


S.B. 429
Hello, My name 1is Robert Maxwell, I am the Executive Director of
Interior Weatherization, Inc. We provide weatherization services
to residents of the Fairbanks North Star Borough, the road systen
east to Delta Junction and south to Cantwell. In that capacity |
am here to support the funding of weatherization programs
proposed in S.B. 429.
As a board member of the Alaska Association of the Energy
Efficiency Industry, 1 am also here to support the funding of
other energy efficiency and conservation programs proposed 1in
S.B. 429
The Associations®” proposal that you have received should be
viewed as a State Energy plan that we have provided free of
charge 1in the hope that we can turn around the current situation
that needlessly drains millions of dollars annually from our
economy.
We feel the only shortcoming of S.B. 429 is that the amount of
funding proposed for weatherization and other energy efficiency
programs is not adequate.
The Energy Efficiency industry understands the current financial
picture and the resulting challenges facing our decision makers.
These programs represent an opportunity to invest now in order to
save later. IT we continue to postpone adequate funding of these
programs even another year, we may be sentencing our residents to

a economic handicap that will not allow us to be competitive in

the world market.



These programs have both long-term and immediate economic
benefits. State funding of weatherization in the railbelt area
has excellent cost-benefit ratios. Jobs are created with this
funding, a 1988 study by ISER showed that weatherization creates
more jobs and personal 1income per dollar spent than any other
type of capital project. The study showed that 18 jobs, of one

year duration, were created for every $1 million spent.

By funding other energy efficiency programs as well, we will
enhance our existing buildings and reduce their operating costs.
We will improve the health and safety of all Alaskans through
these programs.
These programs will cenerate better more efficient quality
housing and eliminate future State liability and expense like the
$90 million required by AHFC to upgrade and repair some of the
repossessed homes during the last recession.
Weatherization improves substandard housing and helps prevent
homelessness. The State will save money from decreased energy
assistance expenses and medicare claims by providing livable and
healthy home e- n* * for the low-incorae.

State fundi.\"v weatherization 1is used in conjunction with
federal weatherization funds in the railbelt area. It is only
with State funding and State regulations that we can truly

address the needs of Alaskan weatherization recipients.



The federal weatherization funds for Alaska are set at the same
dollar amount per home and must be spent under the same
regulations as if the home were located in Florida.

Federal regulations still require that we treat home-owners and
renters equally when providing weatherization services.

That landlords may benefit from property improvements from
weatherization at no cost to them continues to be a concern of
weatherization providers.

There 1is currently a federal rule change procedure taking place
that will allow States to mandate landlord financial
participation. Heating system replacement funds under State
control now require a 50% minimum landlord participation when
replacing a heating system in a rental unit.

The need for a low-income weatherization in the railbelt area 1is
illustrated by the fact that the three weatherization providers
in the railbelt have hundreds of applications each year that
current funding cannot serve. The majority of our 230 dwellings
served last year were applicants that were either elderly,

handicapped or families with children 6 years and younger.

Many of our older Alaskan clients spend over 28% of their 1incomes
on heat alone. Add to that the cost of other utilities,
medication and food and you have what you would call here a

budget shortfall. Our clients call it a disaster.



Some of these individuals are the pioneers that opened up this
country. They are all independent people who are not after a
handout, but do not have the means to perform their own
weatherization. The weatherization program can have a positive
impact for these seniors on fixed incomes. After we remedied a
situation that she could not take care of on her own, one client
recently asked 11 wonder how many people have had to abandon
their homes and leave Alaska because they couldn®t afford to fix
their roof?" Ironically, had she been able to afford to fix it
herself, she would have wasted her money on repairs that would
not have fixed the problem. This is where the experience and

expertise of weatherization providers becomes so important.

State energy efficiency programs are a most effective way to
deal with railbelt energy 1issues. I recently had the pleasure of
serving on Golden Valley Electrical Associations Energy
Efficiency Advisory Committee. This was a large committee of 15
people with widely varied interests and perspectives from all
walks of life. After many week-night meetings and a couple of
long Saturdays, this committee came to a unanimous recommendation
that GVEA use the existing State energy efficiency programs to
accomplish electrical end-use conservation goals. The committee
felt that this would be the most cost-effective way to insure

quality delivery of program services.



The low-income weatherization program would be used to deliver
the services to GVEA low-income residential consumers. The
Energy Rated Homes of Alaska Program would be used to deliver the
services to other GVEA residential consumers and the Building
Energy Assistance Team would be used to implement electrical end-
use conservation for the commercial consumers of GVEA. So, it
would appear that even the utilities may be relying on these

State energy efficiency programs to effectively deliver any

electrical end-use conservation programs.

It is in the best interest of the State, the utilities and
the residents of the railbelt that adequate funding for energy
efficiency programs be made available under this bill. Other
projects mentioned in S.B.429 do have alternative funding
available to them, State energy efficiency programs do not. We
cannot afford to continue to ignore the impact that a $213
million dollar annual residential heating bill has on the

residents of this State and it"s economy.

I would like to thank the committee for the opportunity to
testify today on these important issues. I am confident that you

will do the right thing for the future of Alaskan residents.



1-cL VAE -dej)

Cner*pi’i* Daapra
State Cap"Q]Poom 0!
Juneau. Alaska 9980M 132 March 3,1992

n.v.r Cpip,2.7rjp pfl:;rra

l'ce'fam-ly appreciate your sponsorship or Senate 3iline 929 iam sure +ou
are maxmo a oreat effort to get this Dili passed we certainly noce Section
5 will not oe deleted from your DM! ! 00 oeueve 5 J<a29 will oenefit”ct
only trie McKinley village area out FairoankKs, Anchorage ana me wnoie State
of Alaska

Tne State of Alaska subdivided a large portion of land ana calieo it
McKinley village Tne McKinley village area lies directly south of tne Denali
National Dark entrance, the NUMBER ONE tourist attraction m our State
The State sold off tne lots at a very high price This area has attracted
many permanent families and businesses, it would most likely expand very
rapidly if commercial power was available in the area

The Denali Grizzly Bear Cabins and Campground has no commercial power
We must use a 33 Kw diesel generator We have a 20 Kw generator for a
standby back up power in August of 1990 we had only tne 20 K.w plane ana
due to overloading so many times it proceeded to quit during the busy part
of our season | had to purchase the 38 K.w. at the foo Anchorage price of
326,000 00 By the time we had it shipped ana installed we had a total dU!
of $28,000 00 During the summer of 1991 we had a total expense for
generating electricity of $5,581 41 This figure included diesel fuel, oil,
filters, and minor parts Because we naa purchased tne new Generator m
'990 we nad no oreak down costs Our iaoor maintenance costs were not
feoureo m Perhaps the biggest problem witn gen”ranna ..-our jwn
eiectnc’'ty’'s not tne cost out tne constant worry and e'eeo:ee? mqr*:
.vatcnmq over tne wnole system When tne 0-Vs wnois- mrr-'n
'nuts down ang rne mcome stops m some -ev- uurmq p Woo-- we
fiya nan ri refund rr-wne* our client'-

Last vear we paid to tne State of Alaska corporation raves -n>Ce-
"eqistratror reee, a b C Board retai! liqguor license f~e ana a ens'?e”s
iicensA ree if we were to ger commercial power our ousmess ncorn-



With ten employees on our payroll, one must consider tne"* 'mnai;r ;.n rne
Alaska economy rwo ct our employees are enrolled at rne » r -
Anchorage Four are enrolled at tne USY a Fairbanks, one  +eacnirn -+*nen!
in Anderson, one is living and wor- mo >n Fairbanks and my vif- ano ar*
mwing m tne Salcna area during tne wmrer Tnere is no aoubt tear
Anchorage and Fairbanks receive a maior portion of this pawoii

as the Grizzly Bear adds new facilities each year me money soerr toes
directly into the Fairbanks ana Anchorage economy Tms year we nan r,
bring in a Fairpanks engineer to design our two new septic systems we
hired a loc™*! fark contractor to construct these we purchased all
the material to outla these systems m Fairbanks. The wasned gravel was
purchased from a Healy industry we nave completed another new cabin and
all the material was purchased from Fairbanks we use a local attorney
from Fairbanks m any legal matters that come up from time to time Tne
accounting firm float does our payroll, accounts and taxes is from Fairbanks

Our liquor store purchases are from Fairbanks wholesale distributors
OQur gift shop purchases are primarily from Ancnorage and Fairbanks but we
buy from local ana statewide artisans also All of the grocery store items
we purchase come out of Fairbanks, Palmer and Anchorage wholesalers. The
vehicles and light plant generators we own were purchased m Fairbanks
and Anchorage The propane and fuels we sell and use are purchased from
Fairbanks companies Qur printing need are purchased r>om local Fairbanks
print shops The laundry service we use for our oed linen is supplied from
Fairbanks and Anchorage we deai with utility companies tnar are Alaska
owned Our oanking is done m two localiv owned Favnanks pam.s our long
range savings investments are oon~ w.*n T:nancia! nv.i-es navino local
offices Our insurance, Ilﬂl]ly.au--- any w m e " somp”r.eation is
Purchased rrom Alaska firms Our -—-r?m rPing imr--d r/ aio-'ai

Fairbanks r,rm 1cou|d go on out : pei'e*-~ f ar 1nave convinced rne reaae;
M»r iMicir.-u-: nrAUIrcC cr, i*.-:
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For whatever reason the passea veto actions of former State of Alaska
Governors or the "oo not pass" actions of former legislators, i sincerely
request mat wnenyou consider tne Electrification H 'Oie."r rrorn Cantwell to
(Cr.inirv village, mat you keep in mine ti'ist this c-roiect zees not omyv

oenefir tne wviiiage area Put will also Denefit Fairpanks. Anchorage ana the
State Of Alaska. PLEajE dUPPGRT SENATE 5ILI NO. 429

:>mcereiv yours,

Jack H Reisland

Denali Grizziy Bear Canins & Campground
PO.Box /

U&fiaii Park, Aidsks Qy/r5
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OMEBUILDERS ASSOCIATION

March 5, 199?

The Honorable Drue Pearce
Chair

Labor and Commerce Committee
The Senate

Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska

RE: SB 429

Dear Senator Pearce:

The Alaska State Homebuilders Association Board of Directors
strongly supports the concept of Railbelt Energy Funds being used

in part for energy conservation programs. To use this money to
fund only the generation of energy without thought given to the
other end of the equation - the consumption of energy - would

seem to be less than prudently and fiscally responsible.

To maximize the responsible use of this fund, it would also seenm
wise to put money for energy conservation into programs that
already are in place 1in Alaska. These programs would include
Energy Rated Homes of Alaska, the Alaska Craftsman Home Progranm,
and the weatherization progranm.

Next to the mortgage on a home, the single highest cost for owning
a home in Alaska is energy consumption. The largest percentage of
this cost is to heat the home. In some households, this cost can
be 33% of the household®s income. There are ways to cut this cost,
some of them quite simple, but they all require that the builders
and the homeowners become educated about the possibilities of
energy conservation 1in the home and the ways to accomplish this.
The programs mentioned above not only do this, but they do it very
well, and their continued effective presence in the state of Alaska
can only benefit the people of this state.

SB 429 contains $14 million for energy conservation programs. It is
important that this money be made directly available to the
established energy conservation groups in this state, and that the
amount itself be substantially increased to reflect the importance
of this end of the energy equation. We urge the Labor and Commerce
Committee to consider this carefully.

7801 SCHOON STREET, UNIT E « ANCHORAGE, A1AKSA 99518 = (9C7) 322-3605
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Alaska Association of the tner”~y trnnency m u m m

A PROPOSAL TO GREATS JOBS, AND FUEL ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT THROUGH ENERGY EFFICIENCY

in these days when, the State is faced with the need to do the same
for less, and make the maximum use of every dollar it spends, we
should seek out way3 to make investments today that w ill reduce
state operating costs tomorrow.

Alaskans spend $213 million every year to heat their homes, plus
another $100 million to heat their community facilities, state
buildings, offices and commercial buildings. There is a great
opportunity for Alaska to make economically attractive investments
in energy efficiency and permanently reduce this $313 million drain

on Alaska's economy.

INVESTMENT OPPORTUNITIES

loo's of Jobs W ill Be Created For Alaskans

A 1988 study by the University of Alaska's Institute of Social &
Economic Research showed that state spending for energy efficiency
programs such as Weatherization creates more jobs and personal
income per dollar spent than any other type of capital project.
ISER's study showed that 18 jobs, of one year duration, were
created for each $1 million spent.

E fficiency w ill Generate Economic Development.

M illions of dollars which are now being sent Outside to buy heating
oil will stay in the state. Families w ill have more money in their
budget for other expenses, creating extra benefits in their
communities through an economic ripple effect. The State w ill also

have reduced operating expenses, more money for important services
like education.

Improved Buildings W ill Reduce the State Operating Budget.

State operated facilities throughout Alaska are wasting millions of
dollars Dby wasting energy. Improving the efficiency of State
facilities offers one of the most cost-effective ways to reduce
state spending, with no reduction of state services. Providing
funding for improving community facilities in rural areas which

rely on State revenue sharing w ill also save the State money in the
long run.
The State W ill Protect Its Investment in New Homes.

The State of Alaska through the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation
spent $90 m illion to upgrade and repair repossessed homes during
the last recession, higher quality, more durable and efficient

pi‘b%?%% Wfilalri are uun<t0 m for d"(.e._(;"a*des, instead of a few years.
will also be built to withstand the harsh Afaska climate "?or
decades, 1instead of a few years.

P.O. Bov 110021 + Anchorage, Alaska 99S11
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Substandard Housing W ill Be Improved. . .
Life threatening problems such as defective heating systems ana

faulty wiring are repaired through the Low Income W eatherization
Program every day. Other typical weatherization improvements
include fixing leaky roots, sealing cracks, replacing doors and
windows and adding insulation,

Homele3sness W ill Be Prevented. _ .
Extending the usable life of homes and making substandard housing

livable, increases housing availability, especially for low income
Alaskans. Fixing life threatening problems also prevents low income
fam ilies from having to abandon their homes and becoming homeless.

Programs Vital to the Housing Industry W ill Be Maintained.
Professional home builders rely on the residential efficiency
programs for training required by the state to obtain a
contractor's license. They also use the programs to meet the
State's energy efficiency standard for new homes and to obtain
financing incentives offered by national mortgage programs,

A New Permanent Fund.

A penny saved is a penny earned, as the old maxim goes. Although
energy savings through a comprehensive efficiency effort can be
measured in millions of dollars a year, not pennies, Those energy
savings amount to a new Permanent Fund for Alaska, paying annual
dividends to families and reducing the state and local communities'

operating budgets.
PROPOSED RAILBELT ENERGY FUND ALLOCATION FOR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT THROUGH ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Low Income W eatherization $16 m illion

tate/Institutional Facilities
fficiency Upgrade $10 million

S

E

Ongoing Residential & Business

Energy E fficiency Programs $ 8 million

Regional Housing Authority Efficiency
Upgrade of New Homes $ 3 million

Grants to U tilities for End Use
Conservation $ 2 million

TOTAL; $39 m illion
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MEMORANDUM

Senator Drue Pearce, Chair
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee

FROM;/ Senator Steve Frank

Flearing Request for SB 429 - Appropriating monies for
electrical interties, energy conservation and electrification
purposes

DATE: February 19, 1992

| am writing to request a hearing on Senate Bill 429 inthe Labor &
Commerce Committee at your earliest convenience.

This Legislation would appropriate funds in the following ways:

1) $90,000,000. to construct the Kenai/Anchorage and
Healy/Fairbanks 138 KV transmission lines with the
utilities matching costs 50/50

2) $7,000,000. as grants to electric utilities for electrical end-
use conservation programs

3) $10,000,000. to capitalize the electrical service extension
fund
4) $5,000,000. for Low income weatherization

5) $2,000,000. for Ongoing residential and businessenergy
efficiency improvement programs
6) $2,500,000. for electrification of McKinley Village

While not all inclusive, | have attempted to take a comprehensive approach
to use of the Railbelt energy fund.

Thank you for your consideration.
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 13, 1992

0:  SenaorSteeFrak
FRON:  Nency 1 Skukey 162

SUBJ:  RailektFund Balances

Your staffhes aded for the aurant ballance of the Railelt IntlertieResene. Acoording ©
the Division of Firence, tre balance of tre IntertieResenve sas follons:

m,g%,%% élécseﬁgeBalqu-?&(mt posted)
. r
111,241,584 Actual Balanoe &

The intarestaccruing to tre IntertieResene hes been rumiing over $600,000 amonth. The
Januaty intarestooputations are being develgped now and soulld be posted by Finence
wrthin“the next two weeks.

The awaileble balance of the Raillbelt Energy Fund remains ab$2,536,000.
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PROJECT TITLE:
Railbelt Interties Construction/State Share

LOCATION: Railbelt
PROGRAM Development

FUNDING: CAPITAL REQUEST
1002  FEDERAL RECEIPTS
1003  GENERAL FUND MATCH
100»  CENERAL FUND 115,275.1*
J 0°7_  INTER-AGENCY RECEIPTS
1012  RAILBELT ENERGY FUND

TOTALS: 115,275.1

JJ iJBd A ft

COMPLETION QATE: 199 ELECTION DISTRICT: 0
TYPE: New Construction
OPERATING COSTS NEW POSITIONS (PFT):

All operating costs funded
by user fees (wheeling charges)

*Railbelt Intertie Reserve in the general fund (SLA 1990, Chapter 208, Section 159), including estimated Interest through 6/30/92.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION:

Tite Railbelt intertie proposals consist of two projects:

(1) a new 138 kV transmission line between Anchorage and the Kenai Peninsula, and,

) a new 138 kV transmission line between Mealy and Fairbanks, plus additional electrical equipment needed for increased transfer capability,
e construction cost estimate for the Anchorage-Kenai line ranges from $75.1 million to $8<*1 million in 1991 dollars, depending on resolution
routing and right-of-way issues. The construction cost estimate for the Healy-Fairbanks line, including associated electrical equipment, is
"6 million in 1991 dollars. The total estimate in 1991 dollars therefore ranges between $152.7 million and $161.7 million.

se are the two projects identified in CH. 208, Sec. 159, SLA 1990, which appropriated $100 million plus interest earnings beginning July 1,
0 from the Railbelt Energy Fund to a newly created Railbelt Intertie Reserve in the general fund. Fundsdeposited to the Railbelt Intertie
«rve cannot be expended until appropriated by the Legislature. In accordance with the Railbelt Intertie Plan of Finance, authorization to

ain future interest earned on the appropriation balance is also requested.

FY 93

CAPITAL PROJECTS
DESCRIPTION AGENCY Dept, of Commerce & Economic Development Page 1 of 2
‘RIORITY n o 20

Pl

BRU Alaska Energy Authority Revised Date 1-17-92
i1 1561/0065(1)
25




Additional p-oject costs will be financed with revenue bonds to be repaid by the participating Railbelt electric utilities.

The existing line between Anchorage and the Kenal Peninsula runs around the end of Turnagaln Arm via Clrdwood and Portage. It Is subject to
wind and avalanche Induced outages, and does not have a good reliability history. The proposed new line would provide a second connection
between Anchorage and Soldotna via an alternative route that Includes a submarine crossing of Turnagaln Arm. The new line would Improve
reliability, Increase transmission capability, and Improve access to Kenal Peninsula generating resources. Anchorage and Fairbanks

will begin to Import power from tho Kenal Peninsula after completion of Bradley Lake and are therefore especially concerned that the
proposed transmission Improvements take place. The existing single line connection does not meet prevailing Industry

standards of transmission reliability.

Ihe proposed new line between Mealy and Fairbanks plus associated electrical equipment would Increase the transmission capability between
Anchorage and Fairbanks while substantially reducing transmission losses. In addition, the new line combined with the planned 50 MV coal plant
at Mealy would result In a substantial reliability Improvement In the Fairbanks area. Instead of acquiring most of Its power over a single
line from Anchorage area plants over 300 miles away, Fairbanks would obtain most of Its power over two lines from 100 miles away. Further,

the Increase In transmission capability will enable Fairbanks to meet Its full power requirements without reliance on expensive, local
oil-fired generation.

ACENCY Dept, of Commerce 4 Economic Development Fr %
ADDITIONAL
Pl EXPLANATION BRU Alaska Energy Authority Page 2 of 2
FORM

COMPONENT Revised Date 1-17-92
('i191)-aei r.filnnr.'im



Alaska Energy Authority
A °ecHc CoiDO™a"iCP

February 11,1992
r. Rick Solie
E’ % SeBnator Steve Frank
Juneau, AK 99811
Re:  Railbelt Intertie Cost Escalation

Dear Mr. Solie;
n the Railbelt Intertie Feasibil Stu issued by the Alaska Energy Authori
tAEAel ﬁ\ March 1591 con tructljo dy Imates ?ﬁ the propose Ra %eﬁ%nrerttg
rojects were presented in anuaryl ars asfo

Soldotr]a -Anchora e])38 kV $75.1 million

“Enstar” r
Soldot aAnchorag 1528 kv $84.1 million
QTesoro route
Healy-F 1 776 milli
il FAE?% %l%hnons S116 miion

e

C r
re udfe

Your request toda vvasfrA to suqaest a reaspnable escalation facto
e>L<Press|nqg fhese éests In 1992 %ﬁlars g%r VISede st|mat E dp cig
otations for majorcost - componentswou ood tan? ? (J
some [eSOUrCES 0 (k)ro uce. A F)ugg esC Iatc%r |sI desirable, but at least provides

some recognition for the general magnitude of cost Inflation.

We f|rst ?onsulted the Hand¥ “Whitman Index of Public U|[I|I ConstructmnI Costs for
Ic Region. For the category entitled "Total Transmission Plant" the

*ﬁ Pacl (5
olfowing cost irfdices were reporte
July 1990 308

Wt

Although ﬁhese Indices are re ortﬁd eve 6months} the Januaré/ 199% Index Js not

F;ﬁ[l r%:VIn (% Pag IC ! Ul'(?S8 Séle% ||nﬁ apoVe IN |gate that 0st 0 transmlssbon

lightly between ea\éegggan ary 19
ncreased oy 3.3 percent during tne gr% Ys etween Jgnuary 19 lang Jrally 1%91 I%
0O PO BoxAM  Jur.eou, Alaska 99811  (907)465-3575

H PQ Sox 190869 701 £ost Twvoor Rood  Anchorcoa Aiaska 99519-C869  (907)501-7877



Mr. Rick Solie
February 11,1992
Page 2

the second half of 1991 mirrored the fi t scalat|on for the year fO||O\(I¥I %our
a out 6.0 percent. “These INQICES are

\Jﬁeggﬂre};eﬁfg\ze\llrenrergﬁdc?ts trsehtl tt%s gvtt,gss at the pattern may be for any given 6
T e B o B LAY

The f eom s tstat the Intertie costs expressed in January 1991 doIIr
sh ulé) [)egmc £as %}gat east 3.1 percent to conve he nceievet trg J i%%

anua
ars However, there are reasons 0 stiggest usmg a somewhat%g
escalat|on factor:

1) AIthOUﬁh the Hand%g Itraan,. index for "tot?(l)”transmlssmn plané mov%s

Uneve ge Incyease Jor the first six month owing January 1991 was 3.3
percent; an the owing sixmonths m|ghts OW anotrer Increase.

2)  Ifthe reyised price level is stated as "1992 dollays,’" rather 1992

) narsyshrtp (Y%olna émonths o2f esca at|on Bap)e a%](tle rytot
est|mae essent|ally making it a “mic-1992" price eve

Recommendation

To onve 16 intertie cost st|mat from %S”“a 19% % Januarly 1992" dollars,
esca atete Igures presente Inthe March 1991 report by 35 percen

Q convert the Intertie ost estimates fr mJ nuary 1991 dollars to' 19 2" ollars (1.
dF mic-year), escalate t hgures presente Inthe M rz}/réh 198 1 report by 0percent

Sincerely,

Richard Emerman
Senior Economist

cC: Charlie Bussell



Alaska

\
Rural
Electric
703 W Tuilui Kil.. Kjoo Cooperative
Anchorasc. AK 99503
'<)g[%|i\(/3\|/uf5o|.!?\]7 Association. Inc.
MCwIH. ‘icivtwe 1111 MJUMA) AMuL*n»
VEMO TO; Representative Mika Navarro
HROM David Hutchens; /\) /m
ExocutiVB Dlroctct

DATE December 2S, 1991
SUBJECT. Proposed Electric Energy Conservation Program

This is in response to your suggestion that the utilities examine energy conservation alternatives and
propose a realistic program.

Structure of Program

The simplest, most cost effective approach would be for the administrative agency receiving the
appropriation to provide reimbursement to utilities for their direct cost In making grants or giving rebates
to consumers for electric energy conservation measures. If the utilities are given flexibility In shaping and
administering these programs to fit their service areas, they are willing to absorb their costs ot administering
these electric energy conservation programs.

Funding Leva)

The railbelt utilities estimate they cuuld effectively use $5 million in this program over tne next three to five
years. [fthis program is expanded statewide, an appropriation of S6.3 million would be needed to make the
same amount of funds available per consumer.

Allocation

Funds should be allocated to electric utilities eligible to participate In the program on the basis of their
number of consumers. Any funds allocated to a utility which has made no effort to the money after two
years should be reallocated to the participating utilities. Again, this allocation should be made on the basis
of the number of consumers served.

Administration

The funds would be appropriated to a state agency ¢ preferably the Alaska Energy Auihorrry - which would
Implement the program with regulations and monitor the use of the grant funds. \We hope this agency would
establish In its regulations a list of allowaoie electric energy conservation measures which would qualify.
The regulations should also state the limitations. For example, we recommend that the funds only go
through utilities certificated by the APUC In the service area (either the railbelt or the whole state), and that
any grants to individual consumers exceeding 5250 must require an investment by trio consumer In trie
conservation measure of at least 20%a

We envision a process which could work at minimal cost by having the program parameters known in
advance and applications tor funds within the utility's allocation has uses within those guidelines would

DKMIMR \( Y IN Vt'TION



receive automatic approval. The administrative agency would need to monitor tne program to make certain
the expenditure was properly made. Out on a cost reimbursement basis that should be quite simple.

illalfeto_ConMrYatlpn Mmi rca

Essentially any electrical energy and use conservation measure the utility is willing to sponsor and wnlich
is reasonably believed to have a ‘payback* In benefits at retail electric rates within five years should be
dloned, The fdloning lists are programmatic conservation measures we would support:

RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC ENERGY CONSERVATION MEASURES

Storage Water Heating

Water Heater Blanket

High Efficiency Lighting

High Efficiency Refrigerators
Low Row Showertiearis

Duct and Pipe Insulation

DLC of Water Heaters

Energy Efficient Washers and Dryers
High Efficiency Freezers
Automatic Controls

Window Treatments

Insulation

Load Management Thermostats
Programmable Controllers

Dual Fuel Heatdng System
Ceramic Heat Storage

Heat Recovery Water Heaters
Energy Efficient Cooking Appliances
Security Lighting

Infiltration Control Measures
Slab Heating

Storm Windows and Doors
Add-on Heat Pumps

High Efficiency Air Conditioner
Task Heating

Zoned Resistance Heating
Passive Solar De ;ign

Solar Domestic Water Heating
Groundwater Source Heat Pump
High Efficiency Air Source Heat Pump
Room Heat Pump

Ground Coupled Heat Pump
Daylighting

Active Solar Space Heating

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL ELECTRIC ENERGY CONSERVATION MEASURES

Efficient Building Envelope
Energy Efficient Street Lighting
Energy Efficient Lighting Fixtures
Energy Efficient Lighting Lamps
Energy Management Systems
Commercial Refrigeration



PROJECT TITLE:
Electrical Servico Extonsion Fund

LOGAT 10ff: Statenlde COMPLETION DATE: ELECT ION DISTRICT: 99
PROCRAH: Energy Development TYPE: Hon Construction
FUNDINC: CAPITAL REQUEST OPERATING COSTS NEW POSITIONS (PFT):

1002 FEDERAL RECEIPTS

1003 GENERAL FUND HATCH

I00S  CENERAL FUND 10,000.0
1007 INTER-AGENCY RECEIPTS

All operating costs to bo
TOTALS: 10.000.0 funded by user foes

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION:

During the 1991 legislative session, House Bill 226 (HB 226) was adopted by the Legislature and subsequently signed Into law. 1B 226 created a new
program, the Electrical Service Extension Grant Program and established the Electrical Service Extension Fund {AS SS.83.370) in the Alaska Energy

Authority (AEA). The Fund consists only ofmoneyappropriated to It by the Legislature. Initial year funding of $1,000,000 nas appropriated for
line extension matching grants during FY92. Firstpriority uso of grant funds Is only for extending electrical service to private residences and
small businesses not currently served by an electric utility, and as a second priority, for making improvements to existing utilities.

AEA administers the Electrical Service Extension fund and makes grants from the fund to certified utilities under the following statutory
criteria: 1) the amount of a grantmade from the Fund may not exceed 60S of the total cost of construction of the project and 2) the costs con-
sidered In making the grant may not Includecosts of planning, feasibility studies, or design. In addition, the utility receiving the grant may
charge an Initial connection fee for the new electrical sorvice being made available.

FY 93
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[1HJ Alaska Energy Authority Revised Date




AEA will begin making grants from the fund during October, 1991. Based on the approximate 1y $29 million in grant requests from

eligible electric utilities and potential public to be served, wo anticipate no remaining FY92 grant monies to carry over into FY93. Because
of the limited funding made available for grants during FY92 and the largo number of eligible applications to be considered, the FY93
appropriation level of the Electrical Service Extension Fund is requested at J10 million.
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WALTERJ. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPT.OFCOmirmT &REGIO\MXAFFAIRS SR S,
Aot G A

FAX: (907) 269-4520

February 18, 1992

Richard Solie

Office of Senator Frank
P.0. Box V

Juneau. AK 99811

Dear Mr. Solie,

This is 1In response to your request for information on the
Department of Community aridRegional Affairs ” energy efficiency
programs and an analysis of the <conservation and demand-side
programs contained in House Bill 77. You also asked me what
services would be provided if allocations contained in the bill are
appropriated as well the effect of reducing or 1increasing these
levels.

It is appropriate that in investigating the potential uses for the
railbelt energy funds demand-side options are considered. Studies
have shown that energy efficiency is very practical and
economically attractive. Let me cite from some of the numerous
studies of energy programs conducted by state agencies and
independent sources:

* The University of Alaska™ Institute of Social and Economic
Research found that state spending for energy efficiency
programs such as weatherization creates more jobs and personal
income per dollar outlay than any other type of capital

project.
* Jack Kreinheder, Senior Policy Analyst for the Governor ™
Office of Management and Budget projected: "A comprehensive

energy efficiency program could yield a 20-30 percent annual
return on the funds invested-two to three times the earnings

rate of the Permanent Fund."

* BusinessWeek magazine reported that in the lower 48
investments iIn consumer rebates for demand-side measures nets
a 11.2% return on investment.

* In Fairbanks, the integrated vresource plan developed for
Golden Valley Electric Association (GVEA) by CH2M HILL
concluded that "conservation appears to be the least cost

resource available to GVEA."



February 18, 1992
Page 2

In looking for means to reduce electrical costs for consumers it 1is
also appropriate to address space heating. A recent study by the
University of Alaska found that in 1990, Alaskan > who heated their
homes primarily with electricity spent over $50.3 million for heat.
This figure does not reflect the costs of homeowners who use
electric space heaters as a supplemental heating source.

1 have addressed the programs 1in the order they are contained in
the proposed legislation.

LOW INCOME WEATHERIZATION

Program that has been 1in existence since 1977 and funded with a
combination of state and federal funds. This program differs
significantly from other energy assistance programs 1in that it
permanently upgrades the assisted families* homes to reduce energy-

waste 1instead of subsidizing energy use. It makes the most cost-
effective iIimprovements to homes of low income families. Priority
is placed upon senior citizens and the handicapped. Fiscal Year
1992 funding for the program: $2 million in state funds through the
capital budget and $1.8 million 1in federal funds. This results in
over 1,400 households from Ketchikan to Point Lay receiving
assistance. This is no way meets the demand for the program. The
1992 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy completed by the
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation found: "Weatherization programs
both federal and state funded are helping lower 1income Alaskans
lower their energy costs. These programs too lack adequate funding
for the depth of need." In Fairbanks, 1inadequate funding resulted

in 109 eligible families who applied for the program this year not
being served.

The S7 million proposed in House Bill 77 would basically maintain

the program at its current level for a period of three years. Such
an appropriation would result 1in over 2,G00 households receiving
assistance to reduce their heating bills. $10 million allocated to

the program cculd expand the program to meeZx_the current demand or
be used to extend the program for five years at its present level

of support. An appropriation at this level would result 1in over
3,700 households receiving assistance. Any appropriation less than
$7 million would reduce the period of time that the program would
be supported through the appropriation. In its budget planning the

Department of Community and Regional Affairs believes the progranm
can effectively use $10 million 1in state funds over three years.

INSTITUTIONAL FACILITIES
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OMB Staff Proposal

The State of Alaska spends millions of dollars annually 1in its
operating budget paying heating and electricity bills for state and
local facilities. The Office of Management and Budget estimates
that it 1is realistically possible to reduce the utility bills on
state facilities by $8 to $10 million per year. Mr. Kreinheder of
that office estimated that achieving this level of savings could

require 1investing approximately $25 - $35 million over a period of
years. He also estimated that an appropriation in the range of $2
- 5 million range would allow "substantial reductions 1in energy
costs to be achieved fairly quickly." I have attached a copy of a

memo from Mr. Kreinheder in which he outlines how a state facility
energy demand-side management program could work.

Rural Capital Projects Retrofit Program

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs manages a progranm
aimed at rural community facilities. The program offers energy
audits of facilities, lighting improvements, heating system tune-
ups and increases in insulation levels. Pilot projects enabled
expanded use of the facilities while reducing energy costs by over
35%. The program works with the community in identifying the need
for che work, uses local 1labor and 1is matched with Jlocal funds.
The program has been supported with one time only federal court oil

overcharge settlement funds which will soon be depleted. Other
funding is essential to keep this highly successful program
operating. In its capital budget planning the Department estimated

the program needed a $5 million appropriation for a three period.
GRANTS TO UTILITIES FOR END-USE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

I understand that the utilities have developed a working group to
develop a proposal for the use of funds 1in this area. The
Department of Community and Regional Affairs brought the concept of
demand-side planning to the public"s attention through a conference
held 1in 1987 and has worked with utilities ranging from Chugach
Electric Association to the Copper Va.lley~Electric Association 1in
developing demand-side plans and undertaking demand-side

conservation programs.

ONGOING RESIDENTIAL AND BUSINESS ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS

The Department of Community and Regional Affairs offers a
comprehensive approach for improving the quality and energy
efficiency of housing in Alaska. This effort features market
driven efforts through a public/private partnership with the
state ™ housing industry. Program elements include:
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ENERGY RATED HOMES OF ALASKA - Private/public partnership
sponsored by the Department of Community and Regional
Affairs. It is a nationally recognized innovative market
driven program that assists Alaskans to afford higher
quality, energy efficient homes through uniform rating of
homes according to their energy efficiency.

Use by the Private Sector: (1) The program 1is viewed by the
state®s housing 1industry and financing agencies as being
integral to the current housing market, (2) Used by
honebuyers to determine the energy efficiency of homes they
are purchasing and receive credit in the mortgage loan for an
energy efficient home, (3) To allow the rolling 1in the costs
of upgrading the energy efficiency into the mortgage loan when
purchasing an existing home. (4) Provides recommendations to
homeowners on cost-effective ways to upgrade current home and
receive financial assistance in undertaking the improvements.

Institutional Use: (1) Used by the Alaska Housing Finance
Corporation and FHA to determine whether a newly built home
complies with the state minimum energy efficiency standard.
(2) Used by regional housing authorities across the state to
determine the most cost-effective energy upgrades for
substandard HUD homes.

The program has been also funded with one time federal oil
overcharge settlement funds which will soon be depleted.
Other funding is vital to keep this highly successful progranm
operating.

ALASKA CRAFTSMAN HOME PROGRAM - Nationally recognized
non-profit organization funded through the Department
that teaches the latest building technology for northern
climates. Program developed standard for the optimum
energy efficiency for the state. Homes built to the
program™ voluntary standard cost 60-80% less to heat.
The program 1is seen as the option -cf-choice for home
building industry to meet training requirement for state

licensing.

HUD INITIATIVE - Partnership with the federal government
to improve quality and energy efficiency of homes
financed through FHA and public housing, Through
memorandums of agreement between HUD and the Department
of Community and Regional Affairs the initiative
features: agreement that all new housing financed
through HUD will comply with state ™ energy efficiency
standard, crediting of home ™ energy efficiency in FHA

m.yjcikivd.
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mortgages, and a major retrofit program for substandard
rural housing.

The Department also offers a program to assist small businesses in
becoming more competitive through energy efficiency, the Business
Energy Assistance Team. The programs offers energy audits of
businesses and rebates to make cost-effective improvements

recommended by the audit.

The $3 million contained in House Bill 77 for these programs would
continue the programs for another three years. In preparing 1its
1993 capital project request the Department concluded that an one—
time investment of $5 million for these programs over three years
would be required to fully incorporate energy efficiency into the
housing market.

I have not been able to uncover the specific purpose of the $2
million in House Bill 77 for grants for energy efficiency
improvements under AS 37.05.316 or AS 37.05.317. In discussions
with staff and others who were 1involved with drafting the bill 1
found that there was a general 1intent to allocate $5 million for
ongoing energy programs administered by the Department of Community
and Regional Affairs. After reviewing the language 1in House Bill
77 this could not be done with the current wording. If this is the
goal it would be better to consider shifting the $2 million into
the ongoing energy 1improvement programs line item.

I hope that this letter provides the information that you were
looking for. For your information | have enclosed copies of
research completed by the Institute of Social and Economic Research
on the job creation of energy efficiency programs and what
Alaskan®s spent in 1990 to stay warm. If you need additional
information please give me a call at 269-4632.

Sincerelv-T-

Energy Programs

Enclosures

cc: Edgar Blatchford, Commissioner
Robert L. Brean, Director



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Office of the Governor
O ffice of Managementand Budget
O ffice ofthe Director

T0: J. Shelby Stastny DATE:  February 7, 1991
Director
Ice of Management & Budget
FROM: Jack Kreinheder PHONE: 465-3568

Senior Policy An

subject: Capital Budget Funding to Reduce Energy Costs

Summary and Recommendations

The State of Alaska spends in excess of $40 million per year on energy for State
buildings, vehicles, and the Power Cost Equalization program. Improving the
efficiency of State energy use offers one of the most cost-effective ways to reduce
State spending, with little or no impact on public services. As you kuow, nearly every
State program has a constituency which makes it difficult to cut spending. The only
henefactors of wasteful State energy use are the power companies and the oil
dealers, and they can't really complain about the State making its operations more
efficient.

A comprehensive energy efficiency program could yield a 20-30 percent annual return
on the funds invested— two to three times the earnings rate of the Permanent Fund.
Previous State efforts to reduce energy costs, with limited exceptions, have been
sporadic at best, and examples of wasteful energy use in State facilities are common.

Accurately estimating the potential for State energy savings will require detailed
surveys of each facility or program, but my research suggests that reducing energy use
by 20-25 percent, or $8 to $10 million per year, is a realistic long-term goal. Achieving
this level of savings could require investing approximately $25jj|35 million over a

period of years.

Recommendation: An energy efficiency fund. There are several alternatives
for financing energy efficiency improvements; however, the approach which would
provide the greatest overall savings to the State is to capitalize a revolving fund for
enerqgy efficiency investments. This approach has been successfully used by the State
of Washington since 1986. This is how the fund would work:

* The energy efficiency fund would be capitalized with an initial non-lapsing
appropriation.

¢ A relatively small amount of money from the fund would be used to survey State
facilities to determine the most cost-effective projects.

+ State agencies would borrow money from the fund to make energy efficiency
improvements.
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¢« One portion of the annual energy savings would go to the general fund, a second
portion would be retained by the agency (and could be used for deferred
maintenance or additional energy projects), and the third portion would repay the
loan to the fund over a period of years. When the loan is repaid, this third portion
of the savings would revert to the general fund.

* Additional energy-saving projects would be financed from repayments to the fund
until no other cost-effective efficiency opportunities could be identified, at which
time the fund balance could be reappropriated for other purposes.

The amount required for the initial appropriation io the fund depends naturally on
funds available and on how rapidly we want to reduce the State's energy bills. An
appropriation in the $2 - 5 million range would allow substantial reductions in energy
costs to bhe achieved fairly quickly. An appropriation of less than $1 million would take
many years to finance the full range of energy-saving opportunities available, and an
alternative financing approach might be more effective in this case.

The State's Current Energy Use

As noted above, an accurate assessment of the potential dollar savings from
improving the energy efficiency of State facilities will require surveys of each facility.
But the fact that little has been done to reduce energy consumption in most facilities
since they were built, combined with the experiences of other states and Alaska's cold
climate, suggests that the potential savings are large. My research indicates that
there appear to be few other state governments in which energy efficiency and costs
have as low a priority as in Alaska — an ironic situation given our climate and the high
cost of energy in many areas of Alaska.

Examples of inefficient State energy use are widespread, most visibly in the lighting of
State buildings. Lighting typically is responsible for more than 50 percent of the power
hills for office buildings, Incandescent lighting iscommon in the hallways, lobbies and
stairwells of State buildings, when fluorescent lighting could reduce-this lighting cost
by more than 75 percent. Some hallways are lit much more brightly than office areas,
indicating that little or no attention ..as been given to appropriate lighting levels. The
Municipality of Anchorage and two of the largest Anchorage hotels have been able to
cut their power bills significantly through lighting improvements. Other types of energy
use are not as visible, but may well offer comparable savings potential.

Why have these large energy savings in State buildings been mostly ig ired? there
are several reasons:

« The responsible agency managers have placed a low priority on reducing energy
costs. To be fair, in many cases more pressing problems have prevented these
managers from having the time to deal with energy costs.

* As indicated by the major backlog of deferred maintenance needs across the
state, most managers of State facilities have not had the staff or budget resources
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to keep up oven with routine maintenance needs, much less make improvements
to their facilities. Even ifa building manager identifies a potential improvement
with a payback of only two years, most maintenance and operations budgets
simply don't have sufficient funds to pay for such improvements.

The technology for improving energy efficiency has changed rapidly over the last
five to ten years, and is not well-known in Alaska.

Alternative Approaches

An energy efficiency fund is not the only way to finance energy-saving projects.

Finan

cing methods v/hich have been successfully used by other states include:

The sale of revenue bonds, with the bonds repaid from energy savings.
California has sold over $65 million in energy efficiency bonds.

Third party financing, also known as energy performance contracting. Under this
approach, vendors install energy-saving equipment at no up-front cost to the
state, in exchange for a portion of the energy savings over a period of years.
Many states and the federal government have used this approach.

Lease purchase arrangements. This is a variation on third party financing, which
also avoids the need for an up-front cash outlay to finance projects.

If insufficient funds are available in the capital budget to establish an energy efficiency

revol
tives.

ving fund, I recommend that we pursue one or more of these financing alterna-
However, all of these options have their price: the State would have to give up a

significant portion of the energy savings to repay the revenue bonds, the third party
financier, or the equipment lessor. Using a portion of the FY 91 revenue surplus to
establish an energy efficiency fund would provide much higher net dollar savings to
the state.

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information about
this proposal.



Jobs and Income from
Energy Efficiency Programs

Steve Colt
Institute of Social and Economic Research, Anchorage, Alaska

State spendrnq on Icwrncome wearhenzatron pr ojects creates more obs and personal

Income Per ollar of outlay than any other fype of capital project of We are aware.
purin r]stal atign phase, the Weatheriz tlron Sprogram enerates |0 g% %d personol
Income at il levels of theAaska economy Village regrona centers, and urban areas a

benetit. These jobs, and income come from airece USE Of labor, from .nd.rect jobs In the
transportation, air freight, and trade Sectors and from the |nduced respend mrtrho project-
related wages. In addition to the one-time effects from the |n%ta latign g ase Pro ram
provides a Sustained economic hoost to local residents in the form of réduced ene

InstaIIatron Phase. During the |nstaIIat|on hase, an expenditure of SI' million on
Weather|zation creates the équival en of 18 full-time Ho s lasting one lyear gnd bo?stsAaska

ersonal Income by $500.000. Even thou hthe m 1§ targeted S rural areas, the
rban economy rte)gerves most 0 fthe ecr?nomrcF)strmus ?romgthe Insta WEﬁatron phase.

Figure L Joti)s Created by State Projects

per Million Dollars ot Outlay
20 person-years of employment
15
10
5
0 _ _ ,
Woatherizatlon Hospital Highway Hrgihway Brndloy Lake
Constr. Constr. Malntonanco

1ydro
(difect only)
889(0irect S B Total (»)

(*) Total « Direct #lndirect eInducod

Recurnnﬁ]Savrngs After |nstaIIat|on IS complete, program participants enjoy a sustained
drop In their energy |s These savings are spent and re-spent throughout the A]aska
economg a restilt, there 1S a sustaines ANNUAl InCrease |n ersonal “Income of about
5143000 for ever)” million dollars of original progiam expenditure. Most of this ongoing

benefit accrues to local residents.



As table 1 table snows,
weather(zation rogects

create almost thre

$1 Mill

Table L ComFaratlve Economic Impacts of
jon of State Outlays

mes 25 el direct jobs o e
asc?lgr t%%]StrUCﬂon (éerson-years) (Thousand $) ;
%y%g[elBr%%laesy Project Type Oirect  Total'0  oirert Total*0 Sou?ée
ake Nyaroelectric o
e e B
Urprising, giv : :
o mttgnglvetnature of e’ 33 & @
Weatherization Bradley Lake Hyd 48 NA
DIOCESS N e Aoy e e oy
relatively low wages paid — (3): Total * oirect + indirect + Induced
to even the skilled labor ource r.iroers refer to references cited at the end of this strmary
emoloved.
Summary of Impacts. Table 2 summarizes our estimates of both installation phase and
recurmn econo IC |m acsfrom SI'million, weathenz tion e end| ure tar eteg toward
d I'ura The fi U umnss OW our estlmatfs OfW ere fne employment and Ipcome
|s ac U carX rate teprorg nalysed here sta ted for a rural area,
mw an I ome IS? * ereglona and (rban economles, since
areass skilled Tabor, materials, and treight sérvices to the project effort.
Table 2 Economic Inpacts of a $1 Million Bxpenditure
on Weatherization
Project Impacts Local Regional Urbon  State
Personal tnccme (S)
Direct 27,879 0 252,658 230,537
Indirect 11952 50,024 54160 116,136
Induced 3846 10972 92.376 103,349
Total Project Personal Income 43,678 60,996 329,195 500,C2
Employmenltjir(ggtrson-years) L5 0.0 . 0.0
e T
Total Project Employment 2.4 22 135 179
Recurring Personal Income Local Kogiorvii ~ Urtnn  State
Direct 134,824 0 0 134,834
Induced 13,020 21,395 5231 39,697
Displacement &11,732) 39,354) (10,1343 831,219)
Total Recurring Personal | n c o rr 136,122 12,041 (4,852) 143311
Refercoee*:

(1)  Coll. Steve. 199, income and Employment Impact: of ENergy Etficiency Programs. ISER Wording Paper 89.2. UAA IrLtiitute of Social

and Economic Research, Aliehonge Alaska. . ) ,
(2)  Goldsmith, Scott, 192 Asuounp the Economic Impact: of Capitol Eopenoiaira. UAA, Institute of Scciil and Economic Research,

Anchorage AlisU.
(J) Letter ct 8 December 1939 from David Ebcrfc, Bradley Lake Project Manager, AEA. to Steve Colt.



The Cost of Staying Warm:
Alaska's 1990 Heating and Hot Water Bill

Alaskans spent about $314 million for heat and hot water in 1990. Households paid two
thirds of the bhill --about $213 million-- while businesses and governments paid over $100
million.

Alaska's 1990 Heating and Hot Water Fuel Bill: S314 Million

Natural Ge>

£3(5.2 NOturm Gos
Fuel Qil 331
$83.2
EiegfMcitv
Pro[)ane ruol Oil EB\QC
.1 £67.0
Electricit
503 )
Residen.ti_al Non-Residentiai
$213.4 Million $100.4 Million

Residential Use. About 42 percent of Alaska's 188,000 households heat with natural gas. The
gas they burn accounts for 57 percent of total residential heating and hot water energy use,
but only makes up 26 percent of the residential bill. That's because gas is so inexpensive-
only about 1/3 the cost of oil and 1/6 the cost of electricity for equal amounts of delivered
heat. Electricity provided only 5 percent of residential heat and hot water, but accounted for
24 percent of the total hill.

Business and Government Use. The residential heating bill is twice the size of the
nonresidentia! bill largely because there is twice as much floor space in houses as there is in
business and government buildings. Heating energy costs per square foot appear to be about
the same: roughly 87 cents per square foot in houses and 90 cents per square foot in

nonresidentia! buildings. -

Cost per Household. An Alaskan 1990 Energy Prices and

household using gas spends an Average Heating and Hot Water Billa
average of about $700 per year £% * per aellvarta Btu S par year 000
for heat and hot water. Electric

heat users pay more than twice 11600
that: over $1600 per year on

average. These statewide 31000
averages conceal a great disparity
in heating bills. An apartment
dweller using gas in Anchorage

—-*600

might pay as little as $400 per Nat Gai Fuat Oil Eleotrlelty
i i /gnl 5.10/kWh

ear. A homeowner in Fairbanks 53.77/Wel SU9/g

y htir. itinr, Kay f1.

using oil could pay five times as
much-more than $2000 per year
for a 2400 square foot home.

175 Energy Price  BS3 Amrage Bill
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Alaska's 1990 Heating and Hot Water Bill

: Cost Consumption in Trillion Btu
Source Amount  Units $ Million Nolurol Otis 57A
Natural Gas 24,827,000  Mcl 00.3 25.6
Fuel Oil 118,529,401  gallons 140.9 16.0
Electricity 629,400,597  kWh 59.0 2.1 oo A
Propano 528,780 bottles (100#) 24.7 11 civeurleliy bv
Wood &Coal ~ “unknown* small (<1)
Total Slate of Alaska 313.0 449 Fuol Gil 35X

Residential Consumption

Households using Avg Use  Avg Cost
_ Cost Average  fuel for primary héat per per

Source Amount Units $ Million Pricé Number percent Household Household

Natural Gas 14,652,380  Mcf 5.2 377 $/Mf 79,000 42% 185 Mcf $698

Fuel Ol 69,953,639 gaIIons 83.2 1.19 $/%&}€/h 68,000 36% 1,022 Ea| 1,215

Electricity 521,522,781 “kWh 503 0.10%/K 24,000 13% 16,593 kWh 1,601
Propang 528,780 hottlos (1004) 247 46.68 $/Bottle 10,000 5%
Wood & Coal ~ “unknown* “Unknown* 7,000 4%

Total $2134 188,000  100% $1,135

1Business and GovernmentConsumption

_ Cost Average
Source 1 Amount Units $ Million 32I%rlce

Natural Gas 10,174,620  Mcf 31
Fuel Ol 48,575,842 gallons 57.8 1.19 $/oal
Electricity 107,957,816 “kWh 95 0.09$/%\m
Total $100.4

Notosand Dala Sources: Met = Thousand cubic (eat = 1,030,000 Btu. kWh = kilowalt-nour = 3413 Dlu. 1 gallon oil assumed to average 135,000 Glu.
Oiland electric pilcGS aro sales-woighlod statev/ido averages. Gas price includes cuslomor charge.

Datasouicosincludo: 1990USConsus (Pcpulaiion and Households), AKOept. of Revenue (Oil Consumption),

Ensiar Co. (Gas consumption), AK Enetgy Aulhority (Electric Consumption), ISER 1987: Forecast of

Eleclricily Demand in Alaska Railbelt (end-use breakdowns, market share, floorspace), DHSS Energy Assistance Program (Qil prices).

Prepared by Steve Colt, UAA Institute of Social and Economic Research, 1/30/92.



0JECT TITLE:
McKinley Village Electrification

CATION: Southcentral COMPLETION DATE: 10/31/91 ELECTION DISTRICT: 17
'PROPRIATION TO: Dept, of Commerce & Economic Development PROGRAM: Energy Development
nillDIMG CAPITAL REQUEST OPERATING COSTS NEW POSITIONS (PFT):

002  EEDERAL RECEIPTS

1003  GENERAL FUND MATCH

100t  GENERAL FUND 2,500.0
10V INTER-AGENCY RECEIPTS

TOTALS: 2,500.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION:

This request is for funding of a powerline extension along the Parks Highway to electrify the area hetween Denali Park and Carlo Creek. The line
extension would be built under a grant agreement with Golden Valley Electric Association, Inc. (GVEA). In addition, GVEA would pay for all future

operation and maintenance costs.

The majority of the customers to be served would be between McKinley Village and Carlo Creek and would serve approximately 12 businesses and

70 residences. Many have been waiting for servica for over 20 years. A public meeting in November 1991 reaffirmed local interest and support

for this project. Currently, the communities immediately to the north and south enjoy the same rates for power that Fairbanks residents have as a
direct result of $3.) million in State grants for the Nenana Canyon Extension and the Cantwell Substation and distribution system. All of these
communities compete for the same basic source of revenue-tourism in the Denali Park. The residents and businesses in the proposed area must
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generate power at. a much higher cost titan that enjoyed by their neighbors (competitors). This funding would result in more equitable costs of
power for this entire area, enhance tourism based on economic development, improve the quality of life, and move one step closer to
electrification of this important highway area.
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