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Mart Hoppenfeld ■ . v  ■ ' ; ‘r '
Y  Executive 01 rector •. ■

. . Calital Site Planning CcravJssicn

• • \ y : ,  310 “K.” Street

.. 1 .

- Anchorage, Alas t o ' 99501 ' ,’kI* *• ••
• * * v, v  v '’v:.: >. .•. 1 . rv -:v:

Dear Hr. Hoppenfeld: ......■ 'C ■ V-" ‘“:V :

djfe'v' Attached you ;;ill find our assessment of the Captisl Site Biological 
Study outline and budget* , ■ - • - •

Tin's assessment was prepared for the short tir,:e rraroe of approximately 
. eigliteen months and is confined, as far as is possible, to the actual 

Capital site with the full undei-standing that a complete biological 
assessment v/ould necessarily require several years to complete and the 

• total Impacts of the development of a nev/ city realistically extend far 

. ' . beyond the city's boundaries. • ' . . .

■■ He hope this Information is sufficient for your planning needs at this 
time, and will provide more detailed information as you require.

• * r,
V • .

/
^■'‘ffnenas H. Trent 

Regional Supervisor 
Habitat Protection Section ' .  ’ v *»

p v* ■% .n.*«
bcc: R. Logan 

J. Vania 
R. Redick
L. C r o x t o n  
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COST ANALYSIS - BIOLOGICAL

#

Project 3-6/78 7-11/78 12/78-1/80 Total

1.

2 .
3.

4.

5. 10.500

10.500

88,000
4,000

75.000

35.000 

27,500

229,500

200,000

40,000

30,500

270,500

88,000
4,000

275,000

75,000

68,500

510,500



i
Project Description

COST ANALYSIS -  BIOLOGICAL

Project

1. Preparation of a color mosiac at a scale of 1:15,340 for 
detailed vegetative analysis of habitat type.

2. Determination of detailed vegetative type.

3. Big Game Studies: These studies are designed to gather data
principally on moose, wolves, and bear in and adjacent to the 
Capital Site. They will include aerial surveys to determine 
the distribution and relative abundance of these species at
various times of the year as well as the capture and radio
tagging of a representative sample of moose to determine their 
movements throughout the year to assist in establishing seasonal 
habitat uses by sex and age classes. As time and opportunity 
allow bears and wolves may also be radio tagged to gather 
similar data on those species.

4. Furbearers, Small Game, and Non-Game Studies: These studies
are designed to gather data on the movements, habitat use, and 
relative abundance of furbearers, small game, and non-game 
species of wildlife. This investigations will include endangered 
species, waterfowl, and all species of raptors present in the 
study area.

5. Fisheries Investigations: These studies constitute a total 
inventory of the fish resources and habitats within the Willow, 
Deception, and Lily Creek drainages.

Adult salmon will be enumerated, abundance of resident fish 
species determined, spawning and rearing areas delineated, 
timing of both inter anu intra stream movements of juvenile 
and adult salmonids defined, as well as determining areas of 
optimal production.

Intensive investigations will be fielded to determine existing 
seasonal flow characteristics as relate to fish, measurements 
of water quality, and calculations of "instream flow requirements" 
for indigenous resident and anadromous species.

Current recreational use of these streams will be measured 
through a creel census designed to provide harvest and angler 
effort, and subsequently estimates of economic value.
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Project numbers one and two are a necessary ingredient of a detailed 
biological investigation of the area, however the Department of Fish and 
Game does not at this time have the necessary expertise on their staff 
to conduct these projects and suggest that they be accomplished through 
contract to a qualified investivator in that particular field.

The Department does have the expertise and is prepared tc conduct the 

balance of the project investigations.

Some portions of the Geotechnical studies involve fishery habitats and 
our Sport Fish Division does have some water quality, productivity and 
lake profile data which is applicable to those investigations. We would 
therefore propose a coodinatio;. of effort between our Department and the 
principal investigator of segments of the Geotechnical studies.

It is extremely difficult to adequately portray the Department's involvement 
in permits, licenses, and approach on a matrix such as you have prepared.
’We have a statuary repsonsibi1ity to review and exercise any needed 
control over all activities which impact upon any body of water which 
supports anadromous fish. We also have review and comment responsibilities 
over any activity, which affects all other species of fish and game 

and/or their habitats.

Since our statutory authory for permits is limited to those related to 
anadromous fish, we propose that the matrix list only Anadromous Fish 
Permits, we have involvement in hydrolic projects only as they impact 
anadromous fishi



rEoren W. Croxton 
Cooperative Agreement Specialist 
Habitat Protection Section 

Anchorage

DA'E: March 6, 1978

rue n o ;

4.
■ Larry Heckart ^ . 
Research Coordinator 
Sport Fish Division 
Anchorage

TELEPHONE N O .

SUBJECT : Capital Site Studies

Reference the environmental assessment costs associated with the Capital 

Site package we've been requested to review.

1c appears as is often the case, the time frame is extremely brief and 
the monies somewhat more than adequate for the biological investigation'-, 
listed. I'm sure it goes without saying that we as an agency studying 
biological subjects and functions would be much better off with the same 
monies distributed over a greater period of time.

Another point we may need to make in our response is that impacts from 
this action will iri no way be confined to the "Capital Site" boundaries.
A new city of the size envisioned will significantly affect fish populations 
of both lakes and streams all along the Parks Highway, and particularly 

those closely adjacent to the Willow Creek area.

A realistic assessment of the impacts of the Capital relocation would 
include analysis of those adjacent areas during the same period of. time. 
Considering the short time frame, some of the funding depicted could 
very likely be more wisely utilized in this fashion. I know of no 
meaningful way we could utilize a total of $168,000.00 by the end of 
this calendar year in just the Willow Creek area.

When reviewing the Geotechnical studies segment of this proposal, several 
studies will likely involve this agency to some degree. Investigational 
segments ?., 6, and 9 incorporate subjects this division has Lo some 
degree been involved with and have some data available.

The Sport Fish Division is not, I feel, the best agency in terms of 
expertise to undertake these studies, and therefore will not address 
them as such. We do, however, have some water quality, productivity, 
and lake profile date which will in all likelihood he required by other 
investigations. It may be desirable to propose coodinated efforts with 
principal investigations of other agencies for facets of these particular 
studies. If this approach is desirable, we could define in more detail 
those segments where we could participate.

Referring directly to the "Biological Studies", numbers 16, 16, and 17; 
we feel these investigations are all necessary, reflect a minimum level 
of environmental assessment, and feel we can conduct these studies as 

well as anyone else. Certainly we can do them more economically.



Shown on the attached page is a listing rf activities, estimated cost 

figures, and timetable for these investigatiions. Recognise this program 
is based on the assumption monies will in fact be available June 1, and 
for the months following. Be aware that only general study objectives 
are shown. If adn when it becomes necessary we can build a much more 
detailed program.

Also, relative to my earlier comments, a similar biological study and 
assessment of recreational use should be performed for the other East 
side Susitna River tributaries, particularly the tittle Susitna River 
which borders the Capital Site. Likely an additional $15-20,000.00 
could include investigations of this stream.



Period June 1-30 . July 1 - November 30

Activity Weekend King Salmon 

census at Willow Creek

Initiate physical'and 
biological surveys.

Initiate water chemistry 
and quality measurements.

Lily Creek stream flows.

Initiate continous creel census of Willow Creek for recreational 

use and harvest of pink and chum salmon and resident species.

Continue physical and biological surveys of habitat, enumeration 

of specific fish stocks, hydrographic parameters, water quality 
and initial flow monitoring site selections.

Winter flow studies Lily Creek.

Data analysis, writing summary reports, and miscellaneous field work.

Staff (1) man-month Permanent (2) man-months Permanent Staff Salary for Coordinator.
Needs Staff for Project

Coordination *

* (1) Temporary Biologist I (5) man-months Temporary Biologist I

(1) Temporary Fish Tech.III. (4) man-months Temporary Fish Technician III

Budget 100 - $5,690.00 $19,497.00
Requirements 200 - 500.00 1,500.00

300 - 1,500.00 3,000.00

000 - 1,000.00 2,400.00

500 - 1,600.00 1,000.00

• $10,290.00 27,397.00

S & O  , O O 7̂ - 0 0 . 0 0



Activity Continue habitat studies for spawning and rearing salmon species.
Initiate studies of srnolt timing, composition, and migrational patterns immediately upon ice out. 
Establish thermographs and gaging materials. Initiate invertebrate collection studies.
Initiate fishery related stream flow studies, and establish instream flow requirements for 
salmonid species.

Continue salmon escapement surveys for all species.

Continue flow and water quality studies on Lily Creek. . .

Data analysis, preparation of summary reports, conduct miscellaneous early field work'.

Staff
Needs

(2) man-months Permanent Staff.Biologist for Coordinator
(6) man-months Temporary Biologist I
(5) man-months Temporary Fish Technician III

Budget
Requirements

100 - $22,682.00
200 - . 1,500.00
300 - 3,500.00
400 - 1,500.00

$30,182.00 TOTAL

3  Oj z o o

January 1 - December 31
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FROM:

],orcn Croxton 

H a b itat P r o t e c t i o n  

A n c h o r a g e

Joh n  S. Vania •' 

R e g i o n a l  S u p e rvisor 

D i v i s i o n  of Game 

A n c h o r a g e

d a t e  i M a r c h  7, 1978

j .ubject. C a p i t o l  S it e  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
A s s e s s m e n t

A t t a c h e d  is oar a s s e s s m e n t  o£ the Capitol Site study o u t l i n e  end budget. IE 

y ou need m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  please let m e  know.



J o h n  Vania 

R e g i o n a l  S u p ervisor 

D i v i s i o n  of Game 

A n c h o r a g e

d a u , M a r c h  7, 1978

F IU  N O .

T fL E PH O N c  N O ;

K a r l  Schneider 

R e s e a r c h  C o o r d inator

S U 3 JEC I.- Capital Sit e  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  

A s s e s s m e n t

D i v i s i o n  of Game. 

A n c h o r a g e

T h e  Capital S i t e  P l a n n i n g  Commission's study o u t l i n e  for a s s e s s i n g  the 

e n v i r onmental i m pact of the new capital includes most of the s t u dies 

that are curr e n t l y  feasible for a s sessing impacts of h u m a n  d e v e l o p m e n t  

on game. T he o n l y  ommissions see m  to be studies of seme s p e cies of .small 

game and non-game. If carried out this p r o g r a m  wo u l d  rank as o ne of the 

m o s t  compl e t e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  assessments for an a c t i o n  of this scope.

T he m a i n  c r i t i c i s m  of the outline is that the time frame w o u l d  n o t  allow 

all the p r o j e c t s  to be conducted in a p r o d u c t i v e  m a n n e r  r e g a r d l e s s  of 

f u n ding level. T o  provide the necessary s y n t h e s i s  of all of the studies 

and accomodate temporal variability these studies s h o u l d  be c o n d u c t e d  

over a five yea r  period. Even then it wo u l d  not be p o s s i b l e  to p r e dict 

all impacts on g a m e  as the impact of b u i l d i n g  a city e x t ends far beyond 

the city limits.

If the time frame is not flexible there is no sense in initiating, those 

parts of the s t u d y  that wi l l  not be p r o d u c t i v e  w i t h i n  that frame*.

T h e  goals of the studies should he considered. For a n  a c t i o n  of this 

type it is r e a s o n a b l e  to determine the d i s t r i b u t i o n  and a b u n d a n c e  by 

s e ason of the v a r i o u s  species w i t h i n  the area; to d e t e r m i n e  h a b i t a t  use 

as an aid :ln e s t i m a t i n g  loss due to h a b itat alteration; to d e t e r m i n e  

m ove m e n t  p a t t e r n s  w h e n  a significant part: of a m i g r a t o r y  p o p u l a t i o n  uses 

the affected area; and to determine pot e n t i a l  h u m a n - a n i m a l  conflicts.

S t u dies related to m i t i g a t i o n  can be u n d e r t a k e n  if m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  

are feasible and there is an intent to implement them. It is q u e s t i o n a b l e  

w h e t h e r  meas u r e s  to reduce impact or m i t i g a t e  impacts in the i m m e d i a t e  

area should b e  u n d e r t a k e n  where such m e a s u r e s  w o u l d  incr e a s e  h u m a n -  

a nimal conflicts.

Distribut ion and abundance, studies and habitat u se s t u d i e s  s h o u l d  be 

conducted on all species. The intensity of these s t u d i e s  w i l l  va r y  

d e p e n d i n g  on the a v ailability of techniques, p r o b a b l e  i m p o r t a n c e  of the 

area to the s p e cies and importance of the species by h u m a n  standards.

M o v e m e n t  studies should be conducted on m o o s e  since they a r c  k n o w n  to he 

m i g r a t o r y  in this area and :i t is believed that a s i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o n  of 

one or m o r e  s u b p o p u l a t i o n s  regularly uses the site. All o t h e r  species, 

i ncluding \bears, are either not truely m i g r a t o r y  or only a small portion 

of tliis p o p u l a t i o n  uses the area. Impacts on these s p e c i e s  w i l l  largely 

b e  restricted to the site, making e l aborate m o v e m e n t  s t u d i e s  le s s  necessary.



S i g n i f i c a n t  h u m a n - b c a r  and h u m a n - m o o s e  conflicts w i l l  c e r t a i n l y  develop 

if the c a p i t a l  is co n s t r u c t e d  at the proposed site. T h e r e f o r e  s e r ious 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  s hould be given to the subject of a t t e m p t i n g  Lo p r e s e r v e  

current p o p u l a t i o n s  of m o o s e  and bear in that area. M i t i g a t i o n  m a y  be 

feasible in the case of moose, b ut p e r haps should be c o n d u c t e d  i n  some 

o ther area w h e r e  conf l i c t s  will not be aggravated. If so, s t u d i e s  aimed 

at m i t i g a t i o n  w i t h i n  the site are unnecessary.

By drop p i n g  those ac t i v i t i e s  w h i c h  w i l l  not p r o d u c e  u s e f u l  r e s u l t s  in 

the time frame a l l owed or meet r e a l i s t i c  goals for the a s s e s s m e n t  of 

this action, the p r o p o s e d  p r o g r a m  can be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  reduced. The 

r e s u l t i n g  p r o g r a m  wo u l d  p r o v i d e  an a d e q u a t e  a s s e s s m e n t  by t o d ay's standards 

a l t h o u g h  it w o u l d  still suffer f r o m  the lack of c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of year to 

ye a r  v a r iability.

T h e  f ollowing c h a nges a rc r e c o m m e n d e d :

P roj e cts; 1-5

I p order to be u s e f u l  the design and anal y s i s  of these p r o j e c t s  m u s t  be 

cl o sely c o o r d i n a t e d  w i t h  ga m e  studies. It w o u l d  be e x t r e m e l y  d i f f i c u l t  

to a c c o m p l i s h  the o b j e c t i v e s  of Proj e c t s  3-5 in the time frame given.

T h e  level of k n o w l e d g e  that w o u l d  be g a ined if these s t u d i e s  w e r e  successfully 

com p l e t e d  w o u l d  not he n e c e s s a r y  u nless there is an intent to d e s i g n  the 

ci t y  around the needs of g a m e  po p u l a t i o n s  or to m i t i g a t e  loss through 

h a b i t a t  m a n i pulation. Fro m  a p r a c t i c a l  s t a n dpoint it se e m s  u n l i k e l y  

that the d e s i g n  of the city will be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  a l t ered b e c a u s e  of 

game r e q u irements. A n y  attempt to m i t i g a t e  losses w i t h i n  the s i t e  would 

probably incr e a s e  h ' m a n - m o o s c  conflicts. Tf mit i g a tion measurer, arc to 

be taken they s h o u l d  be done in other areas. T h e r e f o r e  m i t i g a t i o n  

s t u dies could be s e p a r a t e d  from s t r i c t l y  a s s e s s m e n t  s t u d i e s  and if 

de s ired c o n d u c t e d  later d u r i n g  the c o n s t r u c t i o n  phase. T h e r e f o r e  projects 

3-5 could be e i t h e r  d r o p p e d  or at least delayed w i t h o u t  s e r i o u s  damage 

to the quality of the assessment.

"»
A habitat type m a p  wo u l d  be useful for ana l y z i n g  t he "ror.nl t s of game 

studies. T h e r e f o r e  P r o j e c t s  1 and 2 w o u l d  p r o vide useful information.

At the m o m e n t  w e  do not have the i n f o r m a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  to e v a l u a t e  the 

cost figures.

Projects 6-10

Proje c t s  6 and 7 a r c  f e a s i b l e  and desirable. M o o s e  a re of c o n s i d e r a b l e  

i m p o rtance to h u m a n s  in this area, w i l l  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i m p a c t e d  by 

c o n s t r u c t i o n  of the city, and w i l l  inte r a c t  in bot h  f a v o r a b l e  a n d  unfavorable 

ma n n e r s  w i t h  the r e s i d e n t s  of the city. T h e s e  p r o j e c t s  should b e  carefully 

designed. Thi s  m i g h t  r e q u i r e  s o m e  d e v i a t i o n  fro m  the d e s i g n  outlined, 

bu t  the g e n eral a p p r o a c h  and sc o p e  wo u l d  not b e  changed. P r o j e c t  8, the 
wolf census, could be con d u c t e d  in c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  P r o j e c t s  6 and 7 aL 
no a d d i t i o n a l  cost.

Proj e c t s  9 and .10 are not feasi b l e  in the time period allowed. Little 
m o r e  than a f e a s i b i l i t y  study could b e  accomplished. U n l e s s  the duration 

o f 'the studies is extended, projects involving m a r k i n g  of h e a r s  should 

not b e  attempted. Som e  i n f o r m a t i o n  on d i s t r i b u t i o n  and r e l a t i v e  abundance



W h i l e  so m e  bears w i l l  be dis p l a c e d  by the city it is u n l i k e l y  that the 

p o p u l a t i o n  as a \diolc w i l l  be ser i o u s l y  impacted. T h e  m a i n  p r o b l e m  will 

be b e a r - h u m a n  i n t e r a c t i o n s  w h i c h  should be c o n sidered in the d e s i g n  of 

wa s t e  disposal facilities, c o n s t r u c t i o n  camps etc.

The Game D i v i s i o n  could c o m b i n e  Projects 6-10 and conduct all a s p e c t s  

that are feasible in the time frame allowed for a total cost of $275,000. 

This combined p r o j e c t  w o u l d  a l l o w  us to roughly d e l i n e a t e  the s u b p o p u l a t i o n s  

of m o o s e  using the site; d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  each s u b p o p u l a t i o n  is resident 

in the area, use s  the are a  sea s o n a l l y  or m e r e l y  migr a t e s  through the 

area; det e r m i n e  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of mo o s e  in the area by season; iden t i f y  

preferred mo o s e  h a b i t a t s  w i t h i n  the site; d etermine the number of moose 

wi n t e r i n g  in the site; d e t e r m i n e  the number and d i s t r i b u t i o n  of wolves 

using the site d u r i n g  winter; and to roughly d e t e r m i n e  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  

and abun d a n c e  of be a r s  w i t h i n  the site.

Projects 1 1-14

Studies of furbearers, e n d a n g e r e d  species, raptors, waterfowl, upland 

game and n o n - g a m e  could b e s t  be accom p l i s h e d  by int e n s i v e  on the ground 

di s t r i b u t i o n  and a b u n d a n c e  s u r veys supplemented w i t h  some a e r i a l  surveys. 

Such surveys need not bo expensive, but will r e q uire q u i t e  a bit of time 

for two individuals.

V.’e recommend that P r o j e c t s  11-14 be combined w i t h  u pland game and non- 

game included. T h e  r e s u l t i n g  study could be a c c o m p l i s h e d  for $75,000.

Summary
The Capital Site P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n ' s  study outline' of game and v e g e t a t i v e  

studies is too g r a n d i o s e  and exp e n s i v e  for the time allowed a nd the 

scope of the project. W e  r e c o m m e n d  that those aspects that c a n n o t  be 

accomplished by J a n u a r y  .1980 or that are not nece s s a r y  for a s s e s s m e n t  

purposes be d r o p p e d  and that the rem a i n i n g  w o r k  be c o n s o l i d a t e d  in the 

following manner. j

of hears can be col l e c t e d  in c onjunction wi t h  other studies.

V 7 - 1 1 / 7 8 1 2 / 7 8-1/SO Total

Habitat M a p p i n g  v P r o j e c t  1
P r o j e c t  2

8 8 , 0 0 0  
4 , 0 0 0

8 8 , 0 0 0
4 , 0 0 0

Dig Cam e  S t u dies (moose, wolf, bear) 7 5 ,0 0 0 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 7 5 ,0 0 0

Furbearers, small game, nongame, etc. 3 5 ,0 0 0 4 0 , 0 0 0 7 5 , 0 0 0
Total 202 ,0 0 0 2 4 0 ,0 0 0 4 4 2 , 0 0 0

The Came D i v i s i o n  w o u l d  not conduct tho habitat: studies itself, but the 

usefulness of the m a p  for a n a l y z i n g  game data would he insured if the 

Division a d m i n i s t e r e d  these s t u d i e s  under a subcontract. T he C a m e  

Division is the mos t  q u a l i f i e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n  to conduct she b i g  game 

studies. The f u i b e n r c r  - s m a l l  game - n o n game study could he con d u c t e d  

by temporary e m p l o y e e s  or a g r a d u a t e  student, hither w a y  there m a y  he 

certain logistic f i n a n c i a l  and q u a lity c o n trol benef i t s  if the Cam e  

division a d m i n i s t e r e d  this study also.
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MEMORANDUM
t o :  Honorable Lowell Thomas, Jr. 

Lieutenant Governor

State of AlaskS$£o
DATE: 3 1  March 197S

FILE NO: 

TELEPHONE NO:

f h o m .  Ma j o r  General C. F. Necrason ty ft1 
The Adjutant General v C

Departinent of Military Affairs

w exi-01

s u b j e c t :  Recommendations o n  CSPC

Legislation

It is appropriate to recognize what I consider an outstanding accomplishment 

by the Capitol Site Planning Commission. Members of the Commission faced a tight 

dead l i n e  and completed their assigned task in a t imely manner. The individual 

me m bers had (and have) strong personal views r e g a r d i n g  the w isdom of moving the 

capital, yet they came up with a viable planning document even though there was 

little source material since few cities have been built in a wilderness area 

and none in a location as far north as Willow.

It is noted that the CSPC's report makes no p r ovision for the relocation of the 

Department o f  Military Affairs from J u n e a u  to Willow. Likewise, there is no 

p r o v i s i o n  for an armory in the new capital city. I am in full agreement.

At. no cost to the State, the Department of Mili t a r y  Affairs has been provided 

with 250 acres of land on Ft. Richardson. A prelim i n a r y  pla n  for relocating 

departmental headquarters has been prepared and approved in concept. Under the 

plan, the Anchorage employees of this department will move to new facilities in 

FY 80. If the capital is not moved, the persons in Juneau will remain there.

If the capital is moved, they will relocate to the n e w  headquarters on Ft.
Ri c h a r d s o n .

the Army National Guard, 

is essential for effective 

AFB for coordination on

There arc m a n y  advantages to the Ft. Richardson location. First and foremost, 

the department's headquarters will be adjacent to that of the 172d Infantry 

Brigade which is responsible for d a y -to-day support of 

The location will allow for the personal liaison which 

operation. In addition, we will be close to K lmcndorf 

A i r  Guard matters. Civil Air Patrol headquarters, incidentally, is also on the 

air base. 01 course, c o nstruction costs for the new facilities will be less 
because of the Anchorage location.

Some could consider the location at Ft. Richardson a negative factor since ’the 

Mili t a r y  Affairs Headquarters would not be at the new capital site; it should 

be pointed out that W i llow is within one hour d r i ving time of the proposed 

site and our helicopters arc 15 to 20 minutes away.

We expect that a number of residents of the new capital city will be interested 

in National Guard membership. As with the departmental headquarters, planners 

ma d e  no provisions for an armory. We feel that this is correct and there is no 

requirement since our Alcantra facility is adequate and nearby. It can serve 

the new city as well as Wasilla. Additionally, there is enough space to accommodate 

the Division of Emergency Services and provide for storage of the division's 

supplies and equipment.
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Lieutenant Governor
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As a subjective comment on the contents o f  the CSPC report, it is m y  opinion 

that the report constitutes an adequate first step. However, when final plans 

are drawn consideration should be given to construction of a hospital as there 

are none in the area.

The requirement for additional industrial space should also be considered.

%

%



STATE
o f  ALASKA

10. r
Lt. Governor Lowell Thomas

f r o m .  Marshall L. Lind I/I
Commissioner of Education

DATE: 

FILE N O . 

TELEPHONE N O :

March 29, 1978

s u b je c t  Review of Capital Site Planning 

Commission Legislation and Con­
sultant’s Reports

i have reviewed the components of the New Capital City Planning Process 
Documents which relate to both the department and public schools, generally. 
I am satisfied that the financial and space needs of the Capital City School 
System are accurately reflected in the reports and accommodated in the 
appropriate sections of the attendant proposed legislation, 44.63.110(d) 
and 29.18.620.

$



r  Lowe l l  Thomas, J r .
L i e u t e n a n t  G ove rn o r

DATt' April 5, 1978

FILE N O :

Donald Harris, Commi'ssKrtier 
Department of Transporcation 

and Public Facilities

TELEPHONE N O :

SUBJECT:
Request for review of Capital 
City Planning Documents

1. Introduction and Overview r, ,i
2. Analysis of State Government

,* jj

3. Program components for the New City *r •
4. Natural Site Conditions L i s i u e n a n i
5. Water Source
6. Energy and Utilities
7. Transportation
8. Outdoor Recreation Sources
9. Financial Plan and Detailed Economic Projections (2 volumes)
10. Socio-Economic Impact Analysis for Juneau and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough.
11. Environmental Guidelines and Assessment, Permits and Procedures
12. Implementation Plan
13. Lec'slative Package

General comments are as follows:

1. They have incorporated Transportation Planning report on air, rail and 
highway facilities as they wrote it.

2. No impact on Transportation design and construction divisions that could 
not be accomodated by staffing up or training of persons capable of 
managing consultant contracts (apparently this will be underway).

3. Their schedule for completion of transportation facilities is in advance 
of ours but if only state funds are used this may not be a problem.

4. Special attention should be given to the base assumptions listed in 
Volume 12 page 4-6 b e c a m e  this forms the basis for the legislation 
(S.B. 519).

5. I have searched, but cannot find that the CDC would use DOT/PF to carry 
out any of CDC's responsibility for designing, construction and maintaining 
the government facilities, roads, utilities and community facilities.
P. 18 Volume 13 states that DPW would not be able to respond quickly 
enough. Page 9 of Volume 12 indicates that DOT/PF "designs" access road 
(no schedule for airport). Page 12 Volume 12 indicates no DOT/PF involve­
ment.
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5. I have searched, but cannot find that the CDC would use DOT/PF to carry 
out any of CDC's responsibility for designing, construction and maintaining 
the government facilities, roads, utilities and community facilities.
P. 18 Volume 13 states that DPW would not be able to respond quickly 
enough. Page 9 of Volume 12 indicates that DOT/PF "designs" access road 
(no schedule for airport). Page 12 Volume 12 indicates no DOT/PF involve­
ment.

6. Interesting side note: CDC is free of civil service "constraints" and
public bidding requirements.

7. No contingency plan for everything not going perfect as scheduled. Would
the CDC then expect DOT/PF to help them out in a crunch?

8. Is State prepared for impact of school construction under DOE's foundation 
reimbursement plan?

9. Page 23 Volume 12 states CDC applies for grants to subsidize cost of con­
struction. Where? Private, State, Federal funds? Page 16 Volume 13 
provides for repayment of all State "loans".

10. See page 30 Volume 12. CDC is State entity, State funded. What insures
this "assumed" Borough takeover and local assumption of responsibility? 
Thereby ending the need for State funds.

11. Page 32 Volume 12... "Owned and operated by the State" is very vague,
(apparently after July 1982?).

12. Page 34 Volume 12 speaks of an "interagency committee" which would coor­
dinate the move. Presume this would require DOT/PF staff time.

13. Biggest impact is likely to be our ability to find consultants and con­
tractors Lo perform other State work as in the pipeline years. Their 
report claims this shortage of labor will not occur.

14. In Volume 13 the CDC is given many powers of various State agencies with 
no requirement to coordinate.

15. Page 11 Volume 13 mentions cooperative agreements with State but never 
says what, or on what terms.

16. Note: we have not reviewed S.B. 519.

17. Volume 6: energy utilities report appears to be conforming to our under­
standing with Division of Energy and Power Development for use of energy 
standards.



TO: |~ The Honorable Lowell Thomas, Jr.

Lieutenant Governor
FILE N O :

date- April 3, 1978

FRO M :

m

Ernst W. Muelle 

Commissioner 

Department of E n v i ronmental 

Conservation

TELEPHONE NO.-

- .^ J E C T :

. . .  Si_A(E C~ A L A S K A• r : r. ; \ •

SB 519/SB 553

/’0-? . ;07--

•zijr^Aiir GOVERNjr

Developing a new capital city for Alaska is a tremendous undertaking.

The Department of E n v i ronmental Conservation has an important r espon­

sibility to assure that the new capital be sited and constructed in a 

m anner that m a i n t a i n s  the highest standards of environmental quality.

The Department mus t  also w o r k  to avoid any unnecessary costs to the 

citizens of Alaska b e c a u s e  of unreasonable delays in the appr o v a l  of 

permits.

X have reviewed SB 519/SB 553 and am deeply concerned with Sec. 44.63.040(e), 

which basically e stablishes a new permit process especially for the 

Capital City Development Corporation.

This Department is strongly opposed to this provision and we urge that 

it be deleted from the bill. Our rationale for this is as follows:

1. App a r e n t l y  the bill's permit process is based on the a s s u m p­

tion that there is an inherent, insurmountable delay built 

into every p e r m i t  issued by a State agency. This is simply 

not I rue. M y  Department has worked hard on improving its 

permit p r o cedures and has developed common sense, work a b l e  

regulations Lo govern them. We implemented these procedures 

in N o v e m b e r  and our experience to date shows Lhey are working 

well; man y  favorable comments have been received from the 
p ermittees in this regard.

It Is our o p i n i o n  that there will be no delays in issuing the 

n ece s s a r y  State permits for construction of a new capital.

The potential delays will he associated with the federal 

permits and the federal environmental impact s t atement pr o c­

ess. For example, the minimum time in which the U.S. Environ­

mental P r o t e c t i o n  A gency can issue a water d i s c h a r ge-related 

permit is 180 days. My Department, on the other hand, can 
issue a s i m ilar permit after only 60 days.

2. l'he L e g i s l a t u r e  has already established ,..,1 icy on the coordi­
nation of the State permit process in Chapter 60, S LA 77, the 

Environmental Procedures Coordination Act. Tn effect, this 

legisl a t i o n  establishes a "one window" procedure w h e r e b y  a 

project' s p o n s o r  may come to this Department to o b t a i n  all
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necess. ry State permits for his project. We b e l i e v e  this 

statute would w o r k  very well to accommodate the p e r m i t -related 

needs of the Capital C'> ty Development Corporation. Therefore,

w e  oppose the proposed changes to the Act wh i c h  are contained
in SB 519/SB 553.

It. appears that man y  p e r sons have a considerable amount of anxiety- 

regarding overall coordi n a t i o n  of the actions and p o l i cy-making decisions 

of State government vis - a - v i s  the capital move. Therefore, I recommend 

that you include in yo u r  testimony that the Governor will, in the near 

future, appoint a cabinet-level task force to focus exclusively on the 

capital move. The task force would be chaired by you, and be comprised 

of the commissioners w ho already serve on the Capital Site Planning 

Commission— and others w h o m  the G o v e r n o r  may wish to designate (agencies 

wh i c h  have permit programs should also serve on the task force). Such

a move may help a l l e v i a t e  the fear that State government will not act in

a coordinated m anner on all capital mov e  issues.
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D E P A R T M E N T  OF COMMUN ITY  AND  R EG IO N A L  A F F A I R S

T h e  H o n o r a b l e
L ow e l l  T h o m a s ,  J r .  

1 :~ u t e n a n t  u o v e r n o r FILE n o

d a t e  A p r i l  3 ,  1978

TELEPHONE NO.

L e e  M cA n e r n e SUBJECT Cap i t a l  C i t y  L e g i s l a t i o n  
(SB 553)C o m m i s s i o n e r

T h e  D epa r tm en t  of C om m un i t y  a n d  R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s '  b r i e f  r e v i e w  o f  S B  553 
i n d i c a t e s  th a t ,  in f a c t ,  s e v e r a l  p r o b l em s  s e em  to e x i s t  w i th  th e  p r o p o s e d  
l e g i s l a t i o n .  T h e s e  p r o b l em s  i n c l u d e :

1 .  U n d e r  A S  2 9 . 1 8 . 5 1 0 ,  the Loca l  B o u n d a r y  C om m is s i o n  w ou ld  not  
be i n v o l v e d  in e s t a b l i s h i n g  the c i t y  b o u n d a r i e s ;  h o w e v e r ,  u n d e r  A r t i c l e  X ,  
S e c t i o n  1 2 ,  o f the S t a t e ' s  C o n s t i t u t i o n ,  the Loca l  B o u n d a r y  C om m i s s i o n  "m a y  
c o n s i d e r  a n y  p r o p o s e d  lo c a l  g o v e r n m e n t  b o u n d a r y  c h a n g e . "

2 .  In a d d i t i o n  to the a b o v e ,  the b i l l  d e n i e s  the Loca l  B o u n d a r y  
C om m i s s i o n  the a u t h o r i t y  to r e v i e w  f u t u r e  b o u n d a r y  c h a n g e s  ( s e e  A r t i c l e  X ,  
S e c t i o n  1 2 ,  o f the A l a s k a  S t a t e  C o n s t i t u t i o n ) .

3 .  U n d e r  A S  2 9 . 1 8 . 5 3 0 ,  fou r  o f  the in i t i a l  " c o u n c i l "  m e m b e r s  w o u ld  b e  
a p p o in t e d  b y  the G o v e r n o r ,  a n d  the f i f th  m em b e r  w ou ld  be d e s i g n a t e d  b y  
the  d e v e l o p m e n t  c o r p o r a t i o n .  A r g u a b l y ,  a l l  c o u n c i l  m em b e r s  s h o u l d  be  
a p p o in t e d  b y  the G o v e r n o r ,  a s  is  the c a s e  fo r  " n o rm a l "  d e v e l o p m e n t  c i t i e s ,  
( s e e  A S  29 . 18 .3 ^ 10 )  .

8 . T h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  a g a i n s t  the M a t a n u s k a - S u s i t n a  B o r o u g h  e x e r c i s i n g  
a d d i t i o n a l  a r e a w i d e  p o w e r s  w i t h in  the c a p i t a l  c i t y  a p p e a r s  u n d u l y  r e s t r i c t i v e  
w i t h i n  the  c a p i t a l  c i t y  b o u n d a r i e s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  p o s s i b l y  h i n d e r i n g  the p r o p e r  
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  b o r o u g h  g o v e r n m e n t .

5. T h e  b o r o u g h  s h o u l d  r e t a i n  the e d u c a t i o n  func t i on  a n d  no t  " s h a r e "  
it w i t h  th e  c o r p o r a t i o n .  T h e  c o r p o r a t i o n  is  not  a loca l  g o v e r n m e n t ,  a n d  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  it w ou ld  s e em  to be  p r e c l u d e d  from p r o v i d i n g  a loca l  
g o v e r n m e n t  f u n c t i o n .  ( S e e  A r t i c l e  X ,  S e c t i o n  2 ,  o f the S t a t e ' s  C o n s t i t u t i o n . )

6 . T h e  p r o p o s e d  30 -m i l l  m a x im um  tax  for the s e c o n d  c l a s s  c i t y  i s  
v e r y  h a r d  to u n d e r s t a n d .  E i t h e r  the c i t y  s h o u l d  br a f i r s t  c l a s s  c i t y  
w i t h  a  30 -m i l l  p r o p e r t y  t a x  l im i t ,  o r  it s h o u l d  be  a s e c o n d  c l a s s  c i t y  w i t h  
a 5 -m i l l  p r o p e r t y  tax  l im i t .

7 .  Why  s h o u ld  the  c o r p o r a t i o n  b e  i n v o l v e d  in l a n d  u s e  p l a n n i n g ?  
T h i s  i s  d e f i n i t e l y  a l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t  f u n c t i o n .  ( S e e  A r t i c l e  X ,  S e c t i o n  2 ,  
o f  the  S t a t e ' s  C o n s t i t u t i o n . )
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8. Under  AS 2 9 . 1 8 . 6 1 0 ,  the Matanuska-Sus i tna Bo rough  "may not 
e x e rc i s e  any a reawide pov/er in a manner which conf l icts with the gene -  
deve lopment p lan .  . .un t i l  the deve lopment co rpora t ion is d is so lved  o r  
J a n u a r y  1 , 2000, wh icheve r  comes f i r s t . "  (See Point 7 a b ove . )



I

T h a n k  you f o r  your letter of April 5, 197S, regarding the- capital 

rov e  bondable costa and, mo r e  particularly, your professional opinion 

r egarding the inclusion of a combination coal-fired co-generation 

plant for the production of electricity and hot water.

As y ou may know, the next cove, as far as the bondable cost estimate, 

w i l l  be in the hands of the Legislature.

I nra enclosing a copy of Representative T i m  Kelly's capital move 

proposal, as submitted to the Joint Senate-House State Affairs 

Committee* The joint committee is hearing recommendations on 

all aspects of the capital move. I a m  forwarding a copy of 

your letter to Eagle River Senator Ed Willis, Co-Chairman of 

the Senate State Affairs Committee and Chairman of the Joint 

Committee, for review and comment.

T h a n k  you for your concern and opinions. If you should have 

further comments or questions, please do not hesitate Co contact

me.

V e r y  truly yours,

Randy Phillips 

State Representative

Enc. /
cc: Honorable Ed Willis

. X ^ l a s k a  State Senate

Pouch V, Mail Stop 3100 

Juneau, A K  99811



Bruce H. Mattson, P.E.
617 Chatanika Loop 
Eagle River, Alaska 99577 
April 5, 1978

hep. Randy Phillips 
Pouch V
JunPau, Alaska 99311 

Dear Sir:

It was with great interest and apprehension that I reviewed the 
Special Edition u  the Anchorage Times describing the proposed 
Capital City at Willow. The scope of work, as presented, appears 
to far exceed that which the electorate envisioned at the time of 
the initiative. Certainly it exceeds my impressions of what was 
and continues to be needed.

I suggest that this is the time to gather prudent individuals 
together to giean this initial proposal and reduce it to an 
affordable capital of which we all my be proud.

The singular item included in the basic proposal which has disturbed 
me, as an electrical engineer, was the inclusion of a combination 
coal-fired co-generation plant for the production of electricity 
and hot water for heat to be piped throughout the city. I personally 
feel this to be beyond the scope of trie capital city relocation 
effort and that it should be thoroughly reviewed for economic 
soundness and environmental impact prior to adoption.

To assist in facilitating this review, the attached summary of my 
concept of the advantages and disadvantages of this i tein was prepared. 
I trust that it will be of assistance to you in reducing the projected 
costs of the capital construction, by convincing'you to eliminate' 
this item from the budget completely, and to use mqre realistic 
methods to furnish energy to the capital.

My concept of appropriate capital city energy provisions consists of:

1. Electrical energy distributed through a system of underground 
cables, pad mounted transformers. and switch cabinets to all 
of the capital site buildings, with concurrent routing of 
telephone cabling. (MEA & MTA Ownership)



2. Heating of all of the capital buildings by means of boilers
at several core areas, with provisions for dual-fuel usage, 
and having diesel fuel oil storage underground for initial, 
as well as later emergency backup reserves, with an option of 
using local natural gas via pipeline or via a LNG vaporization 
plant.

3. On-site electrical generation sets provided only to the extent
required to provide emergency lighting, power, and heat for
maintenance of the facilities during an extended outage of
commercial power.

I would appreciate your thorough cons deration of this matter and
would like to receive any comments you may have.

Very truly yours,

Bruce H. Mattson , P.E.

Page 2
A p r i l  5 ,  1 9 78



EVALUATION OF CONSTRUCTING NEW CO-GENERATION PLANT FOR THE CAPITAL AT WILLOW (COAL-FIRED)

ADVANTAGES

1. Best fuel-to-energy conversion ratio, if fully used.

2. Possible future energy cost reduction in the future.
(See Item 5 opposite)

3. Conserves natural gas resource. (See Item 9 opposite)

DISADVANTAGES

Extremely high construction and maintenance costs

2. Maximized energy utilization is not possible 
during summer periods, when additional power is 
required for air-conditioning loads and heating 

load is not present for cooling. This requires 
full capacity cooling to be installed in the form 
of cooling towers or ponds.

3. Smokestack plumes would be environmentally 
objectionable for such a model city, especially 
since they would be in-line with the view of 
Mt. McKinley from the capital center.

, i
4. MEA already has transmission lines installed in 

to serve the capital and has REA authority to 
serve the area. (Redundancy)

5. Present electrical energy costs are the minimum 
to be realistically expected until the proposed 
Susitna Hydro Project is realized. Coal-fired 
generation costs cannot compete with hydro, now 
O'* in the future.

6. The relatively small quantity of coal to be 
consumed could lead to use of trucks to haul the 
coal from the mines in the Valley to the site, 
causing environmental pollution.

7. Requires a tremendous investment in hot water 
distribution lines (20 miles of mainline alone) 
and high operating costs to circulate the water.

3. Cost of distribution lines to residential areas 
would prohibit use of hot v/ater to heat homes.

9. Natural gas reserves are abundant in the Cook 

Inlet Area.



S e n a t e  State.* A f f a i r s  W i l l i s  c h a i r m a n  2 : 4 0  M a r c h  21, 1 9 7 S

All m e m b e r s  are present.

SB  371
Se n a t o r  Ray a p p r o v e d  of the amendments, but thinks the bill 
is a s t a lling measure. It p a s s e d  with indiv. rec. w h i c h  
i n c l u d e d  a letter of e x planation to finance.

S B  530
Mr. Morton H o p p e n f e l d  tes tifies

S e n a t o r  Ray w a n t s  to know if the appropri ation is n e e d e d  now. 
W o u l d  it be f e a sible to wait until after the elect i o n  to 
s p e n d  the m oney so we don't have to loose so much if the 
capital  doesn't move.

Mr. Hopetifeld: T he approp r i a t i o n  is only for data collecti on

S e n a t o r  Ray: Why is it called an enviornmental  statem e n t ?
C o u l d  the w o r d i n g  be changed to read data c o l l e c t i o n ?

Mr. Hopenfeld: That w o u l d  probably be a good idea.

R e c e s s  to procure chairs

S e n a t o r  Huber: Is there a r e a s o n a b l e  chance we won't be
able to use the W i l l o w  site or are we be ing asked to spend 
$ 4 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  to f o ll ow some words.

Mr. Hopenfeld: It doesn't appear that the site is b e l o w
s t a n d a r d s  at all.

S e n a t o r  Ray: Was the land N ative Land Claim land?

No, state land on tentative approval

Se n a t o r  Kerttula: Has any data been c o l l e c t e d  yet?

Mr. Hopenfeld: No, just soil samples.

S e n a t o r  Ray: Why wasn't the site checked e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  to
make sure the site is feasible?

Mr. Hopenfeld: We did what was m a n d a t e d  in legislation.



S e n a t o r  IUy: lines 13 - 17 change 928,000 to 4,000,000. Let
the facts be known.

S e n a t o r s  Ray & K e r t t u l a  think it is a good idea to put it all 
in the bill.

Se n a t o r  H u b e r  points out that it is going  to be a financial 
he a d a c h e  to m i x  78 funds with 79 funds.

M a y o r  of Juneau, Bill Ov ers t r e e t  requests that impact studies  
be done by other c o n sultants who are not so clos ely involved
with the m o v e  c o n sultants who are not chosen by the capital
site p l a n n i n g  commission.

Mrs. B e r g  testifies.

h e a ring closed 4:05

Se nator K e r t t u l a  s u g gests amendments as attached to 530.

Willis is the only one to object.

M e e t i n g  adjourned.



Legisl a t i v e  m e m b e r s  present

D a n k w o r t h
Miles
Kelly
Willis, chairman 
Bradley, Bob 
Nakak 
G a r d i n e r  
Lethin

Mr. T o m  Westof f fro m Dean W h itier  t e s t i f i e d  on financial 
aspects.

He wa sn't sure what o u r  b o n d i n g  capac i t y  w o u l d  be in 1994

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Dankworth: Would the total amount of bonds
come to 9 8 9 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  in 1994. Is that based on current w ealth

Mr. Westoff: If we were still wealthy as a state, there
wo u l d  be a b r oad er market.

R. Dankworth: IIow do you come to the p o p u l a t i o n  figu re?

Mr. Westoff: used the best figures availabl and have to
bel eve in them.

Rep. Lethin: Did you just use the U n i v e r s i t y ' s  p r e d i c t i o n ?

Mr. Westoff: Yes.

Rep. Gardiner: T h e r e  were p rojec t i o n s  m a d e  for P e r m anent
Fund of the discovery of another oil field, but that w e a l t h  
w o u l d  only  delay the inevitable. H o w  about m a r k e t a b i l i t y  
with the percapi ta debt $3,500, double any o t h e r  state.
New Yorks per capita is $2,000 and they are bankrupt. What 
does it do to us to go from $1,600 to $ 3 , 500?

Mr. Westoff: Nothing, if we stay at 8%.

Rep. Miles: H o w  did you arrive at 8%?

Mr. Westoff: S u b j e c t i v e  determ i n a t i o n  ---  7% -  9%

Rep. Bradley: Would it prudent to project the s t a t e ' s  needs
for the next 10 years?

Mr. Westoff: Yes, but it would be impossible; it w o u l d  turn
into a wish list. T h e r e  is no c o mparison anywhere.

Rep. Bradley: How could we reduce o u r  debt s e r v i c e ?
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Mr. Westoff: Differen t ways, pay as you go — cash for instance.

Gardiner: If the m u n i c i p a l i t y  doubles the amount of bonds
(for the move) w o u l d  it affect the state's ability to bond?

Mr. Westoff: Not really.

Rep. Gardiner: Is it poss ible to saturat e the market
with A l a s k a  bonds?

Mr. Westoff: Yes, you can. There is a total amount you can 
reach. Some people will not buy A laska bonds  or only a 
percentage. There is a limit, ie. V a l d e z  with over  a billion  
w o r t h  of bonds reached their limit.

Rep G a r d i n e r  leaves.

Mr. H o p p e n f e l d  states that it is p o s sible to plan for every 
thing.

Recess  3:00 - 3:10 

M e m b e r s  present

Willis, Bradley, Meekins, Lethin, Kelly

W h i t e  &. Weld & Assoc. Mr. Ted Switc h & Sam Palia testify.

They differ in the 8% figure, saying that it b e i n g  overly 
prudent. A l a s k a ' s  uniqu e position is recog n i z e d  by financiers. 
They a d v is ed to put total :ost in one lump sum and get the 
vote of c o n f i d e n c e  (so tc speak) from the people. It will 
help c r e d i t a b i l i t y  in th. marketplace.

Rep Meekins: What happens in the 9 0 's after P r u d o e  in regards
to our b o n d i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s ?  We'll loose federal funds and 
have a very big added e x pense m aking them up.

M e e t i n g  a d j o u rned at 3:50
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Me m b e r s  present

W i l l i s
Br a d l e y
Ray
Ke r t t u l a
H uber

SB 413 p a s s e d  

C a p i t a l  Mo ve T e s t i m o n y

Mr. R ivkin  of R i vk in & Assoc. testif y i n g  t oday on J u n e a u  Impact.

T h e y  found Juneau to have large number of high income f a m i l i e s  
and housing. Also, they found that government is J u n e a u’s 
main industry. He spoke of a phased m o v e  w h i c h  i n v o l v e d  several 
factors: 1. June au will get bigger before it gets smaller  by
4 , 0 0 0  even if the capital is voted to move. 2. T h e r e  will 
be a m a j o r  decline: 6 0 %  drop in employment the p o p u l a t i o n
will drop to around  16,000 income will d e cl ine the m u n i c i­
pality will find it hard to make ends meet many c o m p l i c a t e d  
social r a m i f i c a t i o n s  vacant b u i l ding s s u bj ect to state 
custodianship. T h e r e  are three "industries" J u n e a u  could 
look f o rward  to h a v i n g  m o v e  in: federal expansion (although,
not very substantial), t o u r i s m  would increase a little  bit, 
fishing could be p layed up (perhaps b r i n g i n g  in 30 - 40 m o r e  
people.

T h e  impact of t.he move could be softened if some a l t e r n a t i v e s  
w e r e  use d such as: leaving a large portion of the g o v e r n m e n t
in Juneau; and l e aving  the capital e n t irel y in J u n e a u  w h i c h  
w o u l d  result in the popula t i o n  doubling in size in the same 
amount of time.

S e nat or Ray: Why do you say Juneau is going to g r o w  a n o t h e r
4,000. Where did you get that figure?

Mr. Rivkin: 74 - 76 state employment rose by 2,437.

S e nat or Ray: What happe ned to building  in Juneau a fte r the
capital move was voted on (before indemnification).

No b u i l d i n g  h a p p e n e d  at all.

S e nat or Ray: What do you mean by influx of f i s h e r m e n ?

Mr. Rivkin: 20 - 30 new employees.

Se n a t o r  Ray: You could start a retail store and e m p l o y  more.
Have you ever fished?! E x p larn what you mean by an i n c rease  
in tourism.



Mr. Rivkin: More tour boats.

S e n a t o r  Ray: T h e y ' r e  just v i s itors  they don't s p e n d  any money,

Mr. Rivkin: T h ere's  E a g l e  Crest.

S e n a t o r  Ray: J u n e a u  is p a y i n g  for that, the state didn't think
it worthwhile. Why don't you say we need brain s u r g e o n s  or 
n u c l e a r  physicists?!

S e n a t o r  Kerttula: If it doesn't move, how about m o v i n g  just
some of the d e partme nts?

Mr. Rivkin: Year after year p o s i t i o n s  are b eing  moved.

S e n a t o r  Huber: 59% of the government is in A n c h o r a g e  already.
We are already split. T h e  other depart m e n t s  have been m o v e d  
t h rou gh the back door.

Mr. Rivkin: A split move would r e qui re a close look at Anchorage.

S e n a t o r  Huber: In your growth assumption did you take in to
account demand to st rea m l i n e  b u r e a u c r a c y  and the d emand to 
s erve more pe ople with what you have?

Mr. Rivkin: I have no way of knowing who could be cut back.

S e n a t o r  Huber: Do you think p e ople  would approve of b o n d s  for
J u n e a u ?

Mr. Rivkin: They n e e d  to. T h e r e ' s  rpom for m a y b e  300 - <100
m o r e  state e m p l oye es in the e x i s t i n g  facilities.

S e n a t o r  Huber c o m ments that his c o n s t i t u e n t s  don't want more 
expansion. They think he has it plush and that s e s s i o n s  are
too long. You're f i gures are highly questionable.

S e n a t o r  Ray: Are Hohnian St McDowal expert s iri J u neau? D i d  they
c r i t i c i z e  your report?

Mr. Rivkin: They cut back on fish predictions. Didn't agree
on t o u rism either.

S e n a t o r  Ray: Did you m a k e  a p u blic st atement s a y i n g  if you
w e r e  an Alaskan, you woul d move  the c a p i tal? Say yes or no.

Mr. Rivkin: It was taken out of context.

S e n a t o r s  Ray and K e r t t u l a  leave.

Mr. H o p p e n f e l d  reads Mr. Rivkin's q u a l i f i c a t i o n s

S e n a t o r  Willis: With the split move concept would all the
central positions have to move?

Mr. Rivkin: No.

A d j o u r n e d  1 0 : 0 0  AM



M e mbe rs present

Senator Huber 
Rep. McKinnon 
Rep. Kelly 
Rep. D a n k worth  
Rep. Rudd 
Rep. Gard i n e r  
Rep. Miles

Mr. H o p p e n f e l d  introduces Herb B e r k owitz who gives an overview 
of the legislation: The CDC w ou ld have more power than the
state government b e c ause it can authorize state loans and can 
o v e r ride muni c i p a l  decisions. The CDC determines make up of 
m u n i c i p a l i t y  and how it will c h ange over to regular inhabitants 
The concept of the CDC is that will go from the begi nning to 
the end of the development of the city. This will cause some 
overlaps in the g c v e r n i n g  procedure. It will be very sticky. 
T h e r e  will be a sunset c lause which insures the dissolution 
of the CDC after a period of time.

Mr. Billy Barrier was present also and was asked to give a 
re v i e w  of the memo w h i c h  is attached. Raised the question 
of the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y  of the indemnifying Juneau and not 
Wasilla

Rep. Miles leaves.

Se n a t o r  Huber: Do you c o n sider the constitution of Alaska
pe r m i s s i v e  or rest ri c t i v e ?

Mr. Berkowitz: A majo r const r a i n t  for legislation of this
k :i. n d .

S e n a t o r  Huber: When the A l a s k a  Co nstitution is silent on an
issue in this bill, do you consider  it as being permissive?

Mr. Berkowitz: F or this k ind of legislation we have to put
95% of the flesh on the bones of the provision.

Rep. McKinnon: What precedent would repeal a municipal bill,?

Mr. Berkowitz: T h e r e  w o u l d  be a very definite conflict of
interests here.

Rep. Rudd: I believe the e n a b l i n g  legislation is still on the
books. (It is, the city in question failed however)

Rep. McKinnon: What is the nature of that legislation?

Mr. Barrier: It assumes  that the development entity will
phase out gradually. It will still be around after the city's 
government has been fully functioning.

Rep. Rudd: Why was the figure 37,500 pop. used for phase out?
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Rep. Rudd: How long till that figure is reached?

Mr. Hoppenfeld: By 1994.

T h e  m e e t i n g  is adjourned until tomorrow. 3:00PM

Mr. H o p p n e f e l d :  T o  f o l l o w  t h e  m a n d a n t e  o f  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n .



M e m b e r s  present

Se n a t o r  Willis 
S e n a t o r  Huber 
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  B r a d l e y  
Rep. Kelly 
Rep. Dankw o r t h  
Rep. Miles  
Rep. McK innon  
Rep. Lethin 
R e p . Rudd

Mr. Bill Barrier p r e s e n t  also.

Ma y o r  Overstreet: CDC allows to self government in Willow.
Ef f i c i e n c y  is not a goo d reason. We are not felones. Let 
de m o cracy prevail.

Rep. Miles: What rights are W i l l o w i t e s  going to loose?

Overstreet: Among o t h e r  t hings they are not. .incharge of their
own p l a n n i n g  & zoning.

Rep. Miles: G o v e r n m e n t  is for an o n - g o i n g  structur, not
n e c e s s a r y  for c o m m u n i t y  that is b e i n g  built.

Overstreet: Don't take away the right of self government.

Rep. Kelly: Why not split move - w o u l d  really help Juneau.

Overstreet: Com mis s i o n  came up with split move w h e n  they
found it cost too much.

Rep. Kelly: All central p o s i t i o n s  in one place not good. He's
for s c aling  down size of the city.

S e n a t o r  Huber: C D C  ought to absolve right after all the
p r i v a t e  land is sold and the p l a n n i n g  is done. T h e r e  ought 
to be more pro vision for local control.

R ecess

Rep. Dankworth: F a v o r s  a s p e c i f i c  time for d i s s o l v i n g  of CDC.

S e n a t o r  Huber: T h e r e  is n o t h i n g  in initiative about a split
m o v e .

The remainder of the m e e t i n g  w a s  o c c u p i e d  with g o i n g  over the 
bill section by s e ction with till B a r r i e r  and Mr. Berkowitz.

The m e e t i n g  a d j o urne d at 3:40.
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M a r c h  27, 1 9 7 8  W i l l i s  &  B r a d l e y  C h a i r i n g  2 : 0 0

Me m b e r s  Present

K e r t t u l a
Kelly
Lethin
Nakak
Miles
D a n k w o r t h

Pu b l i c  T e s t i m o n y  on c a p i t a l  m o v e  bills 553 554 H B 5 8 7

Mrs. Ber g of J u n e a u  S e n a t o r  K e r t t u l a  r e q u e s t e d  an a t t o r n e y  
look over Mrs. B e rg's claim. No objection.

Lee St rin g e r  of Juneau: He b rings up seve ral points: 1. M o n e y
is r a is ed from s e l l i n g  lots to employees of the State. W hy 
haven't they been a s k e d  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in p l a n n i n g ?  2. H e  
doesn't approve of all central p o s i tions in one place. 3. Why 
doesn't the M a t - S u  B o r o u g h  float some bonds or help  f i n a n c e  in 
some way, b e c a u s e  they will be r e api ng all the benefit.

Rep M i l e s  says that 50% of the p e o p l e  on CDC are s t a t e  employees.

Lee S t r inger is d i s a p p o i n t e d  that „he p l a n n i n g  is c o s t i n g  so 
much as it was to be kept at a low impact level for the tax 
p a y e r .

Rep Kelly m e n t i o n s  that the m a n d a t e  says least amount of impact 
to J u n e a u  residents, not tax payers.

Mr. T r e v o r  D a v i s  testifies. He and his father c o n t r i b u t e d  
mo n e y  to buy land for the capital. The re is roo m to g r o w  to
1 0 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  in Juneau. T h i s  is the third time w e ' v e  been 
a t t a c k e d .

John Hart land of F a i r b a n k s  t e s t i f i e s  regarding Mr. W e s t h o f f  
of Dean W h i t i e r  t e s t i m o n y  last week. John q u e s t i o n s  the fact 
that we will be able to keep up present b o n d i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s  
(100 m i l lion  per year) b e c a u s e  that same 100 m i l l i o n  will b e  
worth only 30 m i l lion in 1994.

M e e t i n g  recessed until 7:00 T u e s d a y  e v ening M a r c h  28.



M e m b e r s  Present

Kelly
Miles
M c K i n n o n
D a n k w o r t h

T e s t i m o n y  of the capital m o v e 

Mr. Gordon E p p e r l y  of J u n e a u

P o i n t s  out the E n d a n g e r e d  S p e c i e s  Act. It s p e c i f i e s
habitat of the e n d a n g e r e d  s p ecies p e r e g r i n  falcon is
at willow. It is a federal law.

M a r c h  28, 1 9 7 8  W i l l i s  &  B r a d l e y  C h a i r i n g  7 : 1 5  p m

Re c e s s  7:30



S e n a t e

Committee on Sta te A f f a i r s
MEMORANDUM

Pouch V  
State Capitol 

Juneau, A laska 99811O ffic ia l Business

D A T E :  A p r i l  1 1 ,  1 9 7 8

T O :  S e n a t e  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  C o m m i t t e e

FROM :  B a r n e y  E b e r h a r d t

R E G A R D IN G :  M e e t i n g  h e l d  i n  t h e  G o v e r n o r ' s  C o n f e r e n c e  R o om
a t  1 1  AM o n  A p r i l  1 0 ,  1 9 7 8

I n  a t t e n d a n c e  w e r e  G o v e r n o r  H a m m o n d ,  L t . G o v e r n o r  T h o m a s ,
K e n t  D a w s o n ,  K i e t h  S p e c k i n g ,  S e n a t o r  W i l l i s ,  S e n a t o r  K e r t t u l a ,  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  B r a d l e y ,  D a v i d  R o g e r s ,  B a r n e y  E b e r h a r d t ,  C h u c k  
B e h l k e ,  a n d  A r l i s s  S t u r g u l e w s k i .

S e n a t o r  W i l l i s  o u t l i n e d  t h e  d e s i r e  o f  t h e  J o i n t  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  
C o m m i t t e e  t o  d e v e l o p e  t h e  b a s i c  m o v e  p l a n .  He  a s k e d  i f  c e r t a i n  
i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h i n  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  who  h a v e  h a d  e x p e r i e n c e  
w i t h  t h e  C a p i t a l  S i t e  P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  c o u l d  d e v o t o  a  
m a j o r  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e i r  t i m e  d u r i n g  t h e  n e x t  tw o  w e e k s  t o  
h e l p i n g  t h e  J o i n t  C o m m i t t e e .  D a v ’ d  R o g e r s  r e a d  a  l i s t  o f  n a m e s  
a n d  K e n t  D a w s o n  s u g g e s t e d  a  c o u p l e  m o r e .  T h e  G o v e r n o r  s a i d  
t h e s e  p e o p l e  w o u l d  b e  m a d e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t i m e  p e r ­
m i t t e d  .

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  B r a d l e y  t a l k e d  a b o u t  t h e  c o m m i t t e e ' s  n e e d  f o r  
h e l p  f r o m  t h e  c o m m i s s i o n e r s  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  e m p l o y e e s  t h a t  
w o u l d  s t a y  i n  J u n e a u .  G o v e r n o r  H am m ond  p l e d g e d  t h e  f u l l  
c o o p e r a t i o n  o f  h i s  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  a n d  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  L t .  G o v e r n o r  
a n d  K e n t  D a w s o n  w o u l d  w o r k  w i t h  t h e  c o m m i t t e e  s t a f f .





O F F I C E  O F  T H E  G O Y E I t l V O l l

BUDGET & MANAGEMENT
PHONE 465-2213

December 31, 1977

The Honorable Al Ose
State House of Representatives
Box 832
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

Dear Representative Ose:

Attached you will find the Division of Budget and Management’s response 
to SCR H 1 concerning zero base budgeting (ZBB).

The information in the attachment basically explains the possibilities 
for a full zero base budget system in Alaska as well as a modified 
approach which could be considered prioritization budgeting. The specific 
proposal being made by me does not call for the full implementation of 
the ZBB philosophy in Alaska and therefore reduces some of the costs 
associated with implementation and possibly some of the benefits.

During our investigation of zero base budgeting possibilities we had the 
consulting firm, Management Analysis Center (MAC), that worked on the 
isvplementation of Alaska's current budget system, review the possibilities 
for the use of ZBB in Alaska. As part of their review they prepared a 
presentation to the Governor and his budget review group showing the 
steps required to implement ZBB and the possible benefits. Management 
Analysis Center personnel would be available to give a presentation on 
ZBB to the interested members of the Legislature.

To arrange for a presentation by the consulting group and to obtain 
further information on the subject please contact me at 465-2213.

r -----

Ronald B. Lind, Director 
Division of Budget and Management



Legislative Reference Library
Legislative Affairs Agency 
Pouch Y State Capital 
Juneau, Alaska 99811

PROPOSALS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF A ZERO-BASED BUDGET I NO 

SYSTEM FOR STATE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Prepared by the Division of Budget and Management

In accordance with SCR 1, passed by the 1977 legislature, "zero-base 
budgeting" (ZBB) has been reviewed by the Division of Budget and 
Management for possible use by the State of Alaska. After our initial 
review and experimentation during this budget preparation cycle, we feel 
that there are definite advantages that could be gained by integrating 
some ZBB techniques into our formal process. The following is a description 
of this review and experimentation, plus summary proposals for integration 
of such techniques into the state budget process.

Consultant Proposal

A contract was entered into with the Management An, lysis Center (MAC), 
the same consulting firm that initially designed our current budget 
system. MAC is a recognized authority on zero-base budgeting, having 
assisted in the design and implementation of ZBB in over 120 organi­
zations, including the states of Texas and Delaware, the California 
Department of Health, and the Department of Corrections in both Illinois
and Pennsylvania. This time, MAC was hired to demonstrate the use of
ZBB concepts for Alaska, in part by recasting several existing budgets 
into a suggested ZBB format.

It may be noted that the consultant believed the most useful and practical 
elements of ZBB to be 1) the provision for budget requests to be prioritized, 
and ?) the provision for this prioritization to begin at a level below 
currently funded operations. ZBB would make a greater contribution to 
budgetary decision-making by providing several realistic options around 
the probable margin of decision rather than by attempting to provide 
specific cost justification for all existing resources on an annual 
basis. Such an exercise may be more successfully done in a periodic 
"Sunset" review rather than in an annual budget.

An outline of the ZBB system envisioned by MAC is as follows:

1. Each BRI) or "decision unit" would be required to submit a
budget for several specified funding levels, with the lowest 
level typically set below the current year authorization.
These various levels would be assigned by the Governor's 
Office after preliminary budget review early in the fiscal 
year. A common range of assigned funding levels might be: a) 
no greater than 80?' of current level, b) no greater than 90 ,
C) approximately current level, and, d) no greater than 120' .
By assigning levels to each BRU, more alternatives below the 
current level may be required for those proqrams in which 
cutbacks are being considered, and more alternatives above 
the current level may be assigned when program expansion is 
the more likely direction.
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2. At least two new "ZBB forms" would be used to express the 
incremental budge ts .  Examples drawn up by MAC are shown in 
Appendix A. A line-item distribution is presented for each 
funding level. "Program Performance" measures are also 
included lor each level in an attempt to estimate I lie impact
of each funding alternative on agency operations. The measures 
suggested are primarily workload oriented, in that they are 
directed more towards quantifying the actions of the agency 
rather than concentrating on the extent of the problem(s) being 
addressed, or on the impact of agency operations on the problem(s) 
This is because quantified "impact measures," or "condition of 
the world" measures, are both difficult to develop ind often 
imprecise. It was the ct.isul tant's opinion that such measures 
are generally too crude to permit realistic estimates of their 
response to alternative program funding levels. Instead, the 
forms provide space for a general narrative description of 
program effectiveness at each alternative level.

In addition, the forms allow a brief narrative description of 
program activities to be funded at the specified lev.l, plus 
any changes from current service levels that would be implied.

3. The ZBB forms provide space for the proposed line-item distri­
bution of funds at each level, along with the number of positions 
that would be funded. By itself, the suggested ZBB system 
provides no further level of fiscal detail. In theory, the 
Governor's Budget Review Committee and the Legislative Finance 
Committees could forsake the line-item back-up shown on Forms 
10-20 of our current budget system, and commit themselves to 
making somewhat broader resource allocation decisions based 
primarily on agency descriptions of program operations and 
impact at various funding levels. There would be less "fine 
tuning" of the budget, and little verification of agency 
figures, because the information needed to do it would not be 
readily available. Decisions would be made on budget "increments" 
or "packages" of additional funding, instead of on smaller
items such as individual positions or an increase in travel 
funds. Fewer decisions would be made, though on the average 
each decision would involve more money and have more impact 
than before.

If the possibilities of "fine tuning" and of checking agency 
figures by the technical analysts are to be retained, the 
line-item back-up such as now provided on Forms 10-20 must be 
retained. The consultant suggests that these forms could be 
adapted to display sub-object costs by funding increment. For 
example, instead of displaying all contractual costs in three 
columns labeled "maintenance", "change", and "request"; such 
costs could bo displayed in four columns representing the 
amounts to be added at each of four alternative funding levels. 
Such a display would be more difficult for personal services, 
but would be made easier by developing an Appropriated Personnel 
Budget Report that would calculate budget year annualized 
salary costs for each position, including benefits, so that 
individual existing positions could be added, deleted, and 
displayed more clearly.
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It is in adapting a line-item budget to the 7BB format where 
much of ttie paperwork increase may occur. Instead of explaining 
telephone expense in two increments (i.e. "maintenance" and 
"< hunge"), sin li expense mav now he broken into lour iiureinenls, 
each with its own explanation.

4. To retain an overall description of the program, and a discussion 
of its purposes, impact, problems, and legal context, something 
similar to Forms 1-3 of the current system should be retained. 
These forms are most often used as a starting point by committee 
members new to the budget process. Since our government is 
structured to provide for a periodic infusion of new decision­
makers, it. seems advisable to retain this aspect of the budget 
submission.

If the "front forms" of the budget are retained, both as an 
educational tool for new participants in the process and also 
as a means of maintaining the visibility of basic issues and 
policies underlying the program; and if the line-item back-up 
is retained so that agency costs and figures can be double 
checked and to provide detail needed for "fine tuning", then 
the "ZBR system" resembles our current format except that: a)
the line-item detail is broken down into more increments, 
somewhat increasing its size and, b) supplemental "ZBB forms" 
would be submitted presenting a summary of each alternative, 
with the first alternative set at a level below the current 
year authorization.

Division Test Usage - FY 79 Budget

After a review of the consultant's proposal, our approach to the subject 
was to try to find the most useful and efficient way of incorporating 
prioritization of budget requests into our existing budget system. An 
experimental method to accomplish this was designed and tested over the 
past few months on approximately half of the FY 79 budget.

The main factors that determined the design of our test were as follows:

1. The belief that a composite prioritization of requests for a
group of related BRU's would he more useful than separate 
prior i t. i/at; ion*; for each BRII. In other words, t he important r 
of a particular request should be weighed against, all other 
funding requests serving similar objectives, not just against 
those in the same BRU.

'?. Information in the increments should be at a specific item level.

3. There should be a minimum amount of disruption and change for 
people actually preparing the detail budget levels.

4. Items with little discretion, such as formula grant programs, 
would be excluded.

5. The test would be an "add-on" to our existing budget procedures 
and not part of our formal submission this year.
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In order to implement, factor #1 (i.e. that composite prioritizations be 
prepared for groups of related BRU's), all existing BRU's first had to 
be formally arranged into such groups. We therefore organized the 
operating budget into 39 units called "cover programs," each containing 
a number of BRu's serving related goals and objectives. A full listing 
of our current "cover program" structure is included in Appendix D.

An example of a "cover program prioritization" submitted this year is 
included in Appendix B. In this sample submission, requests for discre­
tionary funding increments for all ten BRU's in the "Community Development" 
cover program (Department of Community and Regional Affairs) are displayed 
and explained in a single rank order of priority. In this way, the 
agency offers its view of the relative importance of requested service 
increments across a broad range of community development programs.

Regarding factor #2 above, we felt that the requested funding increments 
should be expressed on the incremental package forms with greater attention 
to fiscal detail, identification of specific items, and with greater 
emphasis placed on specific justification of distinct requests rather 
than on more general statements estimating the overall impact of the 
entire increment. The primary reason for this is that decision-makers 
will often require the "specifics" in order to adequately understand 
what the funding increment represents. Agency statements of overall 
impact on service delivery will often be general, and the credibility of 
such statements will not go unquestioned. "Input-output" relationships 
for most State programs are not well defined or easily agreed upon. In 
addition, grounding the exercise in specific requests should make it 
clearer for the agencies, and therefore make it more likely that the 
prioritizations will be completed satisfactorily and on time.

Since this was the first test of our proposed system, prioritization was 
required only for those items representing General Fund increases on top 
of a "continuation" base. Full instructions to agencies concerning the 
prioritization exercise are included in Appendix C.

F Y 80 Proposal

Our proposal for next year's budget is as follows:

1. Our existing budget format would be largely retained. However, 
the classifications of "maintenance" and "change" would be 
dropped, to be replaced by "continuation" and "addition". 
"Continuation" would basically include all existing resources 
(excluding cne-time special costs), plus salary increase and 
inflation. All requests on top of continuation would be 
classified as "additions".

2. A new form would be created - Form 8. On this form, each BRU 
(except formula grant programs) would bo required to show 
those items and related services within the continuation 
budget that would be bes* to delete if funding for the BRU 
were to be reduced to a percent below the current year authori­
zation.

3. A supplement similar to our cover program prioritization 
experiment would be required of all agencies for their



operating budgets. The prioritization base would most often 
be set at a level below the cover program's current year 
authorization. All items/services displayed on Form 8, plus 
all requested "additions" above continuation, would be 
prioritized in increments above the Base. This would open up 
more possibilities for both the agencies and the various 
budget committees to reconmend decreases in one area to offset 
increases in another.

Depending on how much additional work is generated and how 
useful the system is, a decision could then be made to lower 
the first increment level for the following year.

Prioritization of items within each increment would also be 
required. The current system has shortcomings because the 
size of the increments often exceeds the levels of funds 
available.

A prioritization for all cover programs within the same agency 
and category would also be required. The level of detail provided 
for this ranking would be much less than that for each cover pro­
gram.
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ZBB Example Drawn Up By Consultant

sat B



U U D C K T  S U B M I S S I O N S

SK I lV IC K  I N C R  R Ml ' .RTS FO R  V O C A T IO N A L  R K I I A n iU T A T IO N

S e r v i c e
In c r em en t /

Cost
1 r i j »t ion 
oi S e r v i c e s

C um u l a t i v e  
% oi Current 

Y e a r  
I Judge I

Urogram
Impac t

1
(Minimum)

$2480.6

Con t inu e  s e r v i c e  l o  nil current  
p a r t i c ip an t s  unti l  they  c om p l e t e  
p rog ram .  A c c e p t  on ly s e v e r e l y  
liaiKlicapp(!cl in budget  y e a r  
(30% o f  r e f e r r a l s )

C>5%

'

8U0 non - s c v e r e l y  
h and icapped  prev ious ly  
a c c e p t e d  into p . \  grain 
wi l l  be* r e fu s ed .  Kohab  
r a l e  for  those  a c c ep t ed  
. w i l l  b e  70  u.

2

$5117.4

Add a c c e p t a n c e  o f  al l non-  
s c v e r e l y  h and icapped  e x c ep t  

! drug add i c t s ,  a l c o l ’. o l ic s  and
( publ ic o f f end e r s
1

8 8 %
400 drug add ic t s ,  
a l c o ho l i c s  and publ ic 
o f f e n d e r s  p rev ious ly  
a c c e p t e d  in to  program 

! w i l l  be  r e fu sed .  Reh :b 
r a t e  for  those a c c en t ed  
w i l l  b e  70V. .

3

i

Add  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  a l l  drug 
add i c t s ,  n l coho l i  ;irul publ ic 
o f f end e r s .  Fl  ings to l e v e l  
o f  current  program

1

1 1  3 %

]
Al l  re fe r ra l " ,  wil l  be 
s c r e e n e d  mid •*! 1 im'ty'dun!*' 
c a p ab l e  o f re l iab wil l  j 
be t r e a t e d .  R ehab  r a t e  ; 
w i l l  be. GOV..

, I
!

4

$ J7 S .4
i

1
:

i

Add an o u t r e a c h  p rogram lo  
g e n e r a t e  200-3051 add i i i o n a i  
r e f e r r a l s  and 100 a c c e p t a n c e s .  
Uni Id rehab c e n t e r  in 
A n ch o r a g e .

.

j 1 1 8 %

i

Out re a ch  t v r a m  
pub l i c i s e s  se rv ic e . . .
R e h ab  (.‘ en te r  incr-.'cr.cs 1 

; c o n v en i e n c e  oi rerv ie ' es - 
o f l o n  hand icapped ! 
must t r ave l  outs id e  
s t a t e  lo ge t s e r v i c e .
R e h a b  r a l e  w ill 
w i l l  b o  CiOb
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ST M E  OF A L A S K A Ppr» . 1 '

PP.U (Package)
VOCATIONAL R EH A B .  (1 of 4)

BRU  Code | BRU  Manager  
02-22-06-00-00 1 MAO. Tne.

Date 
S/1 9 /7 7

Cove r  Pregrain Rank

Statutory  Bas is Goa ls

A l a sk a  Statutes  23 . 15 .00  through 

2 3 . 15 . 2 10  and Publ ic Law 9 3 - 1 1 2

To provide disabled Alaskans having  a hand icap to employment ,  the opportunity to engage in 
gainful  work.

For  those indiv iduals determined unemployab le  because  of their d isab i l i t y ,  considerat ion for 
en t i t l emen t  to cash bene f i t s  under T i t l e s  11 or XVI of the Socia l  Secur i t y  A c t .

Descr ipt ion o f Operat ions for This L e v e l
Provide  t rea tment  to a i l  handicapped indiv iduals present ly  in program as ca r r yo ve r s  f rom previous year s 'p rograms ;  this cons t i tu te s  approx ima:  
ly 740 severe l y  handicapped (30%) and non-severe ly  handicapped (70%) ind iv idua ls .

A ccep t  for t r ea tment  only s e v e r e l y  handicapped re f e r ra l s  in acco rdance  with po l ic y  o f Pub l ic  L aw  9 3 - 1 1 2  (Re l i ab i l i t y  A c t  of 1973) which speci ­
f ies that federa l  match ing funds wi l l  be made  a v a i l a b l e  to s ta te s  only i f  s e v e r e l y  hand icapped re c e i v e  number one pr ior i ty .  Tota l  number of 
a ccep ts  wi ll  be 350 based on to ta l  re fe r ra l s  o f 1 , 1 5 0 .

Chartres From Current Operat ions / Impact  on Program E f f e c t i v en e s s

Current program accep t s  for t r e a tmen t  a l l  s e v e r e l y  handicapped and non -scver^ l y  handicapped individuals who are f e l t  to be rehabi l i t able .  
Under this program l e ve l ,  no new non-scver? l y  hand icapped individuals wi l l  be a c c ep t e d  for t r ea tment  (normal ly 70% of a l l  accepts) .  
Because  of result ing reduction in total  budget ,  number of individuals re fe r red who are  sc reened  will be reduced by 50%. while the total 
number of indiv iduals rehab i l i t at ed wi l l  be reduced in mmoers  by 325 per y e a r .  Fo l l ow -up  se rv ic e s  will remain  about the same for those 
individuals r ehab i l i ta ted .

Work load /Per fo rmance  Mcasui cs

I) % of IL' ferrals Sc reened

2) % of R e f e r r a l s  A c cep t ed  for Treat .

3) // of R e f e r r a l s  A c c ep ted  fo r Treat .

4) % of Those R e c .  Treat .Who Were Rc

5) II of Thoc R c c .  Trent .Who Were Rch

6) % of those Rehab 'd  Who R e c :

:) Fo l low-up for 4 Months +

FY7G
Ac tua l

JL-L-

_!QL2~
'.ab. 09'.6

»b^00

S5%

FY77
Expec ted

-1Q.Q2L

60%

145

r,9%

90%

FY7o
Planned

50%

17%

350

60%

325

S5%

Re sou r c e s  Requ ired

Pos it ions

Operat ing
Expense

Cap it a l
Expend iture

- this l eve l

- cumu la t i v e

- this l eve l

cumu la t i v e

- % o f  pr ior yen:

- this l eve l

- cumu la t i v e

FY76
Ac tua l

FY77
Author iz ed

/ / / / V / & Z .

FY78

iWnint.

z

Itccm-s-

i, 6



BRU  (Package) I BRU  Code BRU  Manager Date Cover  Program Rank
VOCATIONAL REHAB ,  fl of 4) 02-22-06-00-00 MAC Inr. 5/ 19/77

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A Parre 1

Impact on Program E f f e c t i v ene s s  5: Other l i lt Us c f  Not Approving This P a ckage

If this package is not approved,  federa l  funding per publ ic law 9 3 - 1 IC  wi ll  be withdrawn from the s ta te ,  leaving only a tne ra l  funds 
ava i l ab le  for f inancing.  If such were to occur ,  the rehab,  program would have  to be te rminated .

Other L e v e l s  of E f for t  Ident if ied

(2 of 4) $917,400 - Add to Leve l  I t reatment popula­
tion 400 non-severe ly  handicapped individuals 
(exc luding addicts , a lcohol ics and puhl 'c o f fenders) .
(3 o f 4) $952,400 - Add to Leve l  I t rea tment popu­
lat ion a l l non-severe ly  handicapped individuals inc lu­
ding add ic ts ,  a lcohol ics  and public o f fenders  ( increase 
of SCO over number of Level  I a c cep tances ) .
(4 of 4) - $178,400 - In addition to L eve l  III, imp le ­
ment a l im it ed  out- reach program to a t t r a c t  both 
severe ly  and non-severe ly handicapped indiv iduals for 
appraisa l  and possible treatment (generat ing 200-300 
re fe r ra l s  and 100 new clients). Establ ish a major 
rehabi l i ta t ion cente r  in Anchorage munic ipal i ty .  
R e commend  that major subcontracts of se rv ic es  be 
required tc use zero base budgeting in supplying co s t -  
benef i t  o f al l recommended leve ls of support sources .

A l t e r n a t i v e  Means Considered forAccompI ish ing
This P a ck ag e

A l t e rn a t i v e  of sending severe ly handicapped outs ide 
the s ta te  for serv i c e s  and trea tment  in Washington 
(state of) which has more centra l ized t rea tment 
cen ters  and more diverse training programs.

Object

100

_200_

300

400

500

600

700

800

Fund.
Code

002

003

(101

005

000

Object Group 
Descr ipt ion

Personal Se rv ic e s

Travel

Contrac tual  S e rv ic e s

Com modi Lies

Equipment

Land ,B !d j s . , Impr .

Gran t s ,C la ims ,Shd .R .

Miscellaneous

TOTAL

Funding Source 
Descr ipt ion

Federa l  Rece ip t s

Reqd. G. F .  Match

Other General  Fund

iiler-Agoncy Receipts

Program. Receipts

TOTAL

Positions

FY76
Ac tua l

1 . 5 6 7 . 0

68.5

293.3

10.8

5.1

1 .342.3

3.287.0

FY77
Author ized

.815.9

85.0

344 2

23.0

7.4

1 .579.5

3,855.0

FY78 1 FY78  Req. 
Maint .  (Cumulative

.943.6

102.0

. 1 LZ-7-

58.6

361.1 r 2207.7

23.4 13.5

5.9

32.5

.887.9 1 ,085.7

4.356.4 2,486.6

2.555.6

577.3

107.5

45.8

.8

3.287.0

S3

2.632.3

617 .0

510.7

90.0

5.0

3,855.0

83

2.708.4 ! ,989.3

623.9 497.3

92S.S

90.0

5.3

4.356.4

SO

Capita ;  Expenditure

2,486.6

46

FY78  R ,  
This Let

58 .6
20?.7

13.5

.085.7

2,4S6.6

1 ,989.3

4 9 7 .3

2.486.6

46



'-y£*V :c
    —

STATE  OF A LA SK A Pf lg c j , .
BRU  (Package) BRU  Code BRU  Manager Da le Cove r  Program Rank

VOCATIONAL R FH A B n  nf 4) o?-??-Oh-on-oo MAC. Inc. 5-19-77
Sta tutory  bas is (J< ails -

A laska  S ta tutes  23 . 15  00 through 

23 . 15 . 2 10  and Publ ic L aw  9 3 - 1 1 2

iO provide disabled A laskans having a  handicap to employment* the opportunity to engage in 

gainful  work.

For those individuals determined unemployable because of their d is ab i l i t y ,  considerat ion for 
en t i t l ement  to c a sh  bene f i ts  under T i t l e s  11 or XVI of the Socia l  Secur i t y  Ac t .

Descr ipt ion o f  Oneratioris for This L eve l

Accep t  for t rea tment  400 non-severe ly handicapped individuals with, handicapping condit ions other than drug dependency  a l coho l i sm and 
public o f f enders .

R e f e r  drug dependent ,  a l coho l i c  and public of fender  re fer ra l s  to other s t a t e  agenc ie s  hav ing se rv ic es  and t rea tment  for these 
handicapping condit ions .

Changes From Current  Operat ions / Impact  on Program E f f e c t i v e n e s s

400 non-severe ly  handicapped individuals would be accep ted  for t r e a tmen t :  about 50% of current leve l .  80% of a l l  re fe r ra l s  would
be screened with non- severe iy  Handicapped accepted on a f irst  c ome- f i r s t  serve  bas is . Program e f fec t i venes s  woulc be improved,  because
° f a u ^ ac^ r s ecmen t  ° f  the handicapped population would be reached.  Also ,  incorporat ing non-severe ly handicapped would improve 
rehabil i tation ra te .  Three handicapping condit ions with lowest rehab.  rate would not be provided treatment .  Total  r ehab i l i t a ted  would 
increase to 482.

Work load /Per formance Measures
FY76

Actua l
F Y 77

Expec ted
FY78

Planned
Resources  Requ ired FY7G

Actual
F Y 7 7

Author iz ed
FY78

Mnint. Request

1) % c f Re fe r r a l s  Sc reened 100% 1 00% 80% Posit ions - this l eve l f/ / / s '/ / / / / A V / A V 17

2) % of R e f e r r a l s  A c cep ted  for Treat . 56% (%% 37% - cumu la t iv e S3 S3 SO 63

3) II of Re fe r r a l s  A c c ep t ed  for Treat . 1008 I i45 744 Operat ing
Expense

- this leve l V / / / / 7 / / / A 917.4

4) % of Thoe Rec .T rea t .Who  Were Reha i. 69% 69% 65% - cumula t iv e 0

v m

W / ,

1  V c S 0 ft.3 5%0 3.404
5) II of Those Rec .Treat .Who A e re  Reha b. 600 650 4S2 - % o f  prior year 1 ! 7 A; | 1 7<Y. <?«cu
6) % of those Rehab'd .  Who R e c : Cap ita l

Expenditure
- this leve l

W m
a) Fo l low-up for 4 Months^ 85% 90%. 85% - cumu la t iv e

b) Fo l low-uo for 1 Y e a r - r ,-y* i r SC' 1 1



STATE OF A L A S K A Page 2
BRU  (Package)

VOCATIONAL R EH A B .  (2 of 4)
13RU Code 

02-22-06 00-00
BRU  Manager 

MAC .  Inc
Date
5- 19-77

Cover  Program Rank

Impac t on Prc tram E f f e c t i v ene s s  !>: Other LRU s  of Not Approving This Pa ckage

S ta te  would not be adding to A la ska  Statutes 23 . 15 .00 through 2 3 . 1 5 . 2 1 0  in that Voc. Rehab , would not be o f fe r ing se rv i c e s  to all 
needy individuals in s ta te ,  but rather would be providing s e rv i c e s  only to seve re ly  handicapped. If not approved,  70% of individuals wj 
non-severe handicaps would be deprived of serv ices .

th

Other L eve l s  o f E f fort  Ident i f ied

0  of 4) - $24S,600 - Provide  t rea tment only to those 
740 handicapped persons who part ic ipated in previous 
year  s programs. Ac cep t  only 30% of s e v en t y  handi­
capped re ferra l s  as new cl ients .
'3 o f 4) - $952,-00 - Add to Leve l  I treatment popu­
lat ion ,  all ncn-severe Jy  handicapped individuals,  inc lu­
ding addicts ,  a lcohol ics and public of fenders ( increase 
of 800 over  number of L ev e l  I acceptances) .
(4 of 4) - $178,400 - In addit ion to L eve l  III, imple­
ment a l imited out -reach program to a t t r a c t  both 
seve re l y  and non-severe ly  handicapped individuals 
for appraisal  and possible tr eatment (generating 
200-300 referra ls  and 100 new cl ients).  Establ ish a 
major rehabi l i tat ion cen ter  in Anchorage munici­
pa l i ty .

* * * *  see below

Object
Group

100

200

300

400

500

GOO

700

800

Objec t Group 
Descr ipt ion

Persona l Serv ic es

Trave l

Contrac tua l  Serv ic es

Commod it ie s

Equipment

Lnnd,Bldgs . , Impr .

Grants ,  C la ims ,  Slid. R.

Misce l l aneous

TO TAL

FY76
Actual

1 .567.0

68.5

293.3

I0.S

5. 1

FY77
Authorized

1 .815 .9

85.0

.344.2

23.0

1,3(1 2lL

3.287.0

JJl

U lLUL

3.855.0

FY78
Mnint.

FY78 Rcq. 
Cumula t ive

1,943.6

102.0

LA3.QJ

361 . 1

23.4

%9

32.5

-LS3LA.

4.356.4

80.3

234.3

IS .4

Jl L

1 ,486.3

3,404.0

FY78 Req. 
This Love!

7 A A

400 .o

917 .4

A l t e rna t iv e  Means Considered forAccompIishing 
In is Package

Fund.
Code

A l t e rn a t i v e  of sending s eve r e l y  handicapped outside 
the sta te  for serv ices  and treatment in Washington 
(sta te  of) which has more cen t ra l i z ed  treatment 
cen ters  and more diverse  tra ining programs.

002

003

004

005

00G

Funding Source 
Descr ipt ion

Federa l  Rece ip t s 2.555.6 2 & & A . u n u L

Rood. G. F. Match 577.3 617 .0 623.9

Other Genera l  Fund 107.5 510.7 928.8

In te r -Agency  Rece ip t s 45.8 90.0 90.0

Program Rece ip t s .8 5.0 5.3

TOTAL 3,287.0 3.S55.0 4,356.4

Recommend that major subcontractors of serv ices 
be required to use zero base budget ing in speci fy ing 
cos t -bene f i t  of all r ecommended l e ve l s  of support 
se rv ic es .

Pos i t ions 83 83 80

Cap i t a l  Expenditure

2,708.4

A-.n si

-24-J-

3,404.0

JlL

Y r T T v r T T n r T T T T T T ^ r r A

7 19 .  i

I 2o. c

7 1 . 7

17



BRU (Package)
-

\CO\TICN\L REHAB.
S t a tutory Bas is

Al aska  S tatutes  23 . 15 .00 through 
23 . 15 .2 10  and Publ ic Law 9 3 - 1 1 2

Descr ipt ion o f  Operat ions for This L e v e l

W*

(3 o f  6)
BRU Code 
02-22-06-00-00
Goals

B R U  Manager Date Cover  Program Rank
MAC .  INC. 5/ 19 /77

To provide disabled A la skan s  having a handicap to employment the opportunity to engage in 
gainful  work.

For those indiv iduals de te rmined unemployable b e c au s e  of their d isabi l i ty ,  consideration for 
en t i t lement  to ca sh  bene f i t s  under Titles II or >'VI of the Socia l  Securi ty Ac t .

A ccep t  a l l addit ional  non-severe ly  handicapped individuals who are  re fe r red  for treatment and who are judged to be rehabi i i table .  This 
would include r ef erra l s  in previously e l iminated ca tegor ie s  of drug dependency ,  alcohol ism and public o f f enders .  Increase  in the number 
accep ted  would be approx imate ly  600.

Changes From Current Operat ions / Impact on Program E f f e c t i v e n e s s

All non-sev.  -e ly handicapped individuals referred ,  who are  r ehab i i i t ab le ,  wil l  r ece ive  treatment  and serv ic es .  Se rv ices  wi ll  not be 
provided on a f irst come- f i r s t  serve basis for non-severe ly handicapped. Program e f fec t i venes s  will increase to current maintenance 
leve ls where 100% are screened with 60% accepted  for t r e a tment .  Tota l  rehabi l i tated increases to 650 indiv iduals ,double that of 
increment 1 .

Work load /P er formance Measures FY76 FY77 FY78
Resources  Required

FY76 FY77 FY78
Actua l Expec ted P i tnned Ac tua l Authorized Mnint. Request

1) % of Re fe r r a l s  Sc reened :.a \ . 100% 1 00% Posit ions - this l eve l '//A " '////A 17

2) % of Re fe r r a l s  Accep t ed  for Treat 56% . ... .1:1%.. 60% - cumula t i ve S3 S3 so SO

3) // of R e l e r r a l s  A c cep ted  for Treat . 1008 1 16 5  . J. , : % Operating - this leve l v //< W 7 A 952.4

4) % of Those Rec .T rea t .Who Were Rei ah. r̂ -,% 69% 6 0 %
Expense - cumula t i ve — t v-7vq 3X5 5.0 6 3 56.6 '* ,356.6

5) il of Tnose R e c .T r e a t .W h o  Were Reh t'i. 600 650 6 50 - * oi' prior year 1 17% 1 1 3% 1 1 3%

6) % of Those Rdub 'c i .  W h o  Rec : Cap ita l - this l eve l

* < ? ///,

37.5
a) Fol low-up for 4 .Months*- S 5% 90%

_
90%

Expenditure - cumulat ive w //m W ///. 32.5. .
b) T j !!o\v-'! |) for 1 Year* s?; 10% 10% Tota l  Genera ' I"ury!<' 6S6.S 1 , 1 2 7 .  7 1 , 5 5 2 . 7 1 , 552.7



BRU  (Package)
Vocational Rehab (3 of 4)

BI IU  Code 
02-22-06-00-00

BRU Manager 
MAC .  Inc.

Date

JlllL L L
Cover Program Runk

' Impact  on Program E f f e c t i v ene s s  i-: Other BRUs  o f  Not Approving This Package

Serv ices  and treatment  for non-ser ious ly handicapped wi l l .be provided on a f irst  come- f i r s t  s erve  basis. Treatment would not 
be provided to drug dependency ,  a lcohol ism and publ ic of fender  handicapping conditions .

Other Beve l s  o f  E f for t  Ident if ied
Object. '
Group

Object Group 
Descr iption

FY76
Actua l

FY77
Authorized

FY78
Mnint.

FY78  Req .  
Cumulat ive

FY78 Req. 
This Leve l(! of 5) -  $243,600 - Provide t rea tment only to those 

740 handicapped persons " 'he par t ic ip a ted  in previous 
year s '  programs. Accep t  only 30% o f  s eve re l y  handi­
capped ref erra l s  as  new cl ients .
(2 of 4} - $917,400 - Add to Leve l  I t rea tment popu­
la t ion ,  400 non-severe ly handicapped individuals 
(exc lud ing addicts ,  a lcohol ics and publ ic of fenders)
(4 of 4) - $178,400 - In addition to L eve l  I I I ,  imple­
ment  a l im ited  out-reach program to a t t r a c t  both 
s e v e - c l y  and non-severe ly handicapped individuals 
for appraisa l  and possible trea tment  (generating 200- 
300 re fe r ra l s  and 100 new cl ients) . Establ ish a major 
rehabi l i ta t ion cente r  in Anchorage munic ipal i ty .  
R e commend  that major subcontractors of serv ices  
be required to use zero base budget ing in speci fy ing 
co s t -b cne f i t  of all recommended l eve l s  of support
cn’-virp£_

100 Personal Services 1 . 5 6 7 . 0 1 , 8 1 5 . 9 1 , 9c 3.6 ! ,94 3 .6 fcl 1 -5

200 Travel 6S .5 85.0 102 .0 1 02 .0 2 1 . 7 .

300 Contrac tual  Serv ices 293 .3 344.2 3 6 1 . 1 3 6 1 . 1 76.  S

400 Commodit i es 1 0 .8 23 .0 23.4 23.4 5.0

500 Equipment 5 . 1 7 .4 5.9 5.9 1 . 3

600 L(ind,Bldgs. , !rnpr. ------ 32.5 32 .5 32.5

700 Grunts,  C la ims ,  Slid. R . 1 , 3 4 2 . 3 1 , 5 7 9 . 5 1 ,8 87 .9 1 , 8 8 7 .9 40 1 .6

800 Misce l laneous

TOTAL 3 , 2 S 7 . 0 3 ,855 .0 4,356.4 4 ,356 .4 952.4

A l t e rn a t i v e  Means Considered forAccompl i sh ing Fund.
Code

Funding Source 
DescriptionThis P a ckag e

002 Federa l  Rece ip ts 2 ,5 55 .6 2 ,6 32 .3 2 ,70S .4 2 .70S .4 ---------

003 Reqd.  G. F .  Mutch 577.3 6 1 7 . 0 623.9 62 3.9 — ------

004 Other General  Fund 107 .5 5 10 .7 928.8 928. S 857 . 1

oor> In te r-Agency  Rece ip t s 45.8 90.0 90.0 90 .0 90.0

1)06 Program Rece ip ts .8 5.0 5 .3 5 .3 5.3

TO PA L 3 . 2 S 7 .0 3 .S55 .0 4 ,356 .4 4 ,356 .4 952.4

Positions S3 8T SO sn 17

Cap ita l  Expenditure /S f./S .
JL & iL JU '. W M .y ////s . 32.5— •t? r,

t o t r p u s ' i ' p  w  • *••»<?



STATE  OF A L A S K A
E I IU  (Package )

V O C A T I O N A L  R E H A B .  (4 o f  4)
BRU  Code 

7 2 - 2 2 - 0 6 - 0 0 - 0 0
BRU Manager  

M A C ,  I n c .
Date
5 - 1 9 - 7 7

Cover  Program Rank

S ta tu to ry  Bas is Goals

A l a s k a  S t a t u t e s  2 3 .  1 5 . 0 0  t h r o u gh  
23 . 1 5 . 2 1 0  a n d  P u b l i c  L a w  9 3 - 1 1 2

T o  p r o v i d e  d i s a b l e d  A . l a s k a n s  h a v i n g  a  h a n d i c a p  to e m p l o y m e n t , t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to 
e n g a g e  in g a i n f u l  w o r k .

F o r  t h o s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  d e t e r m i n e d  u n e m p l o y a b l e  b e c a u s e  o f t h e i r  d i s a b i l i t y ,
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  e n t i t l e m e n t  to c a s h  b e n e f i t s  u n d e r  T i t l e s  I I  o r  X V I  o f  the S o c i a l  
S e c u r i t y  A c t .  _________  _____

Descr ip t ion o f  Operat ions for This Lc-vcl
L i m i t e d  o u t - r e a c h  p r o g r a m  to b r i n g  i n  i n d i v i d u a l s  (both s e v e r e l y  and  n o n - s e v e r e l y  h and i c app ed )  f o r  a p p r a i s a l  and 
p o s s i b l e  t r e a t m e n t .  G o a l  o f  p r o g r a m  i s  to g e n e r a t e  2 0 0 -3 00  a d d i t i o n a l  r e f e r r a l s  a n d  a c c e p t s  100  a d d i t i o n a l  
i n d i v i d u a l s  f o r  s e r v i c e s .

E s t a b l i s h  one  m a j o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  c e n t e r  in  A n c h o r a g e  m u n i c i p a l i t y  to s e r v i c e  and  p r o v i d e  t r e a t m e n t  to h a n d i c a p p e d  
i n d i v i d u a l s  in  t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f  the  s t a t e .

Changes  From Current Opera t ions / Impact  on Program E f f e c t i v e n e s s

C u r r e n t l y  t h e r e  i s  r.o a c t i v e  p r o g r a m  to e n c o u r a g e  r e f e r r a l s ,  o r  i n c r e a s e  p e n e t r a t i o n  o f  the d e p a r tm e n t  in to  that s e g m e n t  
c f  the  h a n d i c a p p e d  p op u l a t i o n  w ho  a r e  u n a w a r e  o f  the t r e a tm e n t  a v a i l a b l e  o r  r e l u c t a n t  to s e e k  a s s i s t a n c e .  It i s  f e l t  tha t  
t i ie 2 0 0 - 3 0 0  a d d i t i o n a l  r e f e r r a l s  and  th e  100  a c c e p t s  w i l l  c o m e  f r o m  t h i s  s e g m e n t  o f the p op u l a t i o n .

B u i l d i n g  a  r e h a b ,  c e n t e r  in  A n c h o r a g e  w i l l  p r o v i d e  m o r e  c o n t i n u o u s  and  c o n v e n i e n t  s e r v i c e s  to h a n d i c a p p e d  i n d i v i d u a l s  
w h o  p r e s e n t l y  h a v e  to t r a v e l  to o t h e r  c i t i e s  in  o r d e r  to r e c e i v e  s e r v i c e s .  A  r e h a b ,  c e n t e r  w i l l  a l s o  e l im i n a t e  $ 8 0 , 0 0 0  of 
s u b c o n t r a c t o r  s e r v i c e s  (and e x p e n s e s )  w h i c h  a r e  n e e d e d  b e c a u s e  o f  l a c k  o f  a d e q u a t e  s t a t e - o w n e d  f a c i l i t i e s  in the c e n t r a l  
p a r t  o f  the s t a t e .  A  m i n i m a l  i n c r e a s e  in  n u m b e r s  o f p e r s o n n e l  w i l l  be  r e q u i r e d  f o r  the  r e h a b ,  c e n t e r s .

N u m b e r s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  r e h a b i l i t a t e d  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  to n e a r l y  700 p e r  y e a r .  T h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  t h r e e  s t a f f  d e d i c a t e d  p r i m a r i l y  
to ' f o l l o w - u p  w o r k  w i i l  a l l o w  10C ’ o f o l l o w - u p  .it: the f o u r -m o n t h  l e v e l  and  a l s o  w i l l  p r o v i d e  50% o f  t o t a l  r e h a b s  w i th  f o l l o w - u p

V . ' c rk load /Per fo rmancc  Measures
FY76 ;• Y77 FY78 FY7G FY77 FY78

Ac tu a l E xp ec t ed Planned
ixucjuii uu

Ac tua l Au thor iz ed Mnint. Reouest

1) 7; o f  R e f e r r a l s  S c r e e n e d '00% 100% 100% Posit ions - this l e v e l
Y / A

•* Jy J* 77 Jr
W / A

6

2) % o f  R e f e r r a l s  A c c e p t e d  f o r  T r e T  56% 60% 60% - cumu la t i v e 83 80 86

3) o f  R e t .  A c c e p t e d  fo r  T r e a t . 1 ,008 1 , 1 4 5 1245 Operat ing - this l eve l '* / / / / '& / / / / / >
l'r7r? rT 7 7
's / s A 1 7 8 . 4

• \ % o f  T h o s e  R o c  . i r c a t . W h o  
s> \ V e r . R e h a b . 6 9 * 69% 69% Expense

- cumu la t i v e 7 >0*1J  , ;lO / . ) 3 , 6 5 5 . 0 4 , 3 5 6 . 4 4 ,5 34  . J
o l  u . i o s e  K o c . i ■ c a t .  IViio vV e r e  

s J R e n a b . 600 650 685 - 95 o f  prior y ea r y / / A 1 17% 1 13% 1 18 %

6) % o f  T h o s e  R e h a b ' d .  Who R e c : Cap ita l - this l eve l ■ W 7 Z 7 . v / m
750

a) F o l l o w - u p  f o r  4 M o n t h s r 8 5 J/c 90% 100% Expenditure - cumu la t i v e
W / % 7 / / / / / & / / / A 2 S 2 . 5

--------------------- —— —------------ ----------------------- -----------------—--------------
* . . . < r. r -t n i ”  ■



STATE OF A L A S K A r'ago 2
Oil I? (P a ck ag e ; 13KU Code I i l l v  Manager Date Cove r  Program Rank
V O C A T I O N A L  R E H A B .  (4 o f  4) 0 2 - 2 2 - 0 6 - 0 0 - 0 0 M A C , I n c . 5 - 1 9 - 7 7

Imoaot on Program E f f e c t  iv'-ac-ss «V Other UUUs of Not App-oving This P a ck ag e

No t  fund ing  t h i s  p a c k a g e  w i l l  r e s u l t  in a  m a i n t e n a n c e  l e v e l  p r o g r a m  in  1 9 7 8 .  A n  i n i t i a l  s t e p  t o w a r d s  
s e t t i n g  up a s t a t e w i d e  s y s t e m  of r e h a b ,  c e n t e r s  w o u ld  no t  b e  t a k e n .

Other L eve l s  of Efi 'crt Ident i f ied  
(I  o f  4 ) - - S 2 4 o , oGO- - P r o v i d e  t r e a t m e n t  on l y  to 
th o s e  740 h a n d i c a p p e d  p e r s o n s  w h o  p a r t i c i p a t e  
in p r e v i o u s  y e a r ' s  p r o g r a m s .  A c c e p t  o n l y 30% 
of s e v e r e l y  h a n d i c a p p e d  r e f e r r a l s  a s  n ew  c l i e n t  
(2 o f  4) - - 5 9 1 7  , 400 - - A d d  to L e v e l l  t r e a t ­
m en t  p o p u l a t i o n  400 n o n - s e v e r e l y  h a n d i c a p p e d  
i n d i v i d u a l s  ( e x c l u d i n g  a d d i c t s , a l c o h o l i c s  £.• 
p u b l i c  o f f e n d e r s ) .
(3 o f 4 ) - - $ 9 5 2 , 4 0 0 - - A d d  to L e v e l l  t r e a t ­
m en t  p o p u l a t i o n  a l l  n o n - s e v e r e l y  h a n d i c a p p e d  
i n d i v i d u a l s , i n c l u d i n g  a d d i c t s ,  a l c o h o l i c s  and  
pub l i c  o f f e n d e r s  ( i n c r e a s e  o f  800 o v e r  n u m b e r  o f 
L e v e l  I a c c e p t a n c e s ) .

R e c o m m e n d  tha t  m a j o r  s u b c o n t r a c t o r s  o f s e r ­
v i c e s  be r e q u i r e d  to u s e  z e r o - b a s e  budg e t i n g  
in s p e c i f y i n g  c o s t - b e n e f i t  o f  a l l  r e c o m m e n d e d  

Jr . y . -Uc r,f s unno r t  -or'.
Alte rna t iv e  Means Considcreu .urAccompl i sh ing  
This P a ckag e

C a p i t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e  o f $ 7 5 0 K  w o u ld  be 
u s e d  to buy  s o m e  s u b c o n t r a c t  s e r v i c e s ;  
h o w e v e r ,  s t a t e  w o u l d  i n  e f f e c t  be r e n t i n g  
the  s e r v i c e s  a nd  no t  b u y in g  t h em  fox- 
l o n g  t e r m  u s e .

Object
Creep

Ob jec t  Group 
Descr ip t ion

FY76
Actua l

FY77
Authorized

FY73
Maint .

FY78  Req. 
Cumulat iv e

FY7S  Req. 
This L eve l

100 Persona l  S e r v i c e s 1 , 5 6 7 . 0 1 , 8 1 5 . 9 1 , 9 4 3 . 6 2 , 0 9 5 . 3 1 5 1 . 7

*200 Travel 68 .5 8 5 . 0 1 0 2 . 0 1 0 7 . 0 5 . 0
" ■ ----
300 Con trac tua l  S e rv ic e s 2 9 3 . 3 3 4 4 .2 36 1  . 1 2 8 1 .  1 ( 80 .0 )

400 Commod i t i e s 1 0 . 8 2 3 . 0 2 3 . 4 24. 6 1 . S  ;

500 Equipment 5 . 1 7 . 4 5 . 9 6 . 2 . 3

GOO Land, !> ldgs . , lmpr . ----- ----- 3 2 . 5 3 2 . 5 - 0 -

700 Grant s ,C l a im s ,Shd .R . 1 , 3 4 2 . 3 1 ,  579 . 5 1 , 8 8 7 . 9 1 , 9 8 8 .  1 1 0 0 . 2

800 Misce l l aneous --- --- ----- ----- i
... |

TOTAL 3 , 2 8 7 . 0 3 , 8 5 5 . 0 4 , 3 5 6 . 4 4 , 5 3 4 . 8 1 7 8 . 4

Fund. Funding Source 
Code j Descr ipt ion I1

flfl'2 ; F e d o r ; !  R ece ip t s 2 , 5 5 5 . 6 2 , 6 3 2 . 3 2 , 7 0 8 . 4 2 , 7 0 8 . 4 —

003 ’ Rcqd.  G. F .  Match 5 7 7 . 3 6 1 7 . 0 6 2 3 . 9 62 3 . 9
•

... j

004 i Other Genera l  Fund 1 0 7 . 5 5 1 0 . 7 9 2 8 . 8 1 , 1 0 7 . 2 1 7 8 . 4

005 In t e r -Agency  Rece ip t s 4 5 . 8 9 0 . 0 9 0 . 0 90.0 ---

COG 1 Prorr.i .m Rece ip t s .8 5 . 0 5 . 3 5 .3 ---

j T O TA L 3 , 2 8 7 . 0 3 , 8 5 5 . 0 4 , 3 5 6 . 4 4 , 5 3 4 . 8 1 78 . 4

Pos it ions 83 83 80 60 6

Cap i t a l  Expenditure W / A W / / A
7 8 2 . 5 750

\
'"'"Ml • 1 \ 1 1?1 M' MO v ,-y y '\\y 7  7~y~y T T T ir r f . < ->11 1 1 - .1



S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  

O B J E C T  G R O U P  S U M M A R Y

BRU:

V O C A T I O N A L  R E H A B .

B R U  C O D E :

QZ-Z2 - O 6 - C 0 - O O

B R U  M A N A G E R :  

M A C ,  Ir.c.

P A T E

5/19/77

D E P A R T M E N T :  
DIVI S I O N :  *
C O V E R  P R O G R A M :

O B J E C T  G R O U P
F Y  76

A c t u a l

No ,  D c s c r  I’jti j ::

F Y  77

Authorized

F Y  78
Maintenance

F Y  7b R E Q U E S T

P a c k a g e  N u m b e r :

P e r s o n a l  Services 1,567 .0 1,815.9 2,095.0

T  ravel 68.5

Contractual Services 293.3 344.2

C o m m o d i t i e s

E q u i p m e n t

L a n d ,  Buildings, I m p r o v e m e n t s

C r a m s ,  C l a i m s ,  S h a r e d  R e v e n u e 1,342.3 1,579.5 1,837.9 1,085.7 400. o 401.6 l,9Ho.
M i s c e l laneous

T O T A L 3,287.0 3,855.0 4,356.4 2,486,6 952.4 178.4

T O T A L  G E N E R A L  F U N D S

006 P r o g r a m  Receipts

T O T A L

Positions

F U N D I N G  S O U R C E  

C o d e  Description

Capital Expenditures

857.1 178.4

F e d e r a l  Receipts

R o o d .  G e n e r a l  F u n d  M a t c h

O t h e r  G e n e r a l  F u n d

In t e r - A g e n c y  Receipts

750.0

719. 1 

126.6

857. 1 

90.0

3 , 2 87.0 3,855.0 4.356.4 2,486.6 917.4 952.4 176.4

2,7011.4

623.9

1 07.5
4 5.6

510. 7 928.8
90.0

178.4

2,555.6
61 7.0

1,989.3

497.3



Append ix  B

f'Y 79 Cover Program P r io r it iz a t io n  

Sample Agency Submission
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i p t

: ACTUAL
CY

AUTH.

I BV 
REQUEST

i BY

RASE
I GROUP 

1
® i f

nr.

# 1
INC

m
INC

#3

INC
#4

INC
US

•% r
: f.

• 1 r 
.
=7

INC

#s

INC

*9
INCm o

’*!»miclp.il L m d s  
* ir»:scee

Cf : -o- 

Tuftl! -o-

61.7
61.7

143.2
143.2

7 9 . 7  
7 9 .;

! -0- os.:
•16. i

i. "» 
•in. 5

1 • r.ii •'.’Vcr:;-‘nt 
i ('.‘♦si I jHCC
4 TOTAL

3 5 4 . 6
378.1

1.

362.A 
; 382.A

5J7.2 
1 623.9

411.5
431.5 h*'»•*

153. * 
ic:.*

•cv). L 
. i

2 2 . 7
22.7

2 2 . 9
2 2 . 9

ji.oc.il 0. »
( Ov-tnls*
i

;dji" 
irn lOl/vL 87.7

98.4
9S.9

j 120.7 
120.7

114.7
,14.7

-0-
-G-

8.
6.1

6 . 0
8 . 9

.... .
1

jst-.tc Assessor 
Of I Ice

GF 1 291.9

TOTAL: 291.9

I 301.2 
301.2

479.1
479.1

406.4
406.4 -0- 72.7

2-. 7 
22.7

30.0
30.0

■

* V.'i;; i*: i;■.. i 
| ili.ir:

Revenue ‘•F_ | 16,645.1 ]
TOTAL; 16.0 4 5 . 1

1 18,729.* 
[ 18,729.*

20.909.4 
20,1109.1

29.000.8
20.000.8

-Q-
-0 -

j _, 8.6
h.o

‘••t: I'H.i 1
i nece t,*

~>ti.st
s TOTAL

U l . r> 1 
111.5 |

i 06..t
j 601.8

1 .J 35.2 
1.335.2

1.335.2
1.135.2 -0-

!
. ■ T.unl c; EcV j I 

|..ssi::t .nee '-rants

r.z i I 
" i 2.7 1

TOTAL; 2 . 7  j
' 20. • 
20..

45.0
45.0

20.0
20.0 -»l- 23.0

25.0
25.0

jfcrruiutv 
\ss Istu

Planning
ice

0 -

TQTAL

'LS

397.1 ‘ 
1,146.3 j

■ ’i-in-r.-sj?.
KXXXXXXXXX

425.9
1,199.1

476.7
1.276.7

370.7
1.176.7

-U-
-0-

ICO. 5
100. 2

u . o
1m . 0

A.0.0 
40, C

.0
.6.0

1
1

GRSJD TOT sice Pape Tvoxxxxxx: txxxxxxx
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i
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O.'cR

GF %
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io h X W . - . V . j
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x i
1
j
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#c 1 7 1#0 1

i
I

r
h I

r
Z
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Reason for .Request /  Projected C-jtpc

Local Government Ass ist.ir.ce

30.6

Administration of Coastal Energy impact Program - A Foiitr.il Crane and Loan 
Proer..n designed to assi-.: states and communities impacttd due to rapid 
development of tie Outer Coniinvntal Sliolf.

Support is loqulrod for DCS IV for the CHIP program.

Community Planning Assistance

So additional funds requested. New maintenance positions to he funded by 
reallocation of federal contractual funds to support positions, with appropriate 
adjustment In general fund match accounting:

To continue current love! of technical field assistance in siting, plans of 
survev, facility location, etc.

To consolidate fiscal supervision of grant programs and financial accounts.

The Coastal Zone Management Programs will be implemented by:

Technical program support and grant and contr.ict administration.
Technical program support and grant and contract administration.
Technical support to local coastal programs.

Clerical support to Coastal Management staff.

Administration 6 Support
! i
1..3 I Transfer of Admin. Ofiicer I position from the Manpower Division ai a result of

j transfer of the CETA programs from the Governor's 0tfl-e to the Department.
I Position currently heads the Department's fiscal section excluding CETA and

1 i is responsible for the development and negotiation of an Indirect Cost Rate
used to recover federal reimbursement for indirect costs.

I Cover Program /  Agency
I Community Develop men:

Increment #
Croup t

(1)

I

Input Description

Local Government Special 
stratlon of Coastal E.'.cr

Clerk Typist III

1st IV and jd-:ni- 
;y Impact Program.

Associate Planner

Accountant II

Senior Planner 
Senior Planner 
Associate Planner

Clerk Typist III

Administrative Officer

t o l l  JJEJHiSLilKSElsn: 
fit IQI/iL EELZGi. gf

30.n 117.3 I : 24,473.0

CimaiiyEjEQiEsi
total eele&s .
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Pos.

ITE'i

GF ! lOir'.L Reasc:: for RecoEst / Projected Oj:-uT Inp'jT De::-:";:-.

!
i Municipal Lands Trustee
I

19.1 ; 39.3 1.0
........

To relieve the Municipal Lands Trustee of technical work by mapping, platting ar.d 
physical land capability analysis.

Pea 1ty Special 1st

i
ii

11.3 .5 Legislation requires the maintaining of revenue .and title records for the 
Municipal Lands Trustee Program. This activity, plus handling correspondence 
between the trustee and over 100 villages under the program will be the projected 
output. This position will be shared with the Senior Citizens Housing Program.

Clerk Tvplst

,
8.9 |

j
i
i

6.9 Extensive travel will bo required to complete Initial contacts and to provide 
lollow i with village leaders in order to document needs and to thoroughly 
explain program elements.

Travel to villages 
•

9.0
j
1

|

i

9.0 Statutes renulre the .tablishment and maintenance of record'systems. Villjge 
title record plats, village revenue records and their auiit ard trespjss and 
laud use stjJits to determine the extent of conflict of claims and to settle 
claims prior to conveyance of title.

Administration and Support

1
Establishment and ruintc.-.ahtt cf re:.- 
systems.

i

1

3.1 j
j

14. i) i.n PSE Salary Differential: State Match for Federal Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act (CETA) funds maximum of $833/month. State funds required to 
supplement to the State Wage level.

Clerk Typist III
;
;

3.0 ’1.0 ,, Provides clerical support to 13 fiscal positions. I
Cierk Typist 111 |

3.9
I

11. (t 1.0 Provides supply assistance for the department. clerk IV !

1.0 j 14.9 1.0 Provides records retention and property accounting asslstof.ee for the Department. Clerk IV
t

1.3 I ■i i 1.0 Position reclass: This position provides prlna-y support to the Departmental ;
Cli.*rk Typist II to Cler’*' IV

jflclcl offices in the areas of per diem claims, purchasing, supply 5 property m.mag-.ponc.
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CoataunItv ?.waning Assistance

For "Coas-Mr.ity Profiles" series of mapped data displaying lend status, 
existing structures and lund use, public utilities and facilities, 
natural iiaCarca, engineering and climatie data .old future development 
potential.

dV.

ll.0 I i:

uCVaS P.vCxjVs*.

Cor.nna 11 s !»*. - ■

I ‘Cdc : Covert * etit As s 1 s t a tic

i . C ; Admiiilair..; ion of • nev oiflcu In bethel. ilecause bethel Is the huh et over 50 
municipal;: Us and villages, we p.luii to open an .ft Ice lu bettor Serve the 
pressing -v-ts of officials and the public and gain closer cooperation util;
■11 who w t- :n the area.

Thta pa*.: 
l c spans i’. .

is sole clerical support for bethel office with lull office

I,‘.put „gsc3;?T;c:.

"Community Profiles"

Local Government dpu.lillsl 111

Clerk Typist III - one 
lsecond half included

-half posit lor. 
i:i Increment
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Viainistrution a Support

To enable the Department to actively pursue grant funding through private 
foundation:*, local conr.ur.itles, Universities and Federal programs to establish 
an intern management program. Tin* program will e n a b le  smaller communities 
to increase the effect iv* ness of their local qovernr.*nt s t h r u . ; ; ,  the hiring

Part-ClT.e and full-t! i in management personae

*<opj- i;*.it ' ~eig.iI \ss»stance
Due to Section IAC3 of the Land Claims Settlement Act, many requests iron 
village -orpor.it ions relative to lands and conveyance .*re anticipated during 
FV Hie village trust lands will be Identified for urgent community nee.:
and ultimately transferred to the State in trust through :*.e.,uiaud agree.*:.*-:'.:s 
with 51.'*..

Input Bescriptic*.

Grunt Administrator

Legal Assistance Grants
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Appendix C 

Instructions to Agencies - FY 79 Prioritization



IO r  ALL COMMISSIONERS DAU September 13, 1977

nu no

FROM: 1
Gi _ v Committee

ttnmoNt NO

5UBJECT Prioritization of FY 79 
Budget Requests

The Governor has often requested that budget proposals be presented to 
him in a manner which clearly displays his Commissioners' priorities, 
and the BRC has attempted to focus its discussions on services to be 
provided. To meet these informational needs, we have developed a 
supplement to our budget requirements which calls for most agencies 
to prioritize their incremental General Fund requests within each cover 
program for their FY 79 budget submissions. Even though this supple­
mental system is aimed at the increased funding requests, agencies 
should not think that this in any way means that their base requests are 
considered approved - they too must be justified. Attachment B contains 
a listing of the Cover Programs for which those prioritizations will be 
required.

The following is a general description of the system to be used and the 
reasoning behind it. Attachment A contains the specific instructions 
and forms to be used.

The system we have developed is partially an outgrowth of tfie recent 
debate over "zero-base" budgeting. The concept of zero-base budgeting 
is appealing in two respects: 1) it provides for budget requests to be
presented in prioritized increments', and 2) it is structured such that 
the existing base of government operations is open to budgetary review 
to a much greater extent than under conventional budget systems. The 
major problem with zero-base budgeting is that it may be more time- 
consuming; and without careful planning, a disproportionate amount of 
additional time could be spent on what is realistically the least dis­
cretionary portion of the total budget. In addition, developing a 
budget in "incremental packages" from a zero base involves new account­
ing complications which, at this point., would do more to confuse than to 
clarify budget development and review.

The modified system we are now introducing for FY 79 budget review 
incorporates the element of prioritization into our existing budget 
system, but only for requests for new funds. A more complete system 
would, of course, require prioritization of items within the base. 
Specifically, we will be requiring that a composite prioritization for 
all BRU's within a specified group be prepared which accounts for a) all 
"change" requests on the Form G's, b) all "maintenance" requests for 
additional personal services on the Form G's, plus c) any other major 
"maintenance" items specified by Budget and Management after review of 
the Form 5 rough drafts. (Typically, prioritization will not be required 
for increases in formula grant programs.)



Responsibility for ranking these requests and for preparation of the 
forms to express these rankings will rest with the Commissioner. The 
format we are introducing for the prioritization will require usually no 
less than 4 and no more than 10 "incremental packages" for cacli BRU 
group. A "package" is defined simply as one or more request items 
grouped at the same priority level. The intention is to provide the 
Budget Review Committee with specific and practical funding level 
alternatives beginning at a low ievel and proceeding through roughly 
equivalent increments up to the full request.

Two new forms have been developed to standardize the process and aggre­
gate the results. The first form basically provides for all new items 
requested at a particular priority level to be described and explained, 
including the expected impact of the proposed expenditure. The second 
form is a financial summary of the BRU requests in total and by incre­
ment.

Through the use of this mechanism, we hope that the BRC can focus on 
the services they want added and that the analysts can focus on the 
calculations of the funding required to produce those services. In 
other words, the analysts will spend most of their efforts in verifying 
and recosting items in the detailed budgets and the BRC will focus on 
the current service levels and the proposed service increments.

Budget officers of the affected agencies will be contacted shortly by 
Budget ?. Management for training in the implementation ol this system.



Attachment. A
In s t ru c t io n s  f o r  Form 4X (C ove r Program Increm ent)

and Form 4Y (Cover Program Financial Summary)

The basic procedure to be followed is that for each group of BRU's, the 
incremental general fund amount that is to be prioritized is calculated 
and the magnitude of the amount determines the number of prioritization 
packages that will be provided. All of the individual service increments 
that make up this amount are then prioritized, grouped and recorded on 
the appropriate forms.

We are asking for prioritized "packages" rather than simply a numerical 
ranking of each new item for two reasons: 1) The priority distinctions
between new requests need not be as precise, since a number of new 
requests may be grouped in the same package at the same priority level; 
and 2) By limiting the size of each package, we want to be sure that 
agencies will not, for example, combine 15 positions together as one 
"item" and label "it" ohe number one priority.

BY Base approximates the continuation cost for the unit based upon the 
current year authorization and is calculated for each BRU as follows:

Total Request. . .

a) minus all "change" requests on Form 6 (regardless of funding 
sourceJ,

k) minus all "maintenance" requests for increased personal ser­
vices on Form 5 (except for normal salary increase, regard­
less of funding source). For new positions, deduct the total 
position cost slown on Form 13, including related line items.

c ) m inus all transfers into, the BRU planned for FY 79,
d) p]us all transfers out of the BRU planned for FY 79, arid
e) minus any other major "maintenance" items specified by Budget

and Management after review of the Form 5 rough drafts.

NOTF: It: is the responsibility of the agency to ensure that Form 5
rough drafts are submitted to the appropriate Budget and Management 
analyst for review prior to cormal prioritization.

The first formal step in the process is to accumulate items a, I), c, d, 
and e as described above, and then to derive the BY Base for each BRU in 
the group. Items a - e should then be separated into two groups:
Group J should contain all transfer items (c and d) plus all new items (a, b and 
eT  funded entirely from non-General Fund sources; Group 11 should con­
tain all other items. Note that for purposes of this prioritization,
"General Fund" will include Required General Fund Match and all requests 
from the "Renewable Resources Fund", as well as Other General Fund.



The purpose for breaking the increments into these two groups is to 
provide a format to explain major adjustments to the cover program that 
are not increased General Fund costs (Group I), and to identify the 
amount and specific services to be prioritized (Group II).

Set aside Group I requests for the moment. They will need to be 1Jstecl 
in a format specified further on, but only the Group 11 items w i H n e e d  
to be prioritized. The next step is to determine the allowable size of 
each "incremental package" to be presented for the Group II requests..

Add up the total amount of General Funds requested for all Group II 
items for all BRU's in the group and apply the following schedule to 
determine the maximum allowable size of each prioritization group.

Group II Allowable Amount
(GF) then per Increment (GF)

$0 - 200.0 50.0
200.0 - 400.0 GF amount f 4
400.0 - 800.0 100.0
800.0 or more GF amount * 8

Where division is used to determine the allowable amount per incre­
ment, round u£ the result to the nearest $10.0. The following examples 
should clarify the process:

EXAMPLE:

Group II Allowable Amount
(GF) per Increment (GF)

1. $ 156.5 $ 50.0
2. 257.9 70.0
3. 643.5 100.0
4. 3,850.0 490.0

If a single item requires inputs, such as a contract which by itself
exceeds the allowable amount per increment, and if that item is clearly
indivisible (i.e. "all or nothing"); then that item should constitute a 
single increment by itself even though the "allowable amount per incre­
ment" is exceeded. Such instances should be rare and will be viewed by
the BRC as an all or nothing situation.

STEP 1 The sample Fcrms 4X and 4Y (attached) generally correspond to
Exa'iiple II2 above. In filling out the forms, begin with the 
Form 4Y. Enter the cover program title and agency at the
lower left and list the BRU's iri their "4A" order for that
grouping in the left hand column. If more than eight BRU's 
are in that group, use two Form 4Y's and enter all totals on 
the second sheet. Complete columns "PY Actual" through "Group 
II" using the definitions of "General Fund", "BY Base" "Group 
I" and "Group II" given in this memo. The CY Authorized
column should equal column 4 on Form 4 (i.e. not including the
"RP" column).



The sample forms attached assume the fallowing configuration 
of BRU's and relevant request items:

i
Group

Funding Relevant Request I tems Designat ion

BRU I 100% GF $20.0, new position 11
27.9, new position II
80.0 transfer from BRU II I

BRU II 1005; GF $100.0, new item - "all or nothing" contract II
30.0, new position II
45.0, new position II
25.0, change item, grants II
(80.0) transfer to BRU I I
30.0 transfer from outside BRU group I

BRU III 100% Fed $50.0 new position I
75.0 new item, contract I

BRU IV 50% GF/50% Fed $20.0 new item, includes 10.0 GF/10.0 Fed II

STEP 2 The next step is to prepare the listing of all Group I items, 
i.e'., all transfers plus all items above BY Base" that involve 
no State general funds. List in BRU sequence the Group I 
services and amounts in the central portion of a Form 4X as 
shown in the example. For this and for all other "incremental 
packages", more than one Form 4X may be used if additional 
space is necessary, though the totals should be recorded only 
on the last page of the "packaqe". Be sure that all items 
listed are clearly identified with a particular BRU/compcnert.
The only way in which the general fund request may be affected 
by Group 1 is as a result of transfers with BRU's ouiside the 
group.

STEP 3 The next step is to prepare the prioritized packages display­
ing all Group II request items. The service(s) to be provided 
at a given increment level (i.e. in a given "package") should be entered 
in the central portion of the form. For each service: 1) enter the BRU/com- 
ponent where the item is being requested; 2) enter the dollar 
request in the "Amount" columns (all requests from the "Renew­
able Resources Fund" should be entered in the General Fund 
column with an explanatory notation); 3) explain the reason 
for the request, and explain what the requested expenditure or 
position(s) would accomplish, work at, or allow ("projected 
output"); and 4) briefly describe what the request is (i.e. 
describe the requested "resource inputs" - position titles, 
etc.). In most cases, this information should be directly 
transferable from Forms 5 and 6. The listing of items 
within a package should be in BRU order, and does not have 
any relationship to their relative priority.

STEP 4 When the Form 4X's have been completed for the BRU group,
return to Form 4Y and complete the "increment columns" on the 
right as showr in the example. Note that the percentages



requested along the bottom of Forms 4X and 4Y represent 
cumulative percentage increases over CY Authorized. For 
example, the percentage increases derived for Increment H3 may 
be arrived at as follows:

(BY Base + Group I + increments 1, 2 and 3) * (CY Authorized)

Follow the example closely with a calculator at hand to become 
familiar with the format and the placement of specific informa­
tion on the forms. The signature of the agency head must appear 
on Form 4Y.

When all Forms 4X and 4Y have been completed for a BRU group, 
the original forms plus 1 copy should be submitted to Budget 
and Management. Due dates are shown on Attachment B for each 
BRU group to which this supplement applies.



Attachment B

Agency BRU's Cover Program Due Date

Public 
Safety

Fire Safety Life & Property 
Traffic Safety - Protection 

Federal Projects 
Traffic Safety - 

Projects Coord.
Driver/Vehicle Services 
Vehicle Weight Enforcement

October 5

Aili tary 
Affairs

Civil Defense 
Search & Rescue 
National Guard

Life & Property 
Protection

October 5

Education Financial Support 
Program 

Correspondence Study 
Professional Teaching 

Prac. Comm.
Executive Administration 
Administrative Support 
Program Evaluation 
New Leg is - Bi1ingual 
School Hot Lunch

Elementary & Secon­
dary Education

October 5

Education State Museum 
AK Public Broadcasting 

Commission 
AK Blue Book 
State Library

Education, Informa­
tion & Cultural Svcs

October 5

H&SS Assistance Payments 
Program Services 
Social Services 
Soc. Svcs Admin & 

Support 
Eligibility Determina­

tion
QC Col lection Agency

Social & Economic 
Assistance for the 
General Population

October 6



Agency BRU's Cover Program Due Date

H&SS

Public 
Safety

Adult Confinement 
Juvenile Confine­

ment
Probation & Parole 
Parole Board 
Corrections Admin.

Office of Commissioner 
Research & Planning 
Community Relations 
Detachments & CIB 
AST - Headquarters 
Records & Identification 
Lab Services 
Central Communications 
Housing
Training Academy 
Narcotics

Offender Confinement 
Reformation & Super­
vision

Crime Identification & 
Apprehension

Governor's
Office

Law

H&SS

H&SS

H&SS

Public Defender Due Process

Prosecution Due Process

API
llarborview
Regional Community DD 
Regional Community MH 
Mental Health Admin. 
Alcoholism & Drug Abuse

Contract forensic Services 
State Council for Persons 

with Developmental 
Handicaps

Mental Health & 
Developmental 
Disabili ties

Public Health Nursing 
Communicable Disease 
Environmental Health 
family Health 
La bora Lories 
Certification and 

Licensing 
Public Health Admin. 
Emergency Medical Svcs 
Medicaid
General Relief - Medical 
Public Assistance Admin.

Planning & Research 
Healt.li Information 

Systems 
Vital Statistics

Public Health

Health Information, 
Planning & Research

October 11 

October 11

October 11

October 11 

October 24

October 24

October 24



Agency

Administra­
tion

Governor1s 
Office

C&RA

B -3

BRU's

Commissioner's Office 
Internal Audit 
Admin Services 
State CEO 
Personnel 
Accounting 
Purchasing 
Property Management 
Risk Management 
Central Mail 
Central Duplicating 
Archives
Leasing & Facilities 
Data Processing 
Labor Relations Agency 
Retirement & Benefits

&

Executive Office 
Contingency Fund 
Executive Mansion 
Policy Development 

Planning 
Growth Policy Council 
Budget & Management 
Lt. Governor 
Volunteer Services 
Special Projects Ofc

Cover Program Due Date

Centralized Administra­
tive Services

October 27

Executive Operations October ?7

Municipal Lands 
Trusteeship 

Local Government Asst. 
Local Boundary Comm.
State Assessor's Ofc 
Municipal Revenue Sharing 
National Forest Receipts 
Community Legal Assistance 

Grants
Community Planning Asst. 
C&RA Admin ft Support 
Community & Rural Devel.

Community Development November 7



Agency BRU's Cover Program Due Date
Natural
Resources

Natural
Resources

Natural
Resources

Public 
Safety

Environmen- 
tal Conserva­
tion

Fish ft 
Game

Fish ft 
Game

Land & Water Mgmt Management of l.and
Land ft Water Admin. and Water Resources
Cadastral Engineering 
Land ft Water Districts 
■Forestry 
New Legislation 
Water Management

Geological ft Geo- Management of Mineral
physical Survey and Energy Resources

Mineral ft Energy 
Management 

Oil ft Gas Conserva­
tion

Royalty Oil ft Gas 
Board

AK Conservation Corps 
District Operations 
Park Management 
Statewide Programs

Detachments 
Director's Office 
Aircraft 
Vessels

Parks ft Recreation

Protection of fish 
and Wildlife Resources

Water Programs Environmental Con-
Terrestrial Programs servation
Program Coordination
Admin ft Support
Regional Offices
Pipeline Monitoring
Oil Pollution Control

Habitat Protection 
Habitat Pipeline 

Survei1 lance

FRED
Commercial Fisheries 
Sport Fisheries 
Vessels

Environmental Con­
servation

Fisheries Resource 
Conservation

November 9

November 9

November 9

November 9

November 9

November 9

November 9

Fish ft 
Game

Game Game November 9


