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A LASKA RAILROAD corporation

Pouch 7-2111 « Anchorage, Alaska 99510-7069

April 30, 1985

The Honorable John B. "Jack Coghill
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau. AK 99811

Subject: SB 303
Dear Senator Coghill:

Thank you for Inviting aur response to Senate 8111 303. which proposes repeal of
A.S. 42.40.355.

As you know, AS. 42.40.355 provides that the Corporation may not apply for a
right-of-way across, or exercise eminent domain In, the western unit of the

Gates of the Arctic National Presense.

Among the many powers assigned to It, the Corporation is authorized to plan for
and undertake expansion of the railroad and railroad activities. Including
extension of the rail system. We support Senate Bill 303, because It creates a
flexibility to plan for extensions in an important part of our State.

The Legislature has previously found that the Corporation muat funotlon as a
viahi* economla entity, which Will aho provide a level of transportation service
that best satisfies the needs of the people of the State. Although any proposed
extension of the rail system calls for careful scrutiny consistent with such
Legislative purposes, by promoting flexibility, SB 3083 meshes well with our
desire to responsibly plan for the future.

Sincerely,

F, G. Turpin
President and Chief Executive Officer



8 42.40.355 I’tmi.ic Utiutiks and Cakhikkk § 42.40.370

(c) The corporation may lease, subject to AS 42.40.285 and (d) of this
section, grant easements in or permits for, or otherwise authorize use
of portions of rail land. However, the corporation may not convey its
entire interest in rail land except as provided in AS 42.40.285,
42.40.070(d) and 42.40.400.

(d) A lease or disposal of land approved by the legislature under AS
42.40.285 by the corporation to a party other than the slate shnll be
made at fair market value as determined by a qualified appraiseror by
competitive hid. (8 2 ch 150 SLA 1984)

Sec. 42.40.055. Prohibition. Notwithstanding any other provision
in AS 42.40, the stale-owned railroad as defined under 45 U.S.C.
1202(14) may notapply for a right-of-wny across, or exercise eminent
domain in, the western (Kobuk River) unit of the Cates of the Arctic
National Preserve under 15 U.S.C. 410hh(4)(b)-(e>. (8 2 ch 153 SLA
1984)

Sec. 42.40.0(50, Request for land, (a) The board may nominate
federal land it determines may be useful for present or future railroad
purposes for selection under the Alaska Statehood Act (P.L. 85 — 508,
72 Slat. 309), as amended, and request the commissioner of natural
resources to select the land for the state through the federal land
selection process.

(b) The board may identify and request the commissioner ofnatural
resources to convey land necessary or useful for present or future rail-
road purposes owned by or tentatively approved for transfer to the
state, including land not contiguous with a railroad utility corridor or
rail land. The request mustinclude a statementofandjustification for
the present or future railroad use. Upon receipt ofa request, the com-
missioner shall temporarily reserve the land identified in the request
for railroad purposes and defer disposal or lease of that land under
other laws to a party other than the corporation. The temporary
reservation of land is subject to valid existing rights and remains in
efTecL for 180 days. (§ 2 ch 153 SLA 1984)

See. 42.40.370. Conveyance of land, (a) Within 90 days after
receiving a request under AS 42.40.360(b) the commissioner ofnatural
resources shall by written decision

(1) designate the identified land for railroad purposes and, subject to
valid existing rights, convey the state’s interests in the land to the

corporation;
(2) notify the corporation of reasons for refusal to designate the

identified land for railroad purposes; or
(3) approve the request in part and deny it in part and convey as

appropriate.
(b) A conveyance of land under this section may be for less than its
appraised value as determined by the commissioner of natural

resources.
49

H-2..H0.355"



PUBLIC LAW 96-487- DEC. 2, 1980

and scenic beauty of the mountains, forelands, rivers, lakes, and
other natural features: to Tprowde continyed _opportunities,
including reasonable access, fo

eering, and_other wilderness recreational activities; and_ to
protect habitat for and the populations of, fish and wildlife,
including, but not limited to, caribou, grlz,zlgl bears, Dali sheep
moose, wolves, and raptorial birds. Subsistence uses by local
residents shall be permitted in the park, where such uses ure
traditional, in accordance with the provisions ci title VIII,

(b) Congress finds that there is a need for access for surface
transportation purposes across the Western (Kobuk River) unit
of the Gates of the Arctic National Preserve (from the Ambler
Mining District to the Alaska Pipeline Haul Road) and the
Secretary shall permit such access in accordance with the provi-
sions ofthis subsection. o ,

(c) Upon the filing of an application pursuant to section 1104

b), and (c) of this "Act for a right-of-way across the Western
Kobuk River) unit of the presetve, including the Kobuk Wild
and Scenic River, the Secretary shall give nofice in the Federal
Register of a thirty-day period for other applicants to apply for
access.
, _(dz The Secretary and the Secretary of Transportation shall
jointly prepare an environmental and economic analysis solely
for the purpose of determining the most desirable route for the
right-of-way and terms and conditions which may be required for
the issuance of that right-of-way. This analysis. shall be com-
pleted within one year and the draft thereofwithin nine months
of the receipt of the application and shall be prePared in lieu of
an environmental impact statement which would otherwise be
re(1_U|red under section _102%2)((;) of the National Environmental
Policy Act. Such analysis shali be deemed to satisfy all require-
mentsofthat Actand shall notbesubjecttojudicialreview. Such
environmental and economic analysis shall be prepared in
accordance wjth the procedural requirements of section 1104(e).
fTrhe Secretaries in preparing the analysis shall consider the
ollowing—

(i, Alternative routes including the consideration of eco-

nomically feasible and prudentalternative routes across the
preserve which would result in fewer or less severe adverse
Impacts upon the preserve. , .

(i) The environmental and social and ecopomic impact of
the,rlﬂht-,of-way including impact upon wildlife, fisn, and
their habitat, and rural and traditional lifestyles including

subsistence activities, and measures which should be insti-
tuted to avoid or minimize negative impacts and enhance
positive Impacts. , i

(e) Within 60 days of the completion of the environmental and
economic analysis, the Secretaries shall jointly agree upon a
route for issuance of the right-of-way across the preserve. Such
righbof-way shall be issued’in accordance with the provisions ol
section 1107 ofthis Act, o _ _

(5) Kenai Fjords National Park, containing approximately five
hundred and Bixty-seven thousand acres 0f£Ub|IC lands, as

enerally depicted on map numbered KEFJ-90,007, and dated

ctober1978. The park_shall be managed for the following
purposes, among others: To maintain unimpaired the scenic ana
environmental integrity of the Harding Icefield, its outflowmg
glaciers, and coastalfjords and islands in their natural state; an

r mountain chmb_in;};,, mountain-

94 STAT. 2379

Post, p. 2422.

Publication in
Federal
Register.

Environmental
and economic
analysis.

42 USC 4332.

Post, p. 2459.

Kenai Fiords
National Park.
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|, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
reqular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records
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STATE OF ALASKA 1985 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL

Bill/Resolution No: SB 308 Agency Affected: State Bond Committee
Title: $350,000,000 Transportation Program Category Affected:

General Obligation Bonds

Sponsor: Rodey BRU, Program of Subprograra(s) Affected:
Requestor: Senate Transportation General Obligation Bond Debt Service

Date of Request: Hay 6, 1985

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

1FYy 86 I1FY 8 1FY 8 1FY 8 1FY 8 1FY 9
OPERATING 1 1 1 1 1 1
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 1 - 1 - 1 1 1 1
200 TRAVEL 1 - - - 1 1 1 1 -
300 CONTRACTUAL 1 - 1 - 1 1 I 1
400 SUPPLIES 1 - 1 - 1 1 1 1 -
500 EQUIPHENT 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 -1 1
600 LANDS & STRUCTURES 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 1
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 1
800 MISCELLANEOUS 1 - ] 17,500 | 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960
TOTAL OPERATING 1 - | 17,500 | 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960
I CAPITAL 1 - 1 ~ 1 1 1 1 -
1 REVENUE 1 - 1 1 - 1 - 1 1 -
FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)
| GENERAL FUND | | 17,500 | 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960
| FEDERAL FUNDS | 1 ~ 1 - 1 - 1 - i ~
| OTHER | | -1 - 1 - 1 1 -
1 TOTAL 1 - | 17,500 ] 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960 | 56,960
POSITIONS:
| FULL-TIME - | - 1 ~ 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 -
| PART-TIME | - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 -
1 . TEMPORARY ! - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 -

ANALYSIS: Debt Service on $350 million of bonds at 10% interest with 10 year maturity.

FY 86 amount is interest only on one semi-annual payment.

L1 UJ- 1UJ.6 UQL Phone: 465-2350

Division: Treasury \ // [\6(/ r Date: May 7, 1985
Approved by Commissioner:/Xk h Vo M Date: 71
Agency: Department of Revenue /\ 1

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note)
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget

Impacted Agency(ies)
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Introduced: 5/3/85
Referred: Transportation
and Finance

IN THE SENATE BY RODEY AND FERGUSON
SENATE BILL NO. 308
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for the issuance of general obliga-
tion bonds in the amount of $350,000,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost of transportation pro-
jects; calling for a special election on the ques-
tion; and providing for an effective date."
BE 1T ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. For the purpose of paying the <cost of transportation
projects, general obligation bonds of the state in the principal amount of
not more than $350,000,000 shall be issued and sold. The full faith,
credit, and resources of the state are pledged to the payment of the prin-
cipal of and interest and redemption premium, if any, on these bonds.
These bonds shall be issued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those
provisions read at the time of issuance.

* Sec. 2. If the issuance of these bonds is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, a special fund of the state to be known as the "1985
Transportation Projects Fund"™ shall be established, to which shall be
credited the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of this
Act except for the accrued interest and premiums.

* Sec. 3. (a) The amount of $350,000,000 is appropriated from the
"1985 Transportation Projects Fund"” to the Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities to be allocated in accordance with the following projects
and estimates:

(1) transportation projects within the Municipality of

Anchorage:

-1- SB 308
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districts,

West Northern Lights

Eklutna Transportation Project

Lake Otis Drive

Boniface Parkway and interchanges

C St., Tudor to ARR

100th and Minnesota interchange

C St., - Klatt Road

Spenard Road

36th Avenue

Dimond Blvd

Arctic Blvd

Pedestrian improvements

Traffic circulation improvements
Anchorage road district service areas
Limited road service areas

Eagle River Hiland Road bridge
Chugiak-E.R.-Birchwood road improvements
0ld and New Seward Highway Intersections

improvements
Eagle River-Birchwood-Chugiak State
Road improvements

Total
(2) transportation projects in the
in the respective amounts:

District 1

District 2

District 3

District 4

District 5

following house

21,000,000
28,000,000
15,500,000
26,300,000
2,000,000
3,500,000
2,600,000
12,600,000
3,100,000
5,600,000
5,600,000
1,700,000
2,000,000
3,500,000
2,000,000
3,000,000

1,400,000

5,600,000

5,000,000

$150,000,000

17,392,439
8,695,565
8,695,565

17,391,304

17,391,304

election
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District 6 8,695,565

District 16 17,391,304
District 17 8,695,565
District 18 8,695,565
District 19 8,695,565
District 20 17,391,304
District 21 8,695,565
District 22 8,695,565
District 23 8,695,565
District 24 8,695,565
District 25 8,695,565
District 26 8,695,565
District 27 8,695,565
Total $200,000,000

(b) The proceeds of the bond 1issue may be vreallocated among the
listed projects as provided by law.

*  Sec. 4. If the issuance of these bonds is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, the amount of $1,225,000 or as much of that amount as
is found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to
the state bond committee to carry out the provisions of this Act and to pay
expenses incident to the sale and issuance of the bonds authorized in this

Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorized by this sec-
tionshall be reimbursed to the general fund from the proceeds of the sale
of the bonds authorized by this Act.

* Sec. 5. The amount withdrawn from the public facility planning fund
for the purpose of advance planning for the improvements financed wunder
this Act shall be reimbursed to the fund from the proceeds of the sale of
bonds authorized by this Act.

* Sec. 6. The question whether the bonds authorized in this Act are to

SB 308
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be issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state

special

election to be held the first Tuesday in November 1985 and

read substantially as follows:

Proposition

State General Obligation Transportation Projects

Bonds $350,000,000
Shall the State of Alaska issueits general obligation
bonds in the principal amount of not more than
$350,000,000 for the purpose of paying the cost of
transportation projects?

Bonds Yes [ 1]

Bonds No [ 1

* Sec. 7. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with

10.070(c).

SB 308

AS

at a

shall

01.-
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Michael Olnneen of The Times

Onlookers grieve at the scene of the accident Wednesday in which a car stilick and critically injured 9-year-old Tal Lee Biksen
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Ezso%ig?e%eprsegfndllrflyg;; , _ Some lawmakers, however,

Juneau— Legislation to put - I K K I ¥ %%l?né![tiﬁe ;[églae o come Olft
? %Olmililion bond issue be-' awmakers, nowiles ca “This is beihg put on the
ore Alaska voters was intro- .
duced in the House Wednes- ~ fOF bond proposal testimony s another §150 miilion o
day, but opponents said the: ‘. | W et Vo capital projects,” said Rep.
measure is a disguised at- by Larry Persily Mike Navarre, D-Kenai.
tempt to give Anchorage more Times Juneau Dureau = * Wi a i . He said evéry Alaska town
money to spend on roads. Juneau —It’s become a battle of bond market and govern- would like more money to

The proposal — sponsored ment debt experts as legislators consider a proposal to (place a spend on construction _pro-
by Reps. HA "Red” Boucher $359million statewide bond issue before the voters this fall. jects, but state government
of Anchorage and Sam Cotten Mayor Tony Knowles is in Juneau today with his national must cut back its spending.
of Eagle River —would set up bond market experts, lobbying for support for his proposal to Navarre said the bonding
a. special election in Novem- I" fund transportation and utility projects with a statewide bond proposal promotes “fiscal ir-
ber. _ ISSUe., _ _ . responsibility.” '

\ . If the bond,issue was ap- . The Senate Finance Committee countered with an announce- With the value of North
proved, Anchorage would get ;'  ment Wednesday that it has invited state and municipal debt Slope crude oil on the decline,
$150 million for road and high- consultants from Princeton, N.J., to come to Juneau next week lawmakers this year have
way projects.” ' ' ‘=e vy todiscuss the bond sale proposal with lawmakers. ) been wrestling to reduce state
"« The remaining $200. million y Senate Finance Co-Chair Jan Faiks, R-Anchorage, said she spending. The legislature ear-
would be portioned out by elec- and Co-Chair John .Sackett, R-Ruby “have invited them (the marked $L.2 hillion for public
tion district for transportation '’/  consultants) to come and present firsthand their analysis of the construction in the current fis-
projects in the rest of Alaska. finances of Alaska.”. ; : cal year,

“This bill might be less than f: The Senate committee has invited representatives of Govern- By-all accounts, however,
perfect, but it’s the firststepin.:  ment Finance Associates, of Princeton, N.J., to address a joint’. the fiscal 1986 capital budget
realizing that Mother, Alaska™ .l S.ee $350million, page B-7 now being built will total no
can’t do everything for every-7;>[ more than $500 million, with
one,” Beucher said. - half of that destined for devel-

Hesaid the bondvofeV M d'AMAM AN, N . , o opment  of  hydroelectric
let Alaska’s citizens —not its-*yTony Knowles and the'’Anchor- yiy.(saidChip  bennerlein, -sla  power."
lawmakers — decide, whether > age Assembly. 'Knowlesaide. & Fe Knowles and the assembly

S The Timesti more money should be s p e n t ,Knowles and a cadre: of . "We're suggesting a vote of  have drafted a priority list 0f'

" " ‘u“ people to resolve the Myraod and highway projects to-
he said. “Wemust have  taling $160 million.

. _ _ solution to our. basic tranS-? - Rep. .Steve Rieger, R-An-

ddentscan* "sure if | would voteyesornoil_ J makersmn ™ #13- ... €. pOrtation problems.” * = fX®. chorage, said the bonding pro-

" .the ballot box on these pro- OurW accelerated; - roadii . ,  Boucher said Wednesday he.  posal is a bad idea because it

jects,” Boucher said;! y~(c'onstruction) program,is o n” and Cotten have support from”7? ®ommits, the state to pay off
/.. The bondysaletisy-backed ¥ track today, and we need to about 25 members’of the 40-™ pond debts when economists
'strongly by Anchorage Mayor~firidai way to keep itontrack,” v member House. :J See Bond, page B-7
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session sometime next week of the House and Senate finance
committees, Faiks said.

Until the?/ meet with the consultants, Faiks said, Senate fi-
nance “will leave the option of the bond proposal open.”

Legislators are divided on the bond proposal, with many sup-
porting the issue but others opposing It as being fiscally irres-
ponsible at a time of declining oil revenues.

Government Finance Associates specializes in advising state
and local governments on bond issues, said Milt Barker, deputy
commissioner for the Alaska Department of Revenue. The com-
pany has served as financial adviser to the state bond com-
mittee since last fall, Barker said.

Faiks reported the consultants will address lawmakers on:

-The possibility of selling $350 million in state general obliga-
tion bonds, to be paid off by future general fund revenues.

-The effects the bond sale could have on state and municipal

bond ratings, including any effects it might have on school dis-.

trict bond sales.

-The cost of "back-loading,” a proposal to lower bond pay-
ments by paying only interest in the early years and then paying
the principal in later years, stretching the debt over a longer pe-
riod of time.

The advisers will be asked to explain how Alaska earned its
high bond rating, what must be done to maintain that rating, and
how much a drop in the rating could cost the state, Faiks said.

A bill authorizing a $350 million bond issue special election
this fall was introduced Wednesday in the House. The hill allo-
cates $150 million for priority road projects in Anchorage, with
the remaining $200 million divided between other areas of the
state.

Knowles has been pushing for a statewide bond issue to itind
Anchorage road projects left out of this session’s state capital
projects budget.

The mayor said his group of bond market experts, scheduled

to come to Juneau today from Seattle, San Francisco and New .

York, will explain to lawmakers how the bonds can be sold with-
out harming Alaska’s financial rating and without putting unrea-

sonable burdens on the state treasury.

Bond

Continued from page B-I

aren’t yet sure how low the price
of oil will sink in the future.

In the wake of declining oil
wealth, Rieger said, legislators
this year have talked about
statesmanship in tackling tough
budget problems.

“And the statesmanship in the
this case is not to cave in,” he
said.

According to the Boucher-Cot-
ten plan, Anchorage would get
$150 million for 19 specific road
and highway projects — if the
bond issue was approved by vot-
ers.

Each election district outside
of Anchorage would get $8.7 mil-
lion for tranportation projects,
according to the plan.

With 11 days to go in what’s
supposed to be a 120-day legisla-
:hve session, the proposal will
"have to speed through the com-
niittee Erocess in time to be ap-
proved by both house of the legis-

1SS U e

given

One veteran senator said Wed-
nesday there’s probably not
enough time for that to happen,

especially since the Boucher-Cot-'

ten bill has generated little en-
thusiasm in the Senate.

“There’s no open support for
it,” said Sen. Bill Ray, D-Juneau.

“It would be the.pork-barrel
of all pork-barrels, when you’re
going to kill the pig now and be
paying for it over the next 10
years with money you don’t even
know you’re going to have,” Ray
said. *

Sen. Jan Faiks, an Anchorage
Republican who co-chairs the
Senate Finance Committee, has
said a bond issue would be irres-
ponsible when falling revenues
leave the state’s future financial
picture in doubt.

Meanwhile, Senate President
Don Bennett, R-Fairbanks, has
called the idea “ridiculous.”

State officials said Wednesday

it would cost between $300,000
and $1 million to hold a special
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Maria Hendr.x, 7, plays with her dog while her mother, Carla, an Alaska Cab driver, takes part inan attempted citywide taxi strike on Third Avenue Tuesday

S.M'$

bHChrisragM?rUQly :.1

Alaska Cab drivers Tuesday.

,were unsuccessful In a bid to
fostera citywlde taxi strike.

m About 17 Alaska Cab drivers

- far fewer than organizers
expected — gathered at a va-

cam Third Avenue parking lot. » 12 regulated.” he sa. d
1 m?ke a *»ving out here ¢

near the Holiday tan in An-
chorage Tuescfay evening to
debate the hotly contested cab

fares. They were later joined.
by four Checker Cab drivers'

*and two Yellow Cabdrivers.
The drivers mingled around
the parking lot for about an

8,20 0

_Zo dnvers assemble to discuss rare regulatlon =1kl

‘e

said he came to
n nty, tot

~Ner,

1® ?
"We
e

the way it isnow.

Alaska Cab driver Alex
Olah, who helped organize the
protest, said the meeting was
organized to draft opinions
from ail cabdrivers. "We want
to know where everyone
stands on the issue,” Olah said.

~-Petec Kautéky, “an A'I'asléa,

11 K-

| *

drivers whb supported the pro-
test said they favored the $1.50
a mile rate and a $1.50 flag
drop used by Checker Cab. At
present, Alaska Cab charges
$1.20 a mile and $1.40 for a flag
drop. Yellow Cab recently cut
Its faces to $1 a mile and.80
cents for a flag drop.

Yellow Cab officials said '
business is booming because of
the lower fares. “Cab calls
have Jumped from 1,200 a day
to 2,000 a day,” said Hugh

o u g h A

pathlixe W|th their f-oblems

raise its prices,”, he said.

"Our cabbies arc busy all day. « icf*They were the low fares and

Because Yellow Cab is mo-- ;, , our business hurt;

nopollzing most of the bus!-J;

ness, drivers with other com- T.

panies say they can't make a*
decent living now. .

Marcl Denison, a Checker >
Cab driver, said she also
agrees with a blanket fare of
$1.50. "We need some order in ~
this business,” she said.

But John Carlson, a Yellow ={;

Cab driver, said Alaska Cab Is V
simply experiencing the pres- :

now the
shoe Is on the other foot."”
Officials at Alaska Cab said

*drivers never tried to negotl-
m ate with them about their

problems. "I think we can
solve the problems Intemaly
without bringing the public
into it," said Karen Johnson, a
managerat Alaska Cab.

She said Alaska Cab owners

, are scheduling a meeting later

this week between manage-

laska Jﬂr%se to

check the ice and, ngiu along the

< bank, It’s starting to get a Tittle
Mslushy.tti Ekstedt said Tuesday.

- See Tanana, page B-3

mPanel kills

pay raises
-_tﬁyLarrﬁPerst

Junenu — The Senate Finance

““"Committee this moming deleted

’

about $39 million for state em-
ployee pay raises from the fiscal
year 1988 budget, setting the
table for a healed family argu-
ment with the House.

The House Finance Com-'
mittee last week passed Its ver-
sion of the $1.9 billion state gen-
eral fund operating budget, send-
ing the bill to the Senate with the
employee pay raise money in-

meluded in the total.

The Senate majority caucus
met last week and pledged to de- ;
lete the pay raise funding fromm;
the budget, and this moming Sen- :
ate finance by unanimous vote
sliced about $39 million from the
House budget.

After deletion of the pay raise
funding and half a dozen other

hour talking with other drivers
and the press.

Most of the Alaska Cab

Brown, Yellow Cab manager.

sures of competition.

"l sym- .. mentanddrivers.

minor amendments, the finance
See Pay fight, page B-7
v/

Lawmakers plan state $350 million bond bill

_lt_)%/nég ny Persldy

Juneau — Legislation to set a special

election this fall for approval of a $350
million statewide bond issue was to be
introduced today on the House floor.
; The bill, sponsored by Anchorage
Democratic Reps. Red Boucher and
Sam Cotten, would allocate $150 million
of the bond funds for Anchorage road
projects, with the remaining $200 mil-
lion divided equally between other
areas of the state.

Govermor hints at low capital

B

The $200 million would be divided
with $8.7 million going to each of the 13
single-member House districts outside
Anchorage, and $17.4 million for each of
,the five two-member districts,

v Boucher said he’s optimistic of, the

r,jbil’s.chances in the final two weeks of

the legislative session. As of Tuesday,
he 6ald, he had "25 people (out of 40

*« House members).who have given me

- theiryesvote.”
.> He said of the $350 million total, "It’s

Chamber
TinesRsires Ut 1 >

The second business group In as
many days today endorsed Mayor
Tony Knowles' proposal for a $350 mil-
lion'statewide bond issue ballot that
would include about $150 million for 19
Anchorage projects.

The Anchorage Chamber of Com-
merce board of directors this moming.
voted 11-2, with two abstentions, in sup-
port of the ballot bond issue. The
Downtown Development Corp.
Tuesday endorsed the proposal.

on;
m "Alternative.”

the bond issue was endorsed "if that Is
the only way for the Municipality of
Anchorage to obtain funding for its es-
sential tansportation proj jets."

"After extensive discussion,” she
said in a telegram to la*makers, "the
chamber board voted for the bonds as
a last resort to meet our critical needs,
The board strongly urges the legis-
iature to appropriate the needed mo-
nles from available revenues — but if
Ujat Is not possible, a bond issue is the

"It was a significant move by thefy Without the bond money, Knowles

chamber and shows that they are con-
cemed about continued real growth in
Anchorage,” Knowles said. .

in a message to legislators, cham-
ber president-elect Elaine Atwood said

been allocated on a fair basis,” and he
hopes lor statewide support for placing
the bond issue on a special election bal-
lot this fall. .

The bid, as drafted by Boucher,

said, Anchorage would be unable to,
keep its accelerated road program on
, schedule because this year’s state capl-
tal projects’ budget is expected to fall
far short of meeting the community's

would limit the bond sale to only trans-
portatlon projects.

Previous discussions had

: Inclusion In the bond issue, and Boucher

throws support behind bond

]

listed1l
v'."i school and utility projects for possible , mwords only the basics,’
said, pledging to prevent the bond issue,

issue

$145 million priority list. Anchorage
foresees only $50 million in state
grants.

Besides road improvements, money
raised through the bond Issue and des-
ignated for Anchorage would be go to-
wards the Eklutna Water Project and
the Fifth Avenue and C Street parking
garage.

The bond sale proposal, first ad-,
vanced by the mayor a couple of weeks
ago, has been endorsed by the Anchor-
age Assembly, the Associated General
Contractors of Alaska, Anchorage
Parking Auii. irity, Fairbanks mayor
Bebe Allen, K nai mayor Sian Thomp-
son and Matanuska-Susitna Valley
mayor Dorothy Jones and 23 commu-
nity council presidents. . .. -

said he would have no objection to ad-
ding those categories,

“There’ll be no fluff In it, in other
' the legislator

from becoming a dumping ground for
« frivolous projects.

Mayor Tony Knowles, who a couple
of weeks ago started the push for a state
bond sale to fund community priority
projects, will arrive in Juneau tonight to
renew his lobbying effort for the legisla-
tion. .

He plan3 to meet with House and Sen-
ate leaders, the governor, Department
of Revenue commissioner and the An-
chorage caucus during his stay in the
capital, calling this week’s visit, "Pro-
bably the most Important trip" of his
bond issue campaign.

Bond market experts from Seattle,
San Francisco and New York City will
join the mayor in Juneau this week to
offer their opinions as to how the slate
can sell the bonds without harming its
financial rating or causing unreasonable
strains on Its oTready tight budget.

Gov. Bill Sheffield ‘would prefer not
to see a special eleclic.' this year," said
Molly McCammon, depriy press secre-
tary. "He still believes there is ad-
equate funding for a capital budget.”

This year’s capital projects budget
appears likely to fall within the range of

See Bonding, page B-3



The blotter

Three paintings stolen

A Downtown art gallery lost
three paintings with a total value
of $800 early Monday, when an
unidentified man broke into the
business’hotel lobby showroom.

' Anchorage police said a white
man In his 20s broke a sliding-
glass door lock to enter The Art
Gallery, a private art firm

located in the Sheraton Anchor-"

age Hotel, shortly after 1 a.m.
Monday.

The suspect, who reportedly
sported shouldeT-length brown
hair, grabbed a gold-framed
painting of polar bears by An-
nette Hartzell, a metal-framed
painting of swans, and a John
Van Zyle painting of Mount Su-
sitna before fleeing the scene ina
small red sedan, police said.

A hotel employee spotted the
suspect fleeing, police added.

Police are still investigating
the incident.

Vandal rams van

City J)ollce were seeking a 22-
year-old local man today in con-
r>ction with his alleged attack on
an acquaintance’s parked van
Monday.

Police said the man allegedly
steered his car into a driveway in
the 3400 block of Arcturus Circle
about 5:45 p.m. Monday, then
spun his tires until they had
carved holes in the driveway’s
asphalt surface.

Police said the home’s 2%
year-old owner told investigators
the man —whom his wife had
met while undergoing treatment
at the Alaska Psychiatric Insti-
tute —then used the car to ram a
van parked in the driveway,
causing an estimated $1,200 In
damage to the vehicle.

When the owner ran out to
stop the visitor, the man fled

said. After that, guaros wm re-
train oosted on the river’s banks  _
until the ice goes out. 1p
Ekstedt said he is keeping his .
eye on the still-frozen Nenana
River, which runs south of town., *
He said the Nenana plcally
breaks up five days before the%
Tanana.
Half of the 190644 entries in
this yedr’s contest will have been~ v 1 fTo O u r Sears Customers

i oo e o ! The [)en Wer Drain. Com-

et Toranonemsen o 3 1-DA ears orlzeg con-

dete ? of 1or diain cIeanmg and sep-
ank pumping,

For the convenl cg of ears

| customers o, W Javg
Continued from page B-I Y ramy |ea e

. $200 million to $50 million in e ave
Sate general fond money, i - ar 6S_a (?ed fo ﬂ our Sears
g.'t“n%”géjfssoréﬁ'u'e“y°”LZ°£Zthhey§¢’a ha eCar§ OF J
OWer projects
T o e o oy gHesgnggr\WCIgSnumbef 338-1024 for*?

projects budget, Boucher said,
“We jumped out of the plane
without a parachute.”

He supports offering the bond Sears Roebuck Co.
issue to the voters as a means of
funding essential road projects 700 E. Northern Lights Blvd.
, that otherwise would be delayed Anchorage, AK
until state funds become availa-
ble.'

as

Anchorage School District

Special Education.Parent Resource Center

M fit

FAIR DAY
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by Larry Pcrsll
-Tglne iun)e/au Surt«L)l/
¢ Juneau — Mayor Tony Knowles has gathered
much support In the past week for a statewide capi-
tal projects bond Issue, but he has failed to con-
vince the Senate President or House'.Speaker to *
)oln his side of the debate. 1

Knowles wants the legislature to put a $350 mil-, ;-
lion bond Issue on a special election ballot this fall,
with ,Anchorage-to receive $140 million of the.-'
money for road work and the Eklutna water prn|*:.-: ..
ect. - [ IR, "v?

Tim-.uni”®
Juneau — Anchorage s taking Its bond Issue
fight down to the wire In the last two weeks o f1
tHe legislative session, and to Improve his odds
Mayor Tony ‘Knowles has sent 500 telegrams to j
s.— - oEm e JJ-—--- .-
;.Ing for their,support.® .
Knowles 'will retumto Juneau this week for <
% more meetings with lawmakers as he tries to en-
% list support for a special election this fall to vote
;£ on $350 million In statewide capital improvement
///bonds r
® ''H e Isalso taking his plea directly to the peo-
uf pie of Anchorage. Today and later this week,
Knov les is scheduled to plant himself at busy in-
. tersectlons, where he will hand out letters ask-
,» ing the people of Anchorage to rally behind the,
/mbond Issue and call their legislators urging its i
support. Jjjj
Knowles warns that without bonding, there ;

Don Bennett, R-Fairtoanks, adding,
responsible.”. >

House Speaker Ben Grussendorf, D-Sltka, said It
would be premature to put together a bond Issue
thisyear.

Without the bond money, according to Knowles,
Anchorage would be unable to keep its accelerated,;’
road program on schedule since this year’s state
capital projects budget is expected to fall far short
of meeting the community's $160 million priority.,;
list. \ ;v |

The mayor does have his backers, however,
with one of them — Rep. Red Boucher, D-Anchor-
age — very close to signing up a majority of the
House behind the bond issue proposal.

Boucher worked over the weekend to gather

As of Sunday, he had 20 representatives commit-
ted In support of a bill, he said,
" Boucher claims strong support in the Railbelt
area, but, "In the rural areas, it's less than warm."
House Finance Committee Chairman Al Adams,
VD-Kotzebue, said Sunday, "I have no comment at’

_ working;against

Knowles battles for bond issue .o

ough he would be Inclined to support-a’:bond
'Issue nextyear. toom T vp
®"Small communities are not prepared to move
that rapidly,” the House speaker said of putting to-
(tgether a list of local projects In two weeks. "If
awe’re going to go to a bond Issue,” he said,,"It
should be developed for next year,” givingcommu-,
nltles more time to select and plan their projects.
Senate Finance Committee co-chairman John -
of. Sacliett, R-Ruby, is leaning, toward supporting a
.bond issue this year. L
n;r Generally, my feelings would be positive to-
,ward It,” he said, depending on two conditlons:If |
'--.it’s proven the additional debt would not lower the i
state's bond rating, and depending on what pro-
jects are proposed for bond funding. <
Sen. Jan Faiks, R-Anchorage, the other co- chalr [
of the committee, is perhaps the strongest voice In | > ;
the Anchorage delegation against a bond issue, %—t—
”WQ Fe IR &y BF%c%{HBGE fiRaRB[g| 1 utp 1 0 nUF
now, with 85 percent of cur Income
, .'price of oil,” she said. ¢ -
n “People have accused the legislature’ for the
*House Minority Leader Terry Martin, R-Anchor-, ,,'past seven years of living only for today," Faiks !-'
age. opposes a bond Issue this year. : said. "We have to look to tomorrow.” She said she
"1 really don't believe in It," he said of the need is convinced bonding would be Irresponsible,at a
to sell bonds. Martin said issuing loans from the....time of falling oil prices. S, ,"m . om
Alaska Permanent Fund's undistributed Income™- Bennett’s opposition also is based on the reality =
account, or from the Permanent Fund Itself, would m of declining oil revenues. "We are in the midst of (

will not be enough money in the state's capital'-
budget to fund the city’s top priority projects.

"Our accelerated road plan and Eklutna
water project are hanging In lhe balance. Your (
help will make the difference,"” his letter states.! .,

TG Tt ST Sl e Qi@amrshéf -

Road Bridge, Spenard Road and the Eklutna ™
Water Project— all will only be partially funded *
or entirely left out unless we let our legislators!.”

antugovetiidk Rutun thet tHeske beuls ake Ady, "

"It's time for us to stand up for Anchorage.. .
send your message to Juneau today — or by
Wednesday at the latest — expressing your sup-
port for our back-to-basics bond package to be
voted on this fall. Legislative Information Of-/.! |j
fice, 278-3668, will send your message free.”

The telegrams ask community leaders "to,
join in the effort to get the bond issue," said Chip

See Bond, page B-4 ,,

support for legislation he hopes to introduce this
week. "The minute I’ve got 21 or 22 votes, | Intend
to introduce bond Issue legislation,” Boucher said.

'this time until 1 have had a chance to look at the
wholenlrjnre " r m”

- Continued from page 81 i
- N
Dennerlein, intergovernmental.
affairs director for Anchorage. J..

**  Dennerlein said the mayor;
will join forces in Juneau this
week with bond market experts
from Alaska and the Lower 48

. invited to the Capitol by the city,

and will attempt to prove to law-
makers that the state can afford
to sell more bonds without harm-

2 ing Alaska’s bond rating or its fu-
ture economy.

be preferable to selling bonds. The state’s savings
~ ~ V Art-| Cjjgggt should be. Invested ih Alaska, the Anchor-

Rep, Red Bobcher, D-Anchor-/
age, a leading booster for a spe-i
cial bond issue election this fall,*
said he pgligves holding .the votel
in a non-election year would

"raise the level of debate" above n
politics. "l -

Boucher believes a vote this
fall would provide legislators-
with an Indication of public opin-
ion on future financial manage-
ment of the state.

"Let those who want to break 1
open the Permanent Fund (in- !
stead of selling bonds) bring it to 1
ihe people,” Boucher said.

1

declining revenues, and to bond and to get further
into debt Isridiculous.”



.

|, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska & accumulated during the
reqular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made,

0
/ A qg}na‘&r% c@mel;a U-!Jéa\tora] J J l[)(atel\/I






Jienate 'Qlransportatton (dommtitec
Gin. John 1. (Jack) Qxhill, Chairmen
n teul Cisthor, Vice-chaimen
&en Milch Alxxxl

Sen Jan laito

n Joe Josephson Juneau. Alaska 99811

T0: All committee members
FROM: Committee staff

RE: SB 373

In today"s packet you will find:
1. A sectional analysis of SB 373
2. Senator Faik®"s background information

3. The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities position

paper



Ben John 1L (Jack) CoghiIL Chaiirmen
. Paul T"isdier. Vice-chaimen

con. Milch Abxxxl
Q. Jan Feils Pouch V
Bn. Joe Josephson Juneau. Alsda 9811

February 12, 1986

TO: All members of the Transportation Committee
FROM: Committee Staff

RE: SB 373

This bill adds a new section to AS 19.15. This section requires that a
policy committee be established for cities in the state with a
population of 200,000 or more which must have a metropolitan planning
organization in order to receive federal capital or operating assistance
under 23 U.S.C. 134 or 49 U.S.C. 1607.

Subsection (b) outlines how many members will be on the committee and
what groups will be represented. Two members shall be elected municipal
officials; two members, representing the house and senate, who are
members of either their respective transportation or finance committees;
the commissioner of the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities; and one member of the citizen transportation advisory
committee.

Subsection (c) states that the policy committee set up in (a) and (b)
shall appoint a citizen transportation advisory committee. This
committee shall be made up of persons residing in the urbanized area
subject to the metropolitan planning organization. These members are to
reflect the communities”™ opinion on transportation issues.

Subsection (d) states that the committee shall set internal procedures
relating to public and the citizen transportation advisory committee
input on all issues, policies, plans and programs addressed, prepared or
endorsed by the municipal planning organization.



Alaska Btfate IGcgislature

MSS
CO-CHAIRMAN JAM FAIRS
finance committee POUCH V
CAPITOL BUILDIHG
907-465-3740 JMHEAU. AUSRA 99811
Senate
February 11, 1986
MEMORANDUM
T0: Members of the Senate Transportation
Committee
FROM: Senator Jan Faik

SUBJECT: Background on Sennbe Bill 373, an Act Relating to
Metropolitan Planning Organizations

As a condition of receiving Federal highway funds, urban
areas with populations of 200,000 or more are required to
establish a metropolitan planning organization. The
purpose of this organization is to ensure that highway
funds are spent according to a continuing, cooperative, and
comprehensive transportation planning process.

Transportation in the Anchorage area is the responsibility
of the Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Study, or
"AMATS".  The AMATS consists of a policy committee which is
comprised of the Mayor, the Commissioner of the Department
of Transportation and Public Services, and one Assembly
member. Although there is an advisory component through a
subcommittee of the Planning and Zoning Commission, it
appears that its ability to effectively represent public
opinion hefore the policy committee is limited.

In the planning process, it is important that members of
the planning organization represent a wide cross section of
community interests. In addition, the organization should
seek and be quided by public input. The planning of new
road construction and improvement is too important to be
delegated to a few administrators who may be insulated from
the public's priorities.

Senate Bill 373 will require that

, , _ the planning organization
establish a policy committee and that this

t committee

OUT OF SESSION
1024 WEST SIXTH AVENUE, SUITE 302 ANCHORAGE, ALASRA 99501 907-274-6611



appoint a local citizen"s advisory group. The six member
committee will be composed of two representatives of local
government, two local state legislators who are members of
their respective finance or transportation committees, the
Commissioner of Transportation and Public Facilities, and a
member of the citizen"s advisory group.

Finally, the bill requires that the policy committee adopt
internal procedures which will insure that it solicits and
considers public opinion when making policy or planning
decisions.

Simply stated, Senate Bill 373 will insure that our trans—
portation planning process responds to the people that it
serves.

Thank you.



(. John D). (Jack) Coghill, Chairman
<Sm. Paul llsdher, Vice-chairmen

(. Millch Abood
@& Jan Ias Poach V

(Sen Joe Josephson Juneau. Alada 00EI

March 11, 1986

TO: All Committee Members

FROM: Committee Staff

RE: SB 373

Today the committee will take up two committee substitutes on SB 373.

The following 1is an analysis that outlines the differences between the
committee substitutes, labeled versions 1 and 2, and the original bill.

Sec. 1 (a) of the original bill established a metropolitan planning
organization in an urbanized area having a population of 200,000 or
more. Presently, Anchorage under federal census figures does not have a
population of 200,000.

Version 1 lowers this figure to 30,000. Version 2 lowers this to
100,000.

Subsection (b) in the original bill required the policy committee to
have six members, one being a member selected by the citizen
transportation advisory committee.

Both Version 1 and 2 delete this provision, but do require a membership
comprised of two members who are principal elected officials of
municipalities, two members representing the house and senate and one
member representing the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities as in the original bill.

Subsections (c) and (d) remain unchanged.
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Sen. Jan Faiks
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: SB373, Metropolitan Planning Organizations

Dear Sen. Faiks:

This letter is a follow-up to our discussions regarding SB373 and

my testimony on the bill in the Senate Transportation Committee.
I have discussed with the Mayor the practical and policy implications
of the legislation. As | said before the Committee, the legislation
was reviewed from the perspective of constructive criticism, setting
forth any problems perceived with the proposed approach, while
recognizing that there is also benefit 1in the proposal. This is
the spirit in which | offer the following comments:

The need for the legislation. There are two 1important points
here. First, I want to stress again that AMATS is working 1in 1its
present form. While there is always room for 1improvement in any
process, the proof is in the pavement. The systemwide approach
which we have taken 1in AMATS over the past several years has resulted
in an unprecedented transportation improvement program for the
Anchorage area. Not only has this helped federal aid road
construction. The process has helped us determine which roads should
be more properly constructed with state and 1local dollars and where
the local government should have project management authority. For
the first time that | <can recall, the Transportation |Improvement

Program for AMATS matches the Anchorage Assembly capital budget
request, which also matches the Governor®s proposed capital budget.
This is the kind of consistency that results in effective
transportation improvements and which can be understood by the public.
The second point is that we do see merit 1in codifying metropolitan
planning organizations 1in state law. Many other states have taken
this step, and it would be appropriate for Alaska to do the same.

Public Participation. This is one of the most important elements
of the transportation planning process, and one which we have sought
to 1improve over the past several years. Oui major step in this
regard has been to establish the AMATS Citizen Advisory Committee
as a subcommittee of the Planning and Zoning Commission. This has
proven to be a very effective step for several reasons. There is

a strong relationship between transportation and Jland wuse. People



Sen. Jan Falks
Febtuary 20, 1986
Page Two

view transportation improvement in terms of wher”® a road will take
them, and how that road may affect their own neighborhood. Citizens
are used to discussing land and neighborhood 1issues 1in the Planning
and Zoning Commission forum, and do not relate as well to a separate
citizen committee. Citizen input to AMATS through the Planning
and Zoning Commission model has been a more accurate and effective
reflection of neighborhood concerns. In addition, the Urban Design
Commission has recently been invited to participate in the AMATS
Technical Committee forum. We feel strongly that these are the
proper forums for direct citizen participation. Each of the members
of the Policy Committee as presently constituted is an elected
official or directly accountable to an elected official. Your bill
proposes legislative representation on the Policy Committee. A
legislator would also be directly accountable to the public at large
as an elected official. An appointed citizen member would carry
equal weight in the Policy Committee decisions, but not equal
accountability. This 1is an imbalance. A separateappointed citizen
should not be a member of the Policy Committee.

Legislative Participation. This 1is a sensitive area,and there
are pros and cons. Legislative participation varies among
jurisdictions throughout the country. On the negative side, each

of the members of the existing Policy Committee has the ability
to plan and program federal funds, but does not participate 1in the

appropriation process. The Legislature appropriates federal receipts.
While this may appear awkward at times, italso represents an
eeffective check-and-balance. If a legislator or legislators were

to serve on the Policy Committee, that member or members would have
the wunique ability to operate in both worlds, participating in both

the planning and appropriation decisions. In essence, they would
have, greater standing in the transportation program than other members
of the Policy Committee. On the positive side, it could be helpful

to have a member or members of the Legislature with detailed knowledge
of the AMATS process and the decisions which led to the budgets

ultimately proposed to the Legislature. This is a judgment call.
While we feel AMATS works, we can accept some legislative
participation. However, participation should be limited to one
member of the. Legislature. Membership should alternate between
House and Senate. The legislator should be a member of the
Transportation Committee of either the House or Senate. Under this
arrangement, the Policy Committee wruld be constituted of four
officials - one member of the local assembly, one member of the
legislative delegation from the local planning area, the mayor,
and the Governor®s designee (Commissioner of the Department of
Transportation). This would appear to represent a balance. Even
numbers are not a problem. Tie votes would Ilose. One other point
is significant. Many AMATS decisions are made 1in the spring while
the Legislature 1is in session. It 1is essential that a legislative
member of the Policy Committee be present personally, and not a
substitute in the person of a staffer. Many of the major
transportation decisions we face are sensitive. Rather than improving
the public process in confidence, we would leave ourselves wide

open for criticism if major policy votes were made in absentia.



Sen. Jan Faiks
February 20, 1986
Page Three

Effect Upon VariousMunicipalities. As stated above, there 1is
merit in codifying 1in state law the state/local planning process.
There is legitimate debate ~concerning any change to the make-up
of the present committees. However, it would be a serious mistake
to codify the planning process in a way which separates Anchorage
from the rest of the State. Any change in the make-up of local

planning organization policy committees should at least apply to
the major wurban areas in the three transportation regions of the
State (southern, <central and north). On this point, we are firm.
The federal government may have "cut-off numbers™ which distinguish
Anchorage or only Anchorage and Fairbanks as urban areas. This
argument does not hold water 1in Alaska. As- we often note, Alaska
is unique. Alaska, in fact, has exemptions in federal highway law.
Any legislation we craft should fit Alaska®"s situation, not be based
on a cookie cutter from the Potomac, even though that"s the source

of the dough. Juneau, for example, receives FAUS funds, has a public
transit system, and has an air quality plan. The State should not
mandate a planning organization for its capital city differing from
that mandated for other urban areas. In summary, while AMATS is
working, we can support SB373 with certain amendments as recommended
above.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I look forward to working

with you. /-1f-vyou have any further questions, please call on me.

Sincerely,

cc: ilayor Tony Knowles
iseAblyman Dana Brockway, Member, AMATS
Commissioner Richard J. Knapp
Deputy Commissioner Riley Snell
Sen. Mitch Abood, Member, Senate Transportation Committee
Sen. Joe Josephson, Member, Senate Transportation Committee
Rep. Mike Szymanski, Member, House Transportation Committee



8§ 134. Transportation planning in certain urban areas

It is declared to be in the national interest to encourage and pro-
mote the development of transportation systems, embracing various
modes of transport in a manner that will serve the States and local
communities efficiently and effectively. To accomplish this objec-
tive the Secretary shall cooperate with the States, as authorized in
this title, in the development of long-range highway plans and pro-
grams which are properly coordinated with plans for improvements
in other affected forms of transportation and which are formulated
with due consideration to their probable effect ow tl future de-
velopment of urban areas of more than fifty thousand population.
After July 1, 1965, the Secretary shall not approve under section 105
of this title any program for projects in any urban area of more than
fifty thousand population unless he finds that such projects are based
on a continuing comprehensive transportation planning process car-
ried on cooperatively by States and local communities in conform-
ance with the objectives stated in this section. Added Pub.L. S7-SG6,-
8 9(a), Oct. 23, 1962, 76 Stat. 1148.

Library references: Highways 0=595(1); C.J.S. Highways 8157 et seq.

Historical Noto

Legislative History: For legislative history and purpose of Pub.L. S7-SCC, see 19C2
U.S.Code Cong, and Adin.Xews, p. 393S.

66



23 HIGHWAYS 3

(1) In the case of i  fars under jiaragr-po ID, the total or air traiibiei®,
during any fiscal year ..  anyappor'ionim-nt shallnot increase the original
amount of such apljortionmont for such iUeal year by more than 50 per centum
Not more than 50 per centum of the original amount of an apportionment for
any fiscal year shall be transferred to other apportionments.

(2) In the case of transfers under paragraph (2), the total of all transfers
during any fiscal year to anyapportionment shallnot increase the original
amount of such apportionment for such fiscal year by more than 50 per centum.
Not more than 50 per centum of the original amount of an apportionment for
any fiscal year shall be transferred to other apportionments.

(0)  No transfer shall be made from an apportionment during any fiscal year if
during such fiscal year a transfer has been made to such apportionment.

(4)  No transfer shall be made to an apportionment during any fiscal year if
during such fiscal year a transfer has been made from such apportionment,

()  On October 1 of each fiscal year the Secretary shall certify to each of the State
highway departments the sums which he has apportioned hereunder (other than
under subsection (h)(5) of this section) to each Slate for such fiscal year, and also
the sums which lie has deducted for administration and research pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section. On October 1 of the year preceding the fiscal year for
which authorized, the Secretary shall certify to each of the State highway depart-
ments the sums which lie has apportioned under subsection (b)(5) of this section ce
each State for such fiscal year, and also the sums which he has deducted for
administration and research pursuant to subsection (a) of this section. To permit the
States to develop adequate plans for the utilization of apportioned sums, the
Secretary shall advise each State of the amount that will ite apportioned each year
under this section not later than ninety days before the beginning of the fiscal year
for which the sums to be apportioned are authorized, except that in the case ui the
Interstate System the Secretary shall advise each State ninety davs nrier  r’
apportionment of such funds.

(1) On October 1 of each fiscal year, the Secretary, after making rite deduction]
thorized by subsection (a) of this section, shall set aside not to exceed one-haife
ntum of the remaining funds authorized to be appropriated for expenditure upr:
e Federal-aid systems, for the purpose of carrying out the requirements of secth’:
— B4 of this title, except that in the case of funds authorized for apportionment nt;.
terstate System, the Secretary shall sec aside that portion of such funds (subject m
e overall limitation of one-half of 1 per centum) on October 1 of the vear lex:
preceding the fiscal year for which such funds are authorized for such System.

(2) These funds shall be apportioned to the States in the ratio which the populL*
tion in urbanized areas or parts thereof, in each State bears to the total population m
such urbanized areas in all the States as shown by the latest available census, excet:
that no State shall receive less than one-half per centum of the amount apportioned

(3) The funds apportioned to any State under paragraph (2) of this subsectio;J
shall be made available by the State to the metropolitan planning organization
designated by the State as being responsible for carrying out the provisions o.|
section 134 of this title, except that States receiving the minimum apportionment
under paragraph (2) may, in addition, subject to the approval of the Secretary, u; c
the funds apportioned to finance transportation planning outside of urbanized areas
These funds shall be matched in accordance with section 120 of this title unless thv
Secretary determines that the interests of the Federal-aid highway program woulf

est served without such matching.

() The distribution within any State of the planning funds made available v
agencies under paragraphs (3) of this subsection shall be in accordance with r
formula developed by each State and approved by the Secretary which snail consider
but not necessarily be limited to, population, status of planning, and metropolitan
area transportation needs.

(9) Not more than 40 per centum of the amount apportioned in any fiscal year i
each State in accordance with sections 144, 152, and 153 of this title, or section 203(ci
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Version #1
Utermohle
2/28/86

Original sponsor: Faiks

IN THE SENATE BY THE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 373 (Transportation)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to metropolitan planning organiza-—

BE

tions .

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

*

Section 1. AS 19.15 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 19.15.025. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZA-—
TIONS. ( A metropolitan planning organization established in an
urbanized area with a population of 50,000 or more shall 1include a
policy committee.

(b) The policy committee consists of two members who are princi—
pal elected officials of municipalities in the wurbanized area; a
legislator representing a district within the urbanized area who 1is a
member of the house transportation committee or house finance commit—
tee appointed by the speaker of the house of representatives; a legis—
lator representing a district within the urbanized area who 1is a
member of the senate transportation committee or senate finance com—
mittee appointed by the president of the senate; and the commissioner
of the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities or the
commissioner 3 designee.

(c) The policy committee shall appoint a citizen transportation
advisory committee of persons residing in the urbanized area subject
to the metropolitan planning organization. The membership of the
citizen transportation advisory committee shall represent the breadth
of community opinion on 1issues of urban transportation planning and

development.

-1- ncJSR
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(@ The policy committee shall adopt internal procedure
govern the conduct of business by the municipal planning organization,
including the procedure to solicit, receive, and consider comments
from the public and the citizen transportation advisory committee on
all 1issues, policies, plans, and programs addressed, prepared, or

endorsed by the municipal planning organization.

373(Trsp) -2 -



Version #2

Utermohle
2/28/86 "~
Original sponsor: Faiks
IN THE SENATE BY THE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 373 (Transportation)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to metropolitan planning organiza-—

BE

tions."

IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 19.15 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 19.15.025. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZA—
TIONS. (a) A metropolitan planning organization established 1in an
urbanized area with a population of 100,000 or more shall include a
policy committee.

(b) The policy committee consists of two members who are princi—
pal elected officials of municipalities in the urbanizedarea; a
legislator representing a district within theurbanized area who 1s a
member of the house transportation committee or house finance commit—
tee appointed by the speaker of the house of representatives; a legis—
lator representing a district within the wurbanized area who 1is a
member of the senate transportation committee or senate finance com—
mittee appointed by the president of the senate; and the commissioner
of the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities or the
commissioner®™s designee.

(c) The policy committee shall appoint a citizen transportation
advisory committee of persons residing in the urbanized area subject
to the metropolitan planning organization. The membership of the
citizen transportation advisory committee shall represent the breadth
of community opinion on issues of urban transportation planning and

development.

-1- CSSB 373 (Trsp)
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()] The policy committee shall adopt internal procedure:
govern the conduct of business by the municipal planning organization,
including the procedure to solicit, receive, and consider comments
from the public and the citizen transportation advisory committee on
all issues, policies, plans, and programs addressed, prepared, or

endorsed by the municipal planning organization.
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§ 134. Transportation planning in certain urban areas

It is declared to be in the national interest to encourage and pro—
mote the development of transportation systems, embracing various
modes of transport in a manner that will serve the States and local
communities efficiently and effectively. To accomplish this objec—
tive the Secretary shall cooperate with the States, as authorized in
this title, in the development of long-range highway plans and pro—
grams which are properly coordinated with plans for improvements
in other affected forms of transportation and which are formulated
with due consideration to their probable effect on the future de—
velopment of urban areas of more than fifty thousand population.
After July 1, 1965, the Secretary shall not approve under section 105
of this title any program for projects in any urban area of more than
fifty thousand population unless he finds that such projects are based
on a continuing comprehensive transportation planning process car—
ried on cooperatively by States and local communities in conform—
ance with the objectives stated in this section. Added Pub.L. S7-8GG,"
g 9(a), Oct. 23, 19G2, 76 Stat. 1148.

liibrary references: Highways G=>93(1); C.J.S. Highways § 137 et seq.

Historical Noto

ljCfflslativo History: Tor legislative history and purpose of Pub.L. S7-SGO, see 19G2
U.S.Codu Cong, and Adm.Xews, p. 393S.

66



33 s b L|/onwavs 32
1" e ‘ > Y ] .
1) In the case of ifas  under paragon (i) thetotd of ar iraiibzew,
dunng fiscal year any apporionment shall notincrease the original
such apportionment for such iiiacal year by nore than 5o per m
Notrmre1han5o centum of the ori naI amount of an apportionment for
anyﬁscalyears | be transferred to apportionments.
) In the case of transfers under agraph ) thetotal of all transfers
dunng ar%y fiscal year o any appor‘ronnerf shall notincrease the original
rl]onrrentforsuchﬁscalyearbyrmrethan 0 per centum
Notrmrethan centum of the origi nalarmuntofanapportlmrrentfor
any fiscal year shall be transferred to other apportionments.
(3) No transfer shall he mace froman rtionment during any fiscal year if
during such fiscal year a transfer hes mede to such rtionment.
() No transfer shall e mede to an apportlonrrent during any fiscal year if
during such fiscal year a transfer has been mede fr such apportionment.
€) On Cctober 1 of each fiscal yearlreSecretaryshaII certlfytoea:hoftheState
highway departments the sums Which he has apportioned hereunder (other than
under Subsection @(5) of lhrs section) to each State for such fiscal year, and aso
the sums which ne has deducted for administration and research pursuant to
subsection (a)ofihrssecuon On Qctober 1 of the year ]pr ﬁscalyearfor
which authonzed, the Secretary shall certify to each o mesgge hway' depart-
ments the sums which he hes apportioned Linder subsection (b?e)Of ssechonto
each State for such fiscal year, ad dso the suns which he_ has deducted for
administration and research purstant to subsection @) of this secton To permt the
States to develop adequate plans for the utilization of apport the
Secretary shall advrseeachStaIeoﬂheanDuntmaIvvrll heapport]medeahyear
under this section not later than ninety days before the beginnin ofthe ﬁscallyear
for which the sums to be apportioned are authorized, except n the case of the
Interstate System the Secretary shall acMise each State ninety days nrior to the
Napportionment of such funds.

aAugho()OnOctober 1 of each fiscal year, the Secretary, after making de deduction]
rized by subsection %u 9 of this %Cl]on shall set aside not to exceed ane-half per’

centum of the remalnlng nds authorized to be appropriated for expenditure

the Federai—aid systerrs, for the purpose of carrying out the requirements of

134 Of this title, except that in the case of funds nzedforapportlmrrentonlhe

Interstate the Secretary shall set aside that portion of such funds (suljject to”

the overall Timtation of one—&f of 1 per centum) on COctober 1 of the vear rextj

preceding the fiscal year for which such funds are authonzed for such System

(2) These funds shall be apportioned to the States in the ratio which the popula-
tion n urbanized areas or parts thereof, in each State bears to the total population ini
such urbanized areas in all the States as shown by the latest available census, exoept}
that no State shall receive less than one—half per centum of the amount apportioned.

(3? The funds apportioned to any State under paragraph @) of this subsectior]
shall be mede available by the State to the metropolitan planning organizations

designated by the State as bei lble for car out the provisions all
Eecﬂ%n 134 %1/‘ this title, except r}%atre%g receiving ﬂ%n?nnlnum 5 jonment)

under |naddmonsuecttothe oval of the Secretary, use
he funltg%r ?a%&prhuo%gdn%ﬁnance tr ﬁlannﬁl%prwtsrde of urbanized aress. [
mill ez funds shall e matched in acoordance with section 120 of this title unless te
mEeay determines that the interests of the Federal—aid highway program would
|lbe best served without such matching.

(@) The distribution within any State of the planning funds mede available tr
/agendes under paragraphs @) of this subsection shall’ be in accordance with
formula developed by each State and approved theSecretaryV\hlch shall consick;

not necessarily Ilmted to, population, of planning, and metropdlitan
area transportation needs.

Not more than 40 per centum of the amount apportioned in any fiscal
eﬂg%)State in a:oordance\e&{h sections 144,152, and 153 of this UtleargseCUmy??g(d
of the Highway Act of 1973, may be' transferred from the apportionmen
underonesecﬂmto rtionment under any other of such sections if such t
transfer IS request State highway department and is approved by tt*

asbeln |nthe bI|C|nterest TneSecretaryrray ove the transier o-
oo per centum meaoportmnent under one such’section to the apportionmen
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al of federal bureau of roads. Singel-
tnry v. llenilmian, Tex.Civ.App.1927, 300
S.W. 212.

0. Cliangc of location of highway

To secure federal aid, highway com-
mission could change location of high-
way not of higher type so as to miss
towns through which statute specified
highway should run. Logan v. Matthews,
1032, 52 S.W.2d 9S9, 3S0 Mo. 1213.

7. Removal and substitution

Former section 0 of this title did not
prohibit agreement between federal and
stato officials to remove a highway from
federal aid system, when only small seg-
ments thereof were econstructed or recon-
structed with federal funds, and the sub-
stitution of some other approved public
improvement in lieu thereof by mutual
agreement. Bogart v. "Westchester Coun-
ty. 1915, 57 X.Y.S.2d 500. 1S5 Misc. 501.
affirmed 59 X.Y.S.2d 77. 270 App.Div. 271,
appeal denied OS X.E.2d 30. 295 X.Y. 031,
appeal dismissed 70 X.E.2d 031. 290 X.Y.
701.

S. Modification of contract

The approval and consent to applica-
tion of appropriated federal funds to
the construction of a given highway, and
agreement of state, in turn, to pay main-

tenance costs of that highway, consti-
tutes a contract between federal and
§ 104. Apportionment

(a) Whenever an apportionment

be appropriated for expenditure

Secretary shall deduct a sum,

upon
in such amount not to exceed 3vi

23 § 104

state governments which may he modi-
fied by mutual agreement. Bogart wv.
Westchester County, 1915, 57 X.Y.S.2d 500.
1S5 Misc. 501, affirmed 59 X.Y.S.2d 77.
270 App.Div. 271, appeal denied OS X.K.
2d 30, 295 X.Y. 931, appeal dismissed 7
X.E.2d 531, 290 X.Y. 701.

9. Review

Action by State Superintendent of T*nl»-
lic Works designating site of portion =
federal aid highway system was legisla-
tive in character and could not be re-
viewed under statute, Civil Practice Act,
§ 12S3 ct seq., authorizing review of d e
terminations of administrative bodies.
Brown v. McMorran, 1903, 241 X.Y.S.2d
1S3, 39 Misc.2d 710.

Inasmuch as it was not asserted that
petitioners seeking review of designation
of site of portion of federal aid highway
system had any interest not common to
all residents of county or to all owners
of property in portion of county through
which proposed highway would pass, pe-
titioners did not have sufficient standing
to bring proceeding. Id.

Private citizens were not entitled to
decision on constitutional questions re-
lating to validity of designation of site
of portion of federal aid highway sys-
tem by State Superintendent of Public

Works, in absence of special injury or
damage to their personal or property
rights. Id.

ismade of the sums authorized to
the
per

the Federal-aid systenms,

centum of all sums so authorized, as the Secretary may deem neces—
sary for administering the provisions of law to be financed from ap—
propriations for the Federal-aid systems and for carrying on the
research authorized by subsections (a) and (b) of section 307 of this
title. take

account the unexpended balance of any sums deducted for such pur —

In making such determination, the Secretary shall into

poses in prior years. The sum so deducted shall be available for ex—
penditure from the unexpended balance of any appropriation made
at any time for expenditure upon the Federal-aid systems, until such

sum has been expended.

(b) On
each fiscal

or before January 1 next preceding the commencement of
(4) and (5) of
after making the deduction authorized

year, except as provided in paragraphs

this subsection, the Secretary,
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by subsection (a) of this section, shall apportion the remainder of
the sums authorized to be appropriated for expenditure upon the
Federal-aid systems for that fiscal year, among the several States in

the following manner:
(1) For the Federal-aid primary system:

One-third in the ratio which the area of each Stale bears to
the total area of all the States; one-third in the ratio which
the population of each State bears to the total population of all
the States as shown by the latest available Federal census; one-
third in the ratio which the mileage of rural delivery routes and
star routes in each State bears to the total mileage of rural de—
livery and star routes in all the States at the close of the next
preceding calendar year, as shown by a certificate of the Post—
master General, which he is directed to make and furnish an—
nually to the Secretary. No State shall receive less than one-half

of 1 per centum of each year 3 apportionment.

(2) For the Federal-aid secondary system:

One-third in the ratio which the area of each State bears to
the total area of all the States; one-third in the ratio which
the rural population of each State bears to the total rural popula—
tion of all the States as shown by the latest available Federal
census; and one-third in the ratio which the mileage of rural
delivery and star routes, certified as above provided, 1in each
State bears to the total mileage of rural delivery and star routes
in all the States. No State shall receive less than one-half of 1

per centum of each year 3 apportionment.

(3) For extensions of the Federal-aid primary and Federal-aid

secondary systems within urban areas:

In the ratio which the population in municipalities and other
urban places of five thousand or more in each State bears to the
total population in municipalities and other urban places of five

thousand or more in all the States as shown by the latest avail—

able Federal census.

(4) For the Interstate System, for the fiscal years ending June
30, 1957, June 30, 1958, and June 30, 1959: " .

One-half in the ratio which the population of each State bearsiJ
to the total population of all the States as shown by the latest
available Federal census, except that no State shall receive less
than three-fourths of 1 per centum of the funds so apportioned;
and one-half in the manner provided in paragraph (1) of this
subsection. The sums authorized by section 108(b) of the Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Act of 195G for the fiscal years ending June
30, 1958, and Juno 30, 1959, shall be apportioned on a date not

16
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less than six months and not more than twelve months in ad-—
vance of the beginning of the fiscal year for which authorized.

(5) For the Interstate System for the fiscal years 1960 through
1971:

For the fiscal years 1960 through 1966, in the ratio which the
estimated cost of completing the Interstate System in such State,
as determined and approved in the manner provided in this para—
graph, bears to the sum of the estimated cost of completing the
Interstate System in all of the States. For the fiscal years 1967
through 1971, in the ratio which the Federal share of the esti—
mated cost of completing the Interstate System in such State,
as determined and approved in the manner provided in this para—
graph, bears to the sum of the estimated cost of the Federal
share of completing the Interstate System in all of the States.
Each apportionment herein authorized for the fiscal years 1960
through 1971, inclusive, shall be made on a date as far in ad-—
vance of the beginning of the fiscal year for which authorized
as practicable but in no case more than eighteen months prior
to the beginning of the fiscal year for which authorized. As
soon as the standards provided for in subsection (b) of section
109 of this title have been adopted, the Secretary, in coopera—
tion with the State highway departments, shall make a detailed
estimate of the cost of completing the Interstate System as then
designated, after taking into account all previous apportion—
ments made under this section, based upon such standards and
in accordance with rules and regulations adopted by him and
applied uniformly to all of the States. The Secretary shall
transmit such estimates to the Senate and the House of Repre—
sentatives within ten days subsequent to January 2, 1958. Up —
on approval of such estimate by the Congress by concurrent
resolution, the Secretary shall use such approved estimate in
making apportionments for the fiscal years ending June 30,
1960, June 30, 1961, and June 30, 1962. The Secretary shall
make a revised estimate of the cost of completing the then des—
ignated Interstate System, after taking into account all previ—
ous apportionments made under this section, in the same man —
ner as stated above, and transmit the same to the Senate and
the House of Representatives within ten days subsequent to
January 2, 1961. Upon approval of such estimate by the Con —
gress by concurrent resolution, the Secretary shall use such
approved estimate in making apportionments for the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1963, June 30, 1964, June 30, 1965, and June
30, 1966. The Secretary shall make a revised estimate of the
cost of completing the then designated Interstate System, after

taking into account all previous apportionments made under this

T.23-24 USCA- 2 1
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section, in the same manner as stated above, and transmit the
same to the Senate and the House of Representatives within ten
days subsequent to January 2, 1965. Upon the approval of
such estimate by the Congress, the Secretary shall use the Fed —
eral share of such approved estimate in making apportionments
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1967; June 30, 1968: and
June 30, 1969. The Secretary shall make a revised estimate of
the cost of completing the then designated Interstate Systenm
after taking into account all previous apportionments made un—
der this section, in the same manner as stated above, and trans—
mit the same to the Senate and the House of Representatives
within ten days subsequent to January 2, 1968. Upon the ap—
proval by the Congress, the Secretary shall use the Federal share
of such approved estimate in making apportionments for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970. The Secretary shall make a
final revised estimate of the cost of completing the then desig—
nated Interstate System after taking into account all previous
apportionments made wunder this section, in the same manner
as stated above, and transmit the same to the Senate and the
House of Representatives within ten days subsequent to Janu-—
ary 2, 1969. Upon the approval by the Congress, the Secretary
shall use the Federal share of such approved estimate in mak —
ing apportionments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971.
Whenever the Secretary, pursuant to this subsection, requests
and receives estimates of cost from the State highway depart—
ments, he shall furnish copies of such estimates at the same
time to the Senate and the House of Representatives.

(c) Not more than 20 per centum of the amount apportioned in any
fiscal year, commencing with the apportionment of funds authorized
to be appropriated under subsection (a) of section 102 of the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374), tc each State in accordance
with paragraphs (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (b) of this sectionmay
be transferred from the apportionment under one paragraph to the
apportionment under any other of such paragraphs ifsuch a transfer
is requested by the State highway department and is approved by the
Governor of such State and the Secretary as being in the public in—
terest. The total of such transfers shall not increase the original
apportionment under any of such paragraphs by more than 20 per
centum. Nothing contained in this subsection shall alter or impair

the authority contained in subsection (d) of this section.

(d) Any funds which are apportioned under paragraph (2) of sub—
section (b) of this section for the Federal-aid secondary system to a
State in which all public roads and highways are under the control
and supervision of the State highway department may, if the State
highway department and the Secretary jointly agree that such funds

18
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ot needed for the Federal-aid secondary system, be expended for

cts on another Federal-aid system.

On or before January 1 preceding the commencement of each
i year, the Secretary shall certify to each of the State highway
etments the sums which he has apportioned hereunder to each
for such fiscal year, and also the sums which he has deducted
dministration and research pursuant to subsection (a) of this
>n. Pub.L. 85-7G7, Aug. 27, 1958, 72 Stat. 889; Pub.L. 86-70,
e) (2), June 25, 1959, 73 Stat. 146; Pub.L. 86-657, 88(g), July
<60, 74 Stat. 525; Pub.L. 87-866, &10(a), Oct. 23, 1962, 76 Stat.
Pub.L. 88-157, &8 2, 3, Oct. 24, 1963, 77 Stat. 27G; Pub.L. 88-
4(a), Aug. 13, 1964, 73 Stat. 397.

try references: Highways ; C.J.S. Highways 170, 173.

Historical Note

races in Text. Section 103(b) of ceding “.-eucli approved estimate”; and
b ral-Aid Highway Act of 1030, ro- inserted the eleventh through fourteenth
te in subsec. (b) (), is set out sentences, respecting revised cost esti-
ote under section 101 of this title. mate for completion of the Interstate

System and its submission to Congress
within ton days after Jan. 2, 1IDGS, appor-
tionment for fiscal year ending Juno 30,
1970, final revised cost estimate for com-
pletion of the Interstate System and its

mction (a) of section 102 of the
“Aid Highway Act of 1070 (70
71), referred tu in miusee, (c), is
as a note under this section.

Amendment. Subsec. tb) (5). submission to Congress within ten days
;>i-]123 substituted “January 2. after Jan. 2, 19G9. and apportionment for
r "January 2. J9C2.” fiscal year ending Juno 30, 197J, respec-
Amendment. Subset*. (b) (3). tively.

.sS-157, § 2, eliminated provision 19G2 Amendment. Stihsoc. (h) (1). Fill).
considered Connecticut .and Yer- I.. S7-SGG substituted “preceding calen-
>wns as municipalities for the pur- dar year” for “preceding fiscal yea .”
fdpar. (3) regardless of their in- 100 Amendment.  Subsoc. (li). Pub.L.
tod status. SG-G37 eliminated provisions front par. (5)

c. (b) (5). Pub.L. SS-137, § 3. which required, in making tiie estimates
‘ted “1071” for "1000” In tiie in- of cost for completing the Interstate
orv phrase and the third sen- System, exclusion of the cost of complet-
inserted the phrase “For the fis- ing any mileage designated from the one
s 19C0 through 13GG,” and subsii- thousand additional miles authorized by
s.ueii State” for “each State” in section 103(1) of the I’edcral-Aid High-

t sentence; inserted the second way Act of 19.7G.

* respecting apportionment for 1939 Amendment. Subsec. (b), Pub.L.
ears 30C7 through 1971; substi- $9-70 eliminated words “, except that
i the ninth sentence “January 2, only one-third of the area of Alaska

r “January 2, 1960, and annually  shall be included” following “total area
*r through and including January of all the States" in pars. (1) and (2).
substituted in the tenth scn-
"pnn tiie approval of such estimate
Congress” for “Upon approval of
'h estimate by the Congress by
ont resolution” and “fiscal years
Juno 30, 19G7; June 30, 19GS; and
, 19G9” for "fiscal year which be-

Effeetivo Date of 1912 Amendment.
Section 10(b) of Pub.L. S7-SGG provided
that: “The amendment made by subsec-
tion (a) of this section [to subsec. (b) (1)
of this section] shall bo applicable only
with respect to apportionments made
.\t following tiie fiscal year in after the date of enactment of this Act

rieh report is transmitted to tiie [Oct. 23, 19G2).”
tnd the House of Uepresontatives” Effective Date of 1939 Amendment.
erted <‘the Federal share of” pre- Amendment of subsec. (b) of this section

19
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I>y Tub.L. SO-70 effective July 1, 3050,
see note set out under section 101 of Ibis
title.

Short Title of 3003 Amendment. Sec-
tion 1 of Pub.L. SS-157 provided: “That
this Act [amending sections 301(b) (3),
(3), 300(c), 309(b), 121(d), 131(c) and 307
(e) (1) of this title] mnv lie cited as the
‘Fcdcral-Ald Highway Amendments Act
of 1903".”

Short Title. Section 1 of rub.L. SG-037
provided that Pub.L. SO-037, which is
classified in part to this section and to
sections 114, 120, 329, 132, 203, 205, 210
and 303 of this title, may be cited as
the “Federal Highway Act of 19G0.”

Section 102(a) of tlio Fedcral-Aid High-
way Act of 3030. Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 102 of Act June 29, 1930, c. 402, Title
I, 70 Stat. 374, provided that:

“(a) (1) For the purpose of carrying
out the provisions of the Fedornl-Ald
Itond Act approved July Il, 1910, and all

Acts amendatory thereof and supple-
mentary thereto, there is authorized to
bo appropriated for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30. 3957, Si25,030,000 in addition
to any sums heretofore authorized for
slicit fiscal year; the sum of SS50.000.00t)
for the fiscal year ending June 50, 393S;
and the sum of $$75,000,000 for the fiscal

year ending June SO, 3959. The sums
herein authorized for each fiscal year
shall lie available for expenditure as
follows:

“(A) 45 per centum for projects on
the Federal-aid primary highway sys-
tem.

“(11) 50 per centum for
lhe Federal-aid secondary
system.

“(C) 23 per
extensions of
urban ureas.
“(2) The sums authorized by this sec-

tion shall lie apportioned among the sev-
eral States in the manner now provided

projects on
highway

centum for
these systems

projects on
within

by law and in accordance with the
formulas set fortli in section 4 of tiie
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 3914, ap-
proved December 29, 3914: Provided,

That the additional amount herein au-
thorized for the fiscal year ending June
50, 1957, shall lie apportioned immediate-
ly upon enactment of this Act [Juno 29,
3930]."

Approval of Estimate of Cost of Com-
pleting tlio Interstate System as Basis for
Apportionment of Funds for Fiscal Years
J903-19GG. Section 102 of Pub.L. S7-Ci,
Title 1, Juno 29, 3901, 75 Stat. 322, pro-

Ch. 1

vided that: “Tlio estimate of ci
completing the Interstate System in JO4
State, tijja.ininccd to the Congrcs,, ,>n
January 13, 3901, by the Secret:.,;y of
Commerce pursuant to tlio provisions of
section 10t(I>) (5) of title 23, T.'nitod
States Code [subsec. (b) (5) of this sec-
tion], and published as House Document
Numbered 49, Eighty-seventh Congress,
first session, is hereby approved as the*
basis for making the apportionment of
Ilhe funds .authorized for the Interstate
System for the fiscal years ending Juno
30, 1003, 10(33, 1905, and 19G0."

Approval of Estimate of Cost of Com-
pleting the Interstate System as Basis
for Apportionment of Funds for Fiscal

Years 19C0-1902. Section S of Pub.L. S5-
3S1, Apr. 10. 193S, 72 Stat. 93 as amended
by rub.L. S5-S99, 5 1, Sept. 2, 193S, 72
Stat. 1723; Pub.L. SC-342, Title I. 5 103.
Sept. 21, 3939, 73 Stat. 011, provided that:
“The estimate of cost of completing the
Interstate System in eacli State, trans-
mitted to the Congress on January 7.
195%, by tlio Secretary of Commerce pur-
suant to the provisions of section 105(d)
of the Act approved .Tune 29, 3930 (70
Stat. 374), and published as House Docu-
ment Numbered 500, Eighty-fifth Con-
gress, second session, is hereby approved
as the basis for making the apportion-
ment of the funds authorized for the
Interstate System for the fiscal years
ending June 50, Ifi0OO, 1001, and 3002".

Apportionment Factors for Expendi-
tures on National System of Interstate
and Defense Highways for Fiscal Year
J9G7. Pub.L. SO-159. § 2. Aug. 2%, 1905.
79 Stat. 57%, provided that: “The Secre-
tary of Commerce is authorized to make
the apportionment for the fiscal year
ending Juno 50. 1907, of lho sum author-
ized to lie appropriated for sueli year
for expenditures on the National System
of Interstate and Defense Highways,
using the apport'onment factors con-
tained in table 3 if House Document
Numbered 42, Eiglity-ninth Congress,
hut the Congress reserves the right to
disapprove the cost estimate for com-
pletion of such National System sub-
mitted by tho Secretary on January 11,
1903, and contained in such document."

Apportionments for Subsequent Years
Based on lItevised Estimates of Cost. Sec-
tion 10S(d) of Act June 29, 1030, c. 402,
Title I, 70 Stat. 37S, as amended by Puli.
L. S5-S00, S 2, Sept. 2, 195S, 72 Stat. 1725,
provided that: "AH sums authorized by
this section to lie appropriated for the
fiscal years 19GO through 1909, inclusive,
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shall he apportioned among the several
States in tlio ratio which the estimated
cost of completing the Interstate System
in each State, as determined and ap-
proved in |Ilie manner provided in this
subsection, bears to tlio sum of the esti-
mated cost of completing the Interstate
System in all of the States. Each ap-
portionment heroin nuthorizr-d for tlio
fiscal years 19(50 through 1909, inclusive,
shall lie made 011 a date as far in ad-
vance of the beginning of the fiscal year
for which authorized as practicable but
in no case more than eighteen months
prior to the beginning of the fiscal year
for which authorized. As soon as Hie
standards provided for in subsection ti)
have been adopted, (lie Secretary of
Commerce, in cooperation with the State
highway departments’, shall make a de-
tailed estimate of tho cost of completing
the Interstate System as then designated,
after taking into account all previous
apportionments made under this section,
based upon such standards and in ac-
cordance with rules and regulations
.adopted by him and applied uniformly to
all of the Slates. The Secretary of
(’nminerce shall transmit such estimate
to llie Senate and the House of Iteprc-
sentatives within ten days .subsequent to
January 2. 393%. Upon approval of such
estimaie by Hie f'ongress by concurrent
resolution, tlio Secretary of Commerce
shall 11-0 such approved estimate in
making apportionments for the fiscal
years ending Juno 30, jOiiO, June 50, 39GlI,
.and June 30. 19152, The Secretary of
Commerce shall make a revised estimate
of eost of completing Hie then designated
Intorstsiie System, after taking into ac-
count all previous apportionments made
under this section, in the same manner
.as stated above, and transmit tlio same
to tlio Senate and the House of Repre-

§ 105. Programs

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

23 8105

sentatives within ton days subsequent to
January 2, 3901. Upon approval of sucli
estimate I>y the Congress by concurrent
resolution, the Secretary of Commerce
shall use such approved estimate in mak-
ing apportionments for tlio fiscal years
ending June 30. 3903, June 50, 3901,- June
30, 1905, and June 30, 3900. The Secre-
tary of Commerce shall make a revised
estimate of the cost of completing tlio
then designated Interstate System, after
taking into account all previous appor-
tionments made under this .section, in tlio
same manner as stated above, and trans-
mit tho same to the Senate and the
House of Representatives within ten days
subsequent- to January 2, 1930, and an-
nually thereafter through and including
January 2, 190%. Upon approval of any
such estimate by the Congress by eon-
current resolution, the Secretary of Com-
merce shall use such approved estimate
in making apportionments for the fiscal
year which begins next following tiie
fiscal year in which such report is trans-
mitted to the Senate and tlio House of
Representatives. 'Whenever the Secretary
of Commerce, purs mt to this subsec-
receives estimates of

tion, requests and
cost from the State highway depart-
ments, lie shall furnish copies of such

estimates at ihe same time to tlio Senate
and the House of Representatives.”

J.cgislative History: For legislative
history and purpose of Rub.L. Sd-70, see
3959 U.S.Code Cong, and Adm.Xcws, p.
3'575. See. also, Rub.L. SU-057, 3900 U.S.
Code Cong, and Adm.Xows, p. 3139; Pub.
L. S7-SGO, 39(52 U.S.Code Cong, anil Adm.
News, p. 395$%; Rub.L. SS-337, 3903 U.S.
Code Cong, and Adm.News, p. 3027; Rub.
L. SS—323. 3901 U.S.Code Cong, and Adm.
News, p. 270$.

(a) As soon as practicable after the apportionments for the Fed-
eral-aid systems have been made for any fiscal year, the State high—

way department of any State desiring to avail
of this chapter shall submit to the Secretary for his approval

itself of the benefits
a pro—

gram or programs of proposed projects for the utilization of the funds

apportioned.

The Secretary shall
him as soon as practicable after the same have been submitted.

programs submitted to
The

act upon

Secretary may approve a program inwhole or in part, but he shall not

approve any project in a proposed program which

.an approved Federal-aid system.

is not located upon



Dept, of Transportation sc Public Facilities

BILL no : SB 373 APPROVED
HB 528
TITLE: An Act Relating to Metropolitan DATE: Februar

Planning Organizations

In reviewing this bill, three key issues must be kept in mind: 1) the appro—
priateness of legislation to modify Policy Committee membership, 2) the
desirability of including legislative and citizen representation on the
committee and, 3) the technical aspects of the bill itself. This paper
addresses these concerns.

Need for Legislation to Modify Corrmittee Membership

The first issue to examine is the need for the degislation. The Code of
Federal Regulation (CFR) 23 450.106(a) states "MPOs shall be made by agreement
among the units of general purpose local government and the Governor."™ The
current Governor"s designation dated April 8, 1976 (copy attached) establishes
a "three-person Policy Committee with two elected representatives - the Mayor
and a Municipal Councilman, and the third member 1is the Commissioner of
Highways."™ Based on the CFR and the language in the Governor®"s designation,
it appears legislation is not required to amend membership in the £MATS Policy
Committee. An amended Governor®s designation could be used to change the
policy committee composition and would provide a more flexible mechanism for
future modifications than specific enacted legislation.

A question has also been raised by CFR references which indicate local govern—
ments shall agree to MPO representation. This could be interpreted to mean

the local government must be agreeable to any proposed changes. Hcwever, FHWA
has verbally indicated that "agreement™ in this context means that the views
of the local government have been considered in any decision making.

Desirability of Legislative/Citizen Representation

The second issue raised is the desirability of legislative and citizen repre—
sentation. CFR 23 450.106(b) states "principal elected officials of general
purpose local governments shall be represented on the MPO to the extent agreed
to pursuant to paragraph (a) above™. The intent of Congress when establishing
MPO"s was to provide local (city) governments a greater voice in the planning
and programming of federal aid receipts. The addition of two legislators may
be perceived by the local government as tipping the balance in the State’s
favor and outweighing local voices. Hcwever, proponents of legislative
representation may argue legislators represent local interests as they are
elected by a local constituency. The CFR only requires local government have
a voice; voting control is not stipulated. Proponents may also argue state
representation should be increased considering the number of state transporta—
tion facilities and the magnitude of State dollars appropriated to the
Municipality. At present, only the State is authorized to construct facili—
ties with federal aid dollars.

For further information call Susan F'leischhauer at 465-3900.
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Other distinct advantages and disadvantages of legislative membership on the
Policy Carmittee are as follows.

Advantages

1.

Current regulations require both the local government and the Legisla—
ture to ultimately approve the expenditure of federal funds within the
urbanized area. The local government must approve the expenditure of
federal dollars, hcwever, the Legislature must also authorize the
State to receive and expend federal funds. Therefore, mutual coopera—
tion between the local government and Legislature is necessary.
Legislative representation on the Policy Carmittee could 1 icilitate
legislative approval of transportation capital budgets by:

a. inducing closer legislative/local government cooperation
b. increasing legislative familiarity and support of projects and
their priorities.

The current MPO designation by the Governor is dated 1976. Since then
Anchorage has grcwn immensely in size and complexity. Increased
membership may be more representative of the complexities of the
community. Legislative participation would increase the membership
and provide a different conmunity perspective.

Disadvantages

The Legislature has existing power to approve/disapprove the capital
budget request as discussed above. Therefore, representation on the
Policy Carmittee would be a duplication of legislative effort and
involvement. Additionally, the branches of government should be kept
separate to provide a check and balance system. Legislators on the
Policy Corrmittee would have the dual roles of both approving the
planning document at the local level and then acting on funding
decisions at the legislative level.

Coordination/attendance of meetings, particularly when the Legislature
is in session could be difficult. The MPO is required to produce
specific planning documents. Policy Corrmittee meetings in April -
through June are critical to the timely submission of the annual
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the Unified Work Program
(UWP).

In light of reduced funding, the expenses incurred and who pays for
legislative travel to attend meetings while the Legislature is in
session must be addressed. If the MPO 1is expected to pay travel costs
and/or per diem, it will decrease monies available for planning.

Partisan politics may be difficult to avoid, particularly during
election years. Officials currently on the Policy Committee are
elected in a non-partisan manner. Given the existing political
structure, legislative representation could create decision making
delays.
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A representative of the citizen Transportation Advisory Committee is also
proposed for Policy Carmittee membership. This proposal varies significantly
from the rest of the committee representation in that a citizen member would
not be accountable to an elective body or a government agency. The existing
members and the proposed legislative members by mandate represent a broad
perspective. CFR 23 450.106(b) requires "principal officials of general
purpose governments shall be represented on the MPO..." Elected officials are
chosen by the public to represent the general citizenry and are accountable
to their constituencies. The existing Policy Committee may wish to evaluate
the role of public involvement in the AMATS process. However, legislation is
not required to achieve this end and the existing Policy Committee could
direct increased public involvement efforts. Other MPO"s generally do not
have citizen representatives on their policy committees.

Technical Problems with the Bill as Proposed

The last issue this paper addresses is the technical problems with the bill
itself. They are as follows:

Page 1, line 12: Population of 200,000 or more - should read population of
50,000 or more which is consistent with the federal definition of an "urban-—
ized" area. The 200,000 population is an important distinction in the distri—
bution and"reporting requirements of Urban Mass Transportation Act (UMTA)

funds utilized by the Municipal Department of Transit. The population figure
is determined by the decennial census.

Page 1, lines 15-26: This section establishes a six-member policy committee.
Six voting members will not allow resolution of a split vote.

Page 2, lines 4, 5: Carmittee shall adopt internal procedures to govern the
conduct of business - should read shall amend the Transportation Planning
Operating Agreement which will govern the conduct of business...

Conclusions

In summary, and in consideration of the foregoing we have two overriding
reservations:

1. Inclusion of State Legislators on a Municipal planning organization puts
them in the positions of both proposal and disposal.

2. Inclusion of a private citizen, accountable to no particular group of
organization, could be counter-productive.

Hcwever should the Legislature elect to proceed, such action could, with the
approval of the Governor, be accomplished administratively.



FEB.21 '86 16'20 DOT DEPUTY COMMISSIONER-fiNCH P.005

April 3. 1976

Mr. Bruce Cannon, Chalrtnan
Intemodal Planning Group
Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
222 S. W. Morrison Street
Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Cannon:

As a result of the unification election in September 1975 the City of
Anchorage and the Greater Anchorage Area Borough combined into one
governing entity, the Municipality of Anchorage. The approved bound-
aries of the urbanized area fall within the new boundaries. At this
time, the State would like to designate the new Municipality of Anch-
orage as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), not only to
reflect the political changes but to promote a planning process as
responsive to the desires of local residents as possible.

The previous designation letter, sent to Hr. Butterfield by former
Governor Egan on June 25, 1974, designated a representative membership
of local government as the MPO. The designation will not affect the
make-up of the’ bodies which establish the direction of transportation
planning In the Anchorage area. The three-person Policy Canalttae has
two elected representatives - the Mayor and a Municipal Councilman - and
the third member Is the Cofairfssioner of Highways. The Technical Cot-
wlttee also has three voting members - the Municipal Planning Director,
the Municipal Director of Transportation, and the State Department of
Highways' District Engineer. As required by current regulations, this
process will enable transportation planning to be carried out by the MPO
In cooperation with the highway agency and the transit operator. The
Highway Department has representation on both cocnrittaes*. Since the
transit operation Is a division of the Municipal Department of Trans-
portation, It too, Implicitly, has representation on these connlttees,
though only Implicitly. Also, the transit operator is an associate
member of the Technical Ccranlttea.
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Mr. Bruce Cannon April 3, 1976

As Anchorage has been designated an urbanized area for only two years.
Its transportation planning activities are still evolving, but It Is
felt that transferring the responsibility to the Municipality win
hasten furthar development and Improvement.

Sincerely,

Jay S. Hammond
Governor

SCC; Gene A. Hanna, FHWA, Juneau
George Sulllvan, AMATS Policy Committee
George Dickson, AMATS Policy Committee
Jack Spake, AMAI'S Technical Committee
Will lam Fort, UMTA, Seattle
Department of Highways

JSH/JLU/mth
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Room 412 Mohawk Building
2227*S.W, Morrison Street
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R.0.v.". OfCc.l
Honorable Jay S. Hannond [/ PUnJ R« 17 >
Covernor of Alaska riid O'ii. faijpp. 1
Juneau, Alaska 99801 Afr< A
Af»i 8 1
Arett C
Dear Governor Haamond: Apl, A < 1
Audit, o
Anchorage Urban Area, Designation of Admin. M#n,0," U T
Metropolitan Planning Organization FMT
1

We acknowledge your April 8, 1976 designation of the Muni'W“éaﬂ ----------

of Anchorage as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MP0O) for
the Anchorage urban area. .
With this designation, the Municipality is the established eligible
recipient of DepsrtEcnt of Tt-rspore?,tion plcinnin® fence for

prehensive urban transportation planning. Also the organization,
together with the State, 1is responsiDle for conducting the cetro-
politan transportation planning program. The policy and technical

committees structured by you and the Municipality are the means to
fulfill this responsibility.

The U,S. Department of Transportation adninistralLions in this region
arc looking forward to continuing their working relationship with
the Municipality of Anchorage and the State on the. Anchorage trans—
portation/land use planning process.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce Cannon, Chairman
Intemodal Planning Group,
Region X

/v-
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RECORDS
CERTIFICATION

I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is die established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions HTave been made.
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO NUMBER TWO TO SB 374

On Page 2, Line 12
Delete AS 37.17.760 (7)

Add AS 37.15.760 (7)
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SILIh][(deCOBﬂlGEﬁnn
Sea Pl Aste. Vieedaimen
Sm. Mikh Abood
Sen Jn ks Pouch V
Sn. Joe Josephson Juneau, Alaska 9981!
MEMORANDUM
T0: Committee Members
From Committee Staff
Re SB 374

The Senate Transportation Committee will be hearing SB 374 today,
February 12. The purpose of the bill is to allow the Department of
Transportation to set up toll facilities as part of its duties, to amend
the Alaska Statutes dealing with toll facilities to include tunnels, and
to amend the Statute dealing with the Knik Arm Crossing to include the
Whittier Toll Road.

The City of Whittier contends that they are waiting for passage of this
legislation before they can go ahead with plans to sell bonds to finance
the Whittier Toll Road.

Section 1 of the bill amends the Powers of the Department Section of the
Title 19 by adding the word "tunnels"™ to subsection 11, dealing with
toll facilities.

Section 2 amends Title 37 (Public Finance) by adding the word "tunnel"
to 37.15.720. This Subsection was added to allow for financing of the
Knik Arm Crossing.

Section 3 amends Title 37 by including the Whittier Toll Road in the
Section dealing with the order in which state toll facilities would be
constructed. 37.15.730 currently states that the Knik Arm Crossing will
be the first toll facility to be constructed by the Department of
Transportation. SB 374 amends this Section by allowing the Whittier
Toll Road to be one of the first two toll facilities.

Section 4 adds a new Subsection, the intent of the Subsection is to
allow for one of the facilities to be built without the concurrence of
the other project. The Section is mis-numbered in relation to the
Statute and proposed amendment #1 1is in your packet.



Page 2
Staff Memo to Committee on SB 374

Section 5 is similar to Section 1, in that it adds the word tunnel to
a Statute dealing with toll facilities. This Section is also
mis-numbered and you will find proposed amendment //2 deals with that

problem.
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TELECOPIER COVER LETTER =

DATE:

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING PAGES TO:

NAME : if) <gC iffirgL » */*7$?
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TELEPHONE NO: TELECOPY NO. *n
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P.0. Box608 Whittier, Alotka 99693 (907)472-2327 ~ 3 * T |
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PRESS RELEASE (January 29, 1986):

Senator Edna DeVries (R-District E) today submitted legislation that would
amend Alaska State Statutes to allow for the establishing of the Whittier Toll
Road authority and the construction of a new tunnel through Mt. Maynard. At
this time, only the Alaska Railroad tunnel provides land access to Whittier.

The Statutes presently give the Knik Arm Crossing priority as the first
State Toll Facility to be funded. DeVries®" amendment stipulates that either or
both project(s) may be funded depending upon the communities® abilities to meet
the legal criteria for a comprehensive feasibility study and a financial plan for
repaying the bonds with which the facility is funded.

DeVries feels that the Toll Authority may represent an alternative to direct
funding of capital projects. Without such an alternative, she said, fecdlities
such as the Whittier Road will fall victim to the revenue decline. DeVries
urged that proposals such as this one be seriously entertained by the Legisla—
ture.

This project, according to DeVries, is the essential key to the development
of Prince William Sound infrastructure. She feels that the resulting tourisnm,
recreation opportunity, transportation and commercial fishing industries would
not only provide a strong financial base for the Whittier-Prince William Sound
area but would benefit the rest of the State as well.

A very strong statement of support for the project has come from various
professional and administrative groups and individuals that serve the Chugach
area, State of Alaska and interstate commerce as well as the local residents.
DeVries received a petition signed by 108 of the 338 residents of Whittier

asking that she sponsor this legislation.

20 -



ALASKA EMTERPROSES

(907) 2254365
P.O. BOX 5197
KETOHIKAN ALASKA 99901

1 February, 1986

Senator Robert H. Ziegler Sr.
Alaska State SEnate

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Bob

I have read with 1interest about the Introduction of SB 374, uv
Senator DeVries, to create a Toll Road Authority for a tunnel to
Whittier.

I have long been an advocate, along with others, of the creation
oa a Toll Road Authority to build bridges to Pennock. and Cravina
Islands, to connect Ketchikan with our fravina Island airport.
Unfortunately, 1in the past, our 1local legislative delegations
have never shown much enthusiasm
that now you night be able, with the support of our newer "ouse
members, to stimulate to work, for such interest, and either amend
SB 374 to include our bridges, or introduce a similar bill for

the same purpose,

cc: Rep. John Sund
Rep. Robin Taylor
Sen. Edna DeVries
Mayor Ted Ferry, City of Ketchikan
Mayor Palph Gregory, Ketchikan Cateway Borough
James Raabe, Chairmen, Creater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce
Paula Easley, Resource DEvelopment Council
Lew Williams, Publisher, Ketchikan Paily Mews
Gary T,arson, Alaska Airlines

for such a project, I would hone

Fcon.
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IRELAND TRANSFER & STORAGE CO.

615 Stedman Street
Ketchikan. Alaska 99901-6696

Phone 19071 225-2121

February 5, 1986

! - =
Tre I—h-’oréde-l%chfH Ziegler, Serator | -
Alaska State Serate
A< eor 1 V'
AL ACISBLL | 1 v o K MIL
ﬁ.. >Z%Ie'r: \Y | . ; \ n..

/  \With reference to the letter from Paul Wingren relating Serator De\fies proposal for aTdl
Red Authority for a Y/hittier tunrel to our need for a hard link to Ketchikan Int' | Airport, he
may be right in assurming thet there is roother way to finance those construction costs.

I have been agairst atall as 1 have been assuming thet the annual enployee costs would eat Lp the
incore until such atine 8SRaodk and Gravinaare develgped by residential and comrercial
gronth. M feelings hsve been thet the state hss provided highway connectiors toall other state
air ports, and thet we should expect thet our hard link would also be provided  With the state
incoe going down, it is probable thet Iwoulo not live long enough to see construction of the
project inthetime 1hawe left, especially if the state funds are nostly routed to the Susitma
project eechyear. .
I have attached the pest twoyears passerger ad vehicle totals for our airport ferry operation
that could help inany discussions that you may have on this proposal.  Youare anare that the
figures shonn are only for airport travel, ad thet the vehicle nuber would increase
substantially if they could be driven to the airport, whereas nmost people today do not take their
AjpepsEaRt 1

The lack of ahsrd link is a leading cause of our failure toattract the air tour industry as they
can't loed tour buses at the airport for delivery to hotels or for Sisitor tours. This intum,
kegps LBfrom being able to support the hotel industry and contributes to our failu; ¢ to be able
to hardle the convention circuit. Ay of our industrial or commrercial proposals at the airport
also fail as the first guestionwe get is howdbwe get our trucks or enployees beck and forth

. |
Qur Mure residential groath would probably be on fernock and Gravina Islands if the hard link

isever contructed. Asyou know; we have approximately 4,000 acres of Borough land on those
islands, ad it is of little value if future owrers have rowheeled acoess.

| e*Ve's
Thanks for kegping this project active.
Sincerely,

Raph M Bartholomrew

o Sn[Devries, Rp Sud & Taylor
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TOAL PASHENEERS CAHRIED BY ARRCRT FHRRY
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