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Non-airline activitiesassociated with air travel (duty-free
shops* restaurants, bars, banking services) generate substantial
revenues that have enabled the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities (DOT/PF) to operate the international airports with infre—
quent increases 1in user fees for air carriers and other users of the
system.Net revenues of up to $12.1 million annually, after debt
service on bonds were paidinto the IARF. It has been possible for
the airport system to undertake a capital improvement program support—
ed by the IARF. The International Airport Termine in Anchorage,
completed last year, was paid for in cash from the fund at a cost of
$25 mi 11 ion.

With such positive cash flows and revenues paid into the fund it
was not necessary to raise user fees or rates in the system. Rates
were held artificially 1low, presumably, to create an attractive
atmosphere for carriers and concessionaires to operate. Land and
building rates have not been increased since the late 1960°s and early
1970"s. It should be noted that inflation has more than doubled over
this period and rates and charges for services have not likewise been
increased by the system.

The purpose for these bills 1is to enable the International
Airport system to undertake necessary capital 1improvements over the
next six fiscal years. Improvements at the Anchorage facility will
include renovation and expansion of the domestic Seminal, narking
garage, roadway and utility construction and new emergency equipment
building for a total of $137,800,000. Capital improvements at
Fairbanks will include: runway extension and terminal building expan—

sion though fiscal year 1988 for a total of $38,892,000.



If present cash flaw patterns are maintained, the IARF will not
be able to fund these improvements totalling over $176 million, even
with the issuance of $28 million of revenue bonds. During 1981 and
1982, net revenues for the International Airport system after debt

service were $11.8 and $12.1 million, respectiv However, net
revenue is projected to decline to approximately $4 v.illion per year
due to increased operating costs and operation of new facilities.

Tod< :ie 1ARF contain®- approximately $25 million. IT the six
year CIP program 1is to be undertaken and completed by Fiscal year
1988, there will have to be significant increases 1in rates and fees
charged for facility usage. As demonstrated by the attached chart the
IARF will only be able to support the bond issue proposed in HB 322
leaving a significant portion of the six year program uncompleted
unless revenues are raised significantly.

Over the past several years the operators of the International
Airport system were unable to deliver bad news to lessees in the form
of rate increases. With State revenues declining and the demonstrated
ability of the IARF to provide for capital improvements, it is impera—
tive that user charges, which have remained nearly constant: over the

last twelve years, be increased to provide the necessary funds for

expansion so they do not need to come from the State General Fund.



1980
Revenues
Anchorage International Airport

Airfield Area
Main Terminal Area
International Terminal Area
Building and Grounds Area

19345032

fairbanks International Airport
Airfield Area
Terminal Area
Building and Grounds
V39849
Total Revenue 22384881
Expenses
Avichorage International Airport
Airfield Area
Main Terminal Area
International Terminal Area
Buiiding and Grounds Area
8553048

Fairbanks International Terminal
Airfield Area
Terminal Area
Building and Grounds Area
3928692
67200
12415340

Less: reimbursed expenses
Total Expenses

Nonoperating revenue (expenses) 2527129

Debt Service - existing bonds 1927000

Debt Service - propped bonds (i.6. HS322.)

Net Revenue 10569670

Net revenues after debt service

and 1.3 coverage 9991000

BASE CASE ASSUMPTIONS

Historical

1981 1982 1983

9877000

4990000

8659000

691000

21560232 23242000 24217000

2870000

905000

373000

3568579 3681000 4140000

25128811 26923000 28365000

7328000

4568000

2954000

606000

9127968 10C90200 15456000

3778000

2002000

315000

4348961 5138600 6095000
62400 43800

13414529 15095000 21551000
2610375 2957126

1928000 1930000 1945000

12396657 12)55126 4869000

11818000 12176000 4285000

1984

10102000
5365000
9786000

707000

25960000

2919000
1002C00
381000
4302000
30262000

7915000
4951000
3198000
658000
16722000

4081000
2172000

342000
6595000

23317000

1946000

4999000

4415000

1985

10450000
5805000
11079000
725000
28059000

3187000
1059000
390000
4636C00
32695000

8549000
5359000
3462000
713000
18083000

4409000
3342000

449000
8200000

26283000

2014000

4398000"

3793000

Projection
1986 1987
10828000 11146000
7321000 7877000
12518000 14323000
745000 765000
31322000 34111000
3250000 3549000
1240000 1447000
399000 410000
4889000 5406000
36211000 39517000
9228000 9979000
6405000 6933000
4144000 1-*83000
821000 889000
20608000 22284000
4763000 5146000
3685000 4004000
488000 529000
8936000 9679000
29544600 31963000
1940000 1944000
3188000 3866000
1539000 1744000
0 1000

1988

11454000
8646000
16062000
786000
36948000

3630000
1501000
420000
5551000
42499000

10781000
7505000
4850000

963000

24099000

5559000
4351000
575000
10445000

34584000"

2147000

3866000

1902000

98000



Chapter 7

ANALYSES OF FINANCIAL ALTERNATIVES

This chapter presents a review of airline rate-making approaches
that are then used to analyze the IARF. Eight separate analyses
are presented involving different assumptions with regard to
revenue development alternatives and airline rate-setting
approaches. A series of financial exhibits are included 1in

each analysis, beginning with the "base case"™ (the "do-nothing"”
alternative).

RATE-MAKING APPROACHES

There are two basic approaches to calculating airline rates and
charges followed at most U.S. airports tod":

. Compensatory

. Residual cost

Compensatory Approach

Under a compensatory rate-making approach, the airlines pay
rates and charges predicated on recovering the fully allocated
operating and capital costs of the facilities they use. The
calculation of rates and charges 1is based only on costs associ—

ated with airline areas. Rates charged to the airlines do not
recover costs of concession spac”™ or public areas such as ter—
minal lobbies, road systems, and parking improvements. Also,

the airlines do not receive any credit for concession revenues
generated at the airport nor do they 1in any way "guarantee" to
keep the airport financially self-sufficient.

The airport sponsor uses concession revenues and other non-—
airline revenue sources to pay for public areas of the terminal
facilities and all other airport costs not covered by the
airline rates and charges.

Under the compensatory approach, the relationship between the
sponsor and the tenants is an arm"s-length "tenant/landlord"”
relationship. The basic role of the airline sponsor is that of
an entrepreneur, with profit and retention of management control
as the motives for providing facilities and services.



The sponsor undertakes a proprietor™s risk in the operation

of the airport- the risk that concessions and other nonairline
revenue sources may not generate sufficient revenues to cover
all operating and debt J:rvice costs not covered by airline
fees and rates. The final responsibility for maintaining
financial solvency and debt coverage falls on the airport
sponsor, and on its ability to manage its lease and use agree—
ments with nonairline tenants and concessionaires 1in a way to
provide adequate cash flow to meet its financial obligations.

In the past, nonairline revenues at most airports using the
compensatory approach have exceeded the sponsor®s share of air—
port costs, and the sponsor has been able to generate surpluses
In recent years, however, costs of operation have grown Tfaster
than nonairline revenues. A significant number of sponsors
using the compensatory policy are seeing the margin between
airport revenues and airports costs narrowing. This trend is
expected to continue.

Residual Cost Approach

Under this approach (sometimes referred to as a "breakeven" or
"single cash register™ approach), rates and charges are estab—
lished to generate sufficient revenues from the airlines to
meet all the airport®"s needs- to keep the airport whole- after
first identifying airport costs and allowing credit for airport
revenues TfTrom sources other than airline rates and cnarges.

The residual cost approach 1is an outgrowth of a "public utility
concept of airport operation, where considerations of service
are primary and certainty of cost recovery is preferred to the
risk of loss, even though it precludes the possibility of
unlimited "profit."”

With a residual cost approach, all tenants and concessionaires
(including airlines) pay for all facilities dedicated to them,
and in addition, the airlines guarantee to underwrite any
airport expenses not otherwise covered. This approach results
in a cooperative relationship between the airport and the
airlines based on their mutual interest in service and cost
control.

The airlines®™ position as a "last resort” for revenue provides
assurance to the sponsor and the community that the airport can
be operated without tax support.

In addition to providing security to the community and the
sponsor that all costs will be recovered, a properly developed
residual cost airline agreement should provide the sponsor with
an additional cash flow (surplus) for its discretionary use.



The amount of the discretionary cash flow negotiated should be

adequate to cover foreseeable needs. In effect, the discretion—
ary funds provide a guaranteed surplus to the sponsor for the
further development of the airport. The entrepreneurial risk

in a compensatory agreement must be evaluated against this
"guaranteed surplus,”™ not against the level of income at which
revenues just barely cover expenses.

The residual cost approach is based on the philosophy that the
airport sponsor®s primary role is to provide adequate, convenient
public facilities and services paid for solely by airport users
with no exposure to taxpayers. Although "profit" 1is not a

goal, the residual cost approach can and usually does provide

a means to assure adequate discretionary income (over and above
direct cash costs) to meet foreseeable needs, providing manage —
ment with a degree of financial flexibility. The extent of
discretionary cash flow to be built in the rate base 1is an
important element of the negotiation. The residual cost
approach also provides added assurance to bond holders, in the
form of airline "guarantees," that dest will be serviced every
year.

In negotiating a residual cost agreement, the airlines usually
insist on provisions 1in the agreement to permit direct partici—
pation in major airport economic decisions; the airline/sponsor
relationship is similar to a financial partnership.

Under a compensatory approach, the rate-making process consists
of identifying all the costs that can reasonably be attributable
to the specific areas and facilities which the airlines use,

and developing rates and charges to assure recovery of those
costs. The negotiation with the airlines involves defining
those costs and determining the fair share to be allocated to
the carriers.

Cost Centers

Before establishing new airlini fees and charges, it will be
important to develop proper cost data upon which to base the
calculations.

The current budget components used by the State in the budgetary
process (which is designed primarily to match revenues and
expenditures against appropriations) do not provide appropriate
data for setting fees and charges.

In lieu of historical data with which to develop these data,
cost centers have been created for this report, with historical,
budget, and projected revenue, expenses, and debt services
allocated to them. This approach is helpful 1in performing



preliminary financial analyses; it is not an adequate substitute
for developing an appropriate cost accounting system. The
allocation procedures used 1in this report are simplified
approaches. A more detailed approach will be required before
races and charges can be implemented.

The cost centers assumed 1in this report are intended to cover
major areas of airport activity. For Anchorage International
Airport, the cost centers are:

. Airfield Area

. Main Terminal Area

2 International Terminal Area
d Building and Grounds Areas

For Fairbanks International Airport, the cost centers are:

9 Airfield Area
« Terminal Area
. Building and Grounds Areas

The Airfield Area at each airport includes the runways, taxiways,
aircraft aprons, airfield, navigation aids, and associated
revenues and expenses.

The terminal cost centers (Main Terminal Area and International
Terminal Area at Anchorage and the Terminal Area at Fairbanks
International Airport) include the terminal buildings, roadways,
automobile parking lots, and associated revenues and exp nses.

The Building and Grounds Areas includes the portion of the
Airport that includes general aviation, airline support, cargo,
and other areas leased to tenants.

FINANCT*L ANALYSES

The different financial analyses presented 1in this chapter are
as follows:

1. Base Case (do-nothing alternative)
2. Group I revenue development, alternatives
3. Group Il revenue development alternatives and

compensatory terminal building rentals



4. Group Il revenue development alternatives and
residual cost terminal building rentals

5. Group 11l revenue development alternatives and
compensatory terminal building rentals and landing
fees

6 - Group 11l revenue development alternatives, compen—

satory terminal building rentals, and residual cost
landing fees

7. Group 11l revenue development alternatives and
residual cost terminal building rentals and landing
fees

3. Group I1lIl revenue development alternatives, residual

cost terminal building rentals, and compensatory
landing fees

The related financial exhibits in the analyses are presented 1in
the following order:

Exhibit. Series DescriDt.ion
e A Air Traffic Forecasts
B Capital Improvement Program
C Project Financing
D Debt Service and Amortization
E Revenues and Expenses
F Airline Terminal Rentals
G Airline Landing Fees

Several exhibits are presented that are used in more than one
of the analyses. These exhibits are not repeated within each
analysis; however, the reader will be referred to a previous
exhibit where appropriate.



ASS CASE

e objective of the Base Case analysis 1is to determine to what
mxtent the DOT/PF may finance and construct the Capital Improve-
ant Program if current policies are continued without change.

he analysis was prepared assuming no change 1in current policies
ith regard to airport rates, fees, and charges.

;r Traffic Forecast

:xhibit A presents a summary of the air traffic forecasts
resented in Chapter 2. The air traffic forecasts remain
nchanged in each subsequent analysis presented in this chapter.

gpital Improvement Program

xhibits B-1 and B-2 present a summary of project costs for the
Lanned Capital Improvement Program (the "CIP") for Anchorage
na Fairbanks International Airports, respectively. Project
osts are allocated to airport cost centers based on the
expected benefit from the individual project. Certain projects
annot be allocated to specific cost centers and are allocated
.n an equal basis. The allocation of project costs to cost
enters will be used later in thi”® chapter in the setting of

airline fees and charges.

e summary of project costs presented in Exhibits B-1 and B-2
eamains unchanged in each of the analyses presented 1in this

;hapter.

Project Financing

Exhibit C presents a summary of project financing during the
projection period.

Principal sources of funds available to finance the projects
include bond proceeds of $33.6 million, grants-in-aid of

$16.4 million, net revenues from operations during the projec—
tion period totaling $17.5 million, net revenues from prior

year (FY 1982 or earlier) operations totaling $15.1 million,

and interest income on construction funds, reserve accounts,

and interest earned on funds required for the payment of
interest on the bonds (capitalized interest) totaling $8.9 mil—
lion. A one-time General Fund contribution of $9 million is
included in FY 1983. No interest income 1is anticipated fronm

this source.



:zes of funds available for CIP financing include payment of
roject costs $87.9 million, deposits to the Revenue Bond
and for capitalized interest totaling $7.4 million, a deposit
0 the reserve account of $3.9 million, and issuance expenses
scaling $1 million.

he 3ase Case analysis shows that sufficient revenues would not
a available to support the sale of revenue bonds 1in amounts
ufficient ro construct the full CIP. A shortfall in funds for
.onstructing the CIP would occur 1in FY 1985,

:ebt Service and Amortization

ebt service on existing and proposed bonds 1is presented 1in
tchibit E.

"avenues and Expenses

:xhibit E presents a summary of historical and projected reve—
nues, expenses, debt service on outstanding and proposed bonds,
*ac revenues, and net revenues remaining after debt service.

-ebt service on the proposed bonds 1is based on the sale of the
maximum amount of bonds that could be supported after the
payment of all other IARF expenses and obligations, including
iebt service and coverage on outstanding bonds. Under the
cabling legislation authorizing the issuance of IARF revenue
onds (Title 37, Chapter 15, Article 3 of Alaska Statutes),
IARF net revenues must be at least equal to 130°s of annual
revenue bond debt service.

Met revenues after payment of debt service are assumed to be a
.source of funds for CIP financing. Net revenues would include
r.he required coverage on the bonds.

Exhibits E-1 and E-2 present a summary of projected airport
revenues allocated to airport cost centers for Anchorage and
Fairbanks International Airports, respectively. The revenue
projections on these exhibits will change under the varying
assumptions contained in subsequent analyses.

Exhibits E-3 and E-4 present projected operating and maintenance
expenses as allocated to airport cost centers. The expense
projections were prepared under the assumption that the CIP
would be constructed according to schedule and that the full
amount of operating and maintenance expenses for the new facil—
ities would be required. Since the objective of each of the
analyses is to determine to what extent the CIP may be financed
and constructed, these exhibits ao not change in subsequent

analyses.



_rline Terminal Rentals

Mrline terminal rental rates would remain unchanged for this
.nalysis.

“iriine Landing Fees

.rrline landing fees would remain unchanged for this analysis.

Summary

The Base Case analysis, assuming that airline rates, fees, and
charges would remain unchanged during the projection period,
indicates that:

» The 1ARF c¢r 1Id finance no more than about $33.6 mil—
lion in rev nue bonds to support the projects
included in the CIP.

m Net revenues (after payment of expenses of debt
service) of about $17.5 million would also be
available to pay for project costs during the
projection period,

. Although all maintenance and operating expenses and
debt service obligations on outstanding revenue bonds
would be met throughout the projection period, the
CIP could not be constructed as planned. A shortfall
in capital funds would probably occur during FY 1985.

. About $87.9 million of the $165.3 million identified
in the CIP would be available for capital projects
during the projection period. However, the receipt
of these funds during the projection period would
not allow for the completion of the project as
planned.
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GROUP 1

As with the Base Case analysis, the objective of this analysis
is to determine to what extent the State may finance and construct
the Capital Improvement Program.

This analysis was prepared under the same general assumptions
as the Base Case analysis. However, the following revenue
development alternatives (as discussed in Chapter 3) are also
assumed to be implemented:

Duty free, gift shop, and news/books concession
payments to the State would be increased to 15% of
gross revenues when the existing agreements expire.

Rental car agreements would be modified to include

a portion of insurance sales and collision damage
waiver charges within the definition of gross revenues
subject to percentage payments.

. Leases with banks in the Anchorage and Fairbanks
terminals would be bid or negotiated and subject to
increased rental rates.

© Public parking rates would be adjusted by 15% every
two years commencing in FY 1984.

Air Traffic Forecasts

Exhibit A of the Base Case present? the air traffic forecasts
incorporated in each analysis.

Capital Improvement Program

Exhibits B-1 and B-2 in the Base Case present the summary of
the CIP.

Project Financing

Exhibit C presents a summary of the sources and uses of funds
for the capital projects.

The principal sources of funds available for the projects would
be (1) the proceeds of two issues of revenue bonds totaling
$52.1 million, (2) interest income of about $12 million, (3) net
revenues after debt service of about $20.7 million, and (4) the
General Fund contribution for Fairbanks projects totaling

$9 million.



Uses of the funds would include about $105.9 million for project
costs and about $19.1 million for costs and reserve account
requirements related to the bonds.

Debt Service and Amortization

Debt service on existing and proposed bonds are shown in

Exhibit E.

Revenue and Expense

Exhibit E summarizes historical and projected revenues, expenses,
debt service, net revenues, and net revenues after debt service
and coverage. The debt service on proposed bonds 1is based on
the sale of the maximum amount of bonds that could be supported

from 1ARF net revenues.

Revenue detail for each airport is shown 1in Exhibits E-1 and
&e

The expense projections are unchanged from the previous analysis
and are shown 1in Exhibits E-3 and E-4 in the Base Case.

Airline Terminal Rentals

/Airline terminal rental rates would .emain unchanged for this
analysis.

Airline Landing Fees

Airline landing fees would remain unchanged for this analysis.

Summary

The Group |1 analysis, which includes the implementation of
certain revenue development alternatives, 1indicates that:

. The 1ARF could finance no more than about $52.1 nmil—
lion in revenue bonds to support the CIP.

Net revenues after the payment of debt service of

about $20.7 million would also be available to
support the CIP.



The CIP could not be constructed as planned,
shortfall in funding would probably occur du
FY 1985.

About $105.9 million would be available duri
projection period for capital projects.



I-ROUP Il WITH COMPENSATORY TERMINAL BUILDING RENTALS

The Base Case and Group | analyses indicated the amount of funds
that could be financed to support the CIP under a given set of
revenue assumptions. The Group Il analyses indicate (1) whether
the full amount of revenue bonds necessary to complete the CIP
could be financed, and (2) the level of airline terminal build-—
ing rental rates that would result under these assumptions.

This analysis was prepared under the same revenue assumptions
as the Group 1 analysis. However, in addition to the revenue
develcpment. assumptions in Group I, the following revenue
development actions are assumed to be implemented:

0 Land rental rates for aviation tenants would be
increased from $0.06 to $0.08 per square foot per
year. Land rental rates for nonaviation tenants
would be increased from $.08 to $0.10 per square
foot per year. Because of staggered rental rate
adjustment provisions 1in various leases, the effect
of the rental rate increases is projected to occur
over a four-year period commencing in FY 1984.

. Terminal building rental rates would be adjusted
using a compensatory approach.

Air Traffic Forecasts

Exhibit A of the Base Case analy<is presents the air traffic
forecasts incorporated in each analysis.

Capital Improvement Progranm

Exhibits B-1 and B-2 in the Base Case analysis present the
summary of the CIP and the allocation of project costs to
airport cost centers used in this analysis.

Project Financing
Exhibit C presents a summary of the sources and uses of funds.

The principal sources of funds available to finance the CIP
would b (1) the proceeds of two issues of revenue bonds total —
ing approximately $103.7 million, (2) interest income of about
$22.6 million, (3) net revenues after debt service of about
$31.9 million, and (4) the L*neral Fund contribution for
Fairbanks projects totaling $9 million.



Uses of the funds would include about $159.6 million for project
costs and about $38.1 million for capitalized interest and

other costs and reserve account requirements related to the
bonds.

Debt Service and Amortization

Exhibit D-1 presents a sumir.5ry of historical and forecast debt
service expense Tfor outstanding issues of revenue bonds and
proposed bonds.

Debt service on the proposed bonds are allocated to airport
cost centers based on the proportionate percentage of project
costs allocated to each cost center, as shown in Table 12. The
percentage basis for debt service allocation remains unchanged
in each subsequent analysis.

Exhibit D-2 presents the detailed allocation of historical and
projected debt service to airport cost centers.

Exhibits D-3 and D-4 present a summary of capital projects at
Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports that have been
constructed since FY 1977 and funded from IARF net revenues.
Project costs for certain projects have been identified by the
DOT/PF and allocated to airport cost centers. An amortization
payment has been calculated that would, allow for recovery of
this investment from users of the airports under various rate-
setting approaches. These costs are currently not included -
the calculation of rates and charges for the airports, bul
would be included under either of the rate-making apprs
presented in this report.

Revenue and Expense

Exhibit E r-ummarizes historical and projected revenues (in
ing airline terminal building rentals) expenses, debt servi
net revenues, and net revenues after debt service and coven
Honairline revenue detail 1is shown in Exhibit E-1 and E-2.

Expense projections are unchanged arid can be foun”l In
Exhibits E-3 and E-4 of the Base Case

Airline Terminal

Exhibits F-1",/~2° ?'"*3 present, projections of airline
rental » "es for ;uvM ora<3re -“ain terminal, the Anchorage

inte* t®™onal fcexm,:i.nali, and the Fairbanks terminal building.
NJpectively,



Table 12
DERIVATION OF PERCENTAGE BASIS FOR

ALLOCATION OF DE3T SERVICE ON PROPOSED BONDS
International Airports Financial Plan

Project costs
Cost center (thousands of dollars) Percentaae

Anchorage International

Airfield Area $ 28,550 16.1%
Main Terminal Area 97,150 55.0
International Terminal

Area 650 0.4
3uilding and Grounds

,-irea 11,450 6.5

Fairbanks International

Airfield Area 23,703 13.4
Terminal Area 14,551 8.2
Building and Grounds

Area 638 0.4

Total $176,692 100 .0%



The total terminal building requirement includes operating and
maintenance expenses, allocated debt service on existing and
proposed bonds, and amortization payments for existing facili—
ties constructed by the State.

This amount 1is divided by the total area of the terminal build
ing to derive the average airline rental rate per square foot,
that would be required under a compensatory approach.

Airline Landing Fees

Ail line landing fee would remain unchanged for this analysis.

Summary

The Group Il analysis, based on the revenue development assump-—
tions and airline rental ratas calculated using a compensatory
approach outlined previously, indicates that:

0 The 1ARF could not finance the full amount of revenue
bonds required to construct the CIP.

. Net revenues (after expenses and debt service) of
approximately $31.9 million would be available to
support the CIP.

. A shortfall in funding the CIP would probably occur
in FY 1988. However, most of the program could be
constructed.

. Terminal building rental rates would increase in
FY 1984. The amount of revenue produced by the
compensatory approach in this analysis would not
be sufficient to support the CIP.



GROUP Il WITH RESIDUAL COST TERMINAL 3UILDING RENTALS

The Base Case and Group | analyses indicated the amount of funds
that could be financed to support the CIP under a given set of
assumptions. The Group Il analyses and Group IIl analyses that
follow indicate (1) whether the full amount of revenue bonds
necessary to complete the CIP could be financed, and (2) the
level of airline terminal building rental rates that would
result under these assumptions.

This analysis was prepared under the same revenue development
assumptions as the previous Group Il analysis regarding land
rental rates. However, terminal building rental rates were
calculated using a residual cost approach.

Air Traffic Forecasts

Exhibit A of the Base Case analysis presents the air traffic
forecasts in each analysis.

Capital Improvement Program

A summary of the CIP and allocation of project costs to cost
centers 1is shown in Exhibits B-1 and B-2 1in the Base Case
analysis.

Project Financing
Exhibit C presents a summary of the f urces and uses of funds.

The principal sources of funds would be (1) the proceeds of two
issues of revenue bonds totaling approximately $86.9 million,
(2) interest income of about $21.0 million, (3) net revenues
after debt service of about $48.8 million, and (4) the General
Fund contribution of $9 million.

Use of the funds would include approximately $165.3 million for
project costs (the Tfull amount projected to be spent during the
projection period) and about $32.0 million for costs and reserve
account requirements related to the bonds.

Debt Service and Amortization

Exhibit D-1 summarizes the allocation of debt service on exist—
ing and proposed bonds using the allocation basis developed 1in
the previous (Group Il - compensatory) analysis. The amount of
debt service allocated to each of the terminal building cost



114

centers will be used in the subsequent calculation of terminal
building rental rates. The amount of proposed debt service 1is
based on an assumed sale of two issues of revenue bonds totaling
336.9 million.

Exhibits D-3 and D-4 1in the previous analysis (Group Il -
compensatory terminal building rental rates) shows the amount

of funds expended by the State for airport capital projects.
These costs have been allocated to cost centers and amortization
payments determined. The amortization payments are included in
rental rate calculations for each terminal building.

mlevenue and Expense

Exhibit E summarizes historical and projected revenue and
expense, debt service on existing and proposed bonds, net
revenues, and net revenues after debt service and coverage.

Exhibits E-1 and E-2 detail nonairline revenues for each airport
by cost center.

Exhibit E-3 and E-4 in the Base Case analysis present expense
projections which are unchanged in each of the analyses presented
in this report.

Airline Terminal Rentals

Exhibits F-1, F-2, and F-3 present projections of airline
terminal building rentals for the Anchorage main terminal, the
Anchorage international terminal, and the Fairbanks terminal
building, respectively.

Unlike the compensatory rate calculation, which include expenses,
debt service and amortization only, the residual approach
considers terminal building revenues, with the difference

between revenues and expenses becoming the total airline require—
ment. The requirement 1is then calculated on a square foot

basis. Credits are based on either the total revenue produced

by each concession, or the rental equivalent based on payment

of the same rate per square foot to be paid by airline tenants,
whichever 1is less.

Airline Landing Fees

Airline landing fees would remain unchanged for this analysis.
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.2 Group 1l analysis, based on the revenue development assump-
.ons outlined previously and a residual cost approach to
.iculating terminal building rental rates, indi :ates that:

a The 1ARF could finance the full amount of revenue
bonds required to construct the CIP. Net revenues
would be sufficient to meet the debt service and

coverage requirements on the full amount of bonds
required to construct the CIP.

. Net revenues (after expenses and debt service) of
approximately $48.8 would be available for capital
projects.

a Although a funding shortfall of about $0.1 million
would occur 1in FY 1988, the amount 1is considered to
be minor when compared to the net revenues produced
under this approach. The net revenue available at

the end of FY 1988 of approximately 7~11.3 million
would offset this shortfall.

9 Terminal building rental rates would increase.



GROUP 11l WITH COMPENSATORY TERMINAL BUILDING RENTALS
AND LANDING FEES

As with the previous (Group 1Il1) analyses, the purpose of this
analysis 1is to determine (1) whether the full amount of revenue
bonds necessary to complete the CIP could be financed; and

2 the level of airline terminal building rental rates and
landing fees that would result under theseassumptions.

This analysis was prepared under the same assumptions regarding
nonairline revenue development as the Group Il analysis; in
addition, the following revenue development alternatives are
assumed to be implemented;

. Land rental rates charged to aviation tenants would
be increased to market levels, comparable to the
rental rates charged for land in the vicinity of the
International Airports. For purposes of this analysis,
land rental rates for aviation tenants at Anchorage
International Airport are assumed to increase from 6C
to 16C per square foot per year, and land rental
rates for nonaviation tenants are assumed to increase
from 3C to 20<? per square foot per year. At Fairbanks
International Airport, land rental rates are assumed
to increase from 6C to 16C per square foot per year
for aviation tenants, and from 8C to 200 per square
foot per yea... for nonaviation tenants. The effect of
the rental rate increases 1is projected to occur over
a four-vear period commencing in FY 1984.

. Terminal building rental rates would be adjusted
using a compensatory approach.

. Airline landing fees would be adjusted using a
compensatory approach.
Air Traffic Forecasts
Exhibit A of the Base Case analysis presents the air traffic
forecasts incorporated in each analysis in this chapter.
Capital Improvement Progranm
Exhibits B-1 and B-2 in the Base Case analysis present the

summary of the CIP and the allocation of project costs to cost
centers.



Project Financing

Exhibit C presents a summary of the sources and uses of funds.
The principal sources of funds available to finance the CIP
would be (1) the proceeds of two issues of revenue bonds total—
ing approximately $86.9 million, (2) interest income of about
$20.7 million, (3) net revenues after debt service of about
349.7 million, and (4) the General Fund contribution for Fair-—
banks projects, totaling $9 million.

Uses of the Tfunds would include approximately $165.3 million
for project costs, and about $32 million for cost and reserve
account requirements related to the three issues of revenue
bonds.

Debt Service

Exhibit D-1 summarizes the allocation of debt service on exist—
ing and proposed bonds based on the percentages developed 1in
the Group Il - compensatory analysis.

Exhibit D-2 in the Group Il - compensatory analysis summarizes
the allocation of historical debt service, and Exhibits D-3 and
D-4 present the derivation of amortization payments for assets
constructed from 1ARF net revenues. These three exhibits
remain unchanged from the earlier analysis and are not repeated
here.

Revenue and Expense

Exhibit E summarizes historical and projected revenues from a.U
sources, expenses, debt service, net revenues, and net revenues
after debt service and coverage. Debt service on the proposed
bonds is calculated as the full amount of bonds required to
construct the CIP.

Exhibits E-1 and E-2 show the projection of nonairline revenue
for Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports, respectively.

The expense projections may be fo'. ~d on Exhibits E-3 and E-4 of
the Base Case analysis.

Airline Terminal Rentals

Exhibits F-1, F-2, and F-3 present projections of airline
terminal building rental rates using the compensatory approach.



Airline Landing Fees

Exhibits G-1 and G-2 present the calculation of airline landing
fees using the compensatory approach for Anchorage and Fairbanks
International Airports, respectively. Exhibit G-3 presents the
results of calculating a common landing fee for both airports.

Each exhibit calculates the airline landing fee requirement,
after deducting credits for airline fuel flowage fees and
nonairline revenue from the total Airfield Area expenses.
Airfield Area expenses include allocated maintenance and oper —
ating <penses, amortization payments on existing facilities,
and deb service on existing and future revenue bonds.

Summary

The Group 11l analysis, based on the revenue development assu/"p
tions outlined above and the airline terminal building rental

rates and landing foes calculated on a compensatory approach,
indicates that:

9 The 1ARF could finance the full amount of revenue
bonds to be 1issued to construct the projects in
the CIP

» Net revenues (after expenses and debt service) of

approximately $49.7 million would also be available
to support the CIP

9 Airline terminal building rental rates and landing
fees would reed to be adjusted each year beginning
in FY 1984 and annually thereafter

. About $0.4 million would be available for future

capital projects at the end of the projection
period



GROUP 11l WITH COMPENSATORY TERMINAL BUILDING RENTALS
AND RESIDUAL COST LANDING FEES

As with the previous analysis, the purpose of this analysis is
to determine (1) whether the full amount of revenue bonds
necessary to complete the CIP could be financed, and (2) the
level of airline terminal building rental rates and landing
fees that would result under these assumptions.

This analysis was prepared under the same assimptions regarding
nonairline revenue development as the previous Group Il analysis.
In addition, the following approaches are assiiied:

. Terminal building rental rates would be adjusted
using a compensatory approach.

. Airline landing fees would be adjusted using a
residual approach.

Air Traffic Forecasts

Exhibit A of the Base Case analysis presents the air traffic
forecasts for each analysis 1in this chapter.

Capital Improvement Program

Exhibits B-1 and B-2 in the Base Case analysis present the
summary of the CI? and the allocation of project costs to cost
centers.

Project Financing

Exhibit C presents a summary of the sources and uses of funds.
The principal sources of funds available to finance the CIP
would be (1) the proceeds of two issues of revenue bonds total —
ing approximately $86.9 million, (2) interest income of about
$21.5 million, (3) net revenues after debt service of about
$64.7 million, and (4) the General Fund contribution for
Fairbanks projects, totaling $9 million.

Uses of the funds would include approximately $165.3 million
for project costs and about $32.0 million for cost and reserve
account requirements related to the two issues of revenue
bonds.



Debt Service

Exhibit D-1 in the Group I1lIl - compensatory analysis summarizes
the allocation of debt service on existing and proposed bonds
based on the percentages developed in the Base Case analysis.

Exhibit D-2 in the Group Il - compensatory analysis summarizes
the allocation of historical debt service; Exhibits D-3 and D-4
present the derivation of amortization payments for assets
constructed from IARF net revenues. These three exhibits
remain unchanged and are not repeated here.

Revenue and Expense

Exhibit E summarizes historical and projected revenues from all
sources, expenses, debt service, net revenues, and net revenues
after debt service and coverage.

Exhibits E-I and E-2 in the .Group Ill - compensatory analysis
show the projection of nonairline revenue for Anchorage and
Fairbanks International Airports, respectively.

The expense projections are shown 1in Exhibits E-3 and E-4 of
the Base Case analysis.

Airline Terminal Rentals

Exhibits F-1, F-2, and F-3 in the Group IIl - compensatory
analysis present projections of airline terminal building
rental rates using the compensatory approach. The procedures
used and the results of the calculations are the same. These
three exhibits are not repeated here.

Airline Landing Fees

Exhibits G-.1 and G-2 present the calculation of airline landing
fees using the residual cost approach for Anchorage and Fairbanks
International Airports, respectively. Exhibit G-3 presents the
results of calculating a common landing fee for both airports.

The residual cost landing fee calculations determine the amount
required to meet total obligations after considering all avail—
able revenues.



The Group
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Il analysis, based on the revenue development assump—

tions outlined above, and with airline terminal building rental

rates and
indicates

landing fees calculated on a residual approach,
that:

The 1ARF could finance the Tfull amount of revenue
bonds to be issued to construct the projects in
the CIP

Net revenues (after expenses and debt service) of
approximately $64.7 million would also be available
to support the CIP

Airline terminal building rental rates and landing
fees would need to be adjusted each year beginning
in FY 1984 and annually thereafter

About $16.3 million would be available for future
capital projects at the end of the projection period
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GROUP Il WITH RESIDUAL COST TERMINAL BUILDING RENTALS
AND LANDING FEEC

This analysis was prepared under the same assumptions regarding
nonairline revenue development as the Group I1ll analysis,
except that terminal lilding rental rates and airline landing
fees would be adjuster using a residual cost approach.

As with each of the Group Il and Group 11l analyses, the purpose
of this analysis 1is to determine (1) whether the full amount of
revp-ue bonds necessary to complete the CIP could be financed,
arc. (2) the level of airline terminal building rental rates and
landing fees that would result under these assumptions.

Air Traffic Forecasts

Exhibit A of the Base Case analysis presents the air traffic
forecasts incorporated in each analysis 1in this chapter.

Capital Improvement Progranm

Exhibits 3-1 and B-2 in the Base Case analysis present the
summary of the CIP and the allocation of project costs to cost
centers.

Project Financing

Exhibit C presents a summary of the sources and uses of funds.
The principal sources of funds available to finance the CIP
would be (1) the proceeds of two issues of revenue bonds total—
ing approximately $86.9 million, (2) interest income of about
$21.4 million, (3) net revenues after debt service of about
$62.7 million, and (4) the General Fund contribution for
Fairbanks projects, totaling $9 million.

Uses of the funds would include approximately $165.3 million
for project costs and about $32 million for cost and reserve
account requirements related to the three issues of revenue
bonds.

Debt Service

Exhibit D-1 in the Group I1ll - compensatory analysis summarizes
the allocation of debt service on existing and proposed bonds
based on the percentages developed in the Group Il - compensatory

analysis.



Exhibit D-2 in the Group Il - compensatory analysis summarizes
the allocation of historical debt service; Exhibits 3-3 and D-4

in the Group Il - compensatory analysis present the derivation
of amortization payments for assets constructed from IARF net
revenues. These three exhibits are not repeated here.

Revenue and Expense

Exhibit E summarizes historical and projected revenues from all
sou* "es, expenses, debt service, net revenues, and net revenues
after debt service and coverage.

Exhibits E-I and E-2 in the Group IlIl - compensatory analysis
show the projection of nonairline revenue for Anchorage and
Fairbanks International Airports, respectively.

The expense projections are shown 1in Exhibits E-3 and E-4 of
the Base Case analysis.

Airline Terminal Rentals

Exhibits F-I, F-2, and F-3 in the Group Il - residual analysis
present projections of airline terminal building rental rates
using the residual approach. The procedures used and the
results of the calculations are identical 1in thi.i analysis.
These three exhibits remain unchanged and are not repeated
here.

Airline Landing Fees

Exhibits G-I and G-2 present the calculation of airline landing
fees using the residual cost approach for Anchorage and Fairbanks
International Airports, respectively. Exhibit G-3 presents the
results of calculating a common landing fee for both airports.

Each exhibit calculates the total airline landing fee require—
ment, after deductii.g credits for airline fuel flowage fees
and nonairline revenae from the total Airfield Area expenses.
Airfield Area expenses include allocated maintenance and oper—
ating expenses, amortization payments on existing facilities,
and debt service on existing and future revenue bonds.



Summary

The Group 11l analysis, based on the revenue development assump®
tions outlined above, and with airline terminal building rental
rates calculated using a residua".l cost approach and landing
fees calculated using a compensatory approach, indicates that:

. The I1ARF could finance the full amount of revenue
bonds to be issued to construct the projects 1in
the CIP

. Net revenues (after expenses and debt service) of

approximately $62.7 million would also be available
to support the CIP

® Airline terminal building rental rates and landing
fees would need to be adjusted each year beginning
in FY 1984 and annually thereafter

. About $14.2 million would be available for future
capital projects at the end of FY 1988.



GROUP 11l WITH RESIDUAL COST TERMINAL BUILDING RENTALS
AND COMPENSATORY LANDING FEES

This analysis was prepared under the same assumptions regarding
nonairline revenue development as the previous Group I1I
analysis, except that:

0 Terminal building rental rates wouldbe adjusted
using a residual cost approach.

. Airline landing fees would be adjusted using a
compensatory approach.

As with each of the Group Il and Group 111l analyses, the purposi
of this analysis is to determine (1) whether the full-amount of
revenue bonds necessary to complete the CIP could be financed,
and (2) the level of airline terminal building rental rates and
landing fees that would result under these assumptions.

Air Traffic Forecasts

Exhibit A of the Base Case analysis presents the air traffic
forecasts incorporated in each analysis in this chapter.

Project Corts

Exhibits B-1 and B-2 in the Base Case analysis present the
summary of the CIP and the allocation of project costs to cost
centers.

Project Financing

Exhibit C presents a summary of the sources and uses of funds.
The principal sources of funds available to finance the CIP
would be (1) the proceeds of two issues of revenue bonds total
ing approximately $86.9 million, (2) interest income of about
$21.8 million, (3) net revenues after debt service of about
$67 million, and (4) the General Fund contribution for
Fairbanks projects, totaling $9 million.

Uses of the Tfunds would include approximately $165.3 million
for project costs, and about $32 million for cost and reserve
account requirements related to the three 1issues of revenue
bonds.



Debt Service

Exhibit D-1 in the Group 11l - compensatory analysis summarizes
the allocation of debt service on existing and proposed bonds
based on the percentages developed in the Base Case analysis.

Exhibit D-2 in the Group 1l - compensatory analysis summarizes
the allocation of historical debt service; Exhibits D-3 and D-4
present the derivation of amortization payments for assets
constructed from IARF net revenues. These three exhibits are
not repeated here.

Revenue and Expense

Exhibit E summarizes historical and projected revenues from all
sources, expenses, debt service, net revenues, and net revenues
after debt service and coverage.

Exhibits B-1 and E-2 in the Group 11l - compensatory analysis
show the projection of nonairline revenue for Anchorage and
Fairbanks International Airports, respectively.

The expense projections are shown 1in Exhibits E-3 and E-4 of
the Base Case analysis.

Airline Terminal Rentals

Exhibits F-1, F-2, and F-3 in the Group Il - residual cost
analysis present projections of airline terminal building

rental rates using the residual cost approach. The procedures
used and che results of the calculations are 1identical 1in this
analysis. These three exhibits are not repeated here.

Airline Landing Fees

Exhibits G-1 and G-2 present the calculation of airline landing
fees using the compensatory approach for Ancnorage and Fairbanks
International Airports, respectively.- Exhibit G-3 presents the
results of calculating a common landing fee for both airports.



Summary

The Group 111 analysis, based on the revenue development assump—
tions outlined above, and with airline terminal building rental

rates and landing fees calculated on a compensatory approach,
indicates that:

0 The I1ARF could finance the full amount of revenue
bonds to be 1issued to construct the projects in the
CIP

0 Net revenues (after expenses anddebt service) of

approximately $67 million

would also be available
to support the CIP

a Airline terminal building rental rates and landing

fees would need to be adjusted each year beginning
in FY 1984 and annually thereafter

Approximately $18.9 million would be available for
future capital projects at the end of FY 1988
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Alaska State Legislature
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Speaker of the House of Representatives Stale Gpitol

Juwau. Alaska 99811

Official Busineu (Q07) 465-3720

February 7, 1984

T0 Rep. Bette Cato

House Transportation Committee
FROM Rep. Joe Hayes

Speaker
RE: HB 399/ Eisenhower Blvd.

It"s my understanding that this bill was held in committee
for further direction from my office.

After talking with proponents of this legislation, 1 stll
desire legislation to name A street Eisenhower Boulevard.

At this time, I do wot desire the renaming of a street

to Wickersham because of potential confusion with Wickersham
subdivision in Anchorage. However, the renaming of A

street to Eisenhower Boulevard, in my opinion, would not
disrupt the addressing system to a major degree, nor would
it be a severe inconvenience on businesses and residents
along the street. There are significantly fewer businesses
along A street than there are along C street.

I would appreciate the committee considering this bill for
movement out of committee as soon as convenient.

Thanks.



Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

CS HB 399

An Act naming "A"™ Street in Anchorage
to Eisenhower Boulevard and designating
the Eisenhower Corridor

Background

Names of many north-south aligned roads in Anchorage conform to an alphabetical
sequence, Tfor example, roads west of "A" Street are known as "B" Street, "C"
Street, "D" Street, etc. Roads east of "A" Street use proper names in alphabetical
sequence such as Barrow, Cordova, Denali, Eagle, etc. These names, in combination
with the numerical names (3rd, 4th, 5th Avenues, etc.) used for east-west streets,
have been helpful for the public in finding the physical location of a specific
address.

Legislative Authority

Alaska Statute 19.10.085 gives the Legislature the authority to name highways
constructed by the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF).

Analysis

Portions of "A"™ Street (such as 4th to 9th Avenues) were built by the Municipality
of Anchorage. Because the statutes give the Legislature the power to name highways
constructed by the DOT&PF, there may be a question on the Legislature®s authority
to rename the street. . _
The Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) -.prefers,jiot to rename the street. The Zoning
and Platting Manager for the MOA stated that "Efi0 &SSSWBly voted not_to_apprQve, a
resolution renaming the streets; however, the assembly did pass a resolution
encouraging the naming of the Eisenhower Corridor. The Zoning and Platting
Manager also stated that the name Wickersham would duplicate an existing street
name and that the U.S. Post Office would not deliver mail to a Wickersham address
if there were two streets of the same name. —— e e n

There would be a cost increase of approximately $1700j"the_ArC.-Co.!JP.let project
as a result of a name change. Street name sign costs are based on the square
footage of the signs - the larger the name, the greater the square footage.

Conclusion/Reccmmendations
1. Because the MOA and the State have constructed diff"”dnt sections of "A"

Street, there may be a question of Legislative authority in renaming the
street. A legal review may be appropriate.



The MOA prefers not to rename the street. Even though the A-C Couplet will
be a part of the State Highway System, the DOT&PF reconmends local concurr-
ance before legislative action.

The Department concurs with the MOA"s support in naming the Eisenhower
Corridor.
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Analysis - CSHB 399

Naming "A" Street Elsenhower Blvd.

Analysis of the fiscal impact on existing programs.

The Department of Transportation of Public Facilities has completed the
design work for the A-C Couplet and the project 1s ready to hid.

The fiscal 1impact would be accommodated through a construction charge order.

Analysis of fiscal impact of new programs or actlvites.

No Impact.

Analysis of cost estimate:

The cost of street signs 1s dependent upon the square footage of the signs.
There are three types of signs that will be used as part of the A-C CoupTet
project: Street name signs, overhead signs, and advanced notice street
signs. The square footage of the total signs for "A" Street were pulled
from the project plans. The square footage for similar slgns for the name
"Elsenhower Boulevard™ was estimated. The difference in square footage

for the two names was multipled by the cost per square foot (approximately
$40).

Cost Estimate: $15,000.00

The Department can absorb this cost; however, the Commissioner 1is reviewing
the cost per square foot for the signs.






ttfr ECONOMICS and
1Zpf TRANSPORTATION

Nome s the regional distribution
center for most of the Seward Penin-
sula and the southern coast of Norton
Sound. This area is rich in natural
resources such as offshore oii and gas,
hardrock minerals and fisheries. A
modern, medium draft port at Nome
will offer lower sh|pp|nP costs to and
from the area, thus helping to make
development of these resolrces more
economically feasible. _

The Hoort will be a transshipment
center

coming shipments of fuels, supplies
and equipment, and by the turn of the
century the mines are projected to
generate large volumes of bulk ore
Shipments. The proposed port will also

MAJOR IDENTIFIED MINERAL PROSPECTS
AND DEPOSITS, NORTHWEST ALASKA

|
or materials and equipment us-
ed in offshore development. Increas-
ed activity in the area will require in-

encourage the develoRment of amore
efficient” regional fishing operation.
Today. thé port at Nome ‘serves as
the distribution center for supplies to
villages throughout the region — an
estimated population of over 11,200.
By the Year 000, that service area
will include more than 15,000 peo-
ple. This population will rely more and
more on a cash e,conomY and larger
volumes of incoming and transshipped
cargoes. . |
conomic development in northwest
Alaska has been hindered bX the high
cost of transportation. Access "is
available only by sea and ar.
Today, ocedn-going vessels must an-
chor orie mile off the shore at Nome,
From there, car?oes are “lightered
ashore: transported to the Snake River
harbor and then to_coastal villages.
The current harbor is subject to con-
siderable siltation and must be dredg-
ed each year to a depth of 8 feet by
the U.S. ArmX Corps of Engineers,
Northwest Alaska has no link to the
railpelt. Any plan to extend the Alaska
Railroad irito the region would take
considerable time and money, since
right-of-ways would be needed across
federal, state, and native lands. The
cost alone makes rail construction
questionable in the foreseeable future.
Therefore, a medium draft Fort at
Nome is the most economical alter-
native to bring low cost, viable
transRortanon t0 an area of the state
on the verge of very significant
economic dévelopment:

STATEWIDE
BENEFITS

The statewide economic benefits of
the proposed project are measured in
terms of wages and salaries. As the
port helps to"spur development of the
area’svast natural resources, these ac-
tivities will expand the employment
base in the region and throughout the
state. When the total employment in
offshore oil and gas, minerals and
fisheries developnient is combined
more than 1,400 jobs will be created
by the Nome port within its first
decade. This will generate more than

101.5 million statewide in direct, In-
iIrect and indyced incomes by 1990,

The port will also reduce the cost
of living and doing business in the
northwest bX lowering sh|Pp|ng COStS
to Nome. A summary of thé total
economic benefits for'selected years
ra,n([qes from a low in 1985 of $48.3
milflon to a high in 1990 of $115

million. CM wegesSiraoTes
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THE PROPOSED NOME PORT

OPERATION and
MAITINTENANCE

The proposal calls for the port facili-
tcy_to be owned and operated by the
ity of Nome, in order that a_break-
even price structure to minimize
}raﬁs Ortation costs can be estab-
ished.

Using a schedule of tariffs similar
to rates af, other Alaskan ;)orts, the
Nome facility will generate 75 percent
of its total revenues from wharfa?e
and handllrgjg tariffs. EC  pment rentals,
storage and dockage fees will P,rowde
the Dalance, for a total estimated
revenue each year that will exceed the
anntual operation and maintenance
COStS.

Operational costs include salaries
for 7 harbormaster and longshoremen
equipment for cargo handling and
utilities. Maintenance cc'sts include
repalr to buildings and }/ards, periodic
r(%surfacmg and repair of the causeway,
etc..

Assuming the state provides capital
funds for construction, the Nome port
will be a self-supporting facility from
the very first year of Service.

"OHE Mmv4

PROPOSED NOME PORT
ANNUAL REVENUES AND EXPENSES

nJTUi-\Ik,.L RTENS™ % t;

Sw*r Tf NM ST * HAME.|
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The layout of Nome’s port features
a 3,600 ft. causeway with a breach
near shore to permit fish migration.
At the seaward end, in water 30 feet
deep, the causeway design shows
barge berths and a Short term cargo
storage area. The design allows for
later construction of piers for work
boats servicing Outer Continental Shelf

HOW YOU CAN HELP
SUPPORT THE PROJECT

As the  State Degartmen_t_ . of
Transportation and Public Facilities’

number one marinea ~ ction priorj-
ty forthe northernha~ laska, funds
for the Nome po*-w. included In

oil platforms, and the cause%vgg can
also be extended 1,000to 1,500 feet
to provide a dry bulk terminal for
deeper draft vesséls. Onshore facllities
will include  container_handling and
storage facilities on_10acres of’|and,
with an additional 50 acres available
for future storage expansion.

the 1983 budget proposal sent to the
gﬁ)vernor. YoU can help make sure
ose funds are not cuf from the
budget by contacting legislators and
the governar. Tell them™you support
the project because a mgdern port at
Nome will benefit all Alaskans.



PROPOSED PORT OF NOME, ALASKA

THE PROPOSED
PORT FACILITY

The city of Nome proposes construc-
tion of @ modern, medium draft port
near the mouth of the Snake River to
serve the entire northwest region of
Alaska. The design consistsofa 3,600
ft. rubble mound causeway with berth-
ing and loading facilities at itsseaward
end and container and general cargo
storage facilities on shore. Asdemand

requires, additional berths for oil com -
pany activities can be added, and the
causeway can be extended another
1,000 to 1,500 ft. into deeper water
to service larger shipsand ore carriers.
The estimated cost of the proposal is
$40 million. The state is being asked
to fund construction of Nome’s port,
as it has funded similar facilities
throughout Alaska.

The City of Nome produced this
brochure to outline its plans for a
modern port that could serve as the
key to economic development in
Alaska’s northwest. By allocating a

small portion of its oil revenuesto con-

Xfa ALASKANS SUPPORT
XpT NOME PORT PROJECT

Grass roots support for the Nome
port project is growing across the

state. The Bering Straits Regional Cor-

poration endorses the plan, as does
the local Chamber of Commerce.
Miners and business people are eager
to see the project complete hecause
of the economic development it will
bring to the state. Voters have put their

//£ /77
[TA 17

struct the port, the state of Alaska can
take the vital first step toward
development of the vast natural

resources in the region. This develop-

ment will benefit all Alaskans for many
years to come.

initial stamp of approval on the pro-

ject in two separate statewide bond

votes. Recognizing the potential im-

pact of a modern facilityat Nome, the
'.cate Department of Transportation

and Public Facilities has included con-
struction funds for the projectas north-
ern Alaska's number one marine con-

struction priority in its 1983 budget
for the governor’s consideration.

For more information about
the port proposal, contact:

lvan Widom

City Manager
P.O. Box 281
Nome, AK 99762

(907)443-5242

PORT
O F

Unlocking the resource
wealth ofthe northwest
region forall Alaskans to
share.



FISCAL NOTE

1 IRevision Date: 11/16/33

1. REOQUEST I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Bill/Resolution No.: H3 Agency Affected: nm t pf
Title: Nome Port Facility ~ Program Category Affected: BuildinQs&Harbor
Sponsor: Fuller and Bussel BRU, Program of Subprogram”) Affected:
Requestor. ™ Northern Region

Date of Request:

Fy 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89
OPERATING
100 PERSONAL SERVICES d
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL \
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
000 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC

TOTAL OPERATING -0-
CAPITAL [L2,000.0j
REVENUE
UNDING:
GENERAL FUND 12,000.0

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)
TOTAL 12,000.0

POSITIONS:
full-time
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY .
TOTAL
I11. SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

Not identified by Sponsor. . e o

IV. ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page for any Analysis

Prepared By: Mim Dixon, Director i Phone: 479-4281
Division: Planning and Programming Date: 1i/1b/Bj
Approved by Commissioner: H. Glen?pr. Deputy Commissioner Date: n/16/33
Department: DOT & PF. Northern Region o

Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to Office of Management and Budget (for Legislature introduced bills)
Copy to Department (for Governor introduced bills)

Copy to Sponsor . .
Copy to Requestor (if different from Sponsor) 9/14/83
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NOME PORT FACILITY
(Ph. 4)

KtgilEStLp elunding:
SITE ACQUISITION
PLANNING AND DESIGN
CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPMENT
PREVIOUS APPROPRIATIONS (NON-ADD)
OPERATING COSTS:
FIRST YEAR OPERATING COSTS
1 FULL ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Construction of a 3600"

LOCATION

PROJECT CLASSIFICATION

ELECTION DISTRICT START DATE COMPLETE DATE

MO
Nome 02-631-02-02 23
PRIORITY 34 OF 49
AGENCY REQIIESL
GENERAL FUNDS FEDERAL FUNDS  G.0. BONDS OTHER POSIT IONS F-to- GOVERNOR
PFT PT/SEA. TOTAL
*
i?,nnn.n 1? nnn n
n n 1? 0n0 O
fi ann.n
vIVIvIVIVXy,v
*
*5ee note, page 3.
rubble mound causeway or acceptable alternative, to proovide either full or partial service

accommodating a baseline tonnage of 36,000 tons

PROJECT NEED STATEMENT

in both

liquid and dry cargo.

Project is ready to advertise.

The consumers of the Seward Peninsula pay approximately 25% more for bulk cargo and petroleum products because of

the lightering costs from ocean-going barges to the existing dock facility.

At present,
freight.

lighterage company®"s transfer facility.

portable cranes.

CP-1
DESCRIPTION
A S—

CAPITAL PROJECT

This

AGENCY DOI4EL

CATEG O RY TRANSPORTATION

PROGRAM NORTHERN. REGION PORTS & HARBORS

PROJECT TITLE NQME_EOiU_EAC.ILITY

lighters
is an extremely costly operation.

barges calling at Nome are anchored 1/2 to 3/4 miles offshore for unloading and reloading of cargo and
Cranes on board the ocean-going barges are used to offload containers and other cargo to
shallow draft lighters are towed through the surf and the shallow 8-foot deep entrance channel
The lighters are unloaded over the entrance channel
Empty containers arid outgoing shipments are reloaded to
to the oceangoing barges anchored offshore.

lighters. These
for unloading at the
retaining wall by

inside the harbor area for return

FY®85

Pago i ol
Revised Dale




PROJECT NEED STATEMENT

The average waterborne freight growth rate since 1969 according to Corps of Engineers®™ publications, has been
approximately 12%. With the beginning of oil exploration already occurring offshore from Nome in 1983, (Navarin
Basin, Norton Sound), the potential development of the bottomfish industry, plus the potential for Seward Peninsula
area mining interests to expand dramatically, action should be implemented now to get a minimal marine terminal

infrastructure in place.
Development of this project strongly supports several goal areas of this administration:

(1) Using prior appropriations, the project has been thoroughly studied, analyzed, and designed to provide
the best configuration and site location, as well as to tie into and make the best use of the existing
Seward Peninsula highway system. The adjacent location of the Nome regional center airport allows excellent

air logistical support.

(2) The port development both serves a basic public slrvice function (reducing freight Ilightering costs) and has
the potential to stimulate economic development (mining, oil) and provide financial returns to the State.
* *
(3) Maintenance and operational costs have:
a. been minimized as much as possible through the design selected, and
b. will be borne by the user through the use of port tariffs. 1

(4) The Nome port is being Implemented as a joint venture with the private sectorcontributingfinancing and/or
Investment to a maximum extent and the State providing initial seed capital.

DOCUMENTATION OF ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS

Engineering estimates were developed by the design contractor. Figures were based on recent costs of similar con—
struction in the Nome area and for expected construction market conditions at the time of contract award. Estimates
were also based on historical costs of marine facility construction in other areas of Alaska, adjusted for the remote

location of Nome, and on similar construction in other areas of the world.

AGENCY DOT&PF

CATEGORY TRANSPORTATION EvY 85
Pl ADDITIONAL
FY85 EXPLANATION PROGRAM NORTHERN REGION PORTS & HARBORS Pngo 2 of
FORM i Rovisod Dntn

Al TITLE NOME PORT FACILITY



ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATE Oc OPERATIONAL EXPENSE

*NOTE

:  Operational arid maintenance costs together will approach a maximum annual Tfigure of $700,000. This cost
will be borne by the user via an approximate $9 per ton tariff, which is substantially lower than present and
projected lighterage fees. At the same time, the dredging costs of the present Nome harbor, which are pro—
jected to approach $1 million annually and which are financed entirely by governmental appropriations, will

be substantially reduced.

IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

1. Postpone action at this time. Failure togo forward with this projectwill result in continuing high lighterage
costs and act as aretardantto future development in oil exploration, the bottomfish industry, and regional
area mining extraction.

2. Scale down the scope of the overall project. This approach has been adopted. The project as now developed is a
minimal level facility designed to meet current traffic and expandable to meet increased traffic as demand
warrants. In order to.arrive at and agree on the present design, seven basic alternatives, plus minor variations,
all of which were technically feasible, were evaluated in depth.

i
3. Reduce or eliminate state funding insofar as possible. This has also beendone. Private investment has been
sought and secured to the maximum extent.
AGENCY DQT&PF
ADDITIONAL CATEGORY IBANSE.OEIATi.QLL
CP-1
FY35 EXPLANATION PROGRAM NORTHERN REGION PORTS & HARBORS Pogo * of
FORM Rovlsod Dato

M3 TITLE NOME PORT FACILITY
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TITLE
NOME PORT FACILITY PRIORITY 34 OF 49 |
1
TOTAL
OPERATING PREVIOQOUS FY 09 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 ry 09
APPROPRIATIONS
100 PERSONAL *CL5
200-000 LINE* ITEMS
TOTAL
1002 FEDERAL RECEIPTS
100"i GENERAL FUNOS
OTHER FUNDS
FULL-TIME POSITIONS
CAP ITAL TOTAL  _ 6_,58CUQ- _L2_,00CLCL
100; FEDERAL RECEIPTS
100"t GENERAL FUNDS 12-,0CULCL
OTHER FUNDS (6>0# Bonds)  _ §y980-0_ B

REVENUE Jil K | | | |

EXPLAIN PREVIOUS APPROPRIATIONS (GIVE SECTION, CHAPTER, SLA) AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR COST. FUNDING SOURCE, POSITION AND REVENUE ESTIMATES:

Previous g]. vopriations for preliminary engineering and design of this project: Ch 06/74, Ch 110/80/6/24.

sMaintenance on the completed Nome Port Facility will be the responsibility of the City of Nome. Maintenance costs

will be entirely offset through port revenues collected from the users. At the same time, the dredging costs of tir I
present Nome harbor, which are projected to approach $1 million annua”y and which are financed entirely by govern

ment appropriations, will be sub*Zantially reduced.

MM LivPR3M r a anj Wimi«n M ixdiraonirZui gyproraini i mamVVABax tzew, TUXRoB2anz muumniwjir KrindxaxTXKV g nmre 2

AGENCY DQT&PF
CATEGORY TRANSPORTATION I FYS8S
IjHIM n— 1rw —

PROGRAM NORTHERN REGION PORTS & HARBORS

PROJECT TITLE NOME PORT FACILITY
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CITY OF NOME PORT DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
PHASE I BARGE DOCK
PROJECT SUMMARY

Project Description

The City of Nome and Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities (DOT/PF) have worked together the past four
years to develop a design for port facility in Nome. As a
result of a detailed investigation of harbor development
alternatives, and 1in-depth engineering analyses of potential
ice, storm and other design considerations, a design has been

completed for a modern, two-berth offshore barge terminal.
As shown in Figure 1, the proposed harbor will provide the

moorage, offloading area, and cargo handling facilities needed

to meet the 1long term needs of the approximately 12,000 resi-

NOME PORT FACILITY - LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN



dents of Nome and the surrounding villages, and will also
encourage the development of resource-extraction industries to
spur the economic growth of the Norton Sound and Seward Penin-—

sula region.

Recognizing that capital funding for the entire project may not
be initially available, the City of Nome and DOT/PF have
prepared a cut-down version of the project to serve as the
initial construction phase. Shown in Figure 2, the proposed
Phase I construction will 1include a 3,000 foot rubble-mound
causeway connecting an open onshore storage area to a floating
dock moored in 20-25 feet of water. Ocean-going barges up to
400 feet 1long will berth alongside the floating dock (con-—
structed from a conventional 200 foot barge); while containers
and other dry cargo will be transferred to the causeway and be
trucked to shore, as shown in Figure 3. A single buried
pipeline will be used to offload jet fuel and diesel, which
comprise about three-fourths of the bulk petroleum products

delivered to Nome.

As planned, the Phase 1 development will serve the 1immediate
marine transportation needs of the region. Although some
operational shortcomings (such as 1limited draft and berthing
space) may need to be corrected in future phases of construc—
tion, 1in the interim the facility represents a vast improvement
over the current system of lightering cargoes from barges

anchored up to a mile offshore.

Construction Funding

Construction costs for the Phase 1 facility are projected to be
approximately $19.1 million. 0Of that total, it 1is estimated
that a maximum of about $6-8 million can be generated by local
funding (through revenue bonds) or by private sector partici—
pation 1in the project. Federal funding sources (such as the
U.S. Economic Development Administration) are currently being

investigated for funding assistance. However, the City has



Figure 3

NOME PORT FACILITY - PHASE \BARGE DOCK CARGO UNLOADING/LOADING PROCESS

received little encouragement to date from the agencies con—

tacted

that funds would be available in 1984 or 1985. Con—

sequently, grant support by the State of Alaska 1is therefore

requested for approximately s$12 million.

Economic Benefits

Transportation Costs. A major benefit resulting from construc—

tion of the port facility will be the elimination of the costly

and 1inefficient lighterage service currently wused. At an

average charge of about $76 per ton of cargo lightered into

Nome,

the cost to the local community and region 1is on the

order of $3 million annually.

As shown 1in Figure 4, the transportation cost savings realized

by the

grant

state

area residents will depend directly on the level of
funding contributed by the State of Alaska. With total
funding for the project, port tariffs would need to be



set at approximately $35-40 per ton, which would result 1in an
annual savings to area residents of up to $1,6 million. On the
other hand, with a state contribution of approximately s$12
million and the remainder of the cost financed privately or by
the City of Nome, port tariffs would approximate current
lighterage charges and little short-term transportation cost
savings would result. (Over the long-term, of course, port
tariffs to recover capital investment would remain essentially
stable, while lightering costs could be expected to keep pace
with inflation. Thus, even with no 1initial cost advantage the
port over the 1long term would result 1in lower transportation

costs for the residents of the region..)

Regional Economic Development. Phase | of the Nome port will
serve as an important first step in providing for the long ternm
economic growth of Northwest Alaska. As described in the Port
of Nome Economic Development Analysis, construction of the
facility will be a major stimulus for the development and
extraction of 1identified, recoverable tin, fluorite, and other
mineral resources. It will function as a service basis for oil
exploration (and possibly development) 1in Norton Sound, and as
a corollary benefit will focus the O0CS activity in the 1imme—
diate Nome area, thus relieving fears of unwanted development

by many of the coastal villages in the region.

Development of the port Ffacility will play a central vrole in
providing for stable, long-term growth in the region and will
provide benefits statewide through job creation and encouraging
the creation of a significant mining industry on the Seward

Peninsula.



Port Tariff
Requirements
($/ton)

FIGURE A
TRANSPORTATION COST SAVING"S COMPARISON

State of Alaska Construction Funding
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SIMPLE RUBBLEMOUND CAUSEWAY DESIGN
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The Temporary Dock Concept

i..e schema, 1illustrated in the attached drawing, will provide a
section of the causeway envisaged in the original design.

However a temporary floating dock would be formed from a (say)
200 ft. barge and access bridge, moored 1in 20-25 ft. of water at
the proposed O0CS marshalling area. Bargesof up to 400 ft.
could berth alongside the floating dock which might be bal—
lasted to compensate for differences in freeboard.

Diesel and jet fuel would be piped directly to the federal
tanks.

Gasolines and Avgas could ba either trucked or ligluared to the
City tank system.

Winter Removal

On completion of the summer barge season the floating dock would
be removed and stored in the inner harbor for deployment the
following summer.

utilities

No electricity paving or utilities would be provided. Water
might be piped to the dock for O0CS exploration needs if the oil
companies were prepared to contribute to the cost (of the main

and causeway?)
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Future Expansion jora

All .of the construction items with the exception of the berthing
dolphins could be reused if funding later became available to

complete the terminal head and main barge berths. The berthing
dolphins will also provide useful data on their 1ice breaking
capabilities at a relatively low cost.

Cargo Storage

Since a storage and working area would be required during con-—
struction of the causeway, a gravel pad of 5-10 acres would be
provided 1in the originally proposed container storage area.
This could then be used for open storage and distribution
containers during the summer season. No buildings would be

provided.

Causeway Design Parameters

It is anticipated that the minimal maintenance criteria originally
stipulated by the City could be slackened to tolerate some minor
causeway damage in a severe (say 30 year) storm. The resultant
reduction in crest height to elevation +14 feet and armor store
size to 15 tons represents a useful contribution toward the capital

cost of the barge dock.

Limitations of the Temporary Dock -

The main limiting factor of the concept is the lack of adequate
protection against wave action at the dock structure.

Severe fall storm waves would cause excessive movement ac the
dock, causing a closedown of* unloading operations and possibly
necessitating the removal of the ocean going barge to deeper
water.

Only one berth is provided and this will be a definite restric—
tion to operations, particularly at the beginning and end of the
barge season.

Draft at the dock is shallow for a fully loaded 400 or 450 ft.
fuel barge which might draw 25 ft. This is not a severe con—
straint 1in the short term but could cause problems in later
years as cargo volumes increase.

Gasoline and Avgas fuels would still be unloaded inefficiently.
Against this 1is not a major constraint in the short term.



Finally the 200 x70 ft. barge
navigated through the existing river entrance. It is however

rather small in terms of manoeuvring cargo and container vans
for transfer to the causeway.

is the largest that . could be

Capital Costs

Construction costs for the facility are $19 million as shown

below. Since approximately 85% of the cost is for rock armor or
causeway Fill material this is essentially the only area where
useful savings might be made. These could include:

- Reduction 1in design

- "Contribution” from Alaska Gold towards cost of dredge
tailings in the form of a reduced royalty.

- Likewise from Bering Straits for the armor rock.

criteria for armor.

Reduction
oil

federal

tanks.

Preliminary Cost Estimate

in size of the gravel

pad/working area behind the

I tem Quantity Unit Unit Price Amount

1. Onshore Pad & Access Roads

a) Class F Fill 232,000 CcYy 9 2,088,000

k)

2. Causeway Armor .& Core °

a) Class A - (15 ton) 173,700 CY =& 32 5,564,800

b) Class A - (8 ton) 42,700 CcY 26 1,110,200

¢c) Class B - (1.5 ton) 117,200 cy 16 1,875,200

d) Class B3 - (1600 1Ib) 23 ,400 CY 14 327,600

e) Class C1 - (200 1b.) 34,200 cY 12 410,400

f) Class C2 - (169 1Ib.) 17,600 cYy 12 211 ,200

g Class D 58,300 CcY 8 466.400

h) Class E - 283,700 cYy 7 1,985,900

i) Class F 118,80% CcY 9 1,069,200
3. Dredging for armor toe 54 ,300 CcY 15 814,500
4. Causeway Bridge sum 500,000
5. Forklift Ramp sum 50,000
6 . Mooring dolphins 2 ea 100,000 200,000
7. Fenders, buoys sum 40,000
8. Fuel distribution

8" fuel line, metering, .

accessories sum 620,000

Subtotal

Contingency (10%)

TOTAL BASE

PRICE

$17,333,400

1,731,300

$19,066,700



Operating and Maintenance Costs

Annual costs for personnel, equipment, fuel and supplies, other
operating and maintenance requirements, as well as the port
operator®s overhead and profit, 1is estimated to be $1.4 million
per year.

As the facility as now envisioned would not provide onshore
storage buildings, etc. o: a new tank farm, the onshore area
originally planned for tv”m would be available for the port
operator to lease to private organizations as a means of reduc—
ing annual costs.

The temporary facility would be somewhat less efficient than the
TAMS port, primarily due to reduced operating area at the dock
and an increase in trucking (or alternatively barging) required
for aviation gas and motor fuel products.

As a single berth and less efficient offloading would result 1in
barges occasionally waiting to offload their cargoes, all, wance

should be made for demurrage charges. For the initial years of
operation it could be expected that the number of vessel waiting
days would not exceed 12 per season. Assuming a daily demurrage

charge of $15,000 for an ocean-going tug and barge, this would
result in an additional operating cost of $180,000 per year.

For baseline tonnage volumes the overall cost of port operations
would be approximately $37.80 per ton.

Revenues

Assuming the port operator collected revenues based on the cargo
tonnage moving through the port each year, and to prevent overall
transportation costs from increasing, the upper limit on the

annual charges would be the literage cost (currently averaging
$76.90 per ton) less the cost of port operations ($37.80 per ton).
Using an average annual cargo volume of about 41,000 tons, revenues
to the operator after deducting the operating and maintenance costs
would be approximately $1.6 million per year.

Financing Alternatives

Net revenues to the port operator would allow partial private funding
of the capital cost using this appraoch. The balance of che base
construction cost would require State funding. Depending upon the
length of time the port is operated in this manner, as much as $12
million in State funds might be needed.

Additional facilities such as water service or tank farms should be
funded as required by anticipated users.
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13 Cylindrical Rubber Fenders I sum 250,000

14 50 con and 100 Con Bollards, Mooring Hardware sum 200,000

Carried Forward ,15,482,900
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UNIT
DESCRIPTION UNIT
PRICE AMOUNT
tiT FORWARD 115,482,900
CAUSEWAY

20 Armor cu.yd. 3,971,200
cu.yd. 1,406,400
cu.yd. 780,000
1600k cu.yd. 482,400
cu.yd. 687,000
cu.yd. 502,500
cu.yd. 1,435,000
Core Mater, cu.yd. 1,245,000
cu.yd. 324,000
7" Crushed Rock IHise, 5 Pavement 11 750 sq .yd 564,000
Bridge sum 500,000

Total Offshore Facilities Phase 1 27,350,400
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36
37

38

8" Crushed Rock, 6 Asphal*t Pavement

RIPZILDINGS

Container Freight Station
Vehicle Maintenance Buildine,
LiRheink

Utilities

Security Fencing

Total Onshore Facilities Phase |

(No Land Acquisition)

TIPPETTS-A3BUETT-McC ARTHY-STRATTON

50,700

9,600
4.000

3,600

Isg.yd.

so.f-1
sq.ft,

sjubl
sura

lin.ft.

A

ENG IN!
aPOJi QoA »
L A S IC
58 12,940,600
80 768,000
110 440,000
60,000
120,000
40 144.000
6,313.000



DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT PURNllcTE AMOUNT

UTILITIES - PHASE 1
Water Distribution (See

Furnis

FUEL DISTRIBUTION

Furnish & in

sum
sum
Regula
nstall 8000 1.f.6"0 bI.steel pipe
Corrosion Protection sum
utility Bridge sum
Furn eel pipe
siim

pipe and two (2) 8500 bbl tanks
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PORT OF NOME

TEMPORARY BARGE DOCK BONDING ANALYSIS

I. Comparisoneof Trucking Fuel vs Baraina
Fuel unloading costs using tractor with twin tanks to deliver
to in-city tanks:
Round-trip mileage double trailer
tractor combination
car haul o 10,000 gal.
(conversation w/Chevron
Seattle, 20 September)
One-way 3600°
1100"
20Co "
6700" x 2 = 13,400 = 2.5 miles round trip
Baseline Fuel Quantities
% Tonnaae Volume>*
(gallons)
Unleaded Gas 6.5 1,900 540,000
Regular Gas 8.6 2,600 740,000
Avgas - 80797 0.7 200 60 ,000
Avgas - 100/130 8.6 2.,600 740,000
Jet A-50 32.6 9,800 2,800,000
Diesel 43.0 12,900 3,690,000
30,000 8,570,000
* 0 7 lIbs/gal. -
Truck Trios Reauired
Number of Trios Reau irec)/ve
Unleaded Gas 54
Regular Gas 74
Avgas 80/87 6
Avgas 1007130 74
Total 208 trips/year
Loading time per triD (@ 500 gpm) 10,000 x 1.5 "™ 30 min
500
Round trip travel time 2.5 mi 0 15 mph 10 min
Unloading time (0 250 gpm) 1000 x 1.5 60 min
250
Total 100 min round trip



Typical barge load - 8,000 tons = 2,300,000 gallons

Worst case all gas, aviation gas on one barge:

One truck could make 12 trips/day (at 80% operating time).
Using 3 trucks: 36 x 10,000 = 360,000 gal/day
2,300,000 =6.4 days per barge (worst case)
360,000 total
Operating Costs
A.  Trucking Fuel
Labor - @ 350 hrs x $50/hr =$17,500

Truck operating costs/mile

208 trips x 2.5 miles = 520 miles = 1,600
X $3 .00/mile

3 ($100 ,000/truck) with
accelerated depreciation (4 yr) = 75,000
Total $94,100

Plus demurrage charges

tug and barge ($15,000/day x 6 days) $ 90,000
Subtotal $184,100
plus OH & Profit (30%) 55,230
Total $239,330

2.3 x 106 gal = $0.10/gal = $1.20/100 wt

B. Lightering

Lightering - using two barges can lighter = 1,850 tpd
(WAATS p. 4-137)

for 7,300 tons requires 7300
1850 = 4 days

Arctic lighterage tariff @ 3.30/100 wt = $0.28/gal

Conclusion - use trucking ($0.10/qgal vs $Q.28/qal)



For estimate of 0&M costs for revised harbor use basis of Table

3.1 - Economic Development Analysis.
Personnel (from Table 3.1) 280,000
+ fuel hauling labor 12,500
+ additional driving to town (see below) 5,000
297,500
Equipment, utilities & misc. 376,000
+ truck operating costs for fuel 51,600
+ 3 additional trucks for haul to town 40,000
467,600
Maintenance - assume $300,000 for dolphin
maintenance/replacement, grading, etc 300,000
Docking barge rental/purchase, plus annual
installation/removal - annual cost 75,000
Total $1,140,100
Annual demurrage - up to 12 days 0 15,000/day 180,000
Driving to town - additional 1.5 mile round trip at
10,000 tons/year dry cargo, average load o s8-10 tons
require additional 1000-1250 trips
for average 20 mph driving time @
4.5 minutes® additional time/trio
1250
5625 minutes = 93.75 hrs at 70% efficiency - use
140 hrs
140 hrs x $50,000
2000 hrs = 3,500 use $5,000 therefore negligible
X111 Summary - Bonding Caoacityv
For bonding capacity - assuming leasehold operation
total annual operating costs $1,140,000
leaseholder 0&M & profit (20%) 228,000

$1,368,000

revenues available

0 75.90/ton x 47,000 $3,111,900

less potentialdumurrage < 18Q,0Q0>
Subtotal $2,931,900

less leaseholder 0&M &profit <1,368 ,000>

Net Revenues* $1,563,900



i g L SasA L1\

Bonding Capacity (1.5:1 bond coverage, 10% 0 20 yrs) S8 .9 mill ion f -
for city operation - (no profit) = $10 million

"Chargeable on-a per ton basis to leaseholder.



TABLE- 3.1
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS — 1S25
(1S32 dollars)

ESTIMATED COST

OPERATION (1932 dollars)
Personnel Salaryl
1 Harbormaster 55.CCO 55.000
2 Longshoremen
Full time 50.000 100,000
10 Longshoremen
Quarter time 50.000 125.000

Subtotal 280.000

Equipment Unit Cost-'
2 Cranes 100.000 200,000
3Truck-Tractors 20,000 60,000
10 Trailers 1,000 10,000
2 26-Ton Forklifts 30,000 60,000
2 5-Ton Forklifts 8,000 16,000
Subtotal 346,000
Utilities 10,000
Miscellaneousl 20,000

MAINTENANCE

Buildings 40.000
Storage Yards 10.000
Docks/Fenders (replace 5 years) 100,000
Causeway-Surfacing 200,000
Utilit.es 30,000

Subtotal 380.000

TOTAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 1,036,000

‘Includes benefits.
'Includes equipment operating and replacement costs.
"Includes administrative overhead, miscellaneous supplies, etc.

Source: TAMS Ennineers
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PROJECT:

OWNER:
FUNDING

DESIGN ENGINEERS:

DESIGN COMPLETION:

CONSTRUCTION BID DATE:

AVAILABILITY OF PLANS:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Port of Nome Causeway and Onshore
Facilities

The City of Nome, Alaska
State of Alaska (DOT/PF)

Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton
(TAMS)

Estimated for February 19/,

Unknown, depends on the City of Nome
obtaining funding from the State of
Air ska Legislature. Possibly in
mic-summer 1983.

Plans will not be made available until
the City is prepared to go ahead with
construction. Incomplete preliminary
plans and study materials may be viewed
at TAMS offices by arrangement.

The City of Nome, situated on the north
shore of Norton Sound (Figure 1) has a
shallow harbor which precludes the
docking of vessels drawing more than e
feet of

water.
Conse

quent —
ly all

cargo 1is
lighter —
ed from

barges

ancho red
up to

1 mile

offshore.

The City

proposes

to build

the new port 1in three phases. The
first level of development, shown in
Figure 2 will provide two 400 foot
barge berths at an offshore terminal
connected to the shore by a 3500 foot
causeway. Later phases of development
will include two additional piers for
oil rig service vessels and a bulk ore
load out facility.
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Fig. 2 Layout of Port

STRUCTURAL DETAILS:
Causeway

The causewav, shown 1in Figures 3 and 4, will be a rubble mound
structure [ ;1 15-20 ton arr®or protection to the south and west
faces and 8-12 ton armor on the east face. Utility lines will
be direct buried 1in two utility corridors. The causeway
roadway and offshore terminal area will be paved with asphalt;
axle loads on the facility are expected to be 120,000 pounds.

Causeway Breach
Approximately 400 feet from shore the causeway will be breached

and the opening crossed with a 98 foot bridge of prestressed
concrete girders.

Offshore Terminal

The offshore terminal will provide 4.6 acres of short term open
storage area (no buildings).

Dock Structure

The main dock structure to the offshore terminal will be.
constructed from 30 foot diameter by 33 foot high circular
concrete caissons, as shown 1in Figure 5. Wall thickness is 12
inches with an 18 1inch base giving a weight of 315 tons per
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Fig. 3 Typical Section - Offshore. Terminal
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Fig. 4 Typical Section - Causeway



Dock Wall

33 ft. x 30 ft. O
Concrete Caissons

Fig. 5 Dock Structure and Caissons



caisson. Epoxy coated reinforcement is expected and an epoxy

outer coating may be required over the area of the caisson

likely to be subjected to ice abrasion.

Onshore Facilities

1. 10 acres of open storage on a 9 foot thick gravel pad.

2. Container Freight Station: 8000 square feet of container
handling area plus 1600 square feet of office space using
pre-engineered metal buildings.

3. Vehicle Maintenance Shop: 3200 square feet of work area
with a 5 ton crane.

Fuel Systenm

Since 75% of ail cargoes 1imported to the region are bulk
petroleum products, a comprehensive fuel wunloading, distribu—

tion and storage system is required. The main offloading point
will comprise 4 product unloading arms and pipework to che tank
farm area shown in Figure 6. New tanks will be constructed

within the existing fuel storage area.

Mechanical and Electrical

The utilities corridor along the causeway will carry high and
low voltage electrical service, telephone, 1lines for a variety
of types of fuel, and water |lines for fire fighting. At the
terminals and berths there will be navigation lighting and
illumination for work areas.

CLIMATE:

Norton Sound 1is open to navigation from mid or late June to
late October or mid-November when sea ice from the Bering Sea
collects along the shoreline. Shorefast and floating 1ice cover
is normally established by January and remains to a distance of
approximately 1 mile from the shoreline until break up (Figure

7). Winter temperature minimum averages -10 F and rarely
falls below -40a F. Summer temperatures rarely exceed 55 F.
The predominant storm direction 1is from the southwest. A 100

year significant wave height of 16.5 feet 1is projected for the
offshore terminal area, accompanied by a storm tide which 1in
1974 caused a 10 foot set up at the City dock 1in the Snake
River.



