h e r s .

Formulas based on such f a c t o r s  a s  popu la t ion  and a rea  a r e  r e j e c t e d  s i n c e  
they do not  r e l a t e  even I n d i r e c t l y  to  th e  l e v e l  o f  s e r v i c e  o r  th .  p e r f o r ­
mance o f  t r a n s i t  systems.  The cho ice  then 1s between c o s t  and performance 
measures.  The n a t u r a l  i n c l i n a t i o n  1s to  favo r  performance measures s in c e  
they c r e a t e  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  tho se  who r e c e iv e  funds.  They p rov ide  a 
In c e n t iv e  f o r  e f f i c i e n t  and e f f e c t i v e  o p e r a t i o n s .  However, as the  review • 
o f  th e  c r i t e r i a  used by th e  S t a t e  In d i s t r i b u t i n g  Sec t ion  18 funds f o r  
o p e r a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  showed, major d i f f i c u l t i e s  e x i s t  In deve lop ing  a 
r a t i n g  system t h a t  1s based on meaningful measures ove r  which a l l  systems 
have c o n t r o l .  Equ i tab l e  r a t i n g  systems a r e  d i f f i c u l t  enough to  e s t a b l i s h  
f o r  communities o f  s im i l a r  s i z e  and l ayou t  and the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r e  
compounded when d ea l in g  w i th  systems having v a s t l y  d i f f e r e n t  o p e r a t i n g  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and s e rv in g  a r e a s  o f  v a s t l y  d i f f e r e n t  l a y ou t s  and land 
use d e n s i t i e s .  A la ska ' s  r e g ion a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  In c o s t- o f- l i v i n g ,  c l i ­
mate, and popu la t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  f u r t h e r  compound the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of  
deve loping a s imple y e t  e q u i t a b l e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  formula based on p e r f o r ­
mance c r i t e r i a .
James M i l l e r ,  A s s i s t a n t  P r o f e s s o r  o f  Business L o g i s t i c s  and D i r e c t o r  of  
the  Pub l ic  T r a n sp o r t a t i o n  Program o f  t h e  Pennsylvania T r a n spo r t a t i o n  
I n s t i t u t e  o f  Penn S ta tv  U n iv e r s i t y  in a r e c en t  rev iew of performance- 
based a l l o c a t i o n  me thodo log ies ,  d e s c r i b e s  the problems t h a t  have been 
encountered In p u t t i n g  them in to  p r a c t i c e .

" In  a d d i t i o n  to  a lack  o f  agreement on approp 4» te  measures,  
th e r e  has been a f a i l u r e  to s u c c e s s f u l l y  Implt. t  a p e r f o r ­
mance-based a l l o c a t i o n  methodology. I t  I s  concluded t h a t  
p rev ious  e f f o r t s  have p r e s c r ib e d  measures f o r  which r e l i a b l e  
d a ta  I s  no t  a v a i l a b l e  o r  t h a t  have q u e s t i o n ab l e  meanings. 
Fur thermore, most e f f o r t s  have p r e s c r ib ed  measures t h a t  a r e  
more a p p r o p r i a t e l y  moni tored a t  the  lo ca l  l e v e l .  Lack o f  
agreement on t h e  goa l s  o f  t r a n s i t  and o f  funding programs Is  
a l s o  an imoedlment to  implemen ta t ion .”

D i s t r i b u t i o n  formulas based on ne t  o r  g ro s s  c o s t s  overcome many o f  the 
problems a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  performance-based a l l o c a t i o n  sys tems bu t  s t i l l  
r e l a t e  to the  l e v e l  o f  s e r v i c e  p rov ided.  F i r s t ,  they a r e  s imple to  

.unde r s t a nd  and to  app ly ,  which Is  an a s s e t  In exp la in in g  th e  program and 
In p repa r ing  budgets a t  th e  s t a t e  and lo ca l  l e v e l s .  No c l e a r c u t  g u id e ­
l i n e s  e x i s t  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  the  leve l  o f  a s t a t ew id e  o p e r a t in g  a s s i s ­
t ance  program when perfo rmance based measures a r e  used, s i n c e  the  r a t i n g s  
and funding a r e  u n r e l a t e d .  The r a t i n g s  on ly  e s t a b l i s h  f o r  each system a 
pe rcen tage  o f  a v a i l a b l e  funds .  The S t a t e ' s  commitment to  o p e r a t i n g  
a s s i s t a n c e  would remain an open-ended q ue s t io n .
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Second, cost formulas are more equitable. Communities are not penalized 
for conditions, such as geography and cost-of-11v 1ng, over which they
have little control. The cost-of-liv1ng 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 the State.

Third, cost formulas respect local dec1s1on-mak1ng 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 Issue. 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 Its 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

Of 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 crm1ng 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. facilitate 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 1n 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.
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§7. 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-th1rd 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 is 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.
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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 L e g i s l a t i o n

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
(a), (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.

(f) 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 l e g i s l a t e  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.

(a ) 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 *p1tal. Applicants must submit a document 
describing the need, persons who will benefit, and the transportation 
services that will be used. Municipalities shall be responsible f o * 
administrative costs.

(f) 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 systems.

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 Expenditures for Existing Public Transit Systems (in thousands of dollars)

T R A NSIT OPERATOR 

ANCHORAGE

Rolling Stock 

Facilities 

Total

FAIRBANKS

Rolling Stock 

Facilities 

Total

FY 80-FY 81

6,422-81*.

5,734-54%

12,156-66%

1,009-13%

2,796-27%

3,805-21%

2-YEAR AVERAGE

3,211-81%

2,867-54%

6,078-66%

505-13%

1,398-27%

1,904-21%

FY 8 2 -FY 86

10,964-79%

12,666-94%

23,630-86%

2,128-15% 

838- 6% 

2,966-11%

5 -YEAR AVERAGE

2,193-79%

2,533-94%

4,726-86^

426-15% 

168-6% 

594-11%

JUNEAU

Rolling Stock 

Facilities 

Total

NO R T H  StOPE BOROUGH

Rolling Stock 

Total

FOUR-SYSTEH TOTAL

Rolling Stock 

Facilities 

Total

372-5% 

1,983-19% 

2 , J55-17V

100-1%
100-0.5%

7,903-100%

10,513-100%

18,416-100%

186-5%

992-19%

1,178-13%

50-1%

50

3,952-100%

5,257-100%

9,209-100%

450-3% 
0-0% 

4 5 0 -2S

390-3%

390-1%

13,932-100%

13,504-100%

27,436-100%

90-3% 
0-0% 

90 -3*

78-3%

78-1%

2,787-100%

2,701-100%

5,488-103%

I
o%

Notes: (1) Rolling stock includes all fixed route buses owned by public transit systems nnd vehicles for
Municipality o f  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 " nd

J u n e a u  from 1980 Transit Development Programs, for North Slope Borough replacement of ex g 

vehicles assumed except for recently purchased 30-passenger vehicle.



t. Revenues, .inJ1 Capital Program

COSTS FARC FEDERAL FUNDS I.OCA I. SIIHSIDV

Ketch linn Airport 
Ferry t*/ S31- 1005

Mat-Su Borough 
Conuuotcr Service

Anchorage Elderly 
6 Handicopped Service

4 NEW SYSTEMS' 

Catena 

System 2 

System 3 

System 4 

Private Systems

cr;

(0)

16(b)(2) 0|>erators

New I Misc. Subtotal 
Existing System 
Sibtotal

Total

165-100'. 

330-100T

120-1005

120-1005

120-1005

120-1005

na

na

(Jl

438-825

4S-275

M-nrnAi. fundi 

30-65 

15-95 

110-335

ROLI.INC STOCK FACILITIES

36-305

36-305

36-305

36-305

na

63-125

105-645

220-675

84-705

84-705

84-->05

84-705

100

100

924-155

5,330-855

6,254-1005

cost uncertain 

230 

54

(a )

son

230

230

230

230

500

400

2.104-3S5

3.9S2-6S5

6,056-1005

500

S00

1.500-225

5.257-785

6,757-1005

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

(2) 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.

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

(5) 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 • 1120,000 por year. Fares: 16 hours per day, 75| per fare,
10 rides per hour, 300 days per year ■ $36,000 per year. I

(6) Existing private systems are in Ketchikan, Una lasta 5 Kellie I. Subsidy would bo based on an audit that Identifies 
’osscs. 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.

TOTAL

730

S4

730

230

730

230

3,604-285

9,209-725

12,813-1005

I
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TABLE 6-3

Maximum and M inimum Scenarios for the availability of Non-Local Capital 

Funds for FY *61

Millions of Dollars 
MINIMUM MAXIMUM

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 IV)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
$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.

(2) 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 1OS 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.

(3) Section 16(b)(2) allocations are distributed to states an­
nually an*4 can be used only for capital purchases.

(4) 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.

(5) As with Section 5 funds, Section 18 funds can be used 
either for operating or capital assistance, however, no 
minimum allocation for capital e x p o s e s  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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TARI.F 6-4
Forcrnsl* <«I t l u s t s  .iii«I Revenue Sources fo r Public Transi t  Systcns (In  thousand* o f dollar*)

FRJN1CIPAI.ITY OF ANCUORAF.E ( l )
CostsRevenues: Fare*

Federal - Section S 
loca l Subsidy

FAIRBANKS NORI1I STAR BOROUGH I* )
CostsRevenue: ParesFederal - Section IS I 2* 

Local Subsidy
nor i ii su>rr. boroughW  

Costs
Revenue: TaresFederal - Section 18U» 

loca l Subsidy
CITY AND ROROlRai OF JlMF.AIll •) 

Costs
Revonue: la resFedeial - Section 

Local Subsidy
l«

FOUR SYSTITI TOIAI.
Costs
Revenue: larestcderal - Section S / l l  

I i>c a I Subsidy

FY 79
14,146 

547-1ST 
662-165 

2.937-715

$1,072
190-115

31-35
•51-795

$324 
59- «I570-225

195-605

$5M
95-165 
40-75 

449- 775

$6.126 
R9I-IS5
K  M SI 4,43. -725

IT Al
$6,690

723-105
637-105

5,330-105

$1,571 
25/-165 

60-45 
1,254-105

$417
65-165
40-105

312-745

$974
132-145

70-75
772-795

$9,6521,177-125
•07-015

7.661-105

IT 82
$1,770

949-115
1,700-145
6,621-755

$1,701
330-21560-4'

1,311-15.

$451
71-155
40-95

347-765

$1,120139-135
70-65

911-115

$12,056
1,419-135
1,370-115
9,197-765

$11,510
1,245-115
1,200-105
9,065-795

IT 13

$2,232
410-115

60-35
1,762-795

$505
79-165
40-15

316-765

$1,494
146-105

70-55 
1,271-155

$15,741 
I,R IO -125 
1,370-95 

12,491-795

$15,100 
1,623-115 
I ,200-15 

12,267-115

IV R4

$2,137 
500-I 15 

60-75 
2,277-105

$555R6-I65
40-75

429-775

$1,711153-05
70-45

1,495-175

$20,210 
•\U.2-125 
1,370 75 

16.46* 815

IeoCM

Notes: ( I )  rieures fo r FY 79 have been suppl led di reel ly  f ro -  t r a n s l t  a e ra to rs . IT jure* fo r FY 10 - FY
ami .luneau liave been talen d irec tly  fro *  ap|'rt»ved transit Is frs re sast pr«*jr*n docunrnts.

(2 ) Section I I  (Urban M*s* TrannpottalIon Ait 1 fund* are adutnlstered by the State. For future T " ' * '  TV state lo r th l*  projran an.l the d istribu tion process are uncertain. F t ls t ln j a llocation* to Individual
For future je a rs , noory a v a i l a b l e  to( (n a in i l le *  have been

carried fonrard.
(3 ) IY 79 hat been t. i f f  I led by tbe horoujb. »Y I I  f  I ju re  as;, se* 105 annual la f la t lo n  since FY 7e, and $40,000 fo r operal Ion 

o f f t .  Hope service. IT 12-M attune 105 annuel Increases In eo*t* and Fare revenue.



I
I

.

.

’



<;..mtnary o f  Srate Programs for Capital.and Operating Assistance

California:

Connecticut:

D e 1 a w a r e :

Florida:

Georgia:

Illinois:

Indiana:

Maryland:

M a s s :

Michigan:

Minnesota:

M i s s o u r i : 

Montana:

Nebraska:

S ew Jersey:

Sew York:

Operating costs, simgle allocation to counties based on population 

A minimum o f  15% o f  funds must be used ror capital expenditures.

Operating costs, 100% o f  deficit to maintain basic service. 50% of 

local dificit above basic service. Capital costs, 300% of local 

match for IMTA grants.

Operating costs, 80S o f  deficit for line-hnul service. 100% o f  deficit 

for specialized elderly and handicapped.

Capital costs, 50% o f  local match for UMTA grants. Service d e v e l o p­

ment fund provides 50% of capital and operating costs for demonstrations.

50% o f  local match for federal grants and non-federal projects.

67% o f  local match for federal grants and non-federal projects.

50% o f  local share o f  federal grants.

Operating costs, up to 70% o f  deficit. Capital costs, 7S% o f  local 

match for UM T A  grants.

Operating costs, 50% o f  non-federal funds. Capital costs, SO* of 

non-federal funds.

Operating costs, for existing systems formula based eoually on transit 

miles and population. 10C% o f  demonstration costs. Capital costs, 100% 

for local m: tch o f  UMTA grants.

Operating costs, 67% of deficit. Capital costs, 75% for local match 

of U MT A  grants. Separate funding for new bus systems in small cities.

Local option of 4# sales tax for transportation.

Operating costs, formula based on passenger and bus miles provides 

up to 50% o f  deficit.

Operating costs, 50% o f  deficit or o f  local match for UHTA grant.

Operating costs, subsidy previously to private operators. Now, many 

systems operated directly b y  state. Capital costs, state purchases 

vehicles and leases to private operators at Si per year.

Operating costs, allocation based on unit monetary figures established 

for passenger* and vohicle and vehicle miles on different type* of 

systems. Capital costs, 50% o f  local natch for UMTA grants.
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X Carolina:

Ohio:

Oregon:

Pennsylvania:

Rhode Island: 

Tennesee:

T e x a s :

Utah:

Virginia:

Washington:

West Virginia: 

Wisconsin:

Capital costs, local TJtch of U M T A  grants.

Capital costs, 50% o f  local match for UMTA grants.

Capital costs, u p  to 100% o f  local match for U M T A  grants. Separate 

n o n - u r b a n i z e d  area fund for capital and o perating assistance.

O p erating costs, 67% o f  non-federal funds. Capital costs, 50% o f  

non-federal share.

State operated state-wide transit system.

Capital costs, 50% o f  lof'al share for UMTA grants.

Capital costs, 65% o f  local match for UM T A  grants, 5 0% of non- 

federal projects.

Local option o f  1/4* sales tax d e d i c a t e d  to transit, can be used for 

cap'tal a nd o p erating assistance.

Capital costs, 85% o f  local share for UMT A  grants. A i d  available 

also for non-federal projects.

Share of au t o  excise tax, also local options for household, 

employoes, business, sales tax options.

Capital costs, 100% o f  non-federal funds. State purchases all buses.

Ope r a t i n g  costs, 67% o f  deficit. Capital costs, 100% of capital 

costs for demonstrations.

Source of nun-federal support for p^olic t ransportation programs in non-urbanized 

areas by Alice Kidder, T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  Institute, North C a r o l i n a  A/T State University, 

June, 19SO.



TABLE 6-6
Effects o f Change in Revenue S liarllie Legislation on Support to Tublic Transit

LOCAL effort
Ter Capita 1979 1979 State Transit focal Transit Transit

Municipality Prop. Valuation Population Revenue Sharing__________ Fares________ Subsidy Entitlement Funding
Anchorage $31,946 184,77S $819,588 $547,000 $2,937,000 $109,059 $239,930
Fairbanks NorthStar Borough 34 , 804 60,22? $322,505 $190,000 $851,000 $29,911 $65,804

5,995
North SlopeBorough $634,541 7,971 $48,570 $59,000 $195,000 $400 $880
City and BoroughOf Juneau $26,170 22,105 $98,049 $9S,000 $449,000 $20,787 $45,731

Notes: ( I )  “Ihe actual revenue sharing figures fo r  the transportation cntcgory arc shown, which Include the 1979 proration
factor (0.88712) and the cos t-o f- liv in g  d iffe re n tia ls  fo r  Fairbanks (1 .15 ) and Barrow (1 .3375).

(2 ) The Municipality o f Anchorage was the only ainiicipaltty en titled  to more than $5 per capita. Legislation
passed at the time o f unification allowed transportation revenue sharing fo r hoth the city and the borough
to he carried forward. I .e . population within the boundaries o f the o ld c ity  o f Anchorage was double counted 
Only the figure fo r $5 per capita is shown.

(3 ) Local subsidy is defined as to ta l operating costs minus fares and receipts from federal transportation agencies
applied to operations.

(4 ) Transit entitlement • population X millage rate equivalent fo r transit
, ____, . Transit fares ♦ local subsidy_____________(popula ) Q.ottl X per capita property valuation if pnpnintlon

Transit la res ♦ local s u b s l .y ___________
il.INlI X per capita ;.ropcrty .^ '.lo lIon

(5 ) Transit related revenue sharing based on 1980 leg is la tion
■ (proration fac to r) (tran s it entitlement) •  2.20 (tran s it entitlement)

TRANSIT RI.UTEH 
* REVENUE SHAH INC.

_______Ncw/0)d
0.29k

o .2tn

1.02k

0.47k



I

-Vi



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

T A B L E  6 - 7
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TABLE 6 - 8

Recommended Planning and Technical Assistance Program

FEDERAL 

$ 70,000 (21%)

$ 70,000 (13*)

- 1 3 1 -

STATE

Planning $200,000 (59%)

Technical and Management 
Assistance 150,000 (80%)

$350,000 (67%)

LOCAL 

$ 67,500 (20%)

37,500 (20%) 

$105,000 (20%)





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

C a p i t a l  Improvement P r o j e c t s

- 1 3 3 -





T A B L E  6 - 1 0

Proposed State Public Transit Capital Assistance - FY 82

Program

1. Existing Public 
Transit Systems

2. New System 
Demonstrations

3. Paratransit

Program Element

UMTA Section 3

Section 5 (Anchorage 
cnly)

State uond Funds

General Funds

4 communities

New Vehicles (Section 
16(b)(2)

Reserve fleet 
(6 vehicles)

Estimated Cost (Thousands of Dollars) 
Federal State Local

5,000 (80%) 1,250 (20%) 0

200 (80%) 50 (20%) 0

1,860 (80%) 465 (20%)

0

1,000 (100%)

200 (80%) 50(20%)

90 (100%)

0

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 III 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 thousands of dollars)

DISTRIBUTION
FORMULA ANCHORAGE FAIRBANKS JUNEAU BARROW TOTAL

NET COSTS1

0ne-Th1rd 1,777-70* 418-16* 257-10* 104-4* 2,556-100*

One-Ha If 2,665-70* 627-16* 386-10* 156-4* 3.834-100*

Total 5,330-70/ 1,254-16* 772-10* 312-4* 7,668-100*

GROSS COSTS

0ne-Th1rd 2,230-70* 524-16* 225-10* 139-4* 3,218-100*

POPULATION2’:

1.980-66* 720-24* 240-8* 90-3* 3,000-100*

LEVEL OF SERVICE3

R1dersh1p 2,130-71* 330-11* 420-14* 120-4* 3,000-100*

Operating Hours 2,430-81* 300-10* 210-7* 60-2* 3,000-100*

Operating Miles 1,950-65* 630-21* 330-11* 90-3* 3.000-100*

1/2 Operating Ml. 2,190-73* 
1/2 Operating Hours

465-15,5* 270-9* 75-2,5* 3,000-100*

1/3 Rldershlp 2,169-72,3* 420-14* 321-10,7* 90-3* 3.000-100*

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

Notes: (1) Net costs are defined as ooeratlng costs minus fares and
estimated revenues from federal Department of Transportation 

Sources.

(2) Percentages based on population figures for municipality 
operating the transit system were submitted to C o Minlty 
and Regional Affairs for FY 79.

(3) Assumes total available funds of S'* million.
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TABLE 6-13

Proposed State Public Transit Operating Assistance Program FY 1982

Program

1.

2 .

3.

4.

5.

Existing Public 
Transit Systems 
(33X of gross 
costs)

New Demonstration 

Systems (90S of net 
c sts first year, 
80S of net cost 
second year)

Community/Program Element 

Anchorage1 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Barrow

Mat-Su Borough

Ketchikan airport ferry* 

3
Galena'

3 other new systems

Student Fares 

Private Operators 

Elderly Transportation

TOTAL

Estimated Cost 
(Thousands of Dollars)

2,923

569

373

153

46

84

50

228

150

100

100

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)

Fares

Federal DOT 
Section 18 (FHWA) 
Section 5 (UMTA)

State Transit Assistance 
(1/3 Gross Costs)

State Revenue Sharing1

2
Local Taxes 

Total Costs

ANCHORAGE 

949 (11X)

m m
1,200 (14%)

2,923 (33%) 

255 (3%) 

3,443 (39%) 

8,770 (100%)

FAIRBANKS 

330 (19*'

60 (4%)

569 (33%) 

47 (3%) 

702 (41%) 

1,708 (100%)

JUNEAU 

139 (13%)

70 (6%)

373 (33%) 

45 (4%) 

493 (44%) 

1,120 (100%)

BARROW 

71 (16%)

40 (9%)

153 (33%)

1 (0%) 

193 (42%) 

458 (100%)

MAT-SU 

45 (27.5%)

15 (9%)

55 (33%)

3 (2%)

47 (28.5%) 

165 (100%)

Notes: (1) State Revenue Sharing ■ estimated proportionate amount of current non-categorlcal program

(2) Local Taxes ■ total 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 is 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 c a r r e r  industry in Alaska. Subsidies a^e provided by the CAB 
and the U.S. ^ t a l  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 Mlnto 
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  Lo ca l  P u b l i c  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S e r v i c e s

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 1n 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 pui11s 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 com u n i t y  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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2 0 ,0 0 0  to  *,0,000 t o  3 , 0 0 0  t o  1 ,000 t o  500 to less than unincorporated
500 communities

Number of Municipalities

r.

3

. -

1

~ '---

7

— • — — 

12 21 98 —

Transit Factors

1. Number with Existing
1 1 1

r\
Transit Systems 3 1 2 0

2. Number with 16(b)(2)
1

A
Operators 3 1 6 5 0 0

3. Number with Taxicabs
12(est.) 18(est.) 15(est.)Operators 3 1 6(est.)

4. Number with School Bus
11(est.) 15(est.) 25(est.)Operators 3 1 7(est.) ••

5. Number with Major , 
Employment Centers 1 13 1 3 0 m m

6 . Federal Aviation Admin. 0%
Regional Hub 3 1 3 5 2 3 3

Number of Communities by
Total Transit Factors

0 0 0 0 0 3 58

1 0 0 0 0 3 15

2 0 0 0 5 12 20

3 0 0 1 3 1 5

4 0 0 4 3 2 0

5 0 0 2 1 0 0

6 3 1 0 0 0 0

Number of Transit Forecast
Systems by 1986

(Est. total - £3 systems) 3 1 5 5 3 6

% of comnunltles
47% 14% 6%to have systems 1001 100X 71%

Vehicle Requirements1
20 10 12(Est. total - 187 vehicles) 132 7 6



N o t e s : 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



E X H I B I T  7-1

C O L L E C T IO N  OF Q U E S T IO N N A IR E S  O y  L O C A L  M O B IL IT Y



Name of Municipality M u n i c i p a l i t y  o f  A n c h o r a g e _____________ Population 204>328

N a A  o f  Person Filling Out Questionnaire S t a n l e y  A  G r e e n  

Title A s s o c i a t e  P l a n n e r  Office Phone 264-4251

A. AVAILABILITY OF T RANSPORTATION SF.RVICFS

1. Taxicabs

 2 Number o f  taxicab companies operating in the community.

146_________ Estimated n umber o f  taxicabs operating ir the community.

n o  Does the cost of a cab depend on the numb ot persons making a trip.

Rates: $1.40 for the first 1/6 m i l e  o r  40 aeoonda, Whi c h e v e r  canes first/

If yes, what is the cost o f  a 1 mile -ip for one person, then $1.20 p er m i l e  oi
$18. p e r  hour, which-

S a n e  JKhat is the cost o f  the same trip l-r three persons. e v e r  is greatest.

24___________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 o f  the vehicles used.

J. Schoo! Buses

J S 8   Does a pupil, transportation system exist in your cosaaunity.

J *   _ I f  yes, how many buses are required to provide the service.

Both__________Is the service operated by the school district or by private contractor.

Contractors: 107 busoa. S chool District: 89 buses.
   If by contractor, give h i s /her nj

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  Service*, Inc.

K a E Bu.n U n a s  

P a r  N o r t h  T r a n s p ortation

______________


