


COMMITTEE REPORT
SENATE

FURTHER: -tone
1/731/30 Date: "
Mr. President:
The Committee on COMMUNITY 6t REGIONAL AFFAIBJSas had SB 370

fira prevention

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it b?ck with the following recommendations:

[ 1 do pass [ 1 do not pasr
[ 1] do pass with attached amendments(s)

[ i] same title
[ "] replace with CS for [ 1 new title

and recommends

[ 1] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 Nev/ Fiscal Note
t 1 reports 1t back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Commi ttee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
- ?
r 71in [/________~ Q_i_u _____________________
CHAIRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)
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Committee Log Book - 1380

Tape Number

Cassette 1 &2
SENATE C/RA Side Number 1 & 2

Committee ) .
Members present: Chairman Sturgulewski, Kelly, Mulcahy, Stimson rates A/1/80 t0 —

" absent: Senator Rodey

Bill Numbers Discuss,"c

SB SB SB SB SB
451 452 270 389 510
Date & Tape Meter Bill Significant Information
Time Number (Witness, Action)
4/1/80 008 SB
1:30 p. 451 S Cnairman Sturgulewski - gave summary on amendments
452
177 Senator Fahrenkamp, sponsor, gave background
Uhu Ttat'a/7)«iglp- .
313 Sen. Kelly re SB 451-' *
393 S§70  Gary Crouse, Dept, of Public Safety, Fire Prot. Oflf
sifr2. TaHu ft /N/ethde | faC-tvyme-Ti
Bill passed out of Committee fSN.s * Sfudoui™Mite .
SB /
520 389 Jack Chenowith, Legal Office , Sen. Sturgulewski
619 Terry Earley, Dept. C/RAs Tax Assessor
-AJeu) trnf-nlHenf _cv/jh
773 J. Chenoweth, Amendment detcurifnc <«/pccct
Side 2 000 Frank Lee, Sen. Bradley's AA, re parcel/tract
102 Gary Jenkins, Private Citizen
206 Carl Haggerup, Private Citizen/ Sen. Sturgulewski
356 SB
510 Chairman Sturgulewski/ Bill Summary
t
391 Jack Chenoweth, Legal O ffice
604 Dept. C/RA
671 Gary Jenkins, Dept, of Revenue
691 Mitch Gravo, Anchorage Municipality
wy Cerr), CxrTryifim fjtSea try) \cotm
833 Ginny Chitwood, AML, funding- municipality reim. -
Cassette 2 Senator Sturgulewski

Senator Kelly
055 Jack Chenoweth, Legal Officeg failure to fund



079 Senator Kelly, retroactive

3:15 p.m. - meeting adjourned
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Committee Log Book - 1980

SENATE C/RA

Committee

PRESENT: Senat07:s Kelly, Mulcahy, Stimson and
Chairman Arliss Sturgulewski
ABSENT:  Sen. Rodey
BJgL Numbers Discussed
SB
300 DO $8 350
Date & Tape Meter Bill
Time Number
1:30 P
3/25/8C 0005 SB 309
CSSB
090 309
108
157
175 fft)
280
430
463
494
Ssr~
571 348
596
648
829
873 (B
§3°x¢
Side 2 008
264
325

2:45 p.m.

Tape Number

Side Number 1 & 2
Dates 3/25/80 to
SB
122.
Significant Information
(Witness, Action)
Sen. Sf-irrgiilewslH Hperyjr) meeting -gave overview

Sen. Kelly moved to flooopf

Terrv Earley, Dept. C/RA

Sen. Kelly moved to pass/ No objections

Sen. Kelly moved to adopt Comnittee Substitute

Sen. Kelly stated problems with the bill

Sen. Stimson comments his concerns

Sen. Sturgulewski rc /iews members concerns

G. Ouuse, Dept, of Public Safety / obiection

to CS - 1st sentence needs deletion

Sen. Sturgulewski

Sen. Mulcahy moves to bring CS before Comnittee

Sally Rue, DPDP, testifies for
i

Terry Earley, Dept, of C/RA testifies Fiscal Note

No Fiscal Note for new "CS" available vet

Jay Moore, DPDP testifies for
Dale Eliason

Sen. Mulcahy noved to pass all 3 bills (CSSB 348,
GSSB 350. CSSB 492

Sen. Kelly praised package, but did not vote

as against his philosophy

MEETING ADJOURNED



PRESENT:

SIDE

Committee Log Book 1930

SENATE C/RA COMMITTEE

Committee

Senators Kelly,

Stimson,

Rodey,

Bill Numbers Discussed

SB

SB

450 _ 320D _

Date &
Time
3-18-80
1:30

Tape Meter

Number

nnR

060

154

174

193

226

233

310

337

398

522

574

719

800

019

162

194

229

SB

SB
370

Bill

Tape Number XVI
Cassettes 1 anTT2

Side Number 1 and 2

Dates 3/18/80 to

& Chairman Sturgulewski

Significant Information
(Witness, Action)

Chairman Stnrgnlewclri

Sen. Bettve Fahrenkamp - Supportivp
Sen. Kelly
Sen. Rodey

Ronald A. Garzini/Anchorage

Rep. Bettisworth

Sen. Stimson - Move "do pass w/ind. rec.

No objections

Chairman Sturqulewski
Sen. Colletta
Retail Assoc.
Jerry Nerland (Ak. Retail Horn. Assoc/Nerlands
Pat McKee, Anchorage Municipality
Brian Shute, Anchorage Attorney
1
Gordon Zerbetz, APUC Chairman

Sen. Stimson

Warren Cumminas/Fairbariks
Jerry Nerland
Develop.

Sharon Traylor, Div. Bus. Lns/Dept. Commerce & Ec.

Sen. Kelly



Cassette 2
Side 1

247

444

511

642

734
759

792

827

010

227

256

Charles Roth, Jr.

Bill Mears, Dept, of Administration

Lee Sharp, Attorney, City of Juneau

Bob Shirnberg, Ak. Fire Chiefs/ Kenai, Ak.

Sen. Stimson
Sen. Kelly

Gary Crouse, Fire Protection Office/Dept. Public Safety
Palmer McCarter
Sen. Kelly/ Sharon Traylor; Sec. 4 & 5 (wants scope &
implication review
Sect. 1 - other alternatives / tax credits??

Sen. Stimson

Adjourned
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Official Buelaesa

Alaska jltate legislates

March 31, 1980

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
Tuesday,
SB
SB
SB
SB
SB

SB

Address all

JOINT SENATE AND HOUSE correspondence to:
COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT STUDY LOCAL GOVERNMENT STUDY
Co-Chairmen Pouch V
Senator Arliss Sturgulewski State Capitol
Representative Bill Parker Juneau, Alaska 99811
Senator Bob Mulcahy Senator Brad Bradley
Vice-Chairman Senator Jalmar Kerttula
Senator Tim Kelly Senator Glenn Hackney
Senator Pat Rodey Senator Ed Dankworth
Senator Mike Colletta Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp
Senator Don Bennett/™” Senator Frank Ferguson
Arl®.ss Sturgulewski”/
Chairman
Committee Meetings, Capitol Building, Butrovich Room
April 1, 1980 - 1:30 p.m.
370 - An Actrelating to fire prevention
389 - An Actrelating to the senior citizens tax exemption
510 - An Actexempting business inventory from municipal property
tax levy, and providing for reimbursement to municipalities
of tax revenues lose by operation of the exemption; and pro-—
viding for an effective date
451 - An Actestablishing a grant fund to be used for construction
of community sports and recreation facilities, and providing
for management of the facilities by local sports and recreation
facility councils
452 - An Act making a special appropriation to the Department of

Community and Regional

Affairs for grants for planning and

construction of community sports and recreation facilities;
and providing for an effective date.

351 - An Act relating to state aid to

viding for an effective date

local governments; and pro—



Introduced: 1/31/80
Referred: Community &
Regional Affairs

1 IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA AND BRADLEY
2 SENATE BILL NC. 370

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

) A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: “"Ar. Act relating to fire prevention."

7 BE 1T ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

a * Section 1. AS 29.53.060(a) 1is amended to read:

9 (a) The assessor shall assess property at its full and true value
10 as of January 1 of the assessment year, except as orovided in this

f section and AS 29.53.030, 29.53.035, and 29.53.160. The full and true
17 value is the estimated price which the property would bring in an open
13 market and under the then prevailing market conditions in a sale between
14 a willing seller and a willing buyer both conversant with the property
5 and with prevailing general price levels. The assessor may not include
10 the value of a fire protection system in the assessment of the full and
7 true value of a building.

18 * Sec. 2. AS 42,05.381 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

19 (d) A utility may not charge a fee or surcharge to provide standby
2 water for fire protection systems which use hydraulic sprinklers.

A * Sec. 3. AS 45.95.020(a) is amended to read:

2 (a) The commissioner nail, under regulations and polici s adopted
23 by him, make small business loans to acquire, finance or refinance or

" equip businesses, including farming equipment, Ffire protection equip—
2 ment , mining and fishing, not exceeding $500,000. The 1loans shall be

% secured by acceptable collateral and may not exceed 75 percent of the

n appraised value of the collateral offered as security. The rate of

8 interest may not "*ceed nine and one-half percent a year on the unpaid
29

balance. The commissioner shall give preference in the granting of

-1* SB 370



loans under this section to applications for loans the purpose of which
is to purchase and install fire protection equipment.
* Sec. 4. AS 45.95.020 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) The commissioner may not disqualify an applicant for, or
prejudice the applicant"s privilege to receive, a loan to purchase and
install fire protection equipment on the basis of a prior or present
loan to the applicant under AS 45.95.

* Sec 5. AS <n4.33.170 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

((») Tourist attraction development matching money may also be
obtained for the purpose of purchasing and installing fire protection
equipment for a building used or to be used for the purposes described

in (a) of this section.

-2- SB 370
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Introduced: 1/31/80
Referred: Community &
Regional Affairs

IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA AND BRADLEY

SENATE BILL NO. 370

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act telating to fire prevention."
IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 29.53.060(a) is amended to read:

(a)"The~~nssessor shall assess proper"fcy®at its full and true value
as of January 1 of the assessment year, exceptXas provided 1in this

section and AS 29.572.030, 29.53.03!, and 29.53.\160. The full Iand true

vnlubf is the estimatled price whfch the property would bring in an open
markLt and under ttfe then prevailing market conditions 1in a /sale betwefen
a Jilling Jeller and a willing buyer both convlrsant Lith the property
ané with prevailin!g general pirice levels. TheI assessor may/ not include
tne value of a fi#e protec!ion system in the Assessment a4 tﬁe full anX
tLue value of a bulldin&/
Sec. 2. AS 42.05.381 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) A utility may not charge a fee or surcharge to provide standby
water for fire protection systems which use hydraulic sprinklers.
Sec. 3. AS 45.95.020(a) is amended to read.

(@) The commissioner shall, under regulations and policies adopted
by him, make small business loans to acquire, finance or refinargcis a{fa

s .

equip businesses, including farming equipment, fire protection oqttip-
mentf mining and fishing, not exceeding $500,000. The loans shall be

secured by acceptable collateral and may not exceed 75 percent of the

appraised value of the collateral offered as security. The rate of
interest may not exceed nine and one-half percent a year on the unpaid

balance. The) commYssioher ahall givelpreferfence in ~the grantlng" oft__

.I:a & -1- SB 370 0
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4. AS\45.95.020 i$ amended by adding a new subsection td read:

(e) The commissioner may not disqualify anxapwlicant fori or

prejudice thi applicant®"s privilege toVeceive, a |an to Puncliase and

/
install

loan to the applicant undery/i(s 45.95.

* Sec.

5. AS 44.33.170

fire protection equipment on the. basis of a pr&er or present

V
is amended by adding a new subsection to rjad:

(b) Tourist attraction development matching money may also be

obtained for the purpose of purchasing and

installing fire protection

equipment for a building used or to be used for the purposes described

in

(a) of this section.

SB 370



AMENDMENT

By the Community and
Regional Affairs Committee

Offered in the SENATE

T0: SENATE BILL NO. 370
Page 1, lines 8 - 17, delete all material and insert the following in its
place:

Section 1. AS 29.53.020(a) 1is amended by adding a new paragraph to
read:

(7) real property to the extent and subject to the conditions
provided in (j) of this section.
*Sec. 2. AS 29.53.020 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(J) Two percent of the assessed value of a structure is exempt from
taxation if the structure contains fire protection systems in operating
condition incorporated as a fixture or part of the structure. The exemption
granted by this subsection is limited to

(1) an amount equal to two percent of the value of the structure
based on the assessment Tor 1981, if fire protection systems are a fixture
of the real property on January 1, 1981; or

(2) an amount equal to two percent of the value of structure as
of January 1 following the installation of the fire protection systems as

fixtures of the structure after January 1, 1981."

Renumber following sections accordingly.



AMENDMENT

By the Community and
Regional Affairs Committee

Offered in the SENATE

TO: SENATE BILL NO. 370
Page 1, lines 8 - 17, delete all material and insert the following in its
place:

"* Section 1. AS 29.53.020(a) 1is amended by adding a new paragraph to
read:

(7) real property to the extent and subject to the conditions
provided in (j) of this sect 7n.
*Sec. 2. AS 29.53.020 is amended by adding a new subseccion to read:

(J) Two percent of the assessed value of a structure is exempt from
taxation if the structure contains fire protection systems in operating
condition incorporated as a fixture or part of the structure. The exemption
granted by this subsection is limited to

(1) an amount equal to two percent of the value of the structure
based on the assessment for 1981, if fire protection systems are a fixture
of the real property on January 1, 1981; or

(2) an amount equal to two percent of the value of structure as -
of January 1 following the installation of the fire protection systems as

fixtures of the structure after January 1, 1981."

Renumber following sections accordingly.



Attachment A

List of items for consideration in revision of health professions practice



AMENDMENT

By the Community and

Offered in the SENATE Regional Affairs Committee

TO: SENATE BILL NO. 370

Page 1 lines 8-17, delete all material and insert the following in its

place:

"* Section 1. AS 29.53.020(a) is amended by adding a new paragraph to

(7) real property to the extent and subject to the conditions
provided in (j) of this section.
Sec. 2. AS 29.53.020 is amended by adding anew subsection to read:

(J) Two percent of the assessed value of an improvement to real

property is exempt from taxation if the improvement contains fire pro-
tection equipment in operating condition incorporated as a fixture or
part of the improvement. The exemption granted by :his subsection is
limited to

(1) an amount equal to two percent of the value of fire
protection equipment based on the assessment for 1981, if fire protec-
tion equipment is a fixture of the real property on January 1, 1981; or

(2) an amount equal to two percent of the value of fire
protection equipment during the year of its installation if the fire

protection equipment becomes a fixture of the property after January 1,

1981."

Renumber following sections accordingly.



For purposes of this Act, definiticn of approved types of fire protection
systems and fire alarm systems shali be made available tbmrigti the State
Fire Marshall®"s Office. On or before the end of October 1980 the State
Fire Marshall®s Office shall submit a list of approved types of system*
to the State Assessor®s Office, Department of Community and Regioral
Affairs and Division of Business Loans, Department of Commerce arid
Economic Development. This information will also be available to the
public. Upc(@ hcj "UcLUfiiu Y Uchl IcU-L /ml

1//cuiCp //uLU<tp(£zLs c " 1y?- n <U-u.



1026 WEST ATM AVENUE.

Brian r.Shute
ATTORNEY AT LAW

SUITE 308

ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501

February 29, 1980 (907) 274.6644
The Honorable Hugh Malone
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Dear Mr. Malone:
Re: Definitions of Fire Protection Systems in
House B ill 648
At the House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
hearings on the above b ill, a question concerning definition
of fire protection systems was raised. The State Fire
Chiefs Association explained their understanding of the b ill
was that it would cover those fire protection and fire alarm
systems as defined in the National Fire Codes. What follows
is a suggested definition of fire protection systems.
Fire protection systems are those systems as defined in
the National Fire Codes, current edition, published by
the National Fire Protection Association.
The systems include, but are not limited to, the
following: Foam extinguishing systems, high expansion
foam systems, carbon dioxide systems, Halon 1301
systems, Halon 1211 systems, dry chemical systems,
water operation fixed systems, foam/water sprinkler and
supply systems, standpipe and hose systems, hydraulic
sprinkler systems, associated pumps and tanks asl
required for the foregoing systems., 1
Fire alarm systems include, but are not limited to:
supplemental station signalling systems, local pro-
tective signalling systems, auxilliary signalling
systems, remote station signalling systems, proprietary
signalling systems, automatic fire protection systems.
The growing public support for this bill is indicative of
its benefit. The Alaska Fire Chiefs Association and the
Alaska State Fire Fighters Association emphatically urge its
enactment.
[f you have any questions please do not hesitate to call.
Very truly yours, /YA
Brian R. Shute, Attorney for "
Alaska Fire Chiefs Association and
Alaska State Fire Fighters Association
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Fire Hydrant—means a valved connection on a 'vater mi|>|<4\
system having one or more outlets and which is used to supply
hose and fire department |mmpers with water.

Fire Lane—means the road, path, or other passageway de-
veloped to allow the passage of fire apparatus through con-
gested areas (both built-up and wildland).

Fire Marshal—means the individual designated as the ad-
ministrative head of the agency, bureau or division responsible
for the administration and enforcement of this Code. The Fire
Department Chief Administrative Officer shall assume these
responsibilities in those jurisdictions where a separate agency,
bureau or division is not established. Other titles used to
designate this individual are: Fire Prevention Official, Chief
Fire Prevention Officer, Chief of the Bureau of Fire Prevention
or Fire Prevention Chief. For purposes of enforcement of this
Code, this term shall also apply to any person designated as a
representative of the Fire Marshal.

Fire Official—means any authorized person seising as a
designated employee, representative, or agent of the Fire De-
partment.

Fire Protection System— or
system, or fire extinguishing dym— «r system* -oe-dwrr*SBB'bi-

which is designed and installed for detecting, control-
ling, or extinguishing a fire, or wshgrwis&Jtkr-dag-ocrnpimts-m
die-fire department, or both, tnat a fire has occurred.

Fire Retardants— mean liquids, solids or gases which tend to
inhibit combustion when applied on, mixed in, or combined
with combustible materials.

Fireworks Display— means the use of fireworks in a manner
to provide audio and visual entertainment to a group of peo-
ple.

Flamcspread Rating— means (he comparative performance
of fire travel over the surface of a material when tested in
accoidancc with tin1 provisions of Method o] Test oj Surface
liurutng Characteristics of liuilding Materials, N1l'A No. 255 (see
A%)Eﬂle ||). Grouping of ratings is listed in Life Safely Code,
NFPA No. 101 (see Annex A).

Gallon—means one 1J. S. Standard Gallon.

Grade— means the reference plane representing the average
elevation of finished ground level adjoining the building at all
exterior walls.



JAY S. HAMMOND, Covernor

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS oo

aHA G- TH COMMInXii JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

May 6, 1980

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman

Senate C&RA Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: CSHB 648 (FINANCE)

As per your request, the following represents the Department®s concerns
of CSHB 648.

Most of cur concerns surfaced during our discussion on the original
Senate Bill 370.

Our main concern in this bill 1is the statutory placement of the exemption.
As this bill 1is an exemption, it should be placed in that category and
not be an attempt to weaken the definition of full and true value. The
reasoning for this is two-fold. First, the amended section which reads
"The assessor may not include the value of a fire protection syst - in
the assessment of the full and true value of a building” 1is contradictory
to the definition of full and true value contained iIn the same section.

Second, exemptions, full or partial, mandatory or optional, are contained
in 29.53.020, 29.53.025, 29.53.030, and 29.53.035. These are referred

to constantly by the local assessor, and separating exemptions statutes
would make it more difficult for the local municipality to effectively
use Title 29.

The major concerns which the municipalities have expressed to the Department
is the administration of the language used in this bill. The "value"™ of

fire protection systems could be interpreted several ways, i.e., unit

cost, in place cost, or market value. The market value of such a systenm
could be well below the cost to install, thereby mak hg the administration

of this bill very difficult for the local municipality. It is also
quite possible for some properties appear not to receive this ex-"ption

if the valuation is done by the income approach. This approach is
ui/lized for commercial property in Anchorage and as other areas begin
to become more sophisticated they will also use this approach.



The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Page two
May 6, 1980

The suggestion we made in regards to SB 370 could be implemented here as
well. This would require the assessor to exempt 2% of the value of the
building. The 2% v/as obtained from an international cost manual and
reflects the average value of a fire protection system.

I hope this addresses the areas which you questioned and 1 would like to
thank you for taking time to ask about our concerns on pending legislation.

Sincerely,

Lee McAnerney
Commissioner



TWO INTERPRETATIONS /* r
{yFiSu"jo)icz
APUC - says water standby charge is based on insurance rating/for each area.

Whether water 1is used or not, certain amounts must be available in case of
fire.

If SB 370 passes, APUC interprets:

- that buildings with sprinkler systems will not have to pay a fee
or surcharge once system is installed

IN VIEW OF THE ABOVE MANDATED CHARGE, APUC CONTENDS SOMEONE MUST PAY
THE DIFFERENCE, AND THEY INTERPRET THIS DIFFERENCE AS COMING FROM ALL OTHER
CONSUMERS, WHETHER COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL, OR THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

Mr. Shirnberg interprets this bill to mean only commercial buildings will
be affected - and any price differential would be equally split among all

commercial buildings, whether they have sprinkler systems installed, or not.

The general public would not be affected.

QUESTION: Also, APUC was established to set fair rates - is this law attacking

the rate making process - even just a small portion?? And, is this good -
start ?

"if?nc



MEMORANDUM

to:

from:

State of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

Marie Pignalberi date: March 10, 1980
Deputy Conmissioner
FILE NO
THRU: Palmer McCarte®
Director * TELEPHONE NO:
Steve Van Sant subject: Comments on SB 370

Assistant State Assessor

This

is a followup of the memorandum dated 3/5/80 to Deputy Commissioner

Marie Pignalberi regarding concerns on SB 370.

Upon obtaining more information and talking with some of the assessors
in the state, we would like to add the following information:

1. According to Anchorage Assessor, Pat McKee, this bill would be
almost impossible for him to administer. The reason being that
Anchorage does not value commercial property (where most fire
protection equipment exists) by the cost approach, but by the
income approach. The income approach is simply estimating market
value by the income a building is capable of making. For example,
assume there are two motels in Anchorage, side by side, and both
were very similar. Further assume that one had sprinklers and the
other one did not. The estimated value of one motel would probably
be within 1%-5% of the value of the other, assuming the room

rents were comparable. In this instance, there would be no value
given on fire protection equipment, therefore, it would be very
difficult to conform with SB 370.

2. As stated in our previous memorandum, we are concerned as to
what value the assessor 1is expected to exempt, cost of equipment,
cost of equipment and labor, or estimated market value. If it is
to be the cost of the equipment, would the assessor take the actual
cost to the owner, or the average cost to any property in general?

3. This bill does not require reimbursement by the state for
revenues lost to the municipality by the implementation of this
bill.

4. The property owner in the unorganized borough who plans to
install fire protection equipment would not realize any ™centive
ulJer this program (and, 1in our minds, if the bill is to be an
incentive for installation of fire suppression systems, rural
Alaska or the unorganized borough is where the greatest need
exists).
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ALTERNATIVE 1

For your information, we have attached pages from the "Marshall Valuation

Service". This valuation service 1is used world wide by many assessors.

Nearly all assessors in Alaska who value commercial property by the cost

approach utilize this guide.

On one of the pages, it indicates that the approximate portion of the
total cost for "_prinklers” in an office building is 1.9%.

If it is the intent of the legislature to pass a bill wnereby the
incentive is an exemption of property taxes, the Department would
suggest amendments to SB 370 as follows:

1. Remove this exemption from AS 29 53.060 (Full and True Value)
and place it in AS ....53.020 (Required Exemptions).

2. State the amount to be exempted if a structure does have

fire protection equipment. This could be done easily by stating,
"The exempted amount of this exemption shall be 2% of the full

and true value of the building as determined by the assessor under
AS 29.53.060."

3. The state should reimburse the municipality any revenue lost
to it by the implementation of this bill.

4. There should be a time limit of three years placed upon the
exemption. This would allow time for the taxpayer to amortize his

investment, but not be an on-going give away program.

5. Existing structures could be granted the same 2% exemption for

three years to be equitable. (Although, again, if the intent is to

encourage installation of a fire suppression system, only new
structures should be included in the bill).

Alternative 2

If the intent of SB 370 is to offer incentives to property owners planning

new construction and encourage the inclusion of fire protection systems
new structures, the Department suggests that a program similar to the
following be considered.

For equity proposes, the state would adopt a normal cost schedule for
fire protection systems. An example of such a cost schedule is
presented in the attachments, page No. 2 from the Marshall Valuation
Service. In conjunction with this schedule, Marshall Valuation Service
also provides "local multipliers” which bring the normal cost schedule

in
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into line with costs in Alaska. The local multiplier for the schedule is
1.97.

After adoption of a schedule, the Depar®.r.K-dt could then compute the "normal
cost" of a fire protection system by applMng the schedule to each
structure which applied for the program. For example, 1if an application
were received for a 10,000 sq. ft. building, the normal costs would be
obtained as follows:

10,000 sq.ft. X $1.15 X 1.97 = $22,655.00

After the normal costs were calculated, the incentive program would

offer a grant to the property owner of 5% of the computed normal cost.
Therefore, the property owner would receive $1132.75 ($22,655 X 5%) from
the state. The normal costs could be updated on an annual basis to reflect
current estimated normal costs.

Attachments
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GENERAL INFORMATION

PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN FLOOR LOADS

The percentages below indicate the approximate portion of the total cost attrib-
utable to each component in a typical modern 12-story Class A office building of aver-
age size and quality, not including financing costs.

The following are typical live floor loads of some of the buildings used in deter-
mining cost averages. A majority of the buildings will have more than one design floor
load to accommodate various uses. Thus, a hotel will be designed for heavy floor loads
in halls and public areas and lighter floor loads in room areas, and banks will need heav-
ier floors in computer and equipment rooms than in office areas.

AVERAGE MULTISTORY OFFICE BUILDING

The listed loads are typical of design specifications of a number of buildings built
or under construction duriig recent years.

Plans, engineering, and supervision...... 6.2% POUNDS
Clearing, excavation, and foundation. 2.7% OCCUPANCY PER SQUARE FEET
Steel frame and deCKIN G .o 13.4%
MiSCEllaNeOoUS STE € 1. 1.0% L .
Heating and @ir CONditio N iNg . eerreesoerseessrsseeessesseesees e 12.9% Apartments and dormitories . . . . . 40 (plus 20 Ibs. of partitions)
Air conditioning eNClOSUIeS ..o .5% Auditoriums and churches . . . . . . 100 (60 for fixed seating)
PIUMDBING it 4.5% B AN KS oo - -
L 1.9% . (150 Ibs. in equipment floors)
Electrical, including fixtures. . 9,3% Computer and equipment floors . . . . 150
Elevators, conveying systems..... 4.9%
Metal wall panels and insulation... 5 3% G A . .
overnmental buildings. 80 .
Masonry backup and partitions... 30% . g (125 lbs. in equ.lpment rooms)
Frame and drywnll partitions..... 3.7% Gymnasiums....... .. . 100 (150 Ibs. for drill floors)
SaSh aNd GlazZiN g .o 3.0% Hospitals.....coooic (100 lbs. in corridors)
i 0,
Plaster and fUrTing ..., 2.0% Hotels and Club S ..o . . 50 (100 lbs. in public areas)
Doors, door frames, and hardware ... .6% )
concrete floors and o 0 f .. 7.5% (150 Ibs. in stack areas)
Roofing and roof inSulation ... .3% Light industrials and garages . . . . . 100 (50 Ibs. in office areas)
Resilier?t FlOOr COVEriNGS i 1.2% Medium industrialS (50 Ibs. in office areas)
CATPELING vttt 1.2% Heavy industrials d 60 Ibs. in offi
Acoustical ceilings, SUSPENded.....covieiiirrienicree e 2.5% Y ANQUSTIIATS oo (and up, . in office areas)
PAINTIN G coovvoeroeeesveeoecesssss st 8% L0 FES s -+ - 100 (50 Ibs. in office areas)
Marble, tile, and tEITAZZO0 oo 4%, Low coSt 0ffiCeS. e, . . 50 (125 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
Miscellaneous carpentry, finish, and cleanup ..., 1.0%, : . .
Average o ffices .
Miscellaneous, UNCIaSSITIe .o 8% 9 . (150 lbs. in equipment fooms)
General contractor's overhead anil p ro fit .. 9.4% Good 0ffices s . . 60 (150 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
Excellent, offices ... (175 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
TOT AL et 100.0% o
Restaurants. ... .. 100 (150 Ibs. in kitchen areas)
Schools N (100 Ibs. in corridors)
Stores ... 100 (125 Ibs. in appliance floors)
Theaters. .. . (150 Ibs. for stage floors)
The 9.4 percent listed for general contractor's overhead and profit is the percent- Warehouses «ligh t... 100
age of total cost. This is the equivalent of 11.1 percent of labor, material, and sub- .
: . - - \ - -medium ... 150
contracts. excluding plans, engineering and architect's supervision.
*heavy . .. 200 (and up)

77/
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STORES AND COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS

(SEGREGATED COST METHOD)

INTERIOR CON TR CTION Table I |sb ed on averag]es for several t es of accu- FLUMBING 'Awlxt total floor area or use Sectlori 53 for more detailed cost per
ancies not mc# urniture, xture pmen Vs ts based on xture. The following costs reg esent typical ranges only.
9UE}§8 OOIP l? ‘Ttion area an use enam e et ana 1S 15 dlesired,
It na tgrlor an partltlon OSIS see section 52. FOY |xturea equipment 1 2 3 4
COStS see oection Bowling alleys ..., 8 .80 8 .99 *S1.24
Department stores 1.08 1.39 1.80 2.32
Discount stores..... 40 .58 .84 1.22
TABLE | AP ly to t%al floor area. Add or deduct 5% for each foot of variation from LTI L RR— 79 1.09 1.49 2.05
12' average S I’ elg Restaurants, drive-in ... 2.62 3.*7 4.60 6.10
Restaurants, table service . . . . 2.30 3.40 5.04 7.45
Retail STO re s e .48 .78 1.26 2.05
FRAME INTERIOR PARTITIONS
Bowling alleys (excluding alleys 1 2 3 4 SP@INKIZERS — Apply tr sprinklered area. costs include all piping but do not i
and €QUIPMEN) $ .92 81.09 81.30 elude tanks
ngartmentstores 1.94 2.54 3.32 4.34 5,000 square feet. ..., 8 .90 81.09 81.33 81.61
iscountstores..... .56 .70 .88 1.11
10,000 .80 .96 1.15 1.38
Markets. ..., .89 1.02 1.17 1.35 15000 75 89 106 195
Restaurants, dr've-in ... 2.80 3.79 5.12 6.92 20'000 '71 '85 1‘00 117
Restaurants, table service . . . 2.48 3.83 5.91 9.12 25;000 68 :81 '95 1:12
Retail StOres ., .82 1.17 1.66 2.37 30,000 66 78 92 107
40,000 .63 .74 .86 1.00
50,000 .61 71 .83 .95
75,000 .57 .66 .76 .87
100,000 .54 .62 71 .81
MASONRY INTERIOR PARTITIONS 150.000 58 66 74
Bowling alleys (excluding alleys 200,000 48 -55 62 -69
and equipment) ... 8 .95 81.12 81.32 81.56
Department stores 2.19 2.85 3.72 4.84 HEATING, COOLING AND VENTILATING - Apply to total floor area.
Discount StOres ..vevvccnnee . 74 .90 1.10 1.35
1.23 1.39 1.58 Add or deduct 3% for each foot of variation from 12’ average story height.
Restaurants, drive-in . . . . .o 3.18 4.25 5.69 7.61 . . .
Restaurants, table service . . . . 2.92 4.42 6.70 10.05 Costs are given for gas-fired heating surfaces, odd or deduct as follows f<r other fuels.
Retail STOTes i . 1.02 1.43 2.00 2.80 Coal stoker for hot air« - 1 Coal, hand-fired -10%
Coal stoker for boiler +10% Oil-fired +10%
For restaurants, use cost ranges in Section 13.
TABLE 1l. Apply to square feet of partition area. Costs include doors and openings. Electric, cable or baseboard.....cco....... 8 .88 $1.08 $1.32 $1.61
Do not use these costs it Table 1is used. Electric wall heaters 41 A7 54 62
Acoustic accordion partitions . . . 810.00 813.75 819.00 826.00 Forced @ i r everneernees cevee .86 1.10 1.41 1.80
Gypsum bloCK oo 1.75 2.25 2.95 3.80 Furnace, floor or wall .45 .54 .65 .79
Masonry, tile or concrete block . . 2.00 2.60 3.15 4.50 Gravity furnace ..o, 72 .87 1.04 1.24
Metal partitions.......ccvevernncenenn, 4.65 5.80 7.20 9 00 Hot water, baseboard or convectors. . 1.61 1.97 2.42 2.97
Metal and g 1as s cevniienncieienns 5.20 6.40 7.90 9.75 radiant flo O .vevvceene, 2.10 2.52 3.04 3.66
Steel studs and gypsum boatu . . . 1.90 '>.25 2.65 3.10 Space heaters, gas, witn fan .36 .45 .56 71
Steel studs and plaster.......... 2.25 2.60 3.05 3.55 steam coil, with boiler....coovvvevenn. .68 .81 1.00 1.25
Steel channels and gypsum board, 2-1 M" 2.95 3.50 4.15 4.95 steam coil, without boiler . . . . A7 .60 a7 .98
Wood frame, drywall two sides . . 1.55 1.85 2.20 2.60 Steam radiator, with boiler.............. 1.31 1.64 2.06 2.59
Wood frame, plaster two sides . . . 1.85 2.15 2.55 3.00 without hniler . . . 1.05 1.34 1.69 2.15

M et et 8 S YIPU-LIcAT IOV D, NEINTKO INUHA 9pP7



SECTION 53 PAGE 8
Marrh 1070

FIRE PUMP EQUIPMENT

HORIZONTAL SHAFT (CENTRIFUGAL. 100 P.S.1)

Prices include installation costs, coupling and motor or engine on a steel base, plus
relief valve and waste cone. Controller must be added for electric units. Diesel engine
costs include battery, trickle charger, coupling and automatic controller. Electric motors
are 230/460 volt, 3 phase, 60 Hz.

GPM. HP. R.P.M. ELECTRIC DIESEL
500 60 1800 $ 7,900 $34,000
750 75 1800 10,000 35.500

1000 100 1800 12,900 37,500

1500 125 1800 15,000 39,000

2000 150 1800 17,000 40,000

2500 200 1800 20,000 42,000

VERTICAL SHAFT (TURBINE. MULTI-STAGE)

The following prices include a vertical electric motor with thrust bearing. Costs for

diesel engines include a light angle drive, coupler, metal skid, fuel tank, battery, trickle
charger and automata, controller.

GPM. H.5 RP.M. PUMP  ADD FOR  ADD FOR

ONLY  ELECTRIC DIESEL
500 50 1800 $13,000 $1,650 $22,700
750 75 1800 14,500 2.400 24.500
1000 100 1800 16,500 3,200 26,300
1500 125 1800 18,500 3,900 28.500
2000 150 1800 21,000 4,700 30,500
2500 200 1800 27,000 6,200 35,500

PUMP DRIVERS

Diesel Engines with coupling, skid, battery, fuel tank and battery charger. For
horizontal drive.

For 1000 gal, 100 psi Pump .$10,000
For 2000 gal, 100 psi Pump $14,500

Electric Motors (Squirrel-cago induction, 3 phase, 60 cycle, drip-proof)

VOLTAGE RPM. HORSEPOWER
0 @ 75 100 150 200
230-460 1800  $620  $1,050 $1,550 $2,100 $3,150  $4,200

3,

FIRE PROTECTION

ELECTRIC DRIVE CONTROLLERS
Combined Manual and Automatic, Reduced Voltage

VOLTAGE AMPS HORSEPOWER
30 50 75 100 150 200
220 30.000 $ 4,400 $ 5400 $ 6.600
75.000 7,900 8,600 9,500 $10,500 $12,900 $15,800
440 25.000 3500 4,600 5700 6,700 8,300  9,6%0
60.000 6,900 8200 9,300 10,200 11,600  12.7U0

"Circuit breaker interrupting capacity.

Combined Manual and Automatic, Across-the-Line

VOLTAGE  AMPS* HORSEPOWER
0 50 75 100 150 200
220 30.000 $ 3,600 $ 4,300 $ 6,000 $ 8,100
75.000 6,900 7,400 8,000 8,700 $10,200 $12,000
440 25.000 3,200 3,700 4,100 4,500 5,000 5,-100
60.000 6,400 7,000 7,500 7,900 8,400 8,900
"mCircuit breaker interrupting capacity.
DIESEL DR. 7E CONTROLLERS ..o $3,300 to $3,500

FLOW METERS

PUMP SIZE COST RANGE PUMP SIZE

COST RANGE

500 . ...$470-$620 2000 $ 660-$ 830

750 500- 650 3000 . 830- 1,010

1000 530. 680 4000 . 1,040 - 1,230
1500 s 590- 750

SPRINKLER SYSTEMS

Costs per square foot may be found in the Segregated Cost Sections. Refer to the
section applicable to the type of building under consideration.

SMOKE AND HEAT ACTUATED ALARM SYSTEMS

Most commercial installations are leased. The costs below represent the installation
costs charged to the user.

Commercial base cost $600.00 plus $ .17 per square foot of protected areas,
Residential ionization smoke detectors cost $50.00 to $70.00 installed.

(5)



FIRE PROTECTION

FIRE ALARM SYSTEMS

Buildings under 75" height. Buildings 75" and above.

Control panel at lobby: Control panel at fire control

1Zone. s §525 room (with street access for

5zZ0N€. . 600 Fire Department) 75 zones . $3,000
Pull station . , 20 Speakers connected with micro-
Smoke detector 50 phone at control panel 50
Pull station with horn Emergency telephone.5 jacks 100

or bell alarm. ..o, 40 Sprinkler water flow detector 150
(Use same costs for stations and de- Time,date.location printer . 3.500
tectors in buildings over To’ high). Batters-standby svstem . . 3,800

CABINETS

Extinguisher Cabinets:

Steel .. $100.00 Aluminum . . $150.00 Stainless Steel . $250.00
Hose Cabinets:

Steel .. $110.00 Aluminum . . $165.00 Stainless Steel . . $280.00
Hose Houses:

Steel . . $600.00 Muminum . . $900.00

Inside fire hydrants including 75' of 1-1 2" hose, valve, rack, and nozzle installed
without cabinet, cost $240 to $300.

EXTINGUISHERS

Portable, antifreeze (pressurized), 2'1 Zgal.

Portable, water (pressurized), 2-1 Zgal. - 60
Carbon Dioxide, with hose and horn. 2-1 '2* 63
5* 71

10* 98

20~ 1S

Carbon Dio; de. whee ed. 50* . . . 625
100# . 1,300

r\ chemical, regular types, 2-1 2* 32
5* 37

10* . . 50

20* . . 87

30*. 155

(For all purpose type, add 10 to 15 percent).

YARSHAL b WBRATIND HEChiuLicaTion co cmnTko N
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AIR FOAM SYSTEMS
High Expansion, cubic feet per minute.
5,000 cfm . . $2,000 10,006 cfm . . $3,000 15,000 cfm $4,000
Low Expansion, (protein) cost per square foot of tank surface.
NK SURFACE FUEL OIL GASOLINE
500 sq. ft. $ 3.800 $ 4,200
1.000 4,300 4,900
1,500 4.900 5,700
2.000 5,500 6.600
3.000 7,200 8,900
4.000 9,300 12.000
5000 12.000 16,000
CARBON DIOXIDE SYSTEMS
FLOQDING YSTEMS
(8ost per cu |CT005
SMALL MEDIUM LARGE
(500 cu. ft.) (3.000 cu.ft.) (30,000 CU.Tt.)
Standard hazards $ 1.6Q $ 1.15 $ .60
Electric hazards 210 1.50 .70
FUT vaults 2.80 1.95 .85

LOCAL APPLICATION
(Cost per square foot)

SMALL MEDIUM LARGE

(25 sq.ft.) (250 sq.ft.) (1,000 sq. (t)
Coated surfaces $55.00 $36.00 $25.00
Liquid surfaces 75.00 51.00 37.00

HALON 1301 SYSTEMS
(Cost per cubic loot)

Includes ionization detection with approximately 6'7 total flooding of electrical
hazards.

500 cu. ft. . . $4.35 3,000 cu.ft. . . $3.00 30,000 eu. ft. . . .J.20

DRY CHEMICAL SYSTEMS

Restaurant Hood and DuUCt (25 ID.) e

( D 3/79

$600 to $1,200



ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CSHB #6438
SB #370

Section 2 of SB 370 and CSHB 648 affects that statute of the
Alaska Public Utilities Commission in that it tak®". the
ratemaking powers which have been delegated to the Commis—
sion under AS 42.05 and returns them to the legislative
arena. The Commission believes that the Legislature should
have the following information before it decides what rates,

if any, should be charged to a class of utility customers -

in this 1instance those commercial customers that have iIn—
stalled fire protection systems which use hydraulic sprinklers.

Establishing utility rates 1is admittedly a complicated
process — it involves determining what utility expenses are
reasonable and then allocating those expenses to the classes
of consumers that are responsible for the incurrence of
those costs. Customers are then charged rates which cover
these expenses.

The Commission believes the Legislature should realize that
there are expenses directly associated with providing sprinkler
service that if not paid by those customers who received the
service, 1i.e., those who have installed sprinklers, will be
borne by other customers, namely residential consumers and
those commercial customers who have not installed a sprinkler
system.

An example of the extent of utility expenses associated with
providing water sprinkler service follows: In 1ts last
request to the Commission for a permanent rate increase,
Central Alaska Utilities, a water utility 1in Anchorage
serving approximately 10,000 customers, allocated $129,000
of its revenue requirement to be recovered from those cus—
tomers who received sprinkler service. Section 2 of this
legislation would require that those utility expenses at-—
tributable to provide water sprinkler service would be borne
by all customers of the utility. It is interesting to note
lthat if this-amount,-AVZS,Ixm,,tmst—be (recovered from all
-other CAU customers, it would require a rate increase of
approximately $1.00 per month per customer or an annual
increase of mo"re than $12.00. The customers of the
Anchorage Water Utility and other regulated water utilities
providing this service would experience a similar increase.
The Commission adds that as with all costs, those associated
with providing sprinkler service change as a utility"s
economic circumstances change, and this number might not
hold in a new tariff revision. The Commission also notes
that this ratemaking prohibition would not effect the rates
that nonregulated municipal water utilities might charge.



One of the questions raised by this legislation is who would
provide the revenues needed to, 1f reguired, resize a water
utility"s service line as a result of the installation of
sprinkler systems in a commercial building.

The Commission wants the legislature to understand that
there are costs currently associated with providing sprinkler
service that, 1if not recovered from the users who benefit
from the service, must be borne by all of the utility"s
customers. This does not even begin to consider the costs
that will be generated by new sprinkler customers taking
advantage of the "free" service. This may be a social
policy that the legislature desires to establish. However,
it does depart from the Commission®s utility ratemaking
philosophy - that to the most reasonable extent possible,
the costs causer should be the cost payer.



NOTICE OF UTILITY TARIFF FILING

The ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION hereby
gives notice that the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU), a water utility, has filed
a tariff revision (TA19-122) which reduces the monthly rates
for private fire protection. A comoparision of the current

and proposed monthly rates follows.

\*/See
Service Size Current Rate Proposed Rate Below
2" $ 7.10" $ 3.46 .18
3" 15.90 7.79 4l
4" 28.45 13.87 12
6" 63.55 31.20 1.62
8" 112.85 55.49 2.89
10" 176.40 86.69 4.51
12" 254.10 124.85 6.50
More detailed information may be obtained from the
utility whose address is 3000 Arctic Blvd., Anchorage, Alaska
99503, The filing may be inspected also at the offices of

the Alaska Public U tilities Commission, 1100 MacKav Building,
338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501.
Any interested person may file a statement of views

favoring or opposing the tariff revisions proposed by 7FU with

the Commission at 1100 MacKay Building, 338 Denali Street,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 on or before February Z, 1979. This
statement should clearly affirm that the interested person

has filed a true copy of it with AW, 3000 Arctic Blvd.,
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 as required by the Alaska Administrative
Code.

DATED at Anchorage, Alaska this 9th day of Januvuary, 1979,

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

JXT7M

Russell H. Staley
Acting Executive Director
*
lied by Julian Mason, Counsel for Western Enterprises and Jim
Faiks, (Western) who stated in part,
"Pending hearings on the revised tariff, counsel for
W estern held several meetings with AWU and its attorney.
During those meetings, it was disclosed that AWU antici-
pated making an additional amendment to its tariff filing /1
which would reduce the rates for sprinklered buildings to /
only 2.5% of their current level. Copies of the existinc
and proposed' tariffs are attached as Exhibit "A'
Mr. Mason's complete statement (filing), from which this qij6tation

is extracted, is attached.



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE. (UPDATE)

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No.__SB 370

Title Exempting value for Eire Equipment SvstpnK in Ppal Pmpnrt-y

Requested bv  Senator Sturqulewskv Date 4-1-80

Il.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Community ft Regional Affair<;
Program Category Affected Local Government. Assistmrp - State Accnum-
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Development
(Note: If mere than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FYyso  Fysl FY 8  Fy 8  FY 84 FY 85
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
700  TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
S0 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. FTC. 1255 175 5 idfi a 158.1 170.7
TOTAL 1255 1355 146.4 *ag.1 170.7

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND : 1255 1355 146.4 153.1 170.7
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY 1"

el

HI. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IIl)

The fiscal note for SB 370 is based upon the anticipation of State reimbursement
to municipalities for revenue lost by the operation of SB 370. The dollar amounts
shown were based upon the following information. The annual increase is estimated
at 82 for property value inflation.

IV. DATE A-1-80 prepared BY Steve Van Sant.
AGENCY Community ft Regional Affair*;

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4787

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)



, FISCAL NOTE

9

Estimated Revenue Lost By Municipalities By

Municipality

Anchorage
Fairbanks
Juneau

Ketchikan

TOTAL

*

Prop. w/FPS 0 2%

Anchorage
Fairbanks
Juneau

Ketchikan

Continued SB 370

Comm. Property Value Est.
$ 452,755,434
96,920,074
106,867,300
51,299,887
$ 707,842,695
Mill Rate
$4,980,310 @ 13.79
775,361 @ 15.68
1,282,408 0] 12.95 *
410,800 0 16.00
Est. Cities revenue lost

Est.

10%

error factor

SB 370

% w/Fire P. Syst.

55%
40%
60%
40%

Value Prop. w/FPS

$ 249,015,489
38,768,030
64,120,380
20,519,955 *

$ 372,423,824

Revenue Lost

$ 68,700
12,200
167600

6,600

$104, 7100

$ 10,000
$114,100

$ 11,400



mImuhanuum state or Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS / w*
n
to Marie Pignalberi DATE: March 10, 1980
Deputy Coimiissioner /
FILE NO
THRU: Palmer McCarterAjvV
Director” telephone no:
from Steve Van Sant/”Sts?/n subject Comments on SB 370

Assistant State Assessor

This 1is a followup of the memorandum dated 3/5/80 to Deputy Commissioner
Marie Pignalberi regardinj concerns on SB 370.

Upon obtaining more information and talking with some of the assessors
in the state, we would like to add the following information:

1. According to Anchorage Assessor, Pat McKee, this bill would be
almost impossible for him to administer. The reason beirg that
Anchorage does not value commercial property (where most fire
protection equipment exists) by the cost approach, but by the
income approach. The income approach is simply estimating market
value by the income a building is capable of making. For example,
assume there are two motels 1in Anchorage, side by side, and both
were very similar. Funner assume that one had sprinklers and the
other one did not. The estimated value of one motel would probably
be within I#-5« of the value of the other, assuming the room

rents were comparable. In this instance, there would be no value
given on fire protection equipment, therefore, it would be very
difficult to confor.n with SB 370.

2. As stated in our previous memorandum, we are concerned as to
what value the assesso~ is expected to exempt,, cost of equipment,
cost of equipment and labor, or estimated market value. If it 1is
to be the cost of the equipment, would the assessor take the actual
cost to the owner, or the average cost to any property in general?

3. This bill does no: require reimbursement by the state for
revenues lost to ohe municipality Dy the implementation of this
bill.

4. The property owre- in the unorganized borough whc plans to
install fire protection equipment would not realize any incentive
under this orogram land, in our minds, if the bill is to be an
incentive for installation of fire suppression systems, rural
Alaska or the unorganized borough is where the greatest need
exists).

C?0"1 AfRov. 10791



Marie Pinnalberi
March 10, 1980

Page Two

ALTERNATIVE 1

For your information, we have attached pages from the "Marshall Valuation
Service". This valuation service is used world wide by many assessors.
Nearly all assessors in Alaska who value commercial property by the cost
approach utilize this guide.

On one of the pages, it indicates that the approximate portion of the
total cost for "sprinklers” in an office building is 1.9%.

t is the intent of the legislature to pass a bill whereby the
incentive is an exemption of property taxes, the Department would
suggest amendments to SB 370 as follows:

1. Remove this exemption from AS 29.53.060 (Full and True Value)
and place it in AS 29.53.020 (Required Exemptions).

2. State the amount to be exempted if a structure does have

fire protection equipment. This could be done easily by stating,
"The exempted amount of this exemption shall be 2% of the full

and true value of the building as determined by the assessor under
AS 29.53.060."

3. The state should reimburse the municipality any revenue lost
to it by the implementation of this bill.

4. There should be a time limit of three years placed upon the
exemption This would allow time for the taxpayer to amortize his
investment, but not be an on-going give away program.

5. Existing structures could be granted the same 2% exemption for
three years to be equitable. (Although, again, 1if the intent is to
encourage installation of a fire suppression system, only new
structures should be included in the bill).

Alternative 2

If the intent of SB 370 is to offer incentives to property owners planning
new construction and encourage the inclusion of fire protection systems in
new structures, the Department suggests that a program similar to the
following be considered.

For equity proposes, the state would adopt a normal cost schedule for
fire protection systems. An example of such a cost schedule is
presented in the attachments, page Mo. 2 from the Marshall Valuation
Service. In conjunction with this schedule, Marshall Valuation Service
also provides "local multipliers” which bring the normal cost schedule
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into iine with costs 1in Alaska. The local multiplier for the schedule is
1.97.

After adoption of a schedule, the Department could then compute the "normal
cost” of a fire protection system by applying the schedule to each
structure which applied for the program. For example, if an application

were received for a 10,000 sgq. ft. building, the normal costs would be
obtained as follows:

10,000 sqg.ft. X $1.15 X 1.97 = $22,655.00

After the normal costs were calculated, the incentive program would

offer a grant to the property owner of of the computed normal cost.
Therefore, the property owner would receive $1132.75 ($22,655 X 5%) from
the state. The normal costs could be updated on an annual basis to reflect
current estimated normal costs.

Attachments
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GENERAL INFORMATION

PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN

Tli<? |iercenlages below indicate the approximate portion of the total cost atlrih-

FLOOR LOADS

The following are typical live floor loads of some of the buildings used in deter-

utable to each component in a typical modern 12 story Class A office building of aver- ntining cost averages. A majority of the buildings will have more than one design floor
load to accommodate various uses. Thus, a hotel will be designed for heavy floor loads
in halls and public areas and lighter floor loads in room areas, and banks will need heav-
ier floors in computer and equipment rooms than in office areas.

age size and quality, not including financing costs.

AVERAGE MULTISTORY OFFICE BUILDING

or under construction during recent years.

I'lans. engineering, and SUPEIVISION .occiiveererieeeere e 6.2%

Clearing, excavation, and foundation. 2.7% OCCUPANCY

Steel frame and decking 13.4%

Miscellaneous ste el ... 1.0% A dd L

Healing and air conditioning ..ccoveierircienreeenseee s 12.9% partments and dormitories . . . . . 40
Air conditioning eNClOSUNES...coiiieeiireeeeeee e .5% Auditoriums and churches . . . . . . 100
NUMDBING oo, 4.5%

Sprinklers e, 1.9% .

Electrical, including fixtures. e 9.3% Computer and equipment floors . . . . 150
Elevators, cONVEYIiNG SY SEEM S .cviviieeriieeeeseee e 4.9% DWEHINGS oo .. 40
Metal wall panels and |nsu.Ia_t|on ...................................................... 5.3% Governmental buildings........ 80
Masonry backup and partitions.... 3.0% .

Frame and drywall partitions..... 3.7% CYMNASTUMS .t 100
Sash and glazing......ceeevnne. 3.0% HospitalS..icecee

Piaster and fu r_ring .............................................................................. 2.0% HOtels and ClUDB'S oo

Doors, door .nines, and hardwW are ...ccceeceeveveeececs e 9% . .

Concrete Floors and ro 0 f ... 7.5%. LIDFArIeS s 60
Itoofing and roof iNSUTAtiON e 3% Light industrials and garages . . . . . 100
Hcsiliet’t floor coverings........... 1,2%. Medium industrialS 150
L e 1.2% Heavy induslrials

Acoustical ceilings, suspended. 2.5% Y INQUSTIIATS covvrssvvrssvsessses s

P aiNEiNg oo 8%

Marble, tile, aNd TCITa/.Z0 o 4% [XIW COSt OFFiCeS i, 50
Miscellaneous carpentry, finish, and cleanup ...cccoveivivrvrenne, 1.0% .

Miscellaneous, unclassified.......ccccoovveveennnnn. .8%. Average o _fflc €S o t ETO
(=eneral contractor's overhead and P ro fit.ceconinenns 9.4'% Good 0ffiCes . oL it
0,

TOT AL ettt 100.0% Restaurants 100

SChoOIS s
SEOMES e
Theaters . e
The 9.1 percent listed for general contractor's overhead and profit is the percent- Warehouses ® 1ig h t oo,
igc of total cost. This is the equivalent of 11.1 percent of labor, inateiial, and sub- di
out rai Is. excluding plans, engineering and architect's supervision. MEATUM o
*heavy ..

VA

The listed loads are typical of design specifications of a number of buildings built

POUNDS
PER SQUARE FEET

(plus 20 Ibs. of partitions)
(60 for fixed seating)
(150 Ibs. in equipment floors)

(125 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
(150 lbs. for drill floors)

(100 Ibs. in corridors)

(100 Ibs. in public areas)

(150 Ibs. in stack areas)

(50 Ibs. in office areas)

(50 Ibs. in office areas)

(and up. 60 Ibs in oftice areas)
(50 Ibs. m office areas)

(125 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
(150 Ibs. in cquilimenl rooms)
(150 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
(175 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
(150 Ibs. in kitchen areas)
(100 Ibs. in corridors)

(125 Ibs. m appliance floors)
(150 Ibs. for stage floors)

200 (and up)



STORES AND COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS

(SEGREGATED

INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION — Table Iis based on averages for several types of occu-

pancies not including furniture, fixtures, and equipment.

Table Il gives costs based 0TI

a square (out of partition area and may be used when a more detailed analysis isdesired.

For additional interior and partition costs, see Section 52.

costs, see Section 65.

TABLE |I.
12" average story height.

Bowling alleys (excluding alleys
and equipment) ...
Department stores ...
Discount StOres .vecevircennne
Markets . .
Restaurants, drive-in ...
Restaurants, (able service
Retail StOres .

MASONRY INTERIOR PARTITIONS

Bowling alleys (ex 'hiding alleys

and equUipMent) e
Department StOres ..cvvveevevcrienne,
Discount StOre s cvvcevevcieseserieenn
M arKets e
Restaurants, drive-in ...
Restaurants, table service

Retail StOre s e

fAOLE 1l

Do not ,i$e these costs if Table 1lis usud.
Acoustic accordion partitions
Gypsum bloCK .o
Masonry, tile or concrete block
Mdal partitions......ccvvvvvnninncnn
Metal and g 12 S S e
Steel studs and gypsum hoard
Steel studs and plaster..........

1.91
.56
.89

2.80

2.18
.82

2.19

74
1.08
318
2.92
1.02

Apply to square feet of partition area.

$10.00
1.75
2.00
4.65
5.20
1.90
2.25

Steel channels and gypsum hoard, 221 M” 2.95

m Wood frame, drywall two sides
Wood frame, plaster two sides .

MAT ! MM A 1 otk Azrame 1

1.55
1.85

$ .92
2.54
.70
1.02
3.79
3.83
1.17

$1.12
2.85
.90
1.23
4.25
4.42
1.43

$1.09
3.32
.88
1.17
5.12
5.91
1.66

$1.32
372
1.10
1.39
5.69
6.70
2.00

For fixture and equipment

Apply to total floor area. Add or deduct 5% for each foot of variation from

$1.30
4.34
1.11
1.35
6.92
9.12
2.37

$1.56
4.81
1.35
1.58
7.61
10.05
2.80

Costs includu doors and opunimjs.

$13.75
2.25
2.60
5.80
6.40
2.25
2.60
3.50
1.85
2.15

einnld MILL A

$19.00
2.95
3.45
.7.20
7.90
2.65
3.05
4.15
2.20
255

$26.00
3.80
4.50
9.00
975
3.10
3.55
4.95
2.60
3.00

COST METHOD)

SECTION 43 PAGE 3

PLUMBING — Apply to total floor area or use Section 53 lor more detailed cost per

fixture. The following costs represent typical ranges only.
1 2
Bowling alleys ..o $ .64 $ .80
Department stores 1.08 1.30)
Discountstores... . 40 .58
Markets. ... . .79 1.09
Restaurants, drive-in ... 2.62 3.47
Restaurants, table service ... 2.30 3.40
Retail stores .48 .78

SPRINKLERS — Apply to sprinklered area,
elude tanks.

5,000 squate feet. .., $ .90 $1.01)
10,000 i .80 .96
15,000 75 .89
20,000 71 .85
25,000 .68 .81
30,000 .66 .78
40,000 .63 74
50,000 .61 71
75,000 .57 .60

100,000 .54 .62
150,000 .50 .58
200,000 .18 .55

3

$ .99
1.80
.81
1.49
1.00
5.01
1.26

$1.33
1.15
1.06
1.00
.95
.92
.86
.83
.76
71
.06
.62

HEATING, COOLING AND VENTILATING - Apply to total floor area.

Add or deduct 3"
Costs are given for gas-fired healing surfaces.

Goal stoker loi hot air

Coal stoker for boiler MO'.«,

For restaurants, use cost ranges in Section 13

Electric, cable or baseboard................... $ .88 $1 08
Electric wall heaters ..iiiiennne, A1 47
Forced @ i r e .80 110
Furnace, floor or wall....cccoevveiiinene. 15 51
72 .87

Hot water, baseboard or convectors. 161 1.97
radiant floor...ccoeveeeiienn 2.10 2.52

Space heaters, gas. with fan . .36 .45
steam coil, with boiler.....cococovveennenn. .68 81
steam coil, without boiler . . . . 47 .60
Steam radiator, with boiler................ 1.31 1.64
without hoder 1.05 1.31

<IoOV>> Coal, hand-fired
Qil-fired

$1,32
.54
Il
65
1.01
2 12
3,04
56
r
2 06
1.69

4

$1.21
2.32
1.22
2.05
6.10
7.-15
2 On

Costs include all piping hut do not in-

$1.61
1.38
1.25
1.17
112
1.07
1.00
.95
.87
.81
.71
09

for each foot of variation from 12' average story height.
Add or deduct as follows lor other fuels.

- 10'].
+101©

. %161

.02
180
79
121
297
3.00
71
1.25
98
259
2 15

917/



" FIRE PROTECTION

FIRE PUMP EQUIPMENT

HORIZONTAL SHAFT (CENTRIFUGAL. 100 P.S.I.)

Prices include instullation costs, coupling anil motor or engine on a steel base, plus
[ilief valve and waste conc. Controller must be added for electric units. Diesel engine
asts include battery, trickle charger, coupling and automatic controller. Electric motors
ire 230/400 volt, 3 phase, 60 Hz.

[.P.M. HP. R.P.M. ELECTRIC DIESEL
1500 60 1800 $ 7,900 $34,000
1750 75 1800 10,000 35,500
|00 100 1800 12,900 37,500
Isoo 125 1800 15,000 39.000
|ooo 150 1800 17,000 40,000
IbOO 200 1800 20,000 42,000

VERTICAL SHAFT (TURBINE. MULTI-STAGE)

The following prices include a vertical electric motor with thrust bearing. Costs for
liesel engines include a right angle drive, coupler, metal skid, fuel tank, battery, trickle
liarger and automatic controller.

fe.P.M. H.P. R.P.M. PUMP ADD FOR ADD FOR
ONLY ELECTRIC DIESEL
500 50 1800 $13,000 $1,650 $22,700
750 75 1800 14,500 2,400 24,500
>100 100 1800 16,500 3,200 26,300
BOO 125 1800 18,500 3,900 28,500
1)00 150 1800 21,000 4,700 30,500
Loo 200 1800 27,000 6,200 35,500

PUMP DRIVERS

Diesel Engines with coupling, skid, battery, fuel tank and battery charger. For
trizonlal drive.

For 1000 gal, 100 psi Pump $10,000
For 2000 gal, 100 psi Pump $1-1,500

Electric Motors (Si|uirrel-cage induction, 3 phase, GO cycle, drip-proof)

SOLTAGE R.P.M. HORSEPOWER
30 50 75 100 150 200
1230 Hit) 1800 $620 $1,050 $1,550 $2,100 $3,150 $4,200

bo

ELECTRIC DRIVE CONTROLLERS

Combined Manual and Automatic, Reduced Voltage

VOLTAGE AMPS* HORSEPOWER
30 50 75 100 150 200
220 30,000 $ 1,100 $ 5,100
75,000 7,000 8,600 9,500 $10,500 $12,900 $15,800
440 25,000 3,500 4,600 5700 6,700 8,300 9,600
60,000 6,900 8,200 9,300 10,200 ‘1,000 12.700

*Circuit breaker interrupting capacity.

Combined Manual and Automatic, Across-tho-Line

AMPS* HORSEPOWER
30 50 75 100 150 200
220 30,000 $ 3,600 $ 4,300 $ 6.000 $ 8,100
75,000 6,900 7,400 8,000 8,700
440 25,000 3,200 3,700 4,100 4,500 5,000  5.100
60,000 6,400 7,000 7,500 7,900 8100  8.900

ACircuit breaker interrupting capacity.

DIESEL DRIVE CONTROLLERS ... $3,300 to $3,500

FLOW METERS

PUMP SIZE COST RANGE PUMP SIZE COST RANGE
500 . - $170-$620 2000 $ 600 $ 830
750 . . 500 - 650 3000 . 830 I,nit)
1000 . . 530 -680 4000 . 1,010  1.230
1500 . . 590 - 750

SPRINKLER SYSTEMS

Costs per square fool may be found in the Segregated Cost Sections, Refer lo Ibe
section applicable lo the type of building under ronsidointion.

SMOKE AND HEAT ACTUATED ALARM SYSTEMS

Most commercial installations are leased. The costs below represent the installation
costs charged to the user.

Commercial base cost $600.00 plus $ .17 per square fool of protected areas.
Residential ionization smoke dctcctois cost $50.00 to $70.00 installed.



FIRE PROTECTION

FIRE ALARM SYSTEMS

Buildings under 75' height. Buildings 75' and above.

Control panel yl lohhy: Control panel at fire control

$525 room (with street access for
600 Fire Department) 75 zones . $'1,000
20 Speakers connected with micro-

Smoke detector......ccccveeueaee 50 phone at control panel . . 50
Lull station w<h horn Emergency telephone,5 jacks . 100
or hell alarm.........cc.ccccoveevviennnee -10 Sprinkler water flow detector . 150
(Use same costs for stations and de- Time,date,location printer . . 3,500
tectors in buildings over 75’ high). Battery standby system . . . 3,800

CABINETS

Extinguisher Cabinets:

Steel . . $100.00 Akiminuin . . $150.00 Stainless Steel . $250.00
Mote Cabinets:

Steel . . $110.00 Aluminum . . $105.00 Stainless Steel . $280.00
Hose Houses:

Steel . . $000.00 Aluminum . $000.00

Inside fire hydrants including 75" of 1-1,2" hose, valve, rack, and nozzle, installed
without i ahiuet, cost $210 to $300.

EXTINGUISHERS

I'oriehlc, antifreeze (pressurized), 2-1'2 gal........cccccoivvviiievnieinnse e $ M
I'nrlah!:*. water (Pressurized), 2-1'2 Qal....c..ccouoererierveinsreneiesiessesssssssses s s 60
Carbon Dioxide, with hose and horn, 2-1/2#

(For all purpose type, add 10 to IS percent).

St il AR SR i can v co 7 1 N UL

ALLHUN DJd LANIL J

Aun It 197V
AIR FOAM SYSTEMS
High Expansion, cubic feet per minute.
5000 cfm . . $2,000 10,000 cfm . . $3,000 15000cfm . . $1,000
Low Expansion, (protein) cost per square foot of tank surface.
NK SURFACE FUEL OIL GASOLINE
500 sq. fl. $ 3.800 $ 4,200
1.000 1,300 1,900
1,500 *1,900 5,700
2,000 5.500 6.600
3,000 7,200 8,900
1,000 9,300 12.000
5000 12.000 16,000
CARBON DIOXIDE SYSTEMS
FLOODING SYSTEMS
(Cost per cubic foot)
SMALL MEDIUM LARGE
(500 cu. (t.) (3,000 cu.ft.) (30.000 cu.ft)
Standard hazards $ 1.60 $ 115 $ .60
Electric hazards 2.10 1.50 .70
Fur vaults 2.80 1.95 .85

LOCAL APPLICATION
liCost per square loot)

SMALL MEDIUM LARGE

(25 sq. (t.) (250 sq. (t) (1,000 sq. It.)
Coaled .surfaces $55.00 $36.00 $25.00
Liquid surfaces 75.00 51.00 37.00

HALON 1301 SYSTEMS
(Cost per cubic loot)
Includes ionization detection with approximately 6o total flooding of electrical
hazards.

500 cu.ft. . . $1.35 3.000cu. ft. . . $3.00 30,000 cu. ft. . . $1.20

DRY CHEMICAL SYSTEMS

Kestuuiunl llood and Duct (2511 ) $600 in $1,200

3/79



Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly

Carolyn S. Guess

Susan M. Knowles

Stuart C. Hall

In the M atter of the Filing of

Tariff Revision, Designated as Uu-79-14

TA19-122, by ANCHORAGE WATER

UTILITY to Decrease Sprinkler

Fire Protection Rates rs

MOTION TO ELIMINATE RETROACTIVELY TO i
JANUARY 2, 1979, THE PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION CHARGES;
CONTAINED IN THE TARIFF OF THE ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY

The tariff of the Anchorage Water U tility ("AwuUuU™")

contains a provision wunder which AWU levies a charge, in
addition to the regular monthly charge, for service to
buildings which contain sprinkler systems. The reasonableness

of and justification for this charge have been hotly contested
for several years by the owners of sprinklered buildings.

On Janwuvary 2, 1979, the Anchorage W ater U tility
filed a tariff revision in which it proposed to reduce the
charge for sprinklered buildings. That tariff filing was
suspended by the Commission and hearings were scheduled.

W estern Enterprises and Jim Faiks ("W estern") petitioned to
intervene in the proceedings and their petition was granted.

W estern owns or represents the owners of a number of sprinklered
buildings. W estern and AWU agreed to attempt to resolve the
dispute through negotiation and the Commission approved a
stipulation extending certain deadlines.

Pending hearings on the revised tariff, counsel
for Western held several meetings with AWU and its attorney.
During those meetings, it was disclosed that AWU anticipated

making an additional amendment to its tariff filing which

[lJ\KBNHfiI'dM»Sr/( would reduce the rates for sprinklered buildings to only
LAWYERS

LOUTRAC-306H BUCINC 9 i i i i

BIB O NBUT 2.5% of their current level. Copies of the existing and proposed
ANCHORAGE. AK 99501

(907) 276%4331 tariffs are attached as Exhibit "A." Based on that representation,



W estern stipulated to a continuance of the scheduled hearings

and an additional suspension period. However, AWU was

unable to file the tariff on the stipulated date and Western
agreed to an additional extension of time which the Commission
approved in Order No. 5.

Shortly before the expiration of the most recent
deadline, counsel for Western was notified by Mr. Peter
Argetsinger,attorney for AWU, that AWU would be unable to
file the tariff as planned for a variety of reasons. W hile
the recited reasons are not directly relevant to this motion,
the Commission should be aware that Mr. Argetsinger indicated
that, while AWU agrees with Western that the tariff s
wrong and must be lowered substantially, no decision has been made

by the M unicipality as to exactly what the tariff should be.

During the course of negotiations since the filing
of the original amendment to the tariff, it has become
absolutely c¢lear that the present tariff contains ates

1

which are many times higher than they should be. AWU has orally
expressed a willingness to absorb any revenues which will ©be
lost by eliminating the charge altogether wuntil such time as
it decides to file a new tariff. Under those circumstances,

it is not reasonable for AWU's customers to continue to pay

rates which the utility acknowledges are inappropriate and
unreasonahble. Therefore, Western respectfully asks that the
private fire protection portion (i e .,Schedule E, page 51)

of the AWU tariff be eliminated retroactively to January 2,
1979. This motion, if granted, will require AWU to refund those
charges, if any, which it has coMected for private fire protection

21

sjnce January 2, 1979.—

11/ W estern's position has always been that the surcharge
for sprinklered buildings is inappropriate, discriminatory, and
unjustifiahble. AWU disagrees but has acknowledged that the

present rates are approximately 40 times what they should be.
t 1 QUNN CAY ird MSON The second revision of the tariff (which was never filed) contained

UAWYLHG6 rates which were about 2.5% of the current rates.

*  JOWAC-10CN <JIDING

a Aitdnmn

| ANCHORAGE. Alt 9950 | 2/ Many of the customers of AWU have refused to pay the
(907) 276*433 | charge. W estern has escrowed the disputed charge.

. NGV > <<, e/juju \N L



Thare 1is ample authority to support granting of this

motion. AS 42.05.381 (a) requires that all rates be "just and
reasonable.” AS 42.05.391 (a) prohibits a uwtility from subijecting
a customer to "an unreasonahble prejudice or disadvantage." The

present tariff rates are so high that they are unreasonable and

W estern is being disadvantaged and prejudiced by those rates.
Therefore, it is inappropriate and a violation of the statutes
cited above to continue the present rates. Since AWU cannot decide
what rates it wants, the proper action is to eliminate the rates
entirely wuntil AWU makes its decision and files a new tariff,

(. fv\

OLHY BAIY idi MASON
LAWYERB

o5 A

ANCHORAGE. AK 99501



101 it
SERVICE CHARGES (Cont"d)
lit! N
i : - oW J
Schedule E - Private fire protection (cont 1)
Service Si2e Monthly~ate g qyy <
2" $ .18 )
3n .41 (R)
4" , -72 R)
6" 1.62 R
g" 2.89 (R)
10" 4.51 (R)
19 6.50 (R)

Schedule F - Bulk water sales

All bulk water sales will be handled by special contracts.



AW N e

o

Data Total

Annual water production cnarged

to each class (1) (mg) 5,484.0
Capacity (mgd) (2) (peak day) 27.20
Number of customers, total (3) 14,897
Number of metered customers 1,611
Number of metered customers,

weighted by meter size
Fire protection hydrants 2,300

Allocation factors

Annual consumption - Same factor 1.0000
Capacity 1.0000
Number of customers, total 1.0000
Number of metered customers 1.0000
Number of metered customers,

weighted by size 1.0000

Composite factors

Line 1> 207. \ Consumption .2000
Line 2, 807. (4" Demand .8000
Fire protection - Hydrants
Line 2, 507. (6) .5000
Line 3. 507. -5000[I1-C

Line 6 - page 2 of 2, Schedule B5

Line 15 - page 2 of 2, Schedule 85

Schedule C

The needs of AWU are concentrated in the

Column total 7- system total

ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY

SUMMARY OF COST ALLOCATION FACTORS

Residential

1,676.0
7.29
11,649

.3056
.2044
.7820

-LVCC

3910 4932

Metered

2,173.6
8.05
1,611
1,611

.3964
.4025
.1081
1.0000

1.0000

.4013

Reflects the demands placed on customer service by those customers 1lich the
greatest diversity of demand characteristics

Commercial

and

Unmetered

1,498.7
7.74
1,484

.2733
.2463
.0996

-2517

lack of capacity to satisfy peak demands

industrial

Special
(construction) Public
135.7
1.02 1.27
153 -
1,800
.0247 -
.0651 .0335
.0103 -
0570 0268
.7826(5)
.0326 -0167 |
_0051} 0377 .0167

.0167

F<-e protection

Private

1.27

500

.0335

.0268
.2174(5)

} .0167

T RO

Bulk sales
CAU

.56

.0147

.0118

-0073}. 0073



UtTiLIiTy

CLASS A

Anchorage, Municipality of

Central Alaska U tilities, Inc.

College U tilities Corp.

TOTAL - Class A

CLASS B
Barrow U tilities & Electric
Cooperative

CLASS ¢C
Alyeska U tilities, Inc.

Dawn Development Corp.

S & S Development
TOTAL - Class C

CLASS D

Bell U tilities & Development,

Eagle River Heights U tilities,
year ended 6/30/77

Glacier U tilities, nec.

McGahan U tilities, nc.

WATER UTILITIES

(December 31, 1977) — ™ otinc/"of

REVENUES

NET PLANT GROSS
$32,780,037 $5,862,718
17,804,414

2,172,929

4,541,435 624,733
$55,125,886 $8,660,380

$963,094 $478,446

$155,338 $§ 55,631

Annual Report Not Received

320,203 69,303
$475,541 $124,934
$ 443,739 $ 41,500
153,593 28,821
297,249 20,759

Annual Report Not Received

$1,553,524

476,960

173,007
$2,203,491

($71,627)

$ 8,196

7,857
$16,053

$18,459

5,393

(17,912)

USERS

15,900

9,931

996
26,827

456
701



JAY 5 HAMMOND, Governor

RO e

POUCH D
OtVtStOM OF BUS/KeSS | OAKS JUNEAU. ALASKA ~*3811

The Division of Business Loans is not opposed to making loans for fire
prevention equipment. It does, indeed, make them right now. The
division is opposed to giving preferential treatment to certain types of
loans. The installation of fire prevention equipment could mean prevent—
ing loss of life or property, but the same could be said of repairs to
the hull of a fishing boat or repairs to the foundation of a store
building or the purchase of new engines for an airplane. We get appli—
cations for those types of loans, too.

We are presently backlogged 16 weeks on applications. That"s 16 weeks

from the date the loan is received until the applicant receives a yes or
no answer. The backlog increases as the difference increases between

our fixed interest rate and the bank®"s rising rates. It. is very diffi—
cult to justify putting off an applicant who has waited 16 weeks for an
answer because we have to stop and work on a new application just received.

Preferential treatment of loans is difficult because:

1. With the current 16-week backlog, loans are not studied until
many weeks after they are received. They are merely stamped
and logged in and filed until a loan examiner finishes with
those applications which came in before it. It would take a
change in procedures and a sudden increase of the backlog if
we were to, with the present staff, stop processing loans to read
all incoming applications. In spite of our best efforts to
provide forms which should make the use of loan proceeds
evident, applicants often go out of their way to make it

obscure.
2. Several bills have been introduced which require preferential
treatment for certain types of loans. (Examples: fish holds,

energy-related loans.) Preference isn"t preference anymore if
the volume of preference work is too great, and it may mean
never getting to the run-of-the-mill loans if the preferred
loans increase in quantity.

3. Almost all applicants have reasons for needing preferential
treatment. Fishermen need to get their boats purchased or
repaired before fishing season. Contractors need their new
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equipment before the building season. Tourism facilities have
to be ready for the tourist season. Child care facilities
have to make mandated repairs or lose their licenses. Very
few applicants are requesting something which isn"t needed
right now.

Many applicants for loans have signed earnest money agreements
for the purchase of the item for which the loan proceeds are

to be used. Their earnest money agreements nearly always have
time limits, and forfeiture of thousands of dollars may result
if no answer is received on the loan. Certainly this is also

a request which should be given preference, if preferential
treatment was available.
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March 20, 1980

Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

It would appear that the addition to AS 45.95.020 contained in SB 370 is
not necessary, as an applicant can have any number of small business
loans, providing that they do not total more than $500,000. If the
intent of that paragraph was to allow a loan that brought the total to
more than $500,000, then it would have to be worded to allow that.

As written in the original SB 370, the paragraph could be construed to
mean that the commissioner could not disqualify the applicant if we had
previously foreclosed on a loan to him or if he was delinquent on an
existing loin. I doubt that this 1is the intent of the paragraph, so if
you want to include something regarding the amounts allowed, you would
want to be more specific in the wording.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the bill.

Very .truly yours,

Sharon Traylor
Director

ST/sa4/l



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE. (IWE)

.  REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. SO 370
Title Exemptinn vaine tor Fire Enuinmpnt Svstpne in Poal Dm,

Requested bv  Senator Sturoulewsky Date 4-1-SO

1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Community & Pooional Affaire
Program Category Affected Local Government As*icfanrp - stat-P
BRU, Program, or Su‘oprogram(s) Affected Ppvpl ormipnt
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
72po  TRAVFI
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 1255 135.5 146 4 158.1 170 7
TOTAL 1255 1355 146.4 158.1 170.7

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND - 1255 135.5 146.4 153.1 170.7
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Speci'v Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I11.  ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

The fiscal note for SB 370 is based upon the anticipation of State reimbursement
to municipalities for revenue lost by the operation of SB 370. The dollar amounts
shown were based upon the following information. The annual increase is estimated
at 82 for property value inflation.

IV. DATE '1-1-80 PREPARED BY S*eve Van Sant—~~""N-r
AGENCY Comunity ? Upuinnal Affairs.

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4787

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)
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xSCAL NOTE

Continued

SB 370

Estimated Revenue Lost By Municipalities By SB 370

Municipality

Anchorage
Fairbanks
Juneau

Ketchikan

TOTAL

Prop.

Anchorage
Fairbanks
Juneau

Ketchikan

w/FPS

Comm.

Property Value

$ 452,755,434
96,920,074
106,867,300
51,299,887

$ 707,842,695

0 2% Mill
$4,980,310 0 13.
775,361 0 15.
1,282,408 0 12.
410,800 0 16
Est. Cities revenue lost
Est. 10% error factor

Est.

Rate

79
68
95

.00

% w/Fire P. Syst.
55%
40%
60%
40%

Value Prop. w/FPS

$ 249,015,489
38,768,030
64,120,380
20,519,955

$ 372,423,824

Revenue Lost

$ 68,700
12,200
16,600

6,600
$104,100

s 10,000

$114,100

$ 11,400
$125,500
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

to Marie Pignalberi DATE: March 10, 1980
Deputy Commissioner
FILE NO.
HRU: Palmer McCarterAJ”V
Di rector _ - 3 1 TELEPHONF NO
from Steve Van Sant subject: Comments on SB 370

Assistant State Assessor

This

is a followup of the memorandum dated 3/5/80 to Deputy Commissioner

Marie Pignalberi regarding concerns on SB 370.

Upon obtaining more information and talking with some of the assessors
in the state, we would like to add the following information:

' ->A-Gc. 1C 791

1. According to Anchorage Assessor, Pat McKee, this bill would be
almost impossible for him to administer. The reason being that
Anchorage does not value commercial property (where most fire
protection equipment exists) by the cost approach, but by the
income approach. The income approach is simply estimating market
value by the income a building is capable of making. For example,
assume there are two motels in Anchorage, side by side, and both
were very similar. Further assume that one had sprinklers and the
other one did not. The estimated value of one motel would probably
be within Il«-5« of the value of the other, assuming the room

rents were comparable. In this instance, there would be no value
given on fire protection equipment, therefore, it would be very
difficult to conform with SB 370.

?.. As stated in our previous memorandum, we are concerned as to
what value the assessor 1is expected to exempt, cost of equipment,
cost of equipment and labor, or estimated market value. If it is
to be the cost of the equipment, would the assessor take the actual
cost to the owner, or the average cost to any property in general?

3. This bill does not require reimbursement by the state for
revenues lost to the municipality by the implementation of this
bill.

4. The property owner in the unorganized borough who plans to
install fire protection equipment would not realize any incentive
under this program (and, in our minds, if the bill 1is to be an
incentive for installation of fire suppression systems, rural
Alaska or the unorganized borough 1is where the greatest need
exists).



Marie Pior.alberi
March 10", 1980
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ALTERNATIVE 1 n

For your information, we have attached pages from the "Marshall Valuation
Service". This valuation service is used world wide by many assessors.
Nearly all assessors in Alaska who value commercial property by the cost
approach utilize this guide.

On one of the pages, it indicates that the approximate portion of the
total cost for "sprinklers™ in an office building is 1.9%.

If it is tne intent of the legislature to pass a bill whereby the
incentive is an exemption of property taxes, the Department would
suggest amendments to SB 370 as follows:

1. Remove this exemption from AS 29.53.060 (Full and True Value)
and place it in AS 29.53.020 (Required Exemptions).

2. State the amount to be exempted if a structure does have

fire protection equipment. This could be done easily by stating,
"The exempted amount of this exemption shall be 2% of the full

and true value of the building as determined by the assessor under
AS 29.53.060."

3. The state should reimburse the municipality any revenue lost
to it by the implementation of this bill.

4. There should be a time limit of three years placed upon the
exemption. This would allow time for the taxpayer to amortize his
investment, but not be an on-going give away program.

5. Existing structures could be granted the same 2« exemption for
three years to be equitable. (Although, again, if the intent is to
encourage installation of a fire suppression system, only new
structures should be included in the bill).

Alternative 2

If the intent of SB 370 is to offer incentives to property owners planning
new construction and encourage the inclusion of fire protection systems 1in
new structures, the Department suggests that a program similar to the

following be considered.

For equity proposes, the state would adopt a normal cost schedule for

fire protection systems. An example of such ? cost schedule is
presented in the attachments, page No. 2 from the Marshall Valuation
Service. In conjunction with this schedule, Marshall Valuation Service

also provides "local multipliers” which bring the normal cost schedule



Marie Pignalberi
March 10, 1930
Page Three

into line with costs in Alaska. The local multiplier for the schedule is
1.97.

After adoption of a schedule, the Department could then compute the "normal
cost” of a fire protection system by applying the schedule to each
structure which applied for the program. For example, if an application
were received for a 10,000 sq. ft. building, the normal costs would be
obtained as follows:

10,000 sq.ft. X $1.15 X 1.97 = :?2,655.00

After the normal costs were calculated, the incentive program would
offer a grant to the property owner of 5% of the computed normal cost.
Therefore, the property owner would receive $1132.75 ($22,655 X 5») from

the state. The normal costs could be updated on an annual basis to reflect
current estimated normal costs.

Attachments
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Tin* |ierccnlnges below indicate (he approximate portion of the total cost attrib-
table to each component in a typical modern 12 story Class A office building of aver-

ge size and ipi.dily, not including financing costs.

GENERAL INFORMATION

PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN

AVERAGE MULTISTORY OFFICE BUILDING

Ilans. engineering, and SUPErviSioN ......cvveiennneee.
Clearing, excavation, and foundation ...
Steel frame and decking .o
Miscellaneous ste el ...,
Heating and air conditioning ...,
Air conditioning encloSUIes...cocvieeinneicneeeee
FIUMANTTIG et
SPrINKIEIS
Klcctrical, including fiXtures .
Elevators, conveying SY Stem S..covrinneciinnicicnennns

Metal wall panels and insulation.
Masonry backup and partitions..
Frame ami drywall partitions...
S.isb and glu/. Mg

blaster anil furring ...

Doors, door frames, and hardw are ....c.ccovveene
Concrete 1loots and ro 0 f ...
Hooting and roof insulation ...
Itcsilier’ floor COVEeringsS .
CaArPELING it
Acoustical ceilings, suspended......cocrrvnnneiinnnne

M.iihlc, tile, and tCirn/./.0 oo

Mt <ei llaiieoiis carpentry, finish, and cleanup

Miscellaneous, unclassified......ivirciiiiieininnns

(iciieial contractor's nvcihead inid profit

Tim 0.1 percent listed for general contractor'a overhead and profit is the percent-
-e of lolal coj.l Ibis is lho equivalent of 111 percent of labor, material, and sub-

6.2%
2.7%
13.4%

-« 1.0%
e o 12.9%
.5%

e o o 1.9%
e o o 03%
e o o 4.9%
e o o 53%
e o o 3.0%
e o o 3.7%
e o . 3.0%
e e o 2.0%
o o . 6%
- - 1.5%

- - 3%
1.2%

2.5%

4%
1.0%
.8%
9.4%

............................ 100.0%

mi r.u Is. excluding plans, engineering and architect's supervision.

FLOOR LOADS

The following arc typical live floor loads of some of the buildings userl in deter-
minimi; cost averages. A majority of the buildings will have more than one design floor
load to accommodate various uses. Thus, a hotel will be designed for heavy floor loads
in halls and public areas and lighter floor loads in room areas, and banks will need heav-
ier floors in computer and equipment rooms than in office areas.

The listed loads arc typical of design specifications of a number of buildings built
or under construction during recent years.
POUNDS

OCCUPANCY PER SQUARE FEET

Apartments and dormitories . . . . 10 (plus 20 Ibs. of partitions)
Auditoriums and churches. ... . 100 ftiO for fixetl seating)
BanKs s . 100 (150 Ibs. in equipment floors)
Computer and equipment floors , . . . 150
Governmental buildings......... . HO (125 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
GyYymNasiUmsS . . 100 (150 tbs. for drill floors)
HOSPItals .o (100 Ibs. in corridors)
Hotels and club s . (100 Ibs. in public areas)

(150 Ihs. in slack areas)
Ligltl industrials and garages . . . . . 100 (fit) Ihs. in office areas)
Medium industrials.......... (50 Ibs. in office areas)
Heavy industrialS....., (and up. GO IDs. in office areas)

(50 Ilis in office areas)

(125 Ibs. in equipment rooms)
Average 0 1fiecs s 50 (150 llis. in equipment looms)

(150 Ibs. in equipment rooms)

(175 llis. in equipment rooms)
ltesiaiiraiils. . 100 <150 llis. in kitchen areas)
SChoOls (100 Ibs. in corridors)

(125 Ibs. in appliance floors)

1K) (150 llis. for stage (loins)
Warehouses - lig ht ... . 110

medium .

sheavy . . 200 (and up)



STORES AND COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS

(SEGREGATED COST METHOD)

INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION — Table I is based on averages for several types of occu-
pancies not including furniture, fixtures, and equipment. Table Il gives costs based on
a square foot of partition area and may be used when a more detailed analysis isdesired.
For additional interior and partition costs, see Suction 52. For fixture and equipment
costs, see Section G5.

TABLE |. Apply to total floor area. Add or deduct 5% for each foot of variation from
12’ average story height.

FRAME INTERIOR PARTITIONS

Bowline alleys (excluding alleys 2 3 4
and equipmMent) . $ .77 $ .92 $1.09 $1.30
Department StOres ...ooevveveieiinennns 1.91 2.54 3.32 4.34
Discount StO re s . .56 .70 .88 1.11
M AaTrKets s .89 1.02 1.17 1.35
Restaurants, drive-in ... 2.80 3.79 5.12 6.92
Restaurants, table service . . . . 2.>18 3.83 5.91 9.12
REtail SEO I€S coomrieireeeeseeiresseisssneeens .82 117 1.66 2.37
MASONRY INTERIOR PARTITIP
Bowling alleys (excluding alleys
and equipment) . . . . . $ .95 $1.12 $1.32 $1.50
Department StOres ... .o 2 19 2.85 3.72 4.81
Discount stores . . . . .o .74 .90 1.10 1.35
M arKets e .o 1.08 1.23 1.39 1.58
Restaurants, drive-in . . . . 318 1.25 5.09 7.61
Restaurants, lalile service . . . . 2.92 4.42 6.70 10.05
Retail StOres . . 1.02 1.43 2.00 2.80

fABI E Il. Apply to square feet of partition area. Costs include doors and openings.
Do not use these costs if Table 1is used.

Acoustic accordion partitions $10.00 $13.75 $19 00 $26.00
(N p.utn bloCK oo 175 2.25 2.95 380
Masonry, lile or concrete block . 2.00 2.60 315 4.50
Melal partitions.....cocevennneninnnas 4.65 5.80 7.20 900
Mdal and g 1a s s .veieirieeen, 5.20 6.40 7.90 9.75
Slcel studs and gypsum board . . 1.90 2.25 2.65 3 10
Steel >|uds and plaster............. 2.25 2.00 3.05 3.55
Sieel channels anti gypsum hoard, 2-1/4" 2.95 3.50 «1.15 4.95
m Wood frame, drywall two sides . 1.55 1.85 2.20 2.60
Wood rrauie, plaster two sides . . 1.85 2.15 255 3.00

PLUMBING — Apply to total floor area or use Section 53 (or
fixture. The following costs represent typical ranges only.

1 2
Bowling alleys .. $ .61 $ .80
Department StOres .cvnneicienieens 1.08 1.39
Discount StOres e .10 .58
M ATKEES i .79 1.09
Restaurants, drive-in ... 2.62 3.47
Restaurants, table service . . . . 2.30 3.40
Retail STO re S i 48 .78

SIC I'ION 43 PAGE 3

more detailed cost per

3

$ .99
1.80
.84
1.49
1.60
5.01
1.26

4

51.21
2.32
1.22
2 05
6.10
7 15
205

SPRINKLERS — Apply to sprinklered area. Costs include all piping but do not in-

elude tanks.

5,000 square feet e, $ .90 $1.09
10,000 oo .80 .96
15,000 i .75 .89
20,000 i 71 .85
25,000 i .68 .81
30,000 i .66 .78
40.000 i .63 71
50,000 oo .61 71
75,000 oo .57 .66

100,000 .o .54 .62
150,000 oo .50 .58
200,000 e .48 .55

HEATING, COOLING AND VENTILATING

$1.33
1.15
1.00
1.00
.95
.92
,86
83
.76
71
.66
.62

Apply to total lloor area.

$1 61
1.38
1.25
1.17
112
1.07
1(10

.9;>

.87
HI

74
69

Add or deduct 3" for each fool of variation front 12' average story height.

Costs are given for gas-fired healing surfaces. Add or deduct as follows for oilier fuels

Coal stoker lor hot air < I10OVA

Coal stoker for lioiler *10.). Oil-fired

For restaurants, use cost ranges in Secttun 13.
Kleetrir, cable or baseboard.................... $ .88 $1.08
Kleetrie wall healers . . . . . . 11 17
Forced @ i e .86 1.10
Furnace, lint -or wall....cocooeiiiniene. .15 .51
Gravity furnace . .72 87
lint water, baseboard or cottvvclnrs. 161 1.97
radiant fl1ooTr ., 2.11) 2.52
Space healers, gas, with fan .36 .45
steam coil, with boiler . . . . . . .68 .81
steam coil, without boiler . . . . AT .60
Slcani radiator, with boiler................. 1.31 1.61

without boiler . . . 1.05 1.31

Coal, hand-fired

$1.32
.54
I
65
101
2.12
3.04
.56
100
g7
2,06
1.till

- nr.;.
*]-(ydc

$161

.62
1.80
.79
121
297
3.61i
71
125
98
259
2.15



FIRE PROTECTION

FIRE PUMP EQUIPMENT
HORIZONTAL SHAFT (CENTRIFUGAL. 100 P.S.1.)

Prices mi link' installation costs, coupling mul motor or engine on d steel base, plus
mlief valve and waste ¢ >ne. Controller must be added for electric units. Diesel engine
asts include battery, trickle charger, coupling and automatic controller. Electric motors
¢ 230/100 volt, 3 phase, 60 Hz.

PM. HP. RP.M. ELECTRIC DIESEL
500 60 1800 $ 7,900 $34,000
50 75 1800 10,000 35,500
100 100 1800 12,900 37,500
500 125 1800 15,000 39,000
300 150 1800 17,000 40,000
300 200 1800 20,000 42,000

VERTICAL SHAFT (TURBINE. MULTI-STAGE)

The following prices include a vertical electric motor with thrust bearing. Costs for
esel engines include a n'ht angle drive, coupler, niclal skid, fuel tank, battery, trickle
argi r and automatic controller.

P.M. H.P. n.p.M. PUMP ADD FOR ADD FOR

ONLY  ELECTRIC DIESEL
>0 50 1800 $13,000 $1,650 $22,700
50 75 1800 11.500 2,400 24.500
100 100 1800 16.500 3.200 26,300
>0 125 1800 18.500 3,900 28.500
100 150 1800 21,000 4,700 30.500
>00 200 1800 27,000 6.200 35.500

PUMP DRIVERS

I>icsul Engines with coupling, skid, battery, fuel tank and battery charger. For
riimtlal drive.

For 1000 gal, 100 psi Pump $10,000
For 2000 gal, 100 psi I'ump $14,500

Electric Motors (Sipiirrel cagu induction, 3 phase 60 cycle, drip-proof)

LTAGE ftPM. HORSEPOWER

30 50 75 100 150 200
‘30 160 1800 $620 $1,050 $1,550 $2,100 $3,150 $4,200

0

ELECTRIC DRIVE CONTROLLERA
Combined Manual and Automatic, Reduced Voltage

*
AMPS HORSEPOWER
30 50 75 100 150 200
220 30,000 $ -1.100 $ 5,100 6,600 — v, s
75,000 7,900 8,600 9,500 $10,500 $12,900 $15,800
440 25,000 3,500 4,600 5,700 6,700 8,300 9,600
60,000 6,900 8,200 9,300 10,200 11,600 12.700

"Circuit breaker interrupting capacity.

Combined Manual and Automatic, Across-thc-Line

VOLTAGE  AMPS* HORSEPOWER
30 50 75 100 150 200
220 30,000 $ 3,600 $ 4,300 $ 6,000 $ 8,100 .o......
75,000 6,900 7,400 8,000 8,700 $10,200 $12,000
440 25,000 3,200 3,700 4.100 4,500 5,000 5.100
60,000 6,-100 7,000 7,500 7,900 8,100 8,900

"Circuit breaker interrupting capacity

DIESEL DRIVE CONTROLLERS.......oovvemrrssririvrienns

$3,300 in $3,500

FLOW METERS

PUMP SIZE COST RANGE PUMP SIZE COST MANGE
500w $170 - $620 2000 $ 660 $ 83(1
790 e, 500 ¢« 650 3000 830 1,010

530 - G80 n 1,010 1,230
590- 750

SPRINKLER SYSTEMS

Costs per square fool may be found in the Segregated Cost Sections, liefer lo (be
section applicable lo the type of building under consideration.

SMOKE AND HEAT ACTUATED ALARM SYSTEMS

Most commercial installations are leased. The costs below represent the installation
costs charged ;o the user.

Commercial base cost $600.00 plus $ 17 per square foot of protected areas.
Residential ionization s mke deli elms cost $50.00 to $70 00 installed.



FIRE PROTECTION

FIRE ALARM SYSTEMS

(biddings iiiulci 75' height. Buildings 75+ and ntiove.

Control panel ill luliliy: Control panel al fire control
L1 ZOMNE i $525 room (with sireel access for .
5Z0NE e 000 Fire Department) 75 zones . $|000
Tull slidion e, 20 Speakers connected with micro
Siimlic (INterior. e, 50 phone at control panel 50
roll slalion with liorn Emergency telephone,5 jacks 100
nrPHEalarm. e, 10 Sprinkler water flow’detector 150
(Use same costs for stations anil dc- Time,date,location printer . 3.500
Icrints in buildings over 757 high). llaltery standby system . . 3,800
CABINETS
Extinguisher Cabinets: ,
Steel” . $10000  Aluminum . . $150.00  Stainless Steel . $250.00
| lose Cabinets: ,
Steel . . s11000  Aluminum . . $105.00  Stainless Steel . $28000
|lose Ilouses: .
Steel . $||OO(K) Aluminum . . $000.00

Inside fire hydrants including 75" of M, 2” hose, valve, rack, and nozzle, installed
without <ahmel, cost $210 to $300.

EXTINGUISHERS

l'uriahle, .inlilreeze (pressurized), 21 '2 gal.  cooeevcvrervn. 75
Datable, wilier (pressurized), 2-1 '2 gal...cccccoevvecvirseieinsieennns 00
Carbon Dioxide, with hose and horn, 2*1/2#....ccccoveeenuenn.n. 03
5T 71

10* e 08

20/7 v, 115

(‘at Iron Dioxide, wheeled. 50 // ..coocooorcveveecrrcienerriesesrseseri, 025
100V, o. ;300

Drv i heiniciil, regular types, 2- 1/2V .....coccoevoereoemeoneeeresseessiinnns 32
(<] o TP 37

A 50

2012 87

B0/ e 155

(For all purpose type, add 10to 15 percent)

* v+ vakshHE AR SSRA Bt 1 Alinn o1 inUI T nmmua

AIR FOAM SYSTEMS
High Expansion, cubes (eot per minute.

5000 CfM . . $2000 100th.CfM . . $3000 15000CM . . $1,000
Low Expansion, (protein) cost per square loot of tank surface.
TANK SURFACE FUEL OIL GASOLINE
500 Sip ft. $ 3800 $ 1,200
1.000 +1,300 1,000
1,500 +1.000 5,700
2,000 5.500 6.G00
3,000 7,200 8,000
«1 000 9.300 12.000
5 000 12.000 1G.000

CARBON DIOXIDE SYSTEMS

FLOODING SYSTEMS
(Cost per cubic loot)

SMALL MEDIUM LARGE

(>t cu. ft.) (3.000 cu.(l.) (30,000 cu.ft
Standard hazards $ 1fi0 $ 115 $ @
Electric hazards 250 150 70
Fur vaults 2 80 1.05 85

LOCAL APPLICATION
(Cost per square foot)

SMALL MEDIUM LARGE
(75 0. It.) 5090 ft.) (1,000 80.It
Coaled surfaces $55.0(1 $30 10 $25.00
Liquid smTaces 75.00 51.00 37.00

HALON 1301 SYSTEMS
(Cost per cubic toot)

Includes ionization detection with appioximatcly 6‘T lotai flooding Of electrical
hazards.

500 cu.ft. . . $1.35 3,000 CU.It. . . $3.00 30,000 cu. ft. . . $120

DRY CHEMICAL SYSTEMS

Iteslaiiiaiil llootl and Duct (25 1b ) . $1i()0 to $1,200

3/70



ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CSHB #6438
SB #370

Section 2 of SB 370 and CSHB 648 affects that statute of the
Alaska Public Utilities Commission in that it takes the
ratemaking powers which have been delegated to the Commis—
sion under AS 42.05 and returns them to the legislative
arena. The Commission believes that the Legislature should
have the following information before i1t decides what rates,

if any, should be charged to a class of utility customers -

in this 1instance those commercial customers that have iIn—
stalled fire protection systems which use hydraulic sprinklers.

Establishing utility rates 1is admittedly a complicated
process - it involves determining what utility expenses are
reasonable and then allocating those expenses to the classes
of consumers that are responsible for the incurrence of
those costs. Customers are then charged rates which cover

these expenses.

The Commission believes the Legislature should realize that
there are expenses directly associated with providing sprinkler
service that if not paid by those customers who received the
service, 1i.e., those who have installed sprinklers, will be
borne by other customers, namely residential consumers and
those commercial customers who have not installed a sprinkler

system.

An example of the extent of utility expenses associated with
providing water sprinkler service follows: In its last
request to the Commission for a permanent rate increase,
Central Alaska Utilities, a water utility 1in Anchorage
serving approximately 10,000 customers, allocated $129,000
of its revenue requirement to bt. recovered from those cus—
tomers who received sprinkler service. Section 2 of this
legislation would require that those utility expenses at—
tributable to provide water sprinkler service would be borne
by all customers of the utility. It is interesting to note
ithat "if this mmmount., «"$129,D00, .mnust be (recovered from >all
other CAU customers, it would require a rate increase of
approximately $1 .00 per month per customer or an annual
increase of more than $12.00. The customers of the
Anchorage Water Utility and other regulated water utilities
providing this service would experience a similar increase.
The Commission adds that as with all costs, those associated
with providing sprinkler service change as a utility"s
economic circumstances change, and this number might not
hold in a new tariff revision. The Commission also notes
that this ratemaking prohibition would not effect the rates
that nonregulated municipal water utilities might charge.



One of the questions raised by this legislation is who would
provide the revenues needed to, if required, resize a water
utility"s service line as a result of* the installation of
sprinkler systems in a commercial building.

The Commission wants the legislature to understand that
there are costs currently associated with providing sprinkler
service that, 1if not recovered from the users who benefit
from the service, must be borne by all of the utility"s
customers. This does not even begin to consider the costs
that will be generated by new sprinkler customers taking
advantage of the “Tree™ service. This maj be a social
policy that the legislature desires to establish. However,
it does depart from the Commission®s utility ratemaking”
philosophy - that to the most reasonable extent possible,
the costs causer should be the cost payer.



TWO INTERPRETATIONS v r |
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APUC - says water standby charge is based on insurance ratingyfor each area.

Whether water is used or not, certain amounts must be available in case of
fire.

If SB 370 passes, APUC interprets:

- that buildings with sprinkler systems will not have to pay a fee
or surcharge once system is installed

IN VIEW OF THE ABOVE MANDATED CHARGE, APUC CONTENDS SOMEONE MUST PAY
THE DIFFERENCE, AND THEY INTERPRET THIS DIFFERENCE AS COMING FROM ALL OTHER
CONSUMERS, WHETHER COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL, OR THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

Mr. Shirnberq interprets this bill to mean only commercial buildings will
be affected - and any price differential would be equally split among all
commercial buildings, whether they have sprinkler systems installed, or not.
The general public would not be affected.

QUESTION: Also, APUC was established to set fair rates - is this law attacking
the rate making process - even just a small portion?? And, is this good - to
start — ?



NOTICE OF UTILITY TARIFF FILING

The ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION hereby
gives notice that the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU), a water utility, has filed
a tariff revision (TA19-122) which reduces the monthly rates
for private fire protection. A comparision of the current

and proposed monthly rates follows.

(*/See

Service Size Current Rate Proposed Rate Below
2" $ 7.10- $ 3.46 .18
3" 15.90 7.79 .41
4" 28.45 13. 87 .72
6" 63.55 31. 20 1.62
8" 112.85 55.49 2.89
10" 176.40 86.69 4.51
12" 254.10 124 .85 6.50

More detailed information may be obtained from the
utility whose address is 3000 Arctic Blvd., Anchorage, Alaska
99503. The filing may be inspected also at the offices of
the Alaska Public Utilities Commission, 1100 MacKav Building,
338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501.

Any interested person may file a statement of views
favoring or opposing the tariff revisions proposed by AWU with
the Commission at 1100 MacKey Building, 338 Denali Street,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 on or before February 2, 1979. This
statement should clearly affirm that the interested person
has filed a true copy of it with AWU, 3000 Arctic Blvd.,
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 as required by tne Alaska Administrative
Code.

DATED at Anchorage, Alaska this 9th day of January, 1979.

ALASKA PU3LIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Russell N. Staley
A.cting Executive Director

iled by Julian Mason, Counsel for Western Enterprises and Jim
Faiks, (Western) who stated in part,

"Pending hearings on the revised tariff, counsel for
Western held several meetings with AWU and its attorney.
During those meetings, it was disclosed that AWU antici—
pated making an -additional amendment to its tariff filing
which would reduce the rates f. ~ sprinklered buildings to /
only 2.5% of their current level. Copies of the existin7/
ana proposecr tariffs are attached as Exhibit "A"."

Mr. Mason"s complete statement (filing), from which this quotation
is extracted, 1is attached.



STOTE 0S AXASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Carolyn S. Guess
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a
Tariff Revision, Designated as
TA19-122, by ANCHORAGE WATER
UTILITY to Decrease Sprinkler
Fire Protection Rates

U-79-14

o’ o/ o\ N/

MOTION TO ELIMINATE RETROACTIVELY TO .
JANUARY 2, 1979, THE PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION CHARGES-T CI
CONTAINED IN THE TARIFF OF THE ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY

The tariff of the Anchorage Water Utility ("AWU™)
contains a provision under which AWU levies a charge, in
addition to the regu]ar monthly charge, Tfor service to
buildings which contain sprinkler systems. The reasonableness
of and justification for this charge have been hotly contested
for several years by the owners of sprinklered buildings.

On January 2, 1979, the Anchorage Water Utility
filed a tariff revision in which it proposed to reduce the
charge for sprinklered buildings. That tariff filing was
suspended by the Commission and hf-arings were scheduled.
Western Enterprises and Jim Faiks ("Western") petitioned to
intervene in the proceedings and their petition was granted.
Western owns or represents the owners of a number of sprinklered
buildings. Western and AWU agreed to attempt to resolve the
dispute thro; gh negotiation and the Commission approved a
stipulation extending certain deadlines.

Pending hearings on the revised tariff, counsel
for Western held several meetings with AWU and 1its attorney.
During those meetings, it was disclosed that AWU anticipated
making an additional amendment to its tariff filing which

o T md sy Would reduce the rates for sprinklered buildings to only

LAWYERS

meggﬁﬁwmm 2.5% of their current level. Copies of the existirg and proposed

ANCMORAGC. JK 99S0I
(907) 276433 | tariffs are attached as Exhibit "A." Based on that representation,
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and an additional suspension period. However, AWU was —
unable to file the tariff on the stipulated date and Western
agreed to an additional extension of time which the Commission
approved in Order No. 5.

Shortly before the expiration of the most recent
deadline, counsel for Western was notified by Mr. Peter
Argetsinger, attorney for AWU, that AWU would be unable to
file the tariff as planned for a variety of reasons. While
the recited reasons are not directly relevant to this motion,
the Commission should be aware that Mr. Argetsinger indicated
that, while AWU agrees with Western that the tariff 1is
wrong and must be lowered substantially, no decision has been made
by the Municipality as to exactly what the tariff should be.

During the course of negotiations since the filing
of the original amendment to the tariff, it has become
absolutely clear that the present tariff contains rates
which are many times higher than they should be.llAWU has orally
expressed a willingness to absorb any revenues which will be
lost by eliminating the charge altogether until such time as
it decides to file a new tariff. Under those circumstances,
it is not reasonable for AWU"s customers to continue to pay
rates which the utility acknowledges are inappropriate and
unreasonable. Therefore, Western respectfully asks that the
private fire protection portion (i.e.,Sfhedule E, page 51)
of the AWU tariff be eliminated retroactively to January 2,

1979. This motion, 1if granted, will require AWU to refund those
charges, if any, which it has collected for private fire protection

2
since January 2, 1979.-

1/ Western®"s position has always been that the surcharge
lor sprinklered buildings 1is inappropriate, discriminatory, and
unjustifiable. AWU disagrees but has acknowledged that the

present rates are approximately 40 times what they should be.
The second | ~vision of the tariff (which was never filed) containe
rates which were about 2.5% of the current rates.

2/ Many of the customers of AWU have refused to pay the
charge. Western has escrowed the disputed charge.

-2-
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motion. AS 42.05.381 (a) requires that all rates be "just and
reasonable."” AS 42.05.391 (a) prohibits a utility from subjecting
a customer to "an unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage." The

present tariff rates are so high that they are unreasonable and
Western is being disadvantaged and prejudiced by those rates.
Therefore, it is inappropriate and a violation of the statutes
cited above to continue the present rates. Since AWU cannot decide
what rates it wants, the proper action is to eliminate the rates
entirely until AWU makes its decision and files a new tariff.

Respectfully submited this /3 day o f 1979.



Il. SERVICE CHARGES (Cont"d).

Schedule E Private fire protection (cor.t*d)

Service Size Honthlyjae , ™~ b
.18 (R)

41 (R)

.12 (R)

1.62 (R)

2.89 (R)

4.51 R.

6.50 (R)

Schedule F - Bulk water sales

All bulk water sales will be handled by special contracts.



ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY

SUMMARY OF COST AI,LOCATION FACTORS

Commercial and Industrial
Special

Data Total Residential Metered Unmetered (construction)

Anrrn.il water production cnarged

to each class (1) (mg) 5.484.0 1,676.0 2,173.6 1,498.7 135.7
Capacity (mgd) (2) (peak day) 27.20 7.29 8.05 7.74 1.02
Number of customers, total (3) 14,897 11,649 LGll 1,484 153
Number of metered customers 1,611 1,611
Number of metered customers,

weighted by meter size
Fire protection hydrants 2,300

Allocation factors

Annual consumption - Same factor 1.0000 .3055 . 3964 2733 0247
Capacity 1.0000 .204) 4025 2463 .0651
Number of customers, total 1.0000 7520 1081 .0996 .0103
Number of metered customers 1.0000 1.0000
Number of metered customers,

weighted by size 1.0000 1.000*

Composite factors

Line 1, 207. i .2000 3 L0611 | 0793 05471 .
Line 2. a7, 9 Cong:rnn]gﬁéon “3000 11-0000 .1635 | 2246 00 4013 g7 2817 88%% 0570
Fire protection - Hydrants

i , 507 5000 + 5 Ean- 2013 1232
line 3 s © 2000 yi-ooo 5siil 4982 i) 2554 Byo17n  -sosip-0377
Line 6 - page 2 of 2, Schedule B5

Line 15 - page 2 of 2, Schedule B5
Schedule C
The needs of AWU are concentrated In the lack ofcapacity tosatisfy peak demands
Column total - system total

Reflects the demands placed on customer service by thosecustomers with the
greatest diversify of demand characteristics

Fire protection

1Tbl Ic tTi.-"te
1.27 1.27
1,800 500
.0335 .0335
.0268 .0768
.1826(5) 2174(5)
«0167}.0167 0167 l0167

Bulk sales
G1U

Et:ﬁ S5><0 O

56 8

0147

.0118

0073 ]

0073

(02



WATER UTILITIES

(December 31, 1977) — ofenr'of
REVENUES
UTILITY NET PLANT GROSS NET USERS
CLASS A
Anchorage, Municipality of $32,780,037 $5,862,718 $1,553,524 15,900
Central Alaska Utilities, Inc. 17,804,414 2,172,929 476,960 9,931
College Utilities Corp. 4,541,435 624,733 173,007 996
TOTAL - Class A $55,125,886 $8,660,380 $2,203,491 26,827
CLASS D
Barrow Utilities & Electric
Cooperative $963,094 $4/0,446 ($71,627)
CLASS C
Alyeska Utilities, Inc. $155,338 $ 55,631 $ 8,196 245
Dawn Development Corp. Annual Report Not Received
S &S Development 320,203 69,303 7,857 456
TOTAL - Class C $475,541 $124,934 $1f,053 701
CLASS D
Bell Utilities & Development, 1Inc. $ 443,739 $ 41,500 $18,459 140
Eagle River Heights Utilities, Inc,
year ended 6/30/77 153,593 28,821 5,393 173
Glacier Utilities, Inc. 297,249 20,759 (17,912) 231
McGahan U tilities, Inc. Annual Report Not Received

53



JAY S. HAMMOND, Governor

PAEKOME RSP O, 25,250

DIVIStOIl OF BUSINESS LOANS JUNEA'U, ALASKA 99811

The Division of Business Loans is not opposed to making loans for fire
prevention equipment. It does, indeed, make them right now. The
division 1is opposed to giving preferential treatment to certain types of
loans. The installation of fire prevention equipment could mean prevent-
ing loss of life or property, but the same could be said of repairs to
the hull of a fishing boat or repairs to the foundation of a store
building or the purchase of new engines for an airplane. We get appli-
cations for those types of loans, toe

We are presently backlogged 16 weeks on applications. That"s 16 weeks
from the date the loan is received until the applicant receives a yes or
no answer. The backlog increases as the difference increases between

our fixed iInterest nte and the bank®s rising rates. It is very diffi-
cult to justify putting off an applicant who has waited 16 weeks for an
answer because we have to stop and work on a new application just received.

Prefeiential treatment of loans is difficult because:

. With the current 16-week backlog, loans are not studied until
many weeks after they are received. They are merely stamped
and logged in and Ffiled until a loan examiner finishes with
those applications which came in before it. It would take a
change in procedures and a sudden increase of the backlog if
we were to, with the present staff, stop processing loans to read
all incoming applications. In spite of our best efforts to
provide forms which should make the use of loan proceeds
evident, applicants often go out of their way to make it
obscure.

2. Several bills have be™n introduced which require preferential
treatment for certain types of loans. (Examples: fish holds,
energy-related loans.) Preference isn"t preference anymore if
the volume of preference work is too great, and it may mean
never getting to the run-of-the-mill loans if the preferred
loans increase in quantity.

3. Almost all applicants have reasons for needing preferential
treatment. Fishermen need to get their boats purchased or
repaired before fishing season. Contractors need their new



ST/s122M

equipment before the building season. Tourism facilities have
to be ready for the tourist season. Child care facilities
have to make mandated repairs or lose their licenses. Very
few applicants are requesting something which isn"t needed
right now.

Many applicants for loans have signed earnest money agreements
for the purchase of the item for which the loan proceeds are
to be used. Their earnest money agreements nearly always have
time limits, and forfeiture of thousands of dollars may result
if no answer is received cn the loan. Certainly this is also
a request which should be given preference, if preferential
treatment was available.



JAY S. HAMMOND, Covernor

ORISR veLB Rl A
DIVISIOH OF BUSINESS LOANS JORERUC ALASKA 9oL

March 20, 1980

Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

It would appear that the addition to AS 45.95.020 contained in SB 370 is
not necessary, as an applicant can have any number of small business
loans, providing that they do not total more than $500,000. If the
intent of that paragraph was to allow a loan that brought the total to
mere than $500,000, then it would have to be worded to allow that.

As written in the original SB 370, the paragraph could be construed to
mean that the commissioner could not disqualify the applicant if we had
previously foreclosed on a loan to him or if he was delinquent on an
existing loan. 1 doubt that this is the intent of the paragraph, so if
you want to include something regarding the amounts allowed, yoi would
want to be more specific iIn the wording.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the bill.

Very .truly yours,

Director

ST/sa4/1l



565 University Ave.
P. 0. Box 80909

PHONE College Station
(907) 4gr9-2668 Fairbanks, AK 99708
(907) 479-2760

March 21, 1980

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Chairman, Community & Regional Affairs
Committee

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Senate Bill 370
Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

College Utilities Corporation is a privately owned sewer and
water utility, serving the suburbs of Fairbanks, the University
of Alaska, end the Fairbanks International Airport. We

receive about 6.95% of our annual water operating revenues
from fire protection charges, of which several of our customers
are government agencies.

Should the legislature get into the business of rate setting,

in competition with the Alaska Public Utilities Commission,
which already 1is causing us paperwork nightmares and pocketbook
headaches, and eliminates this fire protection charge via SB
370, the average rate for a single family dwelling will
increase by approximately $1.87 per month. College Utilities
feels thris.bill unfairly allows regulation, by legislation

on top Zf Chat already provided by the APUC.

Since

GEORGE E. GORDON
President

COLLEGE UTIIITIES CORPORATION

GEG/mjh



Representing All

South Central
Fire Prevention -« s, seniet, and

Councll

February 19, 1y80

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairperson,
Senate Community & Regional Affairs Committee

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

We strongly support and recommend that the Community & Regional
Affairs Committee act favorably and recommend DO PASS to Senate
Bill No. 370, an \ct relating to fire prevention.

We feel that the provisions of this act that will allow businessmen

and property owners to receive loans at terms and interest as proposed
will encourage the installation of fire protection systems. An additional
incentive will be created for the property owner by removing the fire
protection systems from the real property tax roles.

This bill addresses and removes the inequity in water utility rates
charged to property owners who have installed hydraulic fire protection
systems.

All three of the provisions of this bill will create the much needed
incentive that will allow property owners to make the needed installation
of fire protection systems a reality. This will, iIn years to come, re-
uuce the costs and demands on the Dublic Ffire departments, and will assist
greatly in brirging our escalating loss of life and property under control;
reducing this loss and bringing together the public and private fire
protections to provide the most cost effective method of providing for the
fire protection needs of our communities.

Your support on this legislation will be greatly appreciated by those
of us who work daily iIn the areas of fire prevention and suppression.

Respectfully Yours,

Russell J. Bagley
Chairman

RJB:dgs

in South Central Alaska

mHi 11 "TIWIHBHITIFfL HIM TIHHIMIIM=- i- mll f

Agencies Concerned With Fire Prevention And Education



The other wcy to build

i 1 T-07ZED BWLD-F?
*KckcU Steel S cuCUk <., "kc.

P. 0. Box 340 «Kenai. Alaska 99611 «(907) 283-7810

February 28, 1980

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Chairman

Senate Community & Regional Affairs Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Senate Bill No. 370 will bo coming before your committee
in the near future.

I, as a businessman, strongly support this legislation.
It will offer the type of assistance and 1incentive
necessary to make the installations of fire protection
equipment cost effective. This bill offers the hope of
getting our fire loss under control, and a method of
reducing the costs of fire protection in the future.

I ask that you act favorably on this bill.

Owner

RSO/I1c
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March 4, 1980

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator SturgulewsKki:
This letter is in support of House Bill 648 and Senate Bill 370 which

are strongly supported by the Alaska Fire Chiefs' Association and the
Alaska State Firefighters Association.

This bill will make low interest loans available to property owners to
finance the installation of private fire protection systems, it will
provide tax credits to property owners with private fire protection
systems, and it will eliminate water standby wutility charges on prop-
erty owners' utility bills. It is an impressive program which will

save cities and property owners money, without increasing mandatory
regulation or other red tape.

Upon reading the enclosed position paper authored by the above Asso-
ciations, | am sure you will agree with the Firefighters and Fire
Chiefs that this bill is something long over due and it should be
strongly supported.

When the program is explained every organization to whom the program
has been presented has enthusiastically supported the program. The
Nire Chiefs' Association is in receipt of letters from the Cordova
Chamber of Commerce, the City of Ketchikan, the Water Conservation

Association, all of which enthusiastically support the legislation.

It is understood that more enthusiastic support is on the way and
building. Please support House Bill 648 and its companion Senate Bill
370 this session. Thank you.

Very truly yours,,

ALA# rFIRE CHIEFS' ASSOCIATION

es Evans, President

P.S. The sponsors of the House and Senate bills have been provided
with a Digest of factual material which conclusively and
emphatically documents the effectiveness of private fire

protection in controlling fires, and, therefore, local

government costs. A cop" " that Digest is enclosed for your
information, and for t> . of your committee.



City of Soldotna
eox 409 PHONE 262-9107
SOLDOTNA. ALASKA 99669

March 21, 1980

The Honorable Arliss SturgulewsKki

CITY OF OPPORTUNITY

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

D' r Senator Sturgulewski:

We are enclosing a copy of Resolution 80-16 supporting
HB648 and SB370 which was adopted by the City Council

of the City of Soldotna at their regular meeting,

March 20, 1980. We hope you will consider this support
when this legislation 1is being addressed.

PatricTacT Burdick
City Clerk

Enclosure



CITY OF SOLDOTNA
RESOLUTION 80-16

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING HB648 and SB370 CONCERNING THE EXEMPTION
OF THE VALUE OF A FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM IN THE ASSESSMENT OF A
BUILDING

WHEREAS, HB648 and SB370 will benefit, the citizens of the State
of Alaska and the City of Soldotna by exempting the value of
fire protection systems from the assessment of the full cind true
value of a building, and

WHFREAS, It is recognized that the legislation will result, 1in
safer buildings and enable citizens to fully protect their
buildings anc create lower assessments, now therefore be it

RESOLVED, By the City Council of the City of Soldotna that they
sjpport. the concept of HB648 and SB370.

ADOPTED this 20th day of March, 1980.

Mayor

ATTEST:

1 L . u £JI1IcA
City Clerk



Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce

241 5 Hemlock - 110 — Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
Teiaphone (907) 225-3 184

Community and -V-gional Affairs Committee

House of Representatives

Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

.Juneau, AK 99811 February 14, 1980

Dear Sirs:

The Board of Directors of the Creator Ketchikan
Chamber of Commerce would like to go on record
as fully supporting House Bill 648 and Senate
Bill 370, regarding "An Act relating to fire
prevention".

Best regards,

% U.u O m vn-v

Sally Smith
President
Creator Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce

cc: Community and Regional /Affairs Committee
Senate
Alaska State Legislature

Representative Terry" Cardiner
Representative Oral Freeman
Senator Robert 1. Ziegler, Sr.



Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Comrribrce

241 5 Hemlock -110 — Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
Telephone (907) 225-31 84

RESOLUTION

(An Act Relating to Fire Prevention)

WHEREAS: The Oreoter Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce
Boa* 1 of Directors has evaluated House Bill #648 and Senate
Bill #370 and;

hilERPASe lhe Creator Ketchikan Chamber of Commepcc
Board of Directors has deteniiined that Eire Protection
systems should not he included in the assessment value
of a building and;

WHEREAS. The Creator Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce
Board of Directors has determined that a U tility Company
should not be entitled to levy charges for water to
hydraulic sprinkler fire prevention systems per unit and

WHEREAS: |he Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce
Board of Directors has determined that the directives
indicated in these hills are in the best interest of
preventative operations relating to fire protection;

BE I'l ilEREFORE RESOLVED: ‘'lhe Greater Ketchikan Chamber
of Commerce Board of Directors recommends immediate passage
of House Bill #648 and Senate Bill 1370 as they read in
identical form.

Approved and adopted this 13th day of February, HER), by the
Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce Board of lfreetors.

"ally Simtil, President
Greater Ketchikan Chamber of Commerce

KCTCMIKAN  PAIMFEIPD



March 4, 191*0

The Greater Kenai Chamber of Commerce supports H.B.648,
This bill would be beneficial to both the City of Kenai
and the near surrounding Kenai. We urge passage of a

similar bill in the Senate so that it may be enacted into
law.

Verv Truly Yours

Richard I. MorgaVACh™Nirm* i
Legislative Committee

Kenai Chamber of Commerce



MT. ECCLES

January 30, 1980

Mr. Robert Shirnberg
Post Office Box 1167
Kenai, Alaska 99611

Dear Mr. Shirnberg,

This 1is to inform you that on January 29, 1980, the Cordova Chamber of
Commerce took action supporting proposed legislation for the installation
of Private Fire Protection Systems.

The following are specific concepts supported by this Chamber:
1. Low interest or no interest loans with a minimum of paperwork to be made
available to businesses for the purpose of installing Private Fire

Protection and Suppression Systems.

2. That 1loan payments be held to the amount saved on the establishemnt®s fire
. insurance premium.

< * . 3. That legislation be passed urging local municipalities to not
/-1~ N e /."™s increase the assessed evaluation of the property because of the

= A \ installation of such system, whether it be named as an improve-
; o iment or anv other such designation.
\r / 4. That sufficient publicity be given to business people
- \. - in all communities.
» m f*

The Chamber of Commerce feels that incentives for
the installation of Private Fire Protection and
Suppression Systems will reduce the loss of lives,
«Co . property, and lost man-hours due
c to destruction of business property.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Varn.im

cv. Alaska Fire Chief's Association, Alaska State Fire Fighter's Association, Cordova
City CoujMow.



ALARMS -+ Burglar, Fire Tour full Line Electrical Supplier LIGHTING FIXTURES - SHOWROOM
Intercom - Telephone RESIDENTIAL - COMMERCIAL
283-401 2 283-4275 283-4036

KENAI ELECTRIC INC

P.O. Box 308
JCE.NAI, ALASKA
99611

March 13, 1980

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman
Senate Community 6 Regional Affairs Committee

Pouch V.
Juneau, Alaska, 99811

Dear Senator SturgulewsKki:

I understand that Senate Bill No. 370 will be before
your Committee in the near future.

I strongly support this type of legislation. As a
businessman, we need the support and incentive that
will be created by this bill. We will make the fire

protection improvements in our property if it is
cost effective.

This type of legislation offers an opportunity to both
improve the fire protection in our communities, as well
as controlling the escalating costs of suvj'n service.

Thank you for your consideration on this matter.

Sincerely,

Glenn Kipp
President

GKl/car



Official Business

Alaska Jitfaie legislature

Address all

JOINT SENATE AND HOUSE correspondence to:
COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT STUDY LOCAL GOVERNMENT STUDY
Co-Chairmen Pouch V
Senator Arliss Sturguiewski State Capitol
Representative Bill Parker Juneau, Alaska 99611

March 27, 1980

SENATE BILL 370
Attached is a copy of CSSB 370 showing changes desired to lie incorporated

into another Comnittee Substitute. This bill is scheduled for another
public hearing April 1, at 1:30 p.m.

Attachment
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Original sponsors: Colletta and Bradley

BY THE COMMUNITY AND

IN THE SENATE REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 370
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVEN.H LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to fire prevention."”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

*

read:

*

Section 1. AS 29.53.020(a) is amended by adding a new paragraph to

(7) real property to the extent and subject to the conditions
provided in (j) of this section.
Sec. 2. AS 29.53.020 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(J) Two percent of the assessed value of an improvement to real
property is exempt from taxation if the improvement contains a fire pro-—
tection system approved under AS 18.70.081, and in operating condition,
and incorporated as a fixture or part of the improvement. The exemption
granted by this subsection is limited to

(¢)) anamount equal to two percent of the value of the fire
protection system based on the assessment for 1981, if thefire protec—
tion system is a fixtureof the real property on January 1, 1981; or

2) anamount equal to two percent of the value of the fire
protection system during the year of its installation if the fire
protection system becomes a fixture of the property after January 1,
1981.

Sec. 3. AS 42.05.381 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
A(d) A\utility may not charge a fee or surcharge £o provide standby
wa"fcer~for/fi\e protection\systems which use hydraulic qr standard”

sprinklers and whicli are approved under AS 18,70.%?1.

Sec. 4. AS 45.95.020(a) is amended to read: I

-1- CSSB 370



WCRX DRAFT PAPER WCRK DRAFT PAPER WCRK DRAFT PAPER

(a) The commissioner shall, under regulations and policies adopted
by him, make small business loans to acquire, finance or refinance or
equip businesses, including farming equipment, fire protection systems
approved under AS 18.70 081, mining and fishing, not exceeding $500,000.
The loans shall be secured by acceptable collateral and may not exceed
75 percent of the appraised value of the collateral offered as security.
The rate of interest may not exceed nine and one-half percent a year on
the unpaid balance.

* Sec. 5. AS 44.33.170 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(b) Tourist attraction development matching money may also be
obtained for the purpose of purchasing and installing a fire protection
system approved under AS 18.70.081 for a building used or to be used for
the purposes described in (a) of this section.

* Sec. 6. AS 18.70 is amended by adding a new secLion to read:

Sec. 18.70 J81. APPROVAL OF FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS, f The b<
ment of* Public Safety shall inspect and approve or disapprove
protection and fire alarm systems offered fcir sale in the s
October 30 of each year the Department of Public Safety shall make
available a list of approved systems to the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs, the Department of Commerce and Economic Development,

and the public.

-2- CSSB 370
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INTERIOR FIRE CHIEFS ASSN. OF ALASKA

Address Reply to: oA
***?
January 25, 1980 James A, Morris
Member

Interior Fire Chiefs
Assn. of Alaska
656 7th Avenue

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Senator Brad Bradley
Pouch V - State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Bradley:

Attached is some information that you requested concerning proposed
legislation about the Community Fire Protection Incentive Program.

City Ordinance 3794 provides for a fee schedule for sprinkler services
(A", 6" or 8" depending upon the side of the sprinkler system) for the
Municipal Utilities System (MUS). MUS provides water service to all areas
of the City of Fairbanks, excluding Fort Wainwright. There are presently
some two hundred (200) sprinkler services in the MUS system. Note that the
applicable rates are underlined (bracketed amounts are the changes applied
previous to the effective date of Ordinance 3749, 27 December 1978).

Note also that the IRIS fee schedule includes a fee of $65 per month for
fire hydrants. Tie General Government of the City presently pays this fee
to MUS for every public hydrant in the City (925 at present). This amounts
Lo an annual coat of $721,500 underwritten by Sales and Property taxes equally
proportiate from all property owners in Lhe City (see attached copy 1980
City Budget page 104).

The number of fire hydrants required in any part of the City varies with
the potential amount of water needed to extinguish a fire. This will vary
with the size of the buildings in the area and what materials were used to
construct them (wood, steel or cor” uete). Large commercial buildings require
greater amounts of water, therefore more fire hydrants. Attached materials
from the NFPA Fire Protect lon Handbook and IS0 "Municipal Fire Protection
Grading Schedule” r.re used as guidelines for providing adequate hydrants. Areas
with one and two family houses usually have hydrants every four hundred (400)
feet, yet commercial areas have twice as many hydrants (every 200-250 feet).



Anchorage
Fairbanks
Juneau

Ketchi kan

TOTAL

Comm. Property Value

96,920,074

106,867,300

51,299,887

$ 707,842,695

Prop. w/FPS 0 2%

Anchorage
Fairbanks
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40%
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40%
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$ 249,015,489
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$ 372,423,824

Revenue Lost

$ 68,700
12,200
16,600

6,600
$104,100
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$ 11,400
$125,500



Brian r.Shute
ATTORNEY AT LAW

1020 WEST ATM AVENUE. SUITE 200

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
(907) 274-6644

March 14, 1930

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman, Comm

Pouch V

Juneau,

Re:

Alaska

unity and Regional Affairs Committee

990811

Senate Bill 370

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Some questions have arisen concerning the definition of fire
protection sys
Chiefs™
protection and fire alarm systems as defined in the National

Fire Codes.
protection

Associ

tems. The understanding of the State Fire
ation 1is that the bill would cover those fire

Following is a suggested definition of fire
systems:

Fire protection systems are those systems as
defined i
tion, pub
Association.

n the National Fire Codes, current edi—
lished by the National Fire Protection

The systems include, but are not limited to,

the following: Foam extinguishing systems, high
expansion
Halon 130
chemical
foam/water sprinkler and supply systems, stand-—
pipe and hose systems, hydraulic sprinkler
systenms,
required for the foregoing systems.

foam systems, carbon dioxide systems,
1 systems, Halon 1211 systems, dry
systems, water operation fixed systems,

and associated pumps and tanks as

Fire alerm systems include, but 1 e not
limited to: supplemental station signalling
systems,
auxilliary signalling systems, remote station
signalling systems, proprietary signalling
systenms,

local protective signalling systenms,

and automatic fire protection systems.

The growing public support for this bill is indicative of
its benefit.
Alaska State Fire Fighters Association emphatically urge
its enactment.

The Alaska Fire Chiefs®™ Association and the

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call.

Brian

4-vnl x;

R.

Shute

\:ruiv*e



Till* LEGISLATURE CI: THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE
REVISED
FISCAL AOTF.

L REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. HB 648 & SB 370
Title An-Act Relating to Pirp Prpypnt-inn
Requested by Date.
II. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Dept, of Commerce and Economic Development
Progi am Category Affected Development
BRU, nrogram, or Subprogram(s) Affected Division of Business Loans
(Note: 'f more than one budget component is affected, separate iinc-item amounts and funding for each
, component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 80 .FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
100 PERSONAL SERVICES TOT TH—
200 TRAVEL ror o
300 CONTR ACTUAI. rror NO—
400 COMMODITIES <-0-
500 EQUIPMENT rOr- -0r
600 LAND * STRUCTURES
700 G RANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.
TOTAL 0 0.
FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND -0- -0-

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

FULL TIME

POSITIONS

PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1I)

Revised to reflect elimination of the loan priority provision.
No additional personnel needed to process loans within standard

procedures.

IV DATE Revised 4-1-80 PREPARED BY .

AGENCY Div. of Business Loans/ Dept, of Commerce & _
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2510 ' Econ. Dev.
cc: Bi dgct and Management

P iinc Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)
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THE LEGISLATURE OI; THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

|
REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. i CSSB 570 i
Tide "An Act relating to fire prevention".
Requested bv Scnroedcr Date Apr: 1 7, 1980

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected _ Public Safety )
Program Category Affected_ Public Protection
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected, Fire Safety

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
COMMODITIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

:UNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction”, Section I111)

IV. DATE 1/7/81] PKI-PAin-n* lichnt-1 m. Clemens
AGENCY FfiiGic Saletv
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 1(5-4350

CC:

Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)



ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE
FISCAL NOTE. (UPDATE)

1. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. SB 370

Title Exempting value for Fire Equipment Svst.pms in Ppal Pmpm-fv

Requested bv  Senator Sturqulewsky * Date 4-1-80

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Community & Regional Affairs
Program Category Affected Local Government Assist.anrp - statp flcco”nr
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Development
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate iine-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
soo L JNTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 125.5 135.5 145 4 168.1 170 7
TOTAL 125.5 135.5 146.4 158.1 170.7

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND : 125.5 135.5 146.4 153.1 179.7
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME i
PART TIME 1
TEMPORARY 1

I1l. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1l)

The fiscal note for SB 370 is based upon the anticipation of State reimbursement
to municipalities for revenue lost by the operation of SB 370. The dollar amounts
shown were based upon the following information. The annual increase is estimated
at 8% for property value inflation.

IV. DATE 4-1-80 PREPAREDBY S.tcyg

AGENCY Community ft Regional Affairs
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-4787
cc: Budget and Management

Pnme Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)
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Dear:

As you no doubt know.Cormiictee Substitute foj”~Senate bill 370, an act
relating to fire prevention, passed out of 4ny ConnrLttee April 1, 1980,
and was referred to the gSenate Finance Comnittee. -"T T

A tremendous amounp”of-"Interest nas been shown in this bill and sub—
stantial input”otfthe background has been received, some of which negated
major changes which are now incorporated into the comnittee Substitute.
Fgr your informatipn, enclosed is-pertinent material used by the
Committhee in our"deliberation of the various sections in the\original
biil, which appeared quring”~the course of ptaff research.

remain for/fir” systems to be instalj
which yds the\main pritenh
or those areas Vhat/do not\
measure; but ail businesse’s
plying for business loans at the"lower

Past concerns expressed by the various State agencies for the administration
of the original bill has been resolved in the Comnittee Substitute, and all

the agencies involved haveglinted they can saw adequately work with the (?**

program. ~ i-h p.u”,a”™ yr* A

If you have any further questions, or concerns, please contact my office.
I thought you would be interested in this brief synopsis of the Comnittee
action, as well as receiving the additional information.

Sincerely,

The sponsor®s main intent was to provide incentive measures for installation

of fire protection systems, as well as to provide incentive measures for c
keeping the installation in effect, once it is installed. This bilKVio~u-ttLilL.
realizes these measures. Property tax exemptions are allowed for structures
maintaining fire protection systems. Unfortunately, rural Alaska, or those
areas that do not charge property tax willpifxmefit from this Statute; but
all businesses may benefit from the other incentive section of applying

for loans from the Easiness Loan Division, of the State Department of Com—
merce. OF course, we all realize that one incentive currently exists,

and that is through the insurance changes that decrease when installation
occurs.



The sponsor 3 intent was to provide incentive measures for installation of fire

protection systems, as well as to provide incentive measures for keeping the installation

in effect, once installed. The Committee Substitute retains the incentive measures to

neec these goals. Property tax exemptions are allowed for structures maintaining

fire protection systems; however, this section was changed from the original version

to allow 21 exemption of the full and true value of the structure, with the intent

for the percentage to remain effective on the original assessed value base figure through

the proceeding years, as long as the system is maintained. It was unfortunately noted

that rural Alaska, or those areas that do nc charge property tax will not derive

benefit from this incentive measuie. The APUC section was deleted. The "priority””

intention was deleted from the Business Loans section, as well as the section which

forbid the Division from denying applicants which have present loans, or previous

loans. Lastly, a new definition section was added for fire protection systems,

which will be supplied and updated yearly from the Fire Marshall®s Office. Past concerns

expressed by the various State agencies for the administration of the original bill
/ic-hae- been resolved in the Committee Substitute, and all agencies have now stated they

can adequately work with the programs as outlined currently. For your information,

enclosed is pertinent material used by the Conmittee in our deliberation of the various

sections in the original bill. which appeared during the course of staff research.

ITf you have any further questions, or concerns, please contact my office. | thought
you wxild be interrested in this brief synopsis of the Committee action, and hope this
will give you a better understanding of the issues and concerns that were raised. No
one ever objected to the concept, which has met with such enthusiasm and public support.

Sincerely,



[E

13

14

15

16

17

IS

20

23

24

25

26
27

28

20

Original sponsors: Colletta and Bradley

BY THE COMMUNITY AND

IN THE SENATE REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

For a

BE IT

*

read:

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 370
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
i A BILL
n Act entitled: "An Act relating to fire prevention."
ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

Section 1. AS 29.53.020(a) is amended by adding a new paragraph to

(7) real property to the extent and subject to the conditions
provided in (ji of this section.
Sec. 2. AS 29.53.020(g) 1is amended to read:

() The stite shall reimburse a borough or city, as appropriate,
for the real property tax revenues lost to it by the operation of (e)
or (J) of this section. However, reimbursement will be made to a bo—
rough or city for revenue lost to it only to the extent that the loss
exceeds an exemption which was granted by the borough or city, or which
upon proper application by an individual would have been granted by the
borough or city, under AS 29.53.025(a).

Sec. 3. AS 29.53.020 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(J) Two percent of the assessed value of an improvement to real
property is exempt from taxation if the improvement contains a fire pro—
tection system approved under AS 18.70.081, in operating condition, and
incorporated as a fixture or part of the improvement. The exemption
granted by this subsection is limited to

(D) an amount equal to two percent of the value of the fire
protection systembased on the assessment for 1981, if thefire protec—
tion system isa fixtureof the real property on January 1, 1981; or

(2 an amount equal to two percent of the value of the fire

Nl= CSSK i7D
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protection system during the year of its installation if the fire pro-—
tection system becomes a fixture of the property after January 1, 1981.
Sec. 4, AS 45.95.020(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) The commissioner shall, under regulations and policies adopted
by him, make small business loans to acquire, finance or refinance or
equip businesses, including farming equipment, Tfire protection systems
approved under AS 18.70 081, mining and Tfishing, not exceeding $500,000.
The loans shall be secured by acceptable collateral and may not exceed
75 percent of the appraised value of the collateral offered as security.
The rate of interest may not exceed nine and one-half percent a year on
the unpaid balance.

Sec. 5. AS 44.33.170 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(b) Tourist attraction development matching money may also be
obtained for the purpose of purchasing and installing a fire protection
system approved under AS 18.70.081 for a building used or to be used for
the purposes described in (a) of this section.

Sec. 6. AS 18.70 1is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 18.70.081. APPROVAL OF FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS. Before
October 30 of each year the Department of Public Safety shall make
available a list of approved fire protection systems to the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs, the Department of Commerce and Eco-—

nomic D velopment, and the public.



LiviuUKANUUM e state or Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS A\
Marie Pignalberi date: March 10, 1980 A
Deputy Coirmissioner
p. FILE NO
THRU:  Palmer McCarterA
Director”™, -A telephone no:
Steve Van Sant/N2&*" subject. Comments on SB 370

Assistant State Assessor

This

is a followup of the memorandum dated 3/5/80 to Deputy Commissioner

Marie Pignalberi regarding concerns on SB 370.

Upon

obtaining more information and talking with some of the assessors

in the state, we would like to add the following information:

1. According to Anchorage Assessor, Pat McKee, this bill would be
almost impossible for him to administer. The reason being that
Anchorage does not value commercial property (where most fire
protection equipment exists) by the cost approach, but by the
income approach. The income approach is simply estimating market
value by the income a building is capable of making. For example,
assume there are two motels iIn Anchorage, side by side, and both
were very similar. Further assume that one had sprinklers and the
other one did not. The estimated value of one motel would probably
be within I»-5« of the value of the other, assuming the room

rents were comparable. In this instance, there would be no value
given on fire protection equipment, therefore, it would be very
difficult to conform with SB 370.

2. As stated in our previous memorandum, we are concerned as to
what value the assessor is expected to exempt, cost of equipment,
cost of equipment and labor, or estimated market value. IT it is
to be the cost of the equipment, would the assessor take the actual
cost to the owner, or the average cost to any property in general?

3. This bill does not require reimbursement by the state for
revenues lost to the municipality by the implementation of this
bill.

4. lhe property owner in the unorganized borough who plans to
install fire protection equipment would not realize any incentive
under this program (and, in our minds, if the bill is to be an
incentive for installation of fire suppression systems, rural
Alaska or the unorganized borough is where the greatest need
exists).



Marie Pinnalberi
March 107, 1S80
Page Two

ALTERNATIVE 1

For your information, we have attached pages from the "‘Marshall Valuation
Service'. This valuation service is used world wide by many assessors.
Nearly all assessors in Alaska who value commercial property by the cost
approach utilize this guide.

On one of the pages, it indicates that the approximate portion of the
total cost for "sprinklers”™ in i.' office building is 1.%.

if it is the intent of the legislature to pass a bill whereby the
incentive is an exemption of property taxes, the Department would
suggest amendments to SB 370 as follows:

1. Remove this exemption from AS 29.53.060 (Full and True Value)

and place it in AS 29.53.020 (Required Exemptions).

L ; i . n. <-y§Qj I'(7 1A - ¢c/C.
2. State the amounir to 'te exempted If*r-stru”ture-does have .jy /7, r -
fire protection equipment. This could be done easilyby stating, * A
"The exempted amount of this exemption shall be 2% of the full

and true value of the,building as determined by the assessor.under

AS 29.53.060." / 'Yy f>, , ffe< i m& -r*
O)rywu ¢« ( fC -Loivt'l =K . yr
3. The state should reimburse the municipality any revenue lost #-/ <K
to it by the implementation of this bill. "/u

11 ; /L
4. There should be a time limit of three years placed upon the N @i
exemption. This would allow time for the taxpayer to amortize his -
investment, but not be an on-going give away program. \a.(t

a A /l%*v
5. Existing structures could be granted the same 2% exemption for v
three years to be equitable. (Although, again, if the intent is t w/

encourage installation of a fire suppression system, only new
structures should be included iIn the bill).

Alternative 2

IT the intent of SB 370 is to offer incentives to property owners planning
new construction and encourage the inclusion of fire protection systems in
new structures, the Department suggests that a program similar to the
following be considered.

For equity proposes, the state would adopt a normal cost schedule for
fire protection systems. An example of such a cost schedule is
presented in the attachments, page No. 2 from the Marshall Valuation
Service. In conjunction with this schedule, Marshall Valuation Service
also provides "local multipliers” which bring the normal cost schedule



Marie Pignalberi
March 10, 1930
Page Three

into line with costs in Alaska. The local multiplier for the schedule is
1.97.

After adoption of a schedule, the Department could then compute the "normal
cost” of a fire protection system by applying the schedule to each
structure which applied for the program. For example, if an application
were received for a 10,000 sg. ft. building, the normal costs would be
obtained as follows:

10,000 sg.-ft. X $1.15 X 1.97 = 322,655.00

After the normal costs were calculated, the incentive program would

offer a grant to the property owner of 5% of the computed normal cost.
Therefore, the property owhner would receive $1132.75 ($22,655 X 5%) from
the state. The normal costs could be updated on an annual basis to reflect
current estimated normal costs.

Attachments
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i STATE OF ALASKA
2 THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
4 = . .Marvin R. Weatherly
Carolyn S. Guess
5 Susan M. Knowles

Stuart C. Hall

7 In the flatter of the Filing of a )
Tariff Revision, Designated as ) U-79-14
8 TA19-122, by ANCHORAGE WATER )
UTILITY to Decrease Sprinkler ) ORDER NO. 1
9 Fire Protection Rates )
)
10
11 . ORDER SUSPENDING TARIFF AND
INSTITUTING AN INVESTIGATION
12 1
13 On August 29, 1978, ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU)

14 filed a tariff revision TA18-122, requesting authority to

15 reduce 1its rates to owners of sprinkler fire protection systems,
16 The Staff of the Commission subsequently observed that the

17 proposed reduction was based on 1incorrect revenue requirements
18 and therefore recommended that AWU withdraw its request and

19 refile with the correct revenue requirement data.

20 Accordingly, on January 2, 1979, a corrected tariff
21 revision was refiled with the Commission by AWU and designated
22 as TA19-122.

23 According to AWU, the proposed rate reduction 1is

2-1 exoccted to decrease the annual revenue derived from this

a schedule of services from $227,394 to $178,034, which amount
y jt
<I o will be absorbed by the utility until its next comprehensive
=Pf§ 7 rate oreneeding .
<k5
Zu AWU further indicated that the filing was made at tne
U
< £3 request of the administration ar.d Borough Assembly of the Muni
cipality of Anchorage. The filing is the result of a reduction

31 U-79-14(1)(2/15/79)
Page 1 of
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in water flow requirements for sprinkler heads from 6,000
gallons per minute (gpm) to 3,000 gpm. Ina reduction followed
discussions between AWU personnel and personnel of the Insurance
Services Organization offices in San Francisco, California.

The Commission has reviewed the proposed tariff
revision and believes that there are broader considerations
than those indicated by AWU that must be addressed before
approval. Those considerations include, but are not Ilimited to:

1. The justification for reduction in water demand
for sprinkler systems.

2. The effect of the reallocation of water demand
investment to utility rate payers.

The Commission further believes that an investigation
into the reasonableness and propriety of reduction in sprinkler
rates should be instituted.

THE COMMISSION FURTHER FINDS AND CONCLUDES:

1. That it is in the public interest to suspend the
AWU request pending an investigation by the Commission.

2. AWU should be placed on notice that an investigation
or public hearing in this proceeding might cause the Commission

to require refunds to the affected parties.

ORDER
THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The operation of the tariff revision, designated
as TA19-122, which was filed by Anchorage Water Utility, is
suspended for an initial period not to extend beyond August 15,
1979.

2. An investigation is instituted 1into the reason-
ableness and propriety of the proposed rates.

U-29-14(1)
Page 2
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3. Anchorage Water Utility shall refund any excess

revenues collected undei

its private i "re protection (Schedule E

;_tariff rates during the period of suspension if the existing

J rates are subsequently found to be excessive.

i DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 15th day of

L
if

February, 1979.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

(Chairman Gordon J.

Susan M.

/>

>

*y

Knowles

Zerbetz and Commissioner

not participating)
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Carolyn S. Guess
Susan M . Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-79-14
TA19-122, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER ORDER NO. 2

UTILITY to Decrease Sprinkler
Fire Protection Rates

ORDER GRANTING PETITION TO INTERVENE

AND ESTABLISHING DISCOVERY PROCEDURES

On January 2, 1979, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) filed a tariff containing reduced
rates for "private fire protection service". On February 1, 1979,
WESTERN ENTERPRISES, INC. (Western) and JIM FAIKS (Faiks) filed
with the Commission a Notice of Objection to Tariff Filing and
Petition to Intervene (Petition). The Petition was verified and
showed that Faiks 1is the owner or part owner of 10 commercial
buildings, that those buildings have fire protection sprinkler
systems, and that AWU takes the position that its "private fire
protection service"” charge can be levied against those buildings,
The Petition also showed that the charge to Western for "private
fire protection” is about $9,000 a year and alleged that the
charge is being assessed selectively in violation of AS 42.05. 371.

The Petition asked that Western and Faiks be allowed
to intervene in these proceedings, that the new tariff take

effect but that all collections be made subject to refund, that

U-79-14 (2)
Page 1
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”l the intervenors be granted reasonable rights of discovery, and
2 |that a pre-hearing conference be scheduled. AWU has not responded
1

i to the Petition.

w

4 F On February 15, 1979, the Commission issued Order
i
5 No. 1 in these proceedings which suspended the tariff and

initiated an investigation. The Commission did not at that time

rule on the Western/Faiks requests to intervene and to bo granted

|
8 rights of discovery.

9 Based on 3 AAC 48.110, the Commission finds that:
10 1. There is no means other than intervention by which

1 Ithe rights of Faiks and Western can be protected in this

12 |Iproceeding and there is no existing party who can represent

il
13 ii the interests of Western and Faiks.

14 2. The participation of Faiks and Western will
15 contribute to the development of a sound and complete record.
16 3. The participation of Western and Faiks willnot

17 broaden the issues presented or delay the proceedings.

18 4. Any order issued by the Commission in these

19 proceedings may affect the financial interests of the owners of
20  the buildings managed by Western.

21 The Commission also finds that it is appropriate to
22 grant Faiks and Western reasonable rights of discovery because
23 the granting of discovery rights will expedite and streamline
24 these proceedings. In making this finding, the Commission

25 notes that the business records of AWU are available to the

26 Commission and its Staff and that the Commission files are,
27 with limited exceptions, public records as a matter of law.
28 see AS 09.25.120.

29

30

31 y-79-14 @
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ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

"Jim Faiks to

i)

1 2.

1.
J;intervenors,

The Petition of Western Enterprises, Inc., and

intervene in this proceeding is granted; as to

they become parties to this proceeding.

Western Enterprises, Inc., and Jim Faiks shal

1 be

permitted reasonable rights of discovery. Specifically, they

shall be permitted to request from the Municipality of Anchorage

d/b/a Anchorage Water Utility production of documents and

other materials and answers to

sible or which may lead to evidence admissible in these proceedings,

interrogatories which are admis—

«Western Enterprises, 1Inc., and Jim Faiks, when making discovery

irequests, and Anchorage Water Utility, when responding to

j'requests, shall be guided generally by the Rules of Civil

fcedure governing these requests.

i'DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 16th day of

I"March, 1979.

"e(SEA L)
I
|
U-79-14 (2
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Carolyn S. Guess
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-79-14
TA19-122 , by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER ORDER NO. 3

UTILITY to Decrease Sprinkler
Fire Protection Rates

ORDER SETTING DATES FOR FORMAL
HEARING AND PREFILE? TESTIMONY
On February 29, 1979, the Commission suspended
TA19-122 for an 1initial period not to extend beyond August 15,
1979. In its conclusions for this action the Commission noted
that it would be in the public interest for the Commission to
more thoroughly investigate this matter and 1in addition, placed
the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU)
on notice that 1its investigation might require refunds to the
affected parties.
On March .16, 1979, the Commission granted WESTERN EN>-
TERPRISES, INC. (Western) and JIM FAIKS (Faiks) 1its petition to
intervene as parties to this proceeding and reasonable rights of

discovery.

Under 1its authority to regulate the conduct of its public

hearings, the Commission will require AWU, Western - Faiks and
Commission Staff to present prepared written testimony instead of
oral direct testimony under 3 AAC 48.150(F). Parties will also be

U-79-14 (3) (6/726/79)
Page 1 of 2
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required to submit a list of witnesses in their order of appear-
ance with their written testimony. The parties will be specific-
ally precluded from calling witnesses who have not submitted
prepared testimony. AWU and Western-Faiks will be required .to
submit prefiled testimony and witness lists by 4:30 P.M., July 13,
1979. The Commission Staff will submit its prefiled testimony
and witness lists by 4:00 P.M., July 20, 1979.

ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:
1. A public hearing 1is scheduled to

on July 30, 1979, in the Commission's hearing

Building, 338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska.

2. Anchorage Water Utility, Western

Jim Faiks shall file before 4:00 P.M., July 13,
witnesses in their order of appearance and written
instead of oral direct testimony for each witness.

3. Commission Staff shall file before

July 20, 1979, a list of witnesses in their order

1100

convene at 9:00 A, M.

Enterprises and
a list of

testimony

P.M.,

appearance

and written testimony instead of oral direct testimony for each

witness.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this
June, 1979.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION

(Commissioner Susan M. Knowles not participating)

(SEA L) /SI-
. Jy» o\
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Carolyn S. Guess
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as Uu-79-14
TA19-122, by the MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER
UTILITY to Decrease Sprinkler
Fire Protection Rates

ORDER NO. 4

ORDER GRANTING STAY OF PREVIOUS ORDER
AND SUSPENDING TARIFF REVISION

On June 26, 1979, the Commission issued Order No. 3
setting the date of July 30, 1979, for a public hearing in this
proceeding and requiring the parties to file written pre-filed
testimony.

On July 9, 1979, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) and WESTERN ENTERPRISES, INC.,
and JIM FAIKS (Western) jointly moved the Commission to stay
OrJer No. 3 and to delay indefinitely the deadlines established
in that Order. AWU stated it intended to file a revision to
TA19-122 which would "involve different allocations, substantial
shifting of costs ar.d a significant change in the proposed
rates” (Motion, p. 2). The Motion for Stay of Order and Stip-
ulation also indicated that Western has considered and discussed
the anticipated revisions and expects to stipulate to recommend
its approval.

It is apparent that the revision the parties propose to

TA19-122 will require an entirely new technical and financial

U-79-14 (4) (7/13/79)
Page 1 of 3
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S

drawing one tariff revision and substituting

3 AAC 48.310(g) if a suspended tariff s
and later refiled, the Commission may, in

it again for the full statutory period.

Since AWU desires to revise TA19-122

withdrawn

its

Commission will stay the operation of Order

deadlines established in that order indefinitely.

will extend the suspension period of TA19-122

No. 1 indefinitely pending receipt of the

revision.

supplemental

The Commission received a number

original filing from the public. Since t

is expected to substantially alter the sprinkler

the Commission will notice the new filing
to AS 42.05.411(a) and 3 AAC 48.280 and wu
suspend the revised filing for further in

AWU continues to be bound durin

subsequent suspension periods of TA19-122

refund procedure establised in Ordering Paragraph

Older No. 1:
3. Anchorage Water Utility shall re
revenues collected under its private

(Schedule E) tariff rates during the

to be excessive.

ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

he

to

nder

vestigation.

g

by

fund

1. The motion for Stay of Order

dated July 5, 1979, and jointly filed by

U-79-14 (4)
Page 2
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Stipulation,

Municipality
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Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Water Utility and Western Enterprises,

Inc., and Jim Faiks, is granted.

2. The operation of the tariff revision, designated
as TA19-122, is suspended indefinitely pending the utility"'s
compliance with Ordering Paragraph No. 3 infra.

3. On or before September 15, 1979, the Municipality
of Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Water Utility shall file with the
Commission its revised tariff for sprinkler rates and supportive
documents.

4. All other conditions set forth in previous
Commission orders in this proceeding remain in effect.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 13th day of

July, 1979.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Carolyn S. Guess not participating)

(SEAL)
-t,
V-
I (. = ~ - »
v
>V - N,
v"™>\V. ,A!SD
S
U-79-14(@4)
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Carolyn S. Guess
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as Uu-79-114
TA19-122, by ANCHORAGE WATER
UTILITY to Decrease Sprinkler ORDER NO. 5

Fire Protection Rates

ORDER EXTENDING TIME FOR REVISED TARIFF FILING
On September 17, 1979, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) filed a motion for an
extension of time to file its revised tariff as directed by
Order No. 4 in this proceeding, dated July 13, 1979. AWU

stated in this motion that its proposed revisions to fire

protection rates are presently undergoing further review by
the Municipal Administration (Mayor and Executive Committee).
The utility also indicated that the Municipal Assembly might
request a public hearing and that in view of this process a
45 day extension of the Commission's filing deadline will be
required.

AWU further states that the necessity for this motion

has been discussed with Counsel for WESTERN ENTERPRISES, INC.,
and JIM FAIKS, intcrvenor in this proceeding, and he has indicated
that the intervening party will not oppose this motion.

Since AWU desires to revise TA19-.122 substantially,
as discussed in Order No. 4 in this matter, the Commission is
of the opinion that it would lie in the public interest to extend

its deadline fo'_ filing a revised tariff for an additional 45

day period as requested by AWU.

U-79-14 (5) (9/2 6/79)
Page 1 of 2
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ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS:

1. The Motion for Extension of Time, dated Sep—
tember 17 ~9, 1is granted.

2. 0On or before November 2, 1979, the Municipality of
Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Water Utility shall file with the
Commission its revised tariff and supportive documents for
fire sprinkler rates.
DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 26th day of

September, 1979.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioners Susan M. Knowles and
Stuart C. Hall not participating)

(SE A LD
r
Vv, y
v/ w
(1
cri
r~.
U-79-14 (5)
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly

Carolyn S. Guess

Susan M. Knowles

Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as Uu-79-14
TA19-122, by MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE
WATER UTILITY to Decrease
Sprinkler Fire Protection Rates

ORDER NO. 6

ORDER SCHEDULING PRE-HFARING CONFERENCE

On July 9, 1979, the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE d/b/a
ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (.®WU) and WESTERN ENTERPRISES, INC.
and JIM FAIKS (Western) jointly moved the Commission
to stay Order No. 3 in this proceeding and delay indefinitely
the public hearing set by that Order. The Commission granted
the motion for stay based on AWU's desire to substantially
revise TA19-122 arid ordered that a revised tariff for sprinkler

rates together with supporting documents be filed by September

15, 1979.

On September 17, 1979, AWU filed a motion to
extend the deadline for filing the revised cariff for an
additional 45 days, until November 2, 1979. The Commission

granted this motion in Order No. 5.

failed t° meet the November 2, 1979, deadline.
On December 17, 1979, Western filed a motion to eliminate
retroactively to January 2, 1979. the private fire protection
charges until AWU files a new tariff. The motion also

states that AWU notified the attorney for Western that it

Uu-79-14 (6) (1/11/80)
Page 1 of 2
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could not file the tariff as planned for a variety of reasons
ard that the wutility had made no decision as to exactly what
the tariff should be.

The Commission believes that at this point in time

it would be most expeditious to schedule a pre-hearing

conference between the parties, in accordance with 3 AAC
48.140, at which time AWU will be given an opportunity to
explain its failure to file a new tariff. Also, the pre-hearing
conference will afford an opportunity to explore possible courses

cf action to resolve the issues in this proceeding.

ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, a pre-hearing
conference be held at 9:00 A.M. on January 21, 1980, in the
Commission hearing room, 1100 MacKay Building, 338 Denali
Street, Anchorage, Alaska, to give the Municipality of
Anchorage d/b/a Anchorage Water Utility and the parties an
opportunity to delineate the issues and problems in establishing
just and reasonable sprinkler fire protection rates.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 11thday of
January, 1980.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissioner Susan M. Knowits not participating.)

vV -
N4 s v
...I | ] 0
» *<@ "
(SEAL) ; 7 4*7
= A.

Uu-79-14 (6)
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STATE OF ALASKA
THE ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Gordon J. Zerbetz, Chairman
Marvin R. Weatherly
Carolyn S. Guess
Susan M. Knowles
Stuart C. Hall

In the Matter of the Filing of a

Tariff Revision, Designated as U-79-14
TA19-122, by The MUNICIPALITY OF
ANCHORAGE d/b/a ANCHORAGE ORDER NO. 7

WATER UTILITY to Decrease
Sprinkler Fire Protection Rates

ORDER RESCHEDULING PRE-HEARING CONFERENCE
On January 11, 1980, the Commission issued Order

No. 6 in this proceeding which among other things scheduled

a pre-hearing conference to give the MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE

d/b/a ANCHORAGE WATER UTILITY (AWU) and the parties an
opportunity to delineate the 1issues and problems in estab—
lishing just and reasonable fire protection rates.

Subsequently, it was learned that it would be
necessary to postpone the pre-hearing conference to accom-—
modate the convenience of the parties.

Accordingly, the Commission will reschedule the
pre-hearing conference to February 11, 1980.

ORDER

THE COMMISSION FURTHER ORDERS, That, the pre-
hearing conference previously scheduled for 9:00 a.m.,
January 21, 1980, will be held at 9:00 a.m. on February 11,
1980, 1in the Commission hearing room, 1100 MacKay Building,

338 Denali Street, Anchorage, Alaska, at which time the

U-79-14(7)(1/21/80)
Pagel of 2



parties will be given an opportunity to delineate the issues

and problems 1in establishing just and reasonable sprinkler

fire protection rates.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE at Anchorage, Alaska, this 21st day of
January, 1980.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION
(Commissions Carolyn S. Guess and
Gordon J." Zerbetz not participating)

(SEAL)

U-79-14(7)(1/721/80)
Page2 of 2









JAY S. HAMMOND, Co**r«or

DEPARTMENT OP COMMERCE & () BJADONG

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT %enaustreet
ALASKA PUBLICUTILITIES COMMISSION ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501

July 24, 1979

cp <£.-2 .

Gentlemen:
Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist
us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

0. 1. Does a property owner receive any typo of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

Increase due to increased property evaluation
as the sprinkler system 1is a unit of the

property.
Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the wutility for waccr service

and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

(See sheet attached.)

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

(See sheet attached.)
H6l.M



Code by

No tax. The water system is owned and operated by the
City of Ketchikan dba Ketchikan Public Utilities (KPU)

who have not only the water system of Ketchikan, but

also Electric and Telephone utilities. The Utilities

are a separate financial entity from the General Govern—
ment of the City of Ketchikan. KPU cannot tax. KPU"s
revenue 1is not derived from taxes, but only from services.

The City Charter of the City of Ketchikan is very specific
as regards the Ketchikan Public Utilities. An excerpt
from Article VIII, Public Utilities and Enterprises, will
clarify the inability to provide any service without charge.

"None of the income, money, resources or property of the
Water system Electric system or Telephone system, shall
be placed in the General fund (City) or be used for the
benefit of anything outside of the fund to which it
belongs without due compensation or due value received
in return.”

Utilities Manager
8-2-79



.ction 11.16.100 Automatic sprinkler fire protection service

Schedule "F-2" Ordinance No.911
Water schedule "F-2", automatic sprinkler fire protection

service, hall be as follows:
(D) Availability. This schedule is available at the option

of the utilities within the city limits of Ketchikan where size
of mains and other facilities are adequate.

(3) Rate.
200 heads, or less $102.55 peryear
Additional, to 500 heads .31 perhead per year
Additional, to 1,000 heads .20 perhead per year
Additional, over 1,0.00 heads .13 perhead per year

(4) Minimum Charge: S102.55 per year
(5) General Provisions.
(A) Charges to be billed monthly.

(B) All fire protection lines, sprinkler, pipes and
valves on private property shall be owned, installed
and maintained by the owner and/or customer.

(C) AIll connections between utilities mair.s and privately
owned facilities will be made at the expense of the
customer.

(D) At the option of the utilities this service may be
metered. The meter and the installation thereof shall
be at the expense of the customer.

(E) No tap or outlet for use other than fire protection
shall be permitted on fire lines or mains unless approved
by the utilities.

Schedule Sheet No. 1 of 2

Ordinance Page No.
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August 10, 1979

Gentlemen:
P.e: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

Thi3 Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced natter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist
us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

0. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler systenm
or doe3 the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

a.) no
b.) Whether the property owner subsequently pays more tax
because property must be assessed at its full and true value

based on open market conditions according to AS 29.53.
Whether a sprinkler system has an impact on the market value
is best addressed by the borough assessor or a private real
estate appraiser. As a 1st class city in a 2nd class borough,

we do not determine our local property evaluations.
Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property ov;ner3 charged a

demand charge by the utility for water service
and If so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

a.) Not at present.

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

a.) Not at present.



August 10, 1979

Gentlemen:

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

Thi3 Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist

us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

0. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required

to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?



CITY 0

P.0. BOX 191 DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576
TELEPHONE (907) 842-5211 or 842-5212

August 28, 1979

Mr. John F. Jewell, Deputy Dir.
Alaska Public Utilities;
State-Dept. of Commerce & Economic Dev.

1100 MacKay Building

338 Denali Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

Dear Mr. Jewell:

1. The City of Dillingham does not give any tax break to property owners
installing sprinkler system.

2. Our water demand rates are based on the size water line provided.
The city does not impose a special fire hydrant or fire protection tax.

A copy of our Water/Sewer Ordinance introduced August 16th 1is enclosed.

Sincerely,

81% 70
Laura M. Schroeder >e I'N
City Manager Co *j r-
C1

P = <
LMS/vb o T
A

enclosure cert
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August 10, 1979

Gentlemen:

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

Thi3 Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist

us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

0. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system proporty owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?
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August 10, 1979

Gentleman:

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

Thi3 Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and

property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist
us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

0. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break Tfor installing a sprinkler systenm
or doe3 the ovmer subsequently pay more

property tax duo to an increased property
evaluation?

2. Are sprinkler system proporty owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and If rso, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service? A

0 ~N" Vv £0-1*0 %

3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to paya direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

00
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Gentlemen:

Thi3d Commission is desirous of receiving information in ~e
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist

us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler systenm
or does the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?
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Aro sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand chargo by the utility for watar service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costa for this service,
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August 10, 1979

Gentlemen:

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist

us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler systenm
or doe3 the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

fit/.* ">/ *mEf«*e0 ATr* i/M/ue.
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Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a

demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this sorvice?

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required

to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?



JAY S. HAMMOND, Covernor

"DEPARTMENT OE COMMERCE & 1100 MACKAY BUILDING
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 338 DENALISTREET
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

July 24, 1979

Gentlemen:
Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission 1is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist
us by briefly answering the fol]Jowing questions it would be
appreciated:

Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

There is no tax break for installing a sprinkler
system, tax is paid on the assessed valuation.

Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

Yes, method to compute demand charge not known,

Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

No.

City of Baker, Oregon
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Gentlemen:
Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission 1is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, 1if you could assist
us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler systenm
or does the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

4 o \ |

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
I-o pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
t ix by the municipality?
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Gentlemen: a

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist

us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler systenm
or does the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
Reply: evaluation?

-3-79 A. 1. Taxes are not effected. Normally the owner will enjoy
a better premium in his Insurance rates only.

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and i1f so, what method 1is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

A. 2. Yes. A rate analysis was conducted by a consulting firm
to determine the rate.

Q* 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

A. 3. No, just the minimum demand c urge.



|AY S. HAMMOND, Covernor

JUBPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & 1100 MACKAY BUILDING

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 338DENALISTREET
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

July 24, 1973

Gentlemen:
Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist
us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

Ho

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used ».0 determine
the costs for providing this service?

Q- 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

\jlb ~  $*.00 VIO X to



jWyY S. HAMMOND, Covemor

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & 1100 MACKAY BUILDING
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 330DENALISTREET
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

July 24, 1979

Gentlemen:

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission 1is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly,” if you could assist

w by briefly answering the following questions it would be
.appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or dees the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

No, he does not receive a tax break. The owner could
pay more tax due to an increased property evaluation.

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property o\mers charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method 1is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

The owner must take a regular water service before
qualifying for a special separate fire service. A monthly
service charge 1is imposed based on the operation and
maintenance cost of the meter and service pipe.

0» 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

No, he is not. The municipality makes a small contribution
towards the calculated cost of fire protection.
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JAY S. HAMMOND, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & 1100 MACKAY tUILDING
FECONOMBC DEVELOPMENT 338denaustreet

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ANCHORAGE. AIASKA 99501

Cc-

July 24, 1979 n ?
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Gentlemen:
Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission 1is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, if you could assist
us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property

evaluation?
7 <P \ W

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protectior
tax by the municipality?



WATER RATES AND REGULATIONS

Service connection installations larger than the two-inch
shall be charged at the actual cost of the complete
jutallation.
Delinquent penalty charge:
(SeC § 14.16.690) ..o $15.00
Special charges:
a Tiim-o.l requested less than thirty
days after turn-off requested
(See § 14.16.280)...ccmmimrinernennenrennennn, S10.00 each
b Shut-off and turn-on requested
lor premises where customer’s
stop and waste valve should
have been used (See §8§
14.16.220 and 14.16.250)"......ccccovvvvrrirnens S10.00 each
c. Turn-on or sl.ut-off requested
for a time other than regular
hours (See § »4.16.250).....ccccccevvrvcrernnnne $30.00 each
rvicc. Ttfe rates for water supplied exclusively for
fire protection purposes shall be deemed service charges
ad shall be for any one month, or fractional pa
thereof, as follows:

Size of Service Service Charge
4NCNES oo $ 4.00
BINCHES ..o 550
8INCNES ..., 7.50
10INCHES ..o 10.00
12 iNChES ..o, 12.00

/ Qutside the City Limits.

% |ndividual Meters. The consumption and minimum
monthly charges fur individual metered services outside
the city limits shall be computed in the fame manner as
for metered customers within the cit/ and then a
surcharge of twenty-five percent of this amount shall be
added to the charge so computed to arrive at the total
monthly water charge.

Master Meters.

a. The consumption charges for master meters outside
the city limits shall be computed in the same
manner as for individual metered services outside

024 (I verctt 2-15-78)



6.21.0*10- 6.21. 056

meter In the case of premie -s for which both fire* ;rotv stlon
and other water service for such uses as domestic, ecmraerciax,
industrial, or manufacturing purposes 1is supplied, there may be
two service installations made to the premises; one for fire
service only and one for other water service. These service
functions may also be combined in a single service connect!.n
with the approval of the water department.

In the event two separate service connections are Installed
the fire protection system so served shall consist of an auto—
matic sprinkler system only, without addit. onal outlets which
could normally be used for other than fire suppression purposes.
(Ord. 1561 (part), 1971).

6.21.0A. Fire service monthly service charges. (a) The
minimum monthly rates for inspection and maintenance of detec—
tor check systems are fixed as fTollows:

fcFTRE SERVICE "OR

DETECTOR METER SIZE MONTHLY SERVICE CiiAhOE
2" $ 9.00/montn
3" 5.00/month
g" 5.00/month
" 7 .50/month
8" 10.00/month
10" 15«00/month

Water used through t fire service line for fire suppression
purposes and limited testing of the system will norrally bo
furnished without any charge in addition to the monthly minimum
charge set forth for fire service meter or detector check meter,

(b) IT a detector check meter proves, or proof othcr-
wise provided, leakage or unauthorized usage of water whlch
is not for fire suppression purposes, the customer shall pay
for all water used at the applicable metered rate, The rales
for water so used are fixed as follows: At the time of first
written notice from tne city water department the a*.1llca
rate shall be the same as the domestic rate for compm ubl
of domestic water meter for unauthorized use over cno hunu:vu
cubic feet per month; in the event the unauthorized use agal:i
occurs after the period of time specified in the written noti ee
from the water department the rate shall be double the doruestic
rate for a comparable size domestic water meter for such ur.au-
thorized use over one hundred cubic feet per month.

(©) References made by this chapter as to existing metered
rates shall be %o Chapter 6.20 of the Edmonds city code. (Ord.
1561 (part), 1971).

6.21.050 7lolatlon--Penalty. In addition to all civil
fights of collection, liens, shut-offs and other remedies avail —
able to the city of Edmonds as prescribed by statute and ordi —
nance for unauthorized use and/or nonpayment of charges, any
person, firm, corporation or other organization, 1including any
officers, directors and managers thereof, who violate any pre—
cision of this :hapter shall be guilty of a cisdemeanor ana sub-—
ject to penalties as set forth in Section 5-12.170 of the



This study was initiated prior to this legislative session
for informational purposes in APUC Docket U-79-14, Re
Anchorage Water Utility.

In July 1979, the Commission Staff mailed questionnaires to

all known municipal water utilities within Alaska and to
several municipal water utilities in the northwestern United
States. The questionnaire consisted of three questions:
Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system

or does the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the wutility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

Of approximately 40 questionnaires sent within Alaska, 13
replies were received and of 93 questionnaires sent out of

state 42 replies were received.

TABULATION OF REPLIES

Alaska Question 01 Question 02 Question
Cordova No* No No
Dillingham No Yes No
Homer No No No
Juneau No No No
Kenai No No No
Ketchikan No Yes No
Kodiak No No No
Nome No No No
North Pole No Yes No
Petersburg No Yes No
Seward No No NO
Sitka No No No
Skagway No No No
Total Yes: 0 4 0

No: 13 9 13
ldaho
Burley No * Yes Yes
Couer d'Alene No Yes No
Moscow No No No
McCall N/A N/A N/A (Sewer Utility)
Mountain Home No No No
Total Yes: 0 2 1

No: 4 2 3

N/A: 1 1 1

Most of the "No” answers on question #1 appear to be directed to
the first part of the question. There were several "Neithers."

Note: All of the cities Ilisted here appear to have city owned water systems.

Information was previously supplied to the committee re privately owned
water utilities such as Central Alaska Utilities, College Utilities
Corporation, etc., and the regulated Municipal Water Utility, Anchorage
Water Utility.



Oregon

Ashland No * Yes No
Astoria No Yes No
Baker No Yes No
Canyonville No No No '
Central Point No Yes No
Clackamas County No N/A N/A (Not Water Utili
Coquille No No No
Corvallis No Yes No
Cottage Grove No No No
Lowell N/A No No
Portland No Yes No
Reedsport No No No
Roseburg No Yes No
Salem No No No
Sandy No No No
Stayton No Yes No
Total Yes: 0 8 0
No: 15 7 15
N/A: 1 1 1

Washington

Anacortes N/A Yes No
Battle Ground No * No No
Blaine No No No
Cheney No No No
Clinton N/A N/A N/A (No spiir
systems)
Edmonds No Yes No
Everett No Yes No
Fircrest No No No
Forks No No No
Longview No Yes Yes
Moses Lake No No Yes
Okanogan No Yes No
Olympia N/A Yes No
Pasco No Yes No
Port Angeles No Yes No
Pullman No No No
Seattle No Yes Yes
Tacoma No Yes No
Union Gap N/A Yes Yes
Wenatchee No Yes No
Yakima No Yes No
Total Yes: 0 13 4
No: 17 7 16
N/A: 4 1 1

* Most of the "No" answers on question #1 appear to be directed to

the first part of the question. There were several "Neithers".

Note: AIl of the cities listed here appear to have city owned water systems.
Information was previously supplied to the committee re privately
owned water utilities such as Central Alaska Utilities, College
Utilities Corporation, etc., and the regulated Municipal Water Utility,

Anchorage Water Utility.



SENATOR
ARLISS STURGULEWSKI 2057 SHE * DON JACKSON
COMMITTEES ANCHORAGE, ALASKA” 59504
Community & Regional Allans While in Junoau
VlC(E;[)%HrﬁelmAN JUNEAU CACASKA 99711
(907) 465-3712

Health & Social Services

March 25, 1980

Mr. Dave Walsh, President
Alaska Municipal League
c/o Pouch 6-650
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Dave:

The ability for municipalities to have a fair and equitable tax base Iis
absolutely critical to healthy local government. I would like to urge
the Alaska Municipal League, possibly in conjunction with the Alaska
Native Foundation, RuralCap and others, to undertake, prior to next
session, a major review of the kind and amount of taxes that uhe various
classes of municipalities can levy and collect. The current Legislature
is addressing House Bill 192, dealing with municipal revenue sharing,
and Senate Bill 199, dealing with the school foundation program. These
two areas provide major cornerstones for municipal school revenues. A
third cornerstone, real and personal property tax, is currently faced
with possible erusion and decreased credibility.

The Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee has some twelve

bills pending which impact the municipal property tax by allowing certain
classes of exemptions, 1imposing restrictions, etc. Some, but not all,

of these bills allow the municipalities to be reimbursed for the changes
in their ability to levy and collect real and personal property taxes.
Certainly the bills carry a major fiscal impact. I am enclosing a
summary of the bills currently before my Committee. Many other tax

bills affecting municipalities are before the Legislature, such as
changes 1in the amount of sales tax which can be levied in certain
municipalities and elimination of the business inventory tax.

Relating specificially to real and property taxes, it seems to me that

policies must be established regarding possible exemption. If such
policies are not developed, we will create a hodgepodge of a program
that will serve no one well. For example, should we consider exemptions

on a neeu basis rather than exemptions for special groups of people?
Should there be equality for a whole group, rather than special interest
exemptions within a group? What kind of things would be better left to
grant and aid programs as opposed to exemptions in the property tax
approach?



Mr. Dave Walsh _2- March 25, 1980

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs recently completed a
study of the exemption problem. Their study gives a synopsis of in—
formation developed that deals with major exemption problems, and in
some cases, suggests several options that might be taken. Their broad
policy statement favors few, if any, additional exemptions., and they
feel that any exemption program should meet the following criteria:

"any exemption granted should be either for public property or for
sufficient public good to justify a transfer of burden to the balance of
the community.”™ They recognize that the credibility of property tax has
been questioned continually and with increasing intensity these past few
years, and that many taxpayers feel that they are paying more than their
fair share.

The state has recognized certain senior citizens® exemptions, as a
matter of public policy. These exemptions support a policy of encour—
aging age diversity in Alaskan society, show esteem for and gratitude to
the pioneers of the state and give a method of helping many to afford to
stay in our state, rather than have to leave family, and friends to
begin a life in another state, where it might be cheaper to live. The
senior citizens who are on a fixed income and cannot absorb property
taxes increased by inflation certainly are in need of assistance.
However, some bills are now reaching into special groups within the
senior citizens; for example, allowing for surviving spouses 55 and
older of those senior citizens who qualified for real property exemption
to continue to benefit from the exemption. But, what about other senior
citizens within that same age group who might have just as much, or a
greater need for exemptions? Disabled veterans are another group being
suggested for special exemptions, but what about the equity question of
all other disabled people in our State? Other questions of equity need
to be considered.

Each piece of proposed legislation offers a shift in public policy -
new groups which deserve special treatment, new funding approaches, and

so forth. However, sound public policy decisions can be made only
within the context of effects or impacts on local governments and the
general public. How can we create a new special exemption, for example,

unless we are certain of municipalities fiscal needs, alternative rev—
enue sources and the impact of using those other sources?

Again, | would urge the Alaska Municipal League to take a leadership
position in review of the municipal property tax, as well as the broader
impact of local municipalities being able to raise adequate revenues to
fund needed municipal services. I would be most pleased to have your
response as to whether you feel the Alaska Municipal League finds merit



Mr.

Dave Walsh -3- March 25,

in this proposal, and if so, | sincerely hope the league will
the kind and amount of taxes that the various classes of municipalities
can and should levy and collect.

Sincerely yours,

Arliss Sturgulewski
Senator, District 10-H

Enclosures

CcC:

Alaska Federation of Natives

RuralCap

Governor®s Advisory Committee on
Aging

Ms. Dove Kull

Commissioner Lee McAnerney

Mayor George Sullivan

Mr. Phil Younker

Senator John Sackett

Senator Bill Ray

Representative Russ Meekins

Sponsors: SB 138, 154, 295, 299, 350, 370, 427, 431,

456,

1980

analyze

465 & 510
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(home
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(property tax
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Residential
Property Tax
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fire Preven-
rion

improve—establishment of tax exemption for home

SENATE BILL NO. 138, by Senators Bradley and Stimson. Relates to
improvements. Amends AS

29.53 by adding section which provides that the "value of an alteration,
repair, renovation, addition to, or improvement of an existing struc—
ture which is used by a taxpayer as his personal residence is exempt
from assessment for purposes of levy and collection of property taxes
under this chapter ' Repeals AS 29.53.025(f) & (g) relating to
current exemptions for improvements. Provides Act effective January

1, 1979.

Introduced February 13 and referred to Community & Regional Affairs,
then to Finance.

SENATE BILL NO. 154, by Senator Bradley. Amends AS 29.53.020(e)

to include disabled veterans of any age to section which exempts
persons 65 or over from payment of property tax. Applies to resi—
dent veterans, honorably separated from service whose service-related
disability has been rated at bQ% or more. Provides Act effective
January 1, 1980.

Introduced February 13 and referred to Community & Regional Affairs,
then to Finance.

SENATE BILL NO. 296, by Senator Stimson. Adds to list of exemptions
from municipal property tax in AS 29.53.020(a) "the real property
owned and occupied as a permanent place of abode by a resident, not
exceeding $25,000 in value."” Provides state shall reimburse a
borough or city for revenues lost. Repeals AS 29.53.025(a) which
allows municipalities to exclude or exempt or partially exempt
residential property from taxation by ordinance ratified by voters,
the exemption not to exceed $10,000 per residence. Provides Act
effective January 1, 1981.

Introduced January 14 and referred to Community and regional Affairs
and then to Finance.

SENATE BILL NO. 299, by Senator Kerttula. Amends AS 29.53.050(a)
"(Tax Limitation on Municipalities) to read: ~A_(NO) municipality
may no_t levy and tax for any purpose in excess of nine-tenths of
one (THREE) percent of the assessed valuation of property within
tie municipality in any one year.”™ Provides Act effective 1/1/81.
Introduced January 14 and referred to Community and Regional Affaiis.
SENATE BILL NO. 360, by Senators Sumner and Hackney, by request.
Exempts from municipal property tax the real property owned and
occupied as a permanent place of abode by a disabled veteran.
Provides exemption is allowed to veteran "for a percentage of the

assessed value of the real property which is the same as his percentage
of disabi”~ty as established by his service disability rating."”

Provides /u effective January 1, 1981.

Introduced January 24 and referred to Community and Regional Affairs
and Finance.

SENATE BILL NO. 370, by Senators Colletta and Bradley. Adds to

AS 29.53.020 (Municipal Property Tax - Required Exemptions) "Two
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Property Tax
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percent of the assessed value of a structure is exempt from taxation
if the structure contains fire protection systems in operating con—
dition incorporated as a fixture or part of the structure. The
exemption 1is limited to 1) an amount equal to two percent of the
value of the structure based on the assessment for 1981, if fire
protection systems are a fixture of the real property on January 1,
1981 ¢ or an amount equal to two percent of the value of the

structure as of January 1 following the installation of the fire
protection systems as fixtures of the structure after January 1, 1981

Introduced January 31 and referred to Community & Regional Affairs.

SENATE BILL NO. 427, by Senators Ferguson, Ray, Sackett, Mel and,
Colletta, Sumner, Kerttula, Hohman, Mulcahy and Bradley. Amends

AS 29.53.020(e) relating to municipal property tax exemption for
senior citizens by adding: "The real property exempt from taxation
under this subsection continues to be exempt if owned and occupied
as a permanent place of abode by the surviving spouse of the
resident, if the surviiving spouse is 55 years or older and has a
gross annual 1income of less than $20,000." Does not provide for
effective date.

Introduced February 12 and referred to Community and Regional Affairs
then to Finance.

SENAL1E BILL NO. 431, by the Rules Committee by request of the Legis—
lative Council by request. Aods new section to AS 29.53 (Municipal
Assessment & Taxation) which exempts from municipal property tax

"The value of an alternation or improvement of an existing structure
that reduces energy consumption in the structure.”™ Section applies
to mobile homes also. Provides Act effective January 1, 1981.

Introduced February 12 and referred to Community and Regional Affairs
then to Finance.

SENATE BILL NO. 456, by Senators Stimson and Bradley. Amends Muni-
cipal Assessment and Taxation (AS 29.53), required exemptions (020)
by stating that the property of certain residents of the state is
exempt and further states that "(e) The real property owned and
occupied as a permanent place of abode by a resident 65 years of age
or over, and the personal property owned by a resident 65 years of
age or over, is exempt from taxation of the assessed value of the
TREAL) property.” Deletes reference to "real" property throughout
and repeals AS 29.53.020(i) which defines "real property"™ as property
including, but not limited to mobile homes whether classified as
real or personal property for municipal tax purposes. Provides Act
takes effect January 1, 1981.

Introduced February 18 and referred to Community & Regional Affairs,
then to Finance.

SENATE BILL NO. 465, by Senators Ferguson, Colletta, Fahrenkamp
and Sumner. Exempts from general taxation (Municipal Assessment
and Taxation, required exemptions--AS 29.53.020(a)) "(7) the real
property owned and occupied as a permanent place of abode by a
resident, not exceeding $85,000 in value.™ Exempts real property
owned and occupied by a resident 65 years of age or over from



taxation of the assessed value of property which exceeds $85,000
in value. Repeals AS 29.53.025(a) (Municipal Assessment and
Taxation. Optional Exemptions and exclusions. Section (a) states
"Municipalities may exclude or exempt or partieMy exempt resi—
dential property from taxation by ordinance ratified by the voters
at a regular or special election.”™), and amends AS 29.53.020(g)
(relating to reimbursement of borough or city “or revenue lost

by exemption) by deletion of language stating that upon proper
application an individual would have been granted an exemption.
Provides Act takes effect January 1, 1981.

Introduced February 18 rnd referred to Community and Regional
Affairs, then to Finance.

Municipal Pro—SENATE BILL NO. 510, by the Rules Committee by Request (for

perty Tax the Interim "ax Policy Committee). Exempts business inventory
(exempting from municipal property tax levy and provides for reimbursement
business to municipalities of tax revenues lost by operation of the
inventory) exemption. Reimbursement made on the basis of the application

of the tax rate of the borough or city to the value of business
inventory reported to the state by businesses for the purpose

of taxation under the Alaska Net Income Tax Act, and subject

to legislative appropriation to the Department of Community and
Regional Affairs for the purpose. State Departments may adopt
regulations to carry out the provisions of chapter. Repeals
sections of Municipal Assessment and Taxation (AS 29.53) relating
to assessment of business inventory and reassessment in the case
of cessation of business during the tax year. Provides Art

takes effect January 1, 1980.

Introduced March 5 and referred to Community and Regional Affairs,
then to Finance.



MEMORANDUM February 19, 1980

TO. Senator Ariis Sturgulewski

Chairman

Community & Regional Affairs Committee
FROM: Senator Mike Colletta

RE: Senate Bill 370 "Fire Prevention”

Enclosed for your review, please find information

regarding Senate Bill 371, "An Act relating to fire prevention”,

which 1 understand you may hear in committee early next
week.

I would appreciate your notifying Mr. Bob Shirnberg,
Fire Marshal of the Nikiski Fire Department, when you have a
firm date to hear this bill. I believe he will be 1in Juneau
this week to testify before the House Community & Regional
Affairs Committee when they hear the House version of this
bill (House Bill 648).

ENCLOSURES

BRA, BOX '‘AB.K, ANCHORAGE 0SB02 . POUCH V JUNEAU OBOI1



ROBERT R. SHIRNBERG

FIRE MARSHAL

NIKISKI FIRE_DEPARTMENT

Phone 283-4202
P. O. Box 1167 —Kenai, Alaska 99611
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r- 4XxaM wr=t
VZ, v's 3/
(907) 274-60-14
Brian R. Sllute
Attorney at Law
suite 208

1026 w. Itli Avenue
Ancliorajfe, AlaaL 99501
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RECOMMENDATIONS

FROM THE

ALASKA FIRE CHIEF'S ASSOCIATION
ALASKA STATE FIREFIGHTER ASSOCIATION

FOR
ADOPTION OF THE

COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION INCENTIVE PROGRAM

M aterial Prepared By:
Robert R.Shirnberg

Fire Marshal

Nikiski Fire Dept.
Chairman Ad-Hoc Committee
ASFA/AFCA-



The Alaska State Firefighters Association and the
Alaska Fire Chief"s Association, at their respective
annual meetings in October of 1979 in Petersburg,
Alaska, were presented a program entitled, "Community
Fire Protection Incentive Program".

Eoth the Alaska State Firefighters Association and

the Alaska Fire Chief"s Association submitted to their
respective memberships a resolution calling for support
in the preparation of program material to enact the
Community Fire Protection Incentive Program during the
1980 session of the Alaska State Legislature. Both
bodies passed unanimously this resolution.

A joint AD-HOC committee was formed, comprised of

members of the ASFA and the AFCA to prepare the necessary
material and to carry out the legislative program presen—
tation.



The State of Alaska has the honor of being Number #1 in many
catagories. We are by far the largest state in the Union.

Cur fisheries and resources from the sea are Number #1 in
value. Our resources on oil and gas production are approach—
ing Number #1. Our mineral potential is the greatest of all
states.

Our state also has the dubious honor of being Number #1 by
some margin in the loss of life per capita by fire and the
property dollar loss per capita. It appears that the growth
of our state 1is assured with projections of ship building
facilities, processing and support facilities for a bottom
fishing industry, oil and gas production with related petro—
chemical 1industrial plants, mineral development, etc. With
the population and constructions that will come with this
growth and with our present methods of providing fire pro—
tection, we will retain the dubious honor of being Number

in per capita loss of life and property damage as a result .f
fire.

We in the fire service recognize that a new approach 1in pro—
viding for both pub?ic and private fire protection needs must
be developed. We recognize that the Community Fire Protection
Incentive Program does offer the method to redirect fire pro—
tection systems and combine the best features of both public
and private fire protection in a manner that will 1improve and
better the community against the ravages of fire. It provides
a method whereby the costs for public fire protection can be
controlled as the community expands and grows.

The Community Fire Protection Incentive Program provides a
method whereby the private property owner and businessman will
have the 1incentive and support necessary to provide for the
installation of private fire protection systems in their prop-—
erty. This incentive is created through a three-part program
as follows:

Permanent Revaluing Trnn-Ewrd
This loan~ftjnd will provide loans to private property owner:

and businressmen”®.at an interest rat"|”-Snd s>4ch tec-ms that.wij
create/an incentive to/install private J/ire pr/itectipn systems

such Iraulic .nkler systenm

team"s of the lI"can wiU”be such/that t\y6 direct u-tance
Yaving" received/for the/installation of t-he/"prinkl -system
wiUYbe calculated in/the repayment schhdjjkfe. It i he intent
that the peof”erty”owner will/realize p treal dollar urn on
the installation of the sprinkler system An examp would be



Tax Incentive

Remove from the property tax rolls the assessed value of the

private fire protection system, There is no question of the
roll that the pri*ate fire protection has in supporting the
public fire protection system. It is taken into consideration
in the 1.S.0. rating schedule, it has a decided effect on re-
ducing the overall insurance rating of a community's fire
defenses. It protects the community's tax base. It protects

the jobs and the economy of the community.

With our present policy of taxing private fire protection systems,

we discourage the property owners from installing such voluntary
systems.

Again, the private property owner and business man will be en-
couraged to install private fire protection systems if we remove

the tax burden that is placed on such systems.

W ater Standby Surcharge for Sprinkler Connections

Some water utilities have placed an excessive standby water rate
to property owners that have installed hydraulic sprinkler sys-
tems in their property. In many cases these special rates have

eliminated or exceeded any dollar saving the property owner may
have enjoyed because he has installed a sprinkler system.

In some cases the owners of property equipped with sprinkler
systems have shut the sprinkler system down and discontinued

its use and accepted the higher insurance rate because there was
a dollar saving between the water standby rate and the increased
insurance premiums.

As can be seen, the excessive water rate charge is a direct

attack on the incentive to install private fire protection
systems.

Therefore, it is necessary that special water rates for properties

equipped with sprinkler systems be reduced to a very nominal fee
or eliminated altogether.



This program intent 1is to provide for the property owners and

businesses the incentive and assistance to install fire pro-
tection systems. The program is to be made available to
property owners in all areas of the state of Alaska, from the
larger municipalities to the smaller communities and very
rural areas. To those communities with full-time paid fire
departments to those with vclunteer fire departments, and also
those areas without any fire protection at all. The program

makes assistance available to areas that are isolated, such as
remote cannery locations, and a method to provide for fire
protection of such facilities.

With such a program in effect and within a few short years,

we will see a decided reduction in our property fire loss and
loss of life from fire. We will realize a direct saving in
the cost of our public fire protection systems. We will be

able to better meet the fire protection needs of our expanding
and growing communities, and be able to control the costs of
this expansion.

Fewer jobs will be lost through catastrophic fires, the economy
better protected, the tax base of the community better assured,
and those public programs that are supported by the tax base
better protected.



NAT

BRAD BRADLEY

ANCHSIF?AGDER/:\AVI\_IEQK%QEJQSOS CHA'RMA%OMM”TEES
(PERMANENT ADDRESS) MAJORITY CAUCUS
PHONE: 337-1060 COMMERCE

VICE CHAIRMAN
LEGISLATURE ADDRESS STATE AFFAIRS
POUCH V - STATE CAPITOL MEMBER
Juwaﬁyﬁkﬁiggémgll LABOR AND MANAGEMENT
PHONE: 465-3748 BUDGET AND AUDIT

March 18, 1980

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Chairman, Senate Community & Regional Affairs Committee
Assembly Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801
RE: SB 370
Dear Senator Sturgulewski:
Attached for your reference regarding the above bill is a letter from
Brian R. Shute, Attorney at Law, of Anchorage, Alaska, and the original
photographs referenced in Mr. Shute"s letter.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Brad Bradley
State Senator

BB:jss
Enclosures: As Above



JjAlasha Negislature

CHAIRMAN
ROBERT H. ZIEGLER. SR SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
307 BAWDEN STREET IMMEDIATE PAST CHAIRMAN
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 09901 WESTERN CONFERENCE - COUNCIL OF
STATE GOVERNMENTS
POUCH V
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811 . VICE CHAIRMAN
Js>enate SENATE RULES COMMITTEE
MEMBER

SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

WESTERN STATES LEGISLATIVE
FORESTRY TASK FORCE

March 3, 1980

Mr. John A. Divelbiss,

Director

City of Ketchikan

Department of Fire Protection Services
319 Main Street

Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Dear Mr. Divelbiss:
e | already advised you that | would vote for SB 370 if
it ever gets to the floor of the Senate. You migh" write
to Senator Arliss Sturgulewski who chairs the Community
and Regional Affairs Committee where SB 370 currently
reposes.

Regards,

Robe:

RHZ :1k



~Alaska <Siatr fxqgislaturc

CHAIRMAN
ROBERT H. ZIEGLER. SR SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
307 9AWDEN STREET IMMEDIATE PAST CHAIRMAN
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 8690! WESTFRN CONFERENCE + COUNC'L OF
STATE GOVERNMENTS
POUCH V
JUNEAU. ALASKA 6861t VICE CHAIRMAN

SENATE RULES COMMITTEE'

MEMBER
SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

WESTERN STATES LEGISLATIVE
FORESTRY TASK FORCE

February 19, 1980

Hr. John Divelbiss, Director

City of Ketchikan

Department of Fire Protection
Services

319 Main

Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Dear John:

I don*t find any particular fault with SB 370, which is currently
in Senator Arliss Sturgulewski®s Community and Regional Affairs *
Committee. Undoubtedly, 1°1Il1 vote for it when and if it appears
before me, but 1 think there is a caveat: IfT the assessor cannon,
include the value of a fire protection system in the assessment
for the full and true value of a building, why shouldn®t the

same exception apply to people who construct extra water tanks

on their property or below the structure? What about an exemption
for people who buy fire resistant roofing materials? How about
people who spray structures with fire retardant che, icals? Like—
wise with fire retardant insulation?

I could go on and on, but I"m sure you get the 1idea.

Regards

Robert H. Ziegler, Sr.

RHZ :l1k

cc: Hr. James A. VanAltvorst,
City Hanager, Ketchikan

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski



CITY OF KETCHIKAN

334 FRONT STREET P. 0. BOX 7300 TEIEPPONf V07 223*3111

February 22, 1380

Senator Mike Colletta
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Colletta:

On behalf of the City of Ketchikan, | wish to add support to
passage of Senile Bill 370, an act relating to fire prevention.

Approved automatic fire protection systems are obviously and
definitely advantageous to the building in which they are
installed. However, the benefits of those systems go far
beyond the individual structures. They also benefit the entire
community.

Essentially, installation of such systems decreases a community®s
"fire flow requirement”™ which 1is the community®"s ability to
deliver water to control Tfires. A decrease in the "fire flow
requirement”, in effect, reduces the need for fire fighting
equipment, facilities to house that equipment and staff to
operate and maintain that equipment and facilities without
reducing the level of fire protection in the community. There—
fore, the entire community can fc-inefit because of a reduction

in the cost necessary to provide a given level of fire pro—
tection .

Because the entire community can benefit from the installation
of approved fire protection systems in individual building,
building owners should be given an incentive to install such
systems rather than suffer additional fees or taxes because
they installed those systems. Therefore, the City of Ketchikan
supports Senate Bill 370.

If you have questions about the City"s position on this issue,
please contact me.

TSmes W: Van /Qtvors
City Manager

JAVA:gw



CITY OF KETCHIKAN

334 FRONT STREET P. O. BOX 7300 TELEPHONE 907 225-3111

February 22, 1980

Senator Brad Bradley
Pouch V
Jrneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Brc".dley:

On behalf of the City of Ketchikan, 1 wish to add support to
passage of Senate Bill 370, an act relating to fire protection.

Approved automatic Tfire protection systems are obviously and
definitely advantageous to the building in which they are
installed. However, the benefits of those systems go Tfar
beyond the individual structures. They also benefit the entire
community.

Essentially, installation of such systems decreases c community®s
"fire flow requirement”™ which is the community®s ability to
deliver water to control fires. A decrease in the "fire flow
requirement”, in effect, reduces the need for fire fighting
equipment, Tfacilities to house that equipment and staff to
operate and maintain that equipment and facilities without
reducing the level of fire protection in the community. There —
fore, the entire community can benefit because of a reduction

in the cost necessary to provide a given level of fire pro—
tection .

Because the entire community can benefit from the installation
of approved fire protection systems in individual building,
building owners should be given an incentive to install such
systems rather than suffer additional fees or taxes because
they installed those systems. Therefore, the City of Ketchikan
supports Senate Bill 370.

If you have questions about the City"s position on this 1issue,
please contact me.

City Manager

JAVA:gw



Senator Brad Bradley
January 25, 1980
Page 2

However, the presence of automatic sprinkler systems in buildings
reduces the anticipated fire flow requirements by 25 - 50% (see IS0 "Guide
to Determination of Required Fire Flow"). Therefore, if a sprinkler system
is installed less fire hydrants are required; e.g. every three hundred (300)
feet instead of every two hundred (200) feet.

Since Fairbanks residents pay hydrant fees by general taxation rather
than specific proximity charges or i-d-"vidual fire service demand fees, the
owners of lot service demand properties end up paying equivalent proportionate
fees to owners of large demand properties.

The presence of sprinkler systems raduces the needed number of firehydrants,
and also therefore the necessary size of water mains can also be reduced.

The College Utilities Water System is a private utility providing water
to an area of about 5,000 population to the west of the City limits ofFairbanks.
Their method of assessing for sprinkler fees and hydrant charges <5

a. $2.26 per month if located within 1,000 feet of fire hydrants,
b. Unmetered sprinkler service fees

$39.50/mo. for 2"
$84.00/mo. for 3"
$142.00/mo. for 4"
$225.00/mo. for 6"
$394.00/mo. for 8"

g~ w DN

The City of North Pole has a fee schedule for sprinkler services very
much like that of the City of Fairbanks,

If any bills are drawn up and introduced concerning any Community Fire
Protection Incentive Programs, please forward me a copy. Thank you.

Sincerely,

JAM: jcs

Attachments



Introduced by: City Manager
First Reading: 12/11/78

ORDINANCE NO. 3749, As Amended

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND FGC CHAPTER 12. UTT> ITIES,
SECTION 12.117, WATER UTILITY RATES AND CHARGES;
COMPULSORY CONNECTION TO WATER SYSTEM, AND SETTING
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FAIRBANKS,

ALASKA, as follows:
Section 1. That FGC Chapter 12, Utilities, Section 12.117,
Schedule W-1, Metered Water Service be amended as follows:
(2) Monthly Races:
Flat metered water rate per 1,000 gallons S 2.25 [-$2.QX])
(3) Minimum monthly charge for meterec service, $ 5.70 [$5.00]
based cn 2,500 gallons.
Section 2. That FGC Section 12.117 Schedule W-2, Other Water
Service be amended as follows:
(2) Monthly Flat Rates;
Single faucet of outlet (3/4") ... ......... $ 8.90 [$ 7.90]

Full service of not more than 1 bath,
1 lavacory, 1 toilet and 4 additional

faucets or outlets.. .. .o $19.80 17 .60J
Additional cold water faucets or outlets
over full service per faucet or outlet. . .$ 1.80 [$ 1.60J

(3) Minimum Monthly Charge for Above Services _$11.25 jjlQ.-Qp]

f (4) Unmetered Water Sprinkler and Fire Hose Service. Water
provided herein covers unmetered water deliveries to
fight lires. Usage of water for other than fire fighting
purposes may terminate the service and/or result in
penalties of not less than five (5) months flat rate
charga. Water sprinkler systems or fire hose systems
connected to metered services are not covered by this
schedule.

(A) Monthly flat rates:

4"  Service or less $40.00 $36.00
G" Service $48.00 $43.00°<
8" Service $56.00 $50.00

(B) Fire Hydrant services:

Monthly hydrant service charge, per each $65.00 [$58. o0]



Section 3. That the effective date for such changes in rates
set outin Sections 1 and 2shall be the first billing cycle one month
following the effective date of such ordinance making such changes.

Section 4. That the effective date for this ordinance be

the 29th day of December » 1979.

WILLIAM R. WOOD, Mayor

Adopted: December 27, 1978

Attest:



INTERIOR FIRE CHIEFS ASSN. OF ALASKA

Address Reply to:

Senator Bradley 19 February 1980
Pouch V

State Capital
Juneau, Alaska
99811

Dear Senator Bradley,

The Interior Fire Chief"s Association supports House Bill MO. 6U8 with one exception.

Section 2 AS h2.0;>.381 (d). The words hydraulic sprinklers are not defined and are
too restrictive. That sentence should be changed by deleting the reference to "hydraulic
sprinklers™ or by adding the words "hydraulic and standard sprinklers."”

Al

Ic~

Ken Anderson
President



['tasha ji>tate “legislature

SENATOR WHILE IN JUNEAU
CLEM TILLION POUCH V
HALIBUT COVE, ALASKA JUNEAU. ALASKA
99603 99811

March 5, 1980

Mr. Robert S. O aler

Kenai Steel Buildings, Inc.
P.0. Box 340

Kenai, AK 99611

Dear Mr. Oehler:

Thank you for your letter of February 28 regarding
SB 370.

At this time the bill is in the Senate Community and
Regional Affairs Committee chaired by Senator Sturgulewski.
I will forward your letter of support on to her Committee.
Any further information should be sent to her in care of
Pouch V, Juneau, AK 99811.

The bill sounds like a good one and 1 will definitely
consider giving it my support.

Thank 3} "m again.

Sincerely

Clem Tillion
State Senate

CVT/dj
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S tr a n.
Theotherway tobuild
AUTHORIZED BUILDER |

"Kenai Steel SuilcUn$4., *®hc.
P. 0. Box 340 - kenai. Alaska 99611 '(907) 283-7810

Februar. <28, 1980

Senator Clem V. Tillion
President

Alaska State Senate
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Tillion:

Hopefully, Senate Bill No. 370 will be coming out of

Committee and before the Senate for action in the near

future.

I do support this legislation, and believe it will offer
the businessman the assistance and initiative needed to

install fire protection systems in his property. This
bill offers the opportunity to control the escalating
costs of fire protection service as well as improving
the community*s fire p 1itection.

Your support on this legislation will be appreciated.

RS0/1c



*N\

(Alaska jitafe ~Ejtslature "

Bouse Of Representatives

Q]Tmttee m Pouch V

State Capitol
Community & Regional Affairs Juneau, Alaska 99811

i

or‘J
Proposed CS for HB 648 relating to fire
protection would include.a definition of
fire protection equipment as follows:

2 line 13
(c) In (b) of this section, "fire protection
equipment”™ means fire protection or fire alarnm
systems as defined in the current edition
of National Fire Codes published by the National
Fire Protection Association.

Appropriate reference to this definition will
be made as needed throughout the bill.



Representative Hugh Plalone February 27,1780
Alaska State Legislature

Poucn V

Juneau, Alaska 99311

ATTN: Paul Quesnal

Dear Paul

I have inclosed a written description of Fire Protection
systems, | have also inclosed a copy of a letter I”’recieved
from the Greater Juneau Chamber of Commerce suooorting
House Bill Ho.648

I contacted Ron Kendrie, the State ~ire ""arshal, and read
to him the letter describing fire orotection svstems, he
approved of the description on fire protection svstems.

The program package material was sent to the printers on
Tuesday, and we hope to have it back bv this Friday, as
soon as we per it in our hands we will be sending this
material to your office.

It sounds like things are pr-oceedinr? smoothly 1in resnect
to this bill, keen up the good work *and keep re posted
on progress.

Bob Shirnberg /

PS. Will vou see that Harcie gets a copy of this?



DEFINITIONS OF FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS

Fire protection and fire alarm systems are those systems as
defined 1in the National Fire Codes, current edition, published
by the National Fire Protection Association.

These systems include, but are not limited to the following:
Foam Extinguishing systems, High Expansion Foam systems, Carbon
Dioxide systems, Halon 1301 systems, Halon 1211 systems, Dry
Chemical systems, Water Spray Fixed systems, Foam/Water Sprinkler
and Spray systems, Standpipe and Hose systems, Hydraulic
Sprinkler systems, and associated pumps” tanks as required for

the foregoing systems.

Fire Alarm systems include, but are not limited to: Central
Station signaling systems, Local Protective signaling systems,
Auxiliary systems, Remote Station signaling systems, Propietary

signaling systems, Automatic Fire Detection systems.



Strati

The other way to build

authored builder

Be*ulU Steel EculcdUk”x, *)c .

P. 0. Box 340 -Kenai, Alaska 99611 - (907) 283-7810

February 28, 1980

Senator Mike Colletta
Alaska State legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Colletta:

This is a letter of thanks and appreciation for your work
in the preparation and introduction of Senate Bill No. 370.

This typo of legislation will assist greatly the business—
men of our state, and will create the incentive and assis—
tance necessary to promote the installations of fire
protection systems in our communities.

Keep up the good work.

i
RSO0/1c



"6 1- .00
January 21, 1980

Leaders

Senate House

House of Representatives
State Capitols

Dear Sirs:

Two years ago on December 13, 1977 the dormitory fire at Provi—
dence College in Providence, Rhode Island occurred and caused
the death of ten girls. In May of 1979 a number of us, their
parents, were able to meet for the first time and came to
understand that we should do what we can to bring about some

good from that tragic occurrence. We now write this letter
to you in the spirit of one knocking at the door of your sensi—
bilities .

We have the firm conviction that, if you as a leader in the
affairs of your State will re-examine those factors relating
to the fire at Providence College, you will learn the lessons
that such an examination will repeal. We simply expect and
pray that as a consequence you will be personally prompted to
take active leadership in insuring that a similar tragedy will
not occur on campuses and 1in institutions of your geographic
area. We do not profess to know how you may proceed but
trusting in Him above and acknowledging His goodness to us
even as this burden of loss has been laid on us and giving
witness to the happiness of the many acts of love we shared
with our daughters while they lived, we make bold to ask ycu
to consider the following steps as a possible course of action:

1. Lead the State Legislature in re-examining and
restructuring laws, standards, and regulations per—
taining to fire and building codes and related
safety equipment protection devices in the light
of all known technology.

2. Establish laws, funds, and agencies to study the
technology of fires and the effect of heat, flame,
and smoke on bodily, mental, and psychologyral
functions so as to develoD meaningful survival
techniques.

3. Institute a network of cooperative, educational
programs among slate and local governments, schools,
protection agencies, insurance companies, the press
and media and other institutions and among the
citizenry itself whereby fire awareness, Tfire pre—
cautions, fire hazards, fire safety and the like
become part of everyone®s education. Special efforts
to heighten awareness should occur in those months
and in those situations where the possibility of fire



may exist as known from probability studies and
correlative statistical data.

e present our request
to raise our voices to
tive action. We thank
join us in our concern
without some blessings

to you on the basis that we feel compelled
stimulate a renewed interest and correc—
you for your attention and ask you to

that the death of our daughters be not

for other human beings. We stand ready

to assist you iIn any way we can.

New Jersey:

Rhode Island:

Connecticut:

Massachusetts

Michigan:

Nev; YOi *c:

Connecticut:

Connecticut:

Sincerely yours,

SIGNED
Louis Andresakes George Andresakes
SIGNED SIGNED
Olga Botelho Gilda Botelho
SIGNED SIGNED
Marlene Garvey Bernard Garvey
SIGNED SIGNED
Gene Ludwig Sam Ludwig
SIGNED SIGNED
Mary Repucci Frank Repucci
SIGNED SIGNED
Rita Ryan Robert Ryan
SIGNED SIGNED
Phyllis Smith Robert tmith
SIGNED SIGNED
Christine Widman James wAdman

This letter has been addressed to the Governor of each State.

0J iginal signatures on file c/o

1654 Bracken
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48013



Letters to Sen. Sturgulewski

Mr. Russell J. Bagley, Chairman
South Central Fire Prevention Council

Kenai Steel Buildings, Inc.
Mr. Robert S. Oehler

P.0. Box 340

Kenai, Alaska 99611

Mr. Robert R. Shimberg
Fire Marshal

Nikiski Fire Department
P.0. Box 1167

Kenai, Alaska 99611

Mr. Brian R. Shute

At mey at law

Su. e 208

1026 W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. James A. Morris

Interior Fire Chiefs Assn. of Alaska
656 Seventh Avenue

Fairbaiks, Alaska 99701

Dave Frarming, Ex. Vice-President
Greater Juneau Chamber of Coirmerce
200 North Franklin Street

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr. James A. Van Altvorst
City Manager

City of Ketchikan

P.0. Box 7300

Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Mr. Robert L. Vamam
Cordova Chamber of Corrmerce
Box 99

Cordova, Alaska 99574

Mr. John Divelbiss, Director
Department of Fire Protection Services
City of Ketchikan

319 Marn

Ketchil an, Alaska 99901

Support



COMMUNITY FIfrm PROT"CCTION INCENTrVE PROGRAM

Prepared by J*obuw™t- B- SJiirnberg
October 20, 19°
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COMMUNITY niu: PKOTKCTION INCENTIVE PHOCNAM

This progroin 1is designed to provide the ir.Ajns and methods
for the installation of private fire protection systems
in privjte property and to enhance a .d support the public
fire protection systems of the comrr.u» ities throughout the
state of Alaska. This 1is to be accomplished through the
combination of three approaches:

1. Establish a loan fund to provide loans to private
property owners for the installation of fire pro—
tection systems.

2. A tax incentive for property owners by removing
from the property tax rolls the assessed value of
the private fire protection system.

3. Control the water standby rate charge, charged by
water utilities for large diameter service to
sprinkler systems. Such rate charges should be
set at a level that will not discourage the instal
lation of sprinkler systems.



What are the potialM** 1long te-:n ?i*« fro: Mr* Comrr.M*. <
Fire Protection Incentive Pro.-mvm?

It in apparent that if such a program is carried out to the
ultimate, that most of our commercial :iiid business properties

could be protected by sprinkler system: . if this was the cane,
it will have a decided effect or. the fire flow requirements of
each community by reducing the flow requirements. This will

affect the apparatus and equipnent required, location and re—
sponse distances of the companies, the number and location of
fire stations, as well as the r.amir.;;, requirements of the fire
departments.

There 1is no question that the .State of Alaska 1is undergoing
rather rapid growth 1in population. The oil industry 1is expan—
ding, other industrial plants associated with the oil 1industry
are planned and coning on line. The fishing Industry 13 expan-—
ding into new products and plants. This 1is bringing additional
population and businesses 1into many of our communities. This
growth 1is 1impacting the fire protection systems of many of our
cities and rural areas. Communitics.are being faced with pro—
viding additional fire protection services and with the costs

of providing these services.

The community fire protection 1incentive program can orovide an
alternative to the increasing costs of fire protection. The
fire service may well be able to hold the line In. respect to
increasing costs associated with the growth of the community,*
and may well be able tc reduce the costs 1in relation to tne mill
rate required Tfor fire protection.

I have enclosed a copy of an article by Harry E. Hickey, an
associate professor with the University of .Maryland, entitled
"Built-In Fire Protection and Fire Department Manning." This
was published 1in the Fire Management Review, a publication of
the City Management Association. This 1is ar. area of 1interest
to city managers, and will probably be discussed with the fire
departments. The article 1is idealistic, but doe3 indicate what

N

effect providing sprinkler systems can have on the fire protection

system of a community.



Fire Protect Lon Incentive Progzv.m wll! be in the area of secur—

ity of the community®s assets. I lo*.k at these assets as the
commercial property, ~he business within these properties, and
the Jobs created by these businesses. The community"s assets

are all the properties within their oe<*mr.ur.lty, and the income
for the communityls programs are derived in the form of taxes
on this property. With the property protected by sprinkler
systems, the community®"s tax base an 1 programs ar® protected
from fire.

Such a system protects the economies of the community by pro—
viding security for the businesses that provide employment of
those within the community. The Immediate e"Tect of fire on a
business 1is often dramatic, in that amount of dollar loss
attributed to the building and contents. The long-term effect
of thl3 fire Is often overlooked in that the business and Jobs
lost, the former employees who often must leave the community
to work elsewhere, and the effect of the lost payrolls. Few
businesses recover from large fires; most often the fire
destroys not only the building and contents, but along wi-.h
that, the Jobs and revenue from the business itself. This: has
the direct effect of removing the property from, the tax rolls.
We lose the tax generated by the former employees of the busi —

ness. In many cases, the long-term effect 1is far more costly
on the community th?r the dramatic immediate loss of the fire
itself. In the long-term, this Is probably the most important

consideration for the establishment of a Private Fire -Protection
Systems Funding Program.

There have been a number of canneries in smaller communities
that have been destroyed by fire. Most often they have not
rebuilt, and In some cases the communities where this has hap—
pened have ceased to be. There have been a nunber of fires |In
commercial property In our larger communities that have destroyed
a million dollar tax oase, alorg with large numbers of Jobs.
These have long-term effects on the community.

The Community Fire Protection Incentive Program can reduce by
a very large degree the economic effects of tnls tyr® *f fire.



fiwl PitOTKCTiuN* ;>rvolL'/r:;0 loan fund

The revolving loan fund should ho funded at a level that will
allow for rapid Implementstion and installation of private
fire protection systems.

This fend will make loans .0 property owners that desire or
are required by the uniform building code to install private
fire protection systems. Interest rates and loan terms of such

loans should be established at a level that encourages tnc
property owner to install such systems.

Requests for loans shall be considered on a priority basis,
with those properties that are required to retro-fit fire
protection systems in existing properties having the highest
priority.

Loan priorities shnlL be established by the State Fire .Marshal’
Office. The fire protection system to be installed shall meet
the standards as required by the State Fire Marshal's Office.’

Cities and municipalities that have code enforcement and stan-
dards administered by building department and fire prevention
services shall establish the priority schedule for loans and
shall review and approve fire protection systems that meet .the
required standards. Loan requests meeting their approval’ shall
be forwarded t; the State Fire Marshal's Office for review and
approval.

The revolving loan fund shall be administered by the Department
of Commerce, and loan requests that have been approved by the
State Fire Marshal's Office shall be granted.
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LOAN PKIORITY

PRIORITYI1
Property that will be required under the Uniform Building Code

(1976) or (1979) as adopted by the State of Alaska to be retro-
fitted with sprinkler systems.

PRIORITY I 2

Exsisting property that is not required by the Uniform Building
Code to be retro-fitted with sprinkler systems, but where the pro-
perty owner desires to install a sprinkler fire protection system.
PRIORITY33

New construction that is not required by the Uniform Building Code
to install sprinkler systems, but where the property owner desires
to install a sprinkler fire protection system.

PRIORITY 14

New or exsisting dwelling units where the property owner d”™-ires
to install a approved sprinkler protection system. ..



TAX lIIOKNTIVF. FlifNKAM

What are we talking about when wc sneak of a tax Incentive
program for fire protection? In looking back over the years,
and In particular to the fire protection systems that are
provided by private property owners, business and 1industry,
we find that through Fire Codes, Uniform Building Codes and
ordinances we have Insisted that these same property o0..:.»rs
provide private fire protection systems.

In effect, what we are telling the property owner is that we

in the fire service cannot provide or meet the Tfire protection
irements for their particular property, that we ire*, it

{ﬁaf they Install a system that will provide for fire detection

and extinguishment, and supplemented by our fire department, we

can then possibly handle the fire problem 1In his building or

property.

When the property owner provides for this private fire pro- m
tection, we often overlook the fact that he id not only pro—
viding protection for his property, but in effect is providing

a part of the overal®" fire protection system of the community.
His system does provide for fire protection to nearby prpp.erties
In that the chances of the fire extending beyond his property

13 practically illlmlnated through his built-in fire protection
system.

With the installation of a sprinkler system or other firp «
protection system within the property, the value of the property
increases. Up to now the Increased value of the fire protection
system has been added or included in the tax assessment bill on
the property.

Stron\g feel that to require a property owner '[0 Brgwde
é) fire protection syscens on his prope
InCr dSe |S tax bill because he has installed UCH d S Sten]

a self-defeating. V/e must be able to encourage the
property owner to Install such systems. We well know that SUCh
a system adds directly to the over-all fire protection systen
of the CDmmunl ty .

To encourage the installation of private fire protection systems
In our communities throughout the state, with the direct long-
range effect of reducing or at least being able to maintain the
current level of public fire protection we should consider the *
following:

Inact legislation t the State level that will remove from the
tax rolls the assess-..ent against private fire protection systems
The net effect to the property owner will be that his property
tax rate will ho reduced by the value of the private fire
protectlonsystenm.



Presently, the property owner that provider, private fire
protection syst-ms for his property receives the following
benefits:

1. Protection for hlr_.building

2. Protection for the contents

3. Protection for the occupants

4. Protection for his business

H5. A reduction in the Insurance premiums

The public receives the following benefits when 1 private
property provides fire protection systems:

1. The public that enters or resides within the building
is protected.

2. The nearby property owners are protected fro* fire
extending from_the property In question.

3. The community 3 tax base is protected In the property
itt The community has assurance that this business will
not be destroyed by fire.
5. The Jobs provided within this property are secure
from fire.
6. There is a lesser demand or requirement on the community

public fire department because this property has a built
In fire protection system. .7

7- The overall fire insurance rating will be enhanced by
those properties protected by fire protection systems.

It- i3 apparent that those pro:erty owners that install private
fire protection systems not only receive certain benefits
directly, but in respect to the community as a whole, thab
through their private efforts, provide a larger degree of benefi
to the community 1in general.

Up until the present time, the property owner that provided
private fire protection systems has received no direct benefits
or credit from the community or local government for his efforts
The community has 1in general not recognized what the private
fire protection systems mean to a community.

It is apparent that If all private property owners could or

world provide private fire protect*, systems, it will have a
dramatic long-term effect on the total community ire protec—
tion system. It <111 certainly affect the costs of providing

community fire protection in the future.



The standby water surcharge rate that Is applied 1in sor.c
communities to those property owners that have or have been
inquired to install full sprinkler protection for their
property Is in effect self de f-at In.* Jn respect to the fire
protection system of the community.

It appears that the only consideration for this type of
charge 1is to provide additional revenue for the utility.

This type of rate charge will result 1in property owners =e"ting
a second look at installations of sprinkler systems. Unless
the property owner has a direct benefit that 13 cost effective
he will not be interested in providing fire protection systems
for his property.

The benefits that the property owners should receive In the
event he provides a sprinkler system for his property would be
a reduction 1in his Insurance rate, that will pay back the cost

of the sprinkler system within a reasonable time. Another
benefit 1is the protection of htr. property and business from ;
fire. .

An additional water surcharge for sprinkler connection 1is con—
trary to the fire protection needs of the community. The
community should rather assist and encourage the property
owner to install such systenms.

We In the fire service, and those that arc in communities that
have placed a surcharge for sprinkler systems, have often been
silenced and are unable to protest this self-defeating develop
ment of our Tfire protection systems. \Where the administration
Is dead set against such charges and they are unable 1o speak
out, such organizations as the State Fire Fighters Association
can take a stand and pursue legislation at the State level
prohibiting such charges.

IT we can encourage the state legislators either by law, or
administrative actlcn by the Public Utilities Commission, to
eliminate or reduce to a reasonable charge, the service pro—
vided for sprinkler systems we will have accomplished much in
providing a direction and guidance in meeting the needs “for
fire protection In our communities.



The following examples compare cost figures
for an Incentive Program versus today"s cost.



Property Dlscrlot lon 29,560 r.gq. ft.
shop complex.

concrete bloc/Z, retail

Fire Protection Class Ruralos
Value of Bulltlln/. $702 ,000
Insurance Carried $700,000
Protected Rate N0 per 100

Unprotected Rate 2.65 per 100

Estimated coat of Sprinkler System

$tJ2 ,000
Asaeaed value of Sprinkler Svster. $<12 000
Property Tax Rate 5 mills
Fire Protection Loan g 2qqq Interest Ve No.of Years
Monthy Paynent $931 Ar.nual Pay.-.ent  ¢g979
Coat Unprotected Propertv Cost Protected Property
Insurance $13,550 Insurance $2,800
Tax (mill rate) $3,500 Tax *3.500
T~r Credit 372 10
Loan Payment $9.,979
Total i"22 ,050 Total $16,069 -
Annual saving to property owner $5,931

Saving to property owner on complltlon
of loan payments $15,960



.Property, .Discr |H|_]P|| 20,0% s ;uarc foot, woo", frame .mercantile

Fire Protection Clans c lass )

Value of Building $500,000
Indur"hce Carried $500,000
Protected Rate .143 per 100
Unprotected Rate 1,75 ;jer 1oo
Estimated coat of Sprinkler System 26 000
Aaseaed value of Sorlnkler Svsten 26.000
Property Tax Rate 16 mitts
Fire Protection Loan 26,000 Interest 7j lo.of Year3
Monthy Payment Annual Payment
$51~ . $6., 177
Cost Unprotected Property Cost Protected*Property
Insurance 33,800 Insurance alls
Tax (mill rate) 16 9,000 Tax $3 ,000
Tax Credit -$4 16
Loan Payment 36,177
Total 316,900 1.wi1l 314 ,1/76

Annual saving to property owner $2 324

Saving to property owner on corr.plitlon
of loan payments 33,501



Property Dlacrint lon 26,09) r.qutro fo-.i,, ;;hnp office and
bus storage gara'-fo woo |l frame con:-trw CM 0N

Fire Protection Class Unprotected Class 4{)

Value of Building 1,000,000

7Tsurance Carried 1,000,000

Protected Rate .40/ .50 per 3100

Unprotected Rate 2.81 per hundred

Estimated cost of Sprinkler Systen $72,500

Assesed value of Sprinkler Svsten $72,500

Property Tax Rate 5 mills

Fire Protection l.oan 72,500 |Interest No.of Year:
Nonthy Payment $1,435 Annual Payment $17,226

Co31 Unprotected Property Cost Protected Property

Insurance $23,100 Insurance $5 000
Tax (mill rate) $5,000 Tax $5,000
Tax Credit $362

Loan Payment $17,226

Total 533,100 Total $25,864

Annual 3aving to property owner $6.235

Saving to property owner on complltlon
of loan payments $23,462



There are two 1insert articles on the effect
of sprinkler system installations on public
fire protection systems.



|
“The number of coi"ti,mim requir-vl rntl Re 11-In Flro Prelection

the manning levels fi>t e.yh company e An«l rlro Deporlrnont
directly related to the s elwi h eer

in a community. Any c»”immity has a

range of hazards. Thm <*fni the geo— w

graphical Jlocation and the r.atur*" of MC.Tf Z 1=>rvicy

these hazards are prime factors in d"-ter- Aisc>:;>lc Tyo."cjicv
mining the location of engine and I.videi Lr.v*vi.ly ¢ Ifvylnnct

companies.

PROPERTY HAZARD LEVEL REDUCT IUN
Generally, proper ty hazard levels should be used to determine the
number and type of fire companies required and the rr.inning Levels for each

One method of measuring property hazard levels 1is to determine the
amount of water required to control and extinguish a fire in a building or
a group of"buildings. Required fire flow will vary according to a build—
ing"s ground floor area, height, construction, occupancy, internal fire
protection and alarm systems (automatic sprinklers and alarm transmission
to emergency response service), and exposure conditions.

The Guide for the Determination of Required Fire Flow, which 1is pub—
lished by the Insurance Services Office (I1S0), can help to determine fire
flow requirements for specific hazards (there 1is some question on the
validity of the einal computations). It is also helpful in assessing fire
flow requirements according to a community ™ hazard variables. The guide
states that by using those computations, fire flow requirements “may be
reduced by up to 50% for complete automatic sprinkler protection. .._Where
buildings are either fire resistive or non-combustible construction, the
reduction may be up to 75%". Thus, established fire flow values can be
cut drastically by requiring the installation of automatic sprinkler pro—
tection.

Regardless of the method used to compute required fire flow,. Chere is
general agreement that the public protection equipment requiievticnt increat
with the fire flow requirement. Conversely, as the property hazard 1is
reduced, so is the required fire flow and thus, the level of fire departme
response.

A community policy to control and reduce property hazard levels by
requiring automatic sprinklers can have a significant impact on holding th
line with fire department manning requirements. In addition to 1improved
life safety and property protection, automatic sprinklers may rr-}<jce prop-
erty 1insurance premiums and the demand on the community ™ fire suppression
delivery system. This may open new service delivery options, such as
improvement of emergency medical services with existing personnel.

HYPOTHETICAL CASE STUDY

The community ot N"ewtown, which covers approximately 12.75 square
miles, has 5 primary hazards characterized by; ordinary construction,
four stories, ground floor areas from 43,0C0 to 50,000 sq. ft., occuparyzie
ot the moderate hazard level, and normal exposure conditions. It is
assumed that these buildings are the worst fire hazards in the community,
and that the level of fire protection required for them will be equal ot
better for the rest of the community.

Without automatic sprinkler protection.the ISO guide sets a required
fire flow of 8,000 gallons per minute for each fire. However, wusing t
water suoply section of the 1S0 Grading Schedule, the basic fire flow |IC



Newtown 1is 7,500 gallons per minute. The guide njkc:; a clear distinction
between required fire flow and basic fire flow.

If each of the primary hazards were retrofitted with a hydraulic auto—
matic sprinkler system, the peak required f;re flow for each fire demand
zone would be reduced from 3,000 gallons p”~r minute to 4,000 gallons pec
minute. This would reduce the basic fire flow for Newtown to 3,500 gallons
per minute.

The reduction in fire flow requirement.*; has a dramatic effect on
manning <“vels. Fire suppression manning requirements were calculated on
the following assumptions:

- a 49 hour work week

- average vacation and sick leave of 4 hours per week foe each individu

- 38 persons are required to staff a suppression position 24 hours a da

- engine and ladder companies each require one officer on dj y at all
times

The 1SO Grading Schedule was used to determine the number of engine anc
ladder companies required, based upon the response distance and the estab—
lished required fire flows, and the manning requirements for each company.

Company and manning requirements were calculated with and without
automatic sprinklers.

Without Automatic Sprinklers With Automatic Sprink!

Stations 5 3.
Eng ines 7 4
Ladder s 3 1,
Off icers 42 415*
Firef fghters 209 7% *

Annual personnel costs (including fringe benefits) were estimated
the basis of $24 ,000 for each officer ar.d $18 ,000 for each firefighter.

Without Automatic Sprinklers With Automatic Sprink

Officers $1,008,000 $ 360,000
Firefighters 3,762,000 1,368,000.
TOTAL 4,770,000 1,728,000
The reduction in personnel costs alone is $3,042,000. This hypothetic

case does not consider the cost factors for installing automatic sprinkler
community water system design, deactivation of two fire stations, or the
potential savings on community 1insurance premiums.

It has been established that the property hazard level is the primary”
factor affecting manning levels for fire companies. When tuc Vizard 1is
reduced, so is the manning requirement. This 1is only one method of *
assessing the difference between protection from specific hazards with a
complement of fire suppression personnel and increased private protection
to lower the demand for public protection.

Vi
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THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS) MAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL,



SpntlKierS

OY R. J. COLEMAN
IUrrtlitf metin fVuin itmi

end

C. L. CARMICKAEI
yin Wurth.it

San Clfwilr, t'jItf. tin fVpi.

Kji'nl with atremendous incrcj*c hi
tix tckijciilial Hr* prolilcin js ill pop-
ulation doohlca ill th« not 10yciir>, Sail
Clemente, Calif., ha.i pj.*.*ed nil nnli
ounce requiring >xi1VK-r systems In >m
in.lulled in rw-w rr»i<WntMI cmwUiuli.-n.
TIx urJiiuiiK ul»o applies tu tlu- rc-
modeling uf MOM than 50 percent of »
building.

There h.i» been a great deal uf Il.ilk
over tha yuan about residential fires,
which account f.rf tlw Inrgewl numb rof
structural fir** and lake tha mm: In e»,
liut San Clemente hm dune something
ul*iut ihr residential fire problem. The
sprinkler ordinance ia al.ni aimed ul re*
etraining the (m1 of public fire prole,'-
lion while iualimiting fire <le|>artnii'iit
services and pulling trchnuhyy to work
for ua.

What prompted tha piiio~c of the
residential iprinklet ordinance wus a
iiniijoe growth situation fn the rity nnil
preparatory work by the »Uff of the Sun
(‘innenta'Fire Department,

Land In ¥ developed

San Clemente covers 15sifuarr miles
with a imputation of -'riO0dl Two third*
of the city, alfciol 10 square miles, is va-
cant land. The three corporation*
which ow-it this land are prepared to
folly develop it within the nest 10 years.
The population uf San Clemente isdue
to double by llfcX).

The fire department staff sever.il
years ago realized that it faced this po-
tential and instituted a fire department
ina.stcf Jilitt project. One of the elc-
menu of the master plan was to esjiniiv
altcrnative inclhosls of providing fire
protrctinn during this period of on-
precedi-nti-d growth. Initially, the de-
partment received most of itsinforma-
tion and training on (ha master plan
project from attending the National fire
Academy fire protrctinn master pi.in-
ning Comae.

IlUtoric.illy, t*J (wrcent of the fire le%»
in Sjii Clnnenle has occurred in single
and Illtlliple residential budding*. The
live), ar lire rcvrd nlwi shown I licit the
largest percentage of fires started in
kitchen* and living rooms. The result
of this statistical data was the formula-
tioii of a m.i*lcr plan g,vd to “mince the
|o*s of life and pru|>erly in dwelling fire*
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15 blob! , g file (*a-ilinn Il:» l- »
Coo Irio li-ni

111 | .l-olo *I* 1i 1

Iti,»<.,r» h -l-iirio,* m « t plii
pioli L 1ili vi lop, .1 «cei C 'I* stof 1
I itlot, on *t 1I1)0"S »m* :e «l.|. liti.sl *|.» 1
bter *v*t<nis. -no ¢« ‘etiitor, ille <!
-.s.irmrc system* | to—e *y *i *i-fw
ItHo I'alclv iilrj .tlifl,d .11 p. -s-.ili
in, ins of mitigating the fire pro! b-.-a

the Ileest ol tin-st- -vsfin.* lb,it w.i*
nOrgf.it, d into llie «ilv *eee 1l-mw i* |h,,I
nl slllok e llctl'l tots. A tOlrip-rin li ol
sonill- deli-clof orifio.on f. (i.lt(i-nir-i!
niter the Sail (Codi** HIM, w.i* ii.l>i;Cci| tx
MiTd  riiis onbiiant r rri|nif«-* tin- in-
stall.ition ol sinnkt- detectors in nil new
boines iiiml in i-sisting bonu s whrii tl.«v
are sold or by I'KIl, uhi.hrvcr ou-tc*
lifst.

M,-miters of the fire di-partmcnt t..oV
some of lheir basic infor unitinn on *i »
mi-niml spriniti-r ti—s from t'nprd
Sl.ilc.s llcpartmi-nt of (*o:nmr-*i r stud,
in M lib the not of several I*v,d snin
malic sprinkler comp.mics, the depart-
ment Conducted < series of font rolled
horn.*, experimenting with a wide range
o| hi ols mid installation i| wrificfitinii*
suggested by the Department of Com-
Merer studies, The- r lest, were run in
i‘isip,-mImn w-th |.H,d |Iniililiog ron-
Ir i, lots nod develop, rs. Interest, d
parlies were allowed tn witness the tc*I>
.<0,1 make suggestion* on ho* to incur
poi.il* sprinkler ev-lIrins into thrir
Ciiiistriu lion projeet.s

Four sprink lei goals

The resiilenli.il sprinkler nrdiiian-.r
was di-velulieil wnh four major goal*:

I. That it K- low cost.

I hat it lie in-sth.itic.illy an ipt iM,-
to In,meow n-rs.

21 lhat it be n-.ttied it ndining li t
lolitv in provid’ng tire nr, i, es

I. Ibit it speed <be riepoilsci,| **
llugiiishi-tg agent* in adatiling fir*

lute li‘.ic.g l-e,atr.e apparent right
n».,V. ’lbe st.iu of the .ir! iii re*!,"., nti.il
spri*tV Itr protection *u< not pt-rfvet.
e»»t, to rir.tw in analogy, the lirr de-
partment ,-taff frit "that if the Wright
ibi-lThcr* had wiiiti*| fur the Com -rde to
l." invented, they probably ne*It would
b ivec limit the lirit nreralt.”™ Theda-
ci*i,,n wa* made :<e!l ."*c wh.xt inform »
io n we hail ami ini w- fuf'a irrl with ihr
development (" a c--:npr*-h»-n-tvt
»;e:in's', f -rdit ot, € ! ,r,|wi ling*

I he *m I'Seme-ttv fire li--p.ifl."tn-pt
®p. raj, *with in a'.".i, k p sniper that i*
I-. Led l|li by a -irve lire fighter.
ILi ,,I .ol llo* op-Ta'ioiial sipiati-.u, ,t

i,or intent to provide res.de'lpal

IVeJtJildit-'i.! 131 1'JCW-Dnnmrrcp

-pro 'w*-r ein* with th*--e eihjecllvti
at non | I ne first olnectise was to
ion'tii- ‘i «;*eri ent of »t,|welting vs’cu-
|, 0.i v fire, to the ro*im of origin. The

,i.ml wi* to otilire the sprinkler sys-
'mi to pfev.-nl (Vish-osef from eitend-
ing Mfoe mlo nums adjacent tn the
r- *i-ii mforigin  I'he third olije* live wv»
I-i (inn, :i*e lire .opprn-stw-n ca[uhility for
the frit ;’iminutes of an alarm.

Flro dep.irtm<snl support

I’ll--e three uhjrrlivi-.s recognitcd
I1i.il ti'ti ee * vsirms must Ik sup|"<rlct| by
fire »oppre**inn force* if they were In Ma
I'<l p,Tirol rifccti'C. These three nb-
je. live* al** recognir,.! .t the resi-
dential sprinkler system was primarily
n t.sil to mitigate against fire spread
during the rcf-ec time jxriud.

The di-pnrinient nlrenrly had a partial
track record on these systems. Due to
the other problems in the community,
such at limited iciest, underground
egarages, etc., the department bad al-
reads required several apartment
lioii-w* and condominiums tu be sprin-
IUred to NKI'A Pampblei 1.1-D re-
ipiiremenls. Prior In. passage of the
ordinance, the fire prevention bureau
had required these lystems in approti-
Hi iiwlv *it of these occupancies Three
had lwen completed prior to*th« final
drafting of the ordinanv*.

(*on*itleration of thfr alternative was
given jitrrmcnduuj houst with the pas-
sage of proposition 11, This tax-limit-
ing initiative highlighted the general
problem of eroding rev, nue to support
fire departmenls.

(,'n» of the most importcnt elements
in the study w.i* that uf ctnl. With
home construction costs spiraling rap-
idly. -me of the objectives of the study
w.i, tn develop i system thit would be
economically feasible during cnmtruc-
lion. With single family ,1,..-! h-< cun-
etrui Sionon'* rur,:*. e r the
instaliatinn of a truly domestic rexd-
eler.tial systv-m was a relatively insig-
nificant amount. The staff estimated
ihr nut tn l-e only J7C0O in SSfO duiing
the constei;*tion of a home >4 al*<it 21tj0
*i{U.tra |V**t.

Early warning »/; " *Tt

The third system thul haa yet tu he
required by ordinance is the early
warning alarm system to tie P-gclher the
other *>-terns The fire department
.- in—-i.iicjtior.s officer. Captain Hill
It-indy. has authored an ordinance and
ib-*:gn-?2d *-<*ifiralions for an alarm

-i.cm that will allow the fire depart-
elo-ot to monitor Imlh smoke detectors
and risidenti.il sprinkler system* with



W Ifv'im*.—rris .<nnijnm > mi —
urdin.im v vaill Mint In- riuirli <.

I Iti'fi*are mnull)’iilln’f eh’lhenla it* tn« 1
ri auli iili.il sprinkler system i1
I Hilllaa 1 1Mia Wretiel* 1 Wo 1 ill*
major Construction rcipini‘incnla, (mu
d i’l, vill I*c liphl ly controlled s> 11" I'll
o *LiirImi-itl

Kir.1. Ilee system mii«l In’ iiial.ill.il
HETLTHNA 20 (or H-aie Sfil sl |
M'fil’ans Illa] HI ti.illa .till] I1"aliltg, «in- 1!
il*-[izirLini'll 1 daill ri.miiitr every iitat.il
l.iti.m .mil compare it against (he «1.m
il.itila .mil i n/iiii‘eriit™ druwiiies.

Secondly, the ipiil.ty of rmtalriii Imil |
il Im* Colli Milled ItriM At 1 M 11
u'iiitil.« antlwiri/i'd miller the nrili:i.mi‘e.

vtin liillsummary 130 i'm “N.imie aliill
iial:ill ;i ri‘aiitriilnit aliriilliler system ill
Sail (‘leincntc without 1lire ili’|Lirtliti"lt]
IM'rillit* "1 114" JMrmil.a allll 1" nil* j
liiineii through the uflli'e uf tin lire
ehii’f. 1t will lir his obligation. prior in
issuance of j iH-nnit, to lie satisfied thill
the iiplili."iint h."isii.li"ipiiiti* triiiiliin; im.|

knowledge in sprinkler System (ilmttliiitu
practices.

One-year sprinkler in«(nller permita
iire issued h r u $10 fee thnt envers the
iiihiiinislriilinn costs uf the fire depart -
nii'iil.

Premium cut sought

‘I’lie fire prcventi.nl Imri‘iiti is s.i!;. ite
ini’input frmn the insurance iinlti'try in
nil attempt tn yet a reduction in inaur*
.mi e premiums fur occupancies th.it .ire
proiei'led hy nil three Imilt-in system.
The results uf lh.it study arc incomplete
til this time.

In Miiimijry, the rii.ielnteitt of these
.mteudinenl.s tn the Uniform Kiret'ode
should allow our city In mavirniye our
lire suppression furres without f.i.-my
spiridiny eusts or reduced revcinie. It

i\ill uni prevent our dep.irtinrut li.-m
yrmviny in terms of uiidition.il at.tft uni
eipiipmenl. As it matter of fact, the

ni.ister plan nlsn Cidts fur two new lire
stations.

It is still 1misjsiit tu determine if the
st.md.uds .uni the ordinances prisin.'e
a stiitistieully significant level of rcduc
lion in the lire problem. The lire de-
partment staff is continuing tn Intilil a
partnership uf the fire service, the
sprinkler industry, the insurance in-
dustry, the building industry nnd the
local I'iti/vniy tu upgrade the urdiii.unis
if that Irceorne* n«a'i*ssary.

Ho|>efully, when the development ot
the three vacant land areas i» cumpleti a,
we will have an environment that ia
cmiaider.ilily safer from a ftr» loaa pom |
of via-w than the average commumtv
IVt* rerdly doii*t know that for sure !'u
compare Inuur r.trlv analogy ;ihout the
Wright ilfi.thers, we have now huiit in
a .syalrm that ivllying, hut we are re illv
imt sure how it’s guing tu land, t»!lv
time will tell! O O
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BILL ANALYSIS

ASSIGNMENT DATE 2-1-80

UNASSIGNED
DEPARTMENT SPONSOR (PRINCIPAL) BILL NO.
Public Safety Colletta and Bradley SB 370

affj-= DEPARTMENT POSITION
Support
V ision diregt date COMMISSIONER DATE

4°AI*"WJL|/|_\S£)GaausJL o |'_
Rohaldl A Wendria* 9=1380 m illiam R. |l ix 2/14/80
GOVERNOR 3 OFFICE USE
1 POSITION NOTED 3 POSITION APk ROVED posiTION DISAPPROVED
BY: DATE:
SUMMARY

(1) Identical to HB 648 introduced 1/31/80
() RELATED BHILS (SIMILAROR CGm LICTING) (2) Department of Commerce & Economic Development
(2 OTHER AGENCIES AFFECTED BY BILL

(2 a ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT FOR BILL (2 b. ORGANIZATIONAL OPPOSITION TO BILL
Alaska Fire Chiefs Association
Alaska State Firefighters Association Unknown

(® PROGRAM EFFECTS OF BILL

The incentive aspects of the bill (voluntary or regulated installation of private fire

protection systems) will favorably affect fire prevention and protection programs and
efforts at the state and local levels.

(4) FISCAL IMPACT: [ NONE 1 FISCAL ANALYSIS ATTACHED
(S) AMENDMENTS PROPOSED:

None

(6) COMMENTS:

The provisions in this bill provide the incentive and means and methods for the installatio
of private fire protection systems in private property which will in turn enhance and
support the public fire protection systems and capabilities of communities throughout Alask

Many communities are being faced with providing additional fire protection services and
with the costs associated with providing those services. A community fire protection
incentive program can provide an alternative to the increasing costs of fire protection

A long term affect of such a program would be in the area of security of a communities
assets, e.g. private fire protection systems protect the economics of the community by
providing security for the businesses that provide the tax base and employment of those

mzrrtrwlthin the community. Both the direct and indirect socioeconomic impacts, from fire,
"would be reduced.
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200
300
400
500
600

700

THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. S. B. 370 and H. B. 648

Title An Act Relating to Fire Prevention
Requested bv Legislative Finance

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Department of Community & Regional Affairs
Program Category Affected Development

Budget Request Unit(s) Affected ' Local Government Assistance

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 79 FY 00 FY 81 FY 02

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
COMMODITIES

EOQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS ETC.

TOTAL 0 0 0 0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME h.
PART TIME

Date 2-6-80

FY 83

FY 84
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e SENATE
Member of the Community 6 Regional.
Affairs Committee - Vor—-

Chairman: Arliss Sturgulewski
vies Chairman: Bob Mulcahy

Member Tim Kelly
Member Pat Rodey
Member Terry Stimaon

Distribute also to the following:

Senate Mike Colletta, sponsor Senate Bill 1370
Senator Brad Bradley, co-sponsor Senate Bill #370
Representative Hugh Malone, sponsor House Bill #648
Representative Jim Duncan, co-sponsor House Bill #648

Thia material has been prepared and submitted by the

Alaska Fire Chief"s Association and the Alaska State
Firefighters Association

AD HOC COMMITTEE on Community Fire Protection Incentive Program

Chairman: Robert Shirnberg
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Comments of preference requirement of loan “=fff
for the instaiation of fire protection ayotewsV

Our original concept was to allow preference on the following
basis for lire eouloment loans. -
R
First preference would be for those property"s that ar#/ =
exsisting, and where the instaiation of fire protection”-
systems would be required by local o]l.state building codes.
Y
Second preference would have been for exsisting property”
ownera that disired to install fire protection systcmsdn
a voluntary basis.

Third preference to new construction riouired to install
fire protection systems

Fourth preference to new construction where voluntary
Instaiation of fire protection systems is desired.

With the preferencial requirement removed from the loan
considerations, there is no need to amplify the above.,. .,
considerations.

We feel that if the loan process problems are corrected,

ind loan applications for the instaiation of fire protection
systems can proceed in a timely manner, there would he no
need for preferclal considerations,, and these loaim would

be handled in the normal loan process.
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Granting a 21 property tax iflfcentive $O tbpse property owners who
have installed approved fire protection systems 1is only a snail
recognition vf what thin improvement means to a community.

This incentive will help remove some of the reasons that a
property owner may have that adversely affect the considerations
to install approved fire protection systems.

We only need to look at property that is not protected by the fire
protection systems to realize what"a benefit to the community it
is to have property owners install soch systems-

It is the UNPROTECTED property that places the greatest demand on
the public fire department and water system. Because of the fire
flow requirements of unprotected properties, the manning level of
fire departments 1is as high as it is now. It demands much more
fite apparatus and pumping capacitya larger water utility, and
required fire flow reserve capacity. ™

The public®s coat and taxes necessary to provide Tfire protection
for property that 1is not equipped with approved fire protection
systems is much greater. The real dollar costs of fire protection
is measured by the number and amount of unprotected commercial
properties within the community.

Yet ve have responded to those property owners that have installed
approved fire protection systems by requiring that they must pay
additional*property taxes because they have made improvements to
their property- improvements that are far less costly to provide
fir%—protection service for. ...

« ' * o * -
I find that we have a day and night comparisoni Those that have
made the effort to improve theirproperty with a direct benefit
to the community through reduced costs demanded by fire operations
and a less demanding property, on the .water utility, we have required
to pay ADDITIONAL property taxes.

While on the other hand, those property owners that have made no
improvements; whose property demands moro in respect to coBts of
operations of the fire department and demands a greater reserve

fire flow of the water utility, ARE NOT TAXED ANY ADDITIONAL AMOUNT.

We have a situation in effect, where those that do little

if any improvement to their property are rewarded, and

those that make decided improvements that reduce costs to *
the taxpayer are punished, in effect.

I believe that property owners are sensitive to discrimination in
such cases. There 1is no question as to the performance of: sprinkler
systems, and to the role these systems can and do play 1in reducing *
the costs and demands on the public fire departments, as well as
demanding less fire flow from the water utility.
. o A Vogss
There 1is no question that the majority of the commercial property
within our communities 1is not protected by the installation;!of such
systems. IT incentives were not needed to encourage property owners
to install such systems, why aren"t these systems the rule,* instead
of the exception? Ty
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Water standby” ~“charges, aa brvVcftfcrged to
property owneffe.iMiijhe of the assessed a property

owner that haj”mtSaied a a p r r t a w t t i n g ™ and argu-
ments used to~SSliitty this special*t""efci™m/"ira "for the most part
COrrGet »

iw"5.

HOWEVER, all of "the* arguments and directed at the WroN¢
property Lo AN® ANy LWL WA

It ia the property; owner and/or coma&icialj property that is riot equipped
with a sprinkler-®yftt<m that the ra~arg”~hts fltto a *T*V It ia

the property, that jib*"1ROT equipped withfiprinltler system*; that places

the greatest"demand:ipb the water utlllfcj~fbr fire operations. It is

the property that is i»T equipped with; apt inkier systems that causes

the community*® Jfifo flow requirement be increased. £1 1i» the
property that”i* HOT equipped with & “rihkler systea that requires

the reserve fl{e flowA . . 4 q.‘

where should the fire flow demand rate be assessed?

"1 ' "it; . TI&BVV . eo’m v, ™)
As the ;htRTanarcial property generates the.demand for ‘the additional
fire flow by the type of building, lackbf fire protection systems,
occupancyi, etCr .would it not be correct that the special water rates
required for;the additional fire flow requirement® be assessed to
those generate the additional requirement? If thi® is the. case,
then those properties: that are not equipped, with fire protection systems
should be assessed the additional rates;required by the reserve or
additional fire flow needed to combat fire in these properties.

. . # e

What has happened in reality is that, tone 1not all) water utilities
have required additional revenue for operations, certainly common with
todayls;economics. Because of this need, they hove centered their rate
requests on special users, and because of-the large size of water
service required.by a sprinkler system,.they have justlfled these
charges based on the size of the service line to the propertyln
effect, they are charging by the inch of diameter ..water service,.
Little, 1if any, consideration has been given to the actual water
demanded by such systems, and in particular considering the Water
demanded by fire operations of sprinkler-protected properties versus
properties not protected by sprinkler systems. There 1is no question
that buildings not equipped with sprinkler systems will demandmuch
greater fire flows, and place a much greater demand and coat..era. the
water utility. For the most pact, these demand charges caoe.on line
with affected property owners not being aware of such charge:until
the first billing. Thlp water utility did not publicly announce and
make property owners aware of these considerations. For the:"most pact

these special unwarranted rates came about quietly. Once such
as this 1ia established, it is very difficult to remove or correct,
much the same aa taxes. -T,,

PUL i po¥EX Yy ep
These rates could be mucK better assessed to all commercial property
owners. As a commercial water rate, then all properties wouidVpay
the rate. Adjusted, this would allow those that make the"greatest
demand on the water utility to pay a fair and just rate atf.-.per;Jthe
demand generated by their property for the required fire $towAs it
stands now, only those that place a lessor demand on the wqtetfutuluty
are required t6 pay this special water rate.

L= .
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is it proper for the Legislature to direct tlwr_Public
Utilities Commission on matter® concerningmatja \*"tting?

In the case of the excessive water utility rates” hb
approved by the P.D.C. for demand water service "to e
sprinklered protected buildings; it is proper for the
legislature to resolve and direct” the P.U.C.tbh;"correct
the unfair rates that have been approved. T 'ifz.

Ao S
The P.tUC. has allowed and approved a very inequitable
rate to be charged by some vat™r"; utilities for “this
service.. As this rate does not bold with the fair, and
equitable rate policy as supposed to be administered by
the P.0.C,, where else but to thelegislature can this
problem be resolved? The P.UVC. haa r:ct re-directed its
policy in this matter, and theyjiave let the rate stand.

. B B L o . VR

As to the fairness of the demand water standby rates, the
Municipality of Anchorage has requested and received
approval from the P_.U.C. to remove the demand water
standby charges that have been charged by the municipal
water utility for the past thtee years. It is apparent
that the Municipality of Anchorage considers these
charges excessive and unwarranted, and has removed them
effective March 31, 1990.

IT the. businessmen and property owners 1in our state
cannot receive fair and equitable treatment from public
state commissions, the only recourse they have 1is to seek
adjustments by legislative action to resolve the problem.
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PROBLEM

Alaska is No. 1 in
fires with loss of
life per capita and
property dollar loss

per capita

What can be done to

help this situation?

AVENUES OF APPROACH

SENATE BILL 320

Intent: Provide iIncentive, means
and methods for installation of
sprinkler systems (both standard
and hydraulic) iIn residential and
commercial buildings (excluding all
other fire protection systems)

Bill provides 2 mechanisms:

1) through property tax exemptions

2) through business loans A) lower
loans & interest B) priority
status given over all other loans

PROS
Lives & business savings will continue
to bring in more revenues to municipal-
ities than lives & businesses lost ///
vs municipality $ loss through:
property tax exemption revenue

2] water reduction revenue (a-water
flow requirements for sprinkler heads
reduction = 1/2 and b) fire hydrants
water reduction ayija-kv sfanikj W D tn

3) other revenue loss through expenses
of firemen, policemen, cleanup, etc
NOTE: also general public property
taxes would not have to increase.

Loan program provides more incentive

CONS "full and true value" definition
Ts destroyed, destroys local assessors
credibility in est. market value, and
confuses taxpayer who refers to assessing
records for information.

OTHER AVENUES OF APPROACH TO CONSIDER

1. Income tax credit in the amount spent

for fire protection systems installation.
& d MV e - iV ftoA

2. State reimburse the individual a check

in the amount of a predetermined percentage

of the system cost.

3. Instimaitce reductions

4. \Water rate deductions

of s
vy, tMCJ

\ ! / /117, 41 =

INTENT - INCENTIVE

Existing incentive: Ffire protection systems
reduce insusrance premium costs. Property
owners can more than "recoup" initial cost
of the system installation within a relatively
few years.

Pr\/lo.LiZu //on)
PROBLEMS™ 1) property tax increase 2) water
standby surcharge not reduced/eliminated to
nominal fee charge rates — resulting where
some owners have shut down their systems
opting the higher insurance rates as the
cheaper way to go.

U)Lt Hot * ok K
tvsfcao/f

Mo~ro//rx

END RESULT DESIRED / MECHANISM

Give incentive -to commercial
(and residentiafjowners to
install and maintain fire
protection systems; and, to
present long term method
whereby this installation

will remain the cheaper /5
avenue to go.(rf&s?’ </r ?
Cée/eS a~>iar/ie )

Fire Protection Definition???



SB 370//// Tentative Summary

ill Backers/Supporters initially: Alaska Fire Chiefs Assoc, and
Ak. State Firefighters Assoc.

Legislators: Senator Colletta & Bradley

Intent: provide incentive, mean’and methods for installation of private fire protection
systems in residential and conmercial buildings. Two-fold approach:
through loans and property tax exemptions.

- allow businessmen and property owners to receive loans at intererst rates
proposed, giving priority to such loans, thereby encouraging installation

additional incentive by removing fire protection systems from real property tax
roles.

loan fund (Small Business Loans Division, Ec. Dev. & Com.) will provide loans
- with intent of direct insurance savings received from the installation will
be calculated in the repayment schedule.

-=?tax incentive, remove from the property tax robls the assessed value of the system

- encouraging water standby surcharge for sprinkler connections be reduced/eliminated
to nominal fee charge rates to property owners who have installed (Many cases this
eliminates or exceeds any dollar saving realized from other reductions as result

of installationj f.e.jLnsurance rates lowered, etc.) This will "assist pd&itively
so'that owners wi-Il hot' tutthe sprinkler system down an?l accept the high insurance
rates as the cheaper way to go,

PROS

Lives & buildings saved, which will result in more revenue from respective
businesses to the municipality.

Wliat municipality will save with the above, will more than compensate for lost
revenue because of the tax exemption; i.e., business generating sales tax continues,
more employment continues, less policemcnt, firemen, cleanup, effort needed...

Insurance rates are higher on buidlings without sprinklers -incentive to install system

Less water pressure is needed -

Insurance deduction to building owner will compensate for any payment on installation
loan for sprinklers received.

CONS Municipality loss of revenue - instances where the taxpayer pays for hydrants
generally from the municipality budget - uncerwritten by sales and property taxes
equally proportiate from all property owner: .

Dept. C/RA - "full and true value™ definition is destroyed, destroys local
assessors credibility in est. market value, and confuses taxpayer who refers
to assessing records for information.



y Pe bed./
<A&.C-V* 0.~

Contacts Needed: SB 370, as well as new alternatives

Girmy Cnitwood -

JAMAPUC (Zerbetz or C. Guess)

1. Outcome of Private Fire Protection Service charge case levied
against those buildings who have fire protection sprinkler systems
At--What-was-the-aetuai-vielatien— 1}-reehaee-water-flew-requirement-

far-sprinklers— rates-te-ewRers-ef-sprinkler-fire-preteetieH -systeffls
2>-P1aying-private-fire-preteetien-serviee-fee-

Violation: two fees being charged - ?) lower water consumption rate

and Private Fire Protection Service fee? or municipality charging the
one that was not the most advantageous to the customer?

Assistance in alternative approach concerning water rates for conmercial

and residential buildings who have fire protection systems installed.
/ N

Dept. Public Safety/ William Nix, Conmissioner or Ronald Hendrie

Dept. C/RA also F.N.
Mitch - Anchorage municipality summary and alternative proposals???
Business loans - F.N. plus dept, concerns / suggestions for alternate proposals
Revenue - Income tax credit-Tebaffe

— f
Insurance Div. - rate reductions as presently exist, etc. alternate proposals?

Glen "Pat"™ McKee, Anchorage Assessor 264-6596

T6x — ‘/ft.! 'V.&JIIC,

& .
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Reply;
8-3-79

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE &

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ALASKA PUBLICUTILITIES COMMISSION

JAY S. HAMMOND. Governor

1100 MACKAY BUILDING
338 DENALI STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

July 24, 1979

Gentlemen:

Re Private Sprinkler Fire Pr

This Commission is desirous of receiving
referenced matter as it relates to water
property tax assessments. Accordingly,

us

by briefly answering the following qu

cppreciated:

%<p %

of?

otection

information in the
utility rates and
if you could assist
estions it would be

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of

tax break for installing a
or does the owner subsequen

sprinkler system
tly pay more

property tax due to an increased property

evaluation?

A. 1. Taxes are not effected. Normally the owner will enjoy
a better premium in his Insurance rates only.

2. Are sprinkler system proper

ty owners charged a

demand charge by the utility for water service

and if so, what method is u

sed to determine

the costs for providing this service?
2. Yes. A rate analysis was conducted by a consulting firm

to determine the rate.

Is the sprinkler system pro
to pay a direct fire hydran
tax by the municipality?

perty owner required
t or fire protection

No, just the minimum demand charge.
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" p \».0 - JAY S. HAMMOND, Covernor
JUMNARTMENT OF COMMERCE &m bu,ld hg
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 338 DENALI STREET
ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ancHorace. aLaska 0601
July 24, 1979
Gentlemen:
Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection
This Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and

tax assessments.
answering the

property
us by briefly
appreciated:

Does

Q. 1.

a property owner
tax break for installing a
or does the owner
property tax due
evaluation?

to an

Ho

Q. 2.

Are sprinkler
demand charge
and if so,
the costs

by the utility
what method is
for providing this

mas?
c>jn 1t Y5r>0C)

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler
to pay a direct
tax by the

fire hydrant
municipality?

ith - rf+j.00 "

Accordingly, if
following questions it

receive
sprinkler
subsequently pay more
increased

system property owners

used

system property

could assist
would be

you

any type of

system

property

charged a
for water service
to determine
service?

frLs O1. Y>U”runr/»uu_ov

owner
fire

required

or protection

C«o



* r S. HAMMOND, Governor

departmentOEe c®mwehice&
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 338 DENALI STREET
ALASKA PUBLICUTILITIES COMMISSION ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

1100 MACKAY BUILDING

July 24, 1979

Jentlemen:

Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

this Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly,” if you could assist

us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more

property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

No, he does not receive a tax break. The ovrer could
pay more tax due to an increased property evaluation.

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the wutility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

The owner must take a regular water service before

qualifying for a special separate fire service. A monthly
service charge is imposed based on the operation and
maintenance cost, of the meter and service pipe.

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

No, he is not. The municipality makes a small contribution
towards the calculated cost of fire protection.



If possible, the Commission would
of private sprinkler rates currently
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utility.

Section 33. That as of Jan-
uary 1, 1975, all water used for
domestic and commercial pur-
poses shall bo supplied by meter
only at the following rates and
charges.

Tlte rates for metered water
supplied to premises within the
City of Seattle In one month, or
fractional part thereof, shall he
in accordance with the following

schedule:
CONSUMPTION

SERVICE QUANTITY
SIZE Alg&)OWED
a; Inch cu. ft.
1 Inch 600 cu. ft.
1> inch I'’C0 cu. ft.
2 inch 2000 cu. ft.
3 inch 3100 cu. ft.
-é !ncp1 4900 cu. ;t.

inc cu. ft.
8 Inch 16688 cu. ft.
10 inch 14000 cu. ft.
12 Inch 20000 cu. ft.

Each one hundred (100) cubic
feet in excess of the qunnti-
ties allowed for the foregoing

minimum charges except as
hereinafter provided.. $ .213

Each one hundred (100) cubic
feet In excess of the fir't
thirty thousand (30,000) cubic
feet $ .142

Each separate building or
premises in addition to the
first or principal building rt
premises supplied through
the same service connection,
five hundred (HO0) cubic feet
NE 1SS e $2.60

Provided, that the terms “sepa-
rate buildin? or premises” shall
not apply Tlo trailer nnrha or
trailer rourts, Which .'hall he
governed ns to water rates by the
number and sizes of services and
Ulmntity of water used under the
prove,us schedule.

Water supplied to municipal
department, of the City of Se-
attle, each one hundred (100)
cubic feet In excess of the quanti-
ty. allowed for (ho foregoing
minimum charges 217

The rates for water supplied
for fire protection purposes ex-
clusively shall be deemed service
charges and shall he for any one
month, or fractional part thereof,
as follows:

m
py)
<

S E
SIZE OP SERVICE C E
2 Inch

©®T

©ONPwN R
NP Do~

Inch
Inch
6 Inch
8 Inch
10 Inch .

12 Inch 11.70
The service charges hereln-
enbove set forth shall he granted
only during m "It times ns there
Is no npprecianle reglstrattnm by
the meter maintained by the City
on such fire protection “service*.
Water used for any other pur-
pose than for extinguishing .lres,
throu%h a fire protection service,
shall he chnrged at a rate double
the common rate provided for In

this ordinance.

also xike to receive a list

used by your municipal

truly yours,

> PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

“/bi % CA_

Jewell

Deputy Director

Domestic and commercial rates
and fire service charges for
inside the City limits of
Seattle, Washington. Outside
the City limits, rates are
slightly higher for the same
services.



JAY S. HAMMOND, Covernor

EJIhTIPAKTMEWT OF COI WWERTCE & 1100 mackay building
ECONOMBC B>EVELOH»!W._ZNT 338 DENALI STREET
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Gentlemen:
Re: Private Sprinkler Fire Protection

This Commission is desirous of receiving information in the
referenced matter as it relates to water utility rates and
property tax assessments. Accordingly, i £ you could assist
us by briefly answering the following questions it would be
appreciated:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of
tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

7 7<n A - " iYL

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?



WATER RATES AND REGULATIONS

Service connection installations larger than the two-inch

[»:e shall be charged at the actual cost of the complete
fInstallation.

J

6

Delinquent penalty charge:
(SEC 8§ 14.16.690) it $15.00
Special charges:
a Turn-on requested less than thirty

days after turn-off requested

(See 8 14.16.280) v $10.00 each
b. Shut-off and turn-on requested

for premises where customer’s

stop and waste valve should

have been used (See §8

14.16.220 and 14.16.250)* ...ccvvrinircrcennne $10.00 each
¢. Turn-on or shut-off requested

for a time other than regular

8§ 14.16.250) s $30.00 each

Fid* Sfervice. The rates for water supplied exclusively for
hre protection purposes shall be deemed service charges
and shall be for any one month, or fractional part
thereof, as follows:

Size of Service Service Charge
4 INCNES o $ 4.00
B INCNES e 5.50
8 INCHES oo 7 50
10 INCHES o 10.00
12 INCHES oo 12.00

Outside the City Limits.

2-

Individual Meters. The consumption and minimum

monthly charges for individual metered services outside

the city limits shall be computed in the same manner as

for metered customers within the city and then a

surcharge of twenty-five percent of this amount shall be

added to the charge so computed to arrive at the total

monthly water charge.

Master Meters.

a. The consumption charges for master meters outside
the city Ilimits shall be computed in the same
manner as for individual metered services outside

(Hverelt 2-15-78)
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This study was initiated prior to this legislative session
for informational purposes in APUC Docket U-79-14, Re
Anchorage Water U tility.

In July 1979, the Commission Staff mailed questionnaires to

all known municipal water utilities within Alaska and to
several municipal water utilities in the northwestern United
States. The questionnaire consisted of three questions:

Q. 1. Does a property owner receive any type of

tax break for installing a sprinkler system
or does the owner subsequently pay more
property tax due to an increased property
evaluation?

Q. 2. Are sprinkler system property owners charged a
demand charge by the utility for water service
and if so, what method is used to determine
the costs for providing this service?

Q. 3. Is the sprinkler system property owner required
to pay a direct fire hydrant or fire protection
tax by the municipality?

Of approximately 40 questionnaires sent within Alaska, 13
replies were received and of 93 questionnaires sent out of

state 42 replies were received.

TABULATION OF REPLIES

Alaska Question SI Question f|2 Question
Cordova No * No No
Dillingham No Yes No
Homer No No No
Juneau No No No
Kenai No No No
Ketchikan No Yes No
Kodiak No No No
Nome No No No
North Pole No Yes No
Petersburg No Yes No
Seward No No No
Sitka No No No
Skagway No No No
Total Yes: 0 4 0
No: 13 9 13
Idaho
Burley No * Yes Yes
Couer d'Alene No Yes No
Moscow NO No No
McCall N/A N/A N/A (Sewer
Mountain Home No No No
Total Yes: 0 2 1
No: 4 2 3
N/A: 1 1 1

Most of the "No" answers on question #1 appear to be directed

the first part of the question. There were several "Neithers.

All of the cities listed here appear to have city owned water

U ti

to

systems.

Information was previously supplied to the committee re privately

water utilities such as Central Alaska U tilities, College U tilities
Anchorage

Corporation, etc., and the regulated Municipal Water U tility,
Water U tility.



Oregon

Ashland No * Yes No
Astoria No Yes No
Baker No Yes No
Canyonville No No No *
Central Point No Yes No
Clackamas County No N/A N/A (Not Water U tili
Coquille No No No
Corvallis No Yes No
Cottage Grove No No No
Lowell N/A No No
Portland No Yes No
Reedsport No No No
Roseburg No Yes No
Salem No No No
Sandy No No No
Stayton No Yes No
Total Yes: 0 8 0
No: 15 7 15
N/A: 1 1 1

W ashington

Anacortes N/A Yes No
Battle Ground No * No No
Blaine No No No
Cheney No No No
Clinton N/A N/A N/A (No spjir
systems)
Edmonds No Yes No
Everett No Yes No
Fircrest No No No
Forks No No No
Longview No Yes Yes
Moses Lake No No Yes
Okanogan No Yes No
Olympia N/A Yes No
Pasco No Yes No
Port Angeles No Yes No
Pullman No No No
Seattle No Yes Yes
Tacoma No Yes No
Union Gap N/A Yes Yes
Wenatchee No Yes No
Yakima No Yes No
Total Yes: 0 13 4
No: 17 7 16
N/A: 4 1 1
* Most of the ™"No"™ answers on question #1 appear to be directed to
the first part of the question. Th~re were several "Neithers".
Note: AIll of the cities listed here appear to have city owned water systems.

Information was previously supplied to the committee re privately
owned water utilities such as Central Alaska U tilities, College
Utilities Corporation, etc., and the regulated Municipal Water U tility,
Anchorage Water U tility.
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