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Original sponsors: Rodey, Hackney Offered: 4/29/79
and Sackett Referred: Rules

IN THE SB\ATE By THE FINANCE COWITTEE
HOUSE CS KR CS R SEVATE BILL NO. 130 (Firence)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
HEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

i A BILL
Ko an Act entatled:  "An Act relating t© tre studet loen program; ad
A providing for an effective date."

HITEE IT BENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

e % Section 1 The legislature determines tat

D @O there are o Incatives In the studentt loan program for resi-

1 bents of Alaska to atted oolleges ad universities In Alaska as compared

© with colleges ad universities autsice Alada;

i @ te realt of this ladk of Incatives is that 64.9 par aant of

n all udergraduate student lcas ad 2.9 per cait of graduate studett loas

15 g 1o students attending colleges ad universities autsice Alada;

n @ the anouit of tre average leen to udergraduate studants

v attending oolleges ad universities In Alaska Is laer then the aerageof
similarlcas in all ut ae of te .0 Wwestem states ad the amoutt of te -

D awrae len for gradate students is tre lonest In the West;
e @ the fuds soent on education In Alaskan colleges ad univer—
21 sities @ further then wen the fuds are gt aut of state; ad |,
22 G i1t wuld ke an aid t© tre Alaskan ecoary Iif tre fuds In the
2 1 student loen program were spent for education in Alaskan oolleges ad uninver—
sities. _ N N
*Sc. 2 AS 14.40.767 1s repealed ad re-enected 1O reed: S

Sec. 14.40.767. SHECTION RITRRIA.  In selecting fran anog the
3 j  eligible students those studaits who willl ke anarded loas, the selec-
2l tion comittee dall grait laas based on total point accunulations
g uder this subsection with priority going to those studats with tre
-1- HCS CSB 130FInance)



highest point accunulations.  Points dall be anarded t© goplicats
besed yoon student status ad cotinuous  Alaskan residency, according to

the folloving schedule:

@ studet stats:
@ ontinuing studetts withloans
® oottinuing students without loans
O fresmen
O nrew gradate students

@ aoantinuous Alaskan residency:
@ students with cotinuousAlaskan

residency of 10years oFr More. - - - o o i i i e c i ccceaea

® studeits with cotinuousAlaskan

residecy of Sto9years. . . . ... ... ... ......
O studatts with continuousAlaskan

© stuents attending Alasa
ollegess oruniversities. .. . ..o
*Sc. 3 AS 14.40.763(b) i1s arended 1o read:

4points
3points
2points
1point

O te loas my oly ke usad o atted a career education pro-
gran [APFFROD BY THE COWISSION] or a college or university goproved
by the comission, ad If the loas are federally insured, by tre United
States Comissioner of Education [ACCREDITED BY THE AOCREDITATION ASSO-
CIATION KR THE REGION IN WHICH THE QOLLECE CR UINIVSITY IS LOCATHED];

*Sc. 4. AS 14.40.763(e) i1s areded to read:

© Loas are interest [NON-INTEREST] bearing while a student is
enrolled uder (©) of this section or 1S receiving a defement of pay-
ments uder (K) of this section; havever, a studait shall be entitled
to have a portion of the iInterest paid on his behalf ad for his acocount

In accorcance with (1) of this section.
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Sc. 5. AS 14.40.763(Q) is repealed ad re-enacted 1O reed:

© The required repayment of the principal amount of tre leen ad
ay interest on the lcen begins o earlier then nire months mor later
then ae year after the studet teminates his studies. The loen dall
provice for repayment of the total amount oned In periodic installments
In not less then five or nore then 10 years fram the comencement of
repaymentt or more then 15 years fran the date of execution of tre
original promissory note evidencing the disbursament of the loen, exoept
as provided for In (K ad @) of this section. Notwithstanding tre
provisions of this subsection a student may at his gption make payments
earlier then this suosection requires.

Sc. 6. AS 14.40.763(j) s arended 1O reed:

() A portion of a locen sall be paid on behalf of theborroner
by the state [CONSIDERED A GRANT] 1f, yoon completion of thecourse of
study for which the loen wes grated, the borroner [RANTEE] speds at
lesst o years employed In the state.  The portion of the lcen which
duall e paid by te state [REGARDED AS A (RANT] sall ke the follloving
percentages of the total loen received pluis [AORED] interest for Yo
t0 a total of 40 per cent:

@O two - three years residecy™ 10 per cent™
@ three - four years residency, an addrtioal 10 [2] per

ach

@A farxr - fie years residency, an addrtioal 10 [ par-
centh

@ owr five years residacy, an addrtional 10 [40] per
cath

Sec. 7. AS 14.40.763(K) 1S repealed ad re-enected to reed:
® Periadic installments of principal dall be deferred, but
interest dall accrue ad be paid wnless the student is eligible for
-3- HCS 130(FInance)



Interest payment berefits uder () of this section during ay of the
folloving;

O retum t student status as provided In (©) of this
section;

@ sarving on active duty as a menber of tte amed forces of

the United States;

A serving, for Y o tree years, as a full-tine voluiteer
uder the Peace Corps Act;

@ servirg, for Wp o three years, as a full-time volunteer
uder the Dovestic Voluteer Service Act of 1973;

G for a ae-tine periad Y t© 12 noths N which the bor-
rorer is seeking ad uneble t© faind erployment in the United States; or

© i1t tre borroner becores 9 per cent or more disabled as
certified by conpetenit medical authority.
*Sc. 8. AS 14.40.763 1s avended by adding new subsections to reed:

(@) The state will pay the interest on that portion of a loen thet
iIs not federally insured during

(@ the periad before the begiming of the repayment periad
of te len; ad
@ defarments uder () of this section.

@ In == of hardship, the comittee mey exted repayment of a
loen for an additiocnal period of Yo t© five years In IncremEgits
loger then six moths each, within the 15~year requirement of (@) of
this section.

() Eadh year spent attending a ocollege or university iIn Alasa
qualifies as a year of employmanit ad residency uder () of this
section, It the borroner resides o less then to years iIn Alaska after
capletion of the course for which the lcen wes grated, ad hes a total
Alaskan residency of 10 years tne.
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Se. 9. AS 14.40.8% 1s arended by adding a new paragraoh to reed:
©® 'federally 1nsured”’ neas a leen covered by the provi-

sias of the Guarateed Student Loan Program of Title I, Part B, of

Higher Education Act of 196 (P.L. 8-39), as aradked.

Sc. 10. This Act takes effect dJuly 1, 19/.
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Original sponsors: Rodey, Hackney Offered: 3/15/79
and Sackett Referred: Finance

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION A\D

1IN THE SE\ATE CIAL SFRVIGS QOWITTEE
2 CS KR SNATE BILL ND. 130 am

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALAKA

4 HEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act ettatled: ''An Act relating to tre studenit leen program; ad
7 providing for an effective cate.'’

8 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALAKA:

9 *Section 1. The legislature determines that

10 (@ there are o INcatives In the student lcen program for resi-
1 daits of Alaska to atted oolleges ad universities In Alaska as carpared

2 wrth colleges ad universities outsice Alada;

13 @ te reault of this ladk of Incentives is that 64.9 per cant of
1 all udergraduate studet loans ad R.9 per ot of graduate student loas
15 P O students attending colleges ad universities outside Alad<a;

16 @ the aount of the average loen © ude.gradiate students

v attending colleges ad universities in Alasa is loer then the average of
1e Similar lcars in all lbut ae of the 10 westem states ad the amount of the
1 average leen for graduate studats is tre lavest In the West;

20 @ te fuds soatt on education in Alaskan colleges ad univer—
2 sities @ further then when tre fuds are goent aut of state; ad
2 O rtwuld ke an aid t© the Alasken ecoary Iif tre fuds In the

23 student loen program were goat for education in Alasken colleges ad univer-
24 SIties.
25 *Sc. 2 AS 14.40.763(b) 1S arended tO reed:

26 O te loas may only ke used to atted a career education pro-
27 gran [AFPFROVED BY THE COWISSICN] or a college or university goproved

28 by the comission, ad if the loas are federally insured, by the

2- United States Commissioner of Education [ACCREDITED BY THE ACCREDITATION
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ASOCIATION KR THE REGION IN WHICH THE QOLLECGE R WNIVSITY IS LOCATHD].
*Sc. 3. AS 14.40.763(e) is araded o reed:

© Loas are interest [NON-INTEREST] bearing whille a student is
enrolled uder (©) of this section or IS receiving a deferment of pay-
ments uder (K) of this section; hovever, a student gall e entitled
to have a portion of tre interest paid on his behalf ad for his acocount
In accordance with () of this section.

*Sec. 4. AS 14.40.763(Q) s repealed ad re-eected 1O reed:

© The required repayment of the principal amoutt of tre loen ad
awy interest on the loen begins o earlier then nine noths mor later
then oe year after the student teminates his studies. The lcen sall
provice for repayment of tre total amout oved I periadic installnents
in not less then five mor nore then 10 years fraon the comencamant of
repaynent or nore then 15 years fran tre date of execution of the
original pranissory note evidencing the disbursement of the loen, exogpt
as provided for In K ad @) of this secaaon. Notwithstading the
provisions of this subsection a studant mey at his gotion neke payments
earlier then this subsection requires.

*Sc. 5 AS 14.40.763(Q) i1s aeded to reed:

(3) A portion of a lcen dall ke paid on behalf of theborroner
by the state [OONSIDERED A GRANT] 1f, upon annpletion of trecourse of
study for which the lcen wes grated, the borroner [GRANTEE] spads at
least o years eployed In the state. The portion of the lcen which
dall be paid by tre state [REGARDED AS A (RANT] sall ke the folloving
percentages of tre ttal loen received plus [AORED] interest for wp
t0 a total of 40 per cent:

@O two - three years residency”™ 10 per g™
(@ three - faur years residency, an additical 10 [2] per
ang_
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@ foaur - five years residency, an additioal 10 [3]] per
&g

@ ower five years residacy, an additicnal 10 [40] per
N
Sc. 6. AS 14.40.763(K) is repealed ad re—era:rted to reed:

® Periadic irstallments of principal shall ke deferred, but
interest sall accrue ad ke paid unless the student s eligible for
interest payment berefits uder () of this section during any of tre
folloving;

@D retum t© studat status as provided In (© of this
sectian;

@ sarving on active duty as a merber of the amed forces of
the United States;

@A sarvig, for Wp W three years, as a full-tine voluteer
uder the Peace Corps Act;

@ s=erving, for Y o three years, as a full-time voluteer
uder theDarestic Voluteer Service Act of 1973;

O foraoe-tine periad Wp © 12 moths  INwhich te
borroner 1s seeking ad uneble o find employmatt in the United States;
ar

© 1t the borroner becores 90 per cait or nore disabled as
certified by conpetent medical authority.

Sec. 7. AS 14.40.763 s areded by adding new subsections 1o reed:
(€)) The state wvill pay the interest on that portion of a loeen that
IS not federally insured during

(@ the periad before the begiming of the repayment periad
of tre laen; ad

@ defermets uder (K of this section.

@ In e of hardship, the comittee may exterd repayment of a
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loen for an additicnal period of W © five years In Increments o
loger then six months each, within the 15~year requirerent of @) of

this section.

* SC. & AS 14.40.8% i1s arended by adding a new paragragoh to read:
® 'federally insured’ means a loen covered by the provi-
sias of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program of Title IV, Part B, of the

Higher Bducattion Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-39), as aredad.
= Sac. 9. This Act takes effect duly 1, 19/.

CSSB 130 am



AMENDED

v COMMITTEE REPORT
SENATE
3/15/79 FURTHER:
Date: march. 27, i
Mr. President: CORRECTED SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
REPORT

The Committee on FINANCE has had SB 130

establishing incentives for students to attend colleges and

universities in Alaska
under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:
[ 1 do pass [ 1 do not pass
[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)

HESS [ 1 same title

[ x] replace with/CS for SB 130 [x ] new title

and recommends

[ 1] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
with individual

[ <1 reports it back without recommendation A attached amendment

[ 1 referred to the Commi ttee

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

, 1li'£i]€%&ﬂ<eu|

m tCCC

S**
77 , CHATRMAN
i xon < a7

S 60 (Rev. 12/78) U /35,/7) if/taa.



AMENDMENT

Offered in the SENATE- By: . skwai etnamce.
To: HESS c¢s for SENATE BILL No. 130
HOUSE BILL No.
Page: 4 Line: 1 trough 6

Delete all of subparagraph (n).
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Original sposors:  Rodey, Hadkney "V*® Offered: 3JY15//0
g ance’éadett j& X/\v Referred: Finance

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
IN THE SENATE CIAL SRVIGSS OOWITTEE

CS FOR SE\VATE BILL ND. 130
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
HEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act ettatled: "An Act relating t the student loan program; ad

providing for an effective date."

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

* Section 1. The legislature determines that

@D there are o ncantives 1IN the student loen program for resi-
dents of Alaska to atterd oolleges ad universities in Alaska as compared
with colleges ad universities autsice Alaska;

@ te reault of this ladk of Incentives Is that 64.9 per cat of
all udergraduate student loas ad 2.9 per cait of graduate studenit loas
oo 1o students attending colleges ad universities autsice Alasa;

@ the aount of tre aerage loan to udergraduate students
attending colleger ad universities In Alaska i1s lover then the average of
similar loas in all but ae of the 10 westem states ad the anmount of the
aerae len for graduate students s tre lonest, In the West;

@ te fuds spet on education In Alaskan colleges ad univer-
sities @ further then wen the fuds are spent aut of state; ad

®G rtwuld ke an aid to the Alaskan econony If the fuds In the
student lcen program were spant for education in Alaskan colleges ad univer-
sities.

*Sc. 2 AS 14.40.763(b) Is arended tO reed:

O te loas my only be used to atterd a career education pro-
gran [APFROVED BY THE COWMISSION] or a college or university goproved
by the comission, ad If tre loas are federally imsured, by the
United States Comissioner of Education [ACCREDITED BY THE ACCREDITATION

-1- CSSB 130



ASSCCIATION KR THE REGION IN WHICH THE GOLLEGE CR INIVSITY IS LOCATHD].
*Sec. 3. AS 14.40.763(e) i1s arended to reed:

© Loas are interest [NON-INTEREST] bearing whille a student is
enrolled uder (© of this section or iIs receiving a deferment of §/fay—
ments uder (K) of this section; hovever, a student dall be entitTed
to have a portion of the Interest paid on his behalft ad for his account
in accordance with () of this section.

*Sc. 4. AS 14.40.763(Q) s repealed ad re-enacted 1o reed:

© The required repayment of the principal amount of the loen ad
ay interest on the lcen begins no earlier then nine months mor  later
then ae year after the student teminates his studies. The leen sall
provide for repayment of the total amoutt oned 1IN periodic installnents
in ot less then five nor nore then 10 years from the comencarentt of
repaynent or nore then 15 years fran the date of execution of the
original pranissory note evidencing the disbursarent of te leen, exogpt
as provided for In K ad @) of this section. Notwrthstanding the
provisions of Lhis subsection a studet may at his gotion meke payments
earlier then this subsection requires.

*Sc. 5 AS 14.40.763()) is aeded to reed:

() A portion of a lcen dall ke paid an behalfof the borroner
by tre state [CONSIDERED A GRANT] f, uyoon conpletionof thecourse of
study for which the laen wes granted, the borroner [(RANTEE]spads at
least to years eployed In tre state. The portion of the lcen which
dall ke paid by tre state [REGARDED AS A GRANT] dall ke the folloving
perocatages of the twal leen received plus [AORBD] interest for Y
to a total of 40 per cent:

@O two - three years residency™ 10 per ag®
(@ three - four years residency, an additioal 10 [X] per
antg
-2- CSSB 130



17

18

19

[

23

24

25

26
27

28

ra s

@A four - five years residency, an additicnal 10 [3J] per
cent+t

@ ower five years residency, an addrtioal 10 [40] per
centh y

*Sc. 6. AS 14.40.763(h) s repealed and re-enected o reeq: |
K Periadic installments of principal sall be defarred, but
interest shall accrue ad e paid nless the student s eligible for
Interest payment berefits uder () of this section during any of the
follomingj

@D retum to studet status as provided In (© of this
sectios

@ serving on ective duty as a mavber of the armed foroes of
the United States;

A savirg, for p o three years, as a full-time volunteer
uder the Peace Corps Act;

@ sarving, for P © three years, as a full-time volunteer
under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973;

G fora ae-tine a wp o 12 months  Inwhich the
borroner is seeking ad uneble t©t rird emloyment In the United  States;
or

® i1f the borroner becares 30 per cant or more disabled as
certified by competent medical authority.

*Sc. 7. AS 14.40.763 is arended by adding new subsections 1o read:
@O The state will pay the Interest on that portion of a loen that
iIs not federally insured during

(@D the periad before the begiming of the repayment period
of tre leen; ad

@ deferments uder (K) of this ~ection.

) In case of hardship, the comittee may extend repaymentt of a
-3- CSSB 130
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loan for an additional periad of Yo € five years In Incremets
loger then six moths each, within the 15~year requirerent of (@) of

this section.

() Each year spent attending a college or tninversity In Alaska
qualifies as a year of employment ad residency uxder (§) of this sec-

ton.

*Sec. 8 AS 14.40.806 1s arended by adding a new paragraph to reed:

(S)) "“federally insured” meas a lcen covered by the provi-
sias of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program of Title IV, Part B, of the
Higher Education Act of 1966 (P.L. 8-39), as amredad.

* . 9. This Act tkes effect July 1, 1979.

-4-
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COMMSTTEE REPORT

SENATE
3/15/79 FURTHER:
date: March 15, 199
Mr. President:
The Comr\pittee on  FINANCE has had sr NO

establiihing incentives for students to attend colleges and universities
In Alaska

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

[ ] do pass [ Ho not pass

[ ] do passwith attached amendments(s)

: { ] same title
[ 1 -replace with CS for jnew title

and recommends

[ ] A\D attaches a “Letter of Intent" [ 1 New Fiscal Note
\ ¢ . : % {ee (rll £ :
[AA] reports it back wi-thout-recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEVBERS SIGNING . VEVBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

ML y d

ot it ¢ sA.Si s-
J
M. Ix - yfCA.{CC

7/ CHAIRMAN
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Inbrodubod:  2/12//9 )
Refarred: Health, Bducation
& Social Servicss ad
Finance

IN THE SENATE BY RCEY, HAGKNEY AND SACKETT
SENATE BILL ND. 130
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
HEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSICN
A BILL
For an Act entitled:  "’An Act establishing incentives for students o atted
oollegess ad iniversities In Alaska; ad providing for
an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. The legislature determines that

@O there are o Incattives In the student lcen program for resi-
dents of Alaska to atted oolleges ad unversities in Alaska as aonpared
wrth colleges ad universities autside Aladka;

@ te reault of this ladk of Incentives iIs that 4.9 per aat of
allundergradiate studeit loas ad 2.9 per aat of graduate student loas
go to students attending oolleges ad unnversities autsice Alaska;

@ the amoutt of tthe average loan t© udergraduate stuoents
attending oolleges ad universities In Alasa is laer then the average of
similar loas 1n all but ae of tre 10 westem states ad the amoutt of te
aerage loan for gradiate students is the lonest In the West;

@ the fuds spent on education In Alaskan oolleges ad univer-
sities (o further than wen tte fuds are soatt aut of state; ad

O rtwuld ke an aid t© the Alaskan ecomary If tre fuds In tre
student  loen program were spant for education in Alaskan oollleges aduniver-
sities.

*Sec. 2 AS 14.40.763 1s aveded by adding a new subsection to reed:

(@) Each year soat attending a college or university in Alaska
qualifies as a year of eploymett ad residency uder () of this
section.

1 SB 130
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*Sc. 3. This Act takes effect duly 1, 19/A.

SB 130



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE
FISCAL NOTE

1L REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No. CS SB- 130

Title

Requested by Date.
1. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Education (Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education)

Program Category Affected Education

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Student Scholarship Loan

(Note: Ifmore than one budget component isaffected, separate line-itemamount and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars) f

FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EOUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES *
700 GRANTS. CI AIMS. ETC. 0 0 _ 4
TOTAL 0 0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL. FUND 0 0 (360.0) (808.0) (889.0) (897,.0)
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 880.0 892.0

OTHER (Snecifv Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 0 0 0 0 0
part time: 0 0 0 -
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 .-

M. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section IlI)

FY 82, 83, 88 is based roughly upon a-10ll annual increase in loan volume.

Federal receipts will e usad to supplatt gereral fud sygoort.

IV. DATE March 15f 19(9 PREPARED
AGENCY

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/78)



S/3 /Jo

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

The Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL) was originally enacted under
Title 1V, Part B of the Higher Education Act of 19G5. The purpose 1is

uo: encourage State and private non-profit agencies to establish ade—
quate loan insurance programs for students in eligible institutions;
provide a Federal program of student loan .insurance for students not
having reasonable access to a state or private non-profit student loan
program (FISL); and pay Federal interest subsidy on loans made under
these programs as well as on loans made under direct state loan programs.

Under this program students may borrow up to $2,500 as an undergraduate
and up to $5,000 as a graduate student per year. Repayment is to include
a maximum of 7Tft interest on the loans.

While a student is enrolled in school or under the following deferments:

return to full-time student status,

active duty in Armed Forces (up to 3 years),

service in the Peace Corps or VISTA (up to 3 years),

seeking and unable to secure employment (up to 12 months), and
totally disabled

a s w N e

the federal program will pay, on behalf of the student borrower, the
interest on the loan(s).

IfT a borrower defaults, files bankruptcy, or dies, the holder of the
note is reimbursed the entire amount due, 1interest and principal. That
is, the. federal program "guarantees"™ the payment of the loan.

The program also provides for additional payments if defaulted loans
are pursued and collected and annua] admini.stmt ivo cost allowances.
The administrative cost allowances are based upon loan volume for the
pieceding year.



March 23, 19/

Sator Jon Sackett
Pouch V
Jueau, Alaska 99811

Dear Serator Sadkett:

Roger Latﬁ iIntroduced us o weeks ago; aur discussion wes brief ad to the
point with you asking me to define It 1s we vwat ad how much rewill
ast. 1 stogped by your office Tuesday of this week ad left a note outlining
the respose o your question with the thought thatt might find tine ©
disass it On reflection, given your schedule, the sinplicity of your
request 1t seemed most ussful o mail you a fuller resoonse.

There are twe specific concems In the area of domestic violee, that your
finance comittee willl be addressing:  ae is gopropriations for selters
which is already before you in the Heallth and Social Services budet; the
secod is CH.BI which may or may not reach you this session. . Soesking

o the fomer, 1 am asking that your comittee Increese tte late for
each of the srelters serving rural Alaska —Yairbanks, Noe .. ad
Juneau 0 ke Increased by $15.000 eedh. A crippling buoet aut last year by
the Covermor meant that those dellters which were comencing their inrtaal
year aould only operate for ten moths. In fact, Fairbarks couldh™t goen a
Selter fecility il January of this year. Wat these four fecilities are
nov faced with I1s_cottinuing operations besed on a full 12-nonth year with
tre sare amoutt of  funds plus six peroat.  These selters have doe an
incredible  jdb adve can ide testinony from ay region in the Statefiran
wanen ad therr families If that is nesded. The Increase we are asking for
may ke viened as prtifully smll. It is besed on aur concem for the fiscal
astraint  that we belng eqoressed this . ewill provide atlesst
oe person  In each location O st these 2 r facilities.

It sovehow hed escaped all of us In tre Shelter network that there wes an
gotion for budget plamning which would include ana%!atgm Increeses. e
were not asked for input prior o Social Services ission ad these four
srelters hed nore or less resigned thamsehves 1© somehow surviving without
stafft or with part time coverace.

L 4 % tuld <ur*wu

Ask ~h> T/l S % 71

P. O. Rox 4-819 Anchorage, Alaska 99509 © (907) _ Kit Evans, Director
nil _2.%/



It was Iﬁ;‘g&gmmpoir_rtedwtﬁatv\e oould ask erther finance comirttee
1 meke In these 1Ens. e felt support from your camittee wes tre
critical fector and s0 dose to gooroach yau. e have hed assurances fram
House Finance that it this Increese iIs gooroved by yau, they will have no
prablem with It

CQur major piece of legislation this year, which is C38 130, will carry a fiscal
note of between $40,000-80,000. It is an adninistrative bill in that it details
aur relationship o the it of Health ad Social Servioes ad how decisions
will ke mede at the State lewel iIn relation © fanilyioleuce prograns. in Alaska.

To be absolutely brief, we are proposing that a different mooel for decision
meking be used.  We are proposing that people in the comunities affected
by those decisions meke those decisios. It s our intet o aeatean Office
an Dorestic Violence ad Sexual Assault. It will aosist of a board with, In
addrtion to others, specific seats for comunity persons who heve organized,
celnered, ad/or received serviaes. This board 1S enporered to review ad
gpyoe prposals and meke funding decisions.  The office willl be jtaffed by
ae axd ae half persons who will advise.tre board ad fecilitate 1ts decisios.
This is_tre exact opposite of the presant model used In the social services
system in Alasla; 1 date, camnity people have onlly been alloned o give
“Inut” or advise whille State enployees have helld the decision ngcpq\er-
The shelter system hes operated for two with consensus_group decisians.
e are attempting legislation that will leae tre porer within the comunities.
The fiscal note for this model Peluding the quarterly mestings of tre board is
less then what Social Services proposed we for staff aloe uder SSB 130,
a previous version for which they wote a fiscal ote.  This legislation wes
Eﬂ\rogboed by a statewide rnetwork, the Alaska Council on Femilly Violence. W
hed, for over 1. , icipants fran Barrow, Nove, Fairbanks, Ketohiken,
Bethel, Junesu, Kodiak, Ar‘cjgr'atgpard}@ral

Whether this bill readhes your comittee this _or next, we hope very much
for your sugport in_our modest Iment at ing how social services
decisios are nece in Alada.  If you lae” ay questias regarding this
legislation or the groyss Squortlr_‘g it, please feel free O cotect ne,
Representative Huoh Malore, or David Rogers, Adninistrative Assistant 1
Representative Bill Milles.

Thank you for yourtine ad consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

Kit Bias, Bxecutive Director
AMAIC, Inc.

Ke/dg



fITsLiA, . . BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION A\D
115 THE HOUSE SCIAL SFRVIGSS QOWITTEE

CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE KR HOUSE BILL ND. 130
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
HEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION wh
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act establishing the State Council on Domestic ad
Sexual Assault.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS IS 1s attadkd by adding a new dapter to read:
CHAPTER . STATE COUNCIL ON DOVESTIC AND SEXUAL ASSALLT.

Sec. 18.60.010. STATE COUNCIL Q7 DOVESTIC AND SEXUAL ASSALLT.
There Is established within the Department of Health ad Social Services
the State Council on Darestic ad Sexual Assault.

Sec. 18.69.020. QOVPOSITION. @ The acouc.’l cosists of five
menbers.  One menber sall be appointed fram each ¢ the five regions
described In () of this section t represant all ot the dorestic or
sexual assault prograns within that region.

(9] The five regians from which manbers shall be gopointed t©
ocoucil In accordance with @) of this section include these areas
within the borders of the 1-egical corporations established In accor-
dance vAHib section 16065 of the Alaska Native Claims Settlerent Act (43
U.S.C. secs. 1601 ct og.) as follons:

@D Southeast Region, including the area within the boundary
of the Scalaska Corporation;

@ Southcentral Region, including the area within the bound-
aries of the Cook Inlet Regional Corporation, Ahttma Incorporated,
Chugach Incorporated, Kor.iag Incorporated, ad the Aleut Corporation;

A Southwest Region, including the area within the bound-
aries of the Calista Corporation ad the Bristol Bay Corporation;

-1- CSSSN3 130



, @ Norttwest Region, including the area within the bound-
aries ax the K.ALH.A. Regional Corporation ad the F.erirg Strait Native
Corporation; ad

) Northcertral Region, including the area within
aries of Doyon Limited and the Arctic Slgoe Regional Corporation.

© The director of tre division cf social services, or his desig-
nee, within the Department of Health and Social Services sall sene on
the coucil as a nonoting, ex officio merer.

@ The couxcil sall arnually elect a dairman fran amog Its
members. ;

Sec. 18.69.030. APPOINTMENT OF QOUNCIL MBVBERS. Al menbers of
the council gall be appointed by the govermor from a list of naminees
provided by the Alaska Council on Intrafanily Violence, Inc.

Sec. 18.50.040. TERVS OF OFFICE. The marbers of the coucil shall
be appointed for terms of twoyears. Merter™s of the coucil ray be
regopointed.  Each merber of the council shall hold office for the term
of the member®s appointment and until a suoccessor hes been gyointed. A
vacancy In a Rentership shall ke filled In the sre mamer as the origi-
nal aopointment. A menber appointed by the govermor t© fill a vecacy
senes for the unexpired term cf themerboer he suooeeds.

Sec. 18.60.050. QURWM. Threemerbers constitute a quorun for the
transaction of business of the coucil.

Sec. 18.69.060. COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES.  Menbers of the courcil
receive ro salary, but are entitled to per dien ad travel eqenses
authorized by lav for boards ad comissions.

Sec. 18.60.0/0. PROMERS CF CONCIL. The coucil may

@)) receive ad disurse state, federal ad private
gratts ad contributions, as provided by gyoropriation, according to
disbursement criteria adopted by the ocoucil;
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mr

@ monitor ad evaluate dorestic or sexual assault prograns
receiving state ad federal fus;

@A adopt regulations for delter prograns In accordance vith
the Adninistrative Procedure Act (AS 44.62);

@ adopt stadards and guicelines for dm%etic o seqal
assault prograns; y

G gopoint, with the gooroval cf the commissioner of health
ad social services, a person to coordinate the activities of the

ocoucil;

® hold public hearings;

() provice tedmnical assistance to darestic or sexal
assault prograns;

® hire staff as needed ad as fus permit;

O cdelegate porers or resposibilities to staff ad cotract
for services;

(10) adoot policies reasonably necessary for carrying ait the
functions described In () - ® of this section.
Sec. 13.09.080. DEFINITIONS- For the purposes of AS 18.69.010 -
13.69.080,

@D ooucil” means the State Coucil on Darestic ad Sexal
Assault established In AS 18.69.010;

(@ ‘''dorestic or sexual assaukt progrant’ means a program
which has as amgjor purpose the provision of direct services o the
victins or perpetrators of dovestic or sexal assault;

@ "darestic assault' meas acttal or IMminent danger of
physical harm by another person which raes the victim™s household un-
sfe;

@ "s=aal assault” means mor.aoser g sexaal aontact;

O "'delter progran’ means a progran which hes as a mpjor

-3- C"?S3iiE 130



purpose the provision of emergency or short-term lodging or housing for
victins of domestic or sexual*assault.
*Sec. 22 AS 44.66.010(@) i1s arended by adding a new paragraph to reed:
((3)) State Council on Darestic ad Sexual As"sault (AS
010) — Jure 0, 1981.

CSSSIID 130



AMENDMENT

Offered in the SENATE: By : Rodey..

To: (03 SENATE BILL No, 130 Amended

HOUSE BILL No,

Page: 4 Line:

Line 4, insert the following language to read:

" (n) Each year spent attending a college or university
in Alaska qualifies as a year of employment and residency
under (j) of this section, if the borrower resides no less
than two years in Alaska after completion of the course for
which the loan was grantedy\WD HAS A tota1. /N-A</\O

'R.E”~0e.iNJOY’' OF TEhI T\wn= 0

Sec. 8 remains as written



SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
March 16, 1979
8:40 a.m.

Chairman Sackett called the.meeting to order at 8:40

a.m. Senators Sumner, Dankworth, Ray, Bennett, Hohman,
Hackney and Sackett were present. Also present were:
Kerry Romesburg, Director, Postsecondary Education, Pat
Hunt, Director, Division of Personnel, Ken Cates, Assist-—
ant to the Director, Division of Personnel, and various
news reporters.

SB 114 (Act relating to competitive bidding under the
Fiscal Procedures Act) was the first order of business

for the day. Senator Bradley gave testimony on the bill
stating that the Commerce Committee had passed unanimous—
ly a CS on the bill. He spoke in favor of the bill, say-—
ing the State should certainly give bids to Alaskan bid-—
ders when at all possible.

Senator Sumner moved and asked unanimous consent to pass CS

SB 114 from committee with individual recommendations.

There being no objection, it was so ordered. Senators
Hohman, Dankworth and Sumner voted do pass. Senators
Hackney and Bennett voted do pass 1f amended. Senators

Sackett and Ray voted no recommendation.

SB 59 (Act making a special appropriation for feasibil—
ity study of a Portage to Whittier transportation system)
was brought before the committee.

Senator Dankworth moved that SB 59 be passed from com—
mittee with individual recommendations. Senator Hohman
objected, but removed his objection. There being no
other objections, it was so ordered. SB 59 passed as
follows: Senators Sackett and Dankworth voted do pass.
Senators Hohman, Pay, Hackney, Bennett and Sumner voted
no recommendation

SB 130 (Act relating to the student loan program) was
brought before the committee for discussion with Kerry
Romesburg from the Postsecondary Commission offering
information. Mr. Romesburg indicated that he would like
to address the fiscal note first which provides an in-
centive for Alaskans to attend colleges and universities

in Alaska. After fulfilling residency requirements,
students are qualified to apply for state loans to
receive education. Each year spent in an Alaskan college

or university will apply toward one year as having had
worked for the State.

The committee discussed various aspects of the bill:

the two year residency requirement, challenge of that
requirement, volunerability of being a part of the feder—
al program and cancellation benefits.

PRESENT

SB 114

MOTION

SB 59

MOTION

SB 130

79



Senator Ray moved to delete section N on page 4. No

action was taken on the motion. Senator Hohman moved
to hold the bill with that amendment until the next
meeting. Without objection, it was decided to hold

SB 130 until Monday.

SB 228 (Act relating to the excise tax on and license
fees for sale of intoxicating liquors) was brought up
for discussion. Senator Colletta brought additional
information to the committee"s attention explaining
that the CS addresses only the excise tax.

Senator Ray moved to increase the malt beverage tax to

30C per gallon. There was an objection by Senator
Sackett. The chairman asked for a show of hands of those
in favor of the motion. The motion Tfailed.

Senator Hackney moved and asked unanimous consent to move
CS SB 228 from committee with indjvidual.recommendations.
There being no objection, it was so ordered. Senators
Sackett, Hohman, Hackney and Sumner voted do pass.

Senators Hay, Bennett and Dankwrrth voted no recommendation.

SB 182 (Act abolishing the Alaska Salary Commission and

providing for compensation of public officers and employees)

was brought before the committee for discussion. Again
Senator Colletta appeared before the committee to provide
testimony stating that the Salary Commission was not per —
forming in the manner that it was created to perform.
There was discussion regarding salaries of directors and
deputy commissioners and how those salaries would remain
at the current level under this bill. The bill would not
raise legislative salaries.

Pat Hunt, Director, Division of Personnel addressed some
of the areas left out of the bill. Senator Sackett re—
quested a recommendation to the committee of a level of
salaries. Mr. Hunt responded that he had trouble with
holding recommendations to salaries. He said he felt the
bill in its entirety was not equitable. Directors now
make over $56,000 a year. The 3.75% longevity will still
be in effect, making next years salaries over $57,000.

There were questions regarding including directors and
deputy commissioners in the bill. Garrey Peska read some
language from HB 220. Chairman Sackett asked if there
was any objection to including Sec. 2 of CSIIB 220 in the
language of SB 182. There was no objection.

Senator Sumner moved and asked unanimous consent to move
CSSB 182 (Finance) from committee with individual recom—

mendations. There was no objection. CSSB 182 (Finance)
passed as follows: Senators Sackett, Hohman, Hackney,
Bennett, Dankworth and Sumner voted do pass. Senator Ray

vote no recommendation.

MOTION

SB 228

MOTION

MOTION

SB 182

MOTION

3/16/79



Senator Hackney moved to bring up SB 24 (Act relating to
insurance coverage for persons receiving benefits under

the public employees®™ and teachers”™ retirement systems)

for discussion. Senator Hackney stated that there had SB 24
been an amendment passed in Senate HESS to change line

17 to read "90%" rather than "one half" and line 19 to

read "10%" rather than "one half". Senator Ray said it

was a good bill and he supported it.

Senator Sackett moved that SB 24 am be passed from com-—

mittee with individual recommendations. Without objection

it was so ordered. Senators Sackett, Hohman, Ray, Hackney, MOTION
Bennett, Dankworth and Sumner voted do pass.

Senator Hackney asked to bring up again SB 130 (Act relating

to the Student loan program) and at least pass from the SB 130
Finance Committee in order to meet the 60-day limit. Sena—

tor Hackney moved to pass SB 130 with individual recommen—
dations. Without objection, it was so ordered. SB 130

passed as follows: Senators Sumner, Dankworth, Hackney

and Bennett voted do pass if amended. Senators Hohman MOTION
and Ray voted needs amendment. Senator Sackett voted no

recommendation.

The meeting adjourned at 9:58 a.m. ADJOURN

SF 79-26-1 (488-end)
SF 79-26-2 (1-737) 3/16/79



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE

Bl SCAL _NPTR.

REQUEST )

Bill/Resolution No. J;s SB 3.3

Title

Requested by_ Date March-13 . ic t
Il. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected, Education (Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education)

Program Category Affected Education

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affccted _ Student Scholarship Loan

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate linc-itcm amounts and funding for eacli
component in the analysis section.)
EX '"ENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
3QP CONTRACTUAL

COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 1 AND & STRUCTURES
700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 0 0 , '

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 0 0 (360.0) (1403.0) (llho.o) (1403.0)
FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 . SfL.n ITho.o 1t03.0
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 0 0 0 0 0 n
PART TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 a 0 0

I1I.  ANAL/SIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

FY 82, 83, 8h is based roughly upon a 10/J annual increase in loan volume.

Federal receipts will e usad to syplait gereral fud sygoort.

IV. DATE March I S. 1979. .PREPARED BY Korffl D. Itor.ee/nurf:.

AGENCY Alesha C'Airi on on Po-M.ccAnndnry FdeL-rse.tni
Original: Legislative Finance phone iifo-rifty
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First | egislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/78)
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Introduced:  2/12/79 )
Referred: Health, BEducation
& Social Servioss ad
Finence

IN THE SENATE BY RCEY, HAONEY AND SACKETT
SEVATE BILL NO. 130
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALAKA
HEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSICN
A BILL
For an Act entitled:  "'An Act establishing incentives for students o atterd
oolleges ad unnversities In Alaska; ad providing for
an effective date."
B IT BENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section L. The legislature determines that

(@ tere are o Incatves 1IN the student loen program for resi-
dets of Alaska to attend colleges ad universities in Alaska as aonpared
with colleges ad universities outside Alaska;

@ tre reault of this ladk of Inocentives is that 64.9 per oatt of
all udergraduate student loas ad 2.9 per oait of graduate student loas
o © students attending colleges ad uninversities autsice Alaska;

@ the aount of tte aerae lean © udergradate students
attending colleges ad unversities In Alaska is laer then tre average of
similar lcas In all but oe of tre 10 westem states ad the amount of te
aerage loen for graduate students is the lonest In the West;

@ te fuds goent on education in Alaskan colleges ad univer—
sities @ further then wen tte fuds are spat aut of state; ad

O i1twuld ke an aid t© tre Alaskan ecomary if the fuds In tte
student loen program were goent for education in Alaskan collleges ad univer-
sities.

*~ SC. 2. AS 14.40.763 1s arended by adding a new suosection 1o reed:

(O Each year goatt attending a ocollege or university in Alaska
qualifies as a year of eployment ad residency uder () of this
section.

1. SB 130
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RECORDS
" CERTIFICATION

I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.

- .LmmA _Q 3723/ 1q
Q Signature of Camera Operator Date



COMMITTEE REPORT
SENArE

FURTHER: None
2/20/80

Date:
Mr. President:

The Committee on FINANCE

issuance of general
systems construction

has had SB_131

obligation bonds in amount of $8,000,000 for sewerage

under consideration

and (a majority of the committee)
reports

(the committee)
it back with the following recommendations:

[ 1] do pass [ ] do not pass

L 1 do pass with
[ i

attached amendments(s)

[ 1 same title
replace with CS for

[ J new title
and recommends

[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1] New Fiscal Note
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

[ 1 referred to the

Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

CHAIRMAN
S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



COMMITTEE REPORT
SENATE

FURTHER:

2/12/79

Date:

Mr. President:
REGIONAL AFFAIRS as had SB 131

The Committee on COMMUNITY a
in amount of $8,000,000 for sewerage

issuance of general obligation bonds

systems construction

(a majority of the committee) (the committee)

under consideration and
recommendations:

reports it back with the following

[ 1 do pass [ 1 do not pass

[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)
"N * [ 1 same title
new-t itl

tX) repl acevyi th CS for A3

and recommends” /

[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter”~f Intend [ 1] New Fiscal Note

[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

Committee

[ 1 referred to the

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

DO PASS ~

(sQts&u?
/ CHA RMAfl

S 60 (Rev. 12/78) H )o
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Offered: 2/20/30

Original sponsor: Kerttula :
g P Referred: Finance

BY THE COIfITUBITY AND
IN THE SENATE REGIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL HO. 131
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing, for the issuance of general obliga-
tion bonds in the amount of $41,520,000 for the purpose
of paying the cost cf water and sewerage 3ystera and
solid waste facility construction; 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 coot of water and sewerage
system and solid waste facility construction, general obligation bonds of the
state in the principal amount of not more than $41,52.0,000 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 anc3 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.

* Sec. 2. If the issuance of these bonds is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, a special fund of the state to be known as the "1980
V/atcr Supply and Sewerage Systems and Solid Haste Facilities Construction
Fund™ shall be established, to which shall be credited the proceeds of the
sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of this Act except for the accrued
interest and premiums. The amount of $41,520,000 is appropriated from the
1980 Hater Supply and Sewerage Systems and Solid Haste Facilities Construc—
tion Fund” to the Department of Environmental Conservation to be allocated an

follows:
Project Location Amount
(1) village oal"e water construction

[ - CSSB 131



grants statewide $ 2,520,000
(2) municipal water supply, sewerage

system and solid waste facilities

construction grants statewide 39,000,000

* Sec. 3. If the issuance of these bonds is authorised by the qualified
voters of the state, the amount of $146,000 or as much of that amount as 1is
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 authorised 1in this
Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorized by this section
shall Dbe reimbursed to the general fund from the proceeds of the sale of the
bonds authorized by this Act.

* Sec. A. The question whether the bonds authorized in this Act arc to be
issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the next
general election and shall road substantially aa follows:

Proposition
State General Obligation Water Supply and Sewerage
Systems and Solid Waste facilities Construction
Bonds $41,520,000
Shell the State of Alaska issue its general obligation bonds
in the principal amount of not more than $41,520,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost of village and 7aunicipal water
supply, sewerage system, and solid waste facilities construction?
Bonds Yes [ 1
Bonds No [ 1]
* Sec. 5. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.-

070(c).
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Introduced: 2/12/79
Referred: Connnunity &
Regional Affairs and

Finance

IN THE SENATE 131 BY KERTTULA
SENATE BILL NO.
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for the issuance of general obliga—
tion bonds in the amount of $8,000,000 for the purpose
of paying the cost of sewerage systems construction;
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 sev/erage systems con—
struction, general obligation bonds of the state in the principal amount of
not more than $8,000,000 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
be issued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those provisions read at the
time of 1issuance.

* Sec. 2. If the issuance of these bonds is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, a special fund of the state to be known as the "1979
Sewerage Systems Construction Fund"” shall be established, to v/hich shall be
credited the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of this
Act except for the accrued interest and premiums. The amount of $8,000,000
is appropriated from the "1979 Sewerage Systems Construction Fund"” to the
Department of Environmental Conservation. The specific uses of the proceeds
of the bonds shall be determined by the governor 1in accordance with AS 46.-

03.030, except the grant percentage shall be 90 per cent of the eligible

cost.
* Sec. 3. IT the issuance of these bonds is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, the amount of $28,000 or as much of that as 1Is

-1-
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found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the

3tate bond committee to carry out the provisions of this Act and to pay

Expenses

kct. The

incident to the sale and issuance of the bonds authorized in this

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.

* Sec*

4* 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:

* Sec*

)70(c).

Proposition
State General Obligation Sewerage Systems Construc—
tion Bonds $8,000,000
Shall the State of Alaska issue its general obligation bonds
in the principal amount of not more than $8,000,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost of sewerage systems construction?
Bonds Yes [ 1]
Bonds Ho [ 1]

51 This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.-
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CITY 0F KETCHIKAN

334 FRONT STREET P. O. BOX 7300 TELEPHONE 907 225-311J)

March 17, 1980

Senator John C. Sackett
Senate Finance Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sackett:

On behalf of the City of Ketchikan, || wish to add support

to the passage of Committee Substitute for Senate Bill #436,
an act relating to grants for water supply, sewage systems

and solid waste facilities and Committee Substitute for

Senate Bill #131, an act providing for the issuance of general
obligation bonds 1in the amount of $41,520,000 for the purpose
of paying the costs of water and sewage system and solid waste
facility construction.

During the 1978 annual meeting of the Southeast Conference

in Petersburg, municipal managers and administrators were
instructed to study the solid waste disposal problem in

S_.E. Alaska communities and return to the Southeast Conference
Board with recommendations for solutions. A meeting to address
these problems took place in May 1979 in Juneau with munici—
pal representatives, EPA and Department of Environmental Con—
servation staff and representatives from the private sector
present.

As a result of that meeting, the Southeast Conference sub-—
committee on solid waste disposal requested EPA"s assistance
in funding a study of individual community and regional solid
waste disposal problems as outlined in the enclosed letter
dated July 17, 1979. Recently, a representative of EPA stated
that a contract with its consultant has been developed and
that work on this study will begin soon.

The problems of disposing of solid waste are significant
throughout Alaska. The communities of S.E. Alaska have taken
a significant step towards solving their individual and
collective problems in solving this problem through the

43> (0 ftl1dd/U LOaSU, ProcMu v-lkafltyi fac.. CiSj
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Senator John C. Sackett -2- March 17, 1980

Southeast Conference. Soon, through the assistance of EPA
and ADEC, the communities of S.E. Alaska will receive the
benefits of the proposed technical assistance study.

S.E. communities expect that this study will produce invaluable
information on various individual community as well as regional
solutions to our solid waste disposal problems. In some cases,
additional sutdy may be warranted after the EPA study has con—
cluded. In all cases, given the present status of solid waste
disposal in most S.E. communities, expenditures of some magni—
tude will be required. Committee Substitute for Senate Bill
#436 and Committee Substitute for Senate Bill #131 will pro—
vide critically important funding assistance to communities
like Ketchikan which are working toward reasonable solutions

to solid waste disposal problems. Accordingly, on behalf of
the City of Ketchikan, 1 wish to add support to the passage of
Committee Substitute for Senate Bill #436, an act relating to
grants for water supply, sewage systems and solid waste facil—
ities and Committee Substitute for Senate Bill #131, an act
providing for the issuance of general obligation bonds in the
amount of $41,520,000 for the purpose of paying the costs of
water and sewage system and solid waste facility construction.

IT you have any questions, please contact me. Thank you.

Sincerely,

James A. Van Altvorst
City Manager

JAVA:gw

Enclosure
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3M FRONT STREET f. 0. BOX 7300 TOEFHONE W7 2250111

July 17, 1979

Mr. Tobias Hegdahl
Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Hegdahl:

During its annual meeting last October, the Southeast
Conference instructed municipal managers and administrators
to study solid waste disposal in Southeast Alaska communities
and return to the conference with recommended solutions.

A meeting to address this issue was held on May 24, 1979

in Juneau with municipal representatives, Environmental
Protection Agency and Department of Environmental Conserva—
tion staff and representatives from the private sector present.

As a result of that meeting, a proposal to request the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to provide technical
assistance in studying this problem was circulated among
the Southeast Conference communities. This proposed study
suggested that EPA assist Southeast Alaska communities
determine the following in regard to solid waste disposal:

1. Individual alternatives for each participating
community.

2. The optimum location for a centralized recovery
system to serve the region.

3. Cost of equipment (i.e., compacter-balers, barges,
etc.) for a centralized operation with energy-pro—
ducing capability.

4. Cost (on a pool basis) of shipping out of the
community all other refuse such as aluminum cans,
car bodies, corrugated paper and wood waste and the
marketability of such materials.
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5. Amount of refuse generated in each community.

6. Amount of refuse necessary for a centralized
recovery system to be feasible.

7. Industries interested inlocating 1incommunities
where the energy from the burning waste could be
utilized.

In addition, the municipalities asked that the study include
a display and prognosis of proposed regulations affecting
solid waste disposal now being promulgated by EPA and the
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC).

The following municipalities responded favorably to the
proposed study and requested that they be included in the
study:

The City and Borough of Juneau
The City and Borough of Sitka
The City of Ketchikan

The City of Wrangell

The City of Petersburg

The City of Haines

The City of Skagway

. The City of Saxman

.- The City of Craig

©CovNoubhwNE

*

I am enclosing copies of letters from those municipalities
endorsing the study for your review and files.

On behalf of these municipalities, | respectfully request
that EPA provide technical assistance to the municipalities
identified herein by conducting the proposed study of

solid waste disposal problems and solutions in Southeast
Alaska as outlined above.

The municipalities do not intend this joint request to
preclude in any way the eligibility for any community to
separately apply for assistance on an individual basis.
Furthermore, the municipalities understand this study will
be conducted at ro expense to the participants and that
prior to issuing the contract for the study, a meeting will
take place between the agency and representatives of the
participating communities to determine what areas are to

be included in the specific study program.
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IT you have any questions, please contact me. I will be

happy to work with you in any way to ensure a successful

project. Thank you for your participation during the

May 24 meeting and for your assistance 1in processing this
request.

aames A. Van Altvorst
City Manager

JAVA:gw
Enclosures

cc: Mr. C. Deming Cowles, ADEC, Juneau
Mr. Richard Stokes, ADEC, Juneau
Mr. Bruce Hoffman, ADEC, Ketchikan
Ms. Marilyn Miller, Alaska Municipal League, Juneau
Participating S.E. Alaska cities
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[ VILLAGE

NENTOK

(CAL1STA)
PRIORITY #1

jPPER center
<AHTNA)
PRIORITY #2

/=

gSs, -LSOi; LAGOON
(ALEUTIAN/PRIB)
IORITY 3

CHISTOCHINA
(ATHNA)

PRIORITY n4

POP/HOMES
TREND

154/25
uD

275/100
down

61/17
up

33/14
down

TERRAIN

Flat, poorly
drained tundra

Sandy, rocky
soil, some perma-
frost

Village built
on porous sand
spit adjacent to
Bering Sea

Soil composed of
sand and gravel/
flat terrain
adjacent to
flood plain

VILLAGE CANDIDATE SELECTION -

WATER
SUPPLIES

Rain water
used for drink-
ing when
available

Centrally
located BIA
well/most
residents get
drinking water
here

29 individual
wells drilled
by PHS in 1969

Community Hall
well

Nine hand dug
wells 6-10" deep.
Deep well

drilled by PHS
1973 hit salt
water

School has 81
deep well

16 Mile Lake

PHS piped

water system
built in 1970/
well was source

of supply

Sinona River

ADEQUACY

Only seasonally
available

Good quality
water produced/
quantity limited
residents
limited to 5
gallons per day

10 wells not
operating
remaining wells
produce water
of poor chemical
quality/iron
and manganese
exceed state
drinking water
standards/taste
and odor
problems/very
hard water

Iron concentra-
tions exceed

state drinking
water standards

Water brackish/
used only for
washing clothes

Water meets
state standards
but salty taste
unacceptable to
villagers

Most residents
haul water for
drinking/route
to lake blocked
by ice in winter
lake produces
excellent
quality water

Quality and
quantity of
water good/
system failed
in 1974 due to
Q&M problems

Undeveloped
unprotected
source littered
with dead fish
in summer

VSW

PLANNED
IMPROVEMENTS

New REAA H.S.
planned for
1980/plan to
drill well/ no
intention to
serve village

none

none

none

SEWAGE
DISPOSAL

Indiscriminate
dumping of honey
buckets

Individual

septic tanks
most working

Indoor toilets
sewage to septic
tanks

Sewer system
failed/privies
used

December 1979

SOURCES OF
INFORMATION

Al Johnson
BIA 543-3121

Jordan Suhr
543-2500

Bill Giles
PHS 279-6661

Copper River
Health Dept.
822-3333

Rory Mayra
PHS Sanitarian
279-6661

Aleutian/

Pribilof Island

Association
276-2700

Bill Giles
PHS Sanitarian

279-6661

RECOMMENDATIONS

Increase village
water supply and
improve waste
disposal and
additional services
pending negotiation
with village

Renovate
abandoned wells,
provide treat-
ment to operat-
ing wells/drill
approximately
75 new wells
for residents
and provide
treatment
where necessary

Watering point
with treatment
plus additional
services pending
negotiations with
village

Renovate village
water system and
additional services
pending negotiation
with village



PORTAGE CREEK
| (BRIS'iC:, BAY)
RIORITY r5

VILLAGE
(DCYON)
-6

PRIORITY k7

RUBY
(DOYON)
PRIORITY n8

POP/HOMES
TREND

66/13
stable

54/21
up

50/j i

220/74
up

TERRAIN

Village on hill
area well
drained

On west bank of
Yukon River/
poorly drained,
subject to
flooding

Killy Lcrruin
but poorly
drained in spots

Hilly terrain
but poorly

drained in spots

VILLAGE CANDIDATE SELECTION -

WATER
SUPPLIES

School has 80’
well/ 11/13
families use
school as
watering point

Single community
we'll

Eagle City Well

Yukon River

:.<citly ciuv...
provides water

for all residents

School hauls
$ from same creek
cs village

Primary source
is spring,
2,000 gallon
storage tank,
log spring
house

3 mile spring
(along highway)

10 mile spring
(along highway)

Ruby Roadhouse

School 235’
well

ADEQUACY

Untreated water,
slight iron
taste/well runs
dry in winter

School shuts
off supply
June-mid August

Generator and
well pump out
of order/well
no longer used

People travel
3 miles to
Eagle City well
and haul water
back

Water hauled

from Yukon in

winter,

untreated, un-

protected source

ftjlee - eif* o
fine but supply
is untreated
and unprotected/
water turbid
for 2 week per
period during
breakup/haul
distance 2 1/2
miles on qood
road

Two 500 gallon
storage tanks,
plus chlorina-
tion

| |
Spring closed by
ADEC summer 1979
because of
reported
episodes of
bacteria
contamination

Unprotected
source

Unprotected
source.......

Residents can

buy for 5C per
gallon

Quality good,
quantity limited
A few residents
haul water from
school

VSwW

PLANNED

improvements'

none

none

PHS has plans
to drill
community well
in late 1979
or early 1980

December 1979

SEWAGE
DISPOSAL

Honey buckets
used by village/
school has
1,500 gallon
septic tank and
drainfield

Outhouses

SOURCES OF
INFORMATION

Ron Perkins
PHS 842-5201

Ethel Beck
Health Aide
729-8001

Tanana Chiefs
Conference

RECOMMENDATIONS

Central watering
point, bathing,
laundry and
sewage disposal
service

Community well
and water treat-
ment



VILLAGE

CHErOIIAK
(CALISTA)
PRIORITY (9

18-

(REJ: b HAY)
PRIORITY ff10

STONEY RIVER

*CALISTA)
PRIORITY nil

PEDRO BAY
(BRISTOL BAY)

PRIORITY #12

éil—-—

#9
?T. LAY

(NORTH SLOPE)
PRIORITY #13

POP/HOMES TERRAIN
TREND
204/33 Flat, marshy
up tundra
LurLal J:
stable rocky
69/14 Rolling hills
stable soils probably
of sand and
gravel
65/11 Rocky, v/ell
stable drained
72/63 Flat poorly
stable drained tundra

VILLAGE CANDIDATE SELECTION - VSW

WATER
SUPPLIES

Rain water
collected off
roofs

River water

PHS well

School well

from lliamna
Lake

5 or 6 families
use hand driven
well points with
pitcher pumps

Rest haul from
river in winter
and use
neighbor's wells
in summer months

Residents haul
or pump water
from Lake
lliamna

Freshwater lake

ADEQUACY

Only seasonally
available

Quality of river
water varies e
with tides/silt
and salt
problems noted

Residents
complain of
salty taste
(482 mg/1 TFR)
haul distance is
1/2 mile

Poor quality
water produced /
school well
farther from
village than
PHS well

oi “upi iy
produces good
tasting drinking
water but no
treatment
orovided

Good quality
Good quantity
Water produced

River turbid

in summer months/

good quality in
winter

Supply not
treated but
good tasting
water available
year round

Village hauls
water 1/2 mile/
ice used in
winter/un-
protected source
not treated

PLANNED
IMPROVEMENTS

REAA to
complete new
school July,
1980/plan to
drill well and
treat water but
no provisions
to serve
village

28 HUD Houses
proposed for
1981 PHS
sanitation
services to

follow
nono
none
HUD Houses

tentatively
scheduled for
1981/PHS sanita-
tion improvement
to follow

$100,000 in NSB
funds earmarked
for improvements

$400,000 in
State funds
available for
sanitation
improvements

NSB plans to
move village to
new site in
March, 1980

SEWAGE
DISPOSAL

Indiscriminate
dumping of honey
buckets

Honey buckets

Indiscriminate
dumping of
honey buckets

Honey buckets

Indiscriminate
dumping of
honey buckets
big problem

December 1979

SOURCES OF
INFORMATION

Mike Frank

B ill Adams

LSKD
543-2871

Jordan Shur
543-2500

Steve Haver
PHS 543-2251

Pete Tom
Chefornak

878-8001

Earl Chase
YKHC
543-2506

Frank Williams
PHS 279-6661

Bob McHenry
Kuspuk School
675-4320

Jordan Suhr
543-2500

Frank Williams
PHS 279-6661

Art Wyback
PHS 452-8251

Amos Agnasagga
IRA Council
824-8001

RECOMMENDATIONS

Need watering point
closer to village
that produces

good quality
drinking water and
facility to
dispose of liquid
waste

Central watering
point, bathing
laundry and sewage
disposal service

Water supply not
pressing problem/
waste disposal
system needed

Central watering
point, bathing
laundry and sewage
disposal facility

Centralized
washeteria/
laundromat

at new village
site



SELW.TK

(NANA)

POP/HOMES

TREND

62/14
stable

500/100
up

TERRAIN

Silt and gravel

along river/
scattered perma-

frost

Flat poorly
drained tundra

VILLAGE CANDIDATE SELECTION -

WATER
SUPPLIES

Individual wells

Complete village
safewater
facility

ADEQUACY

Good quality
Good quantity
water produced

Quality of water
is ok/resijdents
prefer nearby .
creek for
drinking water

VSW

PLANNED
IMPROVEMENTS

20 HUD Houses
proposed for
1980/PHS
sanitation
improvements
to follow

PHS proposes
rain catchment
system for 18
new HUD houses/
dumpsite for
trash and
sewage lagoon
for VSW
effluent

SEWAGE
DISPOSAL

Septic tanks/
outhouses

Village Safe
Water facility
has wastewater
treatment plant/
residents
dispose of
waste in honey
buckets

December 1979

SOURCES OF RECOMMENDATIONS

INFORMATION

Dan Rogness
PHS 279-9628

Berberich
Elenor Dementi
Cantwell

768-2282

Rich Haskins
Mauneluk
442-3311

Village request
funds for solid
waste disposal
site

Greg Drexler

PHS 279-9628
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December 12, 1979

The Honorable John G. Puller
Box 689
Nome/ Alaska 99762

Dear Mr. Fuller:

For the last several months, our Village Safe Water (VSW)

program staff has been working with the 12 regional Native
health corporations to develop a priority list of candidate
villages for future projects, funded under the Village Safe
Water Act. Our purpose is to provide you and others in the
Alaska Legislature with a prioritized list of 15 villages

which we and the regional health corporations feel are most
in need of improved sanitation services.

The selection process began last July when letters were sent
to each health corporation, asking them to select up to
three communities in their area to be considered along with
candidate villages from the other 11 regions. To guide
their deliberations, the health directors were asked to
consider a number of factors, the most important being the
availability of safe drinking water. For instance, melting
ice or collecting river water for drinking is less safe and
convenient than having a protected community well nearby. In
addition, to avoid duplication of effort we asked the health
corporations not to consider communities where sanitation
improvements are proposed by the U.S. Public Health Service
(PHS) or some other agency. We also reminded the health
directors "that the Attorney General recently ruled that
Village Safe Water funds cannot be used for solid waste
disposal facilities. So only villages needing water supply,
sewage disposal, bathing and/or laundry services were to be

considered.

Seyen of th ea th ¢ atl nded with ca di ate
v a es an su port n a rou |n o mation o e C ome
g ose hfa 0Se. n t|C|pate indica e t at the
t erV\f had vided nitation
ser ce or al | ns. W program
st t en reV|ew %hec nformation subm ted
and, used | de velop t owmg stat ewd priority
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Regional Health Corporation Village Priority
Yukon Kuskokwim Health Department Newtok 1
Copper River Health Department Copper Center 2
Aleutian Pribilof Island Association Nelson Lagoon 3
Copper River Health Department Chistochina 4
Bristol Bay Health Department Portage Creek .5
Tanana Chiefs Health Authority Eagle Village <7 .. 6
Tanana Chiefs Health Authority Rampart 7
Tanana Chiefs Health Authority .ixﬁr- Ruby 8
Yukon Kuskokwim Health Department Chefornak 9
Bristol Bay Health Department Kokhanok 10
Yukon Kuskokwim Health Department Stoney River 11
Bristol Bay Health Department Pedro Bay 12
North Slope Borough Health Department Point Lay 13
Copper River Health Department Cantwell 14
Mauneluk Association Selawik 15

This list reflects the relative need for improved sanitation
services in each village, with special emphasis on the need
for safe drinking water. For example Newtok, a community of
154 people, was placed at the top of the 1list because
residents can only use rainwater for drinking, and it is
only seasonally available. Water can be obtained at the BIA
School, but residents are limited to 5 to 10 gallons per
family per day. While the regional school district plans to
drill a well to serve a new high school 1in Newtok, there.are
no provisions to extend service to the village. In addition,
PHS does not plan to improve sanitation services in this
community.

fopp%r Center populaton 275, IS number two on .the list.
interior m unit some res| fnts obtain th(ﬂ .
dr|n r|1_? water fr(% In IVI ual home we ‘F driffed by PHS in
1965. HOWevVer te r|g| ah| 29 WE S 10 are °not
oRer tr] qd moi of the” others groduc \{vater of epoor
8 emica ﬂvua It n d Hmnrqanes concen z1t|ons xc&ed
rinking Water stan ards an taste, color and odor



Committee Substitute forjSenate.Bill 131 presently reflects:

1. Title and body contents of SB 342

2. SIO million G.O. Bond increase - covering solid waste facilities, plus
new wording when relating to same.

3. $ 6million G.0. Bond increase - raising State share from 50% to 75%

Committee Substitute for .-Senate:Bill 436"presently reflects:

1. Page 1, line 10, section 1 - new wording (per Dept. Environmental
Conservation request) to incorporate the raising of the State share

from 50% to 75%

2. Amending typewriter error, page 1, line 28 to read (a) instead of (€

3. Page 2, Line 21, Section 5 - adding a new paragraph stating "solid waste
definition as stated in HB 353, (per D.E.C. request and in answer to
Mr. Baldwin®s concern, our bill drafter.)
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problems. Due to community growth since 1965, there are now
about 75 homes in need of an acceptable water supply. With
Copper Center anticipating electrical service from a
hydroelectric system, the difficulty of powering sanitation
systems may be less than in some other villages.

At Nelson Lagoon, which 1is number three on the list,
residents must travel 16 miles to obtain drinking water.
The shallow, hand driven wells 1in the village produce
brackish water suitable only for washing clothes. Also
Nelson Lagoon has excellent potential for the use of wind
power to generate electricity. It is very likely that a VSW
facility in this \illage could be powered by wind energy.

The fourth village 1is Chistochina, population 33, where
residents obtain their drinking water from Sinona Creek,
which 1is littered with dead salmon during the summer months.
Water and sewer systems 1installed by PHS in 1970 have
failed.

Number Tfive on the list is the Bristol Bay community of
Portage Creek, where water is available from the school.
Eleven of 13 families use this source. However, the school
is closed for the summer months, and in the winter the well
occasionally runs dry.

In Eagle Village, sixth on the list, residents must drive
three miles in the summer to the City of Eagle for drinking
water. In the winter months the Yukon River 1is the
preferred source of supply. This community has no water
system and there are no prospects for improvements from
other agencies.

Rampart, with a population of 58, 1is seventh on the list.
Village residents haul water from a nearby creek except for
a two week period during breakup.

In Ruby (eighth) and Chefornak (ninth) there is critical
need for sanitation improvements, but PHS plans projects in
those villages in the near future.

In Kokhanok, Stoney River and Pedro Bay (tenth, eleventh and
twelfth respectively), good sources of drinking water are
available to residents, but sewage disposal problems may
exist.

Point Lay was placed thirteenth on the priority list because
$400,000 1in VSW Funds have already been authorized for
sanitation 1improvements there. Also, the North Slope -
Borough assembly has apparently appropriated an additional
$100,000 for this purpose.

1979
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Cantwell and Selawik were placed at the bottom of the list
because water and sewer facilities already exist in those
communities, and additional 1improvements are scheduled 1in
the near future by the PHS.

i-iore detailed background information on each of these
communities can be found 1in the enclosed village data
summary.

Estimating the cost of Village Safe Water projects 1in
specific villages is nearly impossible at the time a bond
bill is being considered. Costs can vary from $100,000 to
more than $1 million depending on what services are to be
included, and local factors such as availability,of water,
type of treatment require waste disposal options, power
availability, and soil conditions. - .

What services will be provided by a VSW facility (i.e. the
scope of the project) is largely a matter of choice by the
village receiving it. Choices authorized by the VSW Act are
water supply, sewage disposal, bathing and laundry services.
The project scope must be negotiated with the village after
funding for their Tfacility has been approved in a bond
election.

After project scope 1is established, the cost of providing
the selected services can be estimated based on Ilocal

conditions and preliminary engineering 1investigations. At
this time alternate sources of energy to power the VSW
facility are 1investigated. The technical and economic

feasibility of appropriate alternate energy sources are
evaluated, and incorporated into the.design of the facility
whenever possible.

To accommodate the problem of having to identify funds for
VSW projects before their costs are known with any accuracy,
the Department recommends a '"group funding"” approach. This
technique is based on the assumption that the cost of groups
of five projects varies much less than the cost of
individual projects. From past construction experience 1in
the VSW program, the total cost of several domly selected
groups of five projects W s determined in i§§] construction
dollars. The average cosu of ﬁb@ie groups of five projects
is $6.5 million in equivalent dollars, or $1.3 million
per project.

BecFuse VSW faC|I|t|eF,fan virtu lrlé/ h% vHag

t|es CprOJect Wil H mt ay some gree
B techni % management an f|na ncidl 3|st anc e, ?s
epartment has been request g and recelvmg general fund
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appropriations for operation and maintenance assistance to
villages receiving VSW facilities. An inevitable
consequence of constructing more VSW facilities 1is the need
for Jlarger appropriations for operation and maintenance
assistance as the facilities are completed.

IT you have any questions on the VSW priority list or desire
additional background information on any of the communities
involved, please contact me.

Commissioner

Enclosure



Issue Paper
Water and Sewer Construction Grants

December 1979

S
The Department, through the Facilities Construction and Operation

section, administers a grant program which is directed toward providing
incorporated communities with assistance in the construction of water
and sewerage services. Two basic grant programs are administered: the
State general obligation bond water and sewer grant program authorized
by AS 46.03.030; and the federal wastewater pollution control program

authorized by the Clean Water Act of 1977.

Under the State water and sewer grant program, incorporated municipalities
may apply for grants to fund up to 50 percent of project costs for new
water and sewerage facilities. |If federal funding is involved in a
project, State grants are limited to half the non-federal share of eligible
project costs. Funded projects include facilities needed for community
expansion as well as facilities needed to correct existing public health

I
and environmental problems.

%
The Department performs the following administrative responsibilities

in support of this program:

- review of grant applications
review of project plans and specifications

- analysis of project construction and operating costs



processing of grant offers and payment requests
inspection of projects during construction and following
completion

preparation of project audit reports to ensure that grant

funds were properly utilized by grantees.

Eligible projects are presently funded as need arises, after a
review to ensure that projects are capable of meeting the need identified
at an acceptable life cycle cost. The source of funding for these
grants is general obligation bond funds which have been periodically
authorized by the voters. Presently, approximately $18,112,626 are

available for obligation to projects through this program.

Since July, 1976, $37,358,030 has been obligated to water and
sewage projects throughout the state. Of this total, $14,465,180 (38.7%)
was for community water supply projects; $9,450,000 (25.3%) was for
sewage treatment and intercepter facilities (matching EPA funding); and
$13,442,850 (36.0%) was for sev/age collection fac(i)/olities. These grants
have supported projects.in major communities in all regions of the
state. The program is not heavily used by bush communities because the
Public Health Service and the State Village Safe Water programs are
addressing utility needs of remote areas. It is..also usually difficult
for small remote communities to raise the 50 percent matching requirements.
In some instances, however, projects in remote areas are funded through
the program in conjunction with other federal, state, or local funding

sources.



The grant program for construction of sewage treatment facilities
is administered under the authorization of the federal Clean Water Act
of 1977. This Act mandates that community sewage treatment works achieve
secondary treatment by 1983, except those communities capable of discharging
effluent into marine coastal waters which receive good tidal mixing may
be allowed to follow less stringent requirements. Secondary treatment
is a broad term for many methods of treating sewage through the use of
biological processes, and usually results in removal of 85% of the
pollutants. Depending upon congressional appropriations from year to
yeax, Alaska is allocated $16-25 million annually. These funds are then
available vo communities to finance 75 percent of the cost of sewage
treatment and intercepter projects. The State water and sewage grant
program mentioned above contributes an additional 12 1/2 percent toward

such projects leaving only 12 1/2 percent to be funded locally.

The Clean Water Act assigns the Environmental Protection Agency the
responsibility for this grant program. The Ac.t also stipulates that EPA
may delegate the administration of the program to the states, and makes
funding available to those states which assume administration of the
program. Alaska assumed, responsibility for a major portion of the
program in December of 1978 (one of the first states to do so) and was
awarded a grant of $245,349 to cover costs of administration through
June, 1980. EPA has reserved fxmding to defray State administration

expenses in subsequent fiscal years.



In order to reduce the significant delays in grant processing which
occurred under EPA administration, and to better ensure that projects
are consistent with the unique requirements of Alaska, the Department

assumed responsibility for the following administrative tasks:

preparation of annual project priority list
review of grant applications

review of consultant agreements

review and approval of plans and specifications
review and approval of project change orders

review and approval of 0 s Mmanuals.

Under agreement with EPA, State certification of these items will
be accepted as if performed by EPA staff (subject to periodic audit).
It is expected that additional administrative tasks will be delegated

She state, including:

- facility plan approval * *

- interim and final project inspections
eligibility determinations

- review and approval of planning documents
preparation of necessary environmental assessments
issuance of numerous other technical approvals required

for each project.



Since 1975, grants averaging $20,000,000 a year have been awarded
to 30 communities throughout the state. As with the State water and
sewer grant program, mainly the larger communities have benefitted from
the program. Recent modifications of the Clean Water Act present
opportunities for making funding available to smaller communities for

innovative, individual, or non-conventional sewage handling facilities.



VILLAGE SAFE WATER

The Village Safe Water Act of 1970 was passed for the purpose of providing

safe water and hygienic sewage disposal facilities in remote Villages of

the State.

organized

In order to accomplish this objective, the VSW Program is

into three activities: Construction, operation & maintenance

and planning. Currently, two people are employed in the program: A

program administrator and a planner,

CONSTRUCTION:

Twelve VSW facilities have been constructed to date. Villages
served range in size from 50 in council to nearly 500 in
Selawik. Projects consist of central sanitation facilities
where residents can obtain drinking water, dispose of sewage,
bathe and do laundry. No piped water distribution or sewage
collection systems have been constructed, except for service
lines to schools. Since 1976, these facilities have been
designed and constructed by engineering firms selected by the

villages working under the direction of VSW program administrator.

OPERATION and MAINTENANCE:

The VSW Program also offers technical management,--and financial
assistance to villages with VSW facilities. [|If the community
accepts this offer, technical and management assistance is
provided by a field engineer and business advisor under contract
to the community but working under the direction of the VSW
program administrator. The VSW operation & maintenence support

program has made it possible for all completed VSW facilities



to serve the public as intended.

PLANNING:

The planning element of the VSW Program includes the following
activities: Screening candidate villages where new VSW facilities
can be built; annually updating the village sanitation inventory;
developing a VSW Program Plan; and liaison with organizations
involved in rural sanitation including the Public Health

Service, Regional Health Corporations and bush caucus. The
planner also is charged with administering 11 projects mandated
by the legislature in SB 449, the 1978 Water & Sewer Bond

|
bill.



Water and Sewer Construction Grants

The Department of Environmental Conservation administers a grant program
which provides incorporated communities with assistance in the construction
of water and sewerage services. Two basic grant programs are administered:
the State general obligation bond water and sewer grant program and the
federal water pollution control program.

Under the State water and sewer grant program, incorporated municipalities
may apply for grants to fund up to 50 percent of project costs for new
water and sewerage facilities or one-half the non-Federal share of
eligible costs if federal funding is involved. Funded projects include
facilities needed for community growth as well as facilities needed to
correct existing public health and environmental problems.

Eligible projects presently are funded as need arises. The source of
funding for these grants is general obligation bond funds which have
been authorized by the voters. Presently, approximately $18 million is
available for obligation to projects through this program.

These grants have supported projects in major communities in all regions
of the state. The program is not heavily used by bush communities
because the Public Health Service and the State Village Safe Water
programs are addressing utility needs of remote areas and it is usually
difficult for small remote communities to raise the 50 percent matching
requirements. In some instances, however, projects in remote areas are
funded through the program in conjunction with other federal, state, or
local funding sources.

The grant program for construction of sewage treatment facilities is
administered under the authorization of the federal Clean Water Act of
1977. Depending upon congressional appropriations from year to year,
Alaska is allocated $16-25 million annually. These funds are then
available to communities to finance 75 percent cf the cost of sewage
treatment and interceptor projects. The State water and sewage grant
program mentioned above contributes an additional 12 1/2 percent toward
such projects leaving only 12 1/2 percent to be funded locally.

The Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for this grant program.
However, EPA may delegate the administration of the program to the

states, anc make funding available to those states which assume administration
of the program. In order to reduce the delays in grant processing which
occurred under EPA administration, Alaska assumed responsibility for a

major portion of the program in December of 1978 (one of the first

states to do so).

Since 1975, approximately $20 million of Federal funds a year has been
awarded zo 30 communities throughout the State. As with the State water

and sewer grant program, the larger communities have benefittea the most

from the program. Recent changes to the Clean Water Act present opportunities
for making funding available to smaller communities for innovative,
individual, or non-conventional sewage handling facilities.



Village Safe Water

The Village Safe Water Act calls for at least one facility for safe
water and hygienic sewage disposal in each village in Alaska.

Since 1972, eleven VSW facilities have been constructed. They are in
the villages of Northway, Chevak, Alakanuk, Selawik, Nulato, Koyukuk,
Beaver, Pitkas Point, Kongiganank, Tanana and Council. A facility is
being designed for Akiacnak and w ill be constructed during the summer
and fall of 1980.

In these eleven villages the VSW projects cc. sist of sanitation facilities
to which village residents can come to obtain water supply and sewage
disposal services; with bathing and laundry services available in all
except Council. No piped water-distribution or sewage collection systems
are involved except for water and sewer service lines to schools.

Construction methods used so far have included: 1) competitive bid
constriction contracts administered by what was then the Alaska Department
of Public Works, 2) competitive bid construction contracts administered
by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC), and 3)
force account construction by the village through construction management
contracts with engineering consultants.

\
The force account/construction management method of construction has
been the most satisfactory of the three methods used. Facilities construct
that way have been built cheaper and faster than those built under
competitive bid construction contracts; the quality of construction has
been better; and the villages have been more intimately involved in, and
satisfied with, their projects.

VSW facilities have cost from $118,000 at Council for a project begun in
FY 78, to over $1,400,000 at Tanana, of which $755,000 were VSW funds.
Villages served have ranged in size from 60 (Council) to over 550 (Selawik)

Experience in the VSW project has proved that financial, technical,

and/or management assistance to the villages is necessary to ensure that
the facilities continue to operate. ADEC provides technical and management
assistance to the eleven villages. The VSW operation and maintenance
support program has made it possible for all completed VSW facilities to

serve the public as intended. It is instructive to note that the operation
and maintenance cost per village has been decreasing in actual dollars
(i.e., ignoring inflation) over the last few years.

ADEC has been working on a comprehensive planning effort intended to
define the roles of State and federal agencies and other groups involved
in providing rural sanitation services. The Department has sought close’
cooperation with the U.S. Public Health Service and the regional Native
health corporations in carrying out the planning. In fact the Directors
of the health corporations have served as an advisory board for the VSW
program.



An early step in the planning was to inventory all village sanitation
facilities. The inventory is- updated annually and is widely /iewed as
the single most complete and dependable source of information on village
sanitation.

Current plans are to investigate certain questions concerning how the
VSW program should operate over the long term. Among the questions to
be investigated are: 1) What services should VSW facilities provide
(e.g., solid waste, piped service to individual homes, saunas)?; 2)
Should there be village eligibility criteria for VSW program assistance?;
3) How should construction priorities be set?; 4) How fast should VSW
facilities be built (i.e., how much construction money over what period
of time)?; 5) What funding sources other than water and sewer bonds can
be coordinated into VSW projects? and 6) What should the State's role be
in operation and maintenance of VSW facilities, and perhaps other village
sanitation facilities as well?

Authority: 46.07
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The Alaska Municipal League urges amendment of CSSB 131 to provide for up to
7% state funding of municipal water and sewer projects that are not already
receiving 75% EPA funding.

Currently EPA participates only in sewer interceptors and treatment plants.
Sewerage collection and water distribution systems do not receive federal
funding except for a few projects that have small EDA grants of 10%.

Equity: The state increasing the percentage of state support for those projects
will go a long way toward reducing the inequitable burden that property owners
must bear in paying for necessary basic water and sewer services. As it stands
now, the property owner pays anywhere from 125% to 50%, depending on the
nature of the project.

Relief for Property owners and Tax Payers: As I'm sure you are aware, the

local share of water and sewer projects is paid by assessments on local property.
Increasing the state share will provide direct relief to property owners and

tax payers by reducing local improvement district assessments.

Price of Land: A big issue for the last couple of years has been the high cost
of land. One reason for the high prices in developable suburban areas is the
high cost of installing water and sewer systems. Increasing state participation

in providing those systems will help to lower the cost of making land available
for use.
I realize there is a problem with language in the b ill to incorporate the

proposed change. Because we are not advocating increasing the state share on

EPA funded projects, we cannot simply change the 50% in the current law to 75%.
I'm sure, however, if the committee accepts the concept, the professional bill

drafters will be able to find acceptable language.

MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES



CRITERIA SYSTEM
for
Allocation of Federal Water Pollution Control Grant Funds

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500)
as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217) provide grant
funds to assist municipalities with facility plans (Step 1), engineering
designs (Step 2) and project construction (Step 3) for water pollution
control facilities. These funds are allocated to the State of Alaska
for obligation through the Department of Environmental Conservation.

The Department develops an annual Priority List for determining which
projects will receive grants.

The project Priority List is developed using a criteria system to
assign a numerical ranking to eligible projects in accordance with EPA
requirements. These requirements stipulate that the type of project,
severity of pollution, project step and continuity, receiving water
usage”™ existing population affected, public health and environmental
hazards, and the effect on water quality standards be considered in
developing the Priority List.

The point values for the criteria system have been revised in accordance
with PL 95-217 and have been used to prepare the Priority List for
allocation of available federal funds. Each project appearing on the
Priority List has been assigned appropriate points in each of nine
categories. The points for each category are summed and the total used
to determine the project rank on the Priority List. The project with
the highest point total will be the highest priority project.

In developing the criteria system, the State can not consider "readiness
to proceed" as a category for ranking projects. However, "readiness to
proceed" can be a reason for moving a project into the fundable portion
of the priority list if a higher ranking project will be unable to
proceed on schedule, before the end of the fundable year.

When it appears that a project on the fundable portion of the priority
list will not be ready to proceed within the fundable year, the State,
with EPA concurrence, will notify the applicant that their project 1is
being by-passed in favor of the highest ranking project on the extended
portion of the Priority List that is ready to proceed. The applicant
being by-passed may appeal this decision to the Department by requesting
an adjudicatory hearing conducted under the Administrative Procedure

Act. Projects that are by-passed will retain their relative priority
rating for consideration on future Priority Lists.

The estimated completion schedules for projects on the fundable portion of the
Priority List, by-passed for not being ready to proceed, will be compared

with the schedules for compliance contained in the NPDES permit. In

those cases where significant delays have occurred, appropriate State

and/or EPA enforcement action will be recommended to achieve compliance

with permit conditions.



Project priority rankings are determined according to the following nine
categories. Appropriate points are assigned to arrive at a point total
and priority ranking for each project:

l. Project Component

In determining the relative priority of the various project components
the Department emphasizes the importance of maximizing the benefits

to be achieved from limited federal funds. Project components

required to achieve compliance with State water quality standards

and protect public health will receive higher consideration than
project components required by federal 1law which may provide

treatment beyond what is required to protect health or the environment.

Hence, secondary or advanced treatment projects, when required only

to satisfy an NPDES permit or other portions of federal law, may

be phased on the Priority List so that the initial phase would meet water
quality and health considerations, and the final phase would be
constructed at a later date, subject to availability of funds.

Projects for collection sewers, storm sewers and correction of

combined sewer overflows are not considered eligible project cate—
gories for use sf funds 1 located to Alaska.

Projects are assigned a point total by multiplying the point value
of the project component by the percentage of cost that a specific
component bears to the total eligible project cost and then summing
the point values computed for the components.

Component Points

a) Initial phase(s) of treatment into 300
marine water required to protect
public health or achieve water quality
standards; secondary treatment for
discharge into fresh v/ater; or any
treatment required prior to discharge
to groundwater.

b) Rehabilitation or expansion of treatment 250
facilities or correction of infiltration/
inflow in sewage collection systems where
existing conditions are disrupting the effi—
ciency of existing treatment facilities.

c) Rehabilitation and correction of infil- 200
tration/inflow of sewage collection systems
where the required corrections are done 1in
conjunction with a new treatment facility.



Public Health Emphasis

Verification from a state or local health
official that a project is necessary to
avert or correct a public health hazard.

Receiving Water Usage - Affected By
Existing Discharge

a)

b)

Freshwater/Groundwater

Drinking and food processing

2) Propogation of fish and shellfish
used as a food source

3) Water contact recreation

Marine water
1) Propagation of fish and shellfish

as a food source
2) Water contact recreation

Project Continuity

a)

b)

c)

Award of a Step 1 grant or approval
of a facility plan developed without
a grant qualifies the project for 100
points to help insure sufficient
funding to complete the project.

Award of a Step 2 or 2 & 3 grant or
approval of plans and specifications

completed without a grant award qualifies
the project for an additional 100 points

to help insure sufficient funding to
complete the project.

Step 3 projects, where construction 1is
phased over several years or where
rehabilitation or corrective measures
are required to improve the efficiency

of existing sewerage facilities constructed

under a previous grant shall qualify
for an additional 50 points.

Points

100

Points

100
50

20

50

20

Points

100

100

50
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CRITERIA SYSTEM
for
Allocation of Federal Water Pollution Control Grant Funds

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500)
as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217) provide grant
funds to assist municipalities with facility plans (Step 1), engineering
designs (Step 2) and project construction (Step 3) for water pollution
control facilities. These funds are allocated to the State of Alaska
for obligation through the Department of Environmental Conservation.

The Department develops an annual Priority List for determining which
projects will receive grants.

The project Priority List is developed using a criteria system to
assign a numerical ranking to eligible projects in accordance with EPA
requirements. These requirements stipulate that the type of project,
severity of pollution, project step and continuity, receiving water
usage, existing population affected, public health and environmental
hazards, and the effect on water quality standards be considered in
developing the Priority List.

The point values for the criteria system have been revised in accordance
with PL 95-217 and have been used to prepare the Priority List for
allocation of available federal funds. Each project appearing on the
Priority List has been assigned appropriate points in each of nine
categories. The points for each category are summed and the total used
to determine the project rank on the Priority List. The project with
the highest point total will be the highest priority project.

In developing the criteria system, the State can not consider "readiness
to proceed” as a category for ranking projects. However, "readiness to
proceed" can be a reason for moving a project into the fundable portion
of the priority list if a higher ranking project will be unable to
proceed on schedule, before the end of the fundable year.

When it appears that a project on the fundable portion of the priority
list will not be ready to proceed within the fundable year, the State,
with EPA concurrence, will notify the applicant that their project is
being by-passed in favor of the highest ranking project on the extended
portion of the Priority List that is ready to proceed. The applicant
being by-passed may appeal this decision to the Department by requesting
an adjudicatory hearing conducted under the Administrative Procedure

Act. Projects that are by-passed will retain their relative priority
rating for consideration on future Priority Lists.

The estimated completion schedules for projects on the fundable portion of the
Priority List, by-passed for not being ready to proceed, will be compared

with the schedules for compliance contained in the NPDES permit. In

those cases where significant delays have occurred, appropriate State

and/or EPA enforcement action will be recommended to achieve compliance

with permit conditions.



Any projects on the extended portion of the priority list that are by—
passed due to not being ready to proceed will be notified and given the
opportunity to appeal. After agreement is reached with the applicants
proposed for by-pass, the State will certify to EPA that those projects
not ready to proceed may be by-passed to reach a project that will be
ready during the fundable period.

In addition to funds obligated to specific projects, reserve accounts
from each fiscal year"s federal allocation will be set aside for the
following purposes:

1) Up to two percent of each year"s allocation or $400,000,
whichever is greater, may be reserved and granted to the State
to manage the grants program and other specified portions of
the Water Pollution Control Program.

2) Two percent of the federal allocation for FFY 79 and 80 and
three percent for FFY 81 shall be reserved for projects
incorporating alternative and innovative technology, and may
be used to increase a federal grant up to a maximum of 85

percent. A minimum of 0.5 percent of the federal allocation
for FFY 79, 80 & 81 shall be for projects usinginnovative
technology.

3) Four percent of each year®s allocation shall be reserved for
alternatives to conventional treatment for.communities with
populations of 3,500 or less, or sparsely populated areas of
larger communities.

4) A reserve of not less than five percent of each year®"s allo—
cation will be maintained for funding grant increases.

5) A reserve may also be established to fund Step 1 & 2 projects
that may or rnay not appear on the Priority List. To be
funded, these projects must have a priority ranking high
enough to appear on the fundable portion of the Priority List.

6) A state designation reserve may also be established for
funding of project increases that occur prior to grant award.

The amounts set aside in these reserve accounts will vary from year to
year depending on the federal allocation to Alaska and onthe need for
the particular reserve within the limitations described above. The
specific amounts to be set aside in these reserves will be designated 1in
the annual Priority List, which is subject to public review and comment.

This criteria system and the Priority List developed using these criteria
are subject to annual review and comment at public hearings held for

this purpose. These hearings are announced through individual mailings
and public notice in newspapers of general circulation a minimum of 45
days prior to the first scheduled hearing. Public input regarding the
preparation of the Priority List is welcomed.



Project priority rankings are determined according to the following nine
categories. Appropriate points are assigned to arrive at a point total
and priority ranking for each project:

l. Project Component

In determining the relative priority of the various project components
the Department emphasizes the importance of maximizing the benefits

to be achieved from limited federal funds. Project components

required to achieve compliance with State water quality standards

and protect public health will receive higher consideration than
project components required by federal law which may provide

treatment beyond what is required to protect health or the environment.

Hence, secondary or advanced treatment projects, when required only

to satisfy an NPDES pemit or other portions of federal law, may

be phased on the Priority List so that the initial phase would meet water
quality and health considerations, and the final phase would be
constructed at a later date, subject to availability of funds.

Projects for collection sewers, stom sewers and correction of

combined sewer overflows are not considered eligible project cate—
gories for use of funds allocated to Alaska.

Projects are assigned a point total by multiplying the point value
of the project component by the percentage of cost that a specific
component bears to the total eligible project cost and then summing
the pointvalues computed for the components.

Component Points

a) Initial phase(s) of treatment into 300
marine water required to protect
public health or achieve water quality
standards; secondary treatment for
discharge into fresh water; or any
treatment required prior to discharge
to groundwater.

b) Rehabilitation or expansion of treatment 250
facilities or correction of infiltration/
inflow in sewage collection systems where
existing conditions are disrupting the effi—
ciency of existing treatment facilities.

¢) Rehabilitation and correction of infiT- 200
tration/inflow of sewage collection systems
where the required corrections are done in
conjunction with a new treatment facility.



<0 Construction of new interceptor sewers, pump
stations and appurtenances.

e) Upgrading existing treatment facilities
to secondary or advanced wastewater
treatment levels when required for reasons
other than meeting water quality standards
or protection of public health.

I1. Project Water Quality Need

To date the Department has not completed an approved
water quality management plan. However, information
that will be the basis for this plan was taken into
consideration in allocating points to projects in
this category.

Points awarded for one section oniy.

ao Project necessary to treat or
eliminate a discharge contributing
to a documented violation of the Alaska
Water Quality Standards.

b) Project necessary to minimize or
eliminate documented "non-point source"
contamination of groundwater or surface
v/aters resulting from subsurface sewage
disposal systems.

C) Project necessary to prevent potential
water pollution problems or where the
environment may be adversely affected due
to the impact of accelerated development or
industrial growth.

d) Project only necessary to comply with the
effluent limitations contained in an
NPDES permit for a point source
discharge.

I11. Regulatory Emphasis for Violation of Water
Quality Standards

ao Notice of Violation issued by
Department of Environmental
Conservation or EPA

b) Compliance order issued by
Department of Environmental
Conservation or EPA

c) Charges filed by State Attorney
General or legal counsel for EPA

150

100

400

300

200

100

Points

50

80

100



IV. Public Health Emphasis

Verification from a state or local health
official that a project 1is necessary to
avert or correct a public health hazard.

V. Receiving Water Usage - Affected By
Existing Discharge

a)

b)

Freshwater/Groundwater

Drinking and food processing
Propogation of fish and shellfish
used as a food source

3) Water contact recreation

Marine water
1 Propagation of fish and shellfish

as a food source
2) Water contact recreation

VI. Project Continuity

a)

b)

Award of a Step 1 grant or approval
of a facility plan developed without
a grant qualifies the project for 100
points to help insure sufficient
funding to complete the project.

Award of a Step 2 or 2 & 3 grant or
approval of plans and specifications

completed without a grant award qualifies
the project for an additional 100 points

to help insure sufficient funding to
complete the project.

Step 3 projects, where construction 1is
phased over several years or where
rehabilitation or corrective measures
are required to improve the efficiency

of existing sewerage facilities constructed

under a previous grant shall qualify
for an additional 50 points.

Points

100

Points

100
50

20

50

20

Points

100

100

50



VII. Project Step

a) Approved initial application and plan
of study

b) Approved facility plan

c) Approved final design plans and
specifications

VIII. Existing Population Benefiting from Project

a) under 1,000
b) between 1,000 and 3,500
¢) between 3,500 and 10,000
d) over 10,000

1X. Alternative or Innovative

Step 2, 2 & 3, or 3 projects identified

in an approved facility plan as containing
alternative or innovative technology

components shall qualify for 50 points in addition to
all other points awarded to the project.

Points

30

20

10

Points

30
50
70
100

Points

50
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PROJECT PRIORITY LIST FOR THE ALLOCATION OF
FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL GRANT FUNDS FOR FFY 80

The FFY 80 "Project Priority List"™ consists of sewage system

improvements required in the five year period 1979-1984.
The list prioritizes 76 projects, each awarded a.numerical
score derived in accordance with procedures established 1in
the Criteria Systenm. The fundable portion of the Priority
List is represented by those projects targeted for grant
award during FFY 80. The remaining projects represent the
extended portion of the Priority List and will be funded
from future federal appropriations.

Program funding available for FFY 80 is estimated at
$46,984,482 and is comprised from the following
Congressional appropriations:

1) FFY 77 Supplemental Carryover $ 3,162,861

2) Title 111 - Public Works 4,263,723
Employment Act of 1976

3) FFY 79 Appropriation* 20,527,414

4) FFY 80 Appropriation 17,000,000
(based on $3.8 billion)

5 FFY 76-73 Carryover 30,484
$44,984,482

*This balance may be reduced by additional grant awards
prior to the adoption of the Priority List, effective
October 1, 1979.

In addition to the $44,984,482, the state must
obligate $6,443,343 from the FFY 78 appropriation
by October 1, 1979 or lose it to reallocation. It
is anticipated that the following projects will
receive grants prior to October 1, 1979:

Palmer-West Interceptor Step 4 $1,315,703
Soldotna - Step 3 , 2.175.000
Sitka - Step 3 - Phase | 3.675.000
Eagle River - Step 3 3.765.000
State Management Assistance Grant 154,651

$11,085,354

IT the above grants are awarded by October 1, 1979

the FFY 78 appropriation will be depleted and the

FFY 79 appropriation will be reduced by $4,642,011

to $15,885,403. Therefore, the dollars available for
obligation during FFY 80 may be reduced to $40,342,471.
These projects do not appear on the attached priority
list since it is expected that they will be awarded
prior to October 1, 1979. However, 1in the event that
any of these projects do not receive grant awards by
the expiration date of the FFY 79 priority list, they
will be placed on the fundable portion of the FFY 80
priority list to be awarded grants from available funds

For planning purposes the Department assumes that
annual federal appropriations to Alaska will be
$22,500,000, through 1984. The total five year
funding available is estimated at $132.5 million.
The five year project list, adjusted for inflation,
estimated at $121.7 million will likely exceed the
available funding resources, since reserve accounts
must be established from these funding sources.



