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Executive Summary 

In this paper, we have attempted to ascertain the fiscal sustainability of the People Mover 

program in the Municipality of Anchorage (Muni). With recent economic downturns in the 

United States, local programs have seen significant cuts in their revenue streams. Specifically, 

public transportation systems have seen their budget dollars dwindling while the demand for 

their services continues to increase. In Anchorage, the bulk of funding for the People Mover 

system is provided by federal gas tax revenues. With the current state of the economy, it is 

unclear whether federal funding will stay at current levels, or – as we assume – will be cut 

significantly. 

People Mover has served the Muni since 1974, consistently increasing ridership each year. As 

the population of the Muni, and the Mat-Su Valley, continues to grow, pressure on the 

transportation infrastructure increases. Of particular concern is the Glenn Highway corridor, 

which is heavily traveled by commuting workers from Chugiak-Eagle River and the Mat-Su 

Valley. As the number of commuters continues to increase, the need for more mass transit has 

become apparent. 

To determine the fiscal sustainability of the system, it is important to understand the projected 

growth of the program over an extended period of time. Long-term planning (to 2035) in the 

Muni includes three different service scenarios for People Mover: 2035 Base Scenario, 2035 

Base Plus Scenario; and 2035 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Scenario, with each having progressively 

more services offered to the riding public and higher projected ridership. Assuming that the 

Muni will choose the BRT option to maximize ridership and grow the program, and that funding 
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from the federal government will see significant cuts, we examined the possible revenue streams 

available to the Muni to make up for this assumed budget shortfall. 

The Muni is expected to continue to receive some federal, state, and municipal funding. 

However, existing revenue streams will need to be increased and new revenue streams identified. 

We propose that People Mover riders can afford to pay slightly higher fares, and thus 

recommend increasing fares. Additionally, we highly recommend restructuring routes to be more 

rider-friendly by having more frequent pick-ups, especially during peak times, and more 

convenient bus stops. We also recommend extended hours of operation to make People Mover a 

viable alternative for people who work very early in the morning, or very late at night. Express 

routes from outlying areas to high employment areas such as Downtown, Midtown, and the U-

Med Districts are recommended to increase commuting ridership. Further, exclusive custom bus 

routes are proposed as an alternative for transporting employees from one area to work at a 

specific destination such as UAA. Selling advertising space on People Mover buses and at bus 

stops also offers an avenue for creating revenue. Finally, we propose a directed property tax, 

increased local gasoline tax, and the imposition of a sales tax with a portion allocated for People 

Mover.  

We understand that any tax-based allocations will only be possible at the will of the 

policymakers and the public. There is no simple answer to this budgetary dilemma. To 

strengthen and improve the sustainability of People Mover, only a complex combination of fare 

increases, service modification, and taxation will ensure a fiscally sustainable program into the 

future. In addition, reliance upon state and federal government for funding of local services 

should be curtailed as much as possible and local programs that are self-reliant for funding 

through taxation or user fees should be encouraged.  
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Introduction 

In this paper, we attempt to ascertain the fiscal sustainability of the public bus system in the 

Municipality of Anchorage (Muni), People Mover. In order for a program to be fiscally 

sustainable, it must be able to provide, at least, the same level of service enjoyed now into the 

future (Mikesell, 2010).  

People Mover is a fixed route bus service in Anchorage and Chugiak-Eagle River that is part of 

the Anchorage Public Transportation Department which also offers transportation services 

including, AnchorRIDES, a paratransit service for seniors and people with disabilities, and the 

Share-A-Ride program which includes vanpool service, free carpool matching, and a Travel 

Training program. For our purposes, we will be focusing solely on the sustainability of the 

People Mover program.  

We begin by looking at the history of bus service in the Muni to help us understand the impact 

the program has had in the past – and continues to have today. 
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I. The Past 

The earliest bus service in Anchorage was in 1944. Bus service was provided by a private 

company in response to increasing military personnel in the area during World War II, and lasted 

until 1967. In 1970, the rapid population growth in Anchorage resulted in an increasing demand 

for streets and highways. In 1972, Anchorage began a small bus line funded by a grant from the 

Urban Mass Transit Administration. The original city bus service was provided through a private 

operator on a single route using two buses. Service had increased to six routes by 1973. Although 

voters had approved a ballot initiative in 1972 to create a Municipal public transportation 

service, it took two years for funding to be secured. By 1974, the People Mover system was 

created and administration of the program was transferred from private operators to the 

municipality, where it continues to be housed to this day. 

People Mover service and ridership grew rapidly over its first several years, with 39,505 

passengers in its first month of service (Municipality of Anchorage, 2012). By 1982, its buses 

provided 156,000 hours of service and attracted over four million passengers
1
. Growth has been 

attributed to rapidly increasing population growth due to military base expansion, Prudhoe Bay 

oil development, and the resulting construction boom that followed. But as the booming 

environment slowed, annual bus service was cut by over 50,000 hours as transit ridership 

declined, stabilizing through the 1990s. Fast forward to 2008, 34 years later, Anchorage was 

home to nearly 284,000 residents and People Mover set a new annual record of 4,220,677 trips, 

                                                 
1
 The number of passengers reported by the Muni per year is equivalent to the number of passenger rides. For 

example, one passenger who rides the bus two times per day, five days per week, and 50 weeks of the year would 

account for 500 passengers per year. 

 



 
5 

 

with an average weekday ridership of 14,297. People Mover carried 4.22 million passengers, its 

highest level recorded (Municipality of Anchorage, 2010). 
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II. The Present 

Current Public Transportation Services 

With its fleet of 52 buses, the People Mover system provides service on 14 routes serving 

Anchorage, Eagle River, and Chugiak. As the system focus is downtown Anchorage; all but one 

of the fourteen routes serve the downtown Anchorage Transit Center hub. There are also three 

smaller satellite hubs within the Anchorage Bowl – one in the University-Medical (U-Med) area, 

another at Dimond Center in South Anchorage and a third at the Muldoon Town Center in East 

Anchorage. There is a fourth hub in the Eagle River commercial district (Municipality of 

Anchorage, 2010). 

Bus schedules are time-coordinated to enable easier transfers at the Downtown Transit Center, 

and to a lesser extent, at the other hubs. Bus service generally operates on weekdays between 

5:30 am 11:30 pm. Transit service runs from 7:30 am to 9:00 pm on Saturdays, and from about 

9:30 am to 7:00 pm on Sundays (Municipality of Anchorage, 2012). These limited hours of 

operation strongly influence ridership by denying availability to individuals who may work 

outside of the hours of operation. Additionally, the lack of service into the late night hours, 

especially on weekends, may contribute to the occurrence of DUIs by denying an alternative 

public transit option for individuals who may have overindulged and require alternate 

transportation home. 

The headway times (times between bus pick-ups) vary from 20 to 60 minutes. Only one route 

has 20 minute headways, four routes have 30 minute headways, six routes have 30 minute 

headways, and three routes have 60 minute frequencies (Municipality of Anchorage, 2012). The 

lack of frequent bus pick-ups discourages some people from using People Mover. In fact, most 
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people today have very full schedules that do not include “free” time to wait at a bus stop for up 

to an hour for the next bus – especially in inclement weather. 

Current Budget and Revenue Sources 

According to the National Transit Database, 2010 funding for public transportation in the Muni 

was $39,361,347, of which $15,445,101 was federal funding. State funding for public 

transportation was $1,562,525, local public transportation funding was $16,212,958, and other 

funding (fare revenues, auxiliary transportation funds, subsidy from other sectors of operation, 

revenues accrued due to a purchased transportation agreement, and other funds) for public 

transportation was $6,140,763. Cash fares paid for public transportation in Anchorage was 

$5,658,021. Although the Muni received nearly 40 million dollars in 2010 for public 

transportation funding, not all of the funding went toward People Mover. With an operating 

budget of $26,336,672 in 2010, 66 percent of the total public transportation revenue was used for 

the People Mover program (National Transit Database, 2012).  

Public transportation relies on funding resources which dictate levels of service that are offered 

to the public through transit services. In addition, the level of funding determines which services 

are feasible short- and long-term. For example, in 1972 the funding measure to support creation 

of People Mover was defeated, even though the program itself was approved by voters, and 

startup of transit service was delayed for two years until funding could be secured. In 2003 and 

2004, People Mover received a federal Congestion Management and Air Quality Program grant 

that was used to improve service (Municipality of Anchorage, 2010). 
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Ridership Statistics 

Ridership has consistently grown in the People Mover system. However, sustaining the growth 

of ridership has been a difficult objective for People Mover. Between the years of 2002 and 

2008, People Mover experienced an increase in ridership of 35 percent, equivalent to an 

additional 1.1 million annual passengers. More than 30,000 additional annual hours of services 

were added to cover the increase in ridership. These increases in ridership and services hours 

added increased the operating costs of People Movers by $9 million (Municipality of Anchorage, 

2010).  

In an effort to understand why current riders use People Mover – and why they don’t - the Muni 

hired a private contractor to conduct a rider survey. In 2008, RLS & Associates conducted an on-

line public survey of the People Mover program for the Muni. In addition to the online survey, 

questionnaires were distributed at the following transit centers in April, 2008:  

 Downtown Anchorage (April 15, 16, 17, 19, and 21) 

 Muldoon Avenue (April 16 and 17) 

 Dimond Center (April 16 and 17) 

 U-Med, University/Providence Hospital (April 17 and 18) 

 

The survey had a total of 448 respondents. The following information was collected from those 

responses. 

  



 
9 

 

Figure 1. Reasons for Using People Mover 

People Mover is utilized by riders 

for many different reasons, from 

convenience to necessity. As 

indicated in Figure 1, 22 percent of 

riders use the bus because they have 

no other options for transportation, 

while 21 percent have made a 

conscious decision to ride the bus in 

an effort to save money and spend less on gasoline. It is interesting to note that three percent of 

riders use People Mover due to a lack of parking at their destinations. This is a growing issue in 

the Muni, especially downtown and in the U-Med district, which suggests that more riders will 

be forced onto People Mover in the future as the lack of parking only increases as population 

growth continues. Also, as commuters in the Muni become more conservation-minded, 

increasing ridership should be anticipated in the years to come (RLS & Associates, Inc., 2009). 

Figure 2. Reasons for Not Using People Mover  

In Figure 2, we show the reasons 

cited by riders for not using People 

Mover. Thirty-seven percent of 

respondents indicated that they did 

not use People Mover because of the 

inconvenient schedule. Inconvenient 

locations were also a main factor 

3%

7%

10%

18%

19%

21%

22%

0% 10% 20% 30%

Lack of parking

Relaxing - easier than driving

More "green"

Convenient route and/or schedule
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Source: Municipality of Anchorage, 2009.

3%

11%

23%

26%

37%
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Cost
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Inconvenient locations

Other

Inconvenient schedule

Source: Municipality of Anchorage, 2009.
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when people decided whether to ride on People Mover or choose alternate transportation to reach 

their destinations. Cost was the least significant factor, suggesting that there may be room to 

increase fares if services were more convenient for prospective riders (RLS & Associates, Inc., 

2009). 

Transit ridership is critical in attaining funding support and to enable further People Mover 

service enhancements. In the past, the People Mover program has seen impressive results as the 

following changes were put in place: (1) introducing new routes, (2) suspending less-productive 

routes, (3) revising headways to allow for shorter wait times during peak periods, (4) expanding 

weekend hours for some routes, (5) creating set times for pickups (rather than ambiguous times 

between pickups), and (6) introducing a new transit center on Muldoon. The Muni has also made 

efforts to improve management of the People Mover program through advanced technology 

hardware and software systems that improve service delivery. As a result of these efforts, 

ridership between 2002 and 2005 increased 28 percent due to service changes (Municipality of 

Anchorage, 2010). 
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III. The Future 

It is integral to efforts of fiscal sustainability to understand what the demand for People Mover 

may be in the future. The Muni produces short- and long-term projections in an effort to 

schedule improvements and attain funding in a timely manner. In this and the following sections, 

we have borrowed heavily from the current working document, 2035 Metropolitan Area 

Transportation Plan: Public Hearing Draft, which estimates the need for improvements in all 

areas of public transportation, from roads to mass transit systems. Specifically, we examine the 

projected population growth in the region and its impact on the demand for bus service by 

Anchorage residents and commuters from outside the Anchorage Bowl. 

Federal Mandates in Public Transportation 

A majority of funding for public transportation in the Muni is provided by the federal 

government from gas taxes. In order to continue receiving these federal dollars, the Muni is 

required to comply with administrative guidelines from the federal government. The current 

federal legislation in this area, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation 

Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), requires the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization’s (MPO) transportation planning process to explicitly provide for consideration of 

projects and strategies that accomplish the following eight planning factors: 

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 

competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency 

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized users 

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotorized users 
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4. Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and for freight 

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve quality 

of life; and promote consistency between transportation improvements and state and local 

planned growth and economic development patterns 

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and 

between modes, for people and freight  

7. Promote efficient system management and operation  

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system  

The Anchorage Metro Area Transportation Solutions (AMATS) is the federally recognized MPO 

for the Muni. AMATS is a multiagency team that works together to create a Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) when federal funds are being used. AMATS is tasked with planning 

long-term transportation system needs for all modes of transportation for 20 years into the future 

– plans that must be updated every four years per federal mandate. In addition, AMATS fund 

implementation of the long-term plans through prioritization and the Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP) which reflects funding allocation and distribution. Finally, AMATS 

must coordinate with federal, state, and local agencies that may have a role in facilitating 

implementation of long-term improvements (Municipality of Anchorage, 2012).  

Regional Population and Employment 

The Southcentral Alaska region consisting of Anchorage, Chugiak-Eagle River, and the Mat-Su 

Borough is expected to continue to grow as the primary urbanized region in Alaska, with 

population projected to exceed 500,000 by 2035. The population in the Muni is expected to grow 

by 65,200 people, of whom 37,600 will live in the Anchorage Bowl and 27,600 will reside in 
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Chugiak-Eagle River. The remaining population growth will occur in the Mat-Su Borough 

(AMATS, 2011). 

Although a significant amount of population growth will occur in the Mat-Su, a large proportion 

of that population is expected to commute to jobs in the Anchorage Bowl. Anchorage Bowl 

employment growth will continue, representing more than 70 percent of the regional 

employment (AMATS, 2011). The growth in population and employment, including the 

locations of growth, relates directly to future transportation needs, especially since all commuters 

from these areas must currently use the Glenn Highway to travel to the Anchorage Bowl. 

Future Service Options 

To study the effects of improvements to the public transportation system, the following three 

scenarios were investigated: 2035 Base scenario, 2035 Base Plus scenario, and 2035 Bus Rapid 

Transit (BRT) scenario. These are the three scenarios presented by AMATS in 2035 long-term 

plan. The initial analyses of possible future scenarios for public transportation service examined 

what might evolve based on the 2010 People Mover bus system, with several planned updates.  

Housing density and employment increases are expected to provide an opportunity for an 

increase in ridership between 2007 and 2035. Based upon the comprehensive plans for the 

Anchorage Bowl and Chugiak-Eagle River, land use policies will restrict housing in such a way 

as to increase density in currently populated areas and also result in higher density employment 

locations. It is estimated that approximately 10,000 more residents and 9,500 new 

jobs/employees will be within one-quarter mile of the existing (2010) bus routes by 2035 

(AMATS, 2011).  
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One of the main factors for consideration in developing these plans was the need for regional 

transportation for commuters from Chugiak-Eagle River and the Mat-Su Valley. For commuters 

coming into the Anchorage Bowl, the most important part of the journey is the ability to make 

efficient connections with other bus routes serving their final destination. The anticipated 

continued growth in the Mat-Su Valley and Chugiak-Eagle River will put significant strain on 

the Glenn Highway in the absence of other transportation options. Addressing the People Mover 

service to these areas through enhancements could help address the forecast capacity deficiencies 

in the Glenn Highway corridor. BRT initiation would require development of funding resources 

and mechanisms. (AMATS, 2011) 

2035 Base Scenario 

The 2035 Base scenario would see no change to the existing level of public transportation 

services. This scenario was identified as the worst-case public transportation scenario, in which 

the same funding limitations prevail through 2035 and the public transportation system remains 

largely as it is today. 

Although this scenario does not change the level of services, the level of demand continues to 

increase. AMATS estimates that weekday riders will increase to 24,950 riders, a gain of 43 

percent from 2007 to 2035 under this scenario. 

2035 Base Plus Scenario 

Under the 2035 Base Plus scenario, there would be significant route change including deleting, 

revising, and creating new routes. The purpose of the 2035 Base Plus scenario is to develop an 

intermediate level of public transportation for analysis. Specifically, two routes into Anchorage 

from Wasilla were deleted, Route 102 was extended to Trunk Road in Wasilla, and a new park-
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and-ride facility was added at Hiland Road. In addition, three new local routes to South 

Anchorage were added with 60-minute headways all day long: 

Under this scenario, AMATS projects that weekday estimated riders of the 2035 public 

transportation system are projected to increase to 20,700 riders. 

2035 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Scenario 

The BRT scenario attempts to address the policy issue of whether higher-performance systems 

will cause an increase in ridership and decreases in costs to infrastructure and traffic congestion. 

Under the 2035 BRT scenario, People Mover buses would have traffic signal preemption 

transmitters, electronic fare collection, low floors for quick passenger entry and exit, and other 

amenities.  

The Glenn Highway corridor links Anchorage with Chugiak-Eagle River and the Mat-Su Valley. 

The only regional public transportation service operating regularly between the Mat-Su Borough 

and Anchorage is the Valley Mover bus service. Current service offers six peak commuter round 

trips a day from the Mat-Su Borough on the Glenn Highway and serves park-and-ride locations. 

This restricted level of service makes it difficult to convince Mat-Su residents to opt-in on public 

transportation due to the times that service is available, or perhaps more importantly when 

services are not available. The 2035 BRT scenario addresses this issue to some extent by creating 

two BRT routes, one of which would replace the Valley Mover route to the Mat-Su Valley. The 

two new BRT routes are on the Glenn Highway and in South Anchorage. Weekday service 

frequency for both routes would operate at 10-minute headways in the morning and afternoon 

peak periods, 15-minute headways in the mid-day time period, and 30-minute headways in the 
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evening. In addition, the 2035 BRT scenario would relocate the Muldoon Transit Center to 

Tikahtnu Commons Center, and a stop would be added near the Northway Town Center. 

An important part of the People Mover expansion includes implementing half-hour headways 

until 6:00 p.m. on all local routes within the Anchorage Bowl, and 15-minute peak period 

headways on six routes. Reinstating local service in Eagle River and additional service along the 

Glenn Highway are integral to promote commuting ridership. Additional BRT routes between 

Downtown, Midtown, and the U-Med district; a new South Anchorage express route; new 

service in the Klatt Road/Southport area, along Abbott Road/Elmore Road, and along 

International Airport Road; and a new South Anchorage-Hillside express route are all parts of the 

BRT plan to increase services, and encourage ridership. 

Under this scenario, AMATS projects that People Mover would serve 26,155 daily riders, a gain 

of 46 percent from 2007 to 2035 and 18 percent more riders than for the 2035 Base Plus 

scenario. 

Future Costs 

Capital Costs 

Public transportation capital costs are projected to be $243 million, and are made up of 

replacement and expansion for People Mover, AnchorRIDES, and Share-a-Ride vehicles; bus 

stop improvements; public transportation centers and facilities; ITS projects; fleet improvements 

and support equipment and vehicles; BRT implementation; and ride sharing and associated 

marketing. Not all of these costs are for the People Mover bus program. 
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Operating Costs 

The required peak-period fleet will be approximately 92 People Mover buses— slightly more 

than double the fleet in 2011. The annual operations and maintenance costs are estimated to 

increase from $26.3 million in 2011 to $48.6 million in 2035, with 2.5 percent inflation added 

per year.  

As of fall 2011, People Mover has replaced 41 of its 52 buses with newer, low-floor, accessible 

buses. The MTP supports the continued replacement of the People Mover vehicle fleet through 

the use of federal capital grant funding (80 percent of the capital cost), but the MOA will need to 

provide the additional 20 percent in matching funds (Municipality of Anchorage, 2010). 
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IV. Funding Sustainability 

Overview 

In this section, we examine current and anticipated funding levels for People Mover to ascertain 

the fiscal sustainability of the program. The federal budget is currently on an unsustainable path 

and in order to put the budget on a sustainable path hard decisions will need to be made. Public 

transportation systems face the same dilemmas. To maintain appropriate services, revenues must 

increase, services must decrease, or both. We assume that federal funding will be cut 

significantly in the years to come as efforts to reform budgeting come to fruition through 

spending cuts. Without federal, state, and local funding continuing at current levels, public 

transportation systems will be forced to increase fares, decrease services or some combination of 

the two. Based upon that assumption, we examine a number of options for increasing revenue 

within the program. 

AMATS identified funding as the critical issue for the future of People Mover. Maintaining the 

momentum—increased riders and productivity—of the People Mover route-restructuring plan is 

crucial. Without a commitment from the municipality and its residents to fund People Mover, 

momentum cannot be sustained. Current funding priorities should focus on completion of 

restructuring improvements, expansion of service throughout the metropolitan area, and securing 

funding for new buses (AMATS, 2011). 

Current Revenue Streams 

Many public transportation systems are facing fiscal challenges across the United States. It is not 

uncommon to see transit systems forced to cut service, raise fares, and lay off employees while 

demand for service increases. In 2008 the budgets of public transit systems across the country 
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were affected by increases in fuel prices which resulted in increased demand for service and 

increased operating costs (APTA, 2009). 

Local, regional, and state revenue declines are directly reflected in public transportation systems 

through service cuts and fare increases. Of the systems which have faced cuts in state and local 

revenues, nearly 90 percent have taken at least one of these actions. Almost half of these transit 

systems have made the difficult decision to both raise fares and cut services. Revenue cuts have 

also resulted in the need to shift capital funds into operating expenses – a move which may have 

negative long-term impact on fleet maintenance and reliability of services. (APTA, 2009) 

Municipal Funding 

Local funding is assumed to be provided by the Mat‐Su Borough and the Municipality of 

Anchorage, whose residents will be primary users of the service. Additional funding is also 

generated by local municipal bonds (AMATS, 2011). 

In 2011, the Muni budget provided more than $26 million per year to operate People Mover, 

AnchorRIDES, and Share-A-Ride programs. The cost is partially offset by operating revenues 

from passenger fares and advertising. People Mover is implementing a bus fixed-route-

restructuring plan to realign routes, coordinate bus schedules, increase service frequencies, and 

improve service availability and accessibility. People Mover’s ability to deliver more service is 

directly tied to the level of operating funding (AMATS, 2011). 

State Funding 

While nearly all other states have traditionally provided state funding in support of public 

transportation. Prior to 2011, the State of Alaska had not provided operating funding for public 

transportation. In the 2011 legislative session it approved $1.0 million statewide for 50/50 
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matching to cover capital and operations costs. Of this, $900,000 will be distributed to local 

public transit systems. Based on population, over half of this funding would be allocated to the 

Anchorage/Mat‐Su region. It is assumed that a similar level of state support for public 

transportation will continue in the future. The State of Alaska Legislature also authorizes 

appropriations and general obligation bonds that support public transportation programs 

(AMATS, 2011).  

Federal Funding  

People Mover receives federal funds through various federal agencies. Most of these federal 

funds are generated from gasoline taxes paid by the motoring public. These funds are not 

expected to increase (AMATS, 2011). 

Future Revenue Assumptions 

Based on economic uncertainties and an expected decrease in federal funds, AMATS used a 

conservative approach to estimate revenues that can reasonably be expected to be available for 

transportation from federal, state, and local funds. All revenues for capital projects and operation 

s and maintenance were inflated at 2.5 percent annually. Projected revenue from identifiable 

sources for all capital projects totals $3.8 billion in 2035 (AMATS, 2011). This total includes 

improvements to all transportation systems, not just People Mover. 

Although revenues appear adequate to operate and maintain the system through 2035, a funding 

shortfall of about $2.1 billion is projected in 2035 for construction of all capital improvements. 

AMATS has identified three main funding sources to implement the MTP recommendations; 

municipal funds, state funds, and federal funds. 
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Municipal Funds 

It is assumed that the Muni will continue to issue voter approved bonds within Anchorage Roads 

and Drainage Service Area (ARDSA) in support of transportation improvements and to provide 

matching funds to federally funded projects. Forecasted funding levels are based on the amount 

of bond funding that has historically gone to MTP projects from 2005 to 2010, coupled with 

those funds included in the 2011—2016 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The 2011–2016 

amounts were averaged and increased by the Anchorage CPI at 2.5 percent per year, beginning 

in 2017 (AMATS, 2011). 

Funding for the expanded operations of the public transportation system will require increased 

MOA general fund allocations or new sources. Funding from property taxes depends on the 

willingness of the Municipal Assembly and the MOA Administration to allocate money for this 

purpose and on support of the general public (AMATS, 2011). 

State Funds 

It is assumed that the State of Alaska will continue to fund Anchorage area transportation 

improvements as appropriated by the Alaska Legislature. The amount of state general funds 

appropriated by the Legislature for MTP projects in 2005–2011 was averaged and increased by 

the CPI. Statewide general obligation bonds are assumed to continue in the future, approximately 

every 6 years. Anchorage received $37.5 million and $36.1 million in state general obligation 

bonds in 2002 and 2008, respectively. These amounts were averaged, and then increased by the 

CPI. It is important to note that only about $1 million of state funds will be directed for the 

People Mover program (AMATS, 2011). 
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No new sources of revenue from the State of Alaska for public transportation funding are 

anticipated at this time. 

Federal Funds 

It is assumed that there will continue to be funds provided by both the Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Based on information 

from the Department of Transportation & Public Facilities (DOT&PF), the historical funding 

levels allocated to AMATS for the Community Transportation Program (CTP) and Trails and 

Recreational Access for Alaska (TRAAK) program are anticipated to be reduced by 

approximately 30 percent beginning in 2013. Federal funds for the National Highway System 

(NHS) are based on historical averages and coordination with the DOT&PF, and are estimated at 

$23 million per year beginning in 2016. The Anchorage CPI is applied to federal funds annually 

beginning in 2024. The non-NHS federal funds allocated to AMATS are programmed into the 

following four categories by percentage:  10-15 percent for Transportation Enhancements (TE) 

Non-motorized; 10 percent for Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ); 15-20 percent for 

Pavement Replacement; and 55-65 percent for Roadway Improvements (AMATS, 2011). 

Clearly, very little of these funds will go to the People Mover program directly. 

Fares 

The most direct way of increasing revenue is to increase the fares paid by riders. Based upon the 

survey conducted by for the Muni, fares are the least important factor when choosing not to use 

People Mover. This suggests that there is some elasticity in demand for the service and that fare 

increases will not strongly impact ridership in a negative way. 
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Local, regional, and state revenue declines drastically influence public transportation systems 

through service cuts and fare increases. Of the systems which have faced cuts in state and local 

revenues, nearly 75 percent have raised fares. (APTA, 2009) 

Ridership 

The ridership of public transportation is at record highs. Overall, use of public transportation has 

increased 38 percent since 1995. These record ridership numbers are being met with a 

counterintuitive trend; transit agencies are seeing service cuts, layoffs, and fare increases. As a 

result, some populations, specifically the elderly, without access to an alternative form of 

transportation are being left without access to public transportation. (Transportation for America) 

According to analysis by AMATS, public transportation patronage can likely be doubled from 

existing levels, and perhaps tripled. More funding is required if even higher levels of public 

transportation service are desired. Public funding will need to expand from an annual operating 

budget of $26 million today (2011) to $48.6 million (2035). Within the constraints of available 

funding, there are opportunities to improve service, increase riders, and help alleviate traffic 

congestion (AMATS, 2011).  

Studies of the People Mover system show a significant increase in public transportation ridership 

could be achieved by simply increasing the frequency of service on the most productive routes. 

From 2002 to 2010, weekday bus ridership rose 34 percent with an 11 percent increase in service 

hours and Saturday bus ridership rose 39 percent with a 27 percent increase in service hours. The 

jump in Sunday ridership for the same period, 82 percent, was almost directly proportional to the 

service hour increase, 84 percent (AMATS, 2011). 
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Basic Services 

Of the systems which have faced cuts in state and local revenues more than 60 percent have cut 

service. Nearly two-thirds have reduced or eliminated off-peak service, while more than half 

have eliminated or reduced peak period or weekend service altogether. Systems which were 

forced to reduce service have also decreased the geographic coverage of service. This results in 

some citizens and employees with no access to public transportation in their immediate area. 

(APTA, 2009) 

A core mission of public transportation is to ensure that all segments of the community have 

available transportation and access to community opportunities. The People Mover route 

restructuring plan with 30-minute frequency throughout the day accomplishes that mission. A 

second mission is to help reduce congestion by offering viable transportation alternatives to as 

many travelers as possible. Public transportation services must be more frequent and travel time 

must be more competitive with private vehicle travel to attract travelers who can choose either 

private vehicles or public transportation. Services in the Muni can be improved through 

improved frequency and convenience of services; development of local and regional park-and-

ride systems; and continued regional planning activities (AMATS, 2011). 

Express Services 

Increasing the public transportation service by improving peak-period service and by 

implementing express bus and BRT routes into the system will attract more riders, especially for 

home-based trips to and from work. Frequent and fast public transportation service in the Glenn 

Highway corridor during commuting periods can potentially be a decisive element in averting 

the congestion anticipated from 2035 traffic demands. This new high-frequency, high-
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performance, express bus service on the Glenn Highway targets 5 to 7 percent of the corridor’s 

peak-period commuters (AMATS, 2011).  

Commuter Express 

The Mat-Su – Anchorage express includes weekday peak hour trips designed to serve residents 

of Mat‐Su Borough who are employed in Anchorage. It operates from Palmer and Wasilla to 

Anchorage during the morning and afternoon peak periods. In Anchorage, this route would serve 

the downtown, Midtown, and U‐Med District areas. With 15.8 revenue hours for each non‐

holiday weekday, there are an estimated 4,029 revenue hours annually for the commuter express 

service. This translates to a total annual operating cost of $499,600 based on People Mover's 

average cost per revenue hour of $124 (RLS & Associates, 2011). 

Capital improvements needed for this express service option includes the buses required to 

operate these routes. The proposed express service would require the purchase of six buses. Five 

would be needed during the peak period and one would be a spare. The estimated total capital 

cost of the proposed commuter express service is $2.55 million. It is assumed that existing 

parking lots can be used as park and ride lots for each commuter express option. (RLS & 

Associates, 2011) 

South Anchorage Express Profile 

Operating costs for the South Anchorage BRT are based on the current average cost per revenue 

vehicle hour for People Mover of $124. With 30 revenue hours for each non‐holiday weekday, 

14 hours for Saturdays, and 10 hours for Sundays, there are an estimated 8,898 revenue hours 

annually. This translates to a total annual operating cost of $1,103,352. The construction of 

stations/enhanced bus stops associated with the South Anchorage Express are part of the 
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Highway‐to‐Highway project and these costs are not included as part of the RTA Plan. 

Additional capital costs for the South Anchorage Express are projected to be $850,000 for 

vehicles (RLS & Associates, 2011). 

Custom Services 

With the number of workers commuting into the Anchorage Bowl on the increase, custom bus 

route service may be an option to help produce revenue, reduce congestion, and relieve parking 

issues for some organizations. For example, the Providence Alaska Medical Center continues to 

grow at a fast rate, with parking becoming an issue for patients, visitors, and employees alike. 

Offering an exclusive bus route for employees to commute to work from fixed points in 

Chugiak-Eagle River and the Mat-Su Valley would allow for comfortable commuting for 

employees, reduced need for parking for employers, and a transit tax benefit for the hospital. 

Creating custom bussing service would also overcome some negative stereotypes about who 

rides buses by providing clean, safe buses that are exclusively for the use of whichever 

organization enters into an agreement with the Muni for such services. 

Other Revenue Options 

Advertising 

In North Carolina the Charlotte-Area Transit System (CATS) signed an exclusive five-year 

contract with a media sales company for advertisements on its fleet of buses and light rail. For 

the price of $5 million, the media sales company has exclusive right to sell advertising on the 

city’s public transportation system for five years. Other cities also offer “transit real estate” as 

advertising space on all forms of public transportation on subway cars, buses, stations, panels on 

entryways to stations, and even the backs of metro cards which reach millions of people who ride 
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public transit on a regular basis. Profits from these types of advertisements can help cover 

operating costs, which could reduce the chance of an increase in fares (TheCityFix, 2011). 

Taxes 

The options for Anchorage are constrained by the limited variety of taxes assessed in Anchorage. 

If implemented on a local basis the tax options would be limited to: (1) A gasoline tax that would 

be dedicated to road maintenance and transit operations; (2) dedication of a portion of property 

taxes to road and transit operating and maintenance support; and (3) Dedication of a fraction of 

sales tax revenues (if sales tax is put in place) for road maintenance and transit operations may 

be possible (HDR Alaska, Inc. & ISER, 2007). 

The prevailing global economic climate poses extreme fiscal challenges for federal, state, and 

local governments. Resources are stretched to a degree not experienced since the Great 

Depression. Transit operators across the nation face restricted funding regimens. It is difficult to 

anticipate more funding to increase transit service levels until the economy regains its footing 

from this recession environment. Higher-cost service improvements likely have to take a back 

seat in the near term. But that does not mean there are no avenues available to improve transit 

performance. (Municipality of Anchorage, 2010) 

Many other public transportation systems receive allocations from additional funding sources, 

such as a percentage of sales tax, gasoline tax, or vehicle registration tax. 
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V. Conclusion 

With the current state of the economy, it is clear that municipalities will be receiving less 

revenue sharing from either their state or federal funding agencies. Unfortunately, a reduction of 

funding does not always reflect a reduction in demand for services. We have attempted to 

address the issue of funding shortfalls and mechanisms through which People Mover may be 

able to generate sufficient revenue to maintain fiscal sustainability.  

There is no simple answer to this budgetary quandary. To strengthen and improve the 

sustainability of People Mover’s, only a complex combination of fare increases, service 

modification, and taxation will ensure a fiscally sustainable program into the future. In addition, 

reliance upon state and federal government for funding of local services should be curtailed as 

much as possible and local programs that are self-reliant for funding through taxation or user 

fees should be encouraged. 

As the population in Anchorage and surrounding areas are expected to grow in the future, People 

Mover must be prepared to handle the increase in ridership. AMATS presented a long-term plan 

to improve service by increasing the amount of buses, increasing the frequency of services, 

reducing headways, and providing more convenient connections at transit hubs. People Mover is 

working hard to ensure that public transportation is available and accessible for all residents 

without decreasing services. In order to sustain the People Mover’s program into the future, there 

must be some innovative approaches in funding. Improving the financial sustainability will make 

public transportation more affordable for governments that subsidize it and the passengers that 

use it. 
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People Mover is an integral part of our community and will continue to grow with the growing 

population, as long as we make sure we maintain its fiscal sustainability. 
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