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ACACENT RATE

KENTUCKY

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num . n/a 110 126 116 08 87
Rate n/a .038 .041 .037 031 .026
INJURY Num. n/a 2,196 2,608 2,608 2.794 2,043
Rate n/a .157 841 .841 .873 .619
PROP. DAMAGE Num. n/a 9,229 8,462 11,697 12,398 9,522
Rate n/a 3.182 2.730 3.773 3.874 2.835
TOTAL ACCID. Num. n/a 11,535 11,196 14,421 15,290 11,651
Rate n/a 3.978 3.612 4.652 4.778 3.531
COMM. MILEAGE (mill.) n/a 2,900 3,100 3,100 3,200 3,300

KENTUCKY OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

YEARS

MCSAP Accompllahmenta & Effectlveneaa Accident Data - 6



ACODENT  RATE

M ARYLAND

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num. 109 96 107 122 119 104
Rate .044 .035 .038 .040 .036 .030
INJURY Num. 1,251 1,474 1,827 1,857 2,040 1,900
Rate .509 .544 .643 .607 .620 .F49
PROP. DAMAGE Num. 6,607 7,490 8,295 8,333 7,481 6,666
Rate 2.686 2.764 2.921 2.723 2.274 1.927
TOTAL ACCID. Num. 7,967 9,060 10,229 10,312 9,640 8,670
Rate 3.239 3.343 3.602 3.370 2.930 2.506
COMM. MILEAGE (mll.) 2,460 2,710 2,840 3,060 3,290 3,460

MARYLANPD OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments &E ffectlvanew Accident Data - 7




ACACENT RATE

M ICHIG AN

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num. 110 131 142 155 152 148
Rate .007 .093 .092 -093 .084 .084
INJURY Num. 3,216 3,442 4,284 4,985 5,392 4,956
Rate 2.554 2.431 2.787 2.990 2.979 2.822
PROP. DAMAGE  Num. 10,787 10,790 13,131 16,167 17,867 16,323
Rate 8.330 7.620 8.543 9.698 9.871 9.296
TOTAL ACCID. Num. 13,813 14,363 17,557 21,307 23,411 21,427
Ra < 10.971 10.143 11.423 12.782 12.934 12.202
COMM. MILEAGE (mill.) 1,259 1716 1,537 1,667 1,810 1,756

M1TCHIGAN OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

r.EGEND

RATE

YEARS

MCSAP AccompHghme«rri« & Effectiveness Accident Data - 8



ACACENT RATE

CATEGORY

FATAL Num.
Rate
INJURY Num.
Rate

PROP. DAMAGE  Num.
Rate

TOTAL ACCID. Num.
Rate

COMM. MILEAGE (ill.)

M T NNESOTA

M

1982

111
.052 .

3,547
1.657

9,656
4.512

13,314
6.221

2,140

(per

INNESOTA

1983 1

93
.041

3,323
1.457

8,487
3.722

11,903 1
5.221

2,280

OVERALL

million

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectiveness

984 1985
115 92
.050 .039
3,170 2,217
1.372 .932
8,452 6,745
3.659 2.834
1,737 9,054
5.081 3.804
2,310 2,380

ACCIDENT
miles)

1986 1987
90 75
.039 .032
1,963 1,714
.857 .726
5,988 4,879
2.615 2.067
8,041 6,668
3.511 2.825
2,290 2,360
RATES

Accident Data - 9



ACACENT RATE

CATEGORY

FATAL Num.
Rate
iNJURY Num.
Rate
PROP. DAMAGE Num.
Rate
TOTAL ACCID. Num.
Rate

COMM. MILEAGE (mil.)

MTSSISSIPPI

M

1982

156
.071

1,365
.620

3,110
1.414

4,631
2.105

2,200

(per

IS SISSIPP

1983 1

137
.060

1,479
.643

3,442
1.497

5,058
2.199

2,300

OVERALL

million

YEARS

MCSAP Accompllthmenf & Effectlveneei

984 1985 1986 1987
157 114 146 108
-065 .044 .056 .034

1,729 1,413 1,248 1,268
.720 .543 .480 .396

3,475 2,471 2,156 3,130

1.448 .950 .829 .978

5,361 3,998 3,515 4,506

2.234 1.538 1.352 1.408

2,400 2,600 2,600 3,200

ACCIDENT RATES
miles)

Accident Data - 10



ACACENT RATE

CATEGORY

FATAL Num.
Rato
INJURY Num-.
Rate

PROP. DAMAGE Num.
Rate

TOTAL ACCID. Num.
Rate

COMM . MILEAGE(mIIIL.)

M1SSOUR

1982

354
133

9,842
3.699

30,882
11.605

41,078
15.437

2,661

M

ISSOUR

1983

338
124

10,061
3.677

29,334
10.271

39,733
14.522"

2,736

OVERALL

(per

million

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectiveness

1984 1985
353 175
.123 .095

10,560 9,39

3.669 3.169

31,929 39,896

11.094 13.460

42.842 49,465

14.886 16.689

2,878 2,964
ACCIDENT
miles)

1986 1987
234 266
.076 .083

9,304 10,318
3.038 3.234

38,457 41,912

12.555 13.139

48.013 52,596

15.675 16.456

3,063 3,190
RATES

Accident Data - 11



ACACENT RATE

M ONTANA

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num. nla 45 32 35 33 23
Rate nla .070 .47 .058 .056 .039
INJURY Num. n/a 492 488 401 374 314
Rate nla .763 712 .659 .637 .536
PROP. DAMAGE  Num. nla )5 1,216 907 795 636
Rate n/a 1.-104 1.775 1.490 1.354 1.086
TOTALACCID.  Num. n/a 1,442 1,656 1,343 1,202 973
Rate n/a 2.238 2.418 2.207 2.046 1.651
COMM. MILEAGE (mill) n/a 644 684 608 587 585

M ONTANA OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

. LEGEND
Entered MCSAP Implementation
. RATE
23530
2.
1450
1.720
1.661
1.060
1.«0J e B Fmm————————— —
1983 19814 1985 1986 1987

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectlveneas Accident Date -12



ACACENT RATE

CATEGORY

FATAL Num.
Rate
INJURY Num.
Rate

PROP. DAMAGE Num.
Rate

TOTAL ACCID. Num.
Rate

COMM. MILEAGE (mill.)

NEBRASKA

NEBRASKA

1982

39
.028.

505
.358

1,107
.842

1,731
1.229

1,409

(per

1983

35
.025

495
.349

1,912
1.346

2,442
1.720

1,420

OVERALL

million

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectlvenesa

1984 1985
33 24
.023 .018
479 436
.333 .320
1,799 1,696
1.250 1.243
2,311 2,156
1.606 1.581
1,439 1,364
ACCIDENT
miles)

1986 1987
28 31
.020 .022
360 383
.254 .270
1,195 830
.843 .585
1,583 1,244
1.117 .876
1,417 1,420
RATES

Accident Data -13

RATE



NEVADA

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1934 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num. n/a 21 21 22 17 21
Rate n/a .070 .057 063 .042 .049
INJURY Num. n/a 286 325 325 306 379
Rate n /fi .952 .879 .928 .762 .886
PROP. DAMAGE Num. n/a 936 1,070 1,050 1,012 1,251
Rate n/a 3.115 2.895 2.997 2.519 2.923
TOTAL ACCID. Num. n/a 1,243 1,416 1,397 1,335 1,651
Rate n/a 4.137 3.831 3.988 3.324 3.858
COMM. MILEAGE (all) n/a 300 369 350 401 427

NEVADA OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

LEGEND
LATE
48 Entered MCSAP Implementation Phase
44
RVRES
M- »
31- - 3.858
3.8+
3.4- -
3.324
— i 1 1 1 i
1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
YEARS

MCSAP Accompllahmenta & Effgctlvtngga Accident Data -14



ACACENT RATE

NEW Y ORK

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num.* 435 . 432 419 473 494 n/a
Rate .197 .195 .183 .200 .200 n/a
INJURY Num.** 36,108 26,325 27,065 29,186 30,990 n/a
Rate 16.338 11.863 11.834 12.320 12.367 n/a
PROP. DAMAGE Num. 18,182 19,811 20,259 21,340 19,410 n/a
Rate 8.227 8.928 8.858 9.008 7.871 n/a
TOTAL ACCID. Num. 42,977 46,568 47,743 50,999 50,894 n/a
Rate 19.447 20.986 20.876 21.528 20.638 n/a
COMM. MILEAGE (mill.) 2,210 2,219 2,287 2,369 2,466 n/a

[Total number of fatalities
Total number of injuries

N E W Y O R K OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

""" Entered MCSAP Implementotion in '1986 LEGEND

21.04% RATE
21.28*

21.02x*

20.70% »

20,24~

10.08

10.72% *

10.48* m

1QW-
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectiveness Accident Data - 15



ACACENT RATE

CATEGORY

FATAL Num.
Rate
INJURY Num.
Rate

PROP. DAMAGE  Num.
Rate

TOTAL ACCID. Num.
Rate

COMM. MILEAGE (ill.)

OHI1O

1982

252
.035

11,446
1.587

30,724
4.261

42,422
5.883

7,211

OVERALL

(per

O HIO

1983 1984 1985
243 283 298
.033 .039 .041
m 11,561 13,468 14,544
1.586 1.861 1.987
30,306 36,061 41,724
4.158 4.982 5.700
42,110 49,812 56,566
5.777 6.882 7.728
7,289 7,238 7,320

ACCIDENT
million miles)

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectlveneas

1986

268
.036

14,238
1.908

40.004
5.360

54,510
7.304

7,463

RATES

1987

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a

Accident Data -16



ACACENT RATE

OREGON

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num. *3 64 52 59 79 52
Rate .040 .061 .048 .051 .06? .042
INJURY Num. 647 697 754 712 790 711
Rate .602 .667 .690 .618 .673 .570
PROP. DAMAGE Num. 662 757 965 933 996 859
Rate .634 724 .880 .809 .848 688
TOTAL ACCID. Num. 1,372 1,518 1,771 1,704 1,865 1,622
Rate 1.276 1.453 1.620 1.478 1.589 1.300
COMM. MILEAGE (mill.) 1,075 1,045 1,093 1,153 1,174 1,248

OREGON OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectiveness Accident Data -17



W ISCONSIN

CATEGORY 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
FATAL Num. 86 78 86 100 87 114
Rate .038 .033 .034 .034 .027 .034
INJURY Num. 1,951 2,121 2,264 2,276 2,343 2,246
Rate .852 -894 .906 .782 .732 721
PROP. DAMAGE  Num. 4,646 5,060 5,421 6,084 6,017 7,008
Rate 2.029 2.132 2.169 2.090 1.880 2.082
TOTAL ACCID. Num. 6,683 7,259 7,771 8,460 8,447 9,548
Rate 2.918 3.059 3.110 2.906 2.640 2.837
COMM. MILEAGE (mill.) 2,290 2,373 2,499 2,911 3,200 3,366

WI1SCONSIN OVERALL ACCIDENT RATES

(per million miles)

ACACENT RATE

YEARS

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectivenets Accident Data-19



Inspection Procedures

MCSAP Accomplishments & Effectiveness Inspection Attachment



ATTACHMENT A
CvSATHWA

NORTH AMERICAN STANDARD

IN S PECT

PREPARE THE VEHICLE AND DRIVER
nsvud me O™*) lo remam *i m* coned* and i
*nQv« ofl  (Alow cool Owm Dm* tor IdtKKhA'gea e"-
0<«l
Pt*C» cnoo OKU n Doenx tiegnnng on th* d v r »

n m*

on* n ironi ana on* b*nma m* due »>» turn o<
D»...8Jn mo uw *no advise re onvoi m | mo wheel
h»v* wto' cnockea
Hiv* th* “m .w piece rm* rimm®*»cn n neutral and <
senssse ALHW I
AOVN* in* v i* n me uaa or h*nd sgm™* (Lamps «no
OAKMI

CHECK DRIVER ! REQUIREMENTS
- DRIVER LCENSE (39111)

Check Kx »«p*«i<yi on* tym Oa:« status cn*>
« MEOCAL CERTIFICATE (39141)
Chnc* lor tiPMlon ail* Cdroctiv* lenses hetrng 40
egmtixes C*n*0«n dtrv*r keens* kewo* « meocai
crnacrt
MEDICAL waiver (Ktp&atM) (391 49)

.

Cn»ck lor «u>TI*cn flale. end mek* sort lorn * oom-
pttito Not* tn* sutod physc*1mwarcns

RECORD OF DUTY STATUS (3958) (395 3)
Updated lo lu> change o< Duty status toaay s one eg.

C4* hanOwrtmg past 7 aayl reCdOed. mieag* o"vng
6m* on aury wn*. v*ncle mmcets c*rr«sr name sgna
M1

“Remarks

secion may mcMoe tocatons o duty status
change. unuiua’ otomsances mai oetiy me ire ana
sh «yg ooci/neni rwnbert or me name d me snppe*
Check lor wtntn ajmdajion lo< nrricin* N 0 O V
recorong ocvces ~aPdcaDe

DRIVEN VEHCLE INSPECTION REPORT (39611)

Check lor ID nurrce* d venoels) inspected. recora ol

delects tound (4 any) ana sgnalu'es
SHIPPING PAPERSBILL CF LADING

Check kx kstngs or haardous male*** ndcared Oy me
trt sixty. sn X me h M COMMI. or a contrast ng

color Paper* must be wtthn army reach and vrsiDe
“SEATBELT (39916)

Check lor condcc- ma usage
-« ALCOHOL AND DRUGS (3934) [3995)

Check Id vcaio™
CHECK FOR PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS
PLACARDS

Chec« lo- me presence St paca'ds am use cauian
even 4 none a’e PCS"

.

LEAKS SPILLS UNSECURE CARGO

When naaaroous mate'-an a‘e dese be ESPECIALLY

careiulwith ea>s sons or unsecu'e cargo
MARKINGS
Cargo tanks ana ponaoie tanks wit O SOa> markings on

»n orange pa-er d oaca'o Tney mocaie me rD num.
ber me hau'aous mate’ias Tneie a’e eiceptons lo
ms rum
LABELS

When containers are vs-tx iaocs *»- centey me ray-

.

traous maea-s Tnere are eiceptons to ms rue

INSIDE CAB

STEERING LASH

Measuie amount o' steerng ash ana compare with Out’
dservd C'ie*a

STEERING COLUMN

Check lor unsecu’e asacnment

FRONT OF TRACTOR
HEAD LAMPS *URN SIGNALS. EMERGENCY FLASH-

ERS (393951 -

Chock ‘o’ improper color ana ooeraion
WI1NDSHIELO WIPERS (393 78,
Check ‘or mprpper operatcn  Two wpe-s a’e reouvea

unesa one ca" cean me pnv*rs tea d v*cn
WINDShIiEID (393 60)
Check lor creeks or oner pamage Check tor oecas or

store's nieco’ rtcr

STEERINQ AXLE
INFORM THE DRIVER THAT YOU ARE GOING UN-

DER THE VEHICLE, AND TO LISTEN FOR YOUR IN.
STRUCTH3NS

« STEERING SYS’'EM (BOTH SiDESi 1.

Check lor cose worn pent aamagea or mssng pa-s
Instruct me O".er io 'OCk me steemg nnetr and check
key oomcone-ti “oni a>e oeam gear 0o« pemen
arm areg uw t« roa re roo e-os

FRONT SUSPENSION IBOTH SIDES)

Check Kr madicns pi mrsaigneO sniteO or creckea
sprngs coeeneo s’aort mssmg Docs Kxng hang-

ers intrcjrr al e*me ana CACktep or <x*e U Does
Aso Check Nx unsecu's a>e oosxonmg certs Ana

igns 8 ir« nengnrrt

L

.

IO N PROCEDURE

A

,2

FRONT BRAKES (BOTH SIDES) (3934%)
Cneck roi musing nomunaonmg. loose contamrnaleO.
Dr ceckea pans o" me Drake system, such as dake
arum shoes, loro's, caps Immgs Diane cnamcer
ovamoer mountng oush rocs sack afliuaers

Cneck kx camuUp eve' Be aet Vajode a” eaks
irouno dake ocomponens ana snes

Wrm me brakes reeasea, mark mo Drane chamber pujn
roa ai a pomi ivhe<e me push roa ents me biAke Cham-
per Mark me dust roes on poth soes at ms txne. a*
push roas w* be rneasureo «i ITEM 18

FRONT AXLE

Check lor cracks, weas ana oonous msaignment
FRAME ana FRAME ASSEMBLY

Check lor creeks or any oetea that may e*O 10 me

cxAapse ol me trims

EFT FRONT SIDE OF TRACTOR
LEFT FRONT WHEEL 4 R|M

Check lor cracks, unseated locking rngs. or>en ot
moslig lugs, stucs » camps Bem or crackea 'ms.
beeeng' nui sans oose or aamagea ug nuts ana
eongaioa stud hexes

LEFT FRONT TIRE 139375)

Check tor morooer n‘aion. serous cuts bulges
Check head wait ana measuie macx ue*3 groove
depth msoea soewV lor oeiscts Check lor erooted
Luxe or cora Rada anp aas ires should not be mued

on me sieemg are

LEFT SAOOLE TANK AREA
LEFT FUEL TANKIS) (39365)

Check tor unatcure mounmg leans o trmaamage
Vemy mai ihe luelaossover me rs secure Check tor
unsecme caois)

Check ground bekx ar» id »gn« d aaung tuer
TRACTOR FRAME (393 9011

Check Lame rus ana C’Oss members on me tractd usl
Derma me cab Oonxig id cracks Devos or Kcessne

t.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

1s$.

is.

« EXHAUST uYSTF'4 (393 83)
Cneck Id unsecu’e mountng leaks (under me uD) «=

h*u* oontKted by lud d ar m*s or swcrci' «» «

Check tor carbon oaocees aroma seams ana cramps

TRAILER FRONT

es (39398)
Lxes between hactd ana vater should be suspended

* air 6electrical

ana Ir* d tangtes ana crimps Th«y snouto hsv* sukc
ent u > tosnc* the vence 10tum Inspect kne con.
redans Id proper suing L«en Id audde r nu-1
FRONT END PROTECTION (393 10C)

Cnees tor negnt reauvements (Nore etceotons (

LEFT REAR TRACTOR AREA
+ WHEELS RiMS & TIRES

inspect at Described «i ITEM 7

Ch«k nsde we ol Ouai Id nftawxi ana general condr-
Km T*es should be evenly maicheo (um* cxcumier-
ence) on Outi wheen

Wshout oucmg you’S*t between m* txes on . tjem
mnet check Id ded™* between m* we*

LOWER FIRH WHEEL (393 70)

Check Id Utsecuto modltng lo the liime d any mrss-
ng d damaged parts
Oiect Id any wsrpie spec* befwt«n me upoet ana
tower lan wheel plates
VdFy that me locking |36 aie SIOuna m* snank ana nd
the head d me kngpm  Vetify mat me ‘e«ase levs' *

sealed prooery ano mai me saiety Ulcn o engaged

UPPER Fifth WHEEL

Check kx Shy aamage io me wegnt benrvg piate and
rs supports on me haset Chocn ungpm conaron
SL'OING Fifth WHEEL

Crpcr id p joer engagemem d tockmg mechan*m
(leem iy engaged on rai0 Check Id worn @ mesng
pans mtkng su'e ihal ihe posnon does nd anow me
tractd Lame rats to contact me landing gear aumg

time

INFORM THE DRIVER THAT YOU ARE GOING UN-
DER THE VEHICLE. ENTER THE UNDERCARRIAGE
IH VIEW OF THE DRIVER.

SUSPENSION ,BOTH S'DESV

msoep as described in ITEM 6 Cnee* 'd aetaied d
leaking an suspenson systems

BRAKES (BOTH SIDES)

nscec D'akes as aescroea m'TEM 6

A'r ca-es '‘eeasea mark ine pusn rods
LEFT SIDE OF TRAILER

FRAME AND BODY
Cnee, tor cracks ana any ndeai'on eaa.ng to cdaose

d me "ame
CARGO SECUREMENT (393 100)

C"e. id 'mDrosei bkrckxg d facng, ana unsecute
chans d straps verity end gales a'O secu'eo m stake
pockets Cneck a'p d canvas

* wheEvS rims 4 tires

("spec as descnoea m ITEM 7

SuDING T»t(DEM

Check 101 mrsatgnment ana posscn LOOk Hir Bam-

ageo. wm d mispng pans Check tockmg mecha-
nism leern d locking mechanism must My mesh with
mcse o' the ra- secureo tore Lame

INFORM THE DRIVER THAT YOU ARE GOING UN-

DER THE VEHICLE. ENTER THE UNDERCARRIAGE
IN VIEW OF THE DRIVER.

« SUSPENSION |BOTH SIDES)
inspect as aescnbeO m ITEM 6

- BRAKES (BOTH SIDES)
mspeci as oescroeo m ITEM 6 With Brakes released
mark Push roas

REAR OF TRAILER

« TAX STDF> 4 TURN LAMPS 4 EMERGENCY FLASH
ERS
Check Nx mprooer cokx arg ooeraion

« CARGO SECUREMENT
msoeo as oescnota mitem 11
Mso cneck tarbcara security Verity ana gates are se-
eded « stake Dockets ana ‘ear doors a'e ckosea
checn Dom soes d VUV io nsde proieaon d cargo
com. jnftng d talmg

RtOHT SIDE OF TRAILER

e check all items as on left ;ioe
RIGHT REAR TRACTOR AREA

+ CHECK ALL ITEMS AS ON LEFT SIDE
RIGHT SAOOLE TANK AREA

+ CHECK ALL ITEMS AS ON LEPT SIDE
RIGHT FRONT SIDE OF TRACTOR

« CHECK AIl ITEMS AS ON LEFT SIDE



IT.

I RAKI ADJUSTMENT CHICK

MFoMI1 TH1 DRIVER THAT vou U | ooing un-
d R THI VEHICLE. ENTER THI UNDERCARRIAGE
1H VIEW Ol THE DRIVER.

MEASURE PUSH ROO TRAVEL (AU. BRAKES)

Why ra brakes are ucw i.,move a ow'd me renew
am meaadt [TB deterc+ d push rod rear « eacn
chamber

(B)heam rtxjndnéar%erlrm adoonoas
UIa'dyp ddatatfmnar
Agn titan lor ssaau youmowe arodX) meaw a

P1PTH WHEEL MOVEMENT CHECK
« USECAUTON

Il ccnOuOed mpropary ma method ol chaong to> Win
wheel movemara can raaua r k*rvx* damage to the
vancle Uaa cautcst and rattua ma dmer ca't'A,
PREPARE THE VEHICLE AND DRIVER

Hava ma dmer pul ma vehda r>gear raraaaa me aarv

Moranae end appty me V«A*r orasaa

Ramove ra wheel cnocai and hav* me drv*r atan m*
vehca CaiaMy arpan m* procaddt to Ih* drmv*r
Tai tra over lo GENTLY roc* m* factor aa you watch
ma Nth wheat

CONDUCT THE PROCEDURE

Aa ma vector nxai watch tor movement Oatwaan m*

.

mounting componanii and Irame pivot p>n and
Ore&at. and ma uotw and tower wm whaal nawat
Ain LOH RATE
+ WHEN TO CONDUCT THE TEST
Kyou haard an a« at* al any port n me naneeton.
you ihodd row crw> ma venca t an oal .«

CONDUCT THE PROCEDURE

Hav* me orrvar run tra *ng*a at tot*, man aooy and
herd ma eervce Oram

ocaarv* tra U rasarvoa pracsdt gauge on tta CH"
Hav* dmer piano m* preehsa oown to BO par Com
praaaora do not tan ay uhN eyuem praaadf drops L >
tow a canem aval Al about BO Ce moat compraasc.

should b* cperumg

>0.

it

22.

ATTACHVENT A

Aa praaad» shcnsu La mamas*}urrctua Adropn
praaadt ndcaiataw on arauitla brat* ytttn
an) m* >«nca aromd o* pacao ua d w .ia

LOW AIR PRKSIIIRI WARHINQ OEVICE

TEST THE WARNING DEVICE

VavuQ fa omar topunp fa aadownuareOkar

caaatdt wamng oavc* aanaaa
Cxaar/a m* gauge* on ma dean The tow aa praauya
wamrg mat fctnaM ata matatun d 117 ma compraa
tor goverro cut our porilaedt\E)oroaanatay U par
TRACTOR PROTECTION WA
Th* pnxaddt w* tea com ra vector prdaovcm vane
and ra naaar emergency tsa>al
CONDUCT THE TEST

Vtaruct tra Omar to rates* fa amargancY brine* by

g r fa daan canes
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

*

Date Referred: February 12, 1990 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action: Jtfo

The TRANSPORTATION Committee considered: HCR 53

HOUSE CONCURRENT RES. NO. 53 ABANDONED VESSELS

Relating to abandoned vessels on the beaches of Alaska.

RECOMMENDATIONS: [ - f the same title
\A be replaced with £5 ucaqQn [ 1 a new title
] have attached amendment(s)
do pass
do not pass
no recommendation

individual recommendations

] additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: letter of intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): APPROVES PREVIOUS:

(Dept) (Date/Dept)
[ 1 fiscal impact [ ] fiscal note(s)

CAT zero fiscal note [ 1 zero fiscal note(s)

( 1 zero with analysis [ 1 zero fn/analysis

Chairman®"s Signature
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

Vo BotvY,suitcapitol

unciu, A liU i 991111 -1100

M ill Slop J100
(907) 46" W |

June 15, 1989

MEMORANDUM

T0: Representative George Jacko
ATTN: Ingrid Jacobsen

FROM: Karla Hart -

Legislative Analyst

RE: Responsibility for Abandoned Vessels on Alaska Beaches
Research Request 89.389
You requested information

on abandoned vessels on Alaska beaches.
Specifically, you asked what resources are dedicated to their removal, what

agencies are involved, who is Jliable for the costs of removal and what
environmental ramifications exist.

This memorandum addresses vessels which end

up on Alaska beaches, whether
abandoned on site or

following accidental 1loss or grounding. In summary,
there are no resources dedicated to the removal of abandoned vessels, nor is

there any estimate on the number or environmental consequences of such vessels.

AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY AND INVOLVEMENT

Virtually all Alaska beaches are state-owned below mean high tide.
high tide, where most vessels are ultimately grounded,
federal, state, municipal or private ownership.

Above mean
property may be of

Federal

The U.S. Coast Guard 1is directly concerned with abandoned vessels under two
circumstances: 1) if the vessel has petroleum products on board--making it a
potential polluter, and 2) if the vessel is a hazard to navigation. In both
instances, the Coast Guard first attempts to contact the owner of the vessel
to address the problem. If no contact is made, then the

federal case, with federal funds expended to remove potential
remove or destroy a vessel which

no Jlonger poses a pollution
involvement ceases. Indirectly,

incident becomes a

pollutants and/or
is a hazard to navigation. Once the vessel
or navigation hazard, direct Coast Guard

local Coast Guard search and rescue personnel

are aware of abandoned vessels which may confuse search and rescue operations
in their jurisdiction.



Representative Jado
Jdure 15, 199
Pege 2

The U.S. Forest Service has

responsibility for the vast majority of coastal
lands above mean high tide

In southeast and portions of southcentral

Alaska.
Although resources are not specifically allocated to the removal of abandoned
vessels, such vessels may be removed by the

Forest Service when a Forest
Service vessel

1n the area can effect the removal while performing other tasks.

Abandoned vessels are treated under abandoned personal property regulations,
requiring the Forest Service to provide 30 days notice before disposing of any
abandoned personal property. If an abandoned vessel has registration numbers,
the Forest Service attempts to contact the owner to remove the vessel.

The
Forest Service may cite individuals for illegally placing personal property
(including boats) on National Forest Lands. [36 CFR 261.10(a), (e) and ()]

Other federal agencies, including the National Park Service, Bureau of Land
Management and Department of Defense,

may also be concerned with abandoned
vessels on property wunder their

jurisdiction. These agencies were not
contacted.

State of Alaska

Abandonment of vessels in Alaska 1s unlawful. Upon conviction, a person
abandoning a vessel is guilty of a misdemeanor and is punishable by a fine of
not more than $500, or by imprisonment for a period of not more than six
months, or both (AS 30.30.010).

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) has
authority to deal with abandoned and derelict vessels
Peace officers may also take abandoned vessels
by DOT&PF. According to Jon Scribner,
department

statutory
(AS 30.30.010-100).
into custody, to be disposed of
southeast regional director, DOT&.PF, the
is concerned only with vessels which are abandoned within state
harbor facilities (and most of those facilities are under municipal control and
responsibility). The department does not expend, and has never expended,
resources on vessels abandoned outside of state harbor facilities.

As manager of state lands, including all tidelands,

Resources (DNR) is concerned with abandoned vessels; however, DNR has neither
statutory authority nor funding to address this concern, Gary Gustafson,
director, Division of Land and Water Management, DNR, said that in addition to

the Department of Natural

1The Forest Service is

interested 1in any state
abandoned boats. Contact:

efforts to deal with
Vivian Keyes, USFS,

Juneau 789-3111.
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being potential polLlutants anti

nuisances,
1lability problems.

abandoned vessels pose potential

The Department of Environmental Conservation is

involved with abandoned vessels
only to the extent that they pose

pollution concerns. No resources are
allocated specifically for problems associated with abandoned vessels.

Municipal

Municipalities may adopt ordinances addressing vessels abandoned within their

boundaries. In addition, municipal peace officers may take possession of

abandoned vessels and turn them over to DOT&PF for disposal (AS 30.30.010-
020).

ALTERNATIVES FOR CONSIDERATION

The Department ol Natural

Resources may be a more appropriate agency than the
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities to address the removal or

destruction of vessels abandoned outside of improved harbors. Of three coastal
states with statutes specifically addressing abandoned vessels, Hawaii places

authority within their Department of Transportation, Florida within the
Department of Natural Resources and Oregon with their sheriffs.

Under present Alaska statutes relating to abandoned and derelict vessels,
are no provisions for recovering the cost of removing or
abandoned vessel. In Florida, "All costs incurred by the department [of
Natural Resources] in the removal of any abandoned or Jerelict vessel [when the

same obstructs or threatens navigation or in any way constitutes a danger to
the environment] shall be recoverable against the owner thereof."

there
destroying an

To support the removal

of abandoned vessels (and perhaps marine litter in
general),

a grant program could be established. One source of funding for

The Department of Natural Resources 1is presently involved
action, in cooperation with the Departments of Law and Environmental
Conservation and local governments and a village corporation, against the

owners and insurers of two crab processing vessels which are grounded near
the communities of St. Paul and Dutch Harbor.

in legal

3Florida Statutes 823.11.

4A portion of the Florida Coastal
from taxes and fees
Florida)
removal

Protection Trust Fund (revenues derived
levied against potential pollutants upon importation to
is used to fund a grant program to coastal local governments for the
of derelict vessels from the public waters of the state.
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such a program would be to Irrmosp an ;- ,

Of vessel registration Lenis™ 72 e on boat owners at the time
1 K v S

| hope this Information Is helpful. If you have questions, please call.



§ 30.30.090 Alaska Statutes § 30.30.100

Article 2. Derelict Vessels.

Section

90 D erelict vessel

100 D isposition of derelict vessel

Sec. 30.30.090. Derelict vessel. A vessel that has been left
unattended for a continuous period ofmore than 24 hours is a derelict
if

(1) the vessel issunk or in immediate danger ofsinking, is obstruct—
ing a waterway, or is endangering life or property; or

@) the vessel has been moored or otherwise left in the ,.:ter of the
state or on public property contrary to law, or regulations adopted by
the department, or the vessel has been lefton private property without
authorization of the owner or occupant of the property and if

(A) the vessel 3 certificate of number or marine document has
expired and the registered owner no longer resides at the address listed
in the vessel registration or marine document records of a state depart—
ment or the United States Coast Guard,

(B) the last registered owner of record disclaims ownership and the
current owner S name or address cannot be determined;

(©) the vessel identification numbers and other means of identifica—
tion have been obliterated or removed in a manner that nullifies or
precludes efforts to locate or identify the owner; or

(D) the vessel registration records of a state department and the
marine document records of the United States Coast Guard contain no
record that the vessel ever has been registered or documented and the
owner 3name or address cannot be determined. (81ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.100. Disposition ofderelictvessel, (@ The department
may take or cause a derelict vessel to be taken into custody immedi —
ately. Upon taking custody of a derelict vessel the department shall
concurrently

@) publish a notice of intended disposition once in a newspaper of
general circulation;

@) when possible, post a notice of intended disposition on the vessel;
and

(3 serve a duplicate of the notice of intended disposition by certified
mail, with a return receipt, on

iA) the registered owner of the vessel, ifknown, at the registered
owner®s last known address or the address on record with a state
department or the United States Coast Guard; and

(B) all lienholders who have filed a financing statement indexed in
the name of the registered owner, or who are shown on the records of
a state department or the United States Coast Guard.

() If the vessel is not repossessed within 20 days after the
publication or mailing of the notice, whichever occurs later, the vessel
may be disposed of by negotiated sale except that when two or more

18
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§ 30.30.110 Navigation, Harbors and Shipping § 30.30.120

prospective purchasers indicate an interest in purchasing the vessel
the vessel will be sold at public auction to the highest bidder in the
same manner prescribed under AS 30.30.050.

(© Ifno prospective purchaser indicates a desire to purchase the
vessel, the vessel may be disposed of as junk, donated to a govern—
mental agency, or destroyed. (81 ch 131 SLA 1975)

Collateral references - W recked i.ents not cast upon the shore. 63 ALR2d

vessels: rights in and ownership of 1369.

wrecked or derelict vessels and their con-

Article 3. Vessels Abandoned on Business Premises of
Persons Engaged in Repair Business.

Section Section

110. Disposition of vessels by persons in 130. Sale or disposition of vessel

vessel repair business 140. Disposition of proceeds

120 W hen vessel abandoned 150. E ffect of transfer of title

Sec. 30.30.110. Disposition of vessels by persons in vassel
repair business. When a person abandons a vessel on the premises of
a vessel repair business, the owner of the business or the business
owner 3 authorized representative may sell or dispose of the vessel
under AS 30.30.110 - 30.30.150. (81 ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.120. When vessel abandoned. A vessel is abandoned

on the premises of a vessel repair business when all of the following
conditions have been satisfied:

(1) the service requested or required by a person whose vessel is
towed or brought to a vessel repair business, including but not limited

to towing and rendering estimates of the cost of repairs, has been
performed;

(@) no authorization is given to perform any further service with
respect to the vessel, but the vessel is lefton the repair business prem—
ises;

(3 the owner of the repair business or the business owner §autho—
rized representative has given notice by registered or certified mail,
with a return receipt, to the registered owner of the vessel at the
address on record at the vessel repair business and the address on
record in a state department or the United States Coast Guard, and to
any person with a recorded interest in the vessel, stating that if the
vessel is not repossessed within 30 days after the mailing of the notice
itwill be sold or disposed of; the notice also shall contain a description
of the vpssel and its location, and ftneed not be sent to an owner or a

person with an unrecorded interest in the vessel whose name or
address cannot be determined; and

(@ the vessel isnot repossessed within the 30-day period specified in
(3 of this section. (81 ch 131 SLA 1975)



§30.30.130 Alaska Statutes

Sec. 30.30.130. Sale or disposition of vessel. When
abandoned, the owner of the vessel repair business, or the b
owner Sauthorized representative, after one public advertisement inf
newspaper of general circulation in the state, may negotiate a salejof”
the vessel or dispose of it. However, the vessel may not be so!d=dP"
disposed of within les9 than five days after publication of the adver—
tisement, &1ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.140. Disposition of proceeds. The authorized seller of
the abandoned vessel isentitled to the proceeds of the sale to the extent
that compensation isdue to the seller for services rendered with respect
to the vessel, including reasonable and customary charges for towing,
handling, storage, and the cost of notices and advertising required by
AS 30.30.130. A lienholder shall receive priority of payment from the
balance of the proceeds to the extent of the lien. Any remaining balance
shall be forwarded to the registered owner of the vessel, ifthe regis—
tered owner can be found. Ifthe registered owner cannot be found, the
balance shall he deposited with the commissioner of administration
and shall be paid out to the registered owner of the vessel ifa proper
claim is filed for it within one year from the execution of the sale
agreement. Ifno claim is made within that year, the money shall
escheat to the state. (81 ch 131 SLA 1975°

Sec. 30.30.150. Effect of transfer of title. The transfer of title and
interest by sale under AS 30.30.140 is a transfer by operation of law.
However, a bill of sale executed by an authorized seller is satisfactory

evidence authorizing the transfer of the title or interest. &1 ch 131
SLA 1975)

Article 4. Miscellaneous.

Section

160. Regulations
170 D efinitions

180 Short title

Sec. 30.30.160. Regulations. The department shall adopt regu—
lations under the Administrative Procedure Act (AS 44.62) to carry out
the provisions of this chapter. (8 1 ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.170. Definitions. In this chapter

(1) department” means the Department of Transportation and Pub —
lic Facilities, division of waters and harbors;

12) "municipality>means a home rule or general law borough or city
including but not limited to a unified municipality organized under AS
29.68;

@) "vessel" means every description of watercraft or other artificial
contrivance, other than a seaplane on the water, used or capable of
being used as a means of transportation on or through the water;
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§ 30.30.180 Navigation, Harbors and Shii'imno 30.50.020

4) "waters of this state” means the navigable waters within the
territorial limits of the state, and the marginal sea adjacent to the

state, us defined in AS 44.03. (S 1ch 131 SLA 1975; am E.O. No. 39,
§ 11 (1977))

Rcvieor's notes. — The division of made in paragraph U), no longer exists

w iilem and harbors, to which reference is w ithin the department.

Sec. 30.80.180. Short title. This chapter may be cited as the Aban-
doned and Derelict Vessels Act. 1ch 131 SLA 1975)

Chapter 50. Miscellaneous Provisions.

Section

10. Interfering with buoys and beacons
20. Discharging ballast into navigable

waters

Sec. 30.50.010. interfering with buoys and beacons. A person
who moors a vessel, boat, skiff, barge, scow, raft, or part of a raft to a
buoy or beacon placed in the navigable waters of the state, or in a bay,
river, or arm of the sea bordering the state by the authority of the
United States Coast Guard, or who hangs on with a vessel, boat, skiff,
barge, scow, raft, or part ofa raft to the buoy or beacon, or who wilfully
removes, damages, or destroys the buoy or beacon, or who cuts down,
removes, damages, or destroys a beacon erected on land in the state by
authority ofthe United States Coast Guard is guilty of a misdemeanor,
and upon conviction is punishable by a fine of not less than $100 nor
more than S200, or by imprisonment in a jail for not less than one

month nor more than six months, or by both. i§ 65-14-2 ACLA 1949;
am 8§ 22 ch 166 SLA 1978)

R evisor’s notes. - Formerly A'S Cross references. — For sentences for

11.65.020, Renum bered in 1978 misdem eanors, see AS 12.55.135.

Sec. 30.50.020. Discharging ballast into navigable waters. A
person, whether or not an officer of a vessel, who discharges the ballast
of a vessel into the navigable portion or channel of a bay, harbor, or
river of the state, or within the jurisdiction of the state, so as to injuri-
ously affect the navigable portion or channel, or to obstruct the
navigation of the navigable portion or channel, upon conviction, is
punishable by imprisonmentin ajail for not less than three months nor
mo-e than one year, or by a fine of not less than S100 nor more than
$500. (8 65-14-1 AC1a 1949; § 22 ch 166 SLA 1978)

R evisor's notes. - Formerly A'S Cross references. — For ballast wate

11.65.010. Renumbered in 1978 discharge, see AS 46.03.750.

21
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Sec. 30.15.070. Definitions. In this chapter

(1) "commissioner>Mmeuns commissioner of transportation und pub—
lic facilities;

(2 "department”means Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities;

(@ "municipality” means a home rule or general law borough or city
including but not limited to a unified municipality organized under AS
29.68;

@ "port facilities” means docks, wharves, bulkheads, seawalls,
landfills, warehouses, staging areas, transfer spans and aprons, lifting
equipment and similar structures together with the necessary equip—
ment and facilities required to accommodate waterborne commerce
and shipping, including but not limited to combined port and ferry
terminal facilities;

(®) "project costs”’means the cost of financing or borrowing, site
acquisition and rights-of-way, planning, engineering and designing,
construction, equipment acquisition and installation, but does not
include the cost of operation or maintenance of the port facilities once
constructed or the cost of feasibility studies required in making appli—

cation for a grant under this chapter. (8 1ch 85 SLA 1974; am E.O. No.
39, 811 (1977))

Sec. 30.15.080. Short title. This chapter rnay be cited as the Port
Facilities Development Act. 81 ch 85 SLA 1974)

Chapter 20. Regulation of Tank Vessel Traffic.
IRepealed, § 11 ch 116 SLA 1980

Chapter 25. Qil Terminal Facilities: Transfer of
rude Oil, Refined Petroleum Products
or Their By-Products.

[Repealed, § 11 ch 116 SLA 1980
Chapter 30. Abandoned and Derelict Vessels.

Article

1. Abandoned Vessels <§§ 30.30.010 — 30.30.0801

3. Vessels Abandoned on Business Premises of Persons Engaged in Repair Business
(§5 30 30.110 — 30.30.150)

4. M iscellaneous (55 30.30.160 — 30.30.180)

15



$ 30.30.010 Alaska Statuctes
Article 1. Abandoned Vessels.
Section Section

10. Abandonment of veBsel unlaw ful 50 . "ublic auction

110 Diuponitiun of certain abandoned 60 Possession by interested party

vesseln

70 W hen public auction not required

.10, Lim itation on applicability 80. EfTcct of sule

40. N otice to owner

Sec. 30.30.010. Abandonment of vessel unlawful, (@ A person
may not store or leave a vessel in a wrecked, junked or substantially
dismantled condition or abundoned upon any public water, or at a port
or harbor, of the state, without the consent of the agency having juris—
diction of the water, port or harbor, or docked at any private property
without the consent of the owner of the property.

<) The department or a peace officer may remove a derelict vessel
from public water in any instance when the vessel obstructs or
threatens to obstruct navigation, contributes to air or water pollution,
or in any other way constitutes a danger or potential danger to the
environment.

(© This section may ncst be construed to contravene any applicable
federal law or regulation.

(@ A person who violates this section, upon conviction, is guilty of
a misdemeanor and is pni*:". able by a fine of not more than $500, or

by imprisonment for a period jfnot more than six months, or by both.
(® 1ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.020. Disposition of certain abandoned vessels. A
vessel that has been left unattended for a continuous period of more
than 30 days and is in the waters of the state or on public property, or
ison private property without authorization of the owner or occupant
of the property, may be taken into custody by the department or a peace

officer and disposed of by the department under this chapter. (&1 ch
131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.030. Limitation on applicability. Wherever outside of
an organized municipality in the state itis, or has become, the custom,
common or accepted practice to anchor, moor or otherwise leave a
vessel in a port or harbor, or in the public waters, of the state in such
a manner that itdoes not threaten or obstruct navigation, or to store
or otherwise leave a vessel without permission on public or private
eproperty, unattended for a period ofmore than 30 days, where climatic
conditions make use of the vessel impracticable, or applicable provi—
sions  law preclude use of the vessel during that period of time, the
unattended anchoring, mooring, storing or leaving of the vessel does
not constitute abandonment of the vessel as that term is used in AS
30.30.010 - 30.30.020. (& 1 ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.040. Notice to owner. On taking custody of an aban—
doned wessel, a written notice immediately shall be posted on the vessel
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§ 30 30.050 Navigation, Harbors and Shipping § 30.30.080

and a duplicate of that notice sent by registered or certified mail, with
a return receipt, to the registered owner of the vessel at the registered
owner 3 lastknown address and to all lienholders shown on the records
of a state or federal agency. The notice shall contain a briefdescription
of the vessel, the location of custody, and the intended disposition of the
vessel ifnot repossessed within 20 days after the mailing of the notice.
A notice need not be sent to the purported owner or any other person
whose interest in the vessel is not recorded with a state department or
a federal agency. &1 ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.050. Public auction. If the vessel is not repossessed
within 20 days after the mailing of the notice, the vessel shall be
disposed of by public auction, through oral tenders, or by sealed bids,
after public advertisement has been made once in a newspaper of
general circulation. However, the public auction may not be held, less
than five days after the publication of the advertisement. Ifno bid is
received, the vessel may be sold by negotiation, disposed of as junk,
donated to a governmental agency, or destroyed. (8 1ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.060. Possession by interested party. A person having
an interest inan abandoned vessel may take possession of itbefore the
date of the public auction upon payment to the department ofall port
or harbor use fees, towing, handling, storage, appraisal, advertising
and any other expenses incurred by the department in connection with
the vessel. If the person taking possession of the vessel is not the
registered owner, the person shall, before taking possession of the
veosel, pay the expenses incurred by the department and post adequate
security which may not exceed the appraised value of the vessel. The
security, ifnot forfeited, shall be returned to the person one year after
receipt. 81 ch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.070. When public auction not required. Public
auction is not required when the appraised value of an abandoned
vessel, as determined by an independent appraiser is less than $100.
The appraiser must have at least one year of experience in the sale,
purchase or appraisal of vessels. Upon that determination and after
public advertisement has been made once in a newspaper of general
circulation, the department may sell the vessel by negotiation, dispose

of itas junk, donate the vessel to a governmental agency, or destroy it
@& 1lch 131 SLA 1975)

Sec. 30.30.080. Effect of sale. The transfer of interest bv sale
under AS 30.30.050 — 30.30.070 shall be evidenced by a bill of sale
from the department, considered a transfer by operation of law, and
governed by applicable provisions of law. (81 ch 131 SLA 1975)
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BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE THAT:

Whereas airline travel 1is an essential means of transpor—
tation for the people of the Stats of Alaska; and

Whereas air travel to and from Alaska is the major mode
of travel by tourists, business people, and residents; and

Whereas it is sometimes necessary for Alaskans to seek
medical treatment in other states and must travel by air; and

Whereas Alaska students attending trade schools, 1insti—
tutes, colleges and universities in other states are reliant
upon air transportation; and

Whereas Air routes serving Alaska from the continental
U.S. and foreign destinations show the highest growth rates in
the industry, offering a stable business return to those
airline companies doing scheduled business; and

Whereas alternative travel modes such as land, rail and
marine transportation are restricted alternatives to most
Alaska residents; and

, Whereas commercial passenger air fares on the Alaska

routes are disproportionately higher than other domestic
routes of the same flight duration and continue to rise;

Whereas a reduction in commercial passenger air fares
would increase consumer usage and improve the economy of

Alaska without appreciably decreasing profits to the airlines;



BE IT RESOLVED that the Legislature urges the Governor to
establish a high level meeting with major carriers to seek
means to reduce fares, increase air travel and reduce opera-—
tion costs and to identify possible mutual benefits including
exploring ways to conduct joint marketing and advertisement,
fuel costs by making available low cost aviation fuels derived
from state royalty oil, and reduction of in state costs such

as insurance, 1in state training, etc.
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REPRESENTATIVE
MCORICE ALy ALYCE HANLEY
(907 561-2033 FEB 7 9 Y ' DISTRICT g, SEAT B
STATE AFFARRS COMM,  TEE
59 b ﬁ\s% ] EASKA 0811 REGULATION REVIEW COMMITTEE
February 22, 1990
MEMORANDUM
To Representative Richard Foster, Chairman
House Transportation Committee
FROM Representative Alyce Hanley &€'
SUBJIECT The cost of air travel for Alaskans; competition in the
airline industry; and unfair trade practices of air

carriers

Enclosed is the information on the airline resolution we talked
about a few days ago. I have also included the bill that |1
introduced in 1988.

The main reason | introduced HR 13 during the 15th Legislature
was constitutent complaints about the high cost of airline travel
and to convey the House"s dissatisfaction with commercial air
fares.

My staff called several airlines and inquired about roundtrip air
fares from Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau to Seattle. We also
inquired about fares from Juneau to various destinations. We
found out that there was not a penny difference in the fares
being charged. A few years ago the airlines at least differed
the fares by a few pennies.

It seems that there is no incentive to base air fares on the cost
of an individual airline doing business with a reasonable profit
added to that cost. Former Representative Herrmann introduced a
very similar resolution during the 14th Legislature. Her
resolution was amended to include airline travel to and fronm
urban areas as well as rural.

In addition former Senator Joe Josephson contacted the Attorney
General®"s office about the competition problem and possiblity of
price fixing. The same concerns that were outlined then are
still true today. Fares to and from Juneau went down for a time
because of the publicity surrounding Senator Josephson®s inquiry
but fares in general have continued to increase.
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I also introduced HB 525 1in order to nrovide a meaningful incentive
to air carriers to set competitive commercial air fares. I was
also convinced that the statutes needed to lie changed in order to
strengthen our resolution.

If we are to be truly effective 1in encouraging tourists to visit
our great state, airfares must be competitive with other vacation
destination points. In addition lower fares for airline Alaskans
is long over due. We need to pass measures similar to HB 525 and

HR 13.

The statutes formerly addressed the areas of competition among
commercial air carriers but was a paper tiger. The section that
dealt specifically with "methods in competition” was repealed
when the Alaska Transportation Commission was repealed. HB 525
puts that section back into statute with one noticeable addition,
HB 525 would have put in a penalty section that has some teeth.

There continues to be a lot of public dissatisfaction with
airline fares. It was my desire to give the public a mechanism
of registering complaints and also allows the department to
monitor and investigate those complaints.

I believe now as | did in 1988 that we legislators must make sure
that the airlines do not use passenger fare rates "within" Alaska
but also "to and from" Alaska to compensate for low rates on

their lower 48 routes.

Enclosures
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Air earners snub
state’s travel plan

LARRY PERSILY

V/ssoclated Prcw

JUNEAU — Airlines
grounded die state’s plan to
cut its employee travel costs
between Anchorage and Fair-
banks when none of the four
earners on the route sub-
mitted a bid for the contract.

Airline officials said Tues-
day a low-cost government
contract was not in the indus-
try’s economic interest and
would place an unfair burden
on the full-fare public.

State employees fly an es-
timated 16,000 trips a year be-
tween Anchorage and Fair-
banks. At the current rate of
3126 for a full-fare, one-way
ticket, that totals more than S2
million a year.

However, all four airlines
on the route offer a $60 one-
way fare for federal em-
ployees on government busi-
ness.

This month’s request for
bids was the first attempt at
winning  similar  cut-rate

travel for
travel.

"We expected to get some
response from the airline in-
dustry,” said Mark O’Brien, a
contracting officer with the
state Division of General Ser-
vices and Supply. If not a bid,

state-employee

at least ""some suggestions to
make this thing work,”
O’Brien said.

He received nothing by
Monday’s bid deadline.

"Essentially, Alaska Air-
lines felt it wasn’t in our eco-
nomic interest to bid on it,”
said Greg Witter, a spokes-
man for the Seattle-based car-
rier.

Alaska’s fares reflect the
cost of maintaining its sched-
ule of six round-trip flights a
day between the cities, he
said.

"'Alaska Airli les is opposed
to the entire concept of gov-
ernment contract bids,” Wit-
ter said.
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WHILE IN JUNEAU MEMBER

BOX V HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
JUNEAU. ALASKA 90811 SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
(907) 465-4939 REGULATION REVIEW COMMITTEE
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Rep. Alyce Hanlev
February 15, 1988 (907) 465-4939

REP. ALYCE HANLEY INTRODUCED A RESOLUTION URGING THE GOVERNOR
TO PURSUE ALL AVAILABLE AVENUES TO REDUCE COMMERCIAL AIRLINE
PASSENGER RATES

JUNEAU - Alyce Hanley, a Republican House member from
District 9 introduced a House Resolution today urging the Governor,
Attorney General and the Commissioner of Transportation to pursue
every avenue to reduce the cost of airline travel for passengers
traveling to and from the State of Alaska and investigate and report
any barriers to open and competitive airline industry. In addition a
bill adding an UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES section was also introduced to
provide the Department of Transportation the authority to investigate
complaints and impose penalties for violation of unfair methods of
competition.

Representative Alyce Hanley (R-Anchorage), prime sponsor of the
two measures said, "A very similar resolution was introduced during

the 14th Legislature. The same concerns were outlined then. Fares
to and from Juneau went down for a time but fares in general have
continued to increase. I was also convinced that the statutes needed

to be changed to strengthen our resolution to lower commercial
passenger fares for all Alaskans and tourists visitine our ereat
state.”
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IN THE HOUSE BY HANLEY
HOUSE RESOLUTION NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to the cost of air travel and
to competition in the airline industry.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

WHEREAS airline travel is an essential means of transportation for the
people of the state; and

WHEREAS the competitive market forces in many other states have caused
a decline in commercial passenger air fares; and

WHEREAS there are no competitive forces in the state to cause a Sig-
nificant decline in commercial air fares; and

WHEREAS commercial passenger air fares are higher today and continue
to escalate upward; and

WHEREAS the cost of air travel in the state has become prohibitively
expensive in many rural areas; and

WHEREAS passengers traveling to and from Alaska pay a significantly
higher fare per air mile than passengers traveling between other states;
and

WHEREAS the commercial air carriers appear to be engaging in setting
mutually beneficial fare rates that restrict a free and open competitive
market;

BE IT RESOLVED that the House of Representatives urges the Governor,
the Attorney General, and the commissioner of transportation and public
facilities to investigate and report to the legislature any barriers to an
open and competitive airline industry and pursue every avenue that will

reduce the cost of airline travel for passengers traveling to and from the
State of Alaska.

-1-
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IN THE HOUSE BY HANLEY |
HOUSE BILL NO. jI
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to unfair trade practices of air !
carriers and ticket agents."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 02 is amended by adding a new chapter to read:
CHAPTER 07. AIR COMMERCE TRADE PRACTICES. ;
Sec. 02.07.010. UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES. (a) The department, |
upon its own initiative or upon complaint by an air carrier, ticket :
agent, or a member of the public, shall investigate and determine
whether an air carrier or ticket agent has been or is engaged in
unfair or deceptive practices or unfair methods of competition in air |
commerce or the sale of air commerce. j
(b) If the department finds, after notice and opportunity for.
hearing, that the air carrier or ticket agent is engaged in unfair or
deceptive practices or unfair methods of competition, it shall order o
the air carrier or ticket agent to cease and desist from those prac-
tices or methods of competition.
(c) The department may enforce this section and adopt procedural .
regulations necessary to implement this section. !
(d) In addition to ocher penalties and remedies provided by law,
a person who violates a provision of this section is subject to a
civil penalty not to exceed 5100,000 for each violation.
(e) In this section
(L) "air carrier" means a person engaged in air commerce,
directly or indirectly, by lease, contract, or ocher arrangement, and

-
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A ir fare wars =
)
to continue

. rv
th is s u m mer .

But won't apply to Alaska

o* o o 1 >«y-
By BILL MENEZES
The Associated Press v -

NEW YORK — Several major airlines said
Monday they would extend their lowest dis-
count fares through the end of summer, but
the tickets would be more expensive and carry
more restrictions than the cut-rate fares un-
veiled earlier this year. ,

The lower fares will not apply to travel
between Alaska and the Lower 48, a local
travel agency spokesman said. . -

“It’s fair to say that in the current pricing
environment that the relatively high fares
between Anchorage and the Lower 48 help
offset losses from fare wars in the Lower 487r
ialcTScott McMurren oi Jfcasy Travel." “

Also Monday, Continental Airlines said it
had asked the Department of Transportation

(to require U.S. airlines to routinely disclose
;service information such as on-time perfor-
eemance, complaints about lost luggage, and the
time it takes for answers on telephone reser-
vation lines. Teee |

Continental and Eastern Airlines, both
units of Texas Air Corp., said they would
continue offering the special ‘*Maxsaver”
fares previously slated to end May 20,

Those non-refundable fares, which were
matched by other major airlines when intro-
duced in late January, are discounted as much
as 80 percent from regular fares and are less
than the supersaver fares that previously
were the industry’s lowest.

ess International Northwest Airlines said it would match the
fered by a discount fare extension. United and Delta and
Japan with American representatives said their compa-
nies were studying the fare announcements.
Industry analysts said they expected the
major airlines to follow the move, noting the
summer fares would be higher to reflect the
k S peak travel season and the advance purchase
requirements would be slightly.greater.

i &
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remains
awild card

Upcoming fare hikes
often can be avoided

W hat difference Is $20 when you are

traveling? A cab fare Into town? A few
drinks with friends — or a gift for someone
buck home? ot

Fact Is, mostof usenn think of som ething

constructive to do with $20. The last thing
anybody wants to
do Is spend It
needlessly on air
fare, lire problem
Is that the air-
lines want about
$20 m ore-for a
ticket for travel
this summer

W |9T< Hold onto your

wallet, though

Scott The air fare situa-
memurren e Arenerees

is at a pivotal
point. In addition
to hiking summer fares, the carriers have
elim inated the most affordable 30-day ad-
vance purchase fares to the W est Coast.

The cost of a trip to Seattle is jum ping
from $308 round-trip before March 5 to $437
round-trip for travel after M ay 13

Sim ilar hikes arc on the books for Salt
Lake City, Los Angeles, Portland. San Fran -
cisco and two dozen other destinations In
the W est.

For travelers In the M idwest and on the
East Coast, fares are going up an average oi
$20 round trip. However, there are some
clever tricks to get around paying the extra
charges If you act quickly.

The wild card for West Coast travel prices
U the popular charter service that began
serving Anchorage in December. Morris Air
Servico, with twice-weekly service to Seat-
tle and a non-stop flight to Los Angeles,
offers the least expensive flights to the W est
Coast. ' . 1o -

As fares Increase, the M orris flights be-
come much more-affordable. If the big
airlines like Delta,-United, Alaska and
Northwest feel they are losing business to
the charter operator, it Is possible they will
reduce their prices to com pete , N

Currently, Morris offers round-trip ser-
vice to Seattle for $299. A fter M ay 13, the
prices on scheduled carriers go up to $437.

To Los Angeles, the price difference is
even more dram atic. W hile the scheduled
carriers charge $533 ($553 after M ay 13),
Morris Air charges just $349 round-trip

These substantial price differences could
quash attem pts by the big carriers to boost
fares, especially during March, April and
May. Before the summer rush, this Is a
logical time for the carriers to continue the
discounted fares offered in January and
February. . .-

In the meantime, here's a trick to avoid
the $20 price increase for summer travel:
"joint fares” to most destinations In the
Midwest and the East remain at the old
price levels. W hile Delta and United charge
$642 round-trip to Dallas In July, Alaska
and American cooperate w ith single-plane
service, charging just $622

The same is true on flights to Chicago and
W ashington, D.C. While Northwest, United
and Delta have hiked their fares. Alaska
and American have held the line on pricing.
The single-plane service, known as the "In-
terchange,” is a valuable travel option

Alaska Airlines cooperates with several
other carriers to offer "joint fares” through -
out the Lower 48. To St Louis and New
York. Alaska and TW A offer lower fares
than Delta. United or Northwest after May
13 Also. Alaska mileage club members earn
credit on all TW A flights.

To Pittsburgh, Charlotte. N.C.. and M i-
ami. Alaska cooperates with USAIr for
sim ilar savings. To Atlanta and other South -

eastern destinations, Alaska and Eastern

VrwUxwitnY*
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offer the most affordable prices .

Remember the carriers are rushing fo '’

hike the "joint fares” to bring them up to

the new, hiBher levels. ' 1* i

My guess Is that travelers have nnywhecre
/rom two to six weeks before the Joint fares
start rising 3.

mif you know exactly when and where you

want to go this summer, you might wont to

purchase your tickets within the nextcouple
of weeks. If, however, you have not made’'Q

up your mind and you have some flexibility

on dntes — wait . it

i VAT Qi erhn. Do ee fltinc it ifi oM

Chances are good that at least

charter carrier will he coming to /
In lime for the sum mer travel sea:
“If Morris Air Service it successful
now and May, chances are good

,»iLakc City-based operator w U I'fcj

schedule for summer travel.' A7*
Sometime In April we can look
/that M LT Vacations will again offe

flights, from Anchorage to;$eat

ncapolls und Denver. f

Scott McMurren'la marketing dlrec

And.- rag# travel agency.




Charter airline,s'gutsy’

There li nothing like an air fare war to get
folki excited about traveling. As SOON as the
price of air travel dips below $300 to Seattle)
everyone starts talking very quickly as they
reach for a culendur to oplan their next
vocation

A1l 1 con say Is that It's about time. As
com petition In the Anchorage market began to
thin out, pricei crept higher. It took an
Innovative charter operator to spur on the
laterl round of price-cutting.

silit Lake City-based M orris Air Service Is
responsible for the scheduled carriers lower-

Ing7helr prices last week. Prior to the charter

carrier’s entry Into the market, the lowest
fare to Seattle was $418. Beginning Dec. 19
the fare drops to as low as $299 round-trip.

In the summer, larger carriers like Alaska,
United and Delta might not pay attention to a
few charter flights over the course of the
tourist seasqi* But during the off-seaspn, all
airlines search for passengers to fill the

t/Ulry

J6 Anchorage Dalb Nows Sunday,

AIR FARES:

. — u-- e B
bafleflt from lower fares,
“V-.Th* round-trip fate on Alask
dropped overnight to $398, a sav
.To fian Diego, the fare dropped
$429. Fares from Anchorage to all
(Vdropped by about $100 round-tri
/'sV ‘The new fares are not witho
el HOWhver, A1l tickets must be
. \least 30 days prior to departu
- 'ecompletely non-refundnble. No

scott mcmurren?”

half-em pty planes which fly between Anchor-

age andSeattle. Sowhen Morris Air threat-
cnedto take nbite out of theprice-conscious,,
leisure travel market, Alaska Airlines re-
sponded

‘Hieresult was abroad-based price,cut to
all citiesserved by AlaskaAirlines and
Horizon Airlines In£thc Lower 48. Even
travclers flying to Folfbanks and Juneau can
November 6, 1988

Lower for winter

For example, the cost to

i Continued horn Page J-1 Boston Is $596 round-trip.
sendee to a destination all Last month, you were re-
year long. Expensive airline quired to pay 30 days In
extras like frequent flyer advance to qualify. Today,
plans, large reservations cen- you can bank your money for
ters, airport staffs and flight on extra two weeks before
kitchens contribute to large paying. It Is important not to
fixed costs which charter com - change your mind, since the
panies can avoid. new rules make the fares

After Alaska Airlines non-refundable. The new sev-
dropped their far to all cit- en-day advance purchase
ies in their syst- n, United, fares carry a 25 percent penal-
Delta and Northwest matched ty for changes.
the new fares In com petitive United, Northwest and
markets. The new savings Alaska matched Delta on the
have not spread to East Coast rule change nationwide.
or Midwest markets like Den- If this sounds confusing, It
ver, Chicago or Boston. But Is. The most important thing
new rules make it easier to to remember that you can
book the least expensive save money for travel this
fares. winter — thanks to a gutsy

Last week Delta Air Lines move by a charter operator
chopped the advance-purchase that sensed what we knew all
requirement for Its cheapest along: Fares are too high.
fares from 30 to 14 days. Also,
the Atlanta-based carrier now

offers the 14-day advanco-pur-

chuse fare with just seven

days' odvnnce purchase.

Fcott McMurren Is marketing
irector lor-an Anchorage trav
agency.

>
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are subject

penalties exceed

Alir, where a.ticket |Is
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Although

within seven days of d

Alaska's prices

M orris still Is setting the poce to

Silt Lake City and Denver.
Angeles Is $349 round-
Al*s*» * fare of $429.
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In advanced

t . <
at Morris
only 1f.
eparture

arc lower,

Los Angeles,

yelfihally”forces';f

at
e A1

«if differences

/

.because

z@lres/ down_

to Salt Lake City in conjunction wHfi Horizon
Air for $429, $30 more limn the m arter rale of
$399

Aloska's lower fares are In e.'fcct for travel

beginning between Jan. 5 end March 4. M orris

has several departures In the la.rt week o f »

December, but service to Salt Lake City and -

Denver starts Jan. 5. [ jt,
It ks impontant t® note som e ootf ihoem g a ®irct

between charters andscheduled

carriers. W hile charters offer lower pr(Tes,
they do not offer the scheduling'flexibility
“available to passengers on afrilnrslike Delta

fiioht. "
with Alaska'?

United charter
wrekwm Dared

or The

flU hlcTer davtoSeattl

per

i7eof seven

B °n day *

Charters can offer less expensive

they can tailor their flights

hebasic
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AIR TRAVEL — COMMENTARY

Attorneys general take

the airlines to task 'S
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$69 Seattle fares extended

By JIM ERICKSON purchase .requirements, .al-. .United also will continue the The reduced rates are not =+
Daily News business reporter though the number of tickets ', $69 fare under the same condi-.expected to continue beyond
The cut-rate airfares insti- available on any given flight'-;,tions as Western and Alaska, v-Y.n mid-October, said Rachel Cav- .

tuted this month on flights are limited by the airlines.; Those four airlines are itt, sales manager for Western
between Anchorage and Seat- The fares will expire on OctAi> locked in a fare war along: the' Airlines in Anchorage..

tle will be continued by at - 15, and travel must be com-. «Seattle-Anchorage route. The/,"'Vv Tom McKeaney, tariffs ana-v.
least two airlines until mid- ’ pleted before Nov. 15. ' battle began when New Wien,v';Y lyst for TravelCenter, said the
October. . . . The budget fares also were -.a successor to Wien Airlines,,airlines normally do not offer

; Spokesmen - for . Western offered in September by Unit-IT.- launched its service-in mid-Y/;special fares during the .busy .
Airlines and Alaska Airlines ed Airlines and New Wien  August with a $99 .one-way.'/.-holiday season. . (

said Friday their.companies Inc.,. but employees of. those fare on Its single dally flight YTjr The 30-day disparity" bev'f.
Will continue to offer one-way companies could not confirm between Anchorage and Scat-tween the last day to "buy ;
tickets on Seattle-Anchorage Friday the discounts would ' I'tie. i tickets and the last day to
routes for $69. That special be continued. New Wien iscjj United upped the ante Aug. v 'travel “gets people back'to
rate, which began Sept.' 1, charging $59.50 for one-way'’ 31 by announcing it would the idea, that if they, want-.

was set to expire Monday. flights between Anchorage  offer $69 seats. The other air- discounts, they’ll have to pur-7
Both airlines are offering and Seattle, . |'-:Iines quickly ,offered the spe-. ":.chase tickets 30 days in ad- *
the tickets with no advance Local travel agents- say\lcial rates, too. " * ‘vanoeV h# baid,\
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Air fare wars
to continue

‘this summer
But won tapply to Alaska
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Lower fares would
create happy faces

Dear Eitor: . .

| think concerns are being mis-
P_ched about Alaska Airlines' adver-
ising symbol. While this issue has
been"capturing headlines and Ie%JsIa-
tors’ attention, Juneauites continue
ﬁaymg air fares that are among the

ighest in the country. _

I'm currently planning a trip to
Boston. The round-trip air fare for
the approximately 900 miles from Ju-
neau to Seattle is $340.60. The lound-
'[I’I_E) fare for the approximately 3,000
miles from Seattle to Boston is $238.
I've lived in Juneau for 14 years and
I've yet to talk to anyone who hasn’t
shared my ill feellnqs about air fares
from Juneau. | really cannot believe
that costs here justify fares two or
three times greater per mile than
typical Lower 48 fares. I'd at least
feel a lot better about paying higher

[ i
air fares from Juneau if those fares
could be justified and that justifica-
tion be publicized with the same vig-
or as the recent logo switch,

[ do have empathy for the airline
business here in thatl don’t think it's
reasonable to expect healthy compe-
tition in such a confined market. |
believe it would be good for the pub-
lic and the airline industry if an af)-
proFrlater sanctioned ~monopoly
could be ‘granted to one airline to
serve all of Southeast Alaska. I'm
thinking of this In similar terms of
the monopolies that utility compa-
nies now operate under. In the case
of air service we would have the OP-
portunlt% to nationally solicit bids to
obtain the best service for the best
price over a specified time.

110

In this manner, the public would
benefit from expanded competition
and the winning airling would be as-
sured the highest possible volume to
allow the lowest possible cost per
Passenger mile. This would bring air
ares down and | suspect Juneau
would see more tourists while the
state and private sector would save
on travel costs. .

I apﬁreuate having the OFportunl-
ty to share my views and | encour-
age others to share their opinions
about this. I think we need everyone
to work honestly together on this so
we will all be winners and fly with a
hapgy face.

incerely,

Mark J. Miller

Douglas

«m nil .in [l



New logo suggested
for Alalska Airlines

Doar Editor:

While watching television last
night | saw a commercial on one of
the Seattle TV stations for Alaska
Airlines. This ad was for roundtrip
airfare to San Diego - 2100 air
miles, plus two nights’ hotel accom-
modations for a total of $267. The
cheapest roundtrip airfare from Ju-
neau to Seattle, 1818 air miles, is
$340 and includes nothing extra.

Seeing this commercial brought
to mind the Great Logo Crisis of
Alaska Airlines that has been in the
news so much during the past few
weeks. My suggestion is to get rid of
the Eskimo and replace him with a
picture of Jesse James - gun, mask
and all. This would better represent
the highway robbery we all face buy-
ing an airline tlcket in Southeast
Alasrl:a . Vo

Than

Dean I\P’O%Ianaon

Auke Bay



Alaska State Legislature

Senate

Official Business

January 25, 1985

The Honorable Norman Gorsuch
Attorney General

State of Alaska

Pouch K

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Attorney General:

Pouch V
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

As you know, Alaska Airlines has announced substantial

fare increases for coach class passengers.

Advertising has indicated that each of the

other

interstate carriers (United Airlines, Northwest Airlines and
Western Airlines) has followed the new Alaska Airlines fare

schedule with virtual exactitude.

Before the new increases took effect, the one-way coach

"class "fare between Anchorage and Seattle, on each of the

i"Si-s","amounted to a cost of 22 cents per mile. Alaska
"AirTines charged a one-way Tfare of $324.90. Two other
carriers (Northwest Airlines and Western Airlines) were
three cents cheaper, at $324.87. United Airlines charged
$5.y0 less than Alaska Airlines, or $319.00. This is an
obviously miniscule "spread", and, as noted, each of the

carriers is charging 22 cents per mile in fact.

The route between Anchorage and Juneau is extremely
important to State government, 1inasmuch as many passengers
are flying either on state business, at state expense, or

because. they are exercising their right or duty of
citizenship to visit and speak with officials of the
government. The fare over this route, where no competition

exists, 1is 33 cents per mile.

IPor the purpose of this 1inquiry/ however, | will not
concern myself with the Anchorage-Juneau route, because only
one carrier serves the route. Instead, I will confine my
comparisons to the interstate route between Anchorage and

Seattle, and other destinations 1in the <continental

United



The Honorable Norman Gorsuch
January 25, 1985

Page Two
States, on the one hand, and other American routes, not ~
involving an Alaska airport, on the other. The comparisons”®

are based upon the old fares before this month®"s increases
took effect.

Between Anchorage and Seattle, passengers in coach
class (disregarding "super saver" passengers) paid 22 cents
per mile, as noted. This <cost per mile is twice the

cost per mile between Salt Lake City, Utah, and Washington,
D.C. The distance between Salt Lake City and the nation®s
capital is 413 miles greater than the distance between
Anchorage and Seattle. The fare 1is $109.00 1less thaa the
Anchorage-Seattle fare before the new increase!
PC"T

- IT Alaskans were able to travel for 11 cents per nmile,
they would pay a one way Tfare to Seattle of $162.45, not
$319.00 to $324.90, or the higher fares now in effect.

Another example - and the examples are endless,
obviously.- is the flight.._.between Kansas Cit® and Seattle,
a distance of 1,851 miles (slightly farther than the
distance from Anchorage :to Seattle) . Western Airlines

offers a one-way fare of" $185.00, or" 12 cents per nmile,
between Kansas City and .Seattle.

rin rhii* e s v e*1l- %o»

Because "super saver" fares are offered virtually
everywhere, and have many restrictions,. including a
requirement for round trip purchases, T have not attempted
to""calculate their" effect. Our research 1is particularly

interesting, | think, 1in its showing that the four carriers
in the Alaska trade follow virtually equivalent coach class
fares, as well as super-saver fares, and are also identical
in their failure to offer any type of other discount fares
(except senior citizens* discounts offered by A&laska
Airlines and United Airlines).

Many Alaskans expected that deregulation of the
industry would result in lower fares. Many Alaskans
expected that the entry-into.-.the _Alaska trade of- United
Airlines would enhance competition and result in savings to
the consumer. As shown by the two newspaper clippings |
enclose (article from the Anchorage Daily News of January
17, 1985 and editorial from the Anchorage Times of January
18, 1985), the fare increases are of interest and concern to
Alaska residents.

The problem of the cost of travel is exacerbated for
Alaskans because of the absence of rail or other surface
travel modes that can be reasonable alternatives for many,
given the distances to be <covered and the climate that
prevails during most of the year.
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The inability of Alaskans to travel out-of-state means
diminished.opportunities for contact with family and friends
in "the lower®- 48", and diminished opportunities for
education, professional seminars, and other activities
important to the development and fulfillment of the
individual _Alaskan Jp.his or her personal life and career.

L] e ....«. C . L]
L With all of these considerations in .mind, I would be
grateful for. any .reflections.you and .your Department may
have, and would like to know particularly:

1. The elements of proof that v/ould normally be
required to show an unlawful "contract, combination
or conspiracy"”fin restraint of trade, or
other violation of the state anti-trust law. (AS
45.50.562 et. seq.)

Whether there may be a possible application of
state anti-trust laws, for restraint of trade or
price fixing by agreement or conscious parallelism,
in this context* W

Whether state anti-trust laws apply to interstate
air carriers. -

If not, whether state anti-trust statutes could be
changed in a constitutional manner to provide such
applicability and to establish state court,
"jurisdiction."- _ N P

[] «

il . .
Whether there 1is any precedent for anti-trust suits
against air carriers in interstate commerce, either
under federal or state anti-trust statutes, brought
by attorneys general on behalf of state governments
or their people, for alleged price-fixing and
restraint of trade.

6. Whether there are any other statutory remedies that
can be considered or developed to deal at the state
level with the problem.

7. Whether the state has been given any data from the
carriers which might justify either the apparent
coincidence 1in their respective fare structures or
the recent round of fare increases.

Because che matter 1 have raised is of great importance
to the Alaska tourism industry and Alaska business in
general, 1 am sending a copy of this ™tter to the Honorable
Loren H. Lounsbury and 1 am inviting im and the Department
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of Commerce and Economic Development, which he heads, to
share.with me any comments or ideas that they may have. At
a minimum, "it would Be my hope that state officials 1in the
executive branch will express to the carriers some of the
concerns | have voiced here, and encourage fare competition
and lower fares. ... ........ I i

One of .the puzzling factors, in all of this is that it
would appear to me to be evident that if fares were lower,
more passengers would Tfill the airlines” seats. I am
wondering whether the government or the industry has any
information or studies, such as studies for the Division of
Tourism of the Department of Commerce and Economic
Development, which could help us (and the carriers) estimate
what the passenger load factor would be if fares were lower.

Today, Alaskans pay more- than 100 percent above what
coach class travelers pay, on a per mile basis, elsewhere in
the nation. Alaskan travelers appear to be subsidizing
travelers on other routes.

AlIl of this occurs at a time when the rate of inflation
in Alaska 1is 1less than the rate of inflation across the
nation. In the past several years, the federal government
has noted on many occasions that the cost-of-living
differential between Alaska and the rest of the country is
narrowing, not growing. And airline fuel costs are
reportedly stabilizing, too. Some airlines, as we know,
have renegotiated union agreements to reduce Jlabor costs.
Finally, as I have noted above, we are 1in a deregulation
environment that is a supposed benefit to the consumer.

Your assistance and advice would be very welcome, so
that all of us 1in state government, working together, can
help bring "down the <cost of airplane travel, absent
compelling justifications from the <carriers showing good
reasons why prior vrates and recent increases have been
necessary and good reasons why all the carriers are charging
essentially the same Tfares.

Sincerely,

Cloe P. Josephson
State Senator

JPJ:rak
Enclosures

cc: The Honorable Loren H. Lounsbury
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Senator Joe P. Josephson February 5, 1985
Alaska State Senate Page 2
A.G. File 166-312-85

We are informed that when an airline decides to raise
its prices, it will publish the planned increase through the
ATPCO system with an effective date of one to two months after
the initial announcement. Thus, 1its competitors are given notice
of any up-coming price rise. The competitors are in a position
to follow the Jleader and file corresponding price 1increases.
Unless one airline does not go along, we are told, the upward
change 1is likely to happen. By closely following the proposals
of their competitors, and responding to the changes as they
occur, airlines are able to keep their prices within a few
percentage points of each other. This process 1is what is known
as "conscious parallelism™ in antitrust law. It is not 1illegal,
under either the Alaska Restraint of Trade Act or the Federal
Sherman Act, to closely follow and to respond to a competitor®s
prices.

Your letter asks for my thoughts on how the state
antitrust laws apply, and whether they ought to be changed, in

this situation. The problem is not one of jurisdiction, nor 1is
it, in my opinion, one which can be remedied easily by changes to
the law. ITf it could be shown by .direct evidence that the

airlines actually met, and agreed to charge any particular fare
on Alaska routes, this office would be able to intervene and seek

redress on behalf of consumers. But to prove pricefixing, we
need evidence which we do not have, and which our initial
inquiry does not indicate we would find. Nor would it be wise

policy to seek a change 1in the law making it illegal for a
business to watch a competitor®"s prices and respond to them --
consumers benefit when businesses cut prices 1In response to
competition.

I join with you 1in expressing concern for the high
prices Alaskans have to pay for airfare, 1in a time when the cost
of air travel elsewhere in the country has declined dramatically.
I certainly hope that consumers will express their concerns to
the airlines. Perhaps one or more of the air carriers serving
Alaska may respond by reducing its fares.

C. Gorsuch
Attorney General

NCG:jf
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February 6, 1985

Mr. Bruce Kennedy

President

Alaska Airlines

P.0. Box 68900

Seattle, Washington 98188

Dear Mr. Kennedy:

As a state senator from Anchorage, | have asked why air
fares have increased in Alaska this year, at the same time
that significant new discount fares are offered elsewhere.
My inquiries have resonated in the Alaska community, because
Alaskans know that fares charged for flights to and from
Alaska were high, both in relative and absolute terms, even
before the latest increases took effect.

I am enclosing a copy of my letter tothe Attorney
General of Alaska dated January 25 and acopy of the press
release which 1 1issued at that time. lam also enclosing
three other newspaper clippings on this subject, including a
recent editorial and a recent travel column, which shew the
existence of widespread community concern.

This office has received many messages from
constituents, and there has been a proliferation of letters
to the editor on this subject. For example, 1 also enclose

some letters to the editor of the Anchorage Daily News which
appeared in that paper recently.

Alaskans who travel know that the fares now available
between points in the continental United States tend to be
far lower than the fares available between Anchorage ana
Seattle, on a cost-per-mile  basis. From a traveler®s
standpoint, as the enclosed newspaper clippings make
manifest, there does net appear to be an obvious rationale
for the existing fare structures, and there is certainly no
discernible relationship between distance and cost.

I need not detail here the very serious conseauences to
us Alaskans of the high airplane fares. Wc have no rail
alternative. Buses and cars do travel over the Alaska



Mr. Bruce Kennedy
February 6, 1985
Page Two

Highway, butconsiderations of climate, distance and time
make these modes all but useless for most business and
vacation travelers.

On the other hand, there is an alternative to the high
fares now charged Alaskans on the Anchorage-Seattle route:
Alaskans can stay home. Their relatives and friends in the
"lower 48",and potential tourists, can stay home, too,
rather than visit the 49th State.

That alternative 1is bad for the airlines. It is bad
for Alaskans. It is bad for family relationships. It 1is
bad for tourism. It is bad for commerce. It is bad for
those who want to pursue educational curricula and
professional seminars in other states. It 1is bad for
community morale. It is bad for the relationship between
the airlines and their customers. It is bad for the

taxpayers of Anchorage who have invested in a new convention
center, a sports arena, and other amenities designed to
enhance tourism.

Alaskans are educated ana sophisticated. They ask me:

1. Why are airline fares going up here while fares in
oth Tr places are going down?

2. Why do all airlines consider the high fares to be
more profitable, even though they compel many would-be
travelers !to "stay put?"™ " 1™ *

3. What are the justifications for the higher Alaska
route fares? Are Alaska state airport landing fees
higher than elsewhere? Is jet fuel bought for travel
to and from Alaska more expensive? Is there a wage
differential paid to employees working in Alaska? Are
lead factors so low that the costs of operation per
seat, relative to revenues, are very high? If sc, why
do four carriers compete over the market, and why
wouldn®"t lower fares build profits, at least on certain
flights, or at least on designated flights off-season?
Or, conversely, are load factors so high that it
matters not to the ~carriers whether some Alaskans
choose to be price-resistant?

4. Why has deregulation not led to price
competitiveness here?

JOE P.JOSEPHSON - ALASKA STATE SENATE



Mr. Bruce Kennedy
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I am considering introducing legislation on this
subject, and as- a member of -the Senate Transportation
Committee,"" 1°1 have requested public hearings on this
gquestion. The Chairman of the Transportation Committee, |1
am informed, has scheduled such hearings.

I have -also received a response from the Attorney
General of the State of Alaska to my 1inquiry about possible
anti-trust violations. The reply of the Attorney General
indicates that an element 1in any anti-trust litigation would
be evidence of actual consultations arriong the carriers to
set prices; it dees appear that such evidence 1is difficult
to obtain, if it exists at all. The Airline Travel
Publishing Company computer service gives every carrier
access to" detailed fare schedules from every competitor, and
so a -consciously eparallel fare policy can be set without
direct communication among competitors on the subject.

The remedies for Alaskans in this environment would
appear to be limited to a spontaneous or concerted
abstinence or boycott from air travel; consultations with
the Alaska delegation in Congress to explore 1inducements or
sanctions at the federal level; utilization of the state’s
bargaining position as a major customer to bring about price
concessions benefiting all Alaska travelers; encouragement
of a new".mtrant in the Alaska market; and public relations
rewards and honors to that carrier which 1is imaginative
enough to be the first to give Alaska travelers seme overdue
relief.

1 solicit your comments and suggestions so that
Alaskans can begin to get some of the price benefits

deregulation was supposed to bring. I have written 1in an
identical vein to your three <counterparts at the other
interstate air carriers. In my judgment, imaginative

leadership in this regard will inure to the short-range and
long-range benefit of the company displaying it, and will
certainly earn the recognition and gratitude of the
legislature and the people of Alaska.

Sincerely,

uoui I - uwuac?™uauii

State Senator

JPJ:rak
Enclosure”

JOE P, JOSEPHSON - ALASKA STATE SENATE



bhceiwed,;

FFti 2?
" josepfisorf,
M EMORANDUM
TO: Vince O0"Reilly, / '6 N [~y/ DATE: February 12. 1985
DppUtYy CommMiiGsinamerd/is I
LV
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Economic Analysis Section

THROUGH: Committee of Directors, Economic Analysis Section

In response to your request concerning determinants of
airline travel demand we performed a literature search on the
subject. Not surpisingly, there 1is no relevant information
specifically for the Alaska market. However, from the limited
literature that 1is available locally | have put together the
following discussion, which may shed some light on the questions
raised by Senator Josephson.

The 1978 Airline Deregulation Act has increased
competition in most of the U.S. airline markets. Consequently,
consumers have, 1in general, benefited from lower fares. In the
Alaska market, however, steady price 1increases 1in recent years
above the inflation rate indicate that Alaskans might not have
benefited from the industry deregulation equally. Finding the
reasons behind this would require an analysis of the local market
characteristics and the airline industry structure in Alaska.

In spite of the increase in competition in the U.S. air
travel market, the industry earnings in the post deregulation years
have been good, except around the 1980 recession period, and were
exceptionally good 1in 1989. Earnings are expected to increase 1in
1985. (This information was given by Albert Khan, the man
responsible for the deregulation of the airline industry, on the
KTOO TV show "Firing Line" on Feb. 9, 1985.) This may imply a

price elastic (or price responsive) demand for air travel - i.e.,
a decrease in fares is more than offset by an increase in demand so
that the industry revenues in fact increase. Why, then, 1is this

experience 1in the lower 98 not transferable to Alaska?

First, the Alaska market has little competition compared
to markets elsewhere 1in the U.S. Even the national market 1is not
entirely competitive, since it is still dominated by the large
Trunks, although their market share decreased considerably after

the deregulation. In Alaska not only are the alternative modes of
travel practically absent, but few airlines operate within the
state boundaries. The existence of a small number of operators

with similar cost structures and nearly identical products makes



the disadvantage of: rivalry clear. This does not ,<ecessarily imply
collusion. When the market is dominated by one large airline that
airline could act as the leader and set the market price, which
would be adapted immediately by the smaller airlines. Thus, it 1is

likely that the Alaska market gravitates toward a monopolistic
structure or toward an oligopoly with joint profit-maximizing
behavior.

Where the air fares are set depends on how easy it is for
other airlines to enter the market and the elasticity of demand for

air travel. If barriers to entry were low, fares would not be much
above those found 1in a "competitive market,"” Tfor otherwise new
airlines would enter the market to share profits. -Thus. one

question to be answered 1isJtow difficult it is to open the Alaska_
market to further competition.

If demand for air travel 1is not responsive to price
changes the industry can pass most of the general operating cost
increases on to the customers. The existence of monopoly
conditions would further exacerbate the situation, because costs
due to inefficiencies would be added to the overall costs - while
in a competitive market the inefficient airline would be forced to
drop from the market. If-the demand, responds elastically to price
changes cost increases would be born mostly by the industry.

Hence, any price increase due to increasing costs would cut
revenues drastically. _Conversely, a decrease in price would
increase revenues but not necessarily the profits of a monopolist.
Therefore, the second question that wnnfd need to be answered 1is
whether the demand tor airTtrre-"tTavel in Alaska 1is responsive to
changes 1in priTdsT ~ b e

Whether the Alaska market can become more competitive
depends on several factors. Entering into the Trunk business
involves economies of scale. Literature indicates that "... a
carrier would have to supply at least two billion available ton
miles ... in order to achieve unit costs comparable to those of the
typical Trunk;" beyond this level of operation economies of scale
disappear.1l/ In this situation the economical alternative would be
the entry of an existing airline company, not a new carrier, to the
Alaska market. This way the airline would pick the revenue

1/ Paul Biederman, ""The U.S. Airline Industry: End of an Era,"
Praeger Special Studies, 1982.

Ton miles 1is the available tons multiplied by mileage Tflown.
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passenger miles of travelers®"destined®” to other locations®"within the
U.s. The market share of a carrier also depends on the frequency
of service (number of flights per day), although as length of trip
increases this becomes less of a factor. 2/ In Alaska, trip ..lengths
between Anchorage and Seattle, Southeast and Seattle, and Southeast
and Anchorage would make it feasible to capture a reasonable share
of the market with few flights per day.

Obviously, each carrier does not have the same cost
structure, since there are other determinants of cost than sire.
One 1indicator of carrier efficiency 1is employee productivity, which
could be measured as revenue ton miles per employee.3/ Total
operating expenses of a carrier depends on total employment,"” age of
aircraft fleet (affects maintenance), type of aircraft (technology)
and cargo revenue. Since the two major airlines operating in
Alaska are lower 48 based their employee costs in routes between
Alaska and Seattle are probably not much higher than an average
U.S. carrier. Of course, airlines have to maintain ground crews
(for maintenance and service), at every airport. In addition, the
cost of providing service within Alaska would be higher. One
factor of great importance”for the Alaska market is the cargo
revenues of carriers. These work to reduce operating costs,
considerably. .In. all livelihood airlines” in Alaska receive
considerable cargo revenues, which lower operating costs and
increase total revenues. Consequently, it is not clear whether
operating cos.t of air carrier service to Alaskans 1is overall
_costlier than elsewhere. If further work 1in"the airline cost area
is sought, financial data for Alaska carriers could be obtained
from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Such reporting 1is
a requirement of FAA.

In addition to operating costs, a major obstacle to entry
into the Alaska market would be fixed depreciation and

amortizations costs of investment. Airlines with the monopoly
power could easily undercut the prices, even below the level of a
competitive market, to drive out a new entrant to the market. A

carrier with high financing costs might not survive such rivalry
unless it is protected by a parent corporation.

2/ Geaorge C. Eads, "The Local Service Airline Experiment,” The
Brookings Institute.

3/ A revenue ton mile 1is the revenue generated from carrying one
ton a distance of one mile.
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--£££r =- “ For-a new"carrierrtd?enter the Alaska market it is
important to know whether Alaska travelers are sensitive to price
reductions. r--1f?they areTiot, utilization of additional carrier-
capacity-of fered-by the-new carrier may require deep price cuts,-
which- Zwould also"reduce"the total revenue earnings of the e
industry. ““0On the other hand,-if there"are barriers to entry into a
market."companies with the monopoly advantage benefit from
inelastic demand. When demand 1is not responsive to price the
reduction in demand would be proportionately less than the price
increase, resulting in an increase 1in revenues.

...... The results of demand elasticity analysis in the U.S.
carrier market has mixed results. In general, demand for business
travel 1is relatively insensitive to p-nrp. whereas the_ruw-p.r'se =+s
true for vacation travellNevertheless, it is not clear that these
concTusTons apply to the Alaska market. It is possible that even
the vacation travel might be 1inelastic, considering that few
substitutes for air travel exist. Besides, demand for travel-is
derived from demand for other thingslesuch-as-business , vacation,
visiting .family or- friends.- It is generally acknowledged that the
geographical =conditions here necessitate occasional vacations to
outside. Also few Alaskans may spend their annual leaves at a
touristle-lIcnation of Alaska. There 1is also the fact that most
people here have relatives in the lower 48, whom they may need to
visit occasionally. Without specific analysis of the market we can
not draw definitive conclusions, although these arguments point to
a market with low"price responsiveness to air travel. However, -
acknowledging the price sensitivity of vacation travelers, air
carriers offer price discounts. Thus, the existence of different
fare categories in Alaska indicate that nonbusiness travelers still
have a more price elastic demand curve, but this is likely to be a
matter of degrees.

A study Tfor the airline travel 1in the North Atlantic
market seems to give some, albeit shaky, evidence to the hypothesis
of inelastic demand 1in Alaska. Cigliano has analyzed the effect of
price and income elasticity of airline travel between the U.S. and
Europe, and also between Canada and Europe.4/ The total demand
(aggregate of different fare classes) was responsive to personal
income 1in both markets, responsive to price in the U.S. market but
unresponsive to price in the Canada market. The author attributes

4/ J. M. Cigliapno, "price apd Income Elasticities for Airlipe
Travel: The Rlortn Atlgntﬁc ﬁ/larket,q' %usmess Economics, 158&
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the price einelastic .demand in Canada to a different mix of
travelers - e.g., more first class or business travelers. It is
also possible that -the special relationship of Canada to England
requires a level of governmental and business interactionewhich is
less sensitive- to price. Alaska®"s remote geographical location to
the mainland U.S. could easily be likened to the Canadian®™ situation
eCherington, who did.the- first comprehensive, but subjective, review
of. airline pricing concluded that price changes of less than 10
percent produced an inelastic response .5/ This study is now out
dated, but for a new entrant to the market this figure gives an
idea of the type of strategy required in order to be competitive.

- - In. conclusion, the position of the State of Alaska should
.be the encouragement-at-comp.ej;j.r.i.on in tire~ATrTrn~e~Industry”by.
jnaking" entry to~~the market easier. This can take the form of low
"i7fteres"tr bus®iness loans, tax legislation, or contract bidding. By
opening the fiscal-yeaf air travel to a bidding process the
government would be acting as a monopsonist (a monopolist.of the
user of services).. If, the size ofegovernment related travel is-
e_large the bidding process may prove to be very effective and may
even lure a new carrier to enter the Alaska market.

:5V Paul Biederman, op. cit.



Offered: 2/16/86
Referre Finance
Original sponsors: Herrmann, Wallis
and Thompson
IN THE HOUSE DY THE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 36 (Transportation)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to intrastate airline travel.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS intrastate air travel is an essential and often the only
effective means of transportation to and from rural areas of the state; and

WHEREAS competitive market forces inmany other states have caused a
decline in commercial air fares; anld

WHEREAS these same competitive forces have not caused a significant
decline in air fares offered by the major carriers for travel to and from
rural areas of the state; and

WHEREAS the cost of air travel to and from rural areas of the state
has become prohibitively expensive; and

WHEREAS the high cost of air travel to and from rural Alaska has the
appearance of profiteering and may constitute a violation of state or
federal law;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Governor is
respectfully requested to direct the Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities, and the Department of Commerce and Economic Development
to jointly investigate the tariffs charged by major air carriers servicing
rural areas of the state; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the results of the investigation and in parti-
cular recommendations for action by the legislature he reported to the
First Session of the Fifteenth Legislature by January 31, 1987.

-1- CSHCR 36(Trsp)
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT
5)

Date Referred: January 12, 1989 FURTHER REFERRALS: FINANCE

Date of Committee Action:

The TRANSPORTATION Committee recommends that:

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 11 [REAUTHORIZATION OF THE CLEAN AIR ACT]
Relating to Congressional reauthorization of the Clean Air Act.

A n 1 the same title
[\A be replaced with CjE /™ n // 'rwanrll [ ] a new title

[ 1 have attached amendment(s)

VA do pass
] do not pass
X no recommendation
.J individual recommendations
] additional referral to the Committee
letter of intent
ATTACHES NFW FISCAL NOTE(s): APPROVES PREVIOUS:
[ Jfiscal impact [ ] fiscal note(s) published:
L jzero fiscal note
L Jzero with analysis [ 1 zero fiscal notes(s) published:
SIGNING J& PASS SIGNING OTHER THAN DO PASS:

(Do Not Pass, No Recommendation, Amend)

Chairman®s signature
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FNVI RONMKNTAL CONSERVATION
POSITION PAPER
H.7R 11

A Resolution relating too Congressional
reauthorization of the Clean Air Act.

The Department fully supports measures to reduce carbon monoxide
levels in Anchorage and Fairbanks. The need for such measures is
great- both from the standpoint of protecting public health and
from the standpoint of avoiding stiff federal sanctions for failing
to meet national air quality standards.

The resolution states that <carbon monoxide can be reduced 1in

Anchorage and Fairbanks by two primary strategies: reducing the
number of automobile miles traveled and by reducing the amount of
carbon monoxide each vehicle emits. The Department agrees.

As for reducing the amount of carbon monoxide a vehicle emits, one
of the few options that holds significant promise in Alaska 1is for
automobile manufacturers to build cars that emit less carbon
monoxide at colder temperatures. Current pollution equipment is
effective at higher temperatures, but not at colder ones. What is
needed 1is pollution <control equipment that works at Alaska
temperatures.

The resolution calls for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
to certify new motor vehicles for compliance with emission
standards at 20 degrees Fahrenheit. Automobile manufacturers would
have to produce cars that emit less carbon monoxide at lower
temperatures. The technology exists. The costs would range from
$50 to $150 depending on the type of vehicle. The Department has
been working with the Governor®s Washington, D.C. office to call
for a cold start requirement in the next Clean Air Act. Other
northern states support us and have joined us. This resolution
would enhance that effort.

Reducing the number of vehicle miles traveled is also a significant
part of solving our carbon monoxide problems. All alternatives to
current commuting patterns need to be considered. Mass transit and
ride sharing programs have significantly contributed to lowering
carbon monoxide levels in other parts of the country. We support
any and all funding sources for transportation measures that would
reduce air pollution while also being cognizant of the possibility
of sanctions and the need to maintain the overall level of funding
to the state. The Department fully supports the concept of
improving and expanding alternative transportation systems as a
necessary step towards clean air in Fairbanks and Anchorage.
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Testimony

FeT)ruary 28, 1909

House Transportation Committee
Teleconference

I am Cheryl Richardson, and 1 represent the /anchorage Clean
Air Coalition, a volunteer group of the American Lung
Association of Alaska.

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss the important
transporation issues addressed by IIJR 11. When 1 contacted
members of the Anchorage Health and Human Services Commission
and the Anchorage Transit Advisory Board to come testify today
they had already made other commitments for this morning.
However, 1 have their written statements available for you.

IIJR 1.1 is easy to support, both the cold start amendment and
the local option program. Please remember that in Richard
Joy"s testimony earlier today, he talked about how the cold
start amendment if passed today, would begin cleaning up our
air in the year 2000. We all support the cold start
amendment, but please remember that it takes Detroit seven
years to tool up to manufacture cars differently, and another
several yeais for us to purchase these new cars and replace
the old ones in our fleet. It will be the year 2000 before
the cold start amendment could help us, even if it became law
today.

I will speak primarily to the local option program because it
has brought the most concern from state DOT officials.
Anchorage and Fairbanks have serious problems with carbon
monoxide pollution. When air 1is calm enough with Ilow
.inversions, we have unhealthy levels of carbon monoxide.
We"ve had 13 violations this winter and 15 in the calendar
year 1988.

The cause of this pollution is the automobile, and yet the
transporation planners call for a road network that will
deliver twice as much carbon monoxide as Anchorage air can
absorb and still stay healthyT

Alaska clearly needs more transportation infrastructure. We
are a young state. We are still growing. Local option simply
gives us the flexibility to develop that transporation ~
infrastructure so that we can also have clean air.

As we develop we must protect the public health. There 1is no
need to repeat the mistakes of the lower



We can have a developing, growth oriented transportation
system. We just need the flexibility this amendment offers us
to reach both goals and not sacrifice air quality. Today, we
spend approximately 10 million dollars a year on transit-
operations 1in Anchorage and approximately 200 million dollars
on the automobile (in road construction, operation and
maintenance, police and fire services related to the
autombile, and parking garages). It is entirely appropriate
that we begin to shift some of these monies into more healthy,
beneficial transportation systems for the longterm in Alaska.

The following organizations support the Clean Air Coalition 1in
advocating for 1local option. I can quote from their position
statements if you like:

The Anchorage Health and Human ServicesCommission
The Anchorage Transit Advisory Board

The National Mayor®"s Conference

The American League of Women Voters

The National Association of Air Pollution Managers

as wN -

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on this resolution.
Please vote in favor of all of it , including local option.



Recommended Objectives: Air Pollution
Municipal Health and Human Services Commission

PROBLEM summary

The adverse health effects of air pollution have been well docu-—
mented. Lead poisoning causes cramps, constipation, anemia, kid—
ney disease, mental retardation; benzene and asbestos are
carcinogenic; carbon monoxide contributes to cardiovascular
disease; and total suspended particulates serve as a vehicle for
introducing a variety of toxic substances into the body. A
national study demonstrate that between 1967 and 1977 the health
related costs alone of air pollution could range above $10 billion

annually.

The two most serious known air pollutants in Anchorage are carbon
monoxide and PM10 (suspended particulates equal to or smaller than
10 microns in size). The Municipality exceeded the EPAs air
quality standards for CO 58 times 1in 1984/85 and 17 times 1in
1985/86. Anchorage 1is particularly susceptible to CO pollution
due to atmospheric conditions which result in frequent dense

inversions 1in winter. The Municipality has exceeded EPAs par—
ticulate standard six times 1in 1986. The exact source of the
suspended particulates is unknown at this time. Additional

research 1is needed in order to determine whether or not the source
of the pollutants is from natural sources such as silt blown from
the Knik River or if it is man=made and within the control of the
Municipality.

Data concerning the nature and extent of indoor air pollution 1is
scarce,, However, potential sources include tobacco and other
smoke, formaldahyde, infectious agents, radon, and particulates.
The problem of indoor air pollution in Anchorage is exacerbated by
tight building construction designed to conserve energy in cold
climates.

The 1970 amendments to the Clean Air Act required the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for "criteria air pollutants®l to protect public
health and welfare. In addition to setting standards, EPA is also
responsible for conducting research on prevention and control of
air pollution, and providing technical and financial assistance to
state and local governments for air pollution control.

Under the Clean Air Act, as amended, state and local governments
have primary responsibility for the control and prevention of air
pollution. In Alaska, the Department of Environmental
Conservation 1is responsible for preparing a State Implementation

Plan (SIP) describing how it will control emissions from mobile
and stationary sources in order to meet National Ambient Air

Quality Standards.

It should be pointed out that the ultimate responsibility of
meeting the National “mbient Air Quality Standards rests with the
Municipality of Anchorage. The Municipality 1is currently con-
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sidered to be a non-attainment area since it has failed to meet

the standards involving carbon monoxide. IfT the Municipality Iis
not in compliance by December 31, 1987, it is in danger of losing
approximately $80 million in federal transportation funds. In

response to this federally mandated requirement, the Municipality
operates an Inspection/Maintenance program designed to reduce

mobile sources of air pollution. The Municipality also monitors
air pollution 1in Anchorage in order to determine the effectiveness
of its programs. Specific on-going problem areas which need to be

addressed include stationary sources such as incinerators and both
stationary and mobile sources involving the construction industry
and air transportation facilities.

Indoor air pollution does not fall within the purview of the Clean
Air Act. As a result, state and local governments as well as non—
profits such as the Alaska Lung Association are the primary agen—
cies active 1iIn this area.

The EPA has recently revised its regulations involving par—

ticulates. The new regulations are primarily concerned with the
respirable particulates PM10, i.e., those particulates smaller
than 10 microns 1in diameter. Beginning from the date of publica—

tion (July 2, 1987) the State of Alaska has nine months to submit
a State Implementation Plan (SIP) addressing the new regulation.
The Municipality of Anchorage must work with the state in pre—
paring the SIP component for Anchorage. The end product of this
effort will be a set of strategies designed to mitigate air
quality problems due to particulate matter.

OBJECTIVES

INDOOR AIR POLLUTION

1. The Municipality of Anchorage should create a task force on
indoor air pollution which should, among other things, set
indoor ambient air standards and determine who should enforce
them and develop a centralized indoor air quality complaint
system.

2. The Municipal Department of Health and Human Services should
conduct a survey utilizing indoor air quality monitoring
equipment to determine the extent and nature of 1indoor air
pollution in Anchorage.

3. The Municipality of Anchorage should pass an ordinance prohi —
biting smcking in enclosed places and aggressively enforce
it.

4. The Municipality of Anchorage should perform spot checks to

ensure that commercial ventilation systems are being operated
and maintained properly.
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meet5* The Municipality should develop a centralized 1indoor air
quality complaint system or standarize the complaint fornm

*ﬂ74,|08i used by all agencies.

In..

;'Bho/ftl,pau

0«]CE

’.>. tO,UtOf OUTDOOR AIR POLLUTION
Stll,*«tlven
THR tol_ The Municipality of Anchorage needs to re-evaluate strategies
13-~ e8d in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) fcr carbon monoxide

reduction and adequately fund the strategies chosen.

i The Municipality of Anchorage should modify 1its Inspection
yiev ;& Cl and Maintenance program by extending requirements for cars up
iVB * g to 20 years old/ tightening requirements for older cars,

rL!398 enforcing illegal vehicle registrations, bringing the Mat-Su
Valley 1into the program or requiring Mat-Su Valley commuters
to comply with emissions standards.

€% q P thi m . : :

\keq “Ser The Municipality of Anchorage should impose a local gasoline

g{]“_ i tax and recommend that the proceeds be used to fund health

or-blic and”ocial service programs.

Adi3 -subm:

i;gi;#g?'4' The Municipality of Anchorage should expand transit and

T ridesharing through aqressive marketing campaigns, the use

%;:téth” of federal highway dollars for transit operations, com—

’ patible planning and zoning decisions, improving and
increasing transit routes, and aggressively exploring the
possibility of a light commuter rail system from the Mat-Su
Valley to Anchorage.

5. The Municipality of Anchorage should proceed to develop and
implement a plan for reducing particulates in Anchorage
through such strategies as road and sidewalk sweeping, dust
control/ open burning restrictions, compatible planning and
zoning decisions, 1improved road sanding procedures, and
regulations restricting the removal of vegetation on lots
awaiting sale or construction.

Cross Reference the Following Problems for Related Objectives

LE®sshoul g ]

door aﬂ Ionizing Radiation Hazards

Occupational Hazards

Tobacco Addiction

Respiratory and COPD

SHE! Drah Cardiovascular Diseases

.enforce

Date: November 1987

IULEks to

2-2ferate
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Department of Transportation ** 2
and Public Facilities

POSITION PAPER

BILL NO: HJR11 APPROVED:

TITLE: A Resolution relating to DATE: February 27,1989
Congressional reauthorization
of the Clean Air Act.

The problem of winter time air pollution in Anchorage and Fairbanks is a
serious health issue. The department supports that portion of the resolution
that would require EPA to certify motor vehicles for carbon monoxide
emission compliance at a colder temperature.

We oppose Alaska taking a position at the national level that would
contravene a long standing prohibition against the use of federal-aid highway
receipts for operating purposes. We believe this message would be
detrimental to the on-going, emotionally-laden debate concerning how the
formula for allocating the federal gas tax receipts should be constructed.

Presently, Alaska is the greatest beneficiary state receiving over $5 for every $1
dollar of contribution. Many high-population states which receive less than
their total gas tax contributions find this inappropriate. At this time, the 50
state highway or transportation administrators (equivalent to our DOT&PF
Commissioner) have been debating a policy position for submittal to
Congress. A", the root of our basic argument for maintaining Alaska®s high
ratio of receipts to contributions is the premise that we are a young, sparsely
populated state, hampered by a significant percentage of federal in-holdings,
which has yet to complete a basic highway network.

With this resolution we would seriously deflate this argument. The idea that
we have such an "abundance™ of federal-aid that we can divert some of it to
transit operating assistance instead of out basic highway needs would
seriously undermine our position. We, of course, already have a difficult job
of persuasion, given our low state gas tax and the permanent fund dividends
which are generally misunderstood by officials from other states.

At this time, some of the federal-aid highway receipts are used by the
Anchorage Transit Authority for capital purposes. Approximately $1 million
per year is appropriated for this purpose. However, there has been a long—
standing prohibition on the use of the highway funds for state operating
purposes, whether for highway operations or transit operations.

For more information contact Catherine McHugh - 465-3900



There isalready a federal program for providing operating assistance to
municipal transit authorities. The Urban Mass Transit Authority (UMTA)
has a transit-aid program for this purpose. In the near future the Congress
will consider the new budget. In the current submittal the UMTA federal
transit aid program would be slashed by 50% including total elimination of
operating assistance aid for all municipalities greater than 200,000 population.

In addition, both Anchorage and Fairbanks have the ability under state law to
levy fuel tax increments for transit related projects. That they have not yet
utilized this avenue for revenue would not be lost on defenders of the
highway trust fund.

In conclusion, we believe the request that Congress permit the use of federal-
aid highway receipts for transit operating purposes would be controversial
and unattainable and therefore detrimental to sensitive on-going discussion
concerning how the new formula will allocate federal gas tax receipts. As an
alternative, we recommend a resolution supporting an enlarged UMT A
transit aid program as an appropriate method by which to pursue resolution
of the winter time air problem.

This position is not meant to be contrary to the public need for transit or clean
air. At present, the federal -aid received by the state is insufficient for our
capital needs. Deteriorating highways and important new routes yet unbuilt
speak volumes to this fact. Given the strength of the highway lobby at the
national level, the resolution is not likely to achieve the intended result. But
on the downside, the resolution could undermine the state’s vigorous
defense of our share of the federal gas tax receipts. If this debate is lost Alaska
stands to lose millions of dollars annually. It is in this context that our
position is proffered.
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Alaska State Legislature

House of Representatives

M EMORANDUM

TO: Rep. Bette Cato, Chair
House Transportation Committee

FROM: Rep. Kay

DATE: February

RE: HJR 11, Relating to Congressional reauthorization of
the Clean Air Act

Reauthorization of the federal Clean Air Act is again before
Congress. HJR 11 urges Congress to support the
reauthorization. Moreover, it urges Congress to include two
amendments that will help address the carbon monoxide problems
in Alaskan cities, as well as in the rest of the country.
Currently, neither Anchorage nor Fairbanks are in compliance
with air quality standards; the high levels of carbon monoxide
present in cold weather pose a serious health hazard to our
citizens, particularly infants, the elderly, and those with
heart and lung diseases.

The first amendment supported by HJR 11 would permit cities
that exceed air quality standards (Anchorage and Fairbanks as
well as about 60 other cities in the nation) the local option
of using federal gas tax funds to operate transportation
programs that can reduce air pollution. The utilization of
federal gas taxes for mass transit, light rail, ride-sharing
systems, and similar transportation measures would allow
nonattainment cities to address their transportation needs in
an overall plan that includes air quality and health concerns.

The second amendment to the Clean Air Act supported by HJR 11
would require the Environmental Protection Agency to certify
motor vehicle emission compliance at a colder temperature
range. Certification at temperatures beginning at 20 degrees
Fahrenheit instead of only at 68 to 86 degrees could reduce
carbon dioxide emissions by as much as 28 percent. This
amendment has been urged by Alaska successfully in the past;
last year it was included in legislation approved by the U.S.
Senate and incorporated into a version of the Clean Air Act
reauthorization. The 100th Congress failed to pass a
reauthorization bill, but, according to the Governor's
Washington office, the state is continuing this "cold s4art"”
effort with the current Congress,.

During &sslat
P.0. Box 20-2661 P.Q BOXV
Anchorage, AK 99520-266! Juneau, AK 99811

(907) 272-0207 (907) 465-4998 .



HJR 11 has been endorsed by the Fairbanks Assembly, the Alaska
Lung Association, the League of Women Voters, and others. The
Anchorage Assembly is taking up a resolution of support on
Feb. 28. A resolution very similar to HJR 11 was previously
adopted by the U. S. Conference of Mayors.

I thank you for hearing HJR 11. I hope the committee will
agree that the Alaska Legislature®s support of reauthorization
of the Clean Air Act, with the proposed amendments, is
important to the health of Alaskan residents.



m*® ANCHI)RAGE PARTICIP ANT LIST **#

TO: ALL TELECONFERENCE SITES'
FROM: DAVID - ->  ANCHORAGE

SUBJECT: CLEAN AIR ACT HOUSE TRANSPORTATION
DATE : ........... MARCH 1, 1989

TO TESTIFY:

1*) CHERYL RICHARDSON, ANCHORAGE CLEAN AIR COALITION
2.)

3%)

4%*)

5*)

6*>

TO OBSERVE:

1,)
2,)

0J



T/C NO: 8§9-02-330

DATE: FEBRUARY 28, 1989
SPONSOR: HOUSE TRANSPORTATION
SUBJECT: HIR 11 AND IIB 1<83
MODERATOR HELBA

SITE: Fairbanks

PARTICIPANT LIST
FINAL STATS

(--X(- JESDMMOF 1tMCFX rFOFOF eFCFOF mOFCFCRCE ifOFV CFGFCFCF it OFOFCRIDORIDADADCIID-4 CRADORIDCD DD (CRIDCRIDMMACE TECFAFI0RX X
TESTIFIED /

NAME/REPRESENTING / ADDRESS PHONE BILL NO.

1. JOE RYAN, HB 183
2* RICHARD JOY, FNSB = HJR 11

3. SCOTT DECLUE, FNSB - HIJR 11
||I’

JA
6,
7*
8g*
9 1
10,

OBSERVED

NAME/REPRESENTING ADDRESS PHONE BILL NO.
1.
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