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To: House Health, Education ( Social Services Committee

From: Ginny Chitwood

Re: HB 304 - Grants for Water Supply, Sewerage f, Solid
Waste Facilities

The M aska Municipal League urges your/favorable/consideration of 
HB .<04, increasing the state share of vionstruprfon grants for community 
water, sewer and solid waste projects frtnr'Srt to 75\ of the non-fcdcral 
share. In looking at various wavs to distribute the state's revenues, 
this proposal should rank high on the list for many r'v.sons.

1. I'ubltc Health Seeds: Adequate and clean water, sanitary sewer 
and solid waste disposal are basic public health issues that, for the 
most part, cannot be addressed on an individual basis. Because total 
costs of these projects are very large, it is hard for most areas to 
raise the current 50\ local match.

2. Relief for Property Owners: The local share of water and sewer 
project's traJitTonalfcy Is paid by assessments on local property, not by 
general municipal taxation. Increasing the state share will providr 
direct relief to property owners ar.d tax payers by reducing local im­
provement district (LID) pa>ments.

3. Federal Income Tax: None of the state assistance dollar' undt 
this program will result in increased federal income tax payments, as is 
the case with many of the other state revenue distribution proposals.
LID payments, as opposed to property and sales tax pavmcnts, are not tax 
deductible, nor are monthly charges for water, sewer and solid waste 
services.

4. Price of land: A big istoe for the last couple of years has 
Ween tTTe liigk cost of land. One reason for these high prices in de­
veloping surburban areas is the high cost of installing necessary water 
and sewer systems. Increasing *tate participation in providing these
s stems will help to lower the cost of making land avail*t>!c for use.
For example, it costs an average of $13,000 per lot in Ketchikan to 
provide sewerage under the current state construction grants program.
In Juneau, the per lot assessment »r a proposed water system would drop 
from fl, '7.19 to Shot. *5 for the smallest lot In the project and from 
11,111.79 to $4,|$9.3S for the largest lot If the state share Is in­
creased to ?S>.
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5. Mandated Costs: Many of the municipal water, sewer and solid
waste projects have costly additional features not because communities 
want them, but because they are mandated by federal and/or state laws.
It seems only fair that a large portion of the mandated cost be borne 
by other than the local residents.

At one time it was feared that an increase in the state share would be a 
disincentive for municipalities to seek federal funds, thus increasing 
even more the cost to the state. It has since been determined that in 
many cases, "jumping through the hoops" for federal funds increases 
project costs so high as to negate the benefits of those funds. In 
addition to the extras required by the feds, the inflationary increases 
in the two extra years required for federal processing add tremendously 
to the cost of a project. In contrast, the Alaska Department of Environ­
mental Conservation has an excellent record of timely processing applications.



POSITION PAPER ON HOUSE BILL 304

By

Ernst W. Mueller 
Commissioner 

Department o f  Environmental Conservation

Before the
House Health, Education & Soc ia l  Serv ices  Committee

March 31, 1981

Safe drinking water and hygienic sewage and s o l id  waste d isposa l  
are essen t ia l  cond it ions  to  ensure pub l ic  health. For over a 
decade, the State o f  Alaska has provided grant funding to l o ca l  
communities to  expand and improve th e ir  pub l ic  water supplies and 
sewage c o l l e c t i o n  and treatment systems. In the la s t  session o f  
the Alaska Legis lature ,  prov is ion  was made to  expand th is  program 
to  include s o l id  waste d isposa l  and attendant resource recovery 
p r o je c t s .  Through these programs, the State has helped not only  to 
prevent an unknown, but p o te n t ia l ly  large  number o f  i l ln e s s e s  caused 
by environmental fa c to r s ,  but a lso  su b sta n t ia l ly  aided community 
expansion and re s id e n t ia l ,  commercial and industr ia l  development.
Not only  individual homes, but indu str ia l  areas in many communities, 
such as the Fairbanks Railroad Industria l  area, the Kodiak water­
front seafood processing area, and tho State fairgrounds in Haines, 
Palmer, and the Tanana Valley have been brought water or sewer 
se rv ice ,  or  both, by these programs. An added advantage, in d o l la r  
and human c o s t s ,  i s  the addit ional  f i r e  con tro l  and insurance 
savings rea l ized  by nearby hydrants feeding from tho water d i s t r i ­
bution systems.

These programs have a lso  been funded with largo  b locks o f  federal  
funds, an well  as loca l  matching moneys. Of the federal agencies  
funding lo ca l  p r o je c t s ,  tho U. S. Environmental Protect ion  Agoncy,~ 
the Economic Development Administration, the Parmers Homo Adminis­
tra t ion ,  tho Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, and the 
Alaska Area Native Health Service arc tho largest  sources. Under 
tho current program, the S t a te 's  maximum grant award i s  ono-half  
o f  the c o s t s  not borno by a federal granting agency. In a sower 
p ro je c t  funded with EPA grants,  f o r example ,  EPA would pay 75 per­
cent ,  the State 12.5 porccnt,  and the "local government tho remaining
12.5 percont.  This formula mechanism assured a meaningful lo ca l  
share in the p r o j o c t - - t o  ensure that tho re c ip ien t  o f  the so rv ic c  
has a f i s c a l  in teres t  and a p o s i t iv o  incont ive  to  manage the p ro je c t
W O  lie

As I am sure you are aware, the federal  funding agoncios w i l l  ^uffer 
U rge  reductions by tho Reagan Adm inistration 's  o f f o r t s  to restrain  
federal budget growth. Tho Economic Development Administration is
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planned fo r  d is s o lu t io n ,  the Fanners Home and HUD grant programs 
are scheduled for  severe cutbacks, and EPA's wastewater program w il l  
be eliminated unless Congress strongly  m odif ies  i t .  In the la t t e r  
program, we have already seen $12.6 m i l l io n  in funds a l lo ca ted  to 
Alaska in 1981 and e a r l i e r  federal  f i s c a l  years eliminated in the 
la s t  few weeks. Also,  the $16-20 m i l l ion  we expected fo r  Federal 
F isca l  Year 1982 w i l l  not be forthcoming. (If,-any federa l  funding 
i s  ava i lab le  in the future ,  i t  may be fo r  wastewater treatment 
plant construct ion  only ,  not for  in terceptors  and c o l l e c t o r  sewers. 
These la t t e r  p r o je c t s  are e ssen t ia l  to  serve new growth areas in 
communities and to bring sewer serv ice  to  o lder  sec t ions  o f  com­
munities where s ing le  serv ice  sep t ic  tanks are f a i l in g .  As a 
resul t  o f  these reductions,  for  example, the l o c a l  share o f  an 
in terceptor  sewer could be as much as four times what i t  would i f  
federa l  funds were ava i la b le .  I expect that many communities in 
Alaska, fac ing Increased c o s ts  everywhere because o f  reduced federal  
ass is tance ,  w i l l  be very re luctant to i n i t i a t e  new u t i l i t y  p r o je c ts  
with these large c o s t  increases.

House B i l l  304 and i t s  companion in the Senate, SB 252, would 
increase the State share o f  these p r o je c t s  to  75 percent,  with a 
maximum State grant program/federal j o i n t  share o f  87.5 percent, 
and maximum State share o f  resource recovery p r o je c t s  o f  85 percent. 
I want to express our strong su pport ' fo r  th is  increased State share, 
not only  because federal  shared programs are dwindling, but a lso  
because o f  i t s  p o s i t iv e  impact on lo ca l  community f inances.  In 
general,  water and sewer serv ice  i s  not paid by user fees  and pro­
perty assessments. The lo ca l  revenues are most o ften  generated by 
the sale  o f  lo ca l  revenue bonds which are redeemed by the revenues 
from the fees  and assessments. The exceptions to th is  rule might 
be sewage treatment plant construct ion  funds which are acquired 
through general o b l ig a t io n  bondsr* however, in terceptor ,  trunk and 
c o l l e c t o r  sewers, water treatment, storago and d is t r ib u t io n  systems 
are most o f ten  handled as an enterprise  a c t i v i t y ,  with those 
rece iv ing  the se rv ice  paying for  i t  d i r e c t l y .  A dd it iona lly ,  in many 
cases sewer use fees  are used to redeem general o b l ig a t ion  bonds 
sold to  construct  new plants.

The Legis lature  i s  now considering ways in which to  repay loca l  
property taxes,  thus e f f e c t i v e l y  lowering tho property tax rates 
fo r  landowners. While there are a v ar ie ty  o f  ways to do th is ,  any 
roturn to the general property taxpayer w il l  r esu lt  in an incroaso 
In federal  income tax for  those itemizing their  deductions. On the 
other hand, i f  the State increases i t s  subsidy o f  a lo ca l  govern— 
ment serv ice  Which i s  paid by foos  and assessments which are not 
tax d educt ib le ,  there w i l l  bo no increases in federal taxes for  
property taxpayers, and no resultant not lo ss  o f  d o l la r s  out o f  
the Alaskan economy. A dd it iona lly ,  such increased grants can 
b en e f i t  a l l  those rece iv ing  serv ices  from municipally-ovned water, 
sever , and s o l id  waste s c rv ico s ,  whether or  not they pay property 
taxes or  fedora !  income taxes.
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We estimate that th is  increased grant program w i l l  r e su l t  in 
p r o je c t s  being constructed that would not have been under the lower 
formula percentage. As a p ra c t ic a l  matter, however, there i s  no 
means by which we can d e ta i l  the exact p r o je c t s  or  th e ir  c o s t s  at 
th is  time. We have p ro jected  what add it iona l  moneys would be needed 
to  f u l l y  fund th is  b i l l  and the s o l id  waste construct ion  grant pro­
gram, which was not f u l l y  funded by the Legis lature  when i t  passed 
la s t  year because o f  bond fund c o n s tra in ts .  We estimate that 
$20 m i l l io n  w i l l  be needed in State F isca l  Year 1982, in addition  
to that appropriated in the water and sewer bond which the voters  
approved in the November general e l e c t i o n .

In FY 83, the t o t a l  need i s  p ro je c ted  to be $40 m i l l i o n .  Addition­
a l l y ,  we w i l l  need a small increase in our s t a f f  to  handle th is  
expanded program; we expect that $116,300 w i l l  be needed to  fund 
2 -1 /2  p o s i t io n s  in FY 1982. The d e t a i l s  o f  th is  funding i s  
explained in the attached f i s c a l  note.

Thank you fo r  the opportunity to  comment and I would be pleased to 
answer any quest ions you might have.

A tta c h m e n t
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Department o f  Environmental Conservation
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Senate Community & Regional A f fa i r s  Committee

Safe drinking water and hygien ic  sewage and s o l i d  waste d is p o s a l  
are e s s e n t ia l  c o n d i t io n s  to  ensure public  health .  For over  a decade, 
the State o f  Alaska has provided grant funding t o  l o c a l  communities 
t o  expand and improve th e ir  p u b l ic  water su p p l ies  and sewage c o l l e c ­
t i o n  and treatment systems. In the la s t  sess ion  o f  the Alaska 
L e g is la tu re ,  p rov is ion  was made to  expand th is  program to  inc lude  
s o l i d  waste d isp osa l  and attendant resource r e c o v e r y  p r o j e c t s .
Through these programs, the State has helped not o n ly  to  prevent 
an unknown, but p o t e n t i a l l y  large  number o f  i l l n e s s e s  caused by 
environmental f a c t o r s ,  but a lso  su b s ta n t ia l ly  aided  community 
expansion and r e s id e n t i a l ,  commercial and in d u s t r ia l  development.
Not on ly  ind iv idua l  homes, but ind u str ia l  areas in  many communities,  
such as the Fairbanks Railroad Industria l  area, the Kodiak water­
f ro n t  seafood processing  area, and the State f a i r g r o '  nds in  Haines, 
Palmer, and the Tanana Valley  have been brought water o r  sewer 
s e r v i c e ,  o r  both, by these programs. An added advantage, in d o l l a r  
and human c o s t s ,  i s  the ad d it ion a l  f i r e  con tro l  and insurance 
savings r e a l iz e d  by nearby hydrants feeding from the  water d i s t r i ­
bution systems.

These programs have a lso  been funded with large b l o c k s  o f  f e d e ra l  
funds, as well  as l o c a l  matching moneys. Of the f e d o r a l  agenc ies  
funding l o c a l  p r o j e c t s ,  the U. S. Environmental P r o te c t i o n  Agency, 
the Economic Development Administration, the Farmers Home Adminis­
t r a t i o n ,  the Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, and the 
Alaska Area Native Health Scrv ico  are the la rge s t  sou rces .  Under 
the curront program, the S t a t e ' s  maximum grant award i s  o n e -h a l f  
o f  the c o s t s  not borne by a fed ora l  granting agency.  In a sewer 
p r o j e c t  funded with EPA grants ,  f o r  example, EPA would pay 75 p er ­
cen t ,  the State 12.5 percent ,  and the l o c a l  government the roaain ing
12.5 p ercent .  This formula mechanism assur »d a meaningful l o c a l  
share in the p r o j e c t — to ensure that the r e c i p i e n t  o f  the s e r v ic e  
has a f i s c a l  in t e r e s t  and a p o s i t i v e  incent ive  t o  manage the p r o j e c t  
w e l l .

As I am sure you are aware, the federa l  funding a g e n c ie s  w i l l  s u f f e r  
large  redu ct ion s  by the Reagan A dm in istrat ion 's  e f f o r t s  t o  r e s t r a in  
fe d e ra l  budget growth. The Economic Development A dm inistrat ion  i s
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planned f o r  d i s s o l u t i o n ,  th e  Farmers Home and HUD g r a n t  programs 
a r e  scheduled f o r  s ev e re  cu tbacks ,  and EPA's w a s tew a te r  program w i l l  
be e l im in a te d  u n l e s s  Congress s t r o n g ly  m od i f i e s  i t .  In  th e  l a t t e r  
program, we have a l r e a d y  seen $12.6 m i l l i o n  in  funds a l l o c a t e d  to  
Alaska in  1981 and e a r l i e r  f e d e r a l  f i s c a l  y e a r s  e l im in a t e d  i n  th e  
l a s t  few weeks. Also, th e  $16-20 m i l l i o n  we expec ted  f o r  F ed e r a l  
F i s c a l  Year 1982 w i l l  no t be for thcoming. I f  any f e d e r a l  fund ing  
i s  a v a i l a b l e  in  the  f u t u r e ,  i t  may be f o r  was tewa te r  t r e a tm e n t  
p l a n t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  on ly ,  no t  f o r  i n t e r c e p t o r s  and c o l l e c t o r  sewers.  
These l a t t e r  p r o j e c t s  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  to  se rve  new g row th  a r e a s  in 
communities and to  b r in g  sewer s e r v i c e  to  o l d e r  s e c t i o n s  o f  com­
m un i t i e s  where s i n g l e  s e r v i c e  s e p t i c  tanks  a r e  f a i l i n g .  As a 
r e s u l t  o f th e s e  r e d u c t i o n s ,  f o r  example, th e  l o c a l  s h a r e  o f  an 
i n t e r c e p t o r  sewer cou ld  be a s  much as  fou r  t im e s  what i t  would i f  
f e d e r a l  funds were a v a i l a b l e .  I expec t  t h a t  many communit ies in 
Alaska, f a c in g  in c r e a s ed  c o s t s  everywhere because o f  reduced  f e d e r a l  
a s s i s t a n c e ,  w i l l  be v e ry  r e l u c t a n t  to  i n i t i a t e  new u t i l i t y  p r o j e c t s  
w i th  th e s e  l a r g e  c o s t  i n c r e a s e s .
Senate B i l l  252 and i t s  companion in  the  House o f R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .
HB 304, would i n c r e a s e  the S t a t e  share  of t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  t o  75 pex- 
c en t ,  w i th  a maximum S t a t e  g r a n t  p rog ram/federa l  j o i n t  s h a r e  o f
87.5 p e rc en t ,  and maximum S t a t e  share  of r e s o u r c e  r e c o v e ry  p r o j e c t s  
o f  85 p e r c e n t .  I want to  exp re s s  our s t ro ng  su ppo r t  f o r  t h i s  
in c re a s ed  S t a t e  sh a re ,  no t  on ly  because f e d e r a l  sh a red  programs 
a r e  dwind l ing, bu t a l s o  because o f i t s  p o s i t i v e  impact on l o c a l  
community f i n a n c e s .  In g en e r a l ,  water and sewer s e r v i c e  i s  n o t  
pa id  by u se r  f e e s  and p ro p e r ty  assessmen ts .  Tho l o c a l  r ev enue s  a r e  
most o f t e n  g ene ra ted  by the  s a l e  o f  l o c a l  revenue bonds which a re  
redeemed by th e  revenues  from the fe e s  and a s s e s sm en ts .  The excep ­
t i o n s  to  t h i s  r u l e  m ight be sewage t r e a tm en t  p l a n t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
funds which a r e  a cqu i re d  through g en e ra l  o b l i g a t i o n  bonds, howevei, 
I n t e r c e p t o r ,  t runk  and c o l l e c t o r  sewers, wate r  t r e a tm e n t ,  s t o r a g e  
and d i s t r i b u t i o n  systems a r e  most o f t e n  handled a s  an e n t e r p r i s e  
a c t i v i t y ,  w i th  thosu  r e c e iv i n g  the s e r v i c e  paying f o r  i t  d i r e c t l y .  
A id i t i o n a l l y ,  in  many c a se s  sewer uso fee s  a r e  used t o  redeoa  
g en e ra l  o b l i g a t i o n  bonds so ld  to  c o n s t r u c t  now p l a n t s .
The L e g i s l a t u r e  i s  now con s id e r ing  ways in which t o  repay  l o c a l  
p ro p e r ty  t ax e s ,  thu s  e f f e c t i v e l y  lowering the  p r o p e r t y  tax  r a t e s  
f o r  landowners. While t h e r e  a r e  a v a r i e t y  of ways to  do t h i s ,  any 
r e t u r n  to  th e  g e n e r a l  p ro p e r ty  taxpaye r  w i l l  r e s u l t  in  an i n c r e a s e  
in  f e d e r a l  incomo tax  fo r  those  i tem iz ing  t h e i r  d e d u c t i o n s .  On the  
o th e r  hand. I f  th e  S t a t e  In c re a se s  i t s  sub s idy  o f a  l o c a l  gove rn ­
ment s e r v i c e  which i s  pa id  by fee s  and a s se s sm en ts  which a r e  no t  
tax  d e d u c t ib l e ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be no i n c r e a s e s  in  f e d e r a l  t a x e s  f o r  
p ro p e r ty  taxp aye r s ,  and no r e s u l t a n t  n e t  l o s s  o f  d o l l a r s  ou t  o f  
th e  Alaskan economy. A dd i t i o n a l ly ,  such in c r e a s ed  g r a n t s  can 
b e n e f i t  a l l  th o s e  r e c e iv i n g  s e r v i c e s  from municipal ly-owned wa te r ,  

s o l i d  waste s e r v i c e s ,  whether o r  no t  th ey  pay p r o p e r t y  t a x e s  o r  f e d e r a l  income taxes .
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We estimate that th i s  increased grant program w i l l  r e s u l t  in 
p r o j e c t s  being constructed  that would not have been under the lower 
formula percentage.  As a p r a c t i c a l  matter, however, there  i s  no 
means by which we can d e t a i l  the exact p r o j e c t s  or t h e i r  c o s t s  at  
th i s  time. We have p ro je c ted  what add it iona l  moneys would be needed 
to  f u l l y  fund th is  b i l l  and the s o l id  waste con s t ru c t io n  grant p ro ­
gram, which was not f u l l y  funded by the L eg is la tu re  when i t  passed 
l a s t  year because o f  bond fund con stra in ts .  We estimate  that 
$20 m i l l i o n  w i l l  be needed in State F isca l  Year 1982, in a d d i t io n  
to  that appropriated in the water and sewer bond which the v o t e r s  
approved in the November general e l e c t i o n .

In FY 83, the t o t a l  need i s  proj&cted to  be $40 m i l l i o n .  A d d it ion ­
a l l y ,  we w i l l  need a small increase in our s t a f f  to  handle t h i s  
expanded program; we expect that $116,300 w i l l  be needed t o  fund 
2 -1 /2  p o s i t io n s  in PY 1982. The d e t a i l s  o f  t h i s  funding i s  
explained in the attached f i s c a l  note.

Thank you fo r  the opportunity  to  comment and I would be p l c i s e d  to  
answer any quest ions  you might have.

A t t a c h m e n t



ATTACHMENT A

CALCULATION OF INCREASED FUNDING REQUIREMENTS 

1980 -  T o ta l  S tate  grant o b l i g a t i o n
1980 -  S ta te  matching gran t  o b l i g a t i o n s  f o r  EPA p r o j e c t s  
1980 -  S ta te  on ly  grant o b l i g a t i o n s

$20. 5 M 
4 .0  M 

1 6 .5  M

EFFECT OF 75 PERCENT FUNDING ON STATE GRANT OBLIGATIONS
I

$16 .5  M X 75% funding l e v e l  /
50% funding l e v e l

EFFECT OF EPA FUNDING REDUCTIONS ON STATE GRANT OBLIGATIONS

Maximum fu tu re  EPA funding est im ated  a t  
P resen t EPA funding average i s

S ta te  In crease  Required 
S ta te  Match

$17 .0  -  $12 .0  
$12 .0  X 12.5%

'“2 4 .7 5  M

$ 1 2 .0  M/year 
$ 1 7 .0  M /year

5 .0  M 
1 .5  M

$ 6 .5  M

EFFECT OF SOLID WASTE GRANTS ON STATE GRANT OBLIGATIONS 

Estimated annual demand f o r  s o l i d  waste gran ts $ 6 . 0  M

TOTAL FUNDIMG REQUIREMENTS

75% funding e f f e c t  
EPA funding re d u c t io n  e f f e c t  
S o l id  waste g ra n ts  o f f s e t  

T o ta l  est im ated  annual noedji 
based on 1980 r a te s

$ 2 4 .7 5  M
6 .5 0  M 
6 .00  .. 

$ 3 7 .2 5  M

ADJUSTMENT FOR 10 PERCENT AHMUAL IHFLAT10M 

$37.2% X 1 .1

Assume minimum FY 1982 funding requirement o f

$40.97% M 

$ 4 1 .0  M

ESTIHATET UNOBLIGATED ROMP FUND BALANCE AT JJLY 1. 1981 

$27.2  M -  $6 .2  M $21 .0  M Balance

ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL KEEPS FOR FY 62 

$41 .0  M -  $21 .0  n $20 . M In crea sed
Appropr t a t i



I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.

» f l S C A L  - M I L

SENATE BILL 252

Title "relating to grants for water supply, sewerage and solid waste facilities'*

Requested bv Kertulla and Kelly Hair March 9. 1981

II. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Environmental Conservation ________________________

Program Category Affected nrmec____________________________________________________________________________________ __________
3RU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Facility Construction & Operation Section *_______
(Note: If more thar. one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each 

component in the analysis section.) ‘Municipal Grants Program 

EXPENDITURES (Thousands o f  Dollars)
Estimated dn 8% increase per year

1 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
100 PERSONAL SERVICES NA NA 91.3 qa . 6 106.5 115.0
200 TRAYEL _ _ _ NA NA 14 .0 15. 1 1 6 .3 1 7 .6
2QQ_ CQMLRAC1 UAL NA NA 8.0 a. 6 9 .3 ' 10.1

COMMODITIES NA NA 0 .5 Q.4 0 .6 0.6
_ EQUIPMENT NA NA 2 .5
_ LAND & STRUCTURES NA NA

700 GRANfS. CLAIMS. ETC NA 20000.0 •sq. uco. o 4 3 ,2 0 0 .0 4 6 .6 5 6 .0

TOTAL 2 0 ,1 1 6 .3 4 0 .1 2 2 .8 4 3 .3 3 2 .7 4 t  799.3

FUNDING (Thousands of  Dollars)

GENERAL FUND / 2 0 .1 1 6 .1 4 0 .1 2 2 . a 4 1 .3 1 3 .7 4 6 .7 9 9 .1
FEDERAL FUNDS NA NA
OTHER (Specify Fund Source) _ •a HA • • • ■ ■ e mmm

.IA :ia_ .

g g m m a

FULL TIME I NA MA 2.0 2.0 2 .0 2 .0
PART TIME NA NA 1 .0 1.0 1 .0 1 .0
TEMPORARY MA NA NA - - - -----

III. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)
This f is c a l note d e ta il*  the coats associated w ith  h ir in g  two new eng ineers (environmental 
engineers IX end I I I )  end converting en e x is t in g  h a lf  time d a r k  ty p is t  TI p o s it io n  to  f u l l  
tlm* (PCX 18-7281). I t  is  estimated that thes* a d d it io n a l s ta f f w i l l  be requ ired  to  handle the 
increased number o f grants that w i l l  ra su lt  from 741 fund ing . I t  may a ls o  be necessary to  
increase our lev# ' of e f fo r t  o i  some p ro je c ts , since sm aller comm uni t ie s  w i l l  not be app ly in g  
for g ran ts . Many t*  these communities do not have the expertise  to  adm in is te r eng inee rin g  
end construction contracts and may re ly  on the Department fr» ass is tance . There M y  a lso  be e 
corresponding decrease in  the lo ve l of e ffo rt  now devoted to EPA p ro je c ts . I f  t h is  occurs , 
i t  may not be necessary to f i l l  both eng ineering p o s it io n s .

The S20.0 m i l l io n  estimate for a d d it io n a l grant funding in  nr 82 w i l l  n te ! to be considered 
as en app rop r ia t io n  i f  funds are to be a v a ila b le , fo r subsequent veers oro-ran f in d in g  mav be 
orovided through e ith e r bond issues ennronr le t ions or e combination o f the two sources, 
for subsequent veers we a lso  recosmwnd that anv a d d it io n a l nr on ram expenditures be financed 
i i  e c e n ita l improvement program w ith  funding coming -nm e ithe r the bond lssuas or the

IV. DATE K u r t - U - X H l -------------PI EPARED B Y  JJHTVM___________________ i2 2 L 2 2 llill2 D -
AGENCY JB8TiriflMk Ql Invlronmantal Ooaearvatimm

Original: Ugiitativt Hnsncc PHONE_____________455-2»iQ_________
OC. Budrrt and Manscrmenl

Pnmc Sponvor (Firtt Lrgrilator Named)

M - 0 0 1  (Rev. 12/71)



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

FJSCAL NOTE

I. REQUEST
B ill/R eso lu tion  No. house bill 304_________________________ ________
Title relating to grants Cor water bupply, sewerage and solid wasto facilities- 

Requested by HimcaiL.________________________________________________ Date 3-10-81

II. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Dt?r>artmont ^nvironnontal Conservation 
Program Category Affected NkMEC
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected j n  ty cm stm ct in n  and nrnr'lHnn  —
(■Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-itcm amounts and funding for each 

component in the analysis section.)
EX PEN D IT U R ES  (T housands o f  Dollars)

FY  80 FY 81 FY  82 FY 83 FY  84 FY 85
100 PE R SO N A L  SER V IC ES NA NA 91.3 9a. 6 106.5 115.0

200 T R A V E L NA NA 14.p 15.1 16.3 17.6

300 C O N TR A C TU A L ‘•A • H.O > ■ <J 10.1

400 COM M O D IT IES NA NA 0.5 0.6 o.f.

500 EOU1PM ENT NA NA 2.5 . . .

NA IB •  esse . . . . . .m  G R A N T S . CLA IM S. ETC NA NA 20 . 000.0 40 .0 0 0 .0 ■i‘ »- '■ 46 .656 .0

T O T A L NA NA 2 0 ,1 1 6 .3 4 0 .122 .0 43 ,3 32 .7 4 6 ,7 9 9 .3

FU N D IN G  (T hou sand s o f  Dollars)

G EN ER A L  FU N D NA MA 20 ,110 .3 4 0 ,1 2 2 .8 43 .112 .7 4 6 ,7 99 .3
FE D ER A L  FU N D S NA NA . . . . . . ---

OTHER  (Spec ify  F und  Source) NA NA . . . ---- men m ---

p o s i t i o n s

FU L L  TIM E NA NA 2 .0 2 .0 2 .0 2.0
PA R I TIM E NA kA I . ' l . f t i . 6 i .O
TEM PO RA RY w ■" ' RA ' eeeses mmm ---

III. A N A LY SIS  (Sec F iscal N o te  P rep a ra tio n  Instruc tions, S ec tio n  III)
Thl* fisca l note deta ils  tho coats associated with hiring two now engineers l#nv‘ ronmentai 
engineers I I  and I I I )  and covertlng an s it s t i iw  half tian clerk typist 1! position to fu ll 
tiSMi (PCM la-72111). It is  estimated that thuHu additional s ta ff w ill bo required to handlo tho 
incroasod h«b«f of grants that w ill rooult from 75% funding. It nay also bo necessary to 
literoaao our level ot e ffo rt  on soar projects, since saaller communities w ill not be applying 
for grants. Many of thuae coaoounities do not have the expertise to adninister engineering 
srtd construction contracts and nay rely on the Departnsnt for assistance. There nay aloo be a 
corresponding decrease in the level o f e ffort now devoted to CPA projects. If th is occurs, 
it  nay not be necesssry to f i l l  both engineering visit ions.

The 120.0 n l l l i o n  estimate for a d d it io n a l grant fund ing in  PY I )  w i l l  need to be considered 
aa an app rop ria tion  i f  funds srs to be a v a ila b le , fo r  subsequent ynars program funding nay be 
provided through e ith e r bond issues , app rop ria t ions , or a combination o f the two sources.
Per a sequent years we a lso  recoamend lu s t  any a d d it io n a l program aspeadlturaa be flnancad 
as a c ap ita l improvement program w ith  funding coring from w ither the bond issues or the
IV. DATE Worch 2 ) ,  1941_____________ PREPARED BY i a i . n  mriTOtr a p p r o p r ia t io n .

AGENCY apartment of Environments neervat Ion
Oi pnal Lf(illative Finance PHONE 465-2410
cc. Budget and Manaermcnt

Pnmc Sponior ( I wit Lrgnlalor Named)

13-001 (Rev. 12/79)
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