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Co-Chairs Bishop and Micciche, distinguished members of the Special Committee on Energy, 
thank you for the opportunity to speak with you briefly this morning regarding the important work 
being done on the State’s behalf through its energy efficiency programs. 
 
My name is Carol Gore.  For fifteen years, I have been privileged to serve as the President and 
CEO of Cook Inlet Housing Authority, which serves most of Southcentral Alaska.  During that 
time, I have learned a great deal about the relationship between energy consumption, housing 
affordability, and fiscal responsibility at both the household and statewide levels.   
 
No organization has done a better job of summarizing the data on energy consumption and 
housing affordability than the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, which in 2014 released its 
Alaska Housing Needs Assessment.  We all know that Alaskan homes use more energy than 
homes in the Lower 48.  Yet it is startling to learn how much more energy we use.  On average, 
housing in Alaska uses more than twice as much energy as housing located in cold climate 
regions in the Lower 48 and nearly three times as much energy per square foot as the national 
average. 
 
Why is our energy consumption so high in Alaska?  Because of a combination of extreme 
climate and poor quality housing stock.  Most of Alaska’s housing stock is not energy efficient, 
having been hurriedly built during the pipeline boom in the 1970s and 1980s.  In Anchorage, 
which has some of the best quality housing in the State, the average energy rating of the 33,000 
homes built in the 70s and 80s is 2-Star-Plus to 3-Star.  The 14,400 homes built between 2000 
and 2011 average 4-Star-Plus.  Statewide, nearly 20,000 homes have an energy rating of 1-
Star, the lowest energy rating a home can have. 
 
As you know, energy costs are also higher in Alaska.  In Southcentral Alaska, which has the 
most affordable energy in the state, residential energy costs are 50% greater than in “cold 
climate” regions in the Lower 48.  In the Interior, energy costs are more than four times higher 
than in the colder portions of the Lower 48. 
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Across Alaska, high energy costs combined with high energy consumption have put a financial 
squeeze on both Alaska families and the State itself.  Families in Interior Alaska, for example, 
pay on average more than $8,000 per year in energy costs.  The State bears a significant fiscal 
burden due to energy costs and consumption, in part through programs like Power Cost 
Equalization and the Heating Assistance Program.  
 
In 2013, at the Legislature’s request, Economists from UAA’s Institute of Social and Economic 
Research (ISER) evaluated different approaches to addressing Alaska’s energy challenges.  
ISER found that energy efficiency programs were the most conservative and cost effective 
option, saving both energy and money, creating short-term and permanent jobs, and yielding a 
timely and low-risk return on state dollars.  ISER’s Sue Libenson wrote in an Alaska Dispatch 
News article, “Few other programs have demonstrated the capacity to reduce costs for Alaska 
and create jobs to this degree.  These programs have statewide impacts and have saved 
Alaskans millions of dollars.” 
 
 
The Supplemental Housing Development Program 
 
In particular, I would call the Committee’s attention to a small but highly impactful program 
administered through the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, called the Supplemental 
Housing Development Grant Program.  The program is designed to encourage the delivery of 
safe, energy-efficient housing throughout Alaska.  Supplemental Housing Development Grant 
Funds can be used for energy efficient design features, electrical distribution systems, on-site 
water and sewer facilities, and road infrastructure. 
 
The State’s investment of Supplemental Housing Development funds is limited.  By statute, the 
program may fund no more than 20% of development costs for any project.  Historically, the 
recipients have matched every dollar of Supplemental funding with five additional dollars.  The 
program has been widely successful; Alaska’s Regional Housing Authorities have used 
Supplemental Housing Development grants to attract other funding investments, allowing them 
to build and rehabilitate 11,700 homes in more than 250 Alaskan communities.  
 
 
In Rural Alaska 
 
The State’s Supplemental Housing Development program plays a critical role in ensuring that 
housing built and rehabilitated in rural Alaska is energy efficient.  Alaska is one of 12 states that 
do not have a mandatory building energy code that meets 2006 International Energy 
Conservation Code.  However, the use of Supplemental Housing Development Grant funds 
triggers compliance with Alaska’s Building Energy Efficiency Standard (BEES) program, which 
is administered by AHFC.  In rural parts of the state that do not have energy efficiency building 
standards, the program both triggers energy efficiency requirements and helps to fund some of 
the costs of energy efficient design and construction. 

The Supplemental Housing Development program represents a proportionately small 
investment of State funding when compared to non-State sources.  In Rural Alaska, however, 
that investment insures that the housing being built and rehabilitated is energy efficient, more 
economical, and lasts longer.  This, in turn, reduces dependency on programs like Power Cost 
Equalization and the Heating Assistance Program. 
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Again, I extend my sincere appreciation to the Co-Chairs and Members of the Senate’s Special 
Committee on energy for the opportunity to appear today.  I look forward to addressing any 
questions you may have. 


