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Fire Fighters Training Facilities
Project Cost Breakdown

Budgeted Percent
Construction Cost

Land Procurment

Site Data - Surveys S
Subsurface Data 1%

A 6 E - Fees, Services 6
Reimbursables /)

Div. of Bldgs. - Planning,
Design S Construction Admin-
istration plus Administrative

Contingency ™o
Construction Cost - all |

Construction Contracts 100%
Construction Contingency 8%
Equipment 10%

Total Project Cost 131%

Anchorage

24,000

167,000

167,000

2,385,000
143,000

239,000

| 3,125,000

Division of Buildings

March 9, 1976

eFairbanks .Juneau
-0 - -0 -
24,000 15,000

167,000 107,000

167,000 107,00

2,385,000 1,527,000
143,000 91,000

239,40 153,000

13,125,000 +2,000,000

Kotzebue

-0 -

5,000

33,000

33,000

477,000
29,000

48,000

625,000

Bethel

5,000

33,000

33,000

477,000
29,000

48,000

625,000



A STATdMZNT TS SUPPORT 07 HOUSE BILL NO. 549

Americans take pride in being a sophisticated and technological race of
people. Prol ably the cost advanced ever. They take pride in their humanity.
They constantly press forward with social programs and wildlife protection pro—
grams. The United States is truly becoming increasingly sophisticated, developing
capabilities that nay well propel us beyond the stars.

Yet, even on the launch pad at Cape Canaveral, in the most technological
atmosphere, 1in 1967 fire snuffed out the lives of three astronauts. This is
reported in history books as simply "the space program®s only major tragedy".

Unfortunately we Alaskans also have this blind side of our sophistication.
For lack of placing fire control inits proper priority in the schemeof things,
we are frequently suffering loss of property and lives to fire. But, just like
the tragedy of the astronauts, the mews of each tragedy shocks us a little and
is then forgotten.

But, just how much can we ignore? Can we ignore the fact that the highest life
and property loss rate per capita in the world occurs in the United States?
Can we further ignore the fact that, of all the 50 States, Alaska has the highest
life and property loss rate per capita? It is about double its nearest competitor,
South Dakota, and about 3 times the national average.

Some will argue that the dollar loss is explained somewhat by the unusually
inflated economy in Alaska. This is certainly trtie, at least to the extent of
th~ inflation factor. Butthis form of rationalization still leaves us Vv/ith
virtually the highest fireloss rate inthe world!! And the life loss | There
certainly is no inflation factor tocushion that record!

Now in the case of the tragedy of the astronauts, NASA immediately took steps
to orevent any recurrence in the future. But in Alaska we have been slow to
move against a grim record that has been with us for many years. [n fact the
property loss factor has been in a state of acceleration these past months.

In the short span of a few months 1 have experienced the proudest and most
despairing moments ofnv 24-year career in fire protection. |1 was able to inform
the Anchorage City Council that we had, for the first time, repressed our fire
losses down to the level of the national average. This was accomplished even in
the face of emergency responses steadily increasing at the rate of 15% per year.

Within four months of that moment, the lid blew off with the begining of an
acceleration of maior losses in Anchorage that in 1975 totaled four times the

losses of 1974.

Ue experienced our blackest moment just last month when firefighter Charles
Nhitethornlost his life in an explosion in a major fire in the Muldoon district

of Anchorage.

There are many factors that influence this trend. Arson certainly is a key
ingredient. This 1is a growing national problem that Alaska is not immune from.
I am convinced that at this time we are not even knowledgable enough about the
techniques of this crime that we can even prove that arson has ever occurred in

many cases.

Ambitious growth 1is a factor. There are many developers striving to capitalize



on the boom cycle who are only intent on achieving economic goals.

Inadequate codes is a factor that allows ambitious growth to circumvent sound
fire engineering practices. Our life safety standards are adaptions of national
standards that are already failing in the other states, let alone being further
stressed by the climate factor of Alaska. We are badly in need of developing codes
that will serve our people.

And, getting more to the point, the level of training of our firefighters is a
very major factor in the fire control problem. Not one community in Alaska has
a comprehensive facility for the training of firefighters. The expense of such
facilities usually rules then out in most communities. | know of very few cities,
even in other States, that have good training facilities for firefighters.

But, in my opinion, this lack of training facilities actually presents an
opportunity for the best solution to Alaska®s fire control problem. Our fire and
life losses are truly statewide and not just a big city problem. Statistically
rural losses parallel urban losses. Urban losses catch our attention frequently
simply because the numbers are there. But the odds are the same, based on the
number of people in a given area.

Therefore, it follows that fire educrtion is ne*ded throughout the State. We
need capable fire investigation, fire inspection, and fire fighting capabilities
equally throughout Alaska.

The solution we advocate is a statewide regional training center system. Such
a system, if affiliated with an existing educational system such as the Community
Colleges can at one stroke tie together all the existing fire control expertise in
the state into a single discipline.

The "timing for accomplishing this could not be better. Federal legislation has
authorized the National Fire Prevention and Control Administration to.develop a
a National Fire Academy system to sen/e the entire country. Alaska, through de—
veloping a system of regional fire training facilities, can readily deliver the
educational benefits of the national academy system and, in fact, will be an
extension of that system. The federal legislation may provide funds for programs
but we must provide our own training facilities.

Development of regional fire training is advocated by the Alaska Municipal League,
the Alaska Firechier®"s Association, and the Alaska State Firefighters Association. As
the chairman of the Alaska Firefighter Training Center Commission, | wish to report
that the Commission supports this concept, and further, that we support the passage
of HB 549 for the funding of training center facilities for all of Alaska.

FOR THE RECORD Eugene Bennett, Chairman
Alaska Firefighter Training Center
29 March 1976 Commission
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A STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF HOUSE BILL NO. 549

Americans take pride inbeing a sophisticated and technological race of
people. Probably the most advanced ever. They takepride in their humanity.
They constantly press forward with social programs and wildlife protection pro—
grams. The United States 1is truly becoming increasingly sophisticated, developing
capabilities that may well propel us beyond the stars.

Yet, even on the launch pad at Cape Canaveral, in the mosttechnological
atmosphere, 1in 1967 fire snuffed out the lives of three astronauts. This is
reported in history books as simply "the space program®"s only major tragedy".

Unfortunately we Alaskans also have this blind side of our sophistication.
For lack of placing fire control inits proper priority in the scheme of things,
we are frequently suffering loss ofproperty and lives to fire. But, just like
the tragedy of the astronauts, the news of each tragedy shocks us a little and
is then forgotten.

But, jvist how much can we ignore? Can we ignore the fact that the highest life
and property loss rate per capita in the world occurs .in the United States?
Can ;e further ignore the fact that, of all the SO States, Alaska has the highest
life and property loss rate per capita? It is about double its nearest competitor,
South Dakota, and about 3 times the national average.

Some will argue that the dollar loss is explained somewhat by the unusually
inflated economy in Alaska. This is certainly trtie, at least to the extent of
the inflation factor. Butthis form of rationalization still leaves us with
virtually the highest fireloss rate inthe world!! And the life loss | There
certainly is no inflation factor tocushion that record!

Now in the case of the tragedy of the astronauts, NASA immediately took steps
to prevent any recurrence in the future. But in Alaska we have been slow to
move against a grim record that has been with us for many years. In fact the
property loss factor has been in a state of acceleration these past months.

In the short span of a few months 1| have experienced the proudest and most
despairing moments ofmy 24-year career in fire protection. I was able to inform
the Anchorage City Council that we had, for the first time, repressed our fire
losses down to the level of the national average. This was accomplished even in
the face of emergency responses steadily increasing at the rate of 15% per year.

Within four months of that moment, the lid blew off with the begining of an
acceleration of major losses in Anchorage that in 1975 totaled four times the

losses of 1974.

We experienced our blackest moment just last month when firefighter Charles
Whitethornlost his life in an explosion in a major fire in the Muldoon district

of Anchorage.

There are many factors that influence this trend. Arson certainly is a key
ingredient. This is a growing national problem that Alaska is not immune from.
I am convinced that at this time we are not even knowledgable enough about the
techniques of this crime that we can even prove that arson has ever occurred in

many casSes.

Ambitious growth 1is a factor. There are many developers striving to capitalize



on the boom cycle who are only intern: on achieving economic goals.

Inadequate codes is a factor that allows ambitious growth to circumvent sound
fire engineering practices. Our life safety standards are adaptions of national
standards that are already failing in the other states, let alone being further
stressed by the climate factor of Alaska. We are badly in need of developing codes
that will serve our people.

And, getting more to the point, the level of training of our firefighters is a
very major factor in the fire control problem. Not one community in Alaska has
a comprehensive facility for the training of firefighters. The expense of such
facilities usually rules them out in most communities. I know of very few cities,
even in other States, that have good training facilities for firefighters.

But, in my opinion, this lack of training facilities actually presents an
opportunity for the best solution to Alaska % fire control problem. Our fire and
life losses are truly statewide and not just a big city problem. Statistically
rural losses parallel urban losses. Urban losses catch our attention frequently
simply because the numbers are there. But the odds are the same, based on the
number of people in a given area.

Therefore, it follows that fire education 1is needed throughout the State. We
need capable fire investigation, fire inspection, and fire fighting capabilities
equally throughout Alaska.

The solution we advocate is a statewide regional training center system. Such
a system, if affiliated with an existing educational system such as the Community
Colleges can at one stroke tie together all the. existing fire control expertise in

the state into a single discipline.

The "timing for accomplishing this could not be better. Federal legislation has
authorized the National Fire Prevention and Control Administration to.develop a
a National Fire Academy system to serve the entire country. Alaska, through de—
veloping a system of regional fire training facilities, can readily deliver the
educational benefits of the national academy system and, in fact, will be an
extension of that system. The federal legislation may provide funds for programs
but we must provide our own train: "g facilities.

Development of regional fire training is advocated by the Alaska Municipal League,
the Alaska Firechiefs Association, *nd the Alaska State Firefighters Association. As
the chairman of the Alaska Firefigho r Training Center Commission, | wish to report
that the"Commission supports this concept, and further, that we support the passage
of HB 549 for the funding of training center facilities for all of Alaska.

FOR THE RECORD / Eugene Bennett, Chairman
Alaska Firefighter Training Center

29 March 1976 Commission



A STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF HOUSE BILL NO. 549

Americans take pride inbeing a sophisticated and technological race of
people. Probably the most advanced ever. They take pride in their humanity.
They constantly press forward with social programs and wildlife protection pro—
grams. The United States is truly becoming increasingly sophisticated, developing
capabilities that may well propel us beyond the stars.

Yet, even on the launchpad at Cape Canaveral, in the most technological
atmosphere, 1in 1967 fire snuffed out the lives of three astr™auts. This is
reported in history books as simply "the space program®s . - ior tragedy".

Unfortunately we Alaskans also have this blind side of our sophistication.
For lack of placing fire control inits proper priority in the scheme of things,
we are frequently suffering loss ofproperty and lives to fire. But, just like
the tragedy of the astronauts, the news of each tragedy shocks us a little and
is then forgotten.

But, just how much can we ignore? Can we ignore the fact that the highest life
and property loss rate per capita in the world occurs in the United States?
Can we further ignore the fact that, of all the 50 States, Alaska has the highest
life and property loss rate per capita? It is about double its nearest competitor,
South Dakota, and about 3 times the national average.

Some will argue that the dollar loss is explained somew.at by the unusually
inflated economy in Alaska. This 1is certainly trbe, at le.st to the extent of
the inflation factor. Butthis form of rationalization still leaves us with
virtually the highest fireloss rate inthe world".." And the life loss ! There
certainly is no inflation factor tocushion that record!

Now in the case of the tragedy of the astronauts, NASA immediately took steps
to prevent any recurrence in the future. But :'n Alaska we have been slow to
move against a grim record that has been with us for many years. |In fact the
property loss factor has been in a state of acceleration these past months.

In the short span of a few months 1 have experienced the proudest and most
despairing moments ofmy 24-year career in fire protection. | was able to inform
the Anchorage City Council that we had, for the first time, repressed our fire
losses down to the level of the national average. This was accomplished even in
the face of emergency responses steadily increasing at the rate of 15% per year.

Within four months of that moment, the 3id blew off with the begining of an
acceleration of major losses in Anchorage that in 1975 totaled four times the

losses of 1974.

We experienced our blackest moment just last month when firefighter Charles
Whitethornlost his life in an explosion in a major fire in the Muldoon district

of Anchorage.

There are many factors that influence this trend. Arson certainly is a key
ingredient. This is a growing national problem that Alaska is not immune from.
I am convinced that at this time we are not even knowledgable enough about the
techniques of this crime that we can even prove that arson has ever occurred in

many cases.

Ambitious growth is a factor. There are many developers striving to capitalize



on the boom cycle who are only intent on achieving economic goals.

Inadequate codes is a factor that allows ambitious growth to circumvent sound
fire engineering practices. Our life safety standards are adaptions of national
standards that are already failing in the other states, let alone being further
stressed by the climate factor of Alaska. We are badly in need of developing codes
that will serve our people.

And, getting more to the point, the level cf training of our firefighters is a
very major factor in the fire control problem. Not one community in Alaska has
a comprehensive facility for the training of firefighters. The e : ~ o f such
facilities usually rules them out in most communities. | know of very few cities,
even in other States, that have good training facilities for firefighters.

But, in my opinion, this lack of training facilities actually presents an
opportunity for the best solution to Alaska®"s Tfire control problem. Our fire and
life losses are truly statewide and not just a big city problem. Statistically
rural losses parallel urban losses. Urban losses catch our attention frequently
simply because the numbers are there. But the odds are the same, based on the
number of people in a given area.

Therefore, it follows that fire education is needed throughout the State. We
need capable fire investigation, fire inspection, and fire fighting capabilities
equally throughout Alaska.

The solution we advocate is a statewide regional training center system. Such
a system, if affiliated with an existing educational system such as the Communitv
Colleges can at one stroke tie together all the existing fire control expertise in
the state into a single discipline.

The "timing for accomplishing this could not be better. Federal legislation has
authorized the National Fire Prevention and Control Administration to,develop a
a National Fire Academy system to serve the entire country. Alaska, through de—
veloping a system of regional fire training facilities, can readily deliver the
educational benefits of the national academy system and, in fact, will be an
extension of that system. The federal legislation may provide funds for programs
but we must provide our own training facilities.

Development of regional fire training is advocated by the Alaska Municipal League,
the Alaska Firechiefs Association, and the Alaska State Firefighters Association. As
the chairman of the Alaska Firefighter Training Center Commission, J wish to report
that the Tommission supports this concept, ard further, that we support the passage
of HB 549 for the funding of training center facilities for all of Alaska.

FOR THE RECORD / Eugene Bennett, Chairman
Alaska Firefighter Training Center

29 March 1976 Commission
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On May 19, 1975 Governor Hammond signed SCS CSHB 25, an Act which
established the Alaska Firefighter Training Center Commission in the
Office of the Governor.

The Commission consists of a representative of each, the Commission—
er of Education and the Commissioner of Community and Regional Affairs,
and five additional appointees, one from each judicial district. The
Act required that one of the five be an architect and one an engineer.
No engineer was appointed. Terms of all members end and the commission
is dissolved February 1, 1976.

The AFTCC was provided with a budget of $25,000. Three thousand dollars
were appropriated for FY"75 activities and the balance from FY"76 funds.
Commission members were not appointed until August (FY"76) and the FY"75
appropriation lapsed as of June 30th.

5CS CSHB 25 specifies that the Commission will submit to the Governor

a comprehensive report incorporating its specific recommendations regarding
the establishment of regional firefighter training centers no later than
January 1, 1976. This, because of the delay in appointing the membership,
gave the group only 4 months to complete the tasks and responsibilities
detailed in Section 3 of the Act. Specifically, Section 3 requires the
Commission to recommend a State Plan which:

1. recommends sites for location of five training centers;

2. determines whether centers can be constructed in
conjunction with other training facilities;

3. recommends a common physical design for the centers;

4. formulates cost estimates for implementing its
recommendations.

0f the $22,0C0 budgeted for the AFTCC in FY"76, approximately $5,000

was earmarked for printing and advertising for community proposals
(%$1,500), secretarial services, ($1,500), and technical assistance in
site evaluation ($2,000). The short life of the Commission made it ad—
visable to expedite its work as much as possible. Toward this end the
resources of the Department of Education were utilized to provide secretarial
service and to produce letters and questionnaires soliciting proposals
from all of the major cities in the State. Copies of the mailing list
and letters are attached to this report. Returns from the mail-out
indicated an average of two proposals from each of the five regions ex—
cept one. The exception was S.E. Alaska (Area I) from which 5 proposals
were received and evaluated.



The first evaluation procedure was a general mail survey listing the
proposals from each region and inviting comments and indications of
preference from communities within the various regions. Next, an
evaluation instrument was developed which enabled Commission members

to conduct impartial on-site evaluations in each area. Finally, field
trips were scheduled to each proposed location for on-site evaluations.
Because of other commitments it was impossible for every member to make
every trip. In most instances two or three members visited a location
and followed with a report to the body at the next scheduled meeting.
Each location was then discussed and the selections made.

Adverse weather conditions in Skagway (Area I) and the powerhouse
fire in Bethel (Area Ill) interrupted scheduled visits to those cities.

The following is a list of selected locations by area, the proposed
land, facilities, and services available, and other criteria influencing
the selections.

AREA I, S.E. ALASKA
Selected Site:

1. Juneau - Proposed site is city and borough owned land, approximately
35 acres in size, located in the Mendenhall Industrial Area, 11 miles
from downtown Juneau. Commission members consider 10 acres of this

land to be adequate for a regional training center.

The site is level open grass land with good natural drainage and water *
available by v/ells and holding ponds. Two adjacent roads give ready
access to the area.

The Juneau area is served by five fire departments, predominantly
volunteer, which would tend to give a high utilization factor to
the training center.

Primary and secondary facilities and supportive services in the Juneau
area are more than adequate.

2. Additional proposals were received from Sitka, Petersburg, Wrangell,
and Skagway. All were evaluated and proved to be unacceptable for
various reasons.

AREA 11, SOUTH CENTRAL ALASKA
Selected Site:
1. Anchorage - City has proposed 14 acres of reclaimed land on the

west side of Airport Heights Road, North of the Teamsters Mall, and
immediately adjacent to the existing Airport Heights Fire Station.



Considerable planning and development effort has already been de—
voted to this site as a potential training center. The location is
zoned industrial and has adequate water and sewer systems. Site
preparation consists of filling in the low portions and bringing it
up to grade. This is being done on a long term basis by the implementa—
tion of a sanitary land-fill program.
The Greater Anchorage Area is served by four major fire departments
with several smaller organizations in close proximity. A Fire Science
Degree Program has been in operation at Anchorage Community College
for several years.
The Anchorage site was selected for the following reasons:
1. Land is already available and designated for the desired purpose.
2. Site preparation has been started and is a continuing process.

3. Studies have been made and approvals granted by environmental
protection agencies and Federal Aviation Agency.

4. Large area population of firefighters would insure maximum
utilization of facility.

5. Fire Science Program already established in Anchorage Community
College.

6. Large, number of qualified potential instructors in the area.

7. Anchorage Community College indicates willingnesstoprovide
support services.

8. More than adequate transportation and housing facilities avail—
able in the Anchorage area.

2. A second proposal was received from Matanuska-Susitna Borough. After
evaluation this proposal was rejected favor of the Anchorage site.

AREA 111, WESTERN ALASKA
.Selected Site:

1. Bethel - Selection of Bethel as the location of one of two future
rural regional training centers was based on several factors:

1. Apparent availability of State land.

2. Well equipped progressive fire department.



3. Local community college and regional high school.
4. Transportation and service center for much of western Alaska.

5. Community is of sufficient size tc provide most required support
services.

2. A second proposal was received from Dilli.igharo. On evaluation it
was rejected as not providing the advantages cited above for Bethel.

AREA 1V, CENTRAL ALASKA
Selected Site:
1. Fairbanks - A 10 acre tract located on the Fairbanks International
Airport reserve was proposed for that city. This site has long been
proposed for development as a training facility for firefighters in the
Fairbanks area. Evaluation of the site indicated:

1. There are seven fire departments in the immediate area.

2. The Tanana Valley Community College and the University of
Alaska are available for support services.

3. The proposed site has been partially surfaced and provided
with a security fence.

4. Considerable local support for a center has been indicated.

5. Transportation and housing facilities, while tight at the present,
are expected to be more than adequate in a year or so.

6. An adequate water supply is available on the site. An extension
of the existing sewage system is scheduled.

2 . A tract of land at 30th and Lathrop was also proposed. For several
reasons this site was rejecte " when compared with the airport site.

AREA V, NORTHWESTERN ALASKA
Selected Site:
1. Kotzebue - The city of Kotzebue has proposed a tract of several acres
adjacent to land presently on lease to the University of Alaska. The

selection of the Kotzebue site was based on the following considerations:

1. Proposed site is within a half mile of other educational
facilities and the city center.

2. There are four fire departments in the Kotzebue area.

3. Close proximity to community college site - will provide good
administrative support.



4. Overwheluring local and area support for project.
5. Adequate local support facilities available.

2 . A proposal was received from Nome and was evaluated in comparison to
Kotzebue. Because the proposed site was located several miles from
the city and local support was less pronounced the Kotzebue site was selected.

SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS

With reference to the second provision of SCS CSHB 25 in every case
the location was selected to place the firefighter

training center in close proximity to an existing community college.
Commission members were given assurances by community college
representatives that the centers could be operated in conjunction with
regular community college programs, utilizing administrative services
already in existence.

In a number of cases community colleges are available for support in
several of the communities proposed. In those instances selections were
based on other criteria, i.e. land availability, site preparation costs,
accessibility, water supply, and etc.

The third responsibility of the Commission was to recommend a common
physical design for the centers. With reference to this it was determined
that the regional training centers should be of three distinct types;
Full-Service, Limited-Service, and rural centers. All three types should
conform to the recommendations contained in Special Interest Bulletin No.
234, as published by the American Insurance Association.

Full-Service Centers should be constructed in Areas Il (Anchorage) and IV
(Fairbanks). Such centers should contain a drill tower, approximately

20 x 30 feet and six stories in height. A fire building consisting of

at least two stories with varying roof styles, and interior configurations
representing both residential and commercial occupancies, should be built
either in conjunction with the drill tower or as a separate structure.
Architectural design of the fire _.ilding should incorporate a variety

of window and door types, chop-out roof panels, and stand-pipe sprinkler
systems covering at least one floor. At least one room should be
designed and constructed so as to accommodate training fires to

provide realism. Interior partitions made up of sheet metal in steel
frames may be provided instead of fixed partitions so that a variety of
interior configurations might be set up. Such a procedure would also
result in a reduced overall cost for the building.

In addition to the tower and bum building the two full-service training
centers should include training props for the various types, of
transportation fires and flammable liquids and gas fires. A paved or



black-topped area of suitable size should be provided for driver train—

ing and hose and ladder handling operations. A drafting pit and hydrants
should also be a feature of these centers. The drafting pit should be
designed to contain sufficient water to allow for testing pumpers up to

2000 GPM. It is recommended that the draft pit be constructed beneath

the floor of the drill tower or burn building to enable pumping operations to
be carried on during inclement weather. |If constructed elsewhere on the site
provision should be made to allow for all-weather operations.

In addition to the above the Commission recommends that a modular
classroom building should be installed on the center grounds. These
partitionable classroom facilities should have a minimum seating
capacity of 100 persons and be provided with restrooms, offices,
library, and equipment storage facilities. Additional desirable
structures which should be built include a control tower with flood
lights, public address system, and rest rooms, and a small storage
building for props and training aids. Full electrical and sanitation
facilities should be included in planning for these c nters.

Alimited service center, that is, one which would be utilized on an
intermittent basis, should be built in Juneau (Area 1). This center
would consist of a drill tower twenty foot square and four stories

high constructed in conjunction with and as part of a fire building
similar in design to that proposed for the full-service training centers.
This combined structure would represent initial construction requirements
for training in structural fire control. Additional requirements
include; a drafting pit located within the fire building with at least
9000 gallons capacity, a modular classroom building with seating capacity
for 100 students and including provision for an instructors office,
library and restrooms.

The training ground should include a surfaced area for driver training

and hose and ladder evolutions and appropriate props for flammable

liquids and transportation fire training. Perhaps the unique aspect of

this center should be the installation of a marine firefighting facility.
The need for this type of training in S.E. Alaska is urgent and the facility
would also accommodate students from other areas of the state. Full
electrical and sanitation capability should be provided and designed

so as to axlow for future expansion as the need arises. Security

fencing and perimeter lighting should also be included in initial
construction.

Rural centers which would eventually be constructed in Bethel and Kotzebue
will consist of a two story concrete fire building designed so as to
simulate both commercial and residential type structures. Interior
partitions will be of the portable type constructed of sheet metal on
steel.frames. Additonal facilities would include props for flammable
liquids fire training, drafting ponds for training with portable fire
pumps, and security fencing. A modular classroom with seating capacity
for 40 students, restrooms, library, and office should also be included



in construction.

With reference to the two proposed rural centers, it should be pointed

out that if classroom facilites are available within a reasonable distance
of the training center it will not be necessary to build such facilities.

In this event the bum building should be built with locking doors at

ground level to provide security and prevent vandalism without the necessity
of expensive perimeter fencing.

Design Criteria: Variations in design between the three types of training
centers should be limited to size and degree of sophistication. Careful
planning will, for example, permit construction of towers and bum buildings
of common design Offering only ir. height (as in the case of the drill towers)
and floor area. Consideration should also be given to future expansion. For
example, the design of towers should permit the construction of additional
stories as the need arises.

Administration and Operation: The administration of Regional Training Centers
should be contracted to local community colleges. Support services can be
provided by community colleges on a reimburseable services contract and

day to day operations would be supervised by the Fire Science Program
Coordinator or the Staff Vocational-Technical Program Director.

Each center should be served by a local advisory committee composed of fire
service personnel, educational representatives, and a member of the State
Fire Service Training Program staff. Coordination between center programs
should be controlled by a State Advisory Committee made of representatives
of the various local committees.

Curriculum approval, monitoring and evaluation would be under the jurisdic—
tion of the State Supervisor of Fire Service Training. Approval of courses
of instruction would be subject to compliance with National Standards as
they are adopted by the fire service.

Project Funding Recommendations- It is the feeling among members of the
Commission that the most feasible method of funding construction of
Regional Training Centers is through a State General Obligation Bond
program. Preliminary estimates place the cost of the project between
nine and ten million dollars. In general the distribution of funds
would be as follows:

Anchorage ---------—-—- $3,125,000
Fairbanks ---——————-—- $3,125,000
Juneau = ——————————- $2,000,000
Bethel — - $ 625,000
Kotzebue ——-——-——--- $ 625,000

It should be understood that completion of design criteria, determination
of site acquisition and preparation costs, and possible development of



It should be understood that completion of design criteria, determination
of site acquisition and preparation costs, ad possible development of
funding from other sources will undoubtedly affect these totals and bring
about considerable refinement in the final cost estimates.

Further, it has been suggested that, because the host communities stand
to gain the most from construction of the proposed centers, they be
urged to participate in the program by providing supplemental fundinc up
to 10 per cent of actual construction cost. The Commission feels that
such a proposal has merit and-feasibility should be explored by those
who will be concerned with developing funding for the program.

In closing the Commission takes note that it will officially expire on
February 1, 1976 and recoomends that this be extended to June 30, 1976

to enable it to perform the great number of tasks still to be accomplished in
relation to the training center program. Since adequate funds for this

are already appropriated to the Commission extension would not require any
additional outlay of state funds.

Respectfully Submitted:

“1liam A llogevig,*3dp£?Visor Mke Harper-, Deputy Commissioner
Fire Service Training '’ Dept, of Conmunity & Regional Affairs
Department of Education (Chairman)

Richard Keitnahn. OVief Eugemy Bennett, Chief
Auke Cay Volunteer Fire Department Fire Department, Municipality of
Anchorage
ys-K*i")?
Warren CQummings, Firefighter® Charles M Huss, Chief

Fairbanks Fire Department Kotzebue Volunteer Fire Department
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ALASKA FIRELIGHTER REGIONAL TRAINING CENTER- "QMNISSION
MINUTES, JUNEAU MEETING
August 19, 1975

The first meeting of the Alaska Firefighter Training Center Commission
was held in Juneau, August 19, 1975. Everyone assembled at the Juneau
Fire Department and the meeting began approximately 9:15 A_M.

Representatives of the five areas in which future training centers
will be co tructed are listed below:

Representing the Commissioner of Education - William A. Kagevig
Supervisor
Fire Service Training

Representing the Commissioner of Community
and Regional Affairs - Mike Harper
Deputy Commissioner

Area |1 - Richard Keithahn

Area 11 - Eugene Benn”ct

Area 11l - No representation at this time (Engineer needed to
comply with legislative
intent)

Area 1V - Warren Cummings

Area V - Charles Huss

Guests present at this meeting were Commissioier Marshall Lind, Depart—
ment of Education and A-lan Judson representing the Alaska State
Firefighter Association.

The first order of business was to select a chairman. William Hagevig
was voted unanimously to assume this position.

The Chairman began the meeting by explaining exactly v/hat the require—
ments of the commission are. The Commission shall recommend a state
plan to facilitate regional training of firefighters. In carrying
out these responsibilities the commission may:

1) recommend sites for location of 5 training centers;

2) determine if the centers can be constructed in conjunction
with other training facilities;

3) recommend a common physical "design for the centers;

A) Tformulate cost estimates for implementing its recommendations.
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The appointed commission is required to have 5 members which includes
one from each judicial district. Among the five members there should
be one engineer; one architect; and thr persons with firefighting
experience. The Commission will be dissolved as of February 1, 1976
following submission of it"s final report, January 1, 1976.

The meeting went on to discuss the five regions which are:
1) South East
2) South Central
3) Central
A) Bering Sea
5) Northwest Coast
Everyone agreed unaminously to discuss each are.., individually.

The South East area (Area I|) was the first topic of discussion. Possible
geographical locations for centers were evaluated. The communities
considered at this time are Ketchikan, Skagway, Sitka and Wrangell.
Wrangell and Sitka have already submitted tentative proposals.

Sitka has the Public Safety Academy and a community college which
would be unique because many of the facilities that would be needed
are available. Equipment would be required but just the basic fire
training structures would need to be constructed.

Wrangell has an appropriate site which is a Government Boarding School
known as Wrangell Institute. Some advantages of Wrangell are; out of
town location; Tferry system; and there will be jet service in the
future.

The South Central Area which is Area Il was then discussed. To date,

the Anchorage area is the only propored site. The Airport Heights

area was" considered. Ten "ive layou: work for this site was planned

in 196S. Originally ten ..res was planned for this site but relocation
developedthe site into fourteen acres. Some advantages are; located
near fire station Il1l; hospital; teamsters mall; and community college
system available. Indications are that both the City and GAAB have
funding earmarked for development of the site. The only other area
considered to date has been Wildwood Station in Kenai. "This site is
presently being used as an educational facility by a Native Corporation.

The Bering Sea Area was the next site to be discussed (Area I111).
The Commission considered Bethel and Dillingham as possible sites.
Bethel would get good support from the community college, BIA Center,
hospital and the Bethel Volunteer Fire Department. Bethel has great
potential also, considering it has jet service and the population is
expected to grow up to 15,000 in the future.



Minutes, Juneau Meeting

Dillingham was discussed but there is a problem of housing, somewhat
improved, but still difficult. Air service is not presently as
reliable as Bethel. Dillingham won"t require too much construction
as rural needs are less sophisticated than urban center requirements.

The Central Area (/area IV) has only one tentative proposal to date.
The State has a ten acre site in the Fairbanks area which could

be available on lease or a permit. Major support from the Tanana
Valley Community College and the A.C.D.C. Center 1is probable.

The last area, which is the Northwest Coast (Area V) was then discussed.
Principal cities in this area are Nome and Kotzebue. Kotzebue is
considered to be the Native Activity Center. Both sites have jet
service but no proposal has been submitted to date. |Indications are,
that suitable land for a center is available in Kotzebue.

Evaluation of locations was followed by a discussion of physical
characteristics for urban and rural training centers. It was decided
that classroom and service Tfacilities that are already available should

be used whenever possible.

The requirement for a training center should be; burn building; hydrant
system; tower; shop facility; library; firegrour.d props; drafting pits;
and a driver training area. It was decided that minimum suitable

area should be five acres.

Everyone agreed that local participation is needed (not just State and
Federal support) and that areas other than just regional training centers
for firefighters must be considered. Also discussed were other portions
of Public Safety be included in these centers such as Police and E.M.S.
training. It was felt that support of the center system would be

better assured if a broad spectrum approach to utilization were used.

The Commission went into a discussion of administering the training
centers through the community college system.. Some felt that the
community colleges cannot accomplish this, because fire training
should be half academic and half practical. No decision was reached
because more information will be required to determine the feasibility

of this approach.

When the administration of regional training centers by the Department
of Education was brought up, the Commissioner of Education stated that
"The Department should not operate the Regional Center Program directly".
The State is not presently capable of running it at this time. If the
department was to get involved, it would have to contract to othei
agencies. One possibility would be possible future federal funding

to support a position of Regional Coordinator for each area. Again,

uo decision was made pending the development of additional information.
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Dillingham was discussed but there is a problem of housing, somewhat
improved, but still difficult. Air service is not presently as
reliable as Bethel. Dillingham won"t require too much construction
as rural needs are less sophisticated than :rban center requirements.

The Central Area (Area 1V) has only one tentative proposal to date.
The State has a ten acre site in the Fairbanks area which could

be available on lease or a permit. Major support from the Tanar.a
Valley Community College and the .. J.D.C. Center is probable.

The last area, which ic the Northwest Coast (Area V) was then discussed.
Principal cities in this area are Nome and Kotzebue. Kotzebue is
considered to be the Native Activity Center. Both sites have jet
service but no proposal has been submitted to date. Indications are,
that suitable land for a center is available in Kotzebue.

Evaluation of locations was followed by a discussion of physical
characteristics for urban and rural training centers. It was decided
that classroom and service facilities that are already available should
be used whenever possible.

The requirement for a training center should be; burn building; hydrant
system; tower; shop facility; library; fireground props; drafting pits;
and a driver training area. It was decided that minimum suitable

area should be five acres.

Everyone agreed that local participation is reeded (not just State and
Federal support) and that areas other than just regional training centers
for firefighters must be considered. Also discussed were other portions
of Public Safety be included in these centers such as Police and E.M.S.
training. It was felt that support of the center system would be

better assured if a broad spectrum approach to utilization were used.

The Commission went into a discussion of administering the training
centers through the community college system.. Some felt that the
community colleges cannot accomplish this, because fire training
should be half academic and half practical. No decision wAs reached
because more information will be required to determine the feasibility
of this approach.

When the administration of regional training centers by the Department
of Education was brought up, the Commissioner of Education stated that
"The Department should not operate the Regional Center Program directly".
The State is not presently capable of running it at this time. If the
department was to get involved, it would have to contract to other
agencies. One possibility would be possible future federal funding

to support a position of Regional Coordinator for each area. Age In,

no decision was made pending the development of additional infor :tion.
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At the tire of this meeting, no engineer had been appointed to the
commission. Several names were suggested by commission members and
it was agreed that these would be forwarded to the Governor®s Office
for consideration.

As the final order of business, the Chairman was requested to prepare
a questionnaire .utlining potential locations under consideration and
inviting commen on these locations and proposals for additional
sites. This mai. ing with a cover letter and self-addressed envelope
was to be sent to fire chiefs, city managers, mayors, and borough
officials wherever appropriate. A meeting was set for Anchorage,
September 23rd. Responses to the mail out will be considered at that
time. A motion for adjournment was heard and the meeting adjourned
at. 3:15 P_M.



AT SKA REGIONAL FIRE TRAINING COM®™ *“SION
SECOND MEETING
Anchorage, September 23, 1975

The meeting vas held at Headquarters Station, Anchorage Municipal
Fire Department. Meeting was convened at 9:00 A.M. Members
present 1included Eugene Bennett; Charles liuss, Dick Keithahn,
Warren Cummings, Clark Boston (Community & Regional Affairs) and
William Hagevig. The guest present at the meeting was Gerald
Hiley, Alaska Department of Education.

The meeting began with an evaluation of 52 responses to question-—
naires mailed to communities within the five training regions.

AREA 1: Proposals were received from Wrangell and Petersburg.
Additional proposals are being developed by the cities of Juneau
and Sitka. After considerable discussion it was decided that

modification of existing facilities in addition to construction
of fire training structures would be costly and unsatisfactory.
For this reason the proposals for Wrangell Institute and the
Petersburg Experimental Fur Farm properties were not considered
to be Tfeasible. Site visitations for both of these areas will
be mace before a final decision is made.

Formal proposals for Juneau and Sitka will be evaluated when re—
ceived and site visitations will be scheduled. There wasatotal
of 10 responses received from Area |I.

AREA 11I: Fifteen responses were evaluated. One supported
Valdez as a possible center location. One proposal was received
from Mat-Su Borough recommending the campus of Mat-Su Community
College. Remaining responses supported the site proposed from

the City and Borough of Anchorage (which 1is the Airport Heights
Area) .

Valdez was eliminated from consideration for the present because
of housing, transportation, and other difficulties inherant to

that area. The Mat-Su Borough proposal was discussed 1in detail
and it was decided that no final decision will be made until after
a site visitation. Its possible that several commission members

will visit the Mat-Su site during the Alaska Fire Chiefs Associa—
tion Conference 1in late October.

The site proposed for Anchorage because of its current stage of
development and the specific advantages of its central location
would seem to be the most logical choice for this area. Commission
members did, however, discuss the disadvantages of the site

which 1includes the 1inability to conduct large scale burning oper—
ations associated with Petro-Chemical Training. The site was
visited by commission members and its various features were

pointed out by Chief Bennett.
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AREA 111: Twelve responses were received from communities in
Area 111. Proposals were submitted by the cities of Dillinghanm
and Bethel. The Dillingham proposal offering 6.29 acres of land

was discussed and while it was felt that transportation and housing
problems would probably rule out this area it was felt that a

site visitation would still be necessary before a final decision

is made.

No well defined proposal has been received from the Bethel area

to date. It was felt, however, that because of the advantages

of easy transportation and its central location among a large
concentration of rural villages further inquiries should be made
as to what might be specifically offered and site visitation would
be scheduled in November.

AREA 1V: Twelve responses were received from communities in this
area. One response suggested a site be selected in Ft. Yukon
because of the high cost of living in Fairbanks. A second
suggestion concerning a government surplus facility (Midas site)
in the Ft. Greely area was also received. Ft. Yukon area was
ruled out for a number of reasons, for example, housing and
transportation problems. It was more or less decided that the
Midas site (Area 1V) would be unacceptable for the same reasons
sited for similar facilities in Area 1. More information on

this site will be obtained by Member Cummings before a final
decision 1is made.

A well defined proposal was received for the Fairbanks Inter—

national Airport Training Site. Considerable research has

been done on every aspect of this site and almost unanimous
favorable support was documented. In this 1instance the overwhelming
advantages to the airport site caused the commission to adopt

this location unanimously. The International Airport site was
discussed in contrast to a 20 acre site at 30th and Lathrop

Street. Evaluation of the latter location indicated that potential

growth of adjacent residential areas and other facilities would
rncke this site definitely undesirable.

Specific advantages influencing the selection of the airport site
incl- de the following:

1) Minimal ground preparation neccessary.
2) Environmental considerations acceptable.

3) Site location within fenced airport
reserve.

4) No adjacent growth anticipated in the
future .

5) Characteristics of the site suggest
its value as a multiple use training
area.
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AREA V: Seven responses were received. Three responses 1in—
dicated a preference for the None Belts Regional School Campus
in Nome. A well defined proposal was received from interested
individuals and agencies 1in the Kotzebue area. It was pointed

out that Kotzebue®"s 1initial location as a service area for
surrounding villages and native activities would make this site
valuable for developing projects and programs relating to

rural and Cold Lands Firefighting techniques.

Mr. Hiley and Mr. Boston described the Nome Beltz facility for
commission members. It was decided that in view of the fact
that no information had been received from Nome, no final site
selection would be made until it was determined whether - or not
the city of Nome wishes to submit a proposal for that area.
Site visitations will be scheduled to both areas ~.n November.

It was decided that public hearings would be conducted 1in con-—
junction with the October conferences cmthe Alaska State
Firefighter Association in Ketchikan and the Alaska Fire Chiefs

Association in Anchorage. Commission members Hagevig, Cummings,
and Keithahn will conduct the hearing in Ketchikan and Members
Kuss, Cummings, and Bennett 1in Anchcrage. Members Huss and

Bennett agreed to request the opportunity to make a presentation
at the Muncipal League Convention shortly after the Chiefs
Conference.

As a final order of business it was decided to send out a
follow-up letter to communities in each area appraising them of
proposals received to date and requesting their comments

and preferences.

Commission members and other concerned parties will receive copies
of specific proposals and information sheets summarizing community
responses in each of the five areas.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00 (noon) with commission members
slated to visit the Anchorage site after lunch break.
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KA REGIONAL FIRE TRAINING
SUMMARY OF TENTITIVE PROPOSALS

OMMISSION

To the present date the Alaska P.egional Fire Training Commission has re—

ceived proposals for the

location of future regior-~I

training centers.

Herein will be listed these proposals and commission considerations on

each:

SITE SUGGESTED

AREA 1I:
Experimental Fur Farm
Wrangell Institute
Sitka
Juneau

AREA 11:

i Airport Heights

j (Anchorage)

PROPOSAL SUBMITTED BY

Petersburg

Wrangell

Pelican

(supported Wrangell
or Sitka)

Unidentified (Ketchikan)

Pelican (supported Wrangell

or Sitka)
Unidentified (Sitka)
Borough Manager,
Fire Chief, Ketchikan
Fire Chief, Yakutat
Fire Chief, Douglas V.F.D.

Fire Chief, Glacier V.F.D.

Fire Chief, Kenai F.D.
Fire Chief, St.
Fire Chief, North Kenai
Fire Chief, Kodiak

City Manager, Anchorage

Fire Chief, Chugiak

Paul V.F.D.

COMMISSION RESPONSE

Modification of existing
facilities would be costly,
however, site visitations
will be made before a final
decision.

Modification of existing
facilities would be costly,
however, site visitations
wTll be cade before a final
decision.

Site visitation will be made.
Commission 1is awaiting
detailed documentation

of proposal.

Ketchikan

Site visitation will be made.

Commission is awaiting
detailed documentation
of proposal.

Commission action pending
on visitation to alternate
sites for comparison.
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SITE SUGGESTED

continued
Valde

AREA 111
Bethel

Dillingham

PROPOSAL SUBMITTED BY

Unidentified (Anchorage)
Unidentified (Anchorage)
Fire Chief, Anchorage

Borough ilayor, Anchorage

Fire Chief, Homer V.F.D

Kodiak

Planning Director, Matanuska
Susitna Borough

Unidentified (Valdez)

Fire Chief, Toksook Bay
V.F.D.

Six (6) unidentified
villages

Unidentifed (Emmoak)

Bethel

Fire Chief, Kwetnluk
Unidentified (Alakanuk)
Dillingham

City Manager, Dillingham

COMMISSION RESPONSE

"No tinai decision until
after site visitation.

Eliminated from consider
ation for the present
because of housing,
transportation, etc.

Site visitation will
be made. Commission
is awaiting detailed
documentation of
proposals.

Site visitation will be

made, however, the commission
feels that there would be

a housing and transportation
problem.
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SITE SUGGESTED PROPOSAL SUBMITTED BY

Ft. Yukon Unidentifed (Ft. Yukon*)

Midas Site
(Ft. Greely)

Unidentifed (Delta Junction)

Fairbanks Airport Fbks.

Site

Fire Chief, Fire Dept.

Unidentified (Fbks.)

Chief Airport Security (Fbks)
Environmental Engineer (Fbks.)
Fire Chief, U.

Fire Protection Planner, Fbks.

Fire Chief, Ft. Uair.vright
Borough Mayor, Fbks.
Battalion Chief, Fbks. Fire

Department

30th & Lathrop St. Same as Airport site

Nome Beltz School Unidentifed (Koyak)

Unidentified (Savnonga)

Barrow North Slope Borough

Kotzebue City Mai ager, Kotzebue
City Clerk, Kotzebue
Police Chief, Kotzebue

Chamber of Commerce, Kotzebue

President, Miuneluk Association
This briefly summarizes the site

Commission, being a referral body,
confirm these actions pending additional

of AK. Fire Dept.

location activities of the Commission.
reserves the right to alter or further
information provided to its members.

COMMISSION RESPONSE

Not acceptable at this time.

Site visitation will be
made before a final
decision e

Commission adopted this site

unanimously, however, will

remain open to consider other

sites which may be proposed.

Evaluation indicated potential
growth of adjacent residential
areas and other facilities vou?~
make this site undesirable.

No final site selection will
be made until it is determined,
Not acceptable at this time.
Commission % action pending

on visitations to alternate
sites for comparison.

The



MINUTES OF THE MEETING
2 OCTOBER 1975
KETCHIKAN

Meeting convened at 11 A.M.
Three Commission members present - Keithahn

Cummings

Nineteen persons from various fire departments attended the meeting.

Chairman Hagevig described the work of the commission and the progress
made to date. He also indicated that the forth-coming conferences of the
Alaska Municipal League and the Alaska Fire Chief"s Association would

be attended by Commission Members Cummings, lluss, and Bennett.

A proposal for an Area | training center was submitted by Mr. Ben Eisendrup
of the Sitka delegation. Mr. Hagevig accepted the proposal and indicated
that copies v/ould be forwarded to the other commission members.

Site proposals from Wrangell, Petersburg, and Juneau were also discussed.
Commission members asked considerable questions of representatives of

the various communities involved. It was stated that no final decision

for Area 1 would be made until all potential sites had been visited.

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 noon.



ALASKA FIREF ITER REGIONAL TRAINING CEI " COMMISSION
5 NOVEMBER 1975
MINUTES, ANCHORAGE MEETING

Meeting was attended by Commission Members Ecr.nett, Keithahn, Cummings,
Huss, Hagevig, and James Sanders representing Community & Regional
Affairs. Guests included Chief James Evans and Chief John Franklin

of the Anchorage Metropolitan Fire Department and Mr. William O"Mahoney
of Anchorage Community College.

Chairman Hagevig reviewed the minutes of the two previous meetings and
asked Chief Bennett to give a report on the meeting held in conjunction
with the Alaska Fire Chiefs Association Conference. Chief Bennett
indicated that interest in the Commissions® work was expressed by many
fire chiefs, some of whom felt that the commission should be extended
beyond its expiration date of February 1, 1976. A resolution to this
effect was introduced at the conference. Commission members Cummings,
Huss, and Bennett explained the inadvisability of such a recommendation
and the resolution was defeated. J

A discussion of possible administration of regional training centers
through the community college system followed. Mr. O"Mahoney was
questioned as to the feasibility of this type of administration and
was asked what steps should be taken to implement it. Mr. 0"Mahoney
stated that such a program was entirely feasible, and that the community
college system, on a contractural basis could provide administrative
and academic services but a local fire" department in conjunction with
the State Fire Service Training Program should he responsible for day
to day operations as they relate to purely physical skills training.
Mr. O"Mahoney further indicated his willingness to work closely with
the commission in the development of this aspect of the Regional
Training Program.

The Chairman indicated that commission member Mike Harper v;bo is on a
field trip in the Dillingham area agreed to discuss the Dillingham

site proposal with municipal and fire service authorities in that region.
It is hoped from this that Mr. Harper will be able to offer a recommenda—
tion at the next meeting as to the feasibility of Dillingham as a site
location.

|
Chief Bennett gave a report on the site visitation that he and members

Cummings and Huss made to Mat-Su Community College to evaluate that site
in accordance with the proposal submitted to the commission.

Each expressed the fact that they were impressed with the Mat-Su facility.
They pointed out, however, that the following deficiencies in their
opinion would tend to rule out the Mat-Su site from further consideration:

1) The area has no major transportation facilities and
because of its" location is not readily assessable to
to incoming trainees.
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2) No developed water supply suitable Cor a training
facility presently exists. J

3) The population of firefighters who vould be po—
tential users of the facility is only a fraction
of those in the Anchorage area.

4) The fact that the nearest fire station is eleven miles
away would make logistical support extremely difficult
f not impossible. |

5) It was further pointed out that the amount of instructional
expertise in the Mat-Su area can in no way compare with
that which is available in the greater Anchorage area.

In view of these deficiencies a motion was made by Mr. |lluss and seconded
by Mr. Keithahn that the Mat-Su proposal be dropped frcm further con—
sideration and the Anchorage proposal be accepted as a training center
site for Area II.

Mr. Cummings interjected the comment that in accepting(the Anchorage pro—
posal consideration should be given to where "hot drills" might be
conducted since this might not be feasible at the airport heights location.
Chief Bennett assured the group that the existing arrangement with the
Anchorage International Airport for conducting this tyje of training would
continue to be in effect indefinitely in so far as he knew. Thus assured,
commission members cast a unaminous vote in favor of the Anchorage location.

Visitations to the remaining locations proposed for centers was then dis—
cussed. It was felt that all visitations should he completed by the first
week of December if at all possible.

First on the schedule will be Nome and Kotzebue tentively scheduled for the
week of November 15th. The team to visit these two sites will consist of
Bennett, Huss, Cummings, and Hagevig.

A visit to Bethel and Dillingham if required, will be scheduled prior to
the end of November. This visitation is tentively assigned to members
Cummings, Huss, and Harper and will likely coincide with the latters
prearranged visit to that community.

Visits to five south eastern Alaskan communities are scheduled for the
first week in December. The team for this area consist of Cummings,
Huss, Keithahn and Hagevig.

Mr. Keithahn stated that it would be in the best interes**"of the commission
to develop and implement an impartial site evaluation code to be used in
rating proposed locations in the remaining three areas, some of which may
be controversial in regard to the selection process. Fleven items for
consideration were then decided upon by the members. These will be given
numerical values and utilized in a selection process. Mr. Keithahn and

rfr. Hagevig will prioritize the categories and assign numerical values

prioi to the Nome and Kotzebue trip. i
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It was decided that a meeting will be held in Juneai immediately follow—
ing the site visitations in Area I. At this time team reports will be
given and final locations will be voted on. It was further recommended
that at this time the commission should meet with a representative
of the Department of Public Works to appraise them cf what has been
accomplished thus far and request their input into the final design of
the centers.

J
Two other items of business for the meeting will be to receive legisla—
tive recommendations for the next phase of this program and the sub—
mission by the Chairman of an outline for the final report for consider—

ation hy the commission.
|

After considerable discussion it was decided that the final report
should recommend to the Governor that the commission be kept intact
on a non-funded basis so as to retain a broad spectrum committee in
its present form to serve in a consultative capacity in future phases
of the program and as a readily available source of information re—
garding the program to Che fire service and other interested agencies.
It was further recommended that the Governor be requested to appoint
one or two additional members to the committee to wider its" range of
expertise. These should include a community college representative,
an engineer, and an environmentalist.

Meeting adjourned "t



ALASKA FIREFIGHTER REGIONAL TRAINING CENTER COMMISSION
IINUTES, JUNEAU MEETING
December 12, 1975 >

Meeting convened 9:00 A.M. at Juneau Volunteer Fire Department. Commission
Members present included William Hagevig, Warren Cummings, Dick Keithahn,
Eugene Bennett and Charles Huss. Alan Judson .representing the Alaska

State Firefighters Association was a guest at the meeting.

Reports of the site selection visitation committee for Nome, Kotzebue,

and Southeastern communities were received and discussed. On the recommenda—
tion of the commission members visiting Nome and Kotzebue the selection of
Nome for a regional training site was made with the provision that the two
sites be reviewed again prior to actual construction. Commission member
Eugene Bennett recommended this and Warren Cummings seconded it.

Chairman Hagevig reported that he and Chief Huss were unable to reach Bethel
on schedule because of the destruction of the local Powerhouse by fire.

He stated, however, that based on Mr. Harper®s evaluation of the Dillingham
area and the fact that Bethel has a community college, he recommended the
selection of Bethel as the site for Area Ill. This was approved by vote.

The site visitation committee for Southea tern Alaska made a report on their
site visitations in that area. Visits to Petersburg and Skagway were can—
celed due to inclement weather. Reports were offered on the visits to
Wrangell and Sitka. At this point the commission recessed to hear a report
on the Juneau proposal from Mr. Art Hartenberger, Planning Director for the
City and Borough of Juneau. The group then visited the proposed site in

the Mendenhall Valley. On return to the city the commission members recessed
for lunch.

The meeting was reconvened at 1:00 P.M. and the five proposed sites in South—
eastern Alaska were discussed. On the basis of firefighter population, site
preparation cost, and size of land tract available, a motion by Charles Huss
and seconded by Eugene Bennett was made to accept the Juneau proposal and

this subsequently received a unaminous vote.

Discussion then centered on design of structures for the regional training
centers. It was decided that the full-service centers in Anchorage and
Fairbanks should consist of drill towers and a separate fire building, the
design and construction of which should follow the recommendations outlined
in "Special Interest Bulletin™ No. 234 published by the American Insurance
Association. It was further recommended that the construction figures
should also be based on designs which have been proven to be successful in
other areas. Planning should also include facilities for driver training,
flammable liquids firefighting, and transportation fires although these
could probably be added at a later date. The need for surveillance fencing
and perimeter lighting should have a high priority.

Limited-service centers designed for Juneau, Bethel and Nome would consist
primarily of a single structure combining the drill tower and fire building.
Additional facilities would be similar to those planned for the Anchorage and
Fairbanks centers and constructed on an as needed basis. A special requirement
for the Juneau center would be the construction of a shipboard fire training
facility.
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Copies of a first draft outline of the final report were distributed to the
members with the request that they study them at hone and send in their
suggestions and comments as soon as possible so that the final report be
completed in time to meet its target date of J/muary 1, 1976. Considerable
discussion of several aspects of the report followed.

The meeting was recessed at 3:00 P.M. to permit commission members to meet
wmth Senator Bill Ray, and representatives Jim Duncan, and "-ike Miller who
had attended at the request of Hr. Alan Judson of the Alaska State Fire—
fighters Association. The legislators were given a brief report of the
activities of the commission to date and appraised of the fact that the

five center locations had been selected and the final report to the Governor
ras in the draft stages. Commission members were asked whether a funding
bill was to be submitted to the Legislature in the 1976 session. They were
advised that because the commission had only been in existence for a little over
thr e months there was no possibility of drafting cost figures for the
proposed centers in time to request legislation.

Mr. Cummings offered the comment that legislators in the Fairbanks area felt
that funding should be requested this year. Those legislators present agreed
with this and after considerable discussion, recommended to the commission

that a bill be drafted providing for a General Obligation Bond Proposal in

the amount.of 9.5 million dollars for construction of the five regional training
centers. Representative Miller agreed to ask the Legislative Affairs Office

to prepare such a bill.

Chairman Hagevig pointed out that the commission was due to expire on February
1, 1976 and as a group would not be available to assist with the project

after that date. Upon being asked whether the commissio. funding had been
expended, Mr. Hagevig replied that he believed that there x”ere several thousand
dollars unexpended. Representative Miller indicated that he thought that the
life of the commission could probably be extended at least until June 30, 1976.
At this point the visitors departed and the meeting was briefly reconvened.

Chairman Hagevig indicated that his tenor as commission chairman- was slated
to expire on February 1, 1976. If the commission were extended beyond that
date, he felt that the time consuming scope of the activities would be such
that he would be unable to coordinate the work of the commission and maintain
his other commitments as well. He proposed that”“contingent upon extension,a
new chairman be selected to assume the position on February® 1. A vote was
cast and Mr. Bennett was elected to the position.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 P.M. to enable departing members to make
travel connections.
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ALASKA FIREFIGHTER TRAINING CENTER COMMISSION

Eugene Bennett, Ch"of
Anchorage Fire Department
211 West 7Li Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Warren Cummings, Firefighter
Fairbanks Fire Department
Box 790

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Charles M. Huss, Chief
Kotzebue Fire Department
Box AG

Kotzebue, Alaska 99752

Richard E. Keithahn, Chief

Alike Bay Volunteer Fire
Department

P.0. Box 1173

Auke Bay, Alaska 99821

Mike Harper, Deputy Commissioner

Department of Community & Regional
Affairs

Room 217, Community Building

Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99801

William A. Hagevig, Supervisor
Fire Service Training
Department of Education

Pouch F

Juneau, Alaska 99811
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Alaska Firefighter Training
Center Comission
Alaska Department of Education
Pouch F, State Office Bide;.
Juneau, Alaska S'S311

DbSCHL.ptl-'N :¢ facility

Regional centers for the training of firefighters will include such fa-
cilities as drill towers, fire buildings, drafting pits, driver training
areas, petro-chemicn® firefighting props, transportation fire props, etc,
Classrooms, dormatolies, food service facilities, etc., would either be
a part of the center or would he provided through joint ~se of existing
facilities aomjnisv.ered by other agencies.

A minimum of five acres of usable land is desirable. Ten acres is con-
sidered to bhe best so as to prevent close-up construction from jeopard-
izing the center location. Existing or potential developed v/ater supply
is also a vital consideration in selecting center sites

LOCATION (S) UNDER CONS IHERAT IQil

The fallowing location(s) in your area are being considered as possible
sites for future construction of Regional Firefighter Training Centers:

Locat ion Land Available Potential Support Facilities

Picas.; indicate be &€= your preference an! .any comments you would care to
make regarding the desirability of any of the above locations as sites
for a Regional Firefighter Training Center.



ADDITIONAL LOCATION PROPOSAL

Locat ion

s land available? How much?
Hw far fr-m comr.ue ||_)D

Is a water supply available? What type?

What potential support services are in the area (community college,

schools, fire department, hotels, etc.)?
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Mr. President:

The Committee on
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A majority of the members of the Committee
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committee
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/_/ AND attaches a report of 1its intent

/~7 (other)
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recommends:
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Original sponsors: Duncan and Miller Offered: 5/5/7:
Referred: Rule:;

IN THE HOUSE 3Y THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 579 (Finance)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act. entitled: "An Act providing for the issuance of general obliga—
tion bonds intne amount of $7,100,000 for the purpose
of paying the cost of regional fire fighter training
centers; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

““Section 1. For the purpose of paying the cost of regional fire fighter
training centers, general obligation herids of the state In the principal
amount of not more than $7,100,000 snail be issued and sold. The full faith,
credit and resources of the state are pledged to the payment of the principal
of and interest and redemption premium, if any, on these bonds. These bonds
shall be issued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those provisions read at
the time of Issuance.

s Sec. 2. If the issuance of these bonds 1is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, a special fund of the state to be known as the "Regional
Fire Fighter Training Centers Bond Fund" shall be established, to which shail
be credited the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described Ln sec. 1 of this
Act except for the accrued interestana premiums. There is appropriated from
the "RegionalFire Fighter Training Centers Bond Fund" to the Department of
Education the amount of $7,100,000. The proceeds of these bonds shall be

allocated as follows:

(1) full service centers: Anchorage $2,300,000
Fairoanks 2,300,000
(2) limited service centers Juneau 1,500,000
Kotzebue 500,000

C3SSHB 579(Finance)

<' miVTVF,:"." wv-kit'v



Bethel 500,000

* Sec. 3- If the Issuance of these bonds is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, the amount of $2*4,850 or as much of that amount as Iis
found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the
state bond committee to carry out the provisions of this Act and to pay
expenses incident to the sale and issuance of the bonds authorized in this
Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorized by this section
shall be reimbursed to the general fund from the proceeds of the sale of the
bonds authorised by this Act.

* Sec. M. The question whether the bonds authorized in this Act are to be
issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the next
general election and shall read substantially as follows:

Proposition
tate flenera.l Obligation Regional Pire Fighter
Training Centers Bonds $7 ,100,000

Shall the State of Alaska issue its general obligation bonds
In the principal, amount of not more than $7»100,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost of regional fire fighter training
centers?

Bonds Yes C J

Bonds No [ ]

CS3SHB 59 -2-

"\ :s/fee"v - -
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Original sponsors: Duncan and MiMer jffered: S/5/7r
referred: Rules

IN THE HOUSE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOP. HOUSE BILL NO. 579 (Finance)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for the issuance of general obliga—
tion bonds in the amount of $7,100,000 for the purpose
of paying the cost of regional fire fighter training
centers; and providing for an effective date."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. For the purpose of paying the cost of regional fire fighter
training centers, general obligation bonds of the state in the principal
amount of not more than $7,100,000 snail be issued and sold. The full faith,
credit and resources of the state arc pledged to the payment of the principal
of and interest and redemption premium, if any, on these bonds. These bonds
shall be Issued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those provisions read at
the time nf 1issuance.

* Bee. 2. if the issuance of these bonds La authorised by the qualified
voters of the state, a special, fund of the state to be known as the "Regional
Fire Fighter Training Centers Bond Fund"” shall be established, to which shall
be credited the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of this
Act exceptfor the accrued interestand premiums. There is appropriated from
the "RegionalFire Fighter Training Centers Bond Fund"™ to the Department of
Education the amount of $7,100,000. The proceeds of these bonds shall be

allocated as follows:

(1) fullservicecenters: Anchorage $2,300,000
Fairbanks 2,300,000
(2) limitedservice centers: Juneau 1,500,000
Kotzebue 500,000

-1- C3SSHB 579 (Finance)
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Bethel 500,000

s Sec. 3- If the issuance of these bonds 1is authorised by the qualified
voters of the state, the amount of $2A,850 or as much of that amount as is
found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the
state bond committee to carry out the provisions of this Act and to pay
expenses incident to the sale and issuance of the bonds authorized 1in this
Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorized by this section
shall be reimbursed to the general fund from the proceeds of the sale of the
bonds authorized by this Act.

s Sec. A. The question whether the bonds authorized in this Act are to be
Issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the next
general election and shall read substantially as follows:

Proposition
State fJeneral Obligation Regional Fire Fighter
Training Centers Bonds $7,100,000
Shall the State of Alaska issue its general obligation bonds
in the principal amount of not. more than $7,100,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost o]" regional fire fighter training
centers?
Bonds Yes [ 1
Bonds Ho [ J
s Sec. 5* This Act takes effect Immediately 1in accordance with AS 01.10-

070(c).

CSSSHB 5A9 2=



Introduced: 2/K/jG
Referred: State Affairs

and Finance

IN THE HOUSE BY DUNCAN AND MILLER
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 579
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for the lIssuance of general obliga—
tion bonds in the amount of $9,500,000 for the purpose
of paying the cost of regional fire fighting centers;
and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTEDBY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. For _.he purpose of paying the cost of regional fire fighting
centers, general obligation bonds of the state in the principal amount of not
more than $9,500,000 shall be issued and sold. The full faith, credit and
resources of the state are pledged to the payment of the principal of and
interest and redemption premium, if any, on these bonds. These bonds shall
he issued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those provisions read at the
time of issuance.

* Sec. 2. If the issuance of these bonds .s authorised by the qualified
voters of the state, a special fund of the state to be known as the "Regional
Fire Fighting Centers Bond Fund™ shall be established, to which shall oe
credited the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of this
Act except for the accrued interest and premiums. There isappropriated fror
the "Regional FireFighting CentersBond Fund" to the Department ofEducation
the amount of $9,500,000. The proceeds of these bonds shall be allocated as

follows:
(1) fullservice centers: Anchorage $3,125,000
Fairbanks $3,125,000
(2) limited service centers: Juneau $2,000,000
Kotzebue $ 625,000

-1- SSHB 579
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Bethel $ 625,000

* Sec. 3- |If the issuanceofthese bonds is authorised by thequalified
voters of the state, the amount of $33,250 or as much of that amount as is
found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the
state bond committee to carry out the provisions of this Act and to pay
expenses incident to the sale and lIssuance of the bonds authorised in this
Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorised by this section
shall be reimbursed to the general fund from the proceeds of the sale of the
bands authorized by this Act.

s Sec. . The question whether the bondsauthorized inthis Act are to be
issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the next
general election and shall read substantially as follows:

Proposj tion
State General Obligation Regional Fire Fighting
Centers Bonds $9,500,000
Shall the State of Alaska issue its general obligation bonus
in the principal amount of not more than $9,500,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost of regional fire fighting centers?
Bonds Yes L ]
Bonds Mo [ J

* See. 5. This Act takes effect immediately In accordance with AS 01,10-

070(c),

SS51B 5”79 -2-



IN THE HOUSE DUNCAN AND MILLER
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 579
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled An Act providing for the issuance of general obliga
tion bonds in the amount of $9>500,000 for the purpose
of paying the cost of regional fire fighting center
and providing for an effective date
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ction I. For the puroose of paying the cost of regional fire fighting
centers, general obligation bonds of the state in the principal amount of not
more than $95500,000 shall be issued and sold. The full faith, credit and
resources of the state are pledged to the payment of the principal of and
interest and redemption premium, if any, on these bond These bond
be issued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those provisions read at the
time of issuance
* Sec. 2. If the issuance of these bond 1is authorised by the qualified
voter tate, a special fund of the state to be knovrn as the "Regional
Fire Fighting Centers Bond Fund" shall be established, to which shall be
credited the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of Ibi
Act except for the accrued interest and premiums. There 1is appropriated from
the "Regional Fire T “hting Centers Bond Fund™ to the Department of Education

the amount of $9,500,000. The proceeds of these bond hall be allocated rs

follows
full service centers Anchorage
Fairbanks
limited service centers Juneau

SSHB 579



Bethel v 625,000

* Sec. 3. If the Issuance of these bonds is authorised by the qualified
voters of the state, the amount of 533,250 or as much of that amount as is
found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the
state bond committee to carry out the provisions of this Act and to pay
expenses incident to the sale and issuance of the bonds authorized in this
Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorized by this section
shall be reimbursed to the general fund from the u 3seeds of the sal* of the
bonds authorized by this Act.

- Sec. *. The question whether the bonds authorized in this Act ore to be
issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the next
general election and shall read substantially as follows:

Proposition
State General Obligation Regional Fire Fighting
Centers Bonds $9,500,000
Sl all the State of Alaska issue its general obligation bonds
in the principal amount of riot more than 59,500,000 for tie
purpose of paying the cost of regional f3r-mfighting centers?
Bonds Yen [ ]
Bond Mo [ 1

070 (52)-
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February 19, 1976

The Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor

State of Alaska

Pouch A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: CSHB 550 am S (legislative
administration of capitol
space)

Dear Governor Hammond:

At your request, we have reviewed CSHB 550 am S, a
bill “fTelating to legislative administration.”™ Section 1 of
the bill amends AS 24.05.190(a) by placing the capitol
(except the space Tfithin the capitol "now occupied by the
Office of the Governor") and the space occupied by the
legislature or its agencies in other state bi".ildings under
the control of the Legislative Affairs Agency as directed by
the legislature. The section also provides the agency with
authority to allocate all parking spaces at the capitol.
Section 2 of the bill amends AS 24.20.140 to require that
the audit of Legislative Council expenditures be made
annually by an independent auditor. The final section
provides for an immediate effective date.

The Department of Law urges that you veto this
bill. We do so for two basic reasons. First, Section 1 of
the bill if enacted into law would shatter the tradition ot
comity between the legislative and executive branches of
government, 1incidentally breaching an existing express
agreement concerning the allocation of office space in the
capitol worked out after extensive negotiation between the
legislative and executive branches prior to the session.
That contract, it appears, was only entered into by the
legislature with the legislature®s unstated premise that
once in session it could do as it pleased,

Second, we urge a veto because the bill may well
violate the Constitution in several respects. While the
title of the bill is limited to "legislative administration”



The Honorable Jay S; Hammond
February 19, 1976
Page Two

it actually extends to administration of facilities occupied
by executive agencies, thereby offending the constitutional
requirement that the subject of a bill be expressed in its
title. Alaska Constitution, Art. 11, 8l13. More signi—
ficantly, insofar as the bill attempts to grant a legislative
agency administrative control over the activities of all
branches of government, it raises serious questions concerning
the doctrine of separation of powers.

We shall discuss these points in the order set
out.

I. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Until 1976, the allocation of existing office
space as between competing needs of the executive, legis—
lative and judicial branches has been done by the adminis—
tration. AS 44.21.020(6). The governor, acting through the
commissioner of administration, has given each branch the
space it considered necessary to operate. Conflicts were
settled by amicable resolution, and, until the second session
of this legislature, all branches cooperated in solving what
is admittedly a difficult problem. The legislature, of
course, retained ultimate control of the total amount of
office space available through its power of appropriation to
determine what new buildings would be constructed* or leased
for government purposes. Once the space was obtained, the
administration made the specific allocation.

During the last year there has been an unpre—
cedented expansion of the legislature and its staff. In
early 1975 the legislature occupied 47,907 square feet of
office space in Juneau. Of that total, 29,600 square feet
were In the capitol. By 1976 the total space allocated to
the legislature by the commissioner of administration had
increased to 67,900 square feet, of which 40,800 square feet
were in the capitol. That increase was accomplished through
negotiation and eventually was reflected in a contractual
agreement signed by your Chief of Staff, Bob Palmer, and the
head of the Legislative Affairs Agency. That contract,
which is appended to this letter, was supposed to be a good
faith effort to reach a resolution of this question, and the
agreement was signed under the assumption that it resolved,
at least temporarily, legislative requirements for space.

Until now the relationship between the executive and
the legislature in the allocation of office space has been
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one of amicability in which both sides sought to reach a
reasonable solution. By attempting to go beyond that, the
legislature is raising a basic issue of who in such a con—
frontation would have the ultimate authority to assign

office space within the existing branches of government. 1/

This bill does not require us to reach the most fundamental-
issue, but we wish to note that there appears little doubt

to us at this time who would prevail in an ultimate confrontation
as to the basic power to assign existing office space.

As noted, it is not necessary to reach the most
basic issue here because the bill Is so clearly invalid on
Its face that we need not speculate as to what would occur
were a different type of bill presented to you. Accordingly
we shall limit our discussion to the obvious infirmities of
this measure rather than attempting to make any broader
generalisations about the scope of legislative and executive
power, except as conclusions may be required in a discussion
of this particular measure.

I1. DISCUSSION

At the outset, the bill apparently violates the
rule that the subject of a bill must be expressed in its
title. Alaska Constitution, Art. 11, 813. This provision,
which is common to many constitutions, exists to insure that
there is adequate public notice of legislative actions.
United States v. Howell, 5 Alaska. 578 (1916). The protection

is both for legislators and the public. It applies to
instances in which the title of a bill does not fully convey
what the act is meant to accomplish. 2/ For instance, a

1/ This bill appears to be the result of pique by a particular
Tegislator over his inability to obtain a particular office

on the 4th floor. A demand was made by this legislator that

a Department of Law office be turned over to legislative

control. After the Department of Law refused, the same
legislator then sought to obtain the office through simply
changing the framework of government. He introduced an

amendment on the floor to take away from the executive

branch the power to allocate office space, not generally,

but simply on the 4th floor of the capitol. If this bill is
enacted and followed, we assume the legislator will eventually
get his way, receiving an allocation from the Legislative
Affairs Agency of the office he unsuccessfully sought from

the executive.

2/ The rule is twofold: First, a bill may have only one
subject, and second, the subject must be expressed in its
titles Compare Gellert v. State, 532 P.2d 1120 (Alaska
1974) with United States v. Howell, supra.
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bill which the title says deals with vacancies in “lective
offices”” cannot be extended to cover "appointive offices,””
Wiley v. Hillyer, 221 Mich. 537, 191 N.W. 827 (1923); nor
can a Fill purportedly dealing with “d1easehold”” estates be
extended to ““freehold estates.”” Dorsey*s Appeal, 72 Pa, 192
(1872), cited in Sutherland, Statutory Construction, 818.06.

Examples of titles which fail to adequately
apprise the legislature or the public of what is occurring
are rife. A Washington statute which barred cemeteries from
discrimination was recently struck down for not adequately
apprising the legislature of the civil rights issue in the
tiule. Price v. Evergreen Cemetery Co. of Seattle, 357 P,2d
702 (Wash. 1960). In Alaska, the Supreme Court has invali—
dated a legislative act changing court rules 1in part because
the title of the bill did not spell out the fact of change.
Leege v. Martin., 379 P.2d 447, 449-450 (Alaska 1963).

The title of CSHB 550 am S is ?An Act relating to
legislative administration; and providing for an effective
.date.”” The title reflects the fact that the bill initially
applied to just what the title expresses— administration by
the Legislative Affairs Agency of space assigned to the
legislature. But when the bill was amended it applied to
far more. Now the bill, contrary to the subject expressed
in its title, applies not merely to administration of legis—
lative offices, but administration of offices occupied by
the executive branch as well. As a consequence, the title
does not adequately describe the true subject of the bill.
One need only read the bill in its original form and then
compare it with the amended version of the bill to recognise
that the same title obviously does not refer to both versions.

The defect in this bill insofar as the title is
concerned can be remedied. We express no opinion as to what
title would be adequate, but we are of the opinion that the
present title is not constitutionally sufficient.

The second question is, assuming the title could
be made adequate, whether the legislature may assign to
itself or one of its agencies the duties of administering
office space in the capitol or any other state building.
Initially we note that precedent exists for legislative
administration of space assigned to it. Legislative adminis—
tration of legislative space is incidental to the legis—
lative function of making laws. For instance, the architect
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of the federal capitol administers legislative office and
parking space at the direction of congressional committees.
See”™ 40 U.S.C.A. 88l174c, 174d, 175 and 177. That is far
different, of course, from the legislature®™s assuming the
over-all administrative function of assigning space for all
branches of government- legislative, executive and judicial.
Since, as we have noted, this bill violates the rule that
the subject of each bill must be expressed in its title,
there is no necessity to decide the secondary question here.
But we do want to point out that only three weeks ago the
United States Supreme Court again reiterated that congres—
sional agencies may “properly perform duties only in aid of
those functions that Congress may carry out itself.”
Buckley v. Valeo, U.S. e (1976), 44 USLW 4169 (Jan.
27, 19767. Except for the administration of its own acti—
vities, the legislative pox?er is one of law-making and not
administration. Put succinctly, the legislature may make
law but 1t may not enforce law or appoint agents to enforce
law. Springer v. Philippine Islands, 277 U.S. 180. 202
(1927). <z

The legislative power of appropriation, of course,
is at the heart of nearly all government power. In this
context, that means that the legislature may control the
amount of office space available. Moreover, there is no
question but that the legislature, subject to certain basic
limitations, may pass laws establishing the criteria under
xvhich office space may be assigned. The present statute
under X7hich office space is currently assigned could no
doubt be made more specific as to how it is to he implemented
by administrators. But the power to appropriate or no pass
laws does not include the power to administer either the
appropriation or the laws. Egan v. Pipeline Impact Committee,
No. 74-236, Super. Ct., 1st Jud. Dist. (Alaska~1974") , appeal
dismissed, Sup. Ct. No. 2424. In other words, under our
Constitution an agency of the legislative branch cannot
administer the offices of an agency of another branch. It
may set the standards for allocation of space, but it may
not do the allocation itself. The case is even stronger
when you recognize that here the legislature itself is not
even doing the allocation- instead it has delegated that
function to a legislative agency.

The framers of the Alaska Constitution, we are
sure, never dealt with the question of how to settle clashes
between branches of government over office space. The
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constitution®™s framers undoubtedly assumed that reasonable
persons could resolve such questions without the necessity
of litigation. I think the framers would have thought it
incredible that differences o 8r allocations of offices 1in
the capitol would consume government time and energy, waste
public money and create constitutional confrontations.
Surely more important matters of state deserve the attention
of the legislature and the executive, to say nothing of the
judiciary if they are ultimately brought into this con—

frontation. IT this bill were enacted, it would create the
third constitutional confrontation between the executive and
legislative branches in as many years. In 1974 the legis—

lature sought to achieve authority over the administration

of special impact funds even though advised that it possessed
no such authority, and took the matter to courtl eventually
losing and withdrawing i1ts appeal from the Supreme Court 1in
Pipeline Impact Committee v. Egan, Sup. Ct. No. 2424, Order
of Nov. 7, 1973T. In 1975 the legislature forced a constitu—
tional test over whether it had the power to confirm sub—
cabinet officers such as deputy commissioners and division
directors. The Superior Court recently struck down that

bill and the case is now on appeal to the Supreme Court.

Now the legislature is apparently prepared to pass a law
which, again, may well be unconstitutional. Accordingly,
this bill, if passed over your veto, could precipitate still
more litigation.

In all honesty, we are somewhat at a loss to
understand why the legislature is unable to deal with the
exectitive branch in any way on this issue except through the
passage of unconstitutional acts. After initial confused
negotiation over whether or not the executive offices would
move from the capitol, all parties spent a good deal of time
trying to reach a reasonable solution to the space problem.
We thought we had done that. The legislature> however, now
appears to seek a confrontation rather than a resolution.

IT it does so, only the judicial branch, rather than the
legislative and executive branches, will have the power to
resolve the problem.

We recommend that you veto this bill. We believe
you shouldsuggest to thelegislature that instead of a
confrontation over aveto, they appoint a group towork
with the administration in reaching long-range solutions to
the space problem. IT your veto stands, the matter will end

here. With all due respect, | think it has received far too
much time a3 it is.

Yours very truly,

f—. \' y 1ija
AMG :as :RWP Avrura Il. Gross \J
Attachment Attorney General
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Mr. Miller moved and asked unanimous consent t-hat the
Journal for the 39th day he approved as certified. There
being no objection, it was so ordered.

Mr. .Specking announced a Republican caucus upon recess.
Mr. Miller announced a Democratic caucus upon recess.

Mr. Miller moved and asked unanimous consent that the House
recess to a call of the Chair. There being no objection,
the House recessed at 10:16 a.m.

UPON RECESS
The House yas called to order at 10:50 a.m.

MESSAGES FROM THE GOVERNOR

"February 19, 1976

The Honorable Mike Bradner
Speaker of the House
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Speaker:

I have this day vetoed Committee Substitute for House
3ill no. 550 amended Senate. The portion of the bill
which required the veto is that which attempts to give
to the Legislative Affairs Agency the power to allocate
office space in the capitol building exeept for that
occupied by the Governor®s Office. Since all floors of
the capitol building but the third and fourth are
already occupied by the legislature, the reason for the
bill appears to be to give the Legislative Affairs
Agency control over the fourth floor.

Initially this bill would have given the Legislative
Council administrative control over space assigned to
the legislature. In the Senate the bill was amended to
grant the Legislative Affairs Agency control over the
physical space in the capitol building regardless of
which branch of government occupied that space. In
doing t~at, the legislature went beyond a specific
contractual agreement reached with the executive branch
for the allocation of office space prior to the be—
ginning of the session. More significantly, the
legislature has attempted to establish a scheme whereby
it may now engage in the administrative function of
allocating office space. 1 am advised by the Depart—
ment of Law that insofar as the bill attempts to do
that, it apparently violates the doctrine of separation
of powers.
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

NINTH LEGISLATURE «SECOND SESSION

JUNEAU, ALASKA Friday February 20,

F* rl.leth Day

Pursuant to adjournment, Llie "louse was called to order by
Mr. Bradner at 10:12 a.m.

Roll call showed all member.", present except Representatives
Brown, Buchholdt, Ouy, Ibta anJ Haughton. Representatives
H. Beirne (from 10:30 a.m.), Buchholdt, Ouy, Itta, Kelley

(from plane time) and Maughton had been previously excused

from a call of the House today. Mr. Miller moved and
asked unanimous consent that Mr. Brown be excused on
official state business. There being ro objection, it

war. so ordered.

Mr. Miller moved and asked unanimous consent that Mr.
Rhode he excused from a call of the House on February 2H
through plane time on February 25, 1976. There being no
objection, 1t was so ordered.

Mr. Urlon moved and naked unanimous consent that he bo
excused from a call of the House on February 23, 1976.
There being no objection. It was so ordered.

The- prayer was offered by the Chaplain, Pastor Milton S.
Hunt of tnc Resurrection Lutheran Church. Mr. Swanson
moved and asked unanimous consent that today"s prayer be
spread on the Journal. There being no objection, the
prayer appears as follows:

"Heavenly Father, we are thankful that today is
Friday, signifying the end of another week of work
Help us to Work diligently that we arrive at the

end of each week with contentment as to the extent

of our accomplishments, Thanks be to Thee for

the gifts of energy and talents and the opportunities
of time and service.

Direct us, 0 Lord, In all our doings, with Thy

most gracious favor, and further us with Thy
continual help; that In all our works begun,
continued, and ended In Thee, we may glorify Thy
holy Marne; and finally, by Thy mercy, obtain ever—
lasting life through Jesus Christ, Thy Son, our
Lord. Amen."

367
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P.ather than engage in any extended legal discussion in
thi message, 1 am making available the opinion |1
received from the Department of T.aw on the subject. You
will note that the Department finds two basic legal
defects with the bill. First the Department feels that
the amendment on the floor of the Senate changed the
subject of the bill, which resulted in the original
title of the bill not adequately expressing its subject
matter. The Department also raises the strong pos—
sibility that the bill violates the separation-of-
powers principle.

X sincerely hope that my veto does not result in
another legal confrontation between the legislative and
the executive branches of government. During the last
three years, two suits have already been brought by the
legislature against the administration in an effort to
expand legislative powers. The legislature has lost
both of those suits. In Egan v. Pipeline Impact
Committee, C. A. No. 74-236, Super."Ct., 1st Jud. Dist.
(Alaska 1974), appeal dismissed, Sup. Ct. Ho. 2424,
Order of Nov. 7, 1975, the Superior Court held that
while the legislature might impose conditions for
allocation on impact funds, it could not administer the
allocation of those funds. In Bradner v. Hammond,

C. A. Ho. 75-383 (1st Jud. Dist. (Alaska 1976)), the
Superior Court in Ketchikan recently held that the
legislature could not expand its confirmation powers
beyond that permitted in the Constitution. That latter
decision, of course, has brought into question a whole
host of confirmations which, until now, have been
submitted to the legislature out of comity rather than
necessarily legal obligation.

The administration has already tried hard to accom—
modate the legislature™s need for ..pace. During the
period of one year the legislature has increased its
total office space from 47,907 square feet to 67,900
square feet. Its space in the capitol building has
been increased from 29,600 square feet to 40,800 square
feet. After an initially confused situation over
whether executive offices would e from the capitol,
extensive good faith negotiations were held with the
legislature to reach an amicable resolution. We
thought we had achieved that resolution. We also
thought that wo had set the tone for additional nego—
tiations in the future to provide adequate working
space for the legislature. This bill remove, the
discussion from one of cooperation to a point of
confrontation.

There are a great many problems facing this state. 1
know that legislators want to deal with those problems
just as the administration wants to deal with them. 1
think it is disheartening for the general public to see
public time and money being spent on this type of
business. Surely the legislative branch and the
executive branch have better things to do than to
confront each other 1in court over whether or not
particular legislators are entitled to a particular
office on a particular floor of a state building.
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I have advised individual legislators and 1 advise the
legislature as a whole that the administration stands
prepared to try to reach long-range solutions to the
space problem and to continue our deali:3s in good
faith with the legislature to do so. 1 have no in-—
tention, however, of accepting another eEfort by the
legislature to extend its constitutional powers by
usurping authority of the executive branch. 1 think
this bill would be destructive even if it were con—
stitutional, for it makes it more difficult to reason
together. The problem is simply compounded by the

MESSAGES FROM THE 3SHATF.

CSHB A message dated February Ifi, 1776 was read staring the
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S?nate has passed COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL WO.
u'l? (appropriating to the Office of the Governor, Athletic
Comm I;."1"ion; effective date) with the following amendment:

Page 1, line 10: Change the sum of "$98,300" to
"$75j000"

and so, COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 6.47 amended
by the Senate, 1is transmitted herewith for consideration.

A message dated February 10, 1976 was read stating the
Soimle has paused HOUSE BILL HO. 282 amended Irelating to
the rights of state employees; effective date) with the
following; amendment:

SENATE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE HIIL.I,
No. 242 (relating to Jv(lv code, and appear—
ance standards nf atato employee:;; effective
date)

and so, SENATE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE bll.L HO. 282
Ir tran.-ml ttrd Herewith for consideration.

Mr. Miller stated that the above nesnngen would t<o con-—
st<irred Unfinished But jness .



1 . February 19, 1976

-The Honorable Mike Bradner
Speaker of the House
Alaska State Legislature
eJuneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Speaker:

I have this day vetoed Committee Substitute for House
Bill no. 550 amended Senate. The portion of the bill
mwhich required the veto is that which attempts to give
to the Legislative Affairs Agency the power to allocate
office space in the capitol building except for that
occupied by the Governor®s Office. Since all floors of
the capitol building but the third and fourth are
already occupied by the legislature, the reason for the
bill appears to be to give the Legislative Affairs
Agency control over the fourth floor.

Initially this bill would have given the Legislative
Council administrative control over space assigned to
the legislature. In the Senate the bill was amended to
grant the Legislative Affairs Agency control over the
physical space in the capitol building regardless of
which branch of government occupied that space. In
doing that, the legislature went beyond a specific
contractual agreement reached with the executive branch
for the allocation of office space prior to the be-—
ginning of the session. More significantly, the
legislature has attempted to establish a scheme whereby
it may now encrage in the administrative function of
allocating office space. I am advised by the Depart—
ment of Law that insofar as the bill attempts to do
that, it apparently violates the doctrine of separation
of powers.

Rather than engage in any extended legal discussion in
this message, | am making available the opinion |
received from the Department of Law on the subject. You
will note that the Department finds two basic legal
defects with the bill. First the Department feels that
the amendment on the floor of the Senate- changed the
subject of the bill, which resulted in the original
title of the bill not adequately expressing its subject
matter. The Department also raises the 3trong pos—
sibility that the bill violates the separation-of-
powers principle.



I sincerely hope that my veto does not result in
another legal confrontation between the legislative and
the executive branches of government. During the last
three years, two suits have already been brought by the
legislature against the administration in an effort to
expand legislative powers. The legislature has lost
both of those suits. In Egan v. Pipeline Impact
Committee, C. A. Ho. 74-236, Super. Ct., 1lst Jud, Dist,
(Alaska 1974), appeal dismissed. Sup. Ct. Ho. 2424,
Order of Nov. 7, 1975,.the Superior Court held that
while the legislature might impose conditions for
allocation on impact funds, it could not administer the
allocation of those funds. In Dradner v. Hammond,

C. A, Ho. 75-333 (1st Jud. Dist. (Alaska 1976)) , the
Superior Court in Ketchikan recently held that the
legislature could not expand its confirmation powers
beyond that permitted in the Constitution. That latter
decision, of coarse, has brought into question a whole
host of confirmations which, until now, have been
submitted to the legislature out of comity rather than
necessarily legal obligation.

The administration has already tried hard to accom—
modate the legislature ™ need for space. During the
period of one year the legislature has increased 1its
total office space from 47,907 square feet to 67,900

square feet. Its space in the capitol building has
been increased from 29,600 square feet to 40,800 square
feet. After an initially confused situation over

whether executive offices would move from the capitol,
extensive good faith negotiations were held with the
legislature to reach an amicable resolution. We
thought wc had achieved that resolution. We also
thought that we had set the tone for additional nego—
tiations in the future to provide adequate working
space Tfor the legislature. This bill removes the
discussion from one of cooperation to a point of
confrontation.

There are a great many problems facing this state. [
know that legislators want to deal with those problems
just as the administration wants to deal with them. [
think it is di sheartening for the general public to see
public time and money being spent on this type of
business. Surely the legislative branch and the
-executive branch have better things to do than to
confront each other 1in court over v/hether or not
particular legislators are entitled to a particular
office on a particular floor of a state building.



I have advised individual legislators and 1 advise the
legislature as a whole that the administration stands
prepared to try to reach long-range solutions to the
space problem and to continue our dealings in good
faith with the legislature to do so. I have no in—
tention, however, of accepting another effort by the
legislature to extend its constitutional powers by
usurping authority of the executive branch. X think
this bill would be destructive even if it were con—
stitutional, for i1t makes it more difficult to reason
together. The problem is simply compounded by the
bill"s legal defects. -

Sincerely,

Jay S . Hammond
Governor
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COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE
Mr. President: Date
The Committee on En has had
w#* {If1-1TQ* I>-0-- orj =~ milC iJ t\E;«*1C /
under consideration. A Major ity of the members of the Committee

( yrecommends it DO PASS
( yrecommends it DONOT PASS
( Jrecommends it DOPASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)

( yrecommends it BEREPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

() ™and™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMM ITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

( Y"other™

Members signing the Majority report:

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommend s :

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Cha irman
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS A GEl

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION JUSTIFICATION
Sup*.e¥tn w.

Agency Other Estimated Required
I'ter, and cxo .ar.sfi on Aoproori ati or, Aoproori ati ons Actus 1 (Surplus)
Personal Services - 17 carryover positions. $ 471,964 $ 56,403 $ 528,372 § -0-

Increase cue to general salary increases and
were funded by salary increase approoriation
to Department of Administration.

Perscna! Services - 60 legislators. 638,330 367,400 1,061,035 55,255
Increase due to salary increases ar.d were

partially funded by special appropriatiOn

to the Deparo%ment of Administration.

Personal Services - Temporary session help/legislatures 544,"/ 56 SmEs 526,673 (18.CS3)
Personal Services - Temporary session help/agency. we 71,432 61,932 54,500
Temporary employees have been separated, as agency

temporaries are eligible for salary increases which

were funded by salary increase appropriation to

Department of Administration.

Personal Services - Terminal leave for former employees -0- 33,938 33,938
Terminal leave was authorized for former Executive

Director and other members of his staff who were

terminated.

Personal Services - 14 new positions ciithorized. 342,922 43,860 390,051

Legislature authorized 11 full-time positions

and o six-month seasonal positions.

Personal Services - Vacancy factor. (67,922) -0- (67,922) -0-

Appropriation bill while authorizing new positions
(=3 above) wunderfunded those positions by only
appropriating $275,000 indicating vacancy factor
in filling new positions would save the difference.
Because of late hires, the agency believes this
savings will materialize.



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION JUSTIFICATION

Agency Other
Itern and Explanation Aoorcoriation Aoorooriations
per .21 Services - 7 additional positions, -0- $ -0-
Council during the year authorized 7
additional positions to strengthen the
capabilities of the agency.
5'JE-TOTAL Personal Services §1,920, 100 $ 475,100
&
Travel - Legislators® per diem in sejsion. 226,700 -C-
Legislative per diem was increased last
session but the increase was unfunded for
current fiscal year.
Travel - Council members and interim subcommittees, 77,000 -0-
Legislators per diem was increased last session
but the increase was unfunded for current fiscal
year.
Travel - Interview trips. -0- -0-
Council authorized travel expenses for top
candidates to be interviewed by full Council
prior to hiring new administrator and division
directors.
Travel - All other. o 52,500 -0-
Travel associated with additional staff and
increased attendance requirements by legal
ar.d research personnel at interim subcom-
mittc-e meetings.
Travel - Error correction. (11,200) -0-

Original budget contained aJdition error. All
tr.e component parts were approved but the total
of the parts was erroneously understated.

SUB-TOTAL Travel $ 345,000 -0-

[stimated
Actual

S 123,051

$2,572,140

224,180

91,700

1,200

62.011

$ 479,091

Sup?! er.ental
Aecuired
(Surclus)

$ 133,051

$ 255,940

97,420
14,700

1,200
9,511

11,200

$ 134,051



SUPPLEMENTAL

fees. _
law suits

cr.tractual Services Legal

Hiring of outside counsel on
regarding Warwick case, sxpenditure_of
oil pipeline impact funds, and confirm-
aticr, of appointees cases were unfunded

Services - Audit.

the problems in the
1 ordered an audit
tc insure the

agency,
by an out-
previous problems

tractual Services Interim
¢ Council adjusted all authorized funds
perform the needed studies except in
e area of telecommunication where the
50,000 study was unfunded and total
nds were not adequate to cover this
cm.  The following are items
e appropriation bill and Council

studies,

budget:
Approori ation Budget

1 Code
c-1fare

All Other
| c-lecommuni cation
ctual Services

Cost of bringing in
sonnel

interim management per
between permanent staffs

APPROPRIATION JUST! [ICATIO

Agency
Aporoori ati on

major
contained in

Temporary agency manage

Other

Addrooriations



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION JUSTIFICATION

Agency Other Estimated
Tlen and Exolanation Appropriation  Apprcorlati sns Actual

Ccrtractjar Services - crRT cOSts. $ -0- $ -0- $ 12,720
The sstebl ishrr.ent of Anchorage and

Fairbanks offices necessitated the use of

CRT machines ir. those areas as well as

Juneau for least expensive communication.
Contractual Services - Rent. 152,100 -0- -162,000
Rent for Assembly was over-budgeted and,

therefore, the excess helped offset the

unfunded Anchorage office rent.
Contractual Services - Session 72,500 -0- 125,000
Original budget was too low compared to

previous actual expenses
Contractual Services - Agency. 43,700 -0- 87,084
Increased equipment rental for additional

staff, telephone and postage increases con-

tractual services associated with Anchorage

and Fairbanks offices and Property Control

Professional Services Contract were all

unfunded.
Contractual Services - Other 432,500 u0- 482,500

The following items are uncharged from
original appropriation:
Legislative Reporting $26,000

Statute Supplements 67,000
Roll-Call Machines 11.300
Session Car Rental 3,200
Levy Contract 45,000
McLean Contract 40,000
Western Conference 50,000

Legislators®™ Allowances 240,000

Sup?lomental
Rc-qui red
(Surplus)

$ 12,720

9,900

52,500

43,384



and Explanation

Contractual Services - Error correction.

Original appropriation contained addition error.
Per the minutes, the component parts approved
totaled 50,000 more than indicated in final bill

SOS-TOTAL Contractual Services

23.  Ccmmodi ties - All.
Increase due to increased staff of agency and
low original estimate for session costs.

Equioment -All.
Increase due to increased

Miscellaneous ) )
Appropriation for miscellaneous items nc longer
justified as all items are now budgeted under

proper object code.
TOTAL

Anticipated Savings and Offsetting Items to
Reduce Supplemental Requirements:

25.  Reduction in budgeted requirements for legis-
lators® reti rc-ment. Ch. 205, SLA 1975, requires
direct appropriation to Department of Administra-
tion and reduces this agency's need to budget for
same. Department advises they will implement this

on January 1, 1975.

Agency
Appropriation

$ (50,000)

$1,358,300 *
70,600
54,900
25,000

Other
Aporopri ati or.s

Estimated
Actual

$1,780,654

101,364

(35,368)

Supp:erer.t
uired

rclis

(=1

—~

w
o

50,000

$ 411,854

30,764

(35,363)



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION JUSTIFICATION

Sup pi err.ental

Agency Other L1 iRty f{egquirle_d)
ot iati CzUc i urlljs
1l1er. aid Exolarallon Aooropri ati on Adorodriations " ¢ :
0. -0- $ (14,400) $ (14,400)
Fuel for Assembly Boil ding. 0
Apparently this item was double budgeted
in this agency and in Division ot Bui idings.
Division of Buildings is currently paying
for this expense and, therefore, there is
no need for agency to provide funds in its
budget.
0- Q- (82,000) * (82,000)
A%er1cy Incorr.e ] )
he agency will obtain income from tne
following sources during fiscal year 1976
and zhds ir.core will be taken in as a rerund
of expenditures, therefore, lowering budgeted
recui rc-r.ents.
Office Rent, Assembly 40.000
Appartment Rent 23.000
Garage Rent 3,500
Vending Machines 500
Print Shop 15.000
Minor Adjustments in Salaries (306) (30C)
Previous Understatement of Session Employee Needs 79,401 79,401

FINAL TOTAL $3,794,400 $ 475,100 $ 5,033,576 $ 769,076



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

AGENCY

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION JUSTIFICATION

[ten anc txaunaiion

Personal Services - 17 carryover positions.
Increase due to general salary increases and
were funded by salary increase appropriation
to Depart™,ent of Administration.

Personal Services - 60 legislators.
Increase due to salary increases and were
partially funded by special appropriation
to the Depa50ment of Administration.

Personal Services - Temporary session help/legislatures.

Personal Services - Temporary session help/agency.
Temporary employees have been separated, as agency
temporaries are eligible for salary increases which
were funded by salary increase appropriation to
Department of Administration.

Personal Services - Terminal leave for former employees.
Terminal leave was authorized for former Executive
Director and other members of his staff who were
ter,minated.

Personal Services - 14 new positions authorized.
Legislature authorized 11 full-time positions
and 6 six-month seasonal positions.

Personal Services - Vacancy factor.

Appropriation bill while authorizing new positions
(-5 above) wunderfunded those positions by only
appropriating 5275,000 indicating vacancy factor

in filling new positions would save the difference.
Because of late hires, the agency believes this
savings will materialize.

Appropriation

$

Acency

471,964

638,330

544,756

342 ,922

(67 ,922)

Aoproori ati ons

$

Other

55,408

357 ,400

43,860

S

Esti mated
Actual

528,372

1,051 ,035

526,573
61,932

33,938

390,051

(67,922)

K

MemeMaI
ui red
rqusI

-0-

55,255

(18,083)
54,500

33,928

3,269



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS Ace 1 CY

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION JUSTIFICATION
Supplemental

10.

11 .

12.

Agency Other Estime ted Reoul red
Iten and Explanation Appropria tion Aoproori ations Actual (Surolus)
Personal Services 7 additional positions. $ -0- $ -0- $ 138,051 $ 138,051
The Council during the year authorised 7
additional positions to strengthen she
capabilities of the agency.
SUB-TOTAL Personal Services $1,930,1 00 $ 475,100 52,672,140 $ 265,940
fl*
Travel - Legislators® per diem insession. 226,700 -0- 324,180 97,430
Legislative per diem was increased last
session but the increase we=> unfunded for
current fiscal year.
Travel - Council members andinterim  subcommittees. 77,000 -0- 91,700 14,700
Legislators per diem was increased last session
but the increase was unfunded for current fiscal
year.
Travel - Interview tripe. -0- -0- 1,200 1.200
Council authorized travel expenses for top
candidates to be interviewed by full Council
prior to hiring new administrator and division
directors.
Travel - ALl other. 52.5G0 -0- 62.011 9,511
Travel associated with additional staff and
increased attendance requirements by legal
and research personnel at interim subcom-
mittee meetings.
Travel - Error correction. o (11,200) -0- =0- 11,200
Original budget contained addition error. All
the component parts were approved but the total
of the parts was erroneously understated.
SU3-TOTAL Travel $ 345,000 “0- $ 479,091 $ 134,091



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION JUSTIFICATION
Supplemental

Aae.,cy Other Estimated Requi red
Item and Explanation Appropriation Appropriations Actual (Surplus)
Contractual Services - Legal rees. $ -0- $ -0- $ 24,000 § 24,000
Hiring of outside counsel on law suits
regarding Warwick case, .-".pendi ture_ of
oil pipeline impact funds, and confirm-
ation of appointees cases were unfunded
Contractual Services - Audit. m0- =0- 16,000 16,000

Because of tne problems in the agency,
the Council ordered an audit by an out-
side firm to insure the previous problems
were corrected.

Contractual Services - Interim studies. 668,000 -0- 819,800 151,800
The Council adjusted all authorized funds

to perform the needed studies except in

the area of telecommunication where the

$150.000 study was unfunded and total

funds were not adequate to cover this major

item. The following are items contained in

the appropriation bill and Council budget:

Study Appropriati on Budge t
Criminal Code $100,000 $ 48,800
Child Welfare 200,000 150.000
Health 268,000 207,700
All Other 100,00 263,300
Tel ecommunication -0- 150.000
Contractual Services - Temporary agency manage- m0- 51,550 51,550

ment.
Cost of bringing in interim management per-
sonnel between permanent staffs



