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Regional Health Corporation

Yukon Kuskokwim Health Department
Copper River Health Department
Aleutian Pribilof Island Association
Copper River Health Department
Bristol Bay Health Department
Tanana Chiefs Health Authority
Tanana Chiefs Health Authority
Tanana Chiefs Health Authority
Yukon Kuskokwim Health Department
Bristol Bay Health Department
Yukon Kuskokwim Health Department
Bristol Bay Health Department

North Slope Borough Health Department
Copper River Health Department
Mauneluk Association

This
services in each village,
for safe drinking water.
154 people,
residents can only use
only seasonally available.

School, but residents-are
family per day. While the regional

list reflects the relative need for
with special
For example Newtok,
was placed at the top of the ..list because
rainwater for drinking, and it is
Water can be obtained at the BIA
limited to 5 to 10 gallons per
school district plans to

- December 12, 1979
Village Priority
Newtok 1
Copper Center 2
Nelson Lagoon 3
Chistochina oe /]
Portage Creek 5
Rampart. - 7 .

e *
Ruby e ~8~ \*
Chefornak J o 9
Kokhanok “e 10
Stoney River 11
Pedro Bay 12
Point Lay 13
Cantwell 14
Selawik 15-

improved sanitation

emphasis on the need

a community of

drill a well to serve a new high school in Newtok, there, are
no provisions to extend service to the village. In addition,
PHS does not plan to improve sanitation services in this
community.

* *Vhkgoe
Copper Center, population 275, 1is number two on the list.
In this 1interior community some residents obtain their
drinking water from individual home wells drilled by PHS in
1965. However, of the original 29 wells, 10 are not
operating, and most of the others produce water of poor
chemical quality. Iron and manganese concentrations exceed

drinking water standards and create taste,

color and odor
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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 is number three on the 1list,

residents must travel 16 miles to obtain drinking water. e
The shallow, hand driven wells in the village produce
brackish water suitable only for washing clothes. Also
Nelson Lagoon has excellent potential for the wuse of wind
power to generate electricity. 1t is very likely that a VSW

facility in this village could be powered by wind energy.

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

Number five on the 1list 1is the Bristol Bay community of
Portage Creek, where water 1is available from the school.
Eleven ot 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 1list, 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 1is 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 in VSW Funds have already been authorized for
sanitation improvements there. Also, the North Slope -
Borough assembly has apparently appropriated an additional
$100,000 for this purpose.
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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 improvements are scheduled 1in
the near future by the PHS.

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

Estimating the <cost of Village Safe Water projects in

specific villages is nearly impossible at the time a bond Y
bill 1is being considered. Costs can vary from $100,000 to

more than $1 million depending on what services are to be
included, and 1local factors such as. availability.of water, =

type of treatment required, waste disposal options, power o -
availability, and soil conditions..

What services will be provided by a VSW facility (i.e. the
scope of the project) 1is 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 facility has been approved 1in a bond
election.

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

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

feasibility of appropriate alternate energy sources are
evaluated, and 1incorporated into the.design of the facility
whenever possible.

To accommodate the problem of haying to identify funds for
VSW projects before their costs are.,known with any accuracy, .
the Department recommends a ~“group funding" approach. This ™
technigue 1is 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 pr ram, the total cost of several randomly selected
groups of fx”e projects was determined in 1981 construction
dollars. The average cost of these groups of five projects
is $6.5 million 1in equivalent 1981 dollars, or $1.3 million
per project.

Because VSW facilities, and virtually any other village
utilities project will fail prematurely without some degree
of technical, management and financial assistance, this
Department has been requesting and receiving 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.

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

Commissioner

Enclosure
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VILLAGE CANDIDATE SELECTION - VSW

TERRAIN WATER ADEQUACY PLANNED SEWAGE SOURCES OF RECCTMSNOATICNj
SUPPLIES IMPROVEMENTS DISPOSAL INFORMATION
Flat, poorly Rain water Only seasonally  New REAA H.S. Indis_criminate Al Johnson Increase village
drained tundra used for drink- available planned for dumping of honey  BIA $43-3121 water supply and
ing when 1980/plan to buckets m_lprove waste
available drill well/ no Jordan Suhr disposal and
intention to 543-2500 additional services
Centrally Good quality servo village pe_ndlng negotiant
located BIA water produced/ with village
well/post quantity limited
residents get residents
drinking water limited to S
here gallons por day
29 individual 10 wells nrc Individual Bill Giles Renovate

Sandy, rocky
soil, some perma-
frost

Village built
on porous sand
spit adjacent to
Dering Sea

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

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 8'
deep well

16 Hilo Lako

PHS piped

water system
built in 1970/
well was source
of supply

Slnona River

operating
rcmainirj wells
produc' water
of po r chemical
qual .ty/iron
an/ manganese
c.cecd state
drinking water
standards/taste
and odor
problems/very
hard water

Iron concentra-
tions exceed

state drinking
water standard*

Water brackish/
used only for
washing clothos

Water meets
state standards
but salty taste
unacceptable to
villagers

Host 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 duo to
OCH problems

Undeveloped
unprotected
sourco littered
with dead fish
in summer

septic tanks
most working

Indoor toilets
sewage to septic
tanks

Sewor system
failed/privies

used

PHS 279-6661

Copper Rivor
Health Dept.
822-3333

Rory Hayra
PHS Sanitarian
279-6661

Aleutian/
Pribilof Island
Association

276-2700
Bill Giles
PHS Sanitarian

279-6661

abandoned veils,
provide treat-
ment to operat-
ing wells/drill
approximately
75 nsw wells
for rosidcnts
and provide
treatment
where necessary

Watering point
with treatment
plus additional
services pendir.:
negotiations wi'
village

Renovate village
water system ard
additional servr:
pending negatiat
with village



VILLAGE POP/HOMES
TREND
PORTAf.U CREEK 66/13
(BRISICL BAY) stable
PRIORITY r5°
EAGLE VILLAGE 54/21
CQYONJ up
rraorf-ty”%
PRIORITY 17
RUDY 220/74
(LOYCN) up
PRIORITY IB

TERRAIN

Viilago on hill

dained”

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

Hilly terrain
but poorly
drained in spots

Hilly terrain
but poorly
drained in spots

VILLAGE

WATER
SUPPLIES

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

Single community
veil

Eaglo City Well

Yukon River

Nuuily uiuvl.
provides water
for all residents

School hauls
fron sane creek
as village

Primary sourco
is spring,
2,000 gallon
storage tank,
log spring
houso

3 mile spring
(along highway)

10 taile spring
(along.highway)

Ruby Roadhouso

School
well

235"

ADEQUACY

Untreated water,
slight iron
tastc/woll runs
dry in winter

School shuts

off supply

June-mid August
* |

r

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

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

Water hauled
fron Yukon in
winter,
untreated, un-
protected source

W.,i> i .
fine but supply
is untreated
and unprotected/
water turbid
for 2 week per
period during
broakup/hnul
distance 2 1/2
nllcs on good

road

Two 500 gallon
storago tanks,
plus chlorina-
tion

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

Unprotected
source

Unprotected
sourco

Residents can
buy for 5C por
gallon

Quality good,

quantity limited
A few residents
haul water from

CANDIDATE SELECTION - VSW

PLANNED
improvements'

oI

PHC ..as plans
to drill
community well
in late 1979
or early 1980

SEWAGE
DISPOSAL

Roney buckets
used by village/

school has

1,503 gallon

December 1979

Sources Cl
INFORMATION

Ron Perkins
PHS 842-S201

septic tank and

dralnficld

Outhouses

M I

Outhouses

School hau

Ethe\ Beck
Hea'.th Aide
729-8C01

Tanana Chiefs
Conference
452-8251

Rampart Resident
358-8001

George King
Principal
358-8001

Dan Rogr.ess
PHS 279-9628

Stan Justice
ADEC
452-1714

City Clerk

uby
989-8001

septic tank/

leaehfleld

RECCNMENDATICIIS

Central watering
point, bathing,
laundry ard
sewage disposal
service

Connunity well
and water treat-
ment

and sever systcr.

Water ard sever
systen and perha:
other services



< VILLAGE

] cn"rc:>iAK
(C.U1STA)
PRIORITY 19

[w»L.

(!»:/: VIL HAY)
PHIXHTY *10

STGNEY RIVER
ICAUSTA)
PRIORITY 111

]. pnono day
(BRISTOL BAY)

PRIORITY »12

1 PT. LAY
i (HOKCIl SLOPE)
PRIORITY 413

POP/HOMES
TREND

204/33

up

Uu/d j
stable

69/14
stablo

65/11
stablo

72/63
stablo

TERRAIN

Flat, marshy
tundra

Tvridin very
rocky

Rolling hills
soils probably
of sand and
gravol

Rocky, well
drained

Flat poorly
drained tundra

VILLAGE CANDIDATE SELECTION -

WATER
SUPPLIES

Rain water
collected off
roofs

River water

ms vpn

School well

WjLvr liuuieu
fron Ilionna
Lake

5 or 6 fanilics
use hand driven
well points with
pitchor pumps

Rest haul fron
river in winter
end uso
neighbor's wells
in summar months

Residents haul
or pump water
from Lake
Ilionna

Freshwater lake

ADEQUACY

Only seasonally
available

. i
(Juality of river
water varies
with tides/silt
and salt
problems noted

Residents
complain of
salty taste
1482 mg/1 TFR)
haul distance is
1/2 nile

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

Suurcu ox supply
produces good
tasting drinking
water but no
treatment
provided

Good quality
Good quantity
Water produced

River turbid

in summer months/
good quality in
winter

Supply not
treated but
good tasting
water availablo
year round

Village hauls
water 1/2 mllo/
lee used in
winter/un-
protected source
not treated

VSwW

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 PUS
sanitation
services to
follow

none

none

HUD Houses
tentatively
scheduled for
19B1/PHS sanita-
tion improvement
to follow

5100.000 in NSB
funds earmarked
for improvements

5400.000 in
State funds
available for
sanitation
improvements

HSB plans to
move viilago to
new site in
March, 1930

SEWACE
DISPOSAL

Indiscriminate
dumping of honey
buckets

Honey buckots

Indiscriminate
dumping of
honey buckets

Honey buckets

Indiscriminate
dumping of
honey buckets
big problem

December 1979

SOURCES OF
INFORMATION

Mike Frank

Bill Adams

LSKD
543-2871

Jordan Shur
543-2500

ateve Haver
PHS 543-2251

Pete Tom
Chefornak

878-8001

Earl Chase
YK1IC
543-2506

Frank Williams
PUS 279-6661

Dob McHenry
Xuspuk School
675-4320

Jordan Suhr
543-2500

Frank Williams
PHS 279-666

Art Wyback
PHS 452-6251

Amos Agnasagca
IRA Council
824-8001

RECCNKENLATIONS

Need watering poi
closer to village
that produces
good quality
drinking water an
facility to
dispose of liquid
waste

cei.tr>1 watering
| bathing

iiwrary and sevat
disposal service

Water supply not
pressing problem/
waste disposal
system needed

Central watering
point, bathing

laundry and sevag
disposal facility

Centralitcd
washetcna/
laundromat

at new village |
site 1



CAtr.i i,
(AllzNA)

PRIOMTY |14

SE}WﬂK
priori%lS

POP/I10tXS
TREND

62/14
stahlo

500/100
up

TERRAIN

Silt end gravel

along river/
scattered perma-

frost

riat Foorly
drained tundra

VILLACE CANDIDATE SELECTION

HATER
SUPPLIES

Individual walls

Complete village
safewater
facility

ADEOUACY

Good quality
Good quantity
water produced

Odality of water
is ok/residents
prefer nearby .
creek for
drinking water

- VSW

PLANNED
IMPROVEMENTS

20 HUD Houses
proposed for
1900/P1IS
sanitation
improvements
to follow

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

SEWAGE
DISPOSAL

Septic tanks/
outhouses

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

December I‘Jll\]

sources Of

INFORMATION

Dan nogness
PHS 279-9628

(Jessie Eerberich
Elcnor Dementi

Cantwell
768-2282

Rich Haskins
Mauncluk
442-3311

Greg Drexler
PHS 279-9628

Village request
funds for solid
waste disposal
site
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Committee Substitute forf£Senate.B”T 131 presently reflects:
1. Title and body contents of SB 342

2. S10 million G.0. Bond increase - covering solid waste facilities, plus
new wording when relating to same.

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

at#
Committee Substitute for SenafceoB]IT.-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. Prge 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.)



Issue Paper
Water and Sewer Construction Grants
December 1979

/

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 WQII as fTacilities needed to correct existing public health

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. OFfF this total, $14,465,180 .(38.7%)
was for community water supply projects; $9,450.,000 (25.3%) wis for
sewage treatment and intercepter facilities (matching EPA funding); and
$13,442,850 (36-0%) was for sewage collection facilities. 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 iInstances, however, projects in remote areas are funded through
the program in conjunction with other federal, state, or local funding

sources.



The grant pr<gram 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 treatmené)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 ’
iIs 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
year, Alaska is allocated $16-25 million annually. These funds are then
available to 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 VJater 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 funding 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
- r *vievof consultant agreements
review and approval of plans and specifications
- review and approval of project change orders

- review and approval of 0 & M manuals.

Under agreement with EPA, State certification of these items will
be accepted as if performed by EPA staff (subject to periodic audit).
It 1isexpected 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 as®sessments
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. In order to accomplish this objective, the VSW Program is
organized 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 1is
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



GC/1s

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 Sower 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, 1incorporated 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 ing
requirements. In some instances, however, projects in remote are
funded through the program in conjunction with other federal, state, or
local funding sources.

The grant program for construction of sewage treatment facilities 1is
administered under the authorization of the federal Clean Water Act of

1977. Depending upon congressional appropriations from year to year,
Alaska 1is allocated $16-25 million annually. These funds are then
available to communities to finance 75 percent of 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 1is responsible for this grant program.
However, EPA may delegate the administration of the program to the

states, and make funding available to those states which assume administration
of the program. In order to reduce the delays 1in 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 to 30 communities throughout the State. As with the State water
and sewer grant program, the larger communities have benefittea the most e
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 1in Alaska.

Since 1972, eleven VSW facilities have been constructed. They are in
the villages of Northway, Chevak, Alakanuk, Selawik, Nulato, Xoyukuk,
Beaver, Pitkas Point, Kongiganank, Tanana and Council. A facility 1is

being designed for Akiachak and will be constructed during the summer
and fall of 1980.

In these eleven villages the VSW projects consist of sanitation facilities
to which village residents can come to obtain water supply and sewage
disposal services; with bathing and laundry servi..- , 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
construction 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 constructed

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 fi. ncial, 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 1in actual dollars
(i.e., 1ignoring 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 viewed 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
75% state funding of municipal water and sewer projects that are not already
receiving 75% EPA funding.

Currently EPA participates only in sewer intercepto s and treatment plants.
Sewerage collection and water distribution systems lo 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 12.5% to 50%, depending on the

nature of the project.

Relief for Property owners and Tax Payers: As |"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 pavers 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 1is a problem with language in the bill 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, rece*/ing 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 1is 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:

)] 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 © L Step 1 & ? projects
that may or may not.appear on the Pr, cy 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 varyfrom 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 iIn these reserves will be designated in
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 1is 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 Ilaw, may

be phased on the Priority List so tiat 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 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 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 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.

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.



d) 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 only.

a) 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
waters resulting from subsurface sewage
disposal systenms.

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.

I1l1. Regulatory Emphasis for Violation of Water
Quality Standards

a) 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



Public Health Emphasi!

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 B,y
Existing Discharge

a) Freshwater/Groundwater

Drinking and food processing

) Propogation of fish and shellfish
used as a food source

3) Water contact recreation

b) Marine water

1) Propagation of fish and shellfish
as a food source
2) Water contact recreation

Project Continuity

a) 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.

b) 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.

c) 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



J
Effective 10/1/7

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 in
the Criteria System. The fundable portion of the Priority
List is represented by those projects targeted for grant
award diiring 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 1is estimated at
$46,984,482 and s 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
eSitka - Step 3 - Phase 1 3,675,000
Eagle River - Step 3 3,765,000
State Management Assistance Grant 154,651

$11,085,354

If 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, in 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 fund

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 likelv exceed the
available funding resources, since reserve accounts
must be established from these funding tiurces.
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The following reserve accounts will be established from the
$40/342,471 estimated to be available for obligation to projects
during FFY 80:

1) Reserve for a State Management Assistance Grant $ 814,180
to the Department of Environmental Conservation

2) Two percent of FFY 80 federal allocation plus 772,817
FFY 79 Carryover to establish a reserve for
increasing funding up to 85 percent for
eligible projects incorporating alternative
and innovative technology

3) Four percent of the FFY 80 federal allocation 1,428,137
plus FFY 79 Carryover to establish a reserve
to fund alternatives to conventional treatment
in communities with populations of 3,500 or
less, or sparsley populated areas of larger
communities

4) Grant increase reserve 3,500,000

5) Reserve for unidentified Step 1 & 2 projects 100,000
that have a priority ranking high enough to
place the project on the fundable portion of
the Priority List

6) Reserve established for State designation to 3,248,337
fund project increases that occur prior to

grant award. *
Total Reserves $9,863,471

Therefore, $30,479,000 will be available for obligation to projects targeted for grant
award during FFY 80. Funds not obligated during FFY 80 will be reprioritized for
obligation on the FFY 81 Priority List.



STATE OF ALASKA



Kenai

Fairbanks - Baliaine Lake

Wasil la

Naknek

Fairbanks - Ballaine Lake

Wasilla

Fairbanks - Sludge
Disposal Study
Sitka - Phase |1l
Fairbanks - Sludge
Disposal Study

Petersburg - I/1
Rehabilitation

Wrangell - 1/1
Rehabilitation

Eagle River Road
Interceptor

Unalaska

818

770

768

760

760

758

740

730

730

730

730

730

11

C-020077-03

C-200083-02

C-020073-02

C-020082-02

C-020083-03

C-020073-03

«C-020088-02

C-020052-05

C-020088-03

C-020091-01

C-020092-01

C-020061-05

C-020062-02

STP - INT

INT

STP - INT

SIP - INT

INT

STP - INT

UPGRADE

INT

UPGRADE

REH4B

REHAB

INT

STP - INT

4,415

80

40

2,162

800

5,053

200

2,620

2,000

40

76

900

550

3,311

60

338

2,072

600

3,790

150

1,965

1,500

30

57

675

413

36,189

36,249

36,587

38,659

39,259

43,049

43,199

45,164

46,664

46,694

46,751

47,426

47,839

25,152

25,212

25,362

25,392

25,445

26,12

26,535



Petersburg - /1
Rehabilitation

rangell - 1/1
Rehabilitation
kagway - I/ 1"
ehabilitation
nalaska

kagway - 1/1

eh%bi%jtation
eldovia

arrow

airba.iks - Airport
Interceptor

arrow
Fairbanks - Airport
Interceptor

Anchorage - STP
Expansion

nchorage - S.E. Interceptor
‘Mailey to E-4 Trunk

Anchorage - S.E. Interceptor
E-4 Trunk to E-6 Trunk

720

720

710

701

700

680

680

670

670

670

670

670

C-020091-02

C-020092-02

C-020090-01

C-020064-03

C-020090-01

C-020071-02

C-020085-01

C-020084-01

C-020085-02

C-020084-02

C-020087-10

C-020087-03

C-020087-06

2&3

2& 3

2&3

2&3

80

REHAB

REHAB

REHAB

STP -

REHAB

STP -

STP

INT

STP

INT

STP

INT

INT

240

200

40

INT 7,200
160

INT 2,026
100

40

500

600

1,150

200

30

180
150
30
5,400
120
1,520
75

30
375
400
863
150

23

48,019

48,169

48,199

53,599

53,719

55,239
55,314

55,344

55,719

56,119

56,982

57,132

57,155

26,567

26,642

26,792



Ancfforagkr - S.E. IntercePtor 670

E-6 to % Mile So. of Huf

man id

Anchorage - S.E. Interceptor 670

h.Mi. So. of Huffman Rd to E- Trunk
Barrow 660
Fairbanks - Airport 660
Interceptor

Anchorage - STP 660
Upgrade

Anchorage - STP 660

Expansion

Anchorage - S.E,

Interceptor 660

O'Malley to E-4 Trunk

Anchorage - S.E. Interceptor 660
E-4 Trunk to E-6 Trunk

Anchorage - S.E.

E-6 Trunk h Mi.

Interceptor 660
So. of Huffman Rd

Anchorage - S.E. Interceptor 660

H Mi. So. of Huffman Rd to E- Trunk
Pelican 630
Ketchikan - Phase |11 630

Homer STP Expansion 600

B

c-020087-*

C-020087-17 2
C-020085-03 3
C-020084-03 3
C-020087-02 3
C-020087-16 3
C-020087-05 3
C-020087-09 3
C-020087-14 3
C *020087-18 3
C-020057-02 2&3
C-020053-05 3
C-020093-01 1

INT "%

INT 17
STP 6,000
INT 1,420
UPGRADE 2,181
STP 16,550
INT 1,600
INT 418
INT 475
INT 1,077
STP - INT 800
INT 1,000
STP 40

26

58
4,500
5,565
1,636°
12,413
1,200
314
356
808
600
750

30

57,181 —

57,239

61,739

83,223

84,031 .

84,631 ..



eEagle River - Fire Lake
Int. - Phase |

Eagle River - N. Valley
Int. - Phase |

Eagle River - Fire Lake
Int. Phase Il

Eagle River - N. Valley
Int. Phase Il

Cordova - Phase 111(6)
Eagle River - Fire Lake
Int. - Phase |

Homer - STP Expansion

Eagle River - N. Valley
Int. - Phase |

Eagle River - N. Valley
Int. - Phase Il

Eagle River - Fire Lake
Phase 11

Homer STP Expansion
Anchorage - Outfal 1
Extension

nchorage - Qutfall
Extension

600

«

600

600

600

590

590

590

590

590

590

580

570

560

C-020061-03

C-020061-04

C-020061-09

C-020061-06

C-020068-03

C-020061-07

C-020093-02

C-020061-08

C-020061-10

C-.020061-11

C-020093-03

C-020087-15

C-020087-19

sl isjjijtt i iiiisiisii; i:>0ii!

INT

INT

INT

INT

INT

INT

INT

INT

INT

3 2 9

£ i | i jiiitgsjiji;hij it g it il

110
250
200
100
374
700
300
1,937
900
1,015
3,200
1,250

8,750

i”ni)

83

188

150

15

281

525

225

1,453

675

161

2,400

938

6,563

85,494

85,682

85,832

85,907

86,188

86,713

86,938

88,391

89,066

89,827

92,227

93,165

99,728

28,541

28,729

29,010



DiVfl ng*Tam
Anchorage - Pump
Stations Hz

Anchorage - Fish Creek
f.m. n

Wainwright
Anchorage - Pump
Station Hz 1

Anchorage - Fish Creek
F.M. Hz

Wainwright
Wainwright

Soldotna Funny Road
Interceptor

Juneau - Channel
Interceptor

Soldotna - Funney R.
Road
Willow

Willow

«

550

540

535

530

530

525

515

500

490

490

455

445

L
C-020066-02
C-020087-07
C-020087-08
C-020094-01
C-020087-11
C-020087-12
C-020094-02
C-020094-03
C-020095-01
C-020048-02
C-020095-02
C-020089-01

C-020089-02

STP

INT

INT

STP

INT

INT

STP

STP

INT

INT

INT

STP

STP

- INT

- INT

INT

- INT

- INT

il
1,900

180
120
58
1,320
680
300
3,600
40
600
1,400
*.80

1,800

1,425

135

990

510

225

2,700

30

450

1,050

135

1,350

101,153

101,288

101,378

101,422

102,412

102,922

103,147

105,847

105,877

106,327

107,377

107,512

108,862



Pillow

Fairbanks  E. Farmers
Loop

Fairbanks  E; Farmers
Loop

Fairbanks  E. Fanners
Loop

- Sewage Treatment Plant
- Interceptor Sewer
fl - Rehabilitation Project

435

430

420

410

C-020089-03

C-020078-01

C-020078-02

C-020078-03

STP - INT

INT

INT

INT

15,000

40

180

1,955

11,250

30

135

1,466

120,112
120,142
120,277

121,743



Community

Cordova
Yakutat
Skagway
Hoonah
Petersburg
Wrangell
Ketchikan
Valdez

Kodiak

Bristol Bay Borough
Bethel

Nome

Barrow

Mat-Su Borough
Pelican

Angoon
Craig-Klawock
Anchorage

Large ft of rural
communities

Deadhorse
Unalaska
Kenai Peninsula Borough

Probable Project

Baler 5 Balefill

Landfill Upgrade

New Landfill, Incinr., or?
New Landfill, Equip.
Upgrade or New Disp. Sys.
Upgrade or New Disp. Sys.
Landfill 5 Incin.

New Landfill 5 (?)

New Landfill, Sludge Disp.
New L%ndfill

Landfill Upgrade

Landfill and (?)

New Landfill 5 Other Improvements
New Landfill

Upgrade Landfill

Upgrade Landfill

Ft. Rich Boiler Upgrade, etc.

Burning devices, disposal
facility, sludge or honey
bucket disposal, etc.

Additional Shredder
New Landfill
Landfill Improvements

Est. Cost

$800 K
$25 K
$150 K
$266 K (PHS-$77)
$25-200 K
$25-250 K
$900 K
$100-1500 K
650 K
50 K
N.A.
50-150
N.A.
$400-800 K
N.A.
$25 K
$25 K
>$1 million

10-150 K each

N.A.
N A

400*000



Construction Grants

North Slope Borough
Point Lay
Barrow
Wainwrigut
Atkasook
Anaktuvuk Pass
Nuiqsut
Point Hope
Deadhorse

Nome

Bethel

Dillingham

King Salmon

Naknek

Sand Point

King Cove

Nenana

Tanana

Yakutat

Craig

Klawock

Kake

Saxman

Pelican *

Unalaska

Bush Projects

VSW

Pitkas Point
Chevak
Selawik
Council
Koyukuk
Alakanuk
Beaver
Tanana
Norhway
Kongiganak
Akiachak
Nulato
SB 449
Point Lay
Kipnuk
Hooper Bay
Kobuk
Bethel
Kotzebue
Cantwell

" Shaktoolik
Kotlik
Koyuk
McGrath
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I. « REQUEST

FISCAL NOTE

/7

Bill/Resolution No. S.B. 342 As amended to include Solid Waste facilities
Title An Act providing for the issuance ot U.U. bonds m the amount ot

Requested bv

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected

Program Category Affected Facility Construction and Operation
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected Environmental Quality Operations

Rules Committee by request ot the uovernorDate 1-18-8U

$25, 520,000, etc.

Department of Environmental Conservation

(Note: Ifmore than one budget component isaffected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES

(Thousands of Dollars)
Assumes annual inflation of 81

FY 80 _Fy 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85
JOO PERSONAL SERVICES 66.7 72.0 77.8 84.0 90.7 97.6
200 TRAVEL 8.0 8.6 9.3 10.1 10.9 11.8
300 CONTRACTUAL 4.5 4.9 5.2 5.7 6.1 * 6.6
400 COMMODITIES 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5
500 EQUIPMENT 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
600 .LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,.CLAIMS .

TOTAL
82.7 86.6 93.5 101.1 109.1 117.5

FUNDING  (Th
GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

. ANALYSIS (See

ousands of Dollars)
82.7 86.6 93.5 101*1 109.1 117.5

Source)

Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

This fiscal note applies only if SB 342 is amended to include
construction funds for Solid Waste facilities. If AS 46.03.030

is not
on the
amended
not app

amended, passage of SB 342 will not have a fiscal 1impact
Department®s operating budget. Should AS 46.03.030 be
to alter the funding percentages, this fiscal note does
ly and another note will be required.

IV. DATE February's, 1980 REERAY pDe art}r<n| Kelton
Original: Le islative Finance PHONE 465 2610

ISkcc: Bu ngets%%% Sl\élra?[g ement

33-001 (Rev. 12/79)

t ot In mmmﬂrtm COTSETVAtion

st Legislator Named)



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO:

FROM:

Ron Lind DATEseptember 2G, 1979
Director, Division of
Management and Budget FILE NO:
Office of the Governor
TELEPHONE NO:

ATTN: George Matz
Budget Analyst . SUBJECT

Ernst W. Mueller 1980 Capital Budget
Commissioner .
Department of Environmental

Conservation

Attached for. your review and consideration is the Departments 1980
capital budget proposal. This submittal is in two parts; Village Safe
Water and Construction Grants. With Departmental reorganization both
programs are now located in the Facility Construction and Operation
Section, Division of Field Operations.

# * 0 * w

Our analysis of budget needs indicates that $25,520.0 will be
required to continue our construction programs at their current level of
activity. Therefore, we respectfully request that you support our
request for a 1980 bond proposition totaling $25,520.0.

b e o .

The budget format does not exactly lend itself to our construction
programs. Where differences occur we have attempted to explain our
procedures on the budget forms. Please feel free to contact us if ad-—
ditional information clarity is required.



197*6 B.F.

CH.f, SLAI

OR

RP#

78-305

78-305

78-336

78-305

78-156

77-410

77-410

79-167

79-109

78-40

78-248

78-336

78-156

78-82

78-305

CAU.T.onY

01-1030

AGENCY

PROJECT TITLE.
ANO
LOCATION
Ar»n Vinrncgg — Ptnrlim nn
Wpll /AN
Anchorane - 36th Ave.
Main
Anphnranp — Railroad
iHarp Prncelnoc
Anrhnragp. - E 4th Ave.
Main
Anchorage - Water Well
Anchoraee - Water
Improvement Unit us
Anchorage - Test Wells
Anchorspp 3 Mis.
Te.st .Wells.
Anchoraee - 5th Unga/
Gambell
Anchorage - Airport
Water
Harrow - Sewage
Trucks .
Cordova - Upper "C"
Sewage
Cordova - T/T
Cordova - Whiskey Ridge
Cordova - Industrial
Park Water
NRMEC

AMOUNT
AUTHORIZED

60,935"
195,261

17,958

28,359
117,699

89,216

42,(>88

58,375
620,037

38,639

81,813

26,200

12,213

190,727

83,267

Environmental

TOTAL

EXPENDITURES
THROUGH
JUNE 1970

18,281
58,578
16,530
28,359
105,929
65,046
32,715
-0-
-0-
34,775
63,0q0
23,580
9,770

152,582

66,614

Conservation

PLANNED

EXPENDITURES
THROUGH

COMPLETION

42,65ﬁ

136,683
1,428
-0-

11,770
24,170
9,y/3
58,375
620,037

3,864
18,813

2,620
2,443

38,145

16,653

progranm

.COMPL

Design

STATUS =

Page 5

Construction

Completed

Pending Audit

Completed Pending Audit

Completed
Completed

Complete

Design
Design
Completed
Delivered

Completed

EPA Audit

Pending Audit

Pending Audit

fending Audit

- Need Costs

Pending Audit

Needed

Construction

Design

Facility Construction Operation

REVISED
. DATE



CH.I, SLAI PROJECT TITLE- TOTAL = PLANNED

OR ANO AMOUNT EXPENDITURES ~ EXPENDITURES ~ EST.
RP1 ~ LOCATION AUTHORIZED THROUGH THROUGH  -COMPL. staTUS
JUNE 1970 COMPLETION ~ DATE
79-123 rnrdnva - Fnn.gf- Cnard 7,183 2,155 - 5,028 Design 1
Tinrlr Wafer
79-167 Cordova..-. APW Bypass 5,083 -0- 5,083 Design
79-191 Cordova - North 43,614 -0- 43,614 Design
Side Interceptor .
80-19 Cordova - .na-inb Park 114,088 -0- 114,088 Design
Waterline
80-19 Cordova - Cedar 10,219 -0- 10,219 Design
Srri.r.r Sev.P.r .
80-19 Cordova - Water 3,000 -0- 3,000 Design
Study
76-267 Hi 11 -Ingham 2,960 -0- 2,960 Step | awarded
>*..20266 i
79-167 Fairbanks - Sludge 5,643 -0- 5,643 Step f Awarded
Rtudv
79-167 Fairbanks - Derby Tract 250,000 -0- 250,000 Design
78-248 Fairbanks -_S. .Water .. 867,539 -0- 867,539 Construction
Addition
79-60 Fairbanks - Ballaine 3,273 -0- 3,273 Step | Awarded
Lake *
79-191 Fairbanks - Fairground 157,288 125,836 31,452 Construction
W & S Ext.
79-191 Fairbanks Derby Tract 400,000 -0- 400,000 Design
P:tension _...... -
80-159X Fairbanks - E. Slater 170,000 -0- 170,000 Preliminary Design
Dr. Sewer Extension
80-159X liirhai?p..-_E_Slater n , 98,000 -0- 98,000 Preliminary Design
*
J'ZamL-ExLensiQJi °
CAiJ'c.onv NRMFC AGENCY Environmental Conservation program Facility Construction & Operation

011080 {7/70* .&ﬁﬁ%ﬂ&% REVISED



CH.I. SLAL
on
RP*

79-95

8Q=159X. .

79-95

78-202

78-40

79-60

78-336

80-19
78-202
78-320

78-336

79-167

80-159X

80-159X

79-109

CAi1"GORY

01-1030 C7/78} s

PROJECT TITLE-
AND
LOCATION

Dglnn /\

Haines - Tower Road
Water & Sewer
WFI*fnPQ - Trflp®

.Rnarl Wafer

Haines - Battle Road
Water and Sewer

Haines - Helms Loop
Haines - 1978 Service
Connections
Haines - Tom"s Sewer
TIn"er - Rear Creek

= r - . . HIT...
Sewer

Homer - Ridgeview
Water and Sewer

Homer - Bartlett
Water and Sewer

Homer - Kachemak

Lake. Bnvview

Homer - Kachemak

Bav Dr. Sewer

Homer - Benson Subdiv.
Hansen Ave. ITr. Dist.~
Homer - Spit 56

NRHEC

AGENCY

AMOUNT
AUTHORIZED

21,000

3,175

19,065
22,500

17,538

4,400

3915
87,902
22,986

110,618

62,616
264,748

56,315
61,600

18,522

Environmental

TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

THROUGH
JUNE 1970

-0-

2,420

2,467

48,346

20,687

97,970

53,138

211,798

2,500

»

Conservation

= PLANNEO
EXPENDITURES ~ EST.
THROUGH  -COMPL.
COMPLETION ~ DATE

21,000
3,175
1,907

22,500
17,538
1,980

1,462

39,556
2,299
12,648
9,478
52,950
56,315

61,600

Ife, 022

program

LY
R

STATUS

Construction

Design

Completed Pending Audit

Construction

Construction

Construction

Completed Pending Audit

Construction

Completed Pending Audit

Completed Pending Audit

Completed Pending Audit

Design

Construction

Design

Construction

Facility Construction & Operation

REVISED .
DATE i



TOTAL = PLANNED

CH.I, SLAf PROJECT TITLE-
on AND AMOUNT EXPENDITURES ~ EXPENDITURES ~ EST.
RPI o LOCATION . e AUTHORIZED THROUGH THROUGH STATUS
° JUNE 1979 COMPLETION
78-320 ~ 111,300 -0- 111,300 Design
Water N
78-21 .Tnnpaii - A.T Water 201,000 110,550 90,450 Construction Complete
77-443 Juneau - Lemon Creek 1,318,750 948,313 370,437 EPA Audit Pending
77-410 Kenai - STP Expansion 55,113 -0- 55,113 Design
77-294 Kenai - Water Reservoir 94,895 75,916 18,979 Pending. EPA Audit
79-123 Kena-1 - Cot.»r Tift Cta. 30,000 -0- 30,000 TTesign
79-172 143,500 43,050 *00,450 Pasign -_
Sewer
80-19 KetoViivan - Highlands 197,500 -0- 197,500 Plans Approved
SiSfi. ni.v — Phase T )
80-19 Ketchikan - Tonca.ss 86,000 -0- 86,000 Construction
View Resiibdivision i
80-19 Kodiak - Shelikof 28,948 -0- 28,948 Construction
Water Lines
78-320 Kins Salmon //81 2,820 -0- . 2,820 Step | Awarded
336
79-222 VnrlnnV mnrniioh 6,186 -0- 6,186 Step | Awarded
78-320 Mpnana - Water é&Sewer 220,779 -0- 220,779 Design
77-378 Petersburg - /A7 52,243 1,519 50,724 Collectors Pending Audit
80-159X Palmer West 219,284 -0- 219,284 Step 2 & 3
Tnterceotor
CAir.T.onY NRMEC AGENCY Environmental Conservation nOGRAM Facility Construction & Operation

38: .st4 = Us.iaKk cUrrentlLy
REVISED

01-1030 (/71 AP ptt'OVED !CjJlllIAfTA L* PROJECTS  DATE



1976 B.F.

CH.I. SLAI
OR
RP1

79-75

78-156

77-410

80-159X

78-156

78-202

78-54

78-336
79-172

78-82

79-191

78-305

79-222

79-222

80-19

77-410

CAH.T.QRY NAWF.r

01*1030 (7/7

t

J

PROJECT TITLE*
AND AMOUNT
LOCATION AUTHORIZED
145,000
Raxman - Water 34,000
Seldovia - Water 40,000
Qpldmria - Epwpmpp 71 1,807
Seward - Bavview 76,000
Seward - Jesse Lee Hts. 22,574
Rpward - Water 270,000
Tmprovpment
Seward - Sewer //51 57,331
Hn - R/C 318,000
Ritka Harris Is. 37,500
Water Extension
Ketchikan - Sewer //53 140,363
Rnldntnn - Kohuk St. 185,000
Wntpr and Rp.wer
Soldotna - Sterling 220,000
Street W & S
Wrangell St. 10,072
Michael St. Water
*JrmoQll - Sswnr [f4n 12,415
AGENCY

38

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES
THROUGH
JUNE 1970

-0-

68,400

-0-

243,000

10,018

254,400

= PLANNED

EXPENDITURES

THROUGH
COMPLETION

145,000

34,000

8,000

1,807

7,600

22,574

27,000

47,313

63,600

37,500

140,363

185,000

220,000

10,072

12,415

EST.
*COMPL.
DATE

.STAXYyM,/CURRENTLY
,APPROVED >/liil'jilITAL' PROJECTS

Page 9

STATUS -

Purchased

Design

Construction

Sten 1 .Awarded

Construction
Completed Pending Audit
Construction

Design
Design

Construction
Design
Design
Construction
Construction

Plans Approved

EPA Audit Pending”

Environmental Conservation PROGRAM Facility Construction & Operation

REVISEO
» DATE



CH.I. SLAI
on
HP!

77-410

78-54

CAILGORY

01*1030 17/7;

TOTAL °

PLANNED
PROJECT TITLE.
AND AMOUNT EXPENDITURES ~ EXPENDITURES ~ EST.
LOCATION AUTHORIZED THROUGH '  THROUGH ~ -COMPL. graqyg
' JUNE 1970 COMPLETION ~ DATE
Nome STP 25,037 24,592 44 TIps-fpn
-Anc orago ve 163,664 163,663 | Anrnft-rirphinn~ —
mrnTAT. 20.706.262 4 .479.056.  16.227.206
*
_____ . 1
—-MBMEC- AGENCY mvirnnnipnml Onnservnrion PROGRAM Facility Construction & Operation

38 STAHIS-t0.? CURRENTLY
m,AP»>'R'dVH'DAj||||jITAL' PROJECTS

REVISED
DATE



01-1030 (7/701::-

CH.*. SLA* PROJECT TITLE-
OR AND
RP* . LOCATION

79-18
Fnrrp Main .11? _

79-18 Anchorage Camp Creek
Pumo Station

78-21 Anchorage - C Street
Trunk Sewer

77-443 Anchorage. ~ 1,T0. 78.
PeRnrr. _ .

79-60 Anchoraee - STP Exp.

77-294 Anchorage - 78" W.
Interceptor

77-102 Anchoraee - Girdwood

77-180

74-146 Anchoraee - Phase |
Water

79-18 Anchorage - 26th
Avenue

79-18 Anchoraee - Telemeterin;
Phase 11

77-267 Anchoraee - Water Well
in

79-18 Anchoraee - Bowline
Rond - Pottnr

77-443 Bethel - University
Water & Sewer

78-320 Cordova - North Side

77-129 - Goudova - i/i

CA 1."."CORY MRMrr

AGENCY

AMOUNT
AUTHORIZED

205,000
129,000
150,000
161,660
85,000
1,120,000
1,792,503
930,530
32,672
49,500
117,699
112,185

247,500
564

2,500

EXPENDITURES

Environmental

TOTAL e PLANNED
EXPENDITURES

THROUGH THROUGH
JUNE 1979 COMPLETION
44,793 160,207
-0- 129,000
-0- 150,000
145,494 16,166
-0- 85,000
-0- 1,120,000
905,192 887,311
770,470 160,060
31,186 1,486
-0- 49,500
105,929 11,770
89,748 22,437
136,125 111,375
-0- 564

2,500 -0-

Conservation program

EST.

Facility Construction & Operation

38" sTATUS Of CURRENTLY

APP'ttoVED MIiInTAL* PROJECTS

*COMPL,
DATE STATUS

Under Construction
Under Construction
Construction Complete
Complete Pending Audit
Design

Plans Approved

EPA Audit Pending

Being Audited

Completed Pending Audit
Construction
Completed Pending Audit
Construction

Construction

Ilocinn

EPA Audit Pendine

REVISEO
DATE



CH.I. SLAI
on
npi

75-291

1-9%-45

16-267

77-180

79-60

79-45

77-129

79-60

76-190

76-291

76-275
77-275

76-190

77-267

75-291

CAil."CORY

01.1030 17/77!

PROJECT TITLE.
ANO
LOCATION

Cordova - Sewer. 41-

.Cordova —Tndi.is.T.r.ia.1-
.mm P-arJo-UaJEE.

.pniingham C-Q2006&
Fairbanks - C-020039

Haines - Harbor
Water

Hnmnr.-r- Lakeside-
m\_i.Lla&C-
Haines.--1/1.

Anchorage —.Inter.
Airnnr-r.-Rnari-S&wer..
mJuneau-F.vpness-

..Crn.ssing.
Juneau - AJ Water

.innna.u--"-1.omon Creek

Kenai - Anchor Point
School
Kenai - Water System

-Klng .Salmon-JIM.

Knrilnk. --//74-STE-

NRMEC

AMOUNT
AUTHORIZED

414,407
8,267
2,888

5,475,653
16,000

241,802
1,546

401,635
9,300

130,527

270,000
10,000

223,200

3,000

985,318

38 ;

AGENCY Environmental

TOTAL e PLANNED
EXPENDITURES  EXPENDITURES
THROUGH THROUGH
JUNE 1979 COMPLETION
371,993 42,414
8,267 -0-

-0- 2,888
1,874,300 601,353
-0- 16,000
193,441 48,361
1,546 -0-
-0- 401,635
8,370 930
110,550 19,977
169,250 100,750
9,000 1,000
153,620 69,580
-0- 3,000
742,910 242,408
Conservation program

.staxu”™ Q. KcUrrently
.APPROVED !CjJjij;;'TAL* PROJECTS

STATUS

PA-Aud It-.Pdnd Ing-

.De.si.gn.
Step |.Awacdert.
EPA Audit Pending

Construction

mConstruction.

PPA Andir Pondi'ng

B.esign.
Complpfpd Ppnriing Andit
Completed

P.PA Audit- Ppnrlinj>

Completed Pending Audit

EPA Audit Pending

.S.top- L. .Awa.rded.

PPA Audit Pending

Facility Construction & Operation

REVISED
DATE



1972 B.F

CH.I, SLAI
OR
RPI

79-45
77-180
76-315
79-18
79-18
79-18
79-60
75-291
75-45
77-180
75-291
75-291

no /4t
75-291

75-291

77-275

cah Jory

OMO3Q (771
1

38: STATUS..OK CURRENILY
approved »nr=PITAL' projects

PROJECT TITLE. TOTAL
AND AMOUNT EXPENDITURES
¢ LOCATION AUTHORIZED THROUGH
JUNE 1970
3,665 -0-
Nome - STP 7*579 7,277
North Sloop Rorouph 2,250,000 918,750
D.H. .
NSB - Water Vehicles 135,000 -0-
— Pn-fnf* Hnnp 336,935 -0-
246,200 -0-
Pnimnr — Mnhor 651,275 -0-
Petersburg - Sewer //47 780,285 778,174
Splirfovia - Hsrpor A W r 60,000 -0-
Rpt.2nrn — .Tp~qp Tpp Hts. 180,813 162,732
Seward - Sewer 151 11,875 11,875
141,473 17,653
Ketchikan - Sewer //53 . 29,375 29,375
Skagway - //46 502,961 417,912
Soldotna - STP F.ypnn. 3,500 3,500
/776 ... -
~NRMEC. AGENCY Environmental

Conservation

PLANNED
EXPENDITURES
THROUGH
COMPLETION

3,665

302

1,331,250

135,000

336,935

246,200

651,275

2,111

60,000

18,081

PROGRAM

Page 13

STATUS

Step T Awarded

Design

Design - Construction

Purchased

Construction
Construction
Construction

Collectors Pending Audit
Design

Pending Audit

Design

Design

Design

EPA Audit Pending

Design

Facility Construction & Operation

REVISED
. DATE



- o)

1972 B.F.
CH.1. SLAI PROJECT TITLE-
OR AND AMOUNT
RP/ LOCATION AUTHORIZED
75-291 210.184
and Sewer L
75-291 Vr 1Hp7. - STP //49 973,675
77-267 Valdez - Zook Sub. 100,000
- .
77-378 Wrangell - 12" Trans. 15,800
77-294 Wasill a 773 6,375
77-129 Wh.ir.tier - Sewer. /S 166,599
75-291 ..Llivingr.il,. r , 751,275
76-315 Unalaska Water 175,300
Kodiak STP 130364 TTZTUUa
Skagwav Water 221,200
Juneau-Airport Water 70,7u0
TOTAT, 18 ..673.700.
CAc."CORY NRMEC AGENCY

uy

TOTAL '

EXPENDITURES

THROUGH
JUNE 1970

168,147

741,925

45,745

14,220

6,278
-0-
615,650

126,494

249" bW
176,960

63,450

10.430,401

PLANNED

EXPENDITURES

THROUGH
COMPLETION

42,037

231,750

54,255

i,580

97

166,599

135,625

48,806

- T2 T4cy =

44,240

7,050

8,243.299

Environmental Conservation

38

EST.

1COMPL.

DATE

PROGRAM

a pFrvriVFn ira HitAl"pn o iects

Page w

STATUS

EPA Audit Pending

EPA Audit Pending
Completed Pending Audit

Completed Pending Audit

Step | Awarded
Design Construction

EPA Audit Pending

EPA Audit Pending

FPA Audit Ppndinp

EDA Audit Pending

State Audit Pending

Facility Construct!*._.* & Operation

REVISED



d970 B.F.

CH.I. SLA/
OR
RP1

76-146

77-102
77-443
76-146
78-305
76-292
76-292
79-45

76-146
75-291
78-320

N/A

CAi.L'CORY

0L-1080 (7/70;

PROJECT TITLE.
ANO
, . LOCATION ,

Kenai - WS

Anrhnrnap — PrftRfillre
Rod. Station.........
Nome - STP

Palmer - Wwest
Interceptor

Seldovia - Water

- Sewer 71

Un iliska " Wsvt"T*

An®"-h~rng0 - PHaae T
I/jLcl

NRMEC

Improvement

AGENCY

Page 15

TOTAL e PLANNED
AMOUNT EXPENDITURES  EXPENDITURES ~ EST.
AUTHORIZED THROUGH THROUGH ~ -COMPL. graTyS
JUNE 1079 COMPLETION DATE
124,700 124,76b -0- EPA Audit.Pending
2,500 2,500 -0- Construction
70,000 40,000 30,000 Construction
i
3,500 3,500 -0-
3,438 -0- 3,438 Step | Awarded
2,625 -0- 2,625
(
22,603 -0- 22,603 Desi Rin
115,404 99,241 16,163 Collectors Pending Audit
312,750 312,750 -0- -P.PA Audi t Pending
4,350 -0- 4,350 Step T Awarded
500,000 500,000 -0-

Environmental Condervation

PROGRAM

Facility Construction Operation

38 | STATUS?0K CURRENTLY
apPROvVed 1dIffli' TAL’ projects

REVISEO
m m



PROJECT TITLE. TOTAL «  PLANNED
AND AMOUNT EXPENDITURES  EXPENDITURES EST.
LOCATION . AUTHORIZED THROUGH THROUGH COMPL  s1aTUS
JUNE 1970 COMPLETION DATE
Anchorage Phase 11 Wt State Audit Pending
TOTAT
CAiL’00RY M NFC. AGENCY Environmental Conservation program Facility Construction & Operation
' 1 T
s 8 STATUjij.T>f CURRENTLY
REVISEO

01-1030 17/70; APFKAVED mMi&\TAL~ PROJICTS



CONSTRUCTION GRANTS

Relation With Objectives
&

Alaska Statute 46.03.030 authorizes the Department to award grants to incorporated municipal Hies for the
construction of water and sewerage facilities. These projects provide safe, dependable water supplies and reduce
the chances of water-borne diseases and environmental degradation through the collection and treatment of sewage.
Projects aided with construction grant fund|n% enahle the Department to progress toward meeting budget objectives 1
and 3 as outlined in the Policy Budget for FY81. These objectives call for the reduction in the number of people
exposed to pollution related health hazards. These hazards may be the result of improperly treated domestic water

supplies or the insanitary disposal of domestic wastes.

Need for capital construction

“Alaska Statute 46.03.030 authorizes the Department of Environmental Conservation to ?rant. to incorporated
municipalities, as funds are available, up to a maximum of 50 percent of the non-federally financed costs of
eligible water aind sewerage projects. Grants awarded under this statute assist municipalities in constructing
sewage treatment facilities complying with public law 95-217 and the Alaska Water Quality Standards. In addition,
grants for water squIy projects enable communities to provide adequate quantities of potable water to rapidly
expanding residential areas. High construction costs and the rapid population increases make state construction
grant assistance highly desirable, if not mandatory if state and federal laws are to be met.

The construction grant program has had a ver_y successful history of accomplishment. Bond issues of $8 $32,
$29.5 and $19.7 million have been approved in 1970, 1972, 1976 and 1978 respectively for a total of $89.2 million.
These funds have aided in the construction of over 200 projects, many of which would not have been possible without
State assistance. These facilities have greatly reduced the hazards of water borne disease outbreaks and protected

the aquatic environment from water contaminants.

~ Expansion of water and sewerage services are essential  to the organized development ofcommunities. Many areas
within the State lack soil conditions suitable for the development of closely sFaced on-lot water and sewage
disposal, systems. In theseareas housing density must be decreased if the health of the residents is to be
rotected. ~ Sincefew J)eople. can afford large tracts of land, growth patterns 8enera|ly result in subdivisions,
ithin an incorporated municipality, many communities are utilizing the water and sewerage grants to provide these
services to newlY developing areas, assessing the benef|t|ng1, property owners for the remaining 50% of costs. In
many areas developed without benefit of the grants, fa||n% septic tank systems are now necessitating the
con-struction of sewerage systems, there by resulting in double costs to the residents. The cost of the septic
system can now be avoided and growth can proceed without fear of health hazard due to contaminated drinking water

supplies.

CATEGORY JIRhIEF. AGENCY .ENVIRONMENTAL PEAMTTON PROGRAM FACILITY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION

o1 MM stamvent af



CONSTRUCTION GRANTS CONTINUED

Management Strategy

~the Department awards _%rants from unobligated hond funds to communities on a first-come, first-serve basis as
eligible projects are identified and approved Y the Governor. The community is responsible for determining whether
a project's In its best interest and meets local planning and zoning requirements. The Department reviews all plans
and specifications for conformance with sound engineering standards.

~ Since projects are initiated by localgovernment and proceed at a pace determined by local resources and
Eolmcs it 1s Impossible for the Departmentto attempt to forecast needs based on anticipated BI’OjeCt development.
orescasting bond needs is also complicated by the provision in the statue that allowsthe Departmentto match
federal funds. Since many federal funding programs are available it would be difficultto coordinate bond fund
needs with their projects. In the past we have attem,oted to estimate bond fund needs by contacting municipal
officals to determine their projected needs. Unfortunately, this has not proven very satisfactory. Since municipal
priorities often- change without our knowledge, thereby ‘throwing off our projections. In addition, emergency or
unplanned projects often arise which had not been anticipated.

Therefore, the Department's belief that we can best estimate our futurebond needs by extrapolating .Fast bond

fund obligation rates to meet future needs. The present obligation rate is just slightly over $1.0 million per

month.  Unobligated bond funds from the 70, 72, 76 and 78 authorizations total approximately $23,325 million.

PrOjectmgf current obligations from October 1979 through December 1982 with a construction inflation rate of 10% a
0

year the tollowing table was generated:
October - December 1979 x $1.0 million X 3 months =$ 3.0 Million
1980- $1.0 million X 1.1 X 12 months = 13.2 million
1981 $1.1 million X I.1 12 months = 14.5 million
1982 $1.2 million X 1.1 X 12 months = 15.8 million
$46.5 million

ACENCY ENVIRONMENTAL mNSKRVATTON PROGRAM . FAHTT-TTY CONSTRUCTION ANn OPF.RATTON

31 Mmm ssmee

Stx-Yejiliyijlapftal Program) REVISED iiljji;



CONSTRUCTION GRANTS CONTINUED

the unobligated bond funds from the $46.5 million we are left with unmet needs totaling $23,175

ing this need down to the next whole number we estimate that $23.0 million will be required to

Subtracting
This estimate is consistent with the

million.  Roun . / at
maintain the construction grants program at its current level of activity.

$24.0 million figure projected in the last capital budget submittal.

If funds are not available for construction grants J)rojects because of failure of the hond proposition, a
could be considered. = Without the funds for capital construction, the

general fund capital approFriation n _
contribution it s impossible for the Department to attempt to forecast needs based on anticipated project
development. Forecasting bond needs is also complicated by the provision in the statute that allows the Department

to match federal funds.

AGENCY _ENVJ.RQNMENXAL-CQMSE11VAIION PROGRAM FACILITY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION
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AGENCY SUBMISSION

GOVERNOR"S RECOMMENDATION
Please Do Not Write In This Area

AGENCY GOVERNOR'S ~ GOVERNOR'S ~ GOVERNOR'S ~ GOV'S
AGENCY ~ OBJ. PROJECT . FUNDING NDIN
PRIORITY NOISj ' TYPE  PROJECT TITLE AND LOCATION veONG -+ TSUReE VEADING RUOING—— FUNDING — PRIORITY
_ FED. RCPTS.
1 CE All projects to be funded GEN FUND
! 3 PO from 80 bond proposition 28fonn.n ©.0. BONOS
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST o
EXPECTED YEAR =FY TOTAL
FED. RCPTS.
GEN.FUNO
G.0. BONDS
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST =
EXPECTED YEAR = TOTAL
FED. RCPTS.
GEN FUND
G.0. BONDS
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST =
EXPECTED YEARMFY TOTAL
FED. RCPTS.
GEN.FUND
G.0. BONDS
Il TIMATE annvuar OPFRATING COST =
EXPECTED YEAR=FY TOTAL
FED. RCPTS.
GEN.FUND
G.0. BONDS
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST =
EXPECTED YEAR= FY TOTAL
PROPOSED FUNDING YEAR
CATEGORY NRMEC AQENCY Eavijrgninen.tal Consffrv.atjon PROGRAM Facility Construction.and Operation
PROJECT TYPE COOES
.5 B, Gomtructon il 34 PROPOSED SIX-YEAR
i [r)m am rovement ﬁ?o?tl onal Svei. CAP+TAL-MMROGRAM RED\/Q%EED
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J

[ —

AGENCY SUBMISSION

AGENCY  OBJ. PROJECT
PRIORITY NOIS . Type  PROJECT TITLE AND LOCATION e
1 CE All-projects to be fended
|
3 PO from 1982 bond proposition

OLTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST =
EXPECTED YEAR =FY

ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST= _

FXPFOTFO YFAR =

Il TIMATF ANNUAL OPERATINO COST=
EXPECTED YEAR=FY -

uLTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST=r
EXPECTED YEAR = FY

ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST=
EXPECTED YEAR = FY

CATEGORY -NRHRTf!

PROJECT TYPE COOES

C Ddo- Conttfucilon
| Olhof Improvr::
E Equlpmanl

34

8r0fou|0na| Svei.

AGENCY -
FUNDING <.
YEAR &7 -4&4

funding”
*SOURCE

FED. RCPTS/
GEN FUND
36r000.0 G.0.-BONDS
cpe-
~TOTAL"
FED. RCPTS."
GEN. FUND,
.6.0. BONDS.

TOTAL
° FED. RCPTS.

GEN FUND
G.0. BONOS

TOTAL

" FED. RCPTS.
GEN. FUND®

G.0. BONDS™,

TOTAL .

FED. RCPTS.
"GEN. FUND

"G.0. BONDS*.

TOTAL

AGENCY _ENV.THQNMF.NTAT..CnMSERVAT.TON PROGRAM..

Bili};@ﬁ GRAM

GOVERNOR®*S RECOM MENDATION
. Please Do Not Write InThis Area

GOVERNOR3 GOVERNORS  GOVERNOR'S.
e FUNDING = FUNDINQ * , FUNDING
eyear YEAR YEAR

«,

PROPOSED FUNDING YEAR
FAHTT.TTYP.nN.STnHr.TTnN ANn OPERATTON

REVISED.
DATE

Ccovs
PRIORITY



GOVERNOR"S RECOM MENDATION
AGENCY SUBMISSION ePlease Do Not Write IN This Area

' AGENCY . . GOVERNQOR'S ~ GOVERNOR’S ~ GOVERNOR'S  GOV'S
AOENCY  OBJ." PROJECT funding' . o FUNDING !
BRIORITY NOIS . Type PROJECT TITLE AND LOCATION m vERG, SOURCE = Hean PG Sehg™ TANDING — PRIORITY
FED. RCPTS.-
GEN FUND
| 1/3 CE All projects to be funded 4900 0 G.0. BONDS
P 0 .from 1984 bond proposition
EXPECTED YEAR =FY <TOTAL
FEQ. RCPTS." *
GEN. FUND,
G.0. BONDS
T TIMATF ANNUAL OPERATING COST =
EXPECTED YEAR= TOTAL .
FED. RCPTS.
QEN FUND
% G.0. BONDS
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST=
EXPECTED YEAR =FY TOTAL
" FED. RCPTS. °
GEN. FUND .
G.0. BONDS-
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST =
EXPECTED YEAR=FY TOTAL
FEO. RCPTS.
GEN.FUND
'G.0. BONDS-.
ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST=
EXPECTED YEAR=FY TOTAL
PROPOSED FUNDING YEAR
CATEGORY NRMEC AGENCY  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATIOfynQGnAM  FACILITY CONSTRUCTION AND" OPERAT ION-

| PROJECT TYPE CODES
C Bl Constuetn L g
L Qe s,y ? pessiod Sz

1ttt
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PROJECT TITLE

Construction Grants,.fi SLnjj?

OBJ.NOIS) OPERAT]
BUDGET BRUIS)

fig” Tenes: NAVE(S)

Program Operation
PROJECT NARRATIVE

~ Projects are not known or defined at this time.
Projects are identified by municipalities as the need
develops. Applications are reviewed and project eligi-

bility determined on a first-come, first-served basis up

to the availability of funds. Eligible projects include
water source development, treatment and distribution and
sewage collection treatment and discharge. 'Projects
occur state-wide and costs and project scope are deter-
mined b}/ the grantee. Grants will be awarded up to the
limit of bond authorization. The length of project time
varies but probably averages 1.5 years.

NRMEC

CATEGORY.

P

5 a

LOCATIONISI

AGENCY ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

Uidles-——zoo- oo mom oo

PROJECT TYPE

Building Construction (C)
Othor Improvement 1)
Equipment (E)

Lend (L)

Professlonol Sorvicos IP)
Other 10)

c8g88l=

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Totelly Now Facility

Addition to Enisling Fecllity
Renovation 0l Existing Fecllity
Mojor Molntononco or Ropolr
TS_uR IemeEt Previgusly - Authorised
unds to Enohle Completion

Ono ol Several Phases

Mojor Exiornol Funding Source
Other

888 G888s8°<

NO YES
@ O
0 O
0

S,TE MATURES
Slto Currently Ownod7
All Utllitlo! Avollablo?

1 Access Alrondy Avolloblo?
OPERATIONAL COST
NO. PERSONNEL

INCREASE (DECREASE)
FEQ. RCPTS.

FUNDINO  GEN. FUND
SOURCE

N.A.

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONAL COST
POSITION IFTE)

OSED CAPITAL
PROJECT

AREASERVEO

ELECTION DISTniCTISI
All

- VIRRTDATE T

January 1981

RS8R

8 B 28

(=4 eOU

FIRST
OPERATING

YFAR

N.A.

APPROPRIATION REQUEST
FEO. RCPTS.
C/F MATCH
GEN FUND
/A RCFTS.
G.0. BONDS

%
21,000.0.

TOTAL 23,000.0
PROJECT PURPOSES

Protect Human Health 4 Selety
Protect Capital Assets

Protect Natural Resources or Natural
Environment

Improve Elficloney 4 Economy ol State ’
GoF\)/ernment Y y

lmprov Forvlcet,or Accommodate Increased
Demand lor Services

Accommodate New Program Requirements
Respond to Legal or Policy Mandate

Improve Efficiency 4 Economy of
A{szskan In rastruc¥ure Y

other Reduce unemployment
and stimulate economy
ULTIMATE PREVIOUS
ANNUAL YR-PRIORITY
YFAR

AGENCY

PRIORITY
GOVERNOR’S

PRIORITY

1

pnnfiMFACILITY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION

REVISED



CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES
(CASH FLOW)

Plonninn and Emjlnaering

Land

Conttructlon

Equipment

Adminlitretlon and Olhor

Total Annual Expenditure (Capital Cost]

CONTINUATION OF NARRATIVE

The grantee
mination of project scope,

inspection and operation and maintenance of the completed project.

is responsible for project administration

BUDGET YEAR BUDGET YEAR BUDGET YEAR BUDGET YEAR BUDGET YEAR REMAINING

TOTAL cosT
1981 n i Plus 2 Plus 3 Plus 4
3,840.0 1,848.0 1,998.0
iR,nnn.n r,finn.n r,/.nn.n 1
finn.n ?RR.n Ri?.n
560,0 . 270.0 «290.0
23,000,0.  ..U,.000,a.0, 12.,0.0lo K
including: local planning and zoning requirements; deter—
engineering agreements, grant administration, land and right-of-way acquisition; project

The Department awards the grant, reviews plans

and specifications and monitors project development.

CATEGORY N o ——

PROJECT

TITLE ii! '| |

AGENCY -EmiROIJMEMIAL-CQMSmZALI10ON PnoGRAM EACIU.TY-CQNST-HUOCIQN-AI1D-OPEIUXIQH

O rr U PRniiiliiiSED PROJECT

. "AALYSIS REVISED



PROJECT TITLE LOCATIONS) 1AREA SERVED ELECTION DISTRICT(S) 1

1: 1
PTION 2 PERATIONAL COST OPTION 1 OPTION 2 PREVIQU
]A-\(;J)SROPRIAEIE%N RFéE%EST OPTION 1 OPTIO % 3 PERSONﬁ%E e U&\BM@XE (PREVIOUS
0B G/F MATCH INCREASE (DECREASE)  YEAR VEA
1004 GEN. FUND FED. RCPTS. i AGENCY
1006 /A RCPTS. FUNDING  GEN. FUND PRIORITY
6.0. DONDS SOURCE - . °**
GQVERNOR'S
TOTAL ANNUAL OPER . COST PRIORITY
TOTAL POSITION (FTE) .

NARRATIVE

This form does not apply to construction grants since the grantee identifies the project needed to provide a
solution to a specific problem.

Form 38 Narrative

Since grantees proceed with projects at their discretion, the Department has no way to estimate the rate of pay—
ments or anticipated completion date. Therefore, the column for estimated expenditures gives only the most current
expenditure for each project and the column for the estimated completion date has been left blank. The remainder of
the form has been completed for each project that has been aw .rded a grant and is segregated by bond fund.Thereare
some potential projects for which the Governor®s authorization has been received but for various administrative or
technical reasons of non-compliance by the grantee the grants have not been awarded. Therefore, thetotalfor amounts
authorized will not yield the same results as records kept by administration for bond fund balances.

rmnnnv NRMEC AGENCY -ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM  FACILITY CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION

Wamh:] 37 * POTpljiiHIAL CAPITAL ||r|fjh oG




¥ 1976 B.F.

»
Page 1
TOTAL e PLANNED
CH'IE)RSLAT PROJi%ETITLE_ AMOUNT EXPENDITURES ~ EXPENDITURES ~ EST.
RPF  LOCATION AUTHORIZED THROUGH THROUGH ~ -COMPL. gTpTyS
JUNE 1079 COMPLETION ~ DATE
79-222 225,000 -0- 225,000
Trunk PhFfISP T.
79-75 Anrhnrnee-F.-3 Trunk 19,400 -0- 19,400 Plans Approved
Crossing
79-95 Anchoraee - S.E. Int. 45,700 -0- 45,700 Design
Crossing New Seward. Hvr
79-95 Anchorage-S.E. Inter 250,000 -0- 250,000 Design
Crossing New Seward Hw
Anchorage-S.E. Int. 204,300 -0- 204,300 Design
79-109 -
Crossing New Seward Hw
79-109 Anchoraee-S.E. Inter. 32,480 -0- 32,480 Plans Approved
Crossing Old Seward.Hw .. .........
79-75 Anchorace-S.E. Inter 97,742 -0- 97,742 Construction
Diamond E-2 °
79-123 Anchorage-S.E. Inter 837,500 -0- 837,500 Design
E-2 O0"Malley
79-75 Anchorage-El Trunk 615,000 -0- 615,000 Design
Phase 1
79-14i Anchorage-0*Mally at 10,500 -0- 10,500 Final Design
. New.. Seward. Hwv. T.at.
79-109 Anchorage -F.-1-1.Trunk 1,282,470 -0- 1,282,470 Preliminary Design
Phase TT
79-123 Anchorage - D-3 Trunk 112,500 -0- 112,500 Preliminary Design
79-75 Anchorage- E-2 Trunk 124,022 -0- 124,022 Construction
79-60 Anchorage Inter™n 401,635 -0- 401,635 Final Design
78-40 Anchorage. - Trunk Sewe 122,059 109,853 12,206 Completed Pending®Audit
..A72,*_, PhaSE_II
CATMCRNY NRMEC AGENCY Environmental Conservation pnoGnAM Facility Construction and Operation

b3, SThttrslsy () RRENTLY
01-1030 (717 APAVAVE'D Ki|[[']|[IAL* PROJECTS COATE



1,9.7 B.F.

CH.l, SLAI

on
RP#

78-21
78-21
78-82
78-158
78-54
78-82
78-40
77-294
77-294
77-294
77-294
77-294

78-54/40

78-128

79-123

CATEQOrty

01-1030 17/70);

PROJECT TITLE-

AND

LOCATION .

Anrhoraap - DpRarr

Road Sewer

Anrhnraop - Panrho
Villa Fxtensinn

Anchoraee

Trunk Sewer
Anchoraee - Roberts

Subdivision
Anchorage - Mis. Lat.
Extension 1977-1
Anchorage - LID 50-8
Anchorage - LID 75
Anchoraee - LTD 60
Wesenate

Anchorage - LID 76

"C" Street

Pleasant Valley
Anchorage - LID 77

Creekside
Anchorage
Lloyd
Anchorage
McGill
Anchorage

Anchorage
Raxter
Anchorage

NRMEC.

LID 80

LID 8l

LID 87

LTD 89

LID 90

AMOUNT
AUTHORIZED

34,593
8,753
35,750
4,547
23,374

70,331

138,166

204,425

98,430

51,016

37,983

81,082

256,325

8,868

53,800

TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

THROUGH
JUNE 1970

31,134

7,878

-0-

4,092

21,036

-0-

138,166

183,983

98,430

51,016

34,184

72,974

230,693

7,981

-0-

PLANNED

EXPENDITURES

THROUGH
COMPLETION

3,459
875
35,750
455

2,338

70,331

3,799

8,108

25,632

887

53,800

AGENCY .-F.n.v.i.r.omm.r.n.l._f.2hnsrr,vn.r.ion PROGRAM

EST.

.coMpl.
DATE

38 |_ STATLTS"D'K CURRENTLY
.APWOVE'D !Cjlj||"jifAL' PROJECTS

STATUS

. Completed Pending Audit _

Page 2

Completed Pending Audit

Construction Comnleted

Completed

Completed

Complpfed
Comnleted
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed

Completed

Completed

Design

REVISED
DATE

Pending

Pending

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

Pending

Pending

Eacilit”” Construction

Audit

Audit

Audit
Audit
Audit
Audit
Audit
Audit

Audit

Audit

and Operation



1976 B.F.

CH.F. SLAI
OR
RPI

79-123
79-95
79-75
79-123

79-123
79-222
79-222

79-222
79-172

79-123

79-169

77-294

79-109
80-159X

80-27

CA Y

01-tCOD (7,

PROJECT TITLE-
AND AMOUNT

LOCATION AUTHORIZED
AFIFhFIFAPF* « LTFi.Ol. . 257,500
Campbell
Anchorage - LID 92 145,000
Kelly
Anchorage - LTD 93 43,928
Homecrest
Anchorage - LID 94 220,C00
Hathor
Anchorage - LID 95 64,500
Marys
Anrhnv.oor* —TTIl QA 67,000
Anehnrnop - T.TT) dft 104,500
Shel ilmf
Anrhnr.ipp — T.Tn 100 23,600
Anchorage - 1/i Report 134.883
Anchorage - Girdwood 857,106
Anchorage - Girdwood
Anchorage - Phase 1 188,000
Water
Anchorage - Eagle River. 725,000
Anchorage - S Street 15,210
8" Water 14th to Scenic
Anchorage - 161 Water 16,938
M ain rd Hwv.

AGENCY

NRMEC

38

AP

TOTAL PLANNED
EXPENDITURES  EXPENDITURES EST.
THROUGH THROUGH *COMPL.
JUNE 1973 COMPLETION DATE
=0= 257,500
-0- 145,000
-0- 43,928
-0- 220,000
-0- 64,500
-0- 67,000
-0- 104,500
-0- 23,600
-0- .134,883
-0- 857,106
||
18C.000 -0-
-0- 725,000
-0- 15,210
-0- 10,938

Fnvironmental Conservation pnocnAM

STATICS..OF CURR

N ENTLY
P'tt'OVED pfflilipITAL' PROJECTS

STATUS

fifus,-Ap|Viffiued~=— —

Plans Anoroved
Rid Awarded
Design

Design

Prrel Tminnry FIPQign

PruHminnry Upcinii

Step 1 Initiated

Sewer Construction
Sewer Construction

Being Audited

Under Construction
Preliminary Design

Preliminary Design*

REVISED
DATE

Page 3

/ - = mill

Facility Construction and Operation

Filir



1976 B.F.

CH.f, SIAf
OR
RP#

79-222
79-172
79-172
79-172
79-167
80-27
79-95
78-305
78-305
80-19
79-179
79-75
79-95
79-109

78-305

CAiiftonv

01-1030 (7/,

PROJECT TITLE- TOTAL PLANNEO
AND AMOUNT EXPENDITURES ~ EXPENDITURES ~ EST.
LOCATION AUTHORIZED THROUGH THROUGH ~ COMPL
JUNE 1979 COMPLETION DATE
26,000 -0- 26,000
Water Main Extension
Anchoraee - 10th Ave. 85,200 -0- 85,200
Water
Anchorage - BIuff & 44,186 -0- 44,186
Richardson Water
Anchorage - "A" Street 29,930 -0- 29,930
Alley Water
Anchoraee - E 68th 70,740 -0- 70,740
Avenue Water
Anchorage - 3fi" Trans-1,546,96 ) -0- 1,546,960
Mission Main Dam to 7TP
Anchoraee "A" st 164, 77 5 -0- 164,775
Water Main
Anchorage - Willow 12,22 12,221 -0-
Street Main
Anchoraee - Improve— 51,76 1 51,760 1
ment District #311
Anchorage - Grumman 45,15 3 -0- 45,15¢(
Water District #313
Anchorage - Shelikof f 91,56 3 -0- 91,56.
Subdivision Water
Anchorage - Lake Oti s- 444,50 3 -0- 444 ,50C
Dowlinc
Anchorage - Inter. 337,34 3 -0- 337,341
Airport Road Water
Anchorage - Auk, 76,25 3 -0- 76,25C
Power Well 14
Anchoraee - Well 229,50 3 -0- 229,50(
House M12
NRMEC AGENCY Envi ronmnntal Conservation PROGRAM

38 STAHSEF CURRENTLY

APPNG

VED Nliji!?ITAL' PROJECTS

Page 4

STATUS

. Preliminary Desip.n

Pre-Design
Plans Approved

Pre-Design

Pre-Design

Preliminary Design
Bid Awarded
Completed Pending Audit
Construction Complete

Preliminary Design

Pre-Design
Design
Design
Design

Design

Facility. Construction & Operation

REVISED
DATE



'V”””bage safe water . !ML <ll$

Relationship with Objectives

The Village Safe Water (VSW) Act (AS 46.07) calls for "the installation of ... at least
one Tfacility for safe water and hygienic sewage disposal in each village.” According to the
VSW Act a "facility shall include, at a minimum a source of clean water, such as a well with
pumping TFfacilities or utilization of surface water treated so it is safe and healthful for use,
shower bath facilities, an adequate means of hygienic sewage disposal, and facilities for the

washing of clothes.™

When a VSW facility providing safe water supply and sewage disposal services has been
completed in a village, progress toward budget objectives 1 and 3 has been made in the amount
of the population of the village. Department activities other than VSW construction, such as
enforcement of the drinking water regulations, also contribute to achieving objectives 1 and 3.

Need for Capital Construction

The Alaska Water assessment task force, chaired by the VSW program managers, did a cursory
inventory of village sanitation facilities in 1976 and discovered that: 1) about 25,000 rural
Alaskans (about half the village population) depend on domestic water supply methods 1in immediate
need of improvements, 2) less than half of the industrial and institutional establishments in
villages have adequate water supplies, and 3) in more than two-thirds of Alaska"s villages,
the environment is being unacceptably contaminated by human wastes. A copy of the task force

report is enclosed.

The task force report also reveals that water supply and waste disposal methods in more than
two-thirds of Alaska®s villages are in violation of State and federal laws and regulations.

Nearly all of the more than 200 villages in Alaska lack the financial, technical and
management resources to obtain adequate sanitation services and comply with legal environmental

standards on their own.

Management Strategy

Imposing enforcement penalities on the villages would serve no useful purpose because most
of the villages are unable to respond without outside assistance. Similarly, motivation and
education programs alone do not help. Sanitation services of the kind defined in the VSW Act
will not exist in the villages without money to build physical facilities.

category NRMEC agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION program Facility Construction & Operation

<§l ANALYTIC STATEMENT
Q1081 (7/79) f# 0 (Six-Year Capital Program) REWLED



* *IL.TIIinrJE safe water

ANAYLTIC STATEMENT Continued (2)

r *

The U.S. Public Health Service (PHS) administers a federal program for installing water

supply and waste disposal systems in Native villages. But the federal program is currently
confined to villages receiving housing projects, and not all villages satisfy the eligiblity
criteria for PHS projects. Hence, it is only through the VSW program that many villages might

hope for financial assistance in obtaining sanitation services,

The type of VSW facility built in a particular village depends on local conditions such as
surface topography, soil conditions, availability of water sources, village layout, and the
needs and desires of village residents. To date, VSW projects have consisted of a central
community structure, usually wood frame, where people can go to get safe water, dispose of
hand carried sewage, use rest rooms, take showers and do laundry. Pipe water distribution
and sewage collection systems, either above or below ground, serving individual homes
are also possible, as are vehicle haul systems for delivery* to individual homes. But no such
systems have yet been selected by villages receiving VSW projects.

- Very few villages in Alaska have the financial, technical and management resouces to
successfully operate and maintain any utility systems, including VSW facilities, without
outside assistance. But there are no continuing programs though which such assistance
is available. For the few (about a dozen) VSW facilities built so far, this Department
has requested and received annual general fund appropriations to provide operation and
maintenance assistance. But providing financial assistance for VSW operation and maintenance
has not been "adopted by the State as a continuing long term commitment. Until the operation
and maintenance future of village utilities 1is more secure, the Department recommends limiting
VSW construction to no more than two facilities per year. That means an annual construction
budget of about $1/2000,000 at FY 81 prices.

Construction Priorities

VSW construction priorities are established jointly by VSW staff and the directors of
the 12 regional native health corporations. The 1intention is to let village residents
themselves, through their regional representatives, decide who 1is most in need of VSW services.

CONTINUATION FORM

CATEGORY NRMEC. agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION program Facility Construction & Operation
PROJECT
TITLE
REVISED

01-1033 (7/70) DATF



ANALYTIC STATEMENT Continued (3)

Before a legislative session, during which bond funds are authorized (i.e., once every
two years), each health corporation director is invited to select candidate village(s) fronm

his region. The- number of candidate villages from each region depends on the amount of
construction money anticipated and until adequate operation and maintenance provisions
are made a construction rate of one or twc Tfacilities per year is recommended. After the

regional candidates are selected, the health corporation directors meet jointly with VSW
staff to review the candidate villages and rank them in order of need for VSW services.
Then the priority list is presented to the Legislature, along with a recommendation of how

much construction money should be authorized.

The cost of a VSW facility can vary from less than $100,000 for a simple watering point
in a small village, to more than $1,000,000 for a facility in a large village offering all the
services authorized by the VSW Act. Estimating the cost of a particular VSW project is not
feasible as part of the prioritizing because it is a long, involved and expensive process to
negotxate the appropriate scope of the project in a village and to determine what that scope
of project will cost for the local conditions tha.t exist. It is not reasonable to ask a village
to participate in that effort unless they have a funded project.

It is highly desirable to carry out a construction schedule established with the regional
health corporations. A primary purpose of those corporations is to speak for the villages
concerning sanitation utility prcolenms. Their recommendations of how fast to build facilities
and where to build them, made with the advice and assistance of VSW staff, should be persuasive.
But no matter how construction priorities and expenditure rates are determined, no facility
should be built unless its operation, maintenance and management future 1is provided for.

If funds are not"available for VSW construction because a bond issue fails, a general fund

capital appropriation could be considered. But without funds for capital construction, the
contribution of VSW program activities toward achieving objectives 1 and 3 could not be made.

CONTINUATION FORM

CATEGOnv NBMEC agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION program Facility Construction & Operation
PROJECT
“TITLE
REVISED

01-1033 <7/70) DATE



AGENCY SUBMISSION

PROJECT TITLE AND LOCATION

AGENCY

FUNDING
YEAR Al

Village Safe Water Project(s),

Statewide

ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST =

2,520.0

142.0

EXPECTED YEAR =FY 85.

I TIMATF ANNUAL OPFRATING COST =

EXPECTED YEAR =

ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING CJST =
EXPECTED YEAR= FY

I TIMATF ANNUAL OPERATING GOST =
EXPECTED YEAR = FY

ULTIMATE ANNUAL OPERATING COST =
EXPECTED YEAR = FY

PROJECT TYPE CODES

AGENCY  OBJ. PROJECT
PRIORITY NOISI TYPE
1 C, E
3 P
CATEGORY NRMEC
* C 0ldg. Connructlon

1 Other Improvement

E Equipment
01-103(7/79)

L Land

P Profoulonal Sveci.

0 Other

AGENCY ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

34

FUNDING
SOURCE

FED. RCPTS.
GEN FUND
G.0. BONDS

TOTAL
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JE
PROJECT TiVLE

LOCATIONIsI'I!"

AREA SERVED

ELECTION DISTRICTISI

VSW Projects ﬁ1980 bonds) Alaska Villages Alaska ViIIaDges
0BJ. NOIS) OPERATING NAMF.(S) BUDGET COMPONENT NUMBERS START DATE COMPLETION DATE
Lon BUDGET BRUSJ b5 gram operation January, 1981 December> 1983
PROJECT NARRATIVE PROJECT TYPE APPROPRIATION REQUEST
1002 FED. RCPTS.
At the present time, there are four a  Building Construction () 1003 G/F MATCH
projects on the VSW priority list for 1900 O Othor Improvement D 1004 GEN. FUND
bond funds. They are Circle, Portage Creek, o1 Equipment (E) 1006 I/A RCPTS.
Point Lay and False Pass, However, currently o (s G.0. BONOS 2,520.0
this priority list is.being reevaluated and S3  Professional Services IP)
new candidate villages are being selected by 01 Othor (0)
the health corporation directors. It is TOTAL 2.520.0
anticipated that a new priority list will be PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS PROJECT PURPOSES
complete by December 1979. After this, the
appropriate scope of the project for each * ED Totolly New Facility 03  Protect Human Health & Safety
village will be negotiated with village O Additio i to Existing Facility O  Protect Capital Asset!
residents, and a preliminary cost estimate CD Renovation ol Existing Facility 0  Protect Natural Rosources or Natural
made based on the scope of project and local CD Malor Maintonanco or Ropalr , Environment
conditions. This process will continue (D Supplomant Previously Authorized (D Improvo Efflcloncy fir Economy of State
m through the priority list until the Funds to Enable Completion Government
$2,520,000 in 1980 construction bonds are usee (D One of Several Phases 0 Improvo Sorvlcos or Accommodato Increased
up. Past VSW construction experience CD  Malor External Funding Sourco Demand for Services
suggests there will be money for about D Other (D Accommodate New Program Requirements
three projects. 0  Rospond to Legal or Policy Mandate
(D Improve Efficiency & Economy of
Project Need - NO YES SITE MATURES Alaskan Infrastructure
£] O  Site Currently Ownod? CD Othor
Conditions 1in the first four villages 0 CD  All Utilities Available?
on the VSW priority list which illustrate the Access Already Avallablo?
need for improved sanitation services are LTIMATE PREVI
summarized Eelow: O&f%l%ATFl’g’F\QISAC%NI(\I:QET OPElFBEING UANNUAL YR-PRIO%HJ%Y
INCREASE (DECREASE) VFAP 82  YFAR 85
1. Circle - 51 people, get water fronm FED. RCPTS. AGENCY
trading post in summer, but most FUNDING  GEN. FUND 52. 8 142. 0. PRIORITY
haul untreated water from Yukon SOURCE
River" in winter. Privies and honey GOVERNOR'S
TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONALCOST =28 k 2.0 PRIORITY
POSITION IFTEI 0 0
CATEGORY  NRMEC, AGENCY ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION  program Facility Construction & Operation
PROPOSED CAPITAL
0MO3Ss 17/70) 35a SROJECT
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